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Abstract 

Th& work explores the implications of linguistic diversity for the 

organization of schooling by devdoping and applying an original, critical-realist 

theory of language based on ecological psychology. Rather than caryhg around 

in their heads comprehensive maps of the world or entire luiguistic systems, 

individuals are portrayed as adaptingtheir awareness and actions to düferent 

natuai and linguistic environments, rnodi@hg those environments in the 

proces. The particuIar importance of hguistic adaptation is shown to Iie m its 

CO-ordering efEects on imaginative awareness: metaphonc and metonymic 

schemata that enable us to grasp forms of order that elude direct perception, but 

also fiequently seduce us into mistaking ideas for reality. 

In the linguistic ecology of modem soaeties, knowledge and id& are 

typically produced at sites distant fiom schools. It is shown that many of the 

imaginative skills dtivated in the linguistic traditions of the middle classes have 

in fa& CO-evolved with the formai education system and with the nom-govemed 

use of texts as representatiom of reality. As a consepence, members of other 

cultural communities, whether they diffkrin tenns of dass, ethniaty, or other 



charaderisfics, encounter . a _ lin-c order in schooIs that is uitegrated and CO- 

evolvingwith a complex hierarchïcal system of social reIatlom. 

Administrative and poky declsions whichreniforce ormodify this 

ecology of language have important constrauùng and enabhg effects on school 

achievement h particuIar, pliaes which exclude vernadar languages fiom 

schools not only confer unequaïprivileges but reinforce two contrasthg 

tendenaes in culturd negotiation: dynamic sublimation (whereby individuals 

corne to see themselves and others in coflective ternis) and dynamic reduction 

(whereby individuals lose awareness of historïcal, social and ecologicd context). 

In order to limit such potentially dangerous effects, schools need to be founded 

upon the extended altivation of a critical awareness of place, in which cultural 

and linguistic diversity are treated as carefdïy and systernatidly as naturaL 

diversity. The indigenous concept of the cydic renewal of rdationship is 

recommended as a mode1 for le-& together with the use of critical 

ethnogmphy to generate and share knowledge about and among such projects. It 

is argued that this would simdtaneously provide the foundation for an 

emancipatory, research-based science of Ianguage and education. 
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I n t r o  duc tio n 



We shail not ceasefiom exploration 

And the end of an our expluring 

Wzn be fo m u e  w k e  we starfed 
And k n m  the p k e  for thepst  fime- 
- T.S- ELio t, "Little Gidding" 

These muchquoted lines were written some twenty years after Eliot 

had recorded his journey aaoss the wasteland of modemity- 'What are the 

roots that dutch, what branches grow/ Out of this stony mbbish?" he had 

asked-a question that resonated with two generations desolated by war, 

betrayed by the promises of peace, and bewildered at the crumbling of 

certainty on every hont Ironically, it was in the dark and cold of wa-e 

England that the m e r  came: "not looked br/ But heard, half-heard, in the 

stillness/ Between two waves of the sea-" Yet Eliot's answer did not mark a 

conclusion, only a promise and an exhortation- "For us, there is only the 

trying The rest is not our business." 

This work reports on a similar joumey- It grav out of a long personal 

stniggle involving both language and education, at times resembling Eliot's 

waterless trek into the "dead mountain mouth of carïous teeth", in which 

fai th and endurance (not only my own) were sorely tested. At the present 

tune, an oasis has been reached: small, hagiie, familiar yet strange, "both 

intirnate and unidentifiable". Little of reality has changeci, yet nothuig is the 

same. Perhaps the record of my route will help other travellers to make it 

aaoss the dry land. 

In my beginning is  my end- The earliest stniggles 1 had with education 

involved loneiiness and boredom. 1 was a shy chiid, set M e r  apart by an 

unusual accent, wide-rangïng intelligence, and emotions too dose to the 



surface for comfort 1 remember each step upwards, hom grade to grade and 

school to school, as an enormous reiïec brïnging greater freedom of choice 

and intellebual challenge. Almost unconsciously, 1 encountered 

undergraduate and graduate M e  in the same way, hding greatest hifiUment 

in the least predictable choices: history and philosophy as adjumts to the 

natural sciences, onenteering and mountain running as athletic disciphes, 

Esperanto and nuclear disarmament as intemationalkt causes. Perhaps it was 

inevitable that, despite my love for biology, 1 would ha l ly  abandon the 

straight and narrow path of a laboratory career for something far less 

defined-something for w M ,  even now, 1 have no name. Readers will find 

ample evidence of this deep-rooted edecticism in the development of this 

book's central thesis: that a naturaktic approach to the study of language and 

education entails the reform of long-established theoretical metaphors, 

research methods, and organizational systems. 

This is not a thesis that is likely to corne hom a disaphary insider, 

and indeed the joumey that brought me to the wasteland's edge began far 

outside the atadels of social saence, in Linguistic encounters too direct and 

persona1 to succumb to prescriptive theory. 1 will Say little explitit about 

Esperanto in the chapters of this work, but years of thinking, dreaming, 

learning and communicating in the language inforrn every paragraph and 

page. Putting these connections into language is a task for another day. For 

the present, let me cite my fnend and colleague Probal Dasgupta, hom a 

memorable essay that bears many re-readings: 

Before descendhg uito depths of theoryf let us £ k t  offer an image of the 

type of language that Esperanto is, in contrast to famiIïar types: we may 
Say that ethnic languages are like countnes, while Eçperanto is like a ship, 

which does carry passengers and cargo, but which members of its 



permanent crew regard as th& home- The elusive job of socï~linguists 

m g  to handIe the Esperanto experïence is especiaily hard in the case of 

the "crew": for these adventurers, the ship ik specifïc ("home") and 
grows on hem, and cornes to represent a d tura l  tradition; at the same 

time, the ship is a potent symbol (and a practicd means) of perenniai 
homeIessness, and resists not only the hang-ups and power-syndromes of 

the usuai type of tradition, but even the category of "home" in the d d  

and settled saise that seems naturd to Iandlubbers with their legaüsms 
and nationalisms. (Dasgupta, 1987: 309) 

For some fifteen years I have felt myseif to be a member of this aew, 

trying to understand the world as seen hom the dedc of a ship, slowly 

becorning familiar with the ways of the ship itself. In neither of these tasks 

did the tools of the land-based cartographers seem particularly naturd or 

useful. In the end 1 felt impelled to disembark and undertake the job myseif, 

in the trek reported here. Yet this point might never have been reached, but 

for a second crucial encounter on the rnargins of modemity. 

%me yeas ago, having ceased to work full-time with Esperanto, 1 

began to coilaborate with Canadian First Nations (indigenous) people on 

problems conceming language and education. In their passionate convidion 

of the importance and sustainability of their ancestral Ianguages, 1 recognized 

values widely shared by Esperanto speakers; in their stmggle to deveiop a 

rnodzis oivmdi between diverse communities and cultures, I again found a 

process to which I could immediately relate. To these common perceptions 

my indigenous mentors added two new and important dimensions: spirit 

and land. As 1 laboured to understand these perspectives and integrate them 

with my own vision of the world, 1 found myself inaeasingly at odds with 

the disaplinary works that daimed to offer generalizable knowledge of 

language, soaety, and schooling. The realities they sought to desaibe seerned 



to have been selected and preprocessed, cutting them off h m  the vibrant 

complexity of living systems. When the opportunity presented itself, I 

detennined to reclaim them- 

I therefore make no pretense of objectivlty. My own experience of 

Esperanto, and my efforts to understand indigenous experiences of language, 

have provided the "reality checks" to which 1 have rehimed, time and again, 

in my efforts to retheorize Ianguage in ecological and evolutionary tenns. 

Conversely, 1 cherish the hope that this work will ultimateiy contribute to the 

community-based revitaüzation of uidigenous languages, to the reform of 

schooling dong indigenous/ecological lines, and to the widespread 

acceptance of Esperanto as a contnhtion to a sane and sustainable global 

Linguistic ecology. These are long-term goals, and 1 do not expect this one text 

to provide more than a tiny additional nudge in this direction. Together, 

however, they conçtitute the "why" that frames the more specific, and 

sometimes abstract and technical explorations in the chapters to corne. 

There is another "whyf' toward which I harbour more ambiguous 

sentiments. This research was done within a program of doctoral studies in 

education, in circumstances that greatiy Limited my opportunities to share the 

work with others, and particularly with the indigenous and critical thinkea 

whose inçights 1 value most highly. Although 1 see value in a text such as 

this, 1 would be happier if it had evolved in a more dialogic fashion. In 

Bakhtinian fashion I have tried to give due weight to voices other than my 

own, ûting authors at length, letting them speak for themselves and 

preserving a proper context for their words. 1 have tried, also, to develop a 

theory that is selfkritical, for it locates knowledge in action rather than in text 

and thereby invites the reader to treat its paper-bound formulations with 



skepticism. Nonetheless, 1 regard this kind of project-the single-author 

doctoral dissertation-as symptomatic of the very iIls for which it seeks a 

m e ;  and to that extent, it leaves me dissatisfled. 

This concern with "why", with the depth and breadth of sources and 

causes, is what led me to enroll in the field of educational administration, 

although 1 am not sure that a l l  of the hdty in my department would 

recognize the present work as a contrLution to that disapline. Most of those 

who write about schools as social and political institutions, Let alone those 

who treat them as mass production lines of marketable knowledge and skills, 

view language unproblematically as something that administrators use and 

teachers teach: a matter of what and how, but never why. This bias, 

incidentdy, is largely shared with the field of applied hguistics, where 

research has rather comistently avoided fundamental questions of why 

schools are organized around particular forms of language and not others. In 

both disaplines, it is critical theorists of various persuasions, ranging from 

Marxism to ferninism to phenomenology, who have begun to pay doser 

attention to the "whys" of language-and even so, this "discursive turn" has 

often focused on language to the point of obscurllig reality. Why this should 

be so iç also a concern of the present work. 

In any case, as wiU become apparent, the theory of linguistic ecology 1 

offer here is above all a theory of "whys". Like other philosophical theories, it 

brings us to the shores of the ocean of human potential and asks: what are we 

doing? what is it we want? And what can we afford? Like other ecological 

theories, it shows modem education to be as wastehil of Linguistic and 

cultural resources as modem economies are wastehil of the pIanetfs 

resources. Like other aitical theories, it points to reasons for this cultural 



pathology and suggests remedies against it. Its most important contriouton, 

in my own estimation, is to show how deeply language is implicated in our 

forms of social organization, allowing language planning to be lïnked with 

s o a d  reform and renewai within an integrative vision of ecological 

schooling. To move fiom one system to the other will be the stmggle of 

generations, but it not too early to sketch some of the dimensions and 

dynamics of the challenge. 

After some experhentation, 1 have cast this exploration in a helical 

form, dimbing like a spiral stairway to the light. The three tums of the 

staircase rise £iom a foundational survey through an elaboration of ecologicd 

concepts and methods in educational linguistics to an ecological revisionhg 

of schools, communities, and souety. At the same the,  three verticai piliars 

hold the structure together: a aitical realist exploration of the epistemology 

and ontology of language (Chapters 1,4 and 7); a reappraisal of the sociology 

of language and education in the era of modemity (Chapters 2,5 and 8); and 

an elaboration of ~tical/indigenous/ecolo~cal alternatives to mainstream 

schooling (Chapters 3,6 and 9). Çomeümes the connections between chapters 

are made expliàt, sometimes they are left to readers to work out for 

themselves. No single chapter summarizes the work as a whole. 

In my end is my beginning. Gratefid as 1 am for this oasis, 1 know that 

its shade is temporary: "Because one has only learnt to get the better of words/ 

For the thing one no longer has to Say, or the way in which/ One ïs no longer 

disposed to say it." Or because the language that is right for a parücular task 

and time cm shadde our imaginations and our deeds, if dung to for too long. 

Although Eliot believed that "human kind cannot bear very much reality", 

on this final point 1 differ: reality may not be consoling but to turn away from 



it is to turn away fkom me. Slippery and împrecïse as they are, words c m  offer 

glimpses of that uifinite varïety. It is when we make them an end in 

themselves that w e  forge our own diains. 



F i r s  t Turn: 

Tradit ions and Direc t ions  



A Naturalis t Epis temology 

Since the 1970~~ the English philosopher Roy Bhaskar has argued for 

the possibility of a naturalist soaal science that can "illuminate and ernpower 

the project oE human self-emanapation" (Bhaskar, 1979; 1986; 1989). By 

"naturalistr', Bhaskar has in mind an epistemology of discovery that might be 

shared by the naturd and human sciences: a view of knowledge as invariably 

situated and fallible, but nonetheless open to testing and improvement. In his 

iater works Bhaskar relabels this position "critical reali~rn"~ and 1 will follow 

hirn in using these two terms interchangeably. 

What fundamental premises are entailed by crîtical realism? To lapse 

briefiy into philosophersr jargon, 1 read "realism" as a daim both that 

regularïties in world affairs exist (an ontological premise), and that 

accessibüity to multiple observers îs a sound aiterion for identifyuig them 

(an epistemological premise). Denying either of these daims leaves us with 

no grounds for scientific knowledge at all. "Critical" 1 take to refer to the 

necessady lïmited perspective of any individual or group, and thus to the 

need to examine the context of all knowledge daims to understand the 

grounds and bounds of their validity (what we might cail a meta- 

epis temological premise) . Denying the critical premise whiie affirming the 

two realist premises amounts to an existence daim for a privileged, objective 

perspective, a single truth that is independent of subjective positioning. In 

essence, the critical premiçe represents a defenser in the law courts of 

philosophy, of everyday pragmatic knowledge against disaplinary objective 



knowledge. Look at what people must know in order to function in th& 

worlds, Bhaskar tells us, and make sue that your theones of çoàety do not 

deny them th& pnvileged standpoint as knowers; nor forget to examine 

your own soaocdtural positioning to locate the Wts of your theoretical 

knowing. 

Embodied Agents 

This approach to the philosophy of saence itself extends well over the 

marginç of social theory, and there it meets and mingles with the "feminiçt 

sociology of knowledge" developed by Dorothy Smith (1987; 1990a; 1990b). 

Working outward fkom her personal experience, seeking to understand the 

ways in which it was "exduded or subdued" in psydùatric and other 

disciplinary knowledge, Smith came to conceive of a soaology that would 

take such exploration as its basic method. That is, instead of starting with the 

"social facts" that have figured so centrdy in the socio1ogÏcal imagination 

since Durkheim and employing them as causal or explanatory categones, 

sociologists would begui with the lived experience of individu& and explore 

how and why this experience was ignored, subsmed, categorized or 

otherwise reworked within the "relations of ruling" that characterïze a 

particular society or its parts. This would be a sociology founded on agency, 

with structure shown to arise from specific activiües of individuals, as she 

makes clear: 

If people do not appear as agents in their own effects, then that is.. . 
sometbg that is itself an organization of people's actuai activities. Thus 
if people's activities can come to have the propertïes of a system, that 

effect m u t  be specined with reference to the &al practices and 

relations in and through whidi subjects are active in accomplishuig theix 



own invisibility- To treat human action IB texns of systems necessitates 

an accotmt of how people rnay be separated 6rom their actions so that 

what they do or 'expect' may become the components or parts of a 
systern. IE the system assumes the prerogatives of agency vis à vis the 

actors, then its 'causai' hegemony must aIso be descriiable in terms that 

show how that is brought about in socïalIy organlzed practices- (Smith, 

1990a: 46) 

Smith traces this line of souological inquiry badc to Marx in The 

Gemzan Ideology (1846) (Marx & Engels, 1970). Ln trying to identify the 

shortcomings of Hegelian idealisrn as a basis for soaal saence. Marx came to 

insist that ail concepts are anchored in the social relations ordering people's 

activities: "concepts 'translate' what people aiready know as a matter of theh 

experience" (Smith, 1990a: 40). Once removeci from this soaal context, 

concepts lose their hold on reality: they can be sbning together according to 

the whim of the theorist, who, according to Marx, iç then engaged not in 

saence but in ideology. In order for saence to remain saence, it must ensure 

that the connections it makes between concepts are not merely "mystical" but 

desaibe the co-ordering of the actual practices of real people. Marx's best- 

known application of this idea was in his description of the practices of 

cornmodification, whereby the use value of things (including people's labour) 

becomes detached from their exchange value. His point was that economic 

emanapation is only possible if capitalism is analyzed in terms of the social 

conventions that sustain it; otherwïse its interna1 logic appearç unassailable. 

Zn her own work, Smith has m c e d  a merent source of 

alienation-ne as pervasive and influentid as capitalism itself. Through her 

early work on the sociology of mental illness and a personal struggle with 

psychotherapy, she graduaily came to identify a "cornplex of relations and 

practices that organize psychiatrie knowledge to exdude or subdue the 



actuallties of people's experience," and then to realize that similar or 

analogous practices are ubiquitous in modem soaeties (1990a, b). Central to 

all of them, according to Smith, ïs a reliane on fexfs as a primary source of 

data about the reaI worId. Much effort is investeci ùi training soaal saentkts 

(and, for that matter, joumalists and others) to transform their experience 

into texts according to obje-g conventions, within which the texts and 

documents ofken come to appear more 'Ireal" than the people behind them: 

We do not retum to or give primacy to the actual, IiMng indivlduals in 

th& conaete situations of action from which we would, as social 

scientists, se& a hasty escape, moving perhaps fkom a set of particular 

events to h d  in them a schema that wiU interpret them and, in 

interpreting, forget about the original particulars- . . . 

Çociologists have believed, perhaps because they have wanted or hoped 

to, that they were doFng that the procedures they used in 

retumïng the concept to the actual world of Iiving individuals were 

referential. That is, they took it that such concepts of their discipline as 

power, legitimacy, authority, elite, social class, and so forth, referred to 

phenornena that were discoverable in the world of actual events and 

iiving people But even lacking the formal positivist commitment, 

sociologists have sought to use the actuaiities of people's b e s  as they 

know them to embody the conceptual order of a scientific 

discourse. The actualities of living people become a resource to be made 

over in the image of the concept. The work becomes that of transposing 

the paramount reality into the conceptual currency in which it is 

governed. Sociological procedures legislate a reaiïty rather than discover 

one. (Smith, 1990a: 53) 

It is dear how such an analysis conne- with that of Marx. Whenever 

tex& come to rouünely stand in for reality, the production and interpretation 

of such texts becomes ideologïcal. Over the past five centuries, M e  in the 

modern(izing) world has Men fbrther and mer under the sway of such 

acts of transcription, in whidi a l l  participate through thei. Willingness to 



recognize themsdves in descriptions which make no reference to their own 

individual cïraimstances, but treat them as representative rnembers of some 

social category or other. The entire legai, political and govemmental 

apparatus of modem soueties relies on a "mode of ruling" 

that involves a continual W p t i o n  of the local and patticrular 
actualities of our lives lnto abstracted and generalized forms- It is an 

exfralocal mode of ruling- Its characterMïc modes of conscïousness are 

objectified and impersonal; its relations are governed by organizationai 

logics and exigenues- We are not d e d  by powers that are essenh'ally 

impllcated in partidarized ties of kinship, family, and household and 

anchored in relationships to partïcular patches of ground- We are ruied 

by f o m  of organizatïon vested in and mediated by texts and 

documents, and constituted externally to partidar individuals and theh 

personal and familiai relationships- (Smith, 1987: 3) 

Given that we all live within such a web of objectified discourses, the 

starting point for an emanapatory soaology lies in identifyïng gaps in 

it-access points to üved experience that provide ma point d'appui for 

soaological inquüy. .. a place to begin, not a topic, nor a subject matter, nor an 

object" (Smith, 1993: 183). A new discourse can then be woven (or, as Smith 

puts it, a "new language" discovered or created) whidi takes those previously 

unçpoken, unacknowledged reaüties as central. Suddenly, what had seemed 

to be knowledge is exposed as social practice, and a new knowledge cailed into 

being-likewise, of course, a form of soaal practice, but one which in that 

time and place may serve an emancipatory function- 

My project ïs a sociology capable of expanding anyoners access to the 

workings of the world they live and act in- Imagine it as making visible to 
us the social relations that organize our Lives, that are present in our 

everyday worlds, but aren't fully apparent in them. Çociologists might be 

producing for people someùiüig Iike a map that would let us see how 

what we do is hooked into social process beyond our view. -.. 



In proposing a soàology for women, I've wanted to rewrite sociologicai 

conventîons so that soâological discourse is dways exposed to bekg 
surpriseci and changeci by h a . g  to redisCover the mcïety through the 

experience of those who lïve it and through an insisteme on grasping the 

actual forms of societfs organization and rdations in the ongoing 

concerting of people's activities- (Smith 1993: 188-190) 

Although formulated as "a feminist sociology of biowledge", Smith's 

project is dearly relevant to any individual or group who h d s  their 

experience systematically denied or reinterpreted within the discourses of a 

discipline or soaety. My partidar concem in this work is to explore its 

implications for understanding the relationship between language and the 

world. The only way to know whether a partidar concept is grounded in 

"the actual social relations ordering people's activities," as Smith advises 

(1990a: 39), is to ask subjects, through the medium of spoken language, 

whether it makes sense to th-, and let them debate the matter until they 

arrive at a condusion. But this implies that the semiotic move that detaches 

concepts hom the world must inhere in language ifself. There would be no 

need for sudi questions or debates if words were unambiguously comected to 

reality; texts cm be ideological only to precisely the same extent that speech 

cm be ideological. If, as Smith argues, ideology is a pervasive feature of 

written language, it follows that language in general offers no sure knowledge 

of the world and no privileged access to experience. 

We are thus brought face to face with the questions that define a critical 

realist approach to language and education: What is knowledge? What is 

language? In what ways are they related? And how can these relationships 

themselves be known? Lest these concerns appear overly abstract in a work 

on educational organization and policy, let me cite the following call for "a 



new saence" by a noted scholar of educational administration, which rdects 

exactly the concems of thk chapterr 

Scientists ïnspired by positivism approach admnustrators with the 

conviction that their theones and methodç enable them to know 

administration in a way mere practitioners donr, The reverse assumption 

now seems a better point of departure: administrators know 

administration, scientists don't- The point of such enquiry wodd be to 

enable scïentists to come to know what administrators know and to bring 

a h s h  and questionhg perspective to i t  --- The new science will sureiy 
also require giving up the notion that dechions and otganizations 

themseives can be conkoki by Greater lnsight such science may 

offer, but greater control, no. 

A possible research agenda of the new science is apparent= 

1. How is the social reality of the organization built and rnaintained? 

What do administrators and others contriiute to this process? 

2- What is the role of language in the building of administrative reality? . . . 
(Greenfieid & Ri'bbens, 1993: 155-7) 

Thomas Greenfield's ideas wilI make several appearances in the 

chapters to come, but the point 1 wish to reiterate here is that the quest for a 

naturalist epistemology is indeed crucially relevant to the study of schools: "It 

is the individual that iïves and a&, not the organization. It is, therefore, the 

experience of individuals that we must seek to understand" (Greenfield, 

1993a: 123). Moreover, understanding the individual's experience of language 

rnay help to explain much else about the ways in which "social reality" is 

"built and rnaintained". Bhaskar's and Smith's visions of an emancipatory 

saence are echoed in Greenfield's passionate c d  for "an anarchist theory of 

organization" that would cease to take language for granted: 

Language is power. It iïterally makes reality appear and disappear. Those 

who control language control thought. and thereby themselves and others. 

We build categories to dominate the world and its organizations. The 



anafchist wants to let the reality of people wïthin the categons shatter 

them and thereby to reduce the controL (Greenfield, 1993a: 130) 

Ernergent Knowings 

There lurks, however, a persistent danger in interpretivist accounts of 

language such as the one just àted, which typicaily treat meaning as 

conshiiaed in the process of soaal interaction. What is to be mede of the fact 

that, in any given situation, some uses of language do apparently mediate our 

knowledge of reality better than others? How is progress in scientific theory 

and technology to be explained? Why do some people enjoy greater freedom 

in theV use of language, or power over it, than others? Critical realism is not 

only critical, pointing to limitations to knowledge: it is also realist, seekùig to 

explain how knowledge is possible at all and why its ecology in modem 

societies seems to foster or reinforce profound inequalities of opportunity and 

choice. In this respect it diffea hom ideaiist philosophical traditions as 

emphatically as it contests objectivist philosophies of saence. Language and 

knowledge are in some sense "emergent systemsrf, in Bhaskar's temis: they 

cannot be undeatood through a focus on the isolateci individual alone, for 

some of their key properties derive nom the co-ordering of the actions of 

many individuals. It is this extensive and invisible stnicturhg of the social 

world that must somehow be made manifest in a critical reafist account of the 

development of individual knowledge, without being said to detennine what 

it is that people know and do. 

This is the distinction that pub Smith at odds with soaally engaged 

post-modernists, whose emphasis on discourse engenders skepticïsm not 

only towards "standard science", but ais0 towards projects that airn to 



rehabilitate it (Clough, 1993; Denzin, 1997). Smith, Iïke Bhaskar, takes our 

access to "a world beyond discourse" as a fundamental fact about human 

beings and the basis of any prospect of emancipation Knowing is something 

that people do as they move through t h e  everyday lives in the material 

world, involving al1 kinds of perception and their unarticulated personal 

history as embodied beings; it Ïs something that these same people can do as 

they talk about theIr experïence, reflect on it, and seek to improve their lives. 

An emanâpatory science, then, must acknowledge and seek to build on this 

kind of knowledge, wkde remaining alert to the ways in which it may be 

diverted, CO-opted, or fossilized. 

Conceptuaiking the access of ordinary people to the world has proven 

an extraordinarily diffidt task for Western philosophy and ps ydiology, for 

reasons that will be explored in the second tum of this work. It gave me great 

diffidties as well, until 1 came across Edward Reed's comprehensive outline 

of an ecological psychology (1996a). Here at last 1 found a full-fledged 

alternative to Cartesian dualism: a theory of muid and awareness as situated 

activify, rather than private sfate. The constantly shifting relationship 

between an organiçm and its surroundings is said to define both meaning and 

value, the former consistuig in the use of ecological information to guide 

activity, the other involving the maintenance, development and 

reproduction of the organism-in-environment. In place of the monological 

mind squatting inside the brain like the pilot of a submarine, its knowledge of 

the world Limited to elelectncd signals hom the inapprehensible Outside, 

Reedfs theory depicts pilot and submarine as an organic whole, bom in water 

and dancing with it-not submarine, but dolphin. 



From one perspective, then, the present work can be seen as a 

pioneering exploration of the implications of ecologïd psychology for 

theones of language and education, 1 believe, in factr that Reed's work 

corresponds, as well as any single theory can, to the naturalist epistemology 

that 1 have argued to be common to Bhaskar, Smith and Greenfield. It is a 

realisf theory, in that knowledge of meaning is held to be acquired by 

discovery through activity in the world-that is, neither inherited in our 

brains nor conjured out of nowhere; it is implïady a &tical theory, in that 

meaning varies according to the position of the discoverer and thus cannot be 

known in an a prion, objective fashion. It is, finally, a theory weil adapted to 

dealing with such mergent phenornena as language and social structure, as 

the name "ecological" implies. 

This term "emergent" will turn out to be critically important to the 

aitical realiçt account of knowledge developed in the Second Turn. Let me 

therefore briefly describe my own understanding and use of i t  Emergence is 

the acquisition by complex systems of properties that do not characterize their 

elements. Collections of molecules, for instance, exhibit stable, significant 

properties (such as the pressure of a gas, the viscosity of a liquid, the ductîlïty 

of a metal) that do not exist as such at the moledar level (although energy, 

movement, and intermoledar bonding do), but are proper to the system as a 

whole. More dramatically, in non-linear systems (where the results of some 

processes affect the conditiom of th& own production), operating far from 

equilibrium (Le. continualiy absorbing and emitting energy), one set of 

emergent properties can suddenly switdi to another, as a tiny diange in one 

subunit becomes ampïifïed and spreads throughout the system. The physicist 

and philosopher Fritjof Capra has descrïied the impact of emergence on 



recent thinking in the physical and bioIogical Saences (1982; 1991; 19%). The 

following passage oversîmpliries somewhat, but highüght the central idea: 

The great shock of twentieth-century science has been that systems 

cannot be understood by anaiysis The properties of the parts are not 
inennsic properties but can be understood oniy within the context of the 

larger whole- Thus the reiatiomhip between the parts and the whoIe has 
been reverseci- In the systems approach the propertïs of the parts can be 

understood only fiom the organization of the whole. Accorduigly, 
systems thinking concentrates not on basic building blocks, but on basic 

prinaples of organization- Systems thniking is "contextual," which is the 

opposite of analytial thinking- Analysis means taking somethaig apart in 

order to understand it; systems thinking means putting ît  into the context 
of a Iarger whoIe. (Capra, 1996: 29-30) 

The oversimplification, of course, lies in the implication that "parts" 

themselves are not in fact sub-systems, just as "systems" themselves are parts 

of greater systems. To some extent, then, human knowledge must always be 

concemed with parts, and much can be learned through the reductionist 

process of foocuçing more and more narrowly on smalier and smaller systems. 

The importance of emergence, however, Lies in the recognition that such 

narrowing cornes with a price tag, and the debt can only be redeemed by 

reintegrating reductionist knowledge with the study of Iarger and Iarger 

systems: with ecological knowledge, or "systems thinking" as Capra prefers. 

Some aspects of this saentific revolution are familiar, such as the triumph of 

quantum mechanics and the blossoming of chaos theory; yet its implications 

for the soaal sciences are still woefully underexplored (Bhaskar, 1989). 

Ecological psychology offers an important foundation for such work, in 

the following way. In the ecological view, a i l  of human life consists of 

innumerable interacting systems that themselves are interwoven with the 



non-human world. EcologicaI reaüsm thus impües m g  to understand 

what order there is in this world by developing awareness both of systems 

and th& partsmore preasely, of the interaction of systems at diffaent 

levels of complexïty. Most theoretical approaches can deal with only one level 

of complexity, treatùig others as either M y  dependent or fdly independent, 

and the picture of real* that emerges is correspondingly limited. The theory 

of ecological psychology elaborated by Reed (1996), however, entails a focuç on 

the relationship between two levels of partidar interest: the organism and 

its environment, or the person and her soaal and natural world. As a theory 

of relationships (or "basic prinaples of organization", as Capra would have 

it), it avoids many diffidties assoüated with the dassic stnicture/agency 

dichotomy, while opening up connections to ecological and evolutionary 

theory in other areas. Srne of these connections wiU be explicitly made in the 

course of this work. 

Such developments in the natural and soaal sciences support 

Bhaskar's skeptiasm concernùig the traditional divide between them. The 

red divide, 1 believe, Les between the analytical and the ecological, the 

objectiviçt and the aïtical. In the next chapter 1 will review some of the soaal 

factors that have privileged one mode of reasoning over the 0th- for the last 

few hundred years. One might say, in a reversa1 of Marx's famous eleventh 

thesis on Feuerbach (Marx & Engels, 1970), that the analytical way of thinking 

has changed the world, but obscured our interpretation of it. ''htead of being 

a machine," as Capra sums up, 

nature at large tums out to be more like human natur~unpredictable, 
sensitive to the surrounding world, influenceci by srnail fluctuations. .. . In 

œ 

the deterministic world of Newton Lhere is no history and no creativity. In 

the living wor1d of dissipative stnictwes history plays an important role, 



the future Is uncertain, and this uncertainty is at the heart of aeativity- 

(Capra, 1996: 293) 

Where there is uncertainty, there is hope as weïl as danger. A 

naturalist epistemology may help us face up to both. 



The Modernist Heritage 

As suggested by Dorothy Smith's soaology of laiowledge, the 

disaplinary "ways of knowing" that have evolved over the past 400 years are 

intimately Luiked with contemporary "relations of nrlingf'. Because of their 

shared reliance on decontexhiaiïzed linguistic descriptions of the worId, the 

everyday practice of the soaal sciences can be shown to parallel the "forms of 

organization vested in and mediated by tex& and documents" that 

increasingiy constrain every aspect of our lives (Smith 1990afb). And this 

M a g e  is far hom accidental, as the Polish-British sociologist Zygmunt 

Bauman has compellingly demonstrated in a senes of works on the soaology 

of modemity and postmodemity (e.g. (Bauman, 1992). The values and 

assumptions that undergird Me in modern industrial nations have their 

origins in pre-modem Europe; thus, through the critical study of history, we 

can gain invaluable insights into the genesis and maintenance of the present 

social order- 

Although important aspects of modernity can be traced badc to HeiIenic 

avilization and the Roman Empire, the spread of Chwtianity, and the reign 

of Charlemagne, the era may be said to properly begui in the seventeenth 

century in what was effectively a counter-Renaissance (Toulmin, 1992). 

Thinkas of the previous centuryr such as Montaigner had delighted in the 

unexpected diversity of the world uncovered by European explorers, 

marvelled at the richness of ancient thought unearthed by classical scholars, 

and wryly reflected on the fallibility and idiosyncrasies of their own 



aviluation. By 1650, this generous and partidaristic spirit had surrendered 

to a proselytking universalism. The universe and the body came to be 

viewed as machines, the human person and society as amelïorable by design, 

and Europe (more specifically, its Western haI£) was soon cast in the role of 

the "civilized" continent, with the mission of spreadïng reason throughout 

the world. A program was estabkhed w u ,  in various guises, has now Ieft 

no corner of the globe untouched. 

Both TouImin and Baurnan portray the bï& of modemïty, as this 

program is now commonly known, againçt the backdrop of eroding soaai 

certainties in 16th-century Europe. MUennium-old systems of local 

surveillance and control were <zumbling before waves of economic, religious 

and Linguistic innovation, yieldïng up new Ereedoms, new wars and new 

aüegiances. Out of this chaotic mix now arose a distinctive voice, one scarcely 

heard in Europe since the dedine of Greece: that of the secular intellectud, 

offering a new vision of order based on reason. Descartes' daim to 

philosophical certaùity was soon followed by theories of rational government 

and the rational individuai-both of then radically novel and strikingly self- 

interested from the intellechialsr point of view, as Bauman points out: 

Metaphorically, the kind of authority in which suc. a vision of the world 
estabiished men of knowledge could be describeci as "legisIative". The 
authority involved the Bght to command the d e s  the social world was to 

obey, and it was legitimized in terms of a better judgement, a superior 
knowledge guaranteed by the proper method of its production. With both 
society and its members found wanting (Le. shapeable yet heretofore 
shaped in the wrong way), the new iegislative authority of men of 
knowledge established its own necessity and entitlements- (Bauman, 

1992: 11). 



So it was that a new kind of s o d  aUiance was formed, one which 

would steadily grow to challenge and then supplant the old partnership of 

Church and Monarch. In this new diçpensation, intellectuals suppüed the 

modem state with the experts necessary for the legislating of order, in return 

for the state fostering conditions in which intellectuals could continue to 

pursue th& quest of ultimate knowledge. The alliance was often an uneasy 

one, but possessed of a dynamism that endured for three centuries. As 

Bauman argues, the military and technological success of the modernizing 

states was essential to justify and expand the inteil& daims made for the 

power of reason: 

The remarkable resiiience of purpose so typical of the modem mentality 

was grounded in the unçhakeable beiïef that the efforts have history and 

invina'ble reason on their side and that the uitimate success was not just 

attainable in prïnciple but a foregone conclusion- The conviction had in 

tum a i l  the backing of soQai, economic and political reaüties. 

Paradoxïcally, though modernity militateci against the pragmatist 

compromise, it was in the end the p r a p t i c  argument hrom the ever more 

evident superiority of the western mode of life and thought that kept 

Iending credi'bility to the hopes of finding the clinching prwf for the 

species-wide validity of western science, morality and aesthetia: or for 

the form in which they had been conceptuaily subiimated. (Bauman, 
1992: 13). 

Whüe this expansionist period lasted, modernity appeared from 

within as an inevitable stage of human evolution, the culmination of a long 

dimb from the gates of Eden or the primordial sea. Every bar to this progress, 

every social ill, was considered to be ameliorable by reason, or altematively to 

be a manifestation of unreason and the '*primitivef' and therdore destined 

for eradication Only as the bars and the iIls began to multiply and take on 

unpredicted and massive forms, as the apodes of reason began to admit to 



limits in their methods of knowing, and as the àtizens of Cosmopolis began 

to feel uneasy about th& future, did it become possible to imagine modemïty 

as a Lunited histoncal phenornenon: a cultural episode of global signiscance, 

yet particular in îts assumptions, its bnns of order, and îts self-conception 

(Bauman, 1992; Hall, Held, Hubert, & Thompson, 1996). 

In the present work 1 will be particuiarly concerned with the modernist 

constructions of "language" and "education" and the disciplines that daim to 

yield reliable knowledge of them. This kind of r&&ve and evolutionary 

analysis (what Foucault would caU "genealogy") is fundamental to critical 

realism, for by tracing the social embeddedness of theory it helps c d  into 

question various premises that lie concealed in familïar ways of describing 

the world. 1 will also employ a surprkingly neglected approach to studying 

modernity, by contrasting its modes of knowledge and practice with 

contemporary work in indigenous philosophy, Linguistics and education. 

The distinctive epistemological and axiological systems of indigenous peoples 

embody ways of "thinking differently" that can test the limits of any critical 

theory; at the same thne, indigenous communities face enormous practical 

and theoretical problems in negotiating their encounters with modern 

systems of language and education. Ultïmately, then, this exploration of 

modernity is not întended merely as an end in itself, but as a guide for those 

who would hanscend its herïtage. 

Linguistics: Technologzzing the Word 

Despite their characteristic taschation with language and discourse, 

postmodem soaologists have shown remarkably little interest in charting the 



far-readung linguistic transition that accompanïed the onset of the modem 

era in Weçtem Europe. Yet the transfer of intdectual discourse from L a t h  to 

local languages of power was arguably a sule qua non for ail that followed. 

The transition hom Erasmus to Descartes involved not only a shilt of ideas, 

but a shift in medium that was earthshakuig in its implications. 

Well before the appearance of the p ~ t u i g  press in the mid-15th 

century, several European vernaculars had achieved widespread use in law, 

administration, and iïterary Me (Parker, 1983). Yet in this premodem 

linguistic ecology, none of these languages was considered to be anytfüng 

more than one element in a complex mix of varïeties and registers; Latin 

maintained an undisputed status as the sole language of hue knowledge, 

whether it be of the Catholic Church or of the learned laity. The rapid spread 

of printing in Europe from about 1450 upset this anaent balance. çelf-help 

manuals and popular tales in the vernadars rapidly acquired a considerable 

readership (Illich, 1981), fostering the spread of shared ideas and values aaoss 

linguistic zones (Anderson, 1983); whiie rulers in the s e d a r  and religious 

realms soon began to explore the potential of the new technology to 

consolidate their power. The first argument for the introduction of an 

artificial standard vernacular in order to civilize the populace dates from 1492 

(Illich, 1981). By 1520, this Spanish initiative was being duplicated in France 

and other Western monarchies; soon after, Martin Luther gave the linguistic 

revolution a mighty shove by not only translating the Bible into High 

Geman, but by prodaiming its daily reading to be a sacreci duty of the sincere 

Christian. Thus the symbolic capital of both this world and the next was 

invested in the nascent national standard languages, with finanad capital 

following dose behind. Monarch, church and merchant combineci to 



transfomi language h m  a constellation of local systems of meanhg into a 

standardized commodity exporteci over a wide territory (Anderson, 1983). 

As thk revolution gathered momentun, the European intellectuals 

began to transfer their allegiance from Latin to the vernadars. As Vivien 

Law points out, one of the earfiest steps in this process was to "rehabilitate" 

the vemaculars by demonstrating that, Mce Latin, they followed cornplex 

grammatical mies that could be ïnvestigated and desaibed. As the sixteenth 

century passed, "the equation of 'regdarity' with the rules of Latin became 

increasingly explicit. .. so that later grammars of the vemacular are often more 

artifiaally constrained by the Latin mode1 than earlier ones" (Law, 1990: 810). 

So it was that beneath the Renaissance's hshat ion  with diversity, whidi 

extended to early attempts to gather and dassify sarnples of previously 

unknown languages, the Roman imperialiçt dynamic persisted. In linguistics 

it would finally empt in the form of the Port-Royal grammar (1660), 

consolidating the "universaiistff hold on the disapline for the next cenhiry 

and a haE 

With growing clarity through the sixteenth century and beyond, once can 

discem two quite different approaches to language: the "particuiar" 

approach, focusing on the phyticd phenornena which differentiate 

languages, which dosely p d e i s  the newly-emerging biologicai sciences 

in its methods and hdings; and the "universal" approach, whîch, 

concentrating on the prinaples underlying language, continued to derive 

much of its inspiration and method from philosophy and in particular 

kom logic. Linguistics since the Renaissance is characterized by the 

constant interplay and altemation of these two approaches, sometimes in 

the form of open competition between opposing schools, sometimes in 

subtfer form within the work of one individual- The mainstteam of 

scholarly research is normally dominateci by one approach; the other, 

despised by mainskeam hguists, goes underground, fostered by 

"eccentrics" or by small groups geographicaily and intelictually distant 



from the centre- --- Since about 1500 the f o m  of linguistic research has 

alternated between the particular and the univerd approach at intervak 

of approximately one hundred and fifty years. (Taw, l99û: 808). 

By the early seventeenth ce.-, &en, methods of linguistic 

description had been developed with a view to rendering the vernaculars 

ideologically and aestheticaily acceptable to the Latin-hained inteUeduals of 

Europe. To this grammatical legislative work was then added the novel 

techno logy of the mono lingual dictionary, "a landmark in human evolution 

no Iess significant than the whed, the s t em engine, or the computef' 

(Harris, 1980: 127). While dictionaries, like grammars, must engage with the 

reality of linguistic diversity, they do so in a way that promotes an image of 

language as an autonomous dosed system. Dictionaries are compilations, 

disserninated in lîmitless identical copies, of a nnite stock of words defined in 

abstraction hom their physicai production, contexts and histories of use- As 

Harris argues, this ostensibly neutml and practical tool was perfectly adapted 

to the modemis t alliance: 

I t  was no acadent that vernadiil: lecicography eventuaily came to be 

placed under the tutelage of such bodies as the Accademia d d a  Crusca 

and the Académie Française .,. In part [the notion of discrete, monoiithic 

languages] was due to a reaction against the linguistic exuberance and 

innovation of the Renaissance, and consciousness of a need to "W and 

stabilize the vemaculars as 1iterar)r media. To th&, the nationaiistic ideal 

of a single, d e d  language added no small contribution- in part ais0 it 

was the foreseeable consequence of the authority attriiuted to works 

cornpiled by "language experts".-- The ciilference in linguistic psychology 
between pre-dictionary and post-dictionary Europe must have been 

rather iike the difference in commercial psychology before and after the 

introduction of standard national curenaes. (Harris, 1980: 12û-31)- 



We are now in a position to appredate how modern linguistics arose 

in a setting where a certain hierarchical conception of language was 

privileged: one that valued wrïting above speech, system above spontaneify, 

instruction above innovation. Tramferring these values from Latin to the 

European vernaculars implicated the latter in a process of cornmodification 

analogous to that describeci by Marx and reinterpreted by Smith ''Languages" 

were increasingly perceived as autonomous systems separated h m  "the 

actual, Living individu& in their conaete situations of action," not only by 

linguists but inaeasingly by the speakers t h d v e s .  Today the word 

"language" for most people refers to a standard language, as used and 

legislated by teachers, grammarians and lexicographers. Language varieties 

without such institutional support (Amerïcan Blads Englïsh, for example) are 

often denied the titie of "language" altogether, or regarded as poor, 

uncultivated cousins to "modem languages". As observed by Bawnan, such 

value judgements have characterized modernism thughout  its history: 

Popda., Iocally administered ways of life were now constituted, fkom the 

perspective of universalistic ambitions, as retrograde and backward- 

looking, a residue of a different sociaï order to be left behlnd; as 

imperfect, immature stages in an overd Line of development toward a 

"true" and universal way of life, exemplifieci by the hegemonic &te ... The 
sarne active, proselytizing stance-once extended beyond the confines of 

its own society-constituted alien forms of M e  as ossified relia of the 

p s t ,  or otherwise artifiaally arrested stages of human deveIopment- 

Such aspects of human life as the emergïng absolute power was bent on 

reshaping, or bound to reshape, had been seiected as the bearers of a 

speciai status: men were about to reform them, hence they had to be 

conceived of as man-made in the fist place Those aspects were now 

seen as disthguished by their plastiaty, temporarines, 

transito~ess-and, above all, amenability to purposefd regdation. 

(Bauman, 1992: 7-8). 



Such was the linguistic program unfolding in Europe as its explorers 

and missionarïes began to b ~ g  back data on the bewildering varïety of 

languages spoken in the lands of trade, colonization and conquest However 

innuential the universakt paradigmI Western hguists could not ignore this 

extraordinary diversity. Their attempts to find order in it stniggled with and 

eventualiy supplanted the universalism represented by the Port-Royal 

grammar, e s t  in the form of historicai linguistics, whidi developed and 

flourished throughout the 19th century (Collinge, 1990), then in the linguistic 

anthropology of the Iate 19th and early 20th centuries (BIount, 1995). Yet br 

the most part this was a particularism filtered through modernist ideologies, 

and in partidar the conviction that "peoples" and "languages" muçt f i t  

together one-to-one, as the tenets of Romantic nationalism p rebbed  for 

Europe itself. Linguistics was developed as the science of nutonomous speech 

traditions, with muitilinguaiism in a l l  its forms relegated to the periphery 

and frequently ignored altogether. 

Peter Mühlhausler has recently traced the impact of this ideology in the 

Padic region (Miihlhausler, 1996). Drawing on a vast range of research 

Literature, he argues that in many parts of the Pacific before European contact 

linguistic diversity was actively valued, communities and individu& were 

generaüy multilingual, and the very notion of bounded, discrete languages 

was largely unknown: 

Language was not a seKcontained object of inspection. The practice of 

naming languages was at hom universal and when it occuwd it rareiy 

corresponded to the entities that present-day hguists set up on the basis 
of criteria such as shared lexicon, mutual intelligiility, geographic or 

politicai boundaries or separate literacy tradition The difficulties of 

distinguishing between languages, dialects, communalects and such 

phenornena encountered by presentxiay linguists do not so much rdect 



Into th& complex luiguistic ecology of thousands of overlapping 

language varieties, Europeans imported the instruction of the missionary, the 

d e  of the administratorr and the technology of w-ritten Ianguage. As 

Mühlhausler describes in detail, these three interIinked systems of practice 

consistently ignored the nature of the cultural system with which they were 

dealing, intexpethg tribal divisions as linguistic divisions, outsider or 

trading languages as standard languages, and linguistic dmersity as a 

primitive barrier to efficient modemization Modem Linguistics was never far 

away from these efforts, being used to develop new Wfitten standards, to 

organize foreign language teaching, to underph offiaal language policy and 

planning, and to inventorize the peoples now nominalIy under Western 

d e .  The effects are plain to see in language shift, decay and death, in the ioss 

of local knowledge and traditional practices honed over generations, and in 

repeated crises of identity, intra- and intercommunal relations. 

In an appenduc, MUhlliausler expkitiy addresses the "imperialism of 

linguistics" as an aspect of "linguistic imperialïsm". He points out that the 

kinds of question studied by Linguists in the Paafic are "entirely derivative of 

the large Western aeation called ünguistics," and argues that they have 

"suppressed many of the most promising areas of study and ... led 

fieldworkers to miss valuable opportunities" (336). Among these are the 

study of indigenous pidgins and indigenous bilingualism, the study of 

language in its social context, indigenous ways of taikïng about language 

(which might "provide a way out of the terminological crisis that linguistics 



currentiy h d s  itself in"), and the nature and use of metaphor in indigenous 

dtures.  Most damningly of aIk 

Linguists hide behind the shield of scholarly objectivity whilst the 

linguistic diversity that has been in existence for tens of thousands of 

years is being eroded at an alarming rate- Littie ïs done to preserve the 

languages of the area- Economic pressutes, central govemmentsf mïlitary 

actions and the decline of the n a t d  environment have not been 

counteracted by any genuine progress in the area of language 
preservation- The chance that most, or even a substantial number, of the 

smder languages of the area wiIl survive seems remoie- . -- 

in the case of much linguistics, the range of questions that have been 

addressed have been unduly narrow, ethnocentric and insensitive to the 

plight of the lanvges  and their speakers. Moral questions and questions 

of the consequences of iinguistic activity have been notoriously avoided in 

the mistaken belief that it is possible to engage in an ideologically fke 

linguistics (Mühihausler, 1996: 337-8) 

Mühlhausler's survey and condusions could presumably be replicated 

in virtually any part of the world and even, with some adaptation, in Europe 

itself. To repeat, modem Linguistics has never been concemed with studying 

multilingual systems or with intracommunity variation; its fundamental 

methods of description, analysis and synthesiç have been shaped by the soad, 

cultural and political forces of modemity, or what Mikhd Bakhtin cails "the 

m e n t  of centralizing tendenaes in the iife of languagef' (Bakhthf 1981: 273). 

This is not to Say that its methodologies are invalid or its questions not worth 

asking. It is to imply, however, that they constitute a partial and selective 

mode of understandingr and that the objective of the present work-to 

develop an ecological theory of language in which no speaker's or 

community's experience is denied or treated as marginal-wiU require some 

very different assumptions. 



Education: The Quest for Cerfainty 

The same is tme of the second major research tradition on which this 

work WU draw. Formal schooiïng, like modem languages, is now widely 

accepted as a defhing feature of modem societies; yet in order to understand 

why schoohg takes the form we are familiar with, why it has the effects that 

it does, and why it is so resistant to systemic change, it is absolutely necessary 

to see it in its historicd and evolutionary context. 

Bauman, for one, has argued that the entire idea of popdar education 

(as contrasted to the training of a derical &te) derives hom the modernist 

"ideology of culture [which] represents the world as consistïng of human 

beings who are what they are taught" (Bauman, 1992: 3). This idea was as 

novel as any 0th- element of the Enlightenment: to the medieval mind, 

cultural dïfference was divinely ordained and largely immutable. The 

education of certain classes was regarded as a means of perfecting th& 

members for their role in Me-a confirmation of theV identity rather than an 

alteration. But as traditional roles began to lose their hold on medieval 

soaety, the stage was set for a new conception of the person that would justify 

the intervention of state and expea: 

First, human beings are essentially incomplete and not &-suffiCient 

Their humanization is a process taking place after birth, in the Company 

of other human beings. . . - 

Second, humanization is essentiaUy a learning process, split ùito the 

acquisition of iaiowtedge and the taming, or repressing, of animai (and 

almost invariably antisocial) predispositions. . . . 

Third, leaming is just one side of the relation of which the other side is 
teaching- The completion of the humanizattion proces, therefore, requires 

teachers and a system of-forma1 or informal4ucationt The educators 



hold the key to the continuous reproduction of cohabitation as a human 
çoaety- (Bauman, 1992 3)- 

As this conception took shape from the Renaissance onward, the 

search was launched for a set of technologies that would do for education 

what printïng, dictionaries and prescriptive grammars aspired to do for 

language. The Czech intellectuai Jan Amos Comenius, in the mid- 

seventeenth centuryf was the fint to formulate the promise of "a Great 

Didactic ... the whole art of teachïng ail thîngs to all men, and indeed of 

teadiing them with certainty, so that the result cannot fail to foIIow" (quoted 

in Piaget, 1993: 175). This extraordinary prospectus has çince been extended to 

many fields of educational endeavour; it continues to flourish in the 

publishersf blurbs of a vast pedagogical industryf and-ironicaiiy-in the 

mouths of the poütiaans it was once designeci to convince, but who now 

wield it as a weapon against the autonomy of teachers and schools. As with 

many other aspects of modernity, its underlying value orientation is that of 

control-over naturef over the body and rnind, over soaal behaviour, and 

ultimately over the future. 

The dominant metaphor of modernity is the machine, and the 

conception of society as a machine is the halimark of modernist soaal suence. 

"Ob jectivisttff "positivis t", "functi~naiïst~~, "structuralist"-these are some of 

the labels that have been used to describe the modernist orientation, each 

singling out a different aspect of a whole system of interiïnked beliefs and 

values (among whïch, ironically, is the denial of any such underlying value 

system!). Çoaety is viewed as tending towards quilibrium (Le. towards 

machine-like order and predîctability), hence dominant values are reified as 

nahval laws. M a l  "~tnictures'~-lmguage, schools, and administration, for 



ewample-are discrursively abstracted fkom their sociai contact, and 

autonomous disaplines are founded for the propagation and elaboration of 

such discourses. When experts manage to win state patronage for their ideas, 

new waves of legiçIative refonn are Iaunched, invarïably with the promise of 

greater control, greater certainty. 

As Bauman's account suggests, education is parücularly central to the 

modernist alliance between expert and state. Historically, the spread of 

compulsory education has been more consistently assoâated with the quest 

for social control within state borders than with any other goal (Green, 1990); 

against this backdrop, educational thought has played a legitimating role as 

much as a technological one. Ceneration after generation of parents and 

teachers have been persuaded of the value of education-as-it-is for their 

chïldren and for soaety; as these daims have grown harder and harder to 

maintain, selected prophets of education-as-it-might-be have been invited to 

take over the legislative role-always with the proviso that the dùef 

mechanisms of control remain intact. Ço it is that the mainstream of 

educational discourse has remained detemiinedly modernist, for no other 

theoretical orientation ïs suited to the maintenance of a compulsory state- 

wide school system. 

To trace the many manifestations of this approach in contemporary 

educational theory would take a book in itself (see Cheqholmes, 1988 for a 

related exploration). An elegant and convinâng illustration is nonetheless 

readily available in Thomas Greenfield's account of "the decluie and M L  of 

saence in educational administration" (Greenfield, 1993). One might, for 

instance, compare the Cornenian vision of "a Great Didacticrf with Daniel 

Griffith' promise of a "general theory whïch enables the researcher to 



describe, explain and predia a wide range of huma. behaviour within 

organizations" (quoted in Greenfield & Riibensr 1993: 2). In these words 

Gnffiths expressed the goal of the so-called New Movement, whidi took over 

and expanded the field of educational administration h m  the 1950s on, and 

which still exerts considerable influence through textbooks, journais and 

professorships. Greenfield desaibes its basic character in terms that Dorothy 

Smith would recognize: 

The theories sought by the founders of the New Movement were to be 

something like Newton's laws of dynamics: mathematical f o d a e  

relating operationaiLy deflned concepts would direct researchers to reason 

how the administrative world was constructeci; it would enable them to 

devise strong hypotheses for checkùig their reasoning and direct them to 

the data relevant to such experîmentation- . - . In this approach to theory 

and research, facts are important, but only Eacts of a certain kind.-.. [ lhe  
researchers of New Movement administrative science were themseives the 

dtimate criterion for detennining what was "fact" in the social movement 

they were studyùig- (Greenfield, 1993: 34) 

As Greenfield's studies collectively make dear, the primary impact of 

the New Movement was not theoretical, but rheforical. The theory itself 

never advanced very far beyond Parsonian descriptive schemes and 

procedures for the interpretation of standard questionnaires; Little research 

followed its ma>ams, and there may not have been a single case of school 

administrators emptoying it as a heuristic guide in their own work. But  the 

promise that such a theory ewiçted or was being developed proved immensely 

useful for those training the administrators, and, it may be added, for those 

seeking h d i n g  for th& research projects. It justified an approach to teaching 

and knowing that elided ail of the diffidt, messy, imponderable dilemmas of 

human action: not only justified it, but vested it with moral authority 

(Greenfield, 1993). At the same time, as Greenûeld wrïtes, "it offer[ed] the 



Çovereign the possïbiiïty of choosing the 'certifiedC decision-maker, the one 

who uses saence to b ~ g  excellence, effectiveness, or effiaency-as though 

these conditions had no value content-to whatever organization employs 

him" (1993: 149)- The old alliance was alive and w d -  

Because the New Movement promiseci the impossible, its apped could 

not be sustained indefinitely. Yet it has not diçappeared, only been 

transmuted into myriad subdisaplines and substrategies that daim to be 

moving towards an objective understanding of part of the puzzle of 

educational administration: leadership, organizational learning, school 

effectiveness, school reform. The fundamental vaLues and assumptions are 

the same. Consider, for example, the contemporary "educational reform 

movement" or "movement for effective schools", whidi seeks to identw and 

systematically enhance the key characterîstics of schoolç with high levels of 

academic adiievernent Mary Haywood Metz has argued that it relies on 

assumptions such as the following: 

schools and students are much more alike than they are different; 

what ciifferences do exist can be fairly judged through standardized 

assessrnent procedures; 
the social structure and technical organization of schoois are their most 

important, definina charac teristics; 

aduits detennine what happens in schools; 
schook are separate from th& communities (Metz, 1988)- 

Such premises would surely meet with unqualified approval kom 

New Movement researchers; iikewise, the movernent's goals and rhetoric 

would strike a familiar chord. Schools as they are can succeed (and success is 

what the goverrunent and the public define it to be); it is only a matter of 

determining the criticai variables and bringing them under control- 



Politicians and administrators alike are attracted by sudi promises, irnpressed 

by the volume of research they c m  generate, seduced by the illusion of 

progress as "hot topics, soaal concerns, popular concepts, theoq or modeis" 

(Immegart, 1977: 316, quoted in (Greenfield, 1993: 34) generate kaleidoscopic 

shifts in old ideas. Only after some time-a couple OC decades, perhaps?-does 

disillusion begin to set in and the sub-field to slowly shift into another one or 

to fade horn view altogether. 

Because of their narrowly technlcd perspective and consistent Wure 

to address issues of power in schools, the iduential critic Seymour Sarason 

has termed such functionaliçt approaches to reform a "predictable failme" 

(Sarason, 1990). Yet more radical alternatives, in so far as they fail to cohere 

with the values and beliefs of modemity, are doomed to equaliy predictable 

failure-not in their application, but in th& ability to win widespread 

acceptance. Cleo Cherryholmes has sumrned up the still-powerful attractions 

of modernism (termed "structuralism" in his account) as follows: 

Stmcturalism in education promises accountability, efficiency, and 

control as well as order, organization, and certainty. Structuraliçm is 

consistent with teaching for objectives, standardized educational 
assessment, quantitative ernpirical research, systematic instruction, 

rationalized bureaucraties, and scientific management- As long as 

structuralist assumptions remain unacknowledged, they are immunized 
againçt criticïsm (Cherryholmes, 1988: 30)- 

The present work is premised on chaiienging those assumptions: so 

much is evident Yet, as Chapter 3 will make dear, there are many different 

critiques of modernity on offer. The rationale for an ecological approach is 

best appreaated in the context of a still broader histoncal and geographical 



perspective, one embodied in the lifeways and worldviews of the world's 

indigenous peoples. 

Resis tance: The Indigenous Alternative 

The linguistic certaïnties that Europe sought to establish in the colonial 

realm were part and parcd of modemity's approach to hurnan diversity. As 

Bauman convincingly argues, this was an attitude dtivated in the Eirst place 

in Europe itself, where an acceptance of diversity as dîvlnely ordained had 

been replaced by the idea of progressive social development towards the 

ultimate unilication of Rational Man. An unwavering conviction of expert 

reason's access to miversal ttuth, philosophically legitimated by Descartes, 

was accompanied by an equally unshakeable fa i t .  in the supenority of the 

societies that had discovered it: 

The other side of philosophical certainty was cuitural se&con£idence. It 

was the latter that gave the unreflecting and unyielding resolution to that 

Europe's missionary zeai, for which the colonial episode of modernity 

was so notorious- . . . Extirpation of local and class autonomy was waged 

doggedly and unswenrlngly under the banner of objectively superior 

cultural values, at war with not-My-human, erroneous, retardeci or 

superstitious fotms of life and thought. .,- No room was le& for second 

thoughts, hesitation, scruples. (Bauman, 1992: 13) 

"Not-fully-human": the phrase resonates d o m  three hundred years of 

colonial history. Whatever the persona1 or communal relationships 

established between the European diaspora and indigenous peoples in the 

early period of contact, as the latter became objects of administrative power 

they were invariably dehumanized. Indeed, it was the legislative fervour of 

modernity that constituted "indigenous " as a meaningful term, for there was 



little else in common between the agridturai Iroqyois and the buffalo- 

hunting Som, the Tukano of the rain forest and the Quechua of the high 

mountains, the dose-knit triies of Maori and the scattered kinship groups of 

Yolngu. Such differences were seen as irrelevant m light of the single 

înexorabIe path of development prescrï'bed by modernity. Even the means 

used to domesticate these widely-differïng peoples varied little £rom region to 

region, encompassing physical extetaunation, dupliatous treaties, setîlement 

on reservations, destruction of their economic base, prohiiition of dtural 

traditions, removd of children, and edorced education in "modemrr schook, 

among others (Çdiuite-Tenckhoff, 1997). 

The impact of mode- on indigenous cultures could be illustratecl 

from the history of any country in the New World (Wright, 1992); for the 

purposes of the present work, a single example may suffice. From 1991 to 

1996, Canada's Royal Commission on Aboriginal Peoples reviewed the bill 

scope of imrnigrant-indigenous relations since the first European settlements 

on Canadian territory in the 16th century. Induded in the massive 

multivolume report is a thorough and welL-researdied account of how a Long 

penod of contact and co-operation between European explorers, traders and 

settlers and indigenous peoples was eventuaily transformed into the grim 

dialectic of oppression and resistance (RCAP, 1996). According to the 

Commission, for some two hundred years after the first settlements 

the social, cultural and political differences between the two societies 

[sic] were respected by and large. Each was regarded as distinct and 
autonomous, left to govern its own intemal affairs but co-operating in 

areas of muhial interest and, occasionaily and increasingly, linked in 
various trading relationships and other forms of nation-to-nation 

alliances. ( R W  1996, vol- 1: 32) 



This period, at the Commission's estimation, came to a condusion ui 

the Maritimes by the 1 7 8 0 ~ ~  in Ontario by 1830 and British Columbia by 1870. 

Economics and demographics were at work, but more fundamental. was the 

dependence of European administrative systems on the modemist h.ame of 

reference, within which the epistemological daims of Aboriginal nations 

were not only inadmissible but incomprehensïble- Treaties, for instance, 

meant what their European signatories interpreted €hem to mean; Aboriginal 

interpretations were simply naive misunderstandings by unlettered savages. 

The value of land was dictated by the European economic system; Aboriginal 

perceptions of a saored relationship were primitive superstition. Another 

example is supplied by the Commission: 

In contrast to western society's linear conception of progress and 

evolution, Aboriginal conceptions conthued ro be based on the concept of 

the arcle. For example, western conceptions spoke of the evolution of 

different forms of production frorn simple to more cornplex, with the 

Latter replacing the former over time (and never to retum to them again). 
. -. In this perspective, western socïety was seen to be at the forefront of 

evolutionary development, with Aboriginal peoples lagging far behind, As 

a result, Aboriginal peoples needed to be protected in part, but also 

guided - even required - to catch up, in a process of accelerated 

evolution. . - - 

By contrast, Abonginai perspectives continued to ernphasize diversity 

and local autonomy- In this view, different groups have adopted ways of 

Me best suited to their local needs and circurnstances; each is equaLiy 
valid and should not be expected to change unless the group believes that 

a different mode1 would meet their needs better- (RCAP 1996, vol- 1: 149- 

150) 

The Commission proceeds to describe how the newly fonned 

Dominion of Canada moved to implement the modemist agenda, already 

firmly in place in the eastem regions of the country: 



The first prime minister, Sir John A, Macdonald, soon informeci 

Parliament that it would be Canada's goal "to do away with the triid 

system and a s M a t e  the hdian people in ai l  respects with the 

inhabitants of the Dominio~" Such a goal placed Canada in the 

vanguard of the empire-wide task of carrying the 'white man's burdenr, 
which was atone and the same thne the duty of 'aviLlznig' hdigenous 

peoples, be they Maori, Aborigine or Zulu .. . 
ParLament was moved to action- Though rarely consulting Aboriginal 

communities, it translated that duty into fi-deral legislation such as the 

hdian Act and periodic amenciments to it- It aafted educational 
systems, social poüaes and economic development plans designecl to 
extinguish Aboriginal rights and assimilate Abonginai people. (RCAP 

1996, VOL 1: 144-5) 

It will come as no surprise that, just as in Europe, compulsory 

schooling became "the centrepiece of the assimilation strategy" in the 

Cornmissionrs estimation (RCAP 1996, vol. 1: 148). Partidarly notorious is 

the joint government and church residential school program, in whidi 

Aboriginal diildren "were separated 'from the deleterious home influences to 

which [they] would be otherwise subjected' and brought into contact with 'ail 

that tends to effect a change in [their] views and habits of Me'" (ibid). The 

Legacy of this program endures today in the form of broken families and 

dysfunctional communities, caught in a selF-ampiifying cycle of alienation, 

abuse and despair (see e-g. (Haig Brown, 1988; Ross, 1992; Ross, 1996). Recent 

initiatives by the Canadian govemment to set the federal-Aboriginal 

relationship on a new footing have focused particularly on compensation for 

the residential school experience (Canada, 1997). 

Yet the focus of the assimilation effort shifted many decades ago to 

more conventional forms of schooling. In 1948, a Joint Cornmittee of the 

Senate and House of Comrnons recommended that "the education of native 



children be integrated with that of non-native children wherever possible" 

(Gooderham, 1975 45); this program has succeeded to such an extent that 

today nearly half of ail  Abonginai children on reserve and Whially aIl others 

are enrolled in provincial schools, while most of the remallider are taught 

the provinaal curridum by non-Aboriginal teachers in band-controlled and 

federal schoois (RCAP 1996, vol- 3, ch. 5). Although most provincial 

govermnents now recognize that Aboriginal students may have particuiar 

needs, this has resulted in only in very Limited changes to mainstream 

curricula, pedagogies and evduation (Kirkness & Bowman, 1992; Tanguay, 

1984); the federal govemment has likewlse shown Little interest in helping 

First Nation Education Authorïties achïeve deep reform (Paquette, 1986). 

Such resistance is deeply rooted in the historical genesis of the 

educational system. The Legislative reason of modemity has long taken for 

granted that equity in schoolùig is to be attained through equaiity in 

sdiooling-that teadùng a cornmon curridum, ushg similar methods in 

similar settings, will yield similar results for aU duldren, whatever their 

cultural background. In fa&, this assumption has proven disastrously wrong 

for Aboriginal students in North America and dsewhere, as a wealth of 

research has shown (Deyhle & Swisher, 1997). Far from adapting to the noms 

of mainstream schooling, Aboriginal students have become "puçhouts", 

resisters, with higher "at risk" levels than any other part of the school 

population. Even when thiç failure is explicitly recognized, however-as it 

has been since the 1960sreforms have typicaliy been tried in piecerneal 

fashion, often at the behest of a single visionary teacher, administrator or 

policy-maker, with the institutions and discourses of modernity poised at a l l  



fimes to recapture the ceded ground. In Canada today, accordùig to the Royal 

Commission on Aboriginal Peoples: 

The majontty of Abonginai youth do not compIete high school. They leave 

the school system without the requisite skills for employmentr and 
without the language and nilhrral knowledge of theu people- Rather than 
n-g the individual, the schooling exprience typicaUy erodes identity 

and self-worth, (RCAP 1996, vol- 3, ch- 5) 

For a quarter of a century, both Aboriginal people and the federal 

government in Canada have agreed that the objective must be "Indian 

control of Indian education" (1972). Yet the evidence suggests, once again, a 

gaping epistemological breach. Viewed through the lenses of modernity, the 

issue is simply one of inserting Aboriginal administrators, Aboriginal 

teachers and Aboriginai "culturai knowledgef' into various slots in the 

system, without the system itself changing in any major way. Indeed, since 

the incentives to conform to provinaal currida are so strong, it is difficult 

in this perspective to envisage more than a secondary or transitional role for 

the Abo riginal component: Aboriginal language, for instance, in the f i s  t 

three to six grades, with English or French after that OverwhelmingIy, these 

are the h d s  of reforms that have been proposed and implemented since the 

govementfs acquiescence to a policy of "Indian control"; the 

recommendations of the Royal Commission (1996, vol. 3, ch. 5) lïkewise fall 

in this category. 

There are others, however, for whom the principal objective is not to 

insert "Indians" into "education", but to discover what ''Indian educationff is, 

or c m  be. This is the perspective that informs the present work. It involves a 

rethinking of education from a position outside modernity, drawuig on 

traditions of thought and awareness that evolved in xnyriad ecological 



contexts over thousands of years and that share fundamental insights into the 

relationships between people, land, Iite and spint As Chickasaw educator 

Eber Hampton desmies it, th% process is itself an evolutionary one, an 

unfoldïng organic succession progressing through the foIlowing stages 

(Hampton, 1995): 

(a) Small numbers of Native personnel are introduced into non-Native 

structures and some Native content ïs provided through Native studies, 

elders in the schools, and 0th- programs. Most schools for Native 

children retain assimiiatiort goals, lack Native-Ianguage nistnicti*on, and 

have high failure rates. 

(b) The increase in the number of Indian educators prepares the way for 

Native-controiIed schoois and school boards. This is apparently a 

transitional phase because even with Native control, most of the 

structures, methods, content, and faculty remain non-Native; but work to 

overcome many major obstacles continues. 

(c) In this phase there is strong articulation of self-determination goals; 

school-community relations have improved; a Native curriculum has and 

is being developed in most Native cornmunities; the numbers of Native 

educators have inaeased dramatically; Native dtural  values and 

language are being actively promoted; and there is recognition of the need 

for Native approaches to educational methods and structures- 

As will be shown in later chapters, this third stage is now beginning to 

produce str ik ïng examples of educational thought and practïce which point 

towards a fimdamentally different set of standards than those irnposed by 

modemity. In his own multidimensional exploration of "Native education 

sui generis", Hampton identifies such standards as d t w e  and diversity, 

vitaiity and spirituality, service and respect, place, history, and tradition; and 

he makes dear the equal necessity, in the stniggle to reassert these values 

against the modern worldview, of relentlessness, conflicf, and 

transformation: 



At the cultural Ievd, Native and non-Native conceive of their meeting in 

diffkrent terms and do not understand the other's actions, thoughts, or 

purpose. Th& sense of üme, of space, of energy, of humanity, are aiI 

different Truthf beauty, and justice are ail marked and evaluated 

differentlly. Epistemology, ontology and cosmology are all different . . . 

At the histoncal level, Native and non-Native look at the worid from 

opposed positians, Not oniy must they contend with persod diâerences 
in viewpoint, language and experiences; not only must they contend with 

cultural differences m value, understandings of human relationships, and 

modes of conu~ltrnication; but they must contend with the world- 

shattering ciifference between the convered and the conqueror, the 
exploited and the exploiter, the ra&t and the victim of racism. It is this 

histoncal difterence of perspective that demands more than learning 

about each others dtures'. It  demands that we change the world. 

(Hampton 1995: 41). 

This work is,Ültimately, about changïng the world; or, more precisely, 

about understanding it in order to change i t  Here the Native/non-Native 

dichotomy wiU be recast as the stmggle between modernity and something fa. 

older, an ecological understanding of the world as a system of relationships in 

which each person has a integral place to be discovered, explored and tended. 

Language and education are but part of this çtniggle, yet crucial ones, 

implicated as they are in the soaalization of children and adults into the 

invisible systems of CO-ordered awareness and action that we experience as 

knowledge and power. Making these systems visible to the imagination is a 

first step towards rendering thern accessible to change. 



3 Critical Perspectives 

As argued in the previous chapter, the mechanical world-view of 

modemity has given rise to a range of discipluies with a stnkingly static, 

monological and hagmentary view of their objects and methodology. While 

th& success in inculcatuig similar perspectives in new generations of 

researchers has been t d y  rernarkable, the modern social saences have not 

delivered on theh promise of unified and objective truth, substituting instead 

an endless succession of promissory notes drawn on narrowly circumscribed 

research programS. In this way Iegislative reason sows the seeds of its own 

opposition, as those scholars that took its promises at face value become 

disïilusioned and tum their intellectual skills to dissebing its failures. 

One of the most influentid initiatives of this kind in the twentieth 

century brought together a number of German Jewish inteilectuals, including 

Theodor Adorno, Max Horkheimer and Herbert Marcuse, in the Frankfurt- 

based Inçtitute for Çoaal Research, founded in 1923. In his programmatic 

opening address, Horkheimer, the founding director, rejeded the "uncritical, 

outdated separation of spirit and reality" and argued for a wide-ranging study 

of 

the co~ection between the economic Mie of society, the psychological 
development of its individuah and the changes within specilic areas of 
culture to which belong not only the intellectuai legacy of the sciences, art, 

and religion, but also law, crustoms, fashion, public opinion, sports, 
entertahnents, Lfestyles, and ço on- (Horkheimer, 1989) 



Out of the Frankfurt SchooL grew a social science tradition that was 

charaderized both by an effort to see soàety as an organic whole rather than 

through the lenses of isolatecl disciplines, and by a inaeasingly s h q  mtique 

of the modernist social agenda. Inspued both by the historical materiakm of 

Marx and the psychology of Freud, the School attracted a number of leading 

thinkers in the decade foilowuig its founding, united by their belief in the 

emanapatory potential of reason and saence together with dismay at the 

latter's frequent use for other ends. M e r  Hitler took power in Germany, the 

majority of the htitute's members emigrateci to the United States, where 

they sought a label rrwhich, while merentiating its adherents from 

prevailing forms of orthodoxy, also tended to veil th& radical commitments 

in an environment that was hostile to a n y t h g  remotely assoaated with 

Marxism" (Bronner & Kellner, 1989: 1). In this way the term "critical theory" 

was born, at first to refer to the Instihite's activities at Columbia University, 

and later to designate a wider range of work airned at uncovering and 

challenging the epistemological assumptions of modernity. 

Horkheimer and Adorno, in partïcuiar, were shocked by the way in 

which iâscism had appropnated many of the values, methods and rhetonc of 

the Enlightenment They began to search for the overarching cultural 

patterns responsible for this and other threats to human freedom, resulting in 

a series of iduential studies that for the first t h e  reached a broader English- 

speaking public: 

S u t r e n d e ~ g  attempts to develop a Marxian theory of society oriented 

toward radical social transformation, they became concemeci with how 

modernity was rooted in forms of domination which went back to the 

Greeks. Dinlectic of Enlightament thus represents a shift away fkom 
interdisapiinary social theory to philosophy and c u i t u r l  dticism, 



around whïch much of mtical theory wodd center during the next two 

decades (Bramer & KelIner, 1989: Il) 

Other important intdectual challenges to modemkm were spawned 

in the interregnum and post-war periods (Seidman, 1994). In France, 

structuralism eventudy gave birth to post-structuralism and the work of 

Demda, Foucault, Lyotard and others; in the United States, Deweyan 

pragmatism inspireci the work of C. Wright MiUs and an Muential 

reconception of socïology as public discourse; in Germany, Juïgen Habermas 

developed a Iiberal brand of reconstructed M d m .  From the 1960s onwards, 

new social movements cornmon to ail Western societïes began to develop 

distinctive forms of critical analysis: feminism, anci-raàsm, queer theory-all 

directed towards oveauming modenùst assumptions about human nature 

and the supremacy of legislative reason. For this reason, it seems useful to 

extend the use of "critical theory" as a catch-all term for these diverse 

traditions, ùi so far as they may contribute to seeing modem soaety "steadily 

and whole," in all its political and cultural diversity. 

The intertwirüng of these diverse approaches may become more 

apparent when we examine their influence in the study of Ianguage and 

education, and partidarly in the two disciplines which define the poles of 

the topic: educational administration, concerned with broad political, d tura l  

and organizational issues, and applied hguistics, with its traditionai focus on 

language learning and teaching in dassrooms and individuals. Although 

aitical theory rarely succeeds in brïdging the two, some of its potential to 

achïeve this may be glimpsed in the following sketches, whose concenis will 

be m e r  developed and integrated within the ecological hamework as the 

work proceeds. 



Critical Theory in Educational Administration 

Educational researdi offers a paradigrnatic case of the "endemic 

fragmentationff in social theory that the Frankhirt Çdiool so vïgorously 

opposed. Can a criticai educational vision be demanded from the 

philosophers, with theh faith in reason above empirical researdi? h m  

experts in curricuium or pedagogy, whose awareness is hequently confïned 

within the four walls of the dassroom? h m  the soaologists, trained to see 

both learners and teachers as groups in t h r d  to soaal forces outside the 

school? In al l  of these areas, perhaps, a start can be made; yet 1 have placed my 

bet (perhaps quixotically) on educationai admuustration as the disapline that 

rnight integrate them all, the what and how and why of çdiooling and the 

communities that intersect withiri it- At its best, educational administration 

confionts-in practice as well as in theorysome of the central questions of 

human existence: who are we and who are our children? what do we know 

and what must our diildren know? how can we prepare them for challenges 

we cannot foresee, or even for those we know ody too weU? Once obscured 

by the technoaatic agenda of modernity, these problems are now resurgent in 

the study of educational~administration-and it is critical theory that has put 

them there. 

We saw earlier how modemist theories of education have gone by 

different names-objectivist, hctionalist, positivïst, etc.-but have 

generally shared the vision of schoohg as a social and cognitive madune, 

whose input consists of incomplete human beings and whose output should 

correspond to dominant soaal ideals (whether those emphasize the pupil's 

"station in Me", econornic potential, scholarly aptitude, or other contribution 

to soaal order). Educational administration, in this paradigm, is the 



engineering saence, the one that minimizes fiction and wastage and 

maximizes eficiency and quality- If there is a common theme in 

conternporary critical theory in education, it is the assertion that schools 

simply do not and cannot function in this way. Society and schools are 

inherently conflictuai, a dynamic system of opposing interests, whose net 

conhibution to soaal reproduction involves not only the transmission of 

knowledge and sküls but the maintenance of inequitable foms of soaal 

order. 

Beyond this consensus, for which there exists a vast range of empirical 

evidence, critical theorists have pursueci a number of diverging or criss- 

crossing paths. Without daiming to have exhausted the field, 1 will briefly 

sketch four Lines of inquKy that have been particularly inûuential in 

educational administration over the last two decades, 

The lïrst Luie of critique to make a significant impact on the 

mainstrearn of educational administration was pioneered by Thomas 

Greenfield, beginning in the early 1970s (Greenfield & Ribbens, 1993). His 

"anardùstic theory of organization" attacked some of the fundamental tenets 

of objectivism, notably the ontological status attributed to institutions such as 

schools: 

It is tme that organizations appear to be solid, reaI entities that act 

independentiy of human control and are dif f ldt  to change. Yet the 

paradox is that the vital spark, the dynamic of organizations is made 
fiom nothing more substantial than people doing and thuiking- . . . The rwt 

problerns of organizations thus dissolve into questions about what people 

do, why they do it, and whether what they do is right (Greenfieid, 1993: 

92-93). 



Greenfield perfeaip. exernpWés the metamorphosis of a critical thinker 

from true believer to iconodast The effectmeness of his onshught stemmed both 

from comprehensive acqyahtance with the methods and theories of the 

modemist paradïgm, and fkom the passion and stylktic elegance he invested in 

theîr refutation. Like the members of the Eankfurf School, he viewed objectivism 

as a retreat fiom the complexities of humaxt existence; this led him to a distrust of 

structural theories of any h d ,  critical or otherwïse, and brought him into 

contact with the phenomenoIogicaI tradition pioneered by HusserI and Schutz 

(Hughes, 1980). Yet the emphasis in Greenfleld's work lies very much on the 

"critical" rather than the "theoq": he was more concemed to expand his 

coUeaguesr awareness of schools as haman enterprises than to offer an 

alternative analytical hame for the forms of order within them. The nearest he 

came was to advocate a kuid of dynamic cultural ethnography: 

OrganEzations are modes of being that provide kameworks for action; 

they are sets of instructions for Living one's lif& The instructions are made 

by people and are directed both at others and at seif. One organïzation 

may be disünguished bmanother by asking how the modes of being 

vary fkom setting to setting. We may corne to understand organizations 

by recognizing that they are instructions for living acted out by people 

who repeatedly come together and work in concert or in opposition to 

each other- The power of organizations lies in the transformative capacity 

of huaan action. In thinking, being and acting, people do things to 

themselves and to others- To understand organization requires that we 

understand how intention becomes action and how one person's 

intention and action trïggers intention and action in others. .. . The ways 

in w k  people exert will and intention and in which they restrain th- 

are complex indeed. Learning to be in an organization is a matter of 

bending others to one's will and of being bent by others' wiils- 

(Greenfield & Ri'bbens, 199% 1WS) 



Greenfield's ability to perceive and eloquentky portray these human 

complexities has rareiy been equalled, and 1 shall retum to h.k wrïting at 

intervais throughout the present work. Yet in thk and many other passages, 

Greenfield can be seen wresthg with an overly individualist, Cartesian 

conception of the seif. 'Tf we are confined to subjective realities, how can we 

ever understand others?" he asks later in the sarne essay; and shortly after, 

"Should meanhg be discovered or imposed?" (Greenfield & Ribbens, 1993: 

114). Lacking a means to approach "the problem of order" except in terms of 

constraints on individual freedom, he was placed in the position of 

advocating anardiism within a field dedicated to control: a usehil check to 

objectiviçt arrogance, perhaps, but one whose rhetorical power is e q d e d  by 

its impotence in the field of practical action. Certainly, Greenfield's assertion 

that administrators, not scientists, know administration, and his arguments 

for moral training in the field rather than saentific training in the classroom, 

constitute part of a viable non-modernkt paradigm. But the Iarger question 

remains: how can administrators corne to understandy not just what they do 

and why they do it, but what it is that their actions do? How and why are 

actions CO-ordered across space and time, and what moral responsibilities does 

such CO-ordering entail? 

Constructivism 

These questions Lay at the heart of the "new soaology" that developed 

in Britain at the same t h e  as Greenfield was elaborating his subjectivist 

critique. Beginning from an observation similar to Greenfield's, that "social 

reality is constructed out of ongoing soaal interactionf', this approach was 

more directly indebted to the structural traditions of ManciSm and the 

Frankfurt School (Anderson, 1990; Bates, 1980). Its main line of reasoning as 



applied to educational administration, was set out by Richard Bates in a 

The rdationship argued by the proponents of the new sociology of 

education is that the structures of knowledge within Society are dosely 
related to, if they are not derived from, interests of merent groups 

within the socid structure- --, The spread of this idea has been the 

stimulus for a new and criticai anaiysis of the way in which educational 

and social structures are reiated- In particular, it has emphasized a 

number of probIems which have previously been 'taken for granted.' 
1. What counts as knowledge? 

2- How is what counts as knowledge organized? 

3. How is what counts as howledge transmitted? 

4- How is access to what counts as knowledge determirteci? 

5. What are the processes of control? 

6. What ideological appeals jus- the system? --. 
An anaiysis of these questions is also mcid to an adequate theory of 

educationai administration- For if educational administration is 

understood as a technology of control, then analysis of the mechanisms 

through which such control is implemented via the structuring of 

knowledge in schools is the proper basis for the development of a criticai 

theory of educational administration (Bates, 1980: 9-10), 

Unlike Greenfield's preoccupation with individual experience, this 

"critical constnictivîst" approach was weil adapted to studying the partidar 

interests and power relations that legitimized certain social structures rather 

than others. Yet its huithd application to other areas of education was not 

duplicated in educationai administration. Wriüng nearly a decade after Bates, 

Gary Anderson noted: 

Bates's questions have largely been ignoreci, in part, because the current 

paradigm of educational admuùshation does not pose questions in thîs 

way and because most current empirical research in educational 

administration - whether of a potitivist or naturalist paradigm - is 



incapable of studying such phenornena because it lacks a aïtical 

approach to research (Anderson, 1990: 43)- 

Anderson's inûuential review of critical ethnography in education - a 

research methodology that exemplifies the conçtructivist approach 

(Anderson, 1989) - confïrms this silence: 

Although criticai ethnographies have focused on students and teachers 

both in a .  out of classrooms, administrators have receïved less 

attention- Cnticai perspectives on administration are largeiy theoretical. 

The few criticai studies that have been conducted. - . have portrayed 

administrators as the managers of organizational meanïng, the custocüans 

of organizational Iegitimacy, and the definers of organizationai and &al 

reality (Anderson, 1989: 258)- 

In a 1996 review of research on such "management of meaning" in 

schools, Lawrence Angus concurs: 

In the Iiterature on educational administration, even where, following 

Greenfield, scholars have been interested in understanding organizational 
participants' values and qeriences, the realization that organizations 

are sites of cultural interaction has not generally led to analysis of 

broader questions about cultural dynamïcs in schools, the natute of soad 

interaction, the politics of administration, educational change, and the 

relationship between schools and Society- Th& is Iargely because, even in 

this relatively progressive Iiterature, the reducion of organizations to 

collections of voIuntançt individu& largeiy ignores, or at least 

oversimplifies and underestimates, the influence on organizations of 

power, history and the social, economic and cultural structures within 

which ail schools and all organizations are embedded (Angus, 1996: 980). 

Angus sees the greatest progress as stemming from the femïnist and 

postrnodemist research traditions, to which we now tum. 



Feminism 

In a long and detailed review of femuiist contriiutions to research in 

educational administration, Jill Bladanore locates this tradition's strength in 

its preoccupation with speafic contexts and "Iived alternativesrf, in 

opposition to the generalities of much critical theory (Bladanore, 1996). For 

instance, "phenomenological" Feminist researchers have dironided the 

experience of women administrators and shown how it is at odds with 

"androcenhic" modds of educational administration (Shakeshaft, 1987; 

Shakeshaft, 1989), while "cultural" feminists have shown how power works 

in organizations to exdude women's preferred ways of working, relating and 

leading (B1adanorer 1993). 

Yet these strengths have not been fully realized, according to 

Blackmore's account Feminist researchers have often drawn uncritically on 

"malestream" theories of soaal justice, culture, and leadership, among 

others, resulting in positions that c m  readily be co-opted by functionalist or 

liberal theory. In order to avoid reproducing the exclusions aiready buiit into 

these discourses, Bladanore believes that feminist researchers must develop 

more sophisticated theories of power which would see power as relation 
and process, and interests as neither purely altniistic nor selfkh. A 

feminist politics of difference is also pushïng for a view of difference 
which neither seeks to assimilate or separate, which names relations of 
similarity and dissimilarity, but which recognizes Merence as relational 
in contrast to the logic of "pure" identity of Western thought which 

represses partidarity and heterogeneity through rationalizing and 
totalizing discourses such as that of management. A feminist politics of 
difference recognizes the interdependence and interspersion of gr- 
rather than essentialist notions of 'otherness' (Blackmore, 1996: 1033)- 



This interpretation of feminism in terms of a politics of ciifference is 

highly compahile, as BIadanore points out, with a central theme of post- 

structuraList/ post-modern thought: 'Temïrüstç find poststructuralism 

seductive because of its emphasis on language and subjectivity, the notion of 

multiple subject positions of women, lived contradictions and discourse, of 

seeing power as having the potential b r  both oppression and emancipation" 

(Blackmore, 1996). Hence, in her view: 

While feminïsm LEE provided a mtical edge to educational 

administration, it wilI be the conjjimcture of feminism, post-colonialism 

and post-modemism which hopefully will requii:e more fundamental 

rethuiking of the E d d  in strategic areas of citizençhip, ~ubjectivity~ and of 

how the local/globd relaticnships h e  issues of rights and 

responsibility, of individu& and the state, with respect to educational 

administration (Blackmore, 1996: 1034). 

Pos trnodernism 

Just as "critical" theory is a label that can be appropriated by any 

challenge to the hctionalist orthodoxy, so the fashionable term 

"postmodem" is used to refer to a wide range of theoretical positions which 

share a rejection of "master narratives" of human progress towards a 

rationaliy ordered world (Mitchell, Sackney, & Walker, 1996). Yet not all such 

positions can be deemed "critical" in the seme that they analyze "the major 

sites of confiict and social crisis for the purpose of advocatïng political 

activity," as in the description àted earlier. %me postmodern positions corne 

dose to rejecüng the very notion of political activity; while others, in theïr 

attitude of "anything goes", betray an unwillingness to confront the 

oppressive and alienating forces that continue to operate in human soaeties 



no matter where they are situated on the modem-postmodem scale (Green, 

1994; Haber, 1994)- 

Postmodern research in educational administration tends to focus on a 

perceived "restructunng of contemporary soaety" from a "dture of 

certaïnty" to a "culture of uncertainty" (Hargreaves, 1994). It is argued that 

this historic shift renders change in schools imperative, in the direction of 

collaborative decision-making, decentraikation, theoretical pluralism and 

flexibility (Hargreaves, 1994b; Mitchell, et al., 1996). Yet these measures, in 

themselves, are not incompatible with liberal versions of functionalism. 

Indeed, questions about the roie of the school in (re)produQng social 

inequalities, or about its meaning in the Lives of its studentç, are rarely raised 

in this version of postmodernism. The structuralist emphasis on form over 

content, so centrai to the theorizing of educational administration as a 

distinct disapline, can lead to the paradoxical result that "postmodem" 

administration is presented in ways that are as "totaüzing" as th& modemist 

precursors, and offer equally iittle to the disadvantaged (Green, 1994). 

At its best, however, postmodern research succeeds in breaking away 

from outworn patterns of thought that have become fossüized in our 

research paradigms and ui our very Ianguage. The most influentid theorist of 

this kind is Michel Foucault, whose writings on the relations between power, 

knowledge, and subjectivity (e.g. (Foucault, 1972; Foucault, 1973; Gordon, 

1980) have inspired a reexamination of unspoken asçumptions and hidden 

techniques of domination in many ostensïbly "neutral" or "saentificr' 

disciplines. Like other critical theories, this kind of analysis has not been 

widely practiced in educational administration (Blackmore, 1996). 

Nonetheless, some explorations of this kind are under way (Capper, 1994; 



Foster, 1996; Ryan, 1996; Starratt, 11996), whose general ethos is captured by 

WithIn the postmodem mood we discover a &es of insights concemjng 

the nature of knowIedge as a social and cultural construct, the 

understanding of Iearning as involvhg the learner in knowIedge 

production, the understanding of leaniing as Inescapably uivolving the 

s a s  own narrative, the relation of leasiing/2cnowledge to culhuat 

production, the relation of leamkg to self-realization and dkreation, 

and the relationship of Ieaming to communities of language and 

comrnunities of memory, and hence to the meta-narratives of conununitles 

(Starratt, 1996: 53) - 

William Foster, in summarizing the implications of this him of 

thought for educational administration, would reformulate the profession's 

goals as 

the creation of spaces, spaces for the development of commmities of 

understanding, and spaces undominateci by the legacy of economics and 

efficiency- We might also look to how administrators cm be bridge 

builders and border crossers - providing opportunities for the 

reconstruction of a meaningfui public Life for al l  (Foster, 1996)- 

When one considers the irnplicationç of this vision for language 

policies in schools, the scaie of the challenge becomes apparent. Can spaces be 

aeated, and communities of understanding buüt, if schooling is premised on 

the use of a single standard national Ianguage in alI grades and aaoss aU 

subjects? Can unilingual administrators be effective bridge builders and 

border aossers, lacking any access to the home languages of th& students 

and any experience of the variety of perception, sentiments and expression 

that accompanies language diversity? Or are the advocates of a postmodern 

approach to educational administration speaking o d y  of the middle-dass 

communities they know them~elves~ embracing diversity only when it has 



been tamed and trained to suit the ideologies and assernbly lines of industriai 

demoaacy? 

Thinkers in educational administration rarely ask such questiom, 

largely because this process of iinguiçtic cornmodification and standardization 

is so entrenched as to be nearly invisible. It is fkom the applied lïnguists, 

whose work implies a wtained focus on the reality and dynamïcs of 

language diversity, that one might hope for a more searching exploration. As 

w e  shalI see, this hope has not yet been fully realized. 

Towards a Critical Applied Linguistics 

Belated as the arriva1 of critical theory was in educational 

administration, it required another meen years or so to scale the battlements 

of appiied linguistics (Pemycook, 1997). The arguments used by its early 

proponents have a familiar ring, as in a 1987 address by Chris Candlin to the 

8th World Congress of Applied Linguistics: 

[ T h e  has been] a dissatisfaction with m e n t  trends and movements in 

the field, a feeling that we were losing touch with the problems with 

language experienced by ordinary folk, becoming intensely involved in 

sometimes arcane debate, frequentiy sectarian, theory-oriented and often 

impervious to the goings on in neighbouring fields of endeavour, whether 

outside applïed linguistics or within- . . . 

[A] critical perspective [would aim] at showing up hidden co~ections 

Say between language structure and social structure, between meaning- 

making and the economy of the social situation, but also the connections 

between different branches of the study of language and their relationship 

to our central objective, the amelioration of individual and group 

existences through a fonis on problems of human communication. 

(Candlin, 1990: 46 1-2) 



Shades of Horkheimer and Greenfield! Yet despite the problems 

identified by Candlin, the modernist worldview has proven at least as 

resiçtant to aitique in applied linguistics as in educational administration. In 

part this may be because the discursive objects of applied linguistics, the 

"modem languages" that are supposed to be kansmitted în speech and 

wrïting, have-as argueci in Chapter 24een  reined still more effectively 

than sdioois in popular consaousness. %me of the predominant beliefk 

about language that have fiourished under these epistemological conditions 

have been summarized by Ben Rampton (1995), drawing on Brian Street% 

cultural-political model of literacy (Street, 1984). According to the 

"autonomous" model, as Rampton terms it, 

a. Language Is a neutrai technology- 

b. This technology is founded on universai laws of cognition. 

c. The technology may best be studied and understood in abstraction 

from particular social situations- 

d. Language hierarchies reflect objective ciifferences in use-value between 

languages- 

e- DEerent languages and language varieties can be unambiguously 

dis thguished and studied- 

f. R e s e a .  on language is objective and politicdy neutral- 

These premises are not unique to appüed Linguistics, for they reflect an 

image of language that has become entrenched throughout the Linguistic 

sciences, whether their emphasis is theoretical, empirical, or historical. In 

Rampton's analysis, the hallmark of critical theory in applied Luiguistics is the 

substitution of an "ideological" model for the autonomous one. In this view, 

language is viewed as inextricably soad, contdependent, valueladen and 

fluïd, and a l l  language research serves partidar political or cultwa.1 agendas. 



hpüatly, and perhaps expliatly, such an approach to applied linguistics will 

also be critical of modeniist theories and methods in neighbouring fields. 

Cntical applied linguistics, in other words, is also applied aitical linguistics, 

and it may be necessary to devote as much attention to the latter as the 

former. !%me of the implications have been drawn out by David Corson (eg. 

(1997), and will be further explored in the course of the present work. 

Rampton himself believes that the tum to criticai theory in British 

applied Linguistics has been prompted both by the general crisis of liberaikm 

(one of the great political philosophies of modernity) and, more partidarly, 

by a growing concem with Ianguage teaching in Britaui itself, in contrast to 

the disapline's historical focus on teaching English in overseas colonies and 

territories (Rampton, 1995). His sketch of the growuig mutual 

disenchantment and disengagement of the British govemment and British 

academia accords nicely with Bauman's account of post-modernity (1992), 

when the state's diminished need for intellebuai legitimization loosens the 

discursive constraints on inteilectual freedom. 

This is not to Say, however, that critical theory is about to acquire the 

status of an orthodoxy in appüed Llnguistics; indeed, as in the case of 

educational administration, progress in its tirst decade or so has been slow 

and fragmentary. Pennycook's own introductory survey (1997) mentions only 

a handful of current research directions, induding language rights (Skutnabb- 

Kangas & Phillipson, 1994); political, cultural and feminist analyses of the 

teadiing of English as a second or foreign language (Pennycook, 1994a; 

Phülipson, 1992; Sunderland, 1994); Freirean critical pedagogy and critical 

literacy (Graman, 1988; Walsh, 1991); critical discourse analysis and critical 

language awareness (Fairdough, 1992; 1995). He notes, however, "the 



diffidties in determinin8 both what it is to be aïtical and what is meant by 

Applied Linguiçtics" (Pennycook, 1992 23), and 1 will argue for a wider view 

of both. 

nie  primary focus of applied linguistics has traditiondy been language 

teadung and learning, or more broadly language acquisition. In what 

Rampton terms the autonornous model, "language" is essentially conceived 

of as a semiotic system detached hom actual situations of use, and "language 

acquisition" consists of reaeating this system in the learner's head. 1 would 

therefore define as implicitly critical all  situated theorïes of language 

acquisition, because treating language and people in th& social context 

necessarily entails attention to the relationships between them and thus to 

the cultural and political functions of language. Of course, such research need 

not be overtly aitical: that is a rhetorical, strategic and political choice. 

Chris Candlin, in the AILA plenary address aiready ated, points to 

some of the implications of a situated approadi: paying attention, for 

instance, to the sociocultural positioning of native and non-native speakers; 

exploring the interrelatedness of acquisition and use; preserving context in 

discourse analysis; and including reflexivity in research design (Candlin, 

1990). It can immediately be seen how much more diffidt, in this 

orientation, is the drawing of generai condusions and the building of 

universal models of language. Even corpus analysis, an încreasingly popular 

approach to developing and testing theones of acquisition, muçt be regardeci 

with suspicion because of the diffidty of recording all the significant 

contextual feaeatures that may be playing a role. The situated approach c a b  for 



ethnographie methods which have been underdeveloped and underused in 

applied linguistic research, notwithstanding the noteworthy U S  tradition in 

the ethnography of "language in education" (Cazden, 1988; Green & Wallat, 

1981; Hymes, 1980; see &O Corson, 2000, chapter 7). A critical applied 

linguistics would need to be built upon a constant cyding between general 

theory and the rich detail of concrete setangs and interactions. 

An interesting fiamework in this regard has been deveioped by Jim 

Cummins in the neighbouring field of biLingual education-a research area 

that has been centrai to the development of applied linguistics in North 

America, but has had relatively little impact on European traditions. One of 

the striking predictive failures of the autonomous mode1 is the idea that 

learning in two languages should require twice as much time as leamkg in 

one, and thus that the use of a muiority language for all or part of the school 

day must detract horn students' Linguistic and academic skills in the 

dominant language. In fact, a wealth of research evidence shows the opposite: 

that qualify bilingual education, aimed at rnaintaining and developing 

minority language skills, does not diminish students' academic adiievement 

and in the long run often enhances i t  At the same time, bilingual education 

dedicated to other goals-for instance, a quidc transition to dominant- 

language instruction-yields poor results in both the short and long term 

(Cummins, 1996)- 

In seeking to explain these consistent patterns, CumLnins has found it 

necessary to invoke a full range of levels of explanation: from "maao" social 

relations through "micro" interactions in the dassroom to cognitive 

processes in individual learners. Each of these Levels constrains the process of 

language acquisition in different ways and to different degrees. Partidarly 



interestingf £rom a aitical perspective, iç Cummins' argument that effective 

biLingual schooling relies on the negotiation of collaborative power relations 

among students and between students and the teacher (Cummins' 1996). 

Elaborating and exploring the implications of this hypothesis in Merent 

cultural and educationai settings would be a crucial task for a critical applied 

linguistics. 

In the autonomous mode1 of language, use is understood primarily in 

terms of building up sentences and textç by deploying one's acqyired 

knowledge of words and grammar, and the chief methodology for studying 

language in use is discourse analysis. Pennycook (1994b) has traced the genesis 

and diffusion of this branch of applied hguistics, arguing that it refleds "a 

general epistemological shift towards a more empiricîst and pragmatic view" 

of language, but that it also displays important conceptual limitations. 

Prominent among these are a highly restricted definition of context that 

excludes such dimensions as culture and ideology; a focus on linguistic form 

as the only dependent variable of interest; and an emphasis on what 

Pennycook calls "pragmatism, but might be better desaibed as 

instrumen f al ism (the "neutral technology" orientation identified b y 

Rampton). I would therefore define as critical all theories of language use that 

try to estabkh a relatiomhip between the micro settings studied in 

"autonomous" discourse analysis and broad patterns of soaodtural 

interaction. Most such theories tend to be stnichiralist, whether in the 

Marxist tradition or in some other; however, in contradiction to Bourdieu 

(Bourdieu, 1977; d. Thompson in Bourdieu, 1991: 11-12), E believe that they 

need not be. 



The relatively new tradition ca lhg  itself 'Kcriti~al discourse analysis" is 

primanly assoaated with the names of Norman Fairdough, Gunther Ktess, 

and their European coileagues (e-g. Fairdough, 1995; Kress, 1990). Strongly 

inftuenced by Marxist structurailSm, these writers tend to regard the higher 

levels of soaal order as determuiuig the lower levels: power relations 

between dominant and domÏnated groups detemùne the ideologies (world 

views?) of these groups; ideologies detemùne what can be said and how it can 

be said in particular soaal settings or institutions; such discourse-level forms 

of order detennine the actual production of utterances and te*. While this 

approach displays certain strengths in reveaiïng hidden forms of persuasion 

and background assumptions in texts, it is hindamentally antitheticai to 

ethnographie ways of knowing there is no point in investigating lower levels 

of order if it is the higher levels that invest them with meaning- As 

Pennycook puts it, if mainstream applied linguistics errs in positïng a 

decontextualized subject, the critical discome analysts have swung to the 

other extreme: "we now have a subject determined by ideologies that can 

simply be deduced from the tex&" (Pennycook, 1994b: 126). 

Pennycook sees greater promise for a critical appiied linguistics in the 

work of Midiel Foucault (Pemycook, 199413). Rather than viewing discourse 

as sornething exisîing apart from its users and determinhg th& actions, 

Foucault saw it as the actual conaete struggle over definitions of knowledge: 

over what counts as a fact and what does not As disciplines and institutions 

form, certain understandings of the world become keys for admission to their 

inner arcles; these understandings are both the product of a muitipliaty of 

relationships among the initial partiapants, and a constraining influence on 

new partiapants. This approach to language use in effect makes the 



positioning of speaker and hearer an issue for research rather than a 

theoretical pr-e. To what degree are speakers' words their own, to what 

extent does the discourse speak through hem? What kuids of knowledge 

must the learner absorb to make sense of what they hem within a discourse, 

and finally to begin to partiapate in the discourse itseif? What discourses are 

most important to the second language and foreign language learner, and 

what impact will entry into those discourses have on th& lives? Such are the 

kinds of question that a critical applied linguistics would take as central. 

Wntten Lanrmagg 

As noted above, Rampton drew on "the new literacy studies" in his 

dissection of the autonomous orientation in applied linguistics, and these 

two fields do indeed overlap in many respects. Like standard language, 

literacy has Long been portrayed in the discourses of modemity as a neutrai 

cognitive technology accessible to d, and one of the most striking 

"applications" of linguistics since the Second World War has been the design 

of massive iiteracy programs in developing (and developed) countries. In my 

view, then, critical applied Luiguistics will be much enriched by induding 

Literacy studies within its purview, partïcularly given the latter's rapid 

development in the last fifteen to twenty years. 

One h e  of attack on the industrial conception of literacy developed 

from some striking ethnographic studies by çaibner and Cole (1981), Heath 

(1983), Street (1984) and others, dernonstrating the existence of very different 

kinds of üteracy practice in different d t u r a l  communities. This "cultural" or 

"soaal" tradition in Literacy studies has been in ascendanq ever sînce, as can 

be traced in landmark works such as Gee's Social Linguistics and Literacies 



(1991), StreeYs Social Literacies (1995) and Barton's Liferacy: A Antmducficfion fo 

the Ecology of Wriffm Lmgunge (1994). At the same time, a paraUel iine of 

aitique has developed hom the work of Paulo Freire (1972; 1985; 1987), who 

saw in literacy a powerfd tool for the emanàpation of the oppressed, 

provided that it was a iiteracy grounded in their own realities. This tradition 

shares the 'fdturai" emphasis on the validity of local knowledges and 

practices but regards them above all as resources for çoaal change. 

Researchers in critical Iiteraq therefore borrow occasionally h m  

ethnographie research, but devote most of theV energy to chdenging 

homogeninng and disempowe~g literacy practices in schools, the media, 

and academic discourse (Lankshear & McLaren, 1993) and to developing 

aitical pedagogieç in dassroom settuigs (%or & Pari, 1999). 

Currently, a multidisâplinary effort is underway to combine the 

strengths of both traditions in "a pedagogy of mdtiliteraaes" (Group, 1996). It 

would be interesting indeed to see how a criticai applied Linguistics might 

contrilute to such a project, perhaps expanding it still further to "a pedagogy 

of multilingualismfr (cf. Skutnabb-Kangas, 19%). 

Lanmiaee Policv and Planning 

Isolated in a somewhat peripherai and sedate subdiscipline of applied 

lïnguistics, the autonomous tradition in language planning is only slowly 

being enriched by more critical approaches (Blommaert, 1996; Fettes, 1997). 

The rnainstream orientation views language as an instrument that can be 

shaped and wielded by the state to promote national unir/ and efficient 

communication within its borders; its principal concems are Chus the 

definition, officialization and dissemination of one or more standard 



languages (so-cded corpus, status and acquisition planning). Language 

varieties that do not fit this paradigm, such as non-standard varieties, 

indigenous languages, immigrant languages, sign languages and 

international languages, have generdy been exduded from the field's 

concenis, just as they are absent from mainStream schools. 

Since the early 19903, however, central figures of the field have turned 

their attention to brokering Iinguistic compromise (Jemudd, 1993), or to 

strengthening small languages in the face of linguistic homogenization 

(Fishman, 1991), while a nurnber of trenchant critiques have challenged some 

of the founding assumptions of the disapline (Luke, McHoul, & Mey, 1990; 

Tollefson, 1991; Williams, 1992). Equîty, diversity and sustainabüîty are 

comuig to receive as much attention in language planning &course as the 

traditional standards of unity and effiaency, and there is increasing 

recognition of the inherently political nature of such work (BLommaertf 1996). 

Over the same period, the concerns of the field have broadened, so that 

"language-in-education planning" and the study of educational language 

policy can now be related to wider linguistic goals and processes (Grabe, 1994; 

Ingram, 1990; Lambert, 1994). 

Such progress notwithstanding, the field still dearly lado a unifieci 

theoretical perspective, or even a focused theoretical debate, concerrüng such 

central issues as the dynarnics of language shift and Ianguage death, the 

Çeasibility of planned soue ta1 multilingualism, and the multiple roles of 

Engiish and other world languages. When Homberger, for instance, theorizes 

"Ianguage planning from the bottom up" in the context of indigenous 

peoples in the Americas, she essentidly transposes the modemist paradigm 

from the state to the indigenous nation (Hornberger, 1997). Can the 



autonomous model really funcüon in the hdigenous world? What might be 

gained, what might be lost? What alternatives strategies may exist for 

preserving linguistic and culhiml diversity? Such are the questions-of great 

practicai urgency for thousands of indigenous communities- that a critical 

applied linguistics would help m e r .  

Even in such a limited revïew, the hgmented and ideological state of 

the Linguistic saences is apparent, Language is such a cornplex, mdti-level, 

value-laden and ubiquitous feature of human soaeties that it cm support a 

fantastic number of subdisaplines, subtheories, and what has been slightingly 

referred to as f%usywork"y~antititative, qualitative, experïmental or 

theoretical studies that obscure as much as they reveal by virtue of flawed 

methodology, poor reporting and analysis, and uncritical cornitment to 

received ideas. Although no brandi of saence is hee h m  these diffidties, 

the study of language as a single organic phenornenon has çuffered 

particularly severely. 

It will be argued throughout this work that an ecological approach to 

the study of language offea the best hope of an integrated critical theory. 

Much of this work is foreshadowed in David Corson's work on language, 

discourse, and education,. ranging as it does over epistemology and ontology 

(Corson, 1997), effective dassroom strategies (Corson, 1998) and "language 

policy across the curriculum'' (Corson, 1990; Corson, 1999), the ethics of school 

administration (Corson, 1995; 1996a) and the social consequences of schooling 

(Corson, 1996b). What 1 have tied to do in the following chapters is to 

integrate these concerns withui a single psycho-soaologicd hamework built 



upon a aitical-realist epistemology. H successfiil, it will highlïght connections 

betweenlanguage, dture,  nature and identity that have long been obscured in 

modemïst perceptions; it will offer critical insights into a wide range of 

theoretical approaches, h m  Bhaskar to Bernstein and h m  Habermas to 

Halliday; and it will pund a wïde-ranging reseivch program in the applied 

ecology of language, partidarly the role of language in ecologîcal schooling. 

It is an amtntious goal, admitfedly. Yet the research traditions àted above 

suggest that the time is ripe for such a program; that beyond ~~~~~~~~~t 
excoriations of the excesses of modemity, many pestions SU demand answers; 

much suffering awaits more than rhetorical alleviation; and the technologizing of 

knowledge conünues to press inwards upon the remaining spheres of human 

freedom. If our one shared world is to remain a Iivable place a hundred years 

h m  now, it is the development of critical realism and ecological awareness, in 

our understanding and use of language and other essential resources for human 

weU-being that will help us achïeve it. 



Second  Turn: 

The Subject  and the W o r l d  



4 Knowing Reality, Knowing Language 

In this second tum of the work's clïmbïng spirai, 1 begin to elaborate an 

ecological approach to educational Iinguistics. 'The tkee chapters of this part 

mirror those of the First Tum: the first develops a critic& realist 

epistemology, or theory of knowledge, with particular attention to the role of 

language; the second (Chapter 5) employs this hamework to critically 

examine various influential theories of language and education; and the 

third (Chapter 6) begins to sketch an altemative program for expanding our 

knowledge of both education and language. In a sense, the entire Second 

Turn is about epistemology: about the co~ect iow between the subject and 

the world, and the extent to which those connections are mediated or 

modifïed by language. 

Let me begin by restating one of the ideas inhoduced in the First Turn: 

that modern saence has been txaditionally conceived, for reasons deeply 

rooted in European history, as a search for machine-like regularity and 

predictability. This imperative has encourageci would-be social scientists to 

privilege theoretical abstractions, such as laquages and schools, above the 

diverse, situated reaüty of speakers and leamers, and thereby cast them in the 

role of legislators rather than interpreters (Bauman, 1987). Any alternative 

founded on criticai realism (or "insider materialism," as Dorothy Smith has 

it) must reverse this approach to scientilic knowledge. It must begui, not with 

the abstractions, but with the embodied and sihsated agents themselves: 



If we begln from the worId as we actuaiIy experience it, it is at least 

possible to see that we are indeed Iocated and that what we know of the 

other is conditiod upon that location- There are and must be different 

experïences of the world and different bases of experïence- We must not 

do away with them by taking advantage of our privileged speaking to 
construct a soàologlcai version that we then impose upon them as th& 

reality- We may not rewrite the other's world or impose upon it a 

conceptual framework that extracts fiorn it what fi& with ours- Their 
reality, their varieties of experience, must be an unconditional datum, It is 

the place hom which inq* begins- (Smith, 1990a: 25) 

To develop a speaker-centred account of language-the primary 

objective of this chapter-is not to deny the fact that people in a community 

typicaily share "a Ianguagefff in a sense that will gradually be made dear. 

However, it requVes that this " c o s r d e ~ g "  of people's activities in the world 

be explained, not taken for granted. We are not born speaking in s i d a s  ways 

to the people around us: we adueve it in conaete social contexts. Neither are 

we bom perceiving ourselves as "members" of a communify or "speakers" of 

a language: these perceptions, too, are achieved in socially embedded ways. A 

soaology that takes individual experience as its basic unit of data will seek to 

identify, not re*, such practices. 

The hcts are these: that no two people speak in exactly the same way; 

that different language communities are constantly coming into contact 

within schools and within the Life of each of us; and that language is a vehide 

of myth, ideology and power as surely as it is a vehide of science, truth and 

solidarity. My a h  is to engage with the= realities rather than to bracket them 

out, as many within the linguistic professions have done. 1 will argue, in fact, 

that this bradceting has contributed to &verse forms of educationd failure 

and inequity, and that an ecological theory of language offers our best hope 



for ~stem~tièany replaâng these with more organic and self-sustainïng 

forms, 

The Ecology of Meaning 

Bevond the Container Paradi- 

W e  begin w i  the knowing speaker; yet what is it, exady, that 

speakers know? What kind of knowledge is necessdy theirs by right, by 

virtue of thek embodied existence in the world? The modernist daim has 

generally been that there is no such knowledge: people enter life as blank 

dates, upon which are gradually iwcribed the teachuigs of their dass, th& 

culture, the2 profession. Described as the "banking theory" by Paulo Freire, 

thiç conception of knowledge c m  be summed up more generally as the 

"container paradigm" (Ben-Ze'ev, 1995). People's knowledge at any time is 

simply the sum of everything that has been poured into thern, uiduding 

language. This implies that speakers, as individuals, cannot pretend to any 

knowledge independent of the culture amund them-the domain of the 

anthropologist, the sociologist, and the other apostles of legislative reason. 

Modernism can give the container paradigm a different twist, 

however. In this variation, the container is not simply empty at birth, but 

intricately pre-structured to fiiter and sort the information it will receive. Its 

proponents portray this as a more dignified (and accurate) view, since 

people are now regarded as actively imposing order on what is poured into 

them. Again, however, the indimMduaI speaker is deprived of any standpoint 

for independent knowledge, because the sorthg mechanism is held to be 



universal, not personal* In place of the s d  legislators, we have theîr 

equivalents in psychology, psycholinguistics, and related disciplines; in place 

of an emphasis on local, partidar noms, we £ind a equally willed neglect of 

ehem in favour of daims for comrnon human traits, at whatever level of 

abstraction is necessary. 

If both of these approaches allow the individual to disappear fkom 

view, critical realists must explore a third alternativeabandonhg the 

container paradigm. There are excellent empirical and logical grounds for 

doing so (Ben-Ze'ev, 1995), but equally important for the criticai realist is the 

pragmatic justification: the fact that people can only be the agents of th& own 

ernanapation if they have independent access to knowledge about the world 

(Bhaskar, 1989). nie task then becomes one of discoverïng what form this 

knowledge takes, and perhaps of developing an alternative set of metaphors 

for how such knowing is done. In order to avoid ail the traps of idealism, so 

familiar from modemist philosophy, such an account must treat knowledge, 

or cognition, as an integral, unavoidable condition of being-in-the-world-a 

world in which, as Leonard Cohen put it, "Everybody knows." 

ThÏs çuggests a vision of life and knowledge as interlinked-two 

aspects of a single phenornenon, as proposed by Humberto Maturana and 

Francisco Varela (Capra, 1996; Maturana & Varela, 1992). AU living things, 

they argue, must be organizationally separateci from their environment. 

Matter and energy flow continuously through Iiving systems, but the latter 

are defined by boundaries, and these in turn pose a fundamental problem to 

the organism. Its ability to respond to environmentai changes outside the 

boundary makes the difference between success and failure, Life and 

death-but how can it register them without disturbing its organizational 



dosure? The only way, Maturana and Varela argue, is for the organism to 

"translate" environmental differences into rearrangements of its own 

structure. Such adaptive internal changes are cognition, in their terms-and 

thus "knowing' is a universal activity of organisms, exesciseci through 

"structural couphg" with th& environment (MatUrana k Varela, 1992). 

The holistic and dynamic features of Maturana and Varda's conception 

of cognition are also found in the "schema pacadigm," as desctibed here by 

B en-Ze'ev: 

h the schema paradigm. -. the mind is not an intemal container but a 

dynamic system of capaaties and states. Mental properties are states of 

a whole system, not internai entities within a particular syçtem. In this 

paradigm, the cognitive system is cornplex and dyiamic; new information 

changes the system itself. Novel information is not stored in a separate 

warehouse, but is ingraineci in the constitution of the cognitive system in 

the form of certain cognitive structures (or schemas). . . . 

Memory, in this view, is the capauty of the organism to arrive at states 

similar to its previous states of awareness while preserving a howledge 

of their past origi. -.- The metaphor of internal storage is inadequate, 

because the basic elements in this paradigm, capaaties and states-. . are 

refained but not sfored. . . - A storage place is where you put things away in 

the expectation of finding them again in exactly the same condition as 

when you put them away. Retention is an active capaaty for presenting 

something. Certain actjvities must be performed in order for a capaaty or 

state to be retained. Retention of the ability to play the piano, speak a 

foreign language, or teU jokes requùe th& use.(Ben-Zerev, 1995: 42-44) 

With this concept of a dynamic, evolving cognitive system that 

dissolves the distinction between body and mind, we have taken a step away 

from the mechanical and container metaphors of modernity. But Cartesian 

epistemology is not so easily overcome, for there remains the duality of 

organism and environment, the "in here" and "out there". Thus, Ben-Ze'ev 



views cognition as a aeative infernal mappùig of the extemal world. 

"Cognition s u p p o d y  should copy reaiity," he writes, but because it works in 

a different medium, "we should expect some distortion in the cognitive 

content" (Ben-Ze'ev, 1995: 53). In s idar  veùi, Maturana and Varela (dong 

"th theV popularizer Capra) speak of individuals "bringing forth a world of 

their own creation, an interna1 representation that affords no sure knowledge 

of the world's real nature (Capra, 1996; Maturana & Varela, 1992). No matter 

how sophisticated one's mode1 of mind, in any realist account of knowledge 

focusing solely on the orgmism this condusion is inescapable. 

The critical realist solution, then, must locate knowledge in the sysfem 

of organism-in-enoironmmff Maturana and Varela hover on the brink of 

such a theory with their notion of structural coupLing, but then draw back, 

misled perhaps by the cybemetic tradition, or by the whole weight of 

Cartesian dogrna behind it. The crucial insight is Wittgenstein's (1959): that 

the concept of an intemal "representation" of the world ewplains nothing- 

The meaning of a map inheres not in the map itself, but in the use the 

organism makes of i t  What is more, if cognition involves hding one's way 

through the real world rather than through a representation of one's own 

devising, real knowledge can assume much more econornical and flexible 

forms than those implied by the map metaphor, because the world cm 

generally be useci to represent itself. Organisms need not "know" the world in 

the sense of being able to dispense with it; they need to know whnt fo do in it, 

and how to access and apply previous experience to "encountering the world" 

more effectively. 



Life and C w  - * 

ition 

This is the central idea of ecolo@cal psychology (Reed, 1996a). Whereas 

Maturana and Vada  emphasize envïronmentaily-induced changes infernal 

to the organism, Reed stresses that extemal acfivify provides the primary data 

available to any student of cognition. But he portrays such activity very 

Merently from the dassic stimulus-response or instinctual models bdoved 

of behaviourists and ethologists. Making extensive use of seledionist 

reasoning, he argues that persistently available information in the 

environmentiifferences in ambient light, for instance, that are relatively 

invariant over time and with regard to the effkcts of behavioral 

changes-*'tends to select for mechanisms in observers to use that 

information" (19%: 51). This implies that, at least in motile animals (Reed is 

agnostic concerning plants and less complex organiçms), the lifesssential 

appropriation of matter and energy-what Reed terms "the effort after 

value"-is accompanied b y the psychologicnl actiuify of information 

pickup-"the effort after meaning". 

Reed illustrates the importance of this concept for understanding 

animal behaviour by reference to Darwin's studies on earthworms ( R e d  

1996). These simple aeatures, possessuig the barest mdiments of a central 

nervous systern, very dearly modifjr th& behaviour in response to 

environmental changes. For example, if one wall of their tunnel becomes 

saatchy (because an experimenter has stuck pine needles into it), the 

earthworms respond by padang dirt more tightly ont0 that side. If previously 

humid ambient air becomes dner, the earthworms respond by higging leaves 

over the entrances to their tunneis. K the available leaves change shape, the 

earthworms h d  new ways of tugging them. AU of these are responses to 



unpredîctable change that individual earthworms may never have 

experienced before. Collectively, they bespeak the earthworms' capaaty for 

awareness, a term which elegantly caphms the nature of idormation pidcup 

as an ongoing and largeiy unconscious process. Earthworms are very unlikely 

to possess either consaousness or belief, but they are demonseably and 

adaptively aware of their environment. 

Awareness in this sense iç an ecolugïcal nctimMty serving to guide an 

animal as it makes its way through the environment. Rather than a ptivate 

intemal state of the rnind or brain, awareness inheres in the constantly 

shifting relationship between the organism and its surroundings (Reed 1996: 

67). "Meaning" can then be seen as another way of conceptualizing adaptive 

fit What an animal can be aware of depends first on its biological inheritance 

(adaptation through natural selection), secondly on what transmissible forms 

of awareness its Local community has deveïoped (adaptation through cultural 

selection), and thirdly on its own unique Me history (adaptation through 

individual learning). Thus, while natural selection ensures that an adequate 

range of meanings is normally available to guide the organism in i b  

encounters with the world, communities and individuals may differ 

considerably in the degrees and b d s  of awareness they achïeve. It is, indeed, 

preàsely this variabüity that provides the raw material for natural and 

cultural selection to propel the processes of evolution. 

Awareness is itself not one activity, but several. Earthworms, lacking 

the centrai nervous capaaty to store a great deal of information, simply use it 

to guide their imniediate encounters with the world. Arthropods, moiluscs, 

and vertebrates, however, typicaily iive in and move through more variable 

habitats than earthworms, and must consequently be able to use a greater 



range of meaningful information. These "highef animais are diaracterized 

by "a capaaty for awareness that is relevant to but not directfy tied to overt 

activities" (Reed 1996: 66). In other words, the ability to store and seleaively 

retrieve cogniovely acquired information ("knowlng") is itseif an adaptation 

to motile iife in a cornplex, changing environment. Awareness, meaning and 

laiowledge can thus ali be regarded as natural properties of the system of 

animal-in-environment, evolving for each organism and community 

through a ongoing process of testuig and reconfiguration. 

The schema paradigm offers a complementary inçight ùito the infernal 

dynamics of this process, and thus into the nature of learning-an issue of 

central importance for education that will uicreasingly occupy our attention 

in future sections: 

Leamuig something new involves a dynamïc change in the structure of the 

cognitive system. Accordingly, we c m  assume a graduai deveiopment of 

the cognitive system dong with an increase in the incoming information, 

Information is embodied in the structure of the cognitive system, and 

there is no separation between the system and the newly acquired 

information. Past experience and 0th- personal characteristics are not 

stored in a separate warehouse; rather, they are ingrained in the 

constitution of the cognitive system in the form of certain cognitive 

structures- In this vlew, leatning, adaptation and readiness are expresseci 

as changes in the sensitivity of the cognitive system and notas changes in 

stored propositional information Learning is a dyn-c change of the 

whole system, not an addition of a discrete part; it invoLves the 

continuous updating of the schematic d e s .  In this sense, history is 

embodied in the schemas- (Ben-Ze'ev, 1995: 47)- 

But this history, to reiterate the central point, is not exdusîvely a 

privale history. For ail organisms it is a history of what Reed (1996) terms 

"encountering the world". 



The Structure of Ecologi*cal Meanin= 

Given that alL terrestrial animals inhabit the same world and must 

solve many of the same ecological problems, it seems plausi'ble that ecological 

meanings do not display an infinite range of variation. Things in nature do 

not occur randomly or chaoticaily: they have form, duration, sequence, 

pattern. Thus, the recurrent emphasis in cognitive suence that information is 

simply différence (e.g. Bateson, 1972; 1979) may be of Little use when it cornes 

to assessing the basis of axümal and human hteiïïgence. Recalhg Reed's 

suggestion that any persistent environmental structure may tend to select for 

systems to perceive it, we can ask whether ecological meanïngs themselves 

are structured in persistent ways; that is, whether ail motïle animals (at least) 

must solve essentially similar problems in theu efforts towards meaning. 

Following the naturalist philosopher of language, Ruth Millrkan 
. . , 1 s h d  

argue that this is indeed the case, as a preliminary to showhg how language 

itself is structured by thiç interaction. 

All efforts towards meanhg may be characterized, in fact, as the 

perception of relationship. The "blooming, buzzing" world of experience is 

filled with orderly relationships, and the fundamentai cognitive challenge is 

to perceive and use them. Take identify, for instancethe speüal relationship 

a thing has with itself. As world variants evolve through space and time, we 

must be able to track them as one and the same object/event despite the 

changes they undergo (MUïkan, 1984). This ùivolves associaüng one interna1 

schema with another, or many others. Things look different from different 

angles and in different Lighting conditions: the interlinking of these visual 

schemas yields a schematic network for the concept "how somethuig look 

( c m  look)". Similarly, other assoaations can lùik visual schemas with 



sensory, auditory and ohctory networks correspondhg to the same real- 

world phenornenon. Since many distinct things are rather similar, these 

networks must be continuaily open to adjustment, inaeasing the probability 

of successful recognition and deaeasing the chance of error. 

World variants that Lend themselves more readily to this kind of 

Learning can be termed subsfances, and the abilify to distlnguish between 

substances necessarily implies awareness of natural properfies (MrUikan 1984: 

275). Thus, abstract charaderistics such as size, shape, colour, position and so 

forth are perceivable only to the extent that they M e r  among substances; 

while substances are distinguishable only to the extent that they display 

different properties. Thisf Millikan argues, is a necessary feature of 

identification, which must hold for a l l  organisms capable of awmeness, from 

earthworms to humans: it is a fundamental eco1ogïcal mode of cognition. 

But the perception of relationship goes further, for the natural world 

does not merely consist of independent substances waiting to be discovered. 

Thïngs move through tune and space, interacting with each other in complex 

but orderly ways. Even routine acts of identification therefore involve 

perceiving each object, not only in terms of the substances and properties it 

exemplifies, but in terms of the typical changes it may undergo or be subjeded 

to, and the possible consequences of such changes-that is, its relationship to 

the world around i t  Such perception is fundamental to the effort towards 

value, as organisms strïve to maintain themselves against the vagaries of 

their environment. This mode of cognition finds its greatest development in 

prospective awareness, a capaaty essential to ail more complex modes of Me 

(Reed, 1996a), and one which will increasingly occupy our attention in the 

sections to corne, 



For a different but complementary perspective on the ecology of 

cognition, Mark Turner's recent cognitivelinguistic analysis of human 

thought processes off' many striking parallels (Turner, 1996). What Turner 

c a b  the "capaaty for story" is basically the ability to recognize similar 

relationships in our encounters with the world. Every time we reach out to 

pi& up a glass, to take one of hiç examples, the adual event is different in 

s m d  details. To plan to pi& up a glass (a simple exercise in prospective 

awareness) is to access a narrative scherna, an abstract summary of recurrent 

sensory and motor experience that pi& out the signimnf relationships 

common to many similar actions or events: 

These small stories are what a human king has instead of chaotic 

experknce. -. . Although.-- inventive constructions of the human muid, they 

are not optional- The necessary biology and the necessary experïence of 

any normal human infant inevitably produces a capaaty for story in the 

infant- It is not possiile for a human infant to fail to adueve the concept 

of a container, for example, or Liquid, or po- or flowing, or a path, or 

movement dong a path, or the product of these concepts: the small 

spatial story in which liquid is poured and flows dong a path into a 

container- Our core indispensable storîes not ody can be invented, they 

must be invented if we are to survive and have human lives (Turner 1996: 

14). 

Turner, as a faithful Cartesian, views narrative as a human 

"invention" ùnposed upon an otherwise incomprehensible universe. But the 

ecological perspective tums this around: narrative is rather a means of 

discovery and adaptation to real regularities in world affairr. It is important to 

be dear that this does not imply that narrative schemas cowtitute some kind 

of intemal map of the world, as if "schemas" corresponded to "world 

variants" in a one-to-one fashion. Neither should schemas be conceived of in 

purely neural terms, as comectionist models of "mind usuaiiy take for 



granted. A schema is a dynamic network of assoaations potentidy uivolving 

the en& body, in which the central nemous system plays a key but not an 

exclusive role. Schemas are inherently plutal, ùivolving many 

subcomponents to differing degrees, and tentative, being open to 

modification on the basis of experîence. And a scherna is not mean inw in 

itself. What is meaningful is the adaptive fit of schema to worfd, organism to 

environment; in Bhaskar's terms (1989), meaning is emmgenf frorn the 

system of living things, or what Capra (1996) calk "the web of me". 

To put this another way, the ecological paradigm holds no place for the 

Cartesian picture of a human being as "a mind in a brah in a body" (Turner 

1996: 116). htead,  brain and body are considered to be well-integrated parts of 

a single organism, and mind is the dynamic, unfolcihg process of that 

organism's ùitegraüon in the world. States of mind are also states of being. 

Learning is thus still more consequential than is usuaLly thought, for learning 

does not simply change the "contentr' of the "mind, it changes what an 

orgMsm is: what meanings it can be aware of, what values it can attain. By 

the same token, leaming is also a more complex affair, for it involves changes 

in a cognitive system that is already massively interconnectecl and integral to 

a particular way of living in the world. 

The thnist of this section has been to show how individual 

knowledgethe knowledge of the knowing speaker-is possible, and what 

kind of knowledge it is. First and foremost, it is active knowledge, stemmùig 

h m  the Melong, continuous effort towards meanuig and value that 

characterizes all living things. Secondly, it is realist knowledge, in the sense 

that it is derived from direct encounters with the world. This knowledge is 

tentative and fallible, but adaptive: under the conditions that fostered its 



- * 

development (what Millikan calls Normal conditions), it is a reliable guide to 

awareness and action- Thirdly, it is non-propositional knowledge: not o d y  

does it not depend on language, it exists in another medium entirely, one that 

can be irnperfdy visualized with the help of schema theory but is ultimately 

one and the sarne as life itseif. Such a theory of knowledge satïsfies the tenets 

of B haskar's critical realism, Smith's "insider materialism," and Millikan's 

episternological naturalism: we are both phylogeneticaily and ontogenetically 

adapted to discovering real meanings in the real world. 

From this it follows that language, wiiqudy human as it is, cannot be 

said to consfïfufe our experience of the world. If all animals can be said to be 

aware; if the perception of substances, properties and narrative is a 

fundamental adaptive skill; if meaning and value are naturally emergent 

properties of complex ecosystems, available for empirical investigation-then 

language cannot be credited with any of these features of human cognition, 

long taken to be our peculiar birthright. And so in the next section we 

confront the questions that flow from this conclusion: what can human 

language be for, if it is not essential for knowledge; and how does the kind of 

knowledge made possible by language relate to the knowledge we possess as 

living, embodied beings? 

The Emergence of Langunge 

If we accept the tenets of selectionism, as the best theory we have for 

understanding the appearance of novelty in the natural world, then human 

beings must have developed the f a d t y  of language because it provided real 

adaptive value at the thne of its appearance. The idea sometimes put forward, 



that ianguage made a sudden and spontaneous appearance late in human 

development as an accidental by-product of some 0th- evolutionary process 

(e.g- Dixon, 1997: l), is clearly wrong. Merlui Donald, for instance, kts six 

major physiologicai innovations needed for the development of oral 

language: four related to the production and recognition of vocal sound, and 

two concerning the interpretation of symbois (Donald, 1991)- It seerns quite 

Uicredïble that all of these would have evolved independently; much more 

plausible is Donald's concept of an "iterative Ioop of selection pressure 

originating at the cultural levei" (Donald 1991: 237). But just what made 

language so valuable to these early human communities, when their 

ancestors had s u c c e s s ~ y  adapted to Me without language for over a million 

years? 

1 propose to unpack thiç question in several steps, the £kt of which is 

not concerned with language at  all, but with imagination. 

Parable: The Birth of the Imaeination 

The kind of knowledge of the world conveyed by straightforward 

narrative perception, as described above, might fairly be described as "literal ". 

To perceive many episodes of picking up a glass as instances of a single kùid 

of activity is simply to iden* a useful kind of regularïty in nature-to focus 

awareness on the action's reliably mearûngcui aspects, without comparing it 

to anything else. This kind of cognition is diable, extremely adaptable, and 

yet fundamentally limited. The only scope it allows for innovation is that of 

accident, meaning that the cognitive cuiture of ail soaal animals, ùiduding 

apes, tends to evolve extremely slowly by human t e m  (Donald 1991). 



In The Literary Mind (1996), Mark Turner sets out to show that much 

of human cognition is non-literai, and accomplished by projecting one 

narrative schema ont0 another, or elements of both onto a "target space" 

where they are blended into something new. A committed Cartesian, as 

already noted, Turner views meaning as being "in the headfr, and thus his 

centrai metaphor also involves projecting such aeative ideas ont0 the 

quantum-dynamic fog of reality- Through blending, he daims, we impose 

meaning rather than discover it; our encounters with the world bear no direct 

relationship to our perceptions, for the latter are conjured up through the 

creative workings of our uniquely human brains. But  the ecological paradigm 

offers a quite different interpretation of Turner's work-one that enables us 

to sort out the conceptual confusions in the following passage, for instance: 

There is a general prïnaple that may help to c o ~ e c t  the study of the 

brain with the study of the mhd: Blending is a basic process; meaning 

does not reside in one site but is typically a dynamic and variable 

pattern of comection over many elemwts- Our consàous experience 

seems to tell us that meanings are whole, localized, and unitary- But this 

is wrong- Blending is aiready involved in our most unitary and literal 

perception and conception of basic physical objects, such as horse and 

horn, and in our most unitary and literal perception and conception of 

srnail spatial stories, such as \torse moues and h m  impales- 
When we pay close attention, most mental events appear to involve 

blending of one sort or another- Whenever we see something as 

somethulg-when we look at the street and see a w o m  geftrng ïnto a 

car-we are blending our sensory experience with abstract conceptual 

structure (1996: 112). 

Turner is tallong here about somethhg real and important, but since 

the Cartesian paradigm offers no easy way to distïnguïsh between perception, 

conception, description and meanllig, he manages to confiate ail four. In the 

ecological perspective, the Merences are stark. Meaning is not in the head, 



nor even in the body as a whole; it emerges from an organismrs adaptive fit to 

the world. Perception corresponds to the schematic network in the organism 

that constitutes a dynamic state of awareness of meaning; as we noted 

previously, such networks consist of complex assoaations between many 

different schema representing different possible encounters with a partidar 

world affair- Thus neither meaning nor perception iç "whole, locallzed and 

unitary," but this does not imply a disconnection between perception and 

reality. On the contrary, n o d  perception is exquisitely w d  adapted to 

reality, by virtue of both phylogeny and ontogeny-the adaptation of both 

speties and individual to the world. There is nothing arbitrary, nor uniquely 

human, about such perception: it is given to all creatures with the gi f t  of Me. 

Conception and description are different matters entirely. To watch a 

horse move, or a woman get into a car, k not the same as to think, say or 

write the words "horse moves" or "a woman getting înto a car." In everyday 

uses of thought and language, meaning, perception, conception and 

description are assoàated so dosely and effiaently that we are unaware of the 

distinctions; the Cartesian paradigm does little to challenge this illusion. In 

the ecological paradigm, however, Tumer's work can be seen as mpplying a 

theory of conception-a theory of the irnagination-on which a theory of 

description, or language, can be built. 

The cognitive ability that Turner terms "parable" consists of the 

projection and blending of narrative schemas in novel, aeative ways. If we 

consider that every individual has an inaedibly ridi store of such schemas 

derived from their direct, Literal perception of the world, the potential of such 

a system becomes apparent. Recall that higher animals display the mode of 

cognition we have termed "prospective awareness," in which acquired 



narrative schemas are activateci to prepare the organism for possible 

developments and courses of action arlsing from a given situation. 

Prospective awareness based on 12terd perception is limited to ensuring the 

animal's continued achievement of familiar meanings and values in the here 

and now. If, however, the schematic knowledge of ofher kàrds of sitruztion 

can be selectively brought to bear on the problem at hand, the potential range 

of awareness and action inueases abmptiy. In the framework of ecological 

psychology, we might term this type of prospective awareness imaginative 

awareness- 

The imaginative mode of cognition is almost uniquely human, as 

Donald shows in reviewing the "episodic culture" of the higher apes (Donald, 

1991). Imaginative problern-solving can be sporadicalIy observeci in 

individual apes, but never as a constant or generally shared actïvity. Al1 

humans, by contrast, routinely use imaginative awareness to guide their 

efforts towards meaning and value: thk is the central message of Turner's 

work. As one would expect, the most common kinds of imaginative 

projection involve what Turner calls "srnail spatial and bodily stories" 

denved hom our direct encounters with the world. %me of these are the 

follow ing: 

EVENTS ARE ACTIONS. Stories fmiliar from human 
interactions are projected ont0 events lacking such agency. Thus, a 
photocopier can "chew up" documents; the wùid can "tea. dom" 
trees or "mercilessly beatf' a ship; a tidal wave can "sweep" a town 
away; a path can 'lead" us somewhere; fear can "drive" us to 
action; in the Odyssey, the god Apollo can be said to "take" from 
the aew the day of their return As these examples show, 
projection can be familiar and everyday, to the extent that we do 
not even notice that analogy is involved, or poeticaliy fresh and 



therefore noticeable. The important idea, however, is that it is not 
first and foremost a linguistic phenornenon, but a schmatic one, 
in which our literai knowledge of one world affair is drawn on to 
adùeve imaginative awareness of another one. 

EVENTÇ ARE. ACTIONS is also commonly applied to human 
situations, using generai projection categories such as ACTORS 
ARE MOVERS and ACTORS ARE MANIPULATORS. By applying 
the first, someone c m  be said to "enterff or 'qeave" a job, "head 
towards" or "turn away frorntr a personal goal, be "paralyzed or 
"immobÏIïzed" with indecision; usïng the second, we can "grasp" 
at opportunitîes, "take" the lead, "hold a position for someone, 
44jugglef* a crowded agenda. Bot. categories are wïdely w d  for 
thinhg about thuiking: 

For example, when w e  wish to tell the action-story of a 

mathematical or scïentific discovery, w e  can say that the 

thInker began from a certain assumption, was headed for a 

certain conclusion, sfumbled over difiïcuities, moued faster or 

slower at varïouç times, had to backfrack to correct 

mistakes, obtained parf of the solution but was still missing 

the most important parf, had a notion of where fo look for if, 

began at Iast to see it, followed it as it eluded her, hnlly got 

onefinger on it,filt if nearly slip away, but at last got it. 

(Turner, 1996: 43-44) 

EVENTS ARE ACTIONS overlaps in part with another large 
general category of projections, EVENTS ARE SPATIAL STORIES. 
This uidudes projections that do not involve actors, as when a 
building "faiis" into disrepair, the stock market "aashes" or the 
economy "sinks", a drought "goes on" or "cornes to an endff, time 
"flows by". Often different projections are coupled, for instance if 
someone says "The sky's been thinking about raining all day, and 
now it looks as if itfs findy getting around to it." Here EVENTS 
ARE ACTIONS (the weather is the slcy thinking) is combined with 
ACTORS ARE MOVERS (thinkers get around), yielding a 
projection in the category of EVENTÇ ARE SPATIAL STORES. 



Turner condudes that, aithough al2 abstract thought and reasoning 

rnay not be grounded in spatiai and bodüy stories, the latter certaînly play a 

vital role: 

We may say comfortably that our understanding of spatiai and bodily 

stories is so rich, and our powers of parable so developed, that 

imagination can project spatial and bodily stories at will to any point of 

the conceptuai compass- We may also say comfortably that for many 

abstract concepts, the spatiai and bodily instances are the archetypes- 
Everyday though contains conventionai projections of spatiaî and bodily 

stories onto stories of soüety and mind and onto abstract reasoning, 

Their traces are routinely carrïed in language- (Tumer, 1996: 51)- 

Language, indeed, is at the center of Turner's interests (hence his title, 

The Liternry Mind), and we consider furth- aspects of his anaiysis shortly. Of 

present interest, however, are the evolutionary implications of his 

"ardieology of the mind." Imaginative awareness appears to be so rare in 

nature that it iç dearly a risky gambit, and it is not diffidt to understand 

why. Literai cognition encourages the organism to remain withïn known 

confines, while imaginative awareness projects the familiar on the unknown 

with potentially catastrophic results; Literal cognition rests on ecological 

integration, but imaginative awareness is built on pnvate schematic 

projection uiithin the individual. Taken together, these observations suggest 

that imaginative awareness becomes a viable evolutionary strategy only 

when a means can be found for sharing sudi private projections. 

Consider the difference between isolated individuals explorïng the 

world by means of imaginative awareness, and a community with a coilective 

public store of imaginative stories. In the h t  case, even when an individual 

discovers that a particular projection "fits" reality-that is, it proves a reliably 

useful guide for efforts towards meaning and value-the discovery will be of 



no lasting significance unless it can be passed on to the next generation. 

Moreover, many, many projections are likely to prove a very poor fit to 

reality, thereby decreasing the adaptive fit of the most imaginative 

individuals. It is dificuit to see how the capaaty for parable could ever gain a 

hold in such conditions. If, however, ïndividuals are able to communicate 

with one another about their imaginative discoveries, then information on 

both fit and la& of fit can be passed on, and the collective store of us& 

projections WU grow over time. 

In essence, 1 thùik thiç is what language does. Without imagination, 

we would have no use for language; without language, we could never 

hamess the projective potential of the brain Of course, we have 0th- means 

of making our inner visions public: graphic art, sculpture, dance, theatre, 

music, all may derive their importance to human character and human M e  

from the same basic mechanisms of parable that underlie language. But oral 

language, along with the other extemal symbolic storage systems that depend 

upon it (Donald 1991), is unique in its symbolic power and flexibility. This 

implies, as Turner suggests, that the "transcendent story of the mind" beloved 

of modernity, privileging "basic, sober and literal" reason over the riotous 

jungle of the imagination, is just "wrong at its core" (Turner, 19%: 113). We 

need language because of out capaaty for imaginative awareness: because it is 

the best means we have of sharing, aoss-checking and refinuig our 

imaginative perceptions of what the world is, and thus of what it could 

become. 



Mimesis: The Discoverv of KnowIedge-Sharing 

The problem with linking the emergence of oral language to the 

appearance of parable is that such an evolutionary leap appears too sudden to 

be plausible. There is a huge gap, as Meriin Donald argues (1991), between the 

"episodic" or 'literal" cognitive d tu res  of non-human specïes, notably apes, 

and the oral and literate cultures of humans. This has led Donald to postdate 

an intermediate stage, lasting for perhaps a million years, whidi can no 

longer be duectly observeci but whose traces are stiil ciearly visible in the 

communication patterns of modern humans. Quite independently of the 

detailed validity of his hypothesis, Donald's account is invaluable for 

thinking about the genesis of a collective communicative system that need 

not have the specific characteristics of oral or written language. 

Communication, in the ecological perspective, is fundamentally 

concemed with colledive effort toward meanhg and value: the co-ordering 

of awareness and action among two or more individuais. Not a l i  CO-ordering 

implies communication per se. Individu& of the same species occupying the 

snme habitat will display similar styles of encountering the world, not because 

they communicate directiy with one another, but because the abilities and 

tools at their disposa1 and the problems they confront are similar. There is, 

however, a continuum of awareness of social meaning stretdung from the 

most individualistic aeatures to the most communal. Social meanings are 

those ecological meanings that emerge within the populated environments 

of a @en speaes; they diffër from other forms of ecological meanhg diiefly 

in that members of the species not only use them to guide t .  efforts 

towards value, but participate in theV production as weli (Reed, 1996a). 



In aiI  animak speaaked in collective efforts towards meaning and 

value, such as apes, there is a strong sdective advantage for those ïndïviduals 

who are skilled at the interpretation and manipulation of soaal meaning. 

Literai cognition nonetheless limits the use of such skiils to the immediate 

context of t h e ,  place, and objective. Communication is situation-bound, 

geared to immediate consequences, and therefore fleeting. When signals of 

general utility appear, they are usudy common to many unco~ected 

communities and individuals, and therefore instinctual rather than 

conventional. It is only with the £irst stirrings of imaginative awareness that 

communication beginç to assume the status of an emergent system, one 

dependent on the willed CO-ordering of awareness and action by groups of 

individuals. 

We met the notion of emergence earlier, when meanuig was said to 

emerge kom the system of organism and environment. The implication is 

that the phenornenon of meaning cannot be fdly understood through the 

study of either the organism or the environment: it is the way the two 

interad that yields meaning. Similarly, communication can only be 

understood in terms of the interaction of the individual with the 

communicative environment embodied in other individuais. Language, for 

instance, is properly reduable neither to individual psychology nor to an 

objective system standing apart from its speakers, akhough these two 

theoretical orientations have been easily the most popular in the age of 

modemity. Language consists of individuals encountering a system inherent 

in the ongoing C O - o r d e ~ g  of the Linguistic acts of other individuals, doing 

their best to acquire and employ the system for their own purposes, and 



thereby changuig the system itself in innnitesimal or someümes more 

dramatic ways. 

Donald's idea is that "mimesis," communicative systems of fa&i and 

bociiiy expression, must logically have preceded the development of the 

complex cognitive, vocal and auditory apparatus needed for true speech. 

Mimesis could span the gap between ïnstïnbual communicative systems and 

conventional ones; its long evolutionary history would show the graduai 

emergence of a range of prototypical languages, albeit more visual than vocal, 

more conaete than abstract. Mimesis would have begun as imitation and 

role-play and developed inaeasuigly sophisticated normative forms that 

were passed from generation to generation within particular communities. 

As the communicative environment grew in complexity and subtlety, 

ïncreasing skills of mimetic interpretation and production would have been 

selected for. And the overali motor of this evolutionary leap would have 

been the collectivization of efforts toward meaning and value: the 

"discovery", through natural selection, of a range of ecological niches not yet 

occupied by any other speâes, reqyiring both the flexible coordination of 

many individuals and the stable transmission of social and ecological 

knowledge through the .  

Mimesis, accordhg to Donald, would have enabled the development 

of complex soaal structures, the elaboration of play and teachïng, and a range 

of other activities with potentialiy strong adaptive value for the community; 

indeed, it k "still far more efficient than language in dïffusing certain kinds of 

knowledge; for instance, it is still supreme in the realm of modelhg social 

roles, communicating emotions, and transmitting rudimentary skills" 

(Donald 1991: 198). Indeed, as he points out, mimesis shares many of the 



properties of language, including Intentionality, generativity, and 

communicativity: that is, it is typicaily referential, aeative, and public. The 

Est  two of these properties dearly reflect the necessity of imaginative 

awareness in mimetic communities, though it îs nifficult to assess the M t s  

of such cognitive development, @en the relative difficulty of ~ILimetically 

expressing abstract concepts. It seems likdy, at least, that Homo mecfus 

culture, if it did involve mimesis, would have also extendeci to simple 

pictorial art, to dance, and to rihiaL 

The third of these properties, communicativity, is cruaaily implicated 

in emergence. As a public, shared means of communication, mimesis would 

link the complex, evolving schematic knowledge of many individuals into a 

single multidimensional network far surpassing the Limits of a single person. 

Antiapating Donald's argument in a Later chapter of Origins, one c m  see 

mimesis as the prototypical "extemal symbolic storage system", long 

antedatïng techniques for aura1 or visual symbolic representation. For the 

first time, one could speak meaningfully of the co~lununity possessing 

knowledge that particular individuals did not, and of this knowledge being 

progressively refined and built up over time. As one consequence, the 

communicative system would quickly become a vital collective resource, to 

be dierished and tended as zealously as the communal fie. Just as rapidly, its 

origins wodd corne to seem mysterïous or divine, since no one could trace 

the hlstorical layers of invention, 

produced ib m e n t  form. 

The stage has now been set 

transmission and reinterpretation that had 

for the entrance of language itself.. a change 

in medium, more than a diange in kind. As we have seen, relatively complex 

systems of mimetic communication could have evolved from simple non- 



arbitrary indicational gestures, through an iterative loop between culturaily 

encoded knowledge and the increasing biologicai capaaty for imaginative 

awareness. It codd well be that certain arbitrary verbal s i p  were a nomal 

part of these systems. The paleontological record suggests, however, that the 

transition to oral language took place in a ciramatic burst of selective 

adaptation enchg around 100,000 years ago. Among the hallmarks of this 

astonishing period of innovation were a change in posture, compiex 

alterations to the vocal and auditory organs, and the expansion of the 

neocortex to previously unheard-of dimensions (Donald 1991). 

The most mysterious aspect of thÏs adaptive burst is that it does not 

appear to have been linked to a change in ecological niche. Language-using 

humans and mimesis-using humans would both have possessed integrative 

cultures, and one is left to speculate whether the former simply displaced the 

latter, or whether the discovery of oral culture was transmitted fiom group to 

group, creating similar selection pressures in ail. In any case, this selection 

pressure was dearly d t u r a l  in nature (Donald 1991), driven by collective 

efforts towards the same meanings and values that had characterized mimetic 

culture. Language was thus as much a technological discovery as a biologicd 

innovation. One might Say that, as they laboured to develop orality over 

thousands of years, thereby ensuring the spread of the appropriate genetic 

traits for speaking, Liçtening, and imaginative projection, modem hurnans 

invented themselves. 

What held for mimesis, holds for language. The change in medium, 

from gesture to sound, undoubtedly speeded up the pace of communication 



and unfettered the imagination, but the same epistemological conditions 

continue to apply. Modernity was prenirsed on a denial of these limitations 

on symbolic representation, a deniai whose philosophical expression is 

"meaning rationalism," or the convictîon that dear and 1ogicalIy connected 

ideas constitute "meaning" in themselves (MiUhn, l9û4) . We s h d  see in a 

later section how this premise acquired its hegemonic status in Western 

philosophy, and what some of the conseguences have been in linguistics and 

education. Here I want to briefly summarize the naturalist alternative, based 

on the preceding arguments in this chapter and on the brilliant philosophical 

analysis supplied by Millikan herseif. 

The central puzzle in the epistemology of language has been to 

understand how words can be "aboutr' things-how sentences can be true or 

false, or how knowledge and meaning can be represented in texts. The 

technical term for "aboutness" is intnitionalify, dassicaily conceived as a kKid 

of mapping relationship between sentences and the world. TypicalIy, ako, 

public-language sentences (spoken or written) have been taken to be mere 

externalizations of inner-language sentences, so that intentionality in public 

language should simply reflect the intentionality of "thinking about" 

something in words. nunking is held to go on in the head, hence the 

epistemology of language has focused on the relationship between "the head" 

(inside) and "the world (outside). From this point, it is easy to construct 

vanous pictures of the relationship between language and reality that are 

entirely "in the head," with the comections to the world either being denied 

(in what Ben-Ze'ev terms "constructive idealism," the idea that we invent 

the world we live ixx (Ben-Ze'ev, 1995: 50) or mystïfïed (versions of his "naive 



realisrn," in whkh the Ianguage of thought is usuaUy said to "cut up" reality 

in one of an infinite number of valid ways). 

The ecological paradigm offes an entitely different account of 

intentionality, in which the embodiedness of the subjed and the emergent 

nature of language and meaning are never lost h m  view. Language devices 

(the term is Millikan . * 
,s) are regarded as no more than tools for the guidance of 

human awareness and action in the adual physical world. Our knowledge of 

reality is not primarily linguistic but schematic and dynamic, derived hom 

direct encounters with that world and constantly open to modification based 

on experience. Language devices Tunction only in this context of embodied, 

active, Laiowing users; their most important role is to enable imaginative 

schematic perceptions of the world to be shared, tested and refined by groups 

of individuals. Tens of thousands of years of such testing and refinement 

have yielded highly complex systems of language devices, which cannot 

properly be said to "mt up" reality: rather, they help to co-order their users' 

collective efforts towards meaning and value. (I do not mean to ïmply that 

such CO-ordering is always benefiaal, either for individuals or for groups; 

mattea are a great deal more complicated than that, as the next chapter in 

partïcuiar will make dear.) 

In keeping with the nature of emergence, language is fundamentally a 

public phenornenon, preexiçtent and external to any individual, even though 

it consists in nothing more than the CO-ordering of the linguistic interactions 

of many individuais. This means that individuals never reaily "acquire a 

languagef' in the sense of ïncorporatuig the whole system in all its dynamic 

complexity. Individuals leam to use elements of the system, comprising 

various nahual groupings and sub-systerns of public Ianguage devices, for CO- 



ordering their own awareness and actions and those of 0th- in ways that are 

useM to them. It is tme that an Individual's private stock of language devices 

constitutes a system of its own, but the ontology and epistemology of this 

private system differ strikingly from the emergent phenornenon of public 

language. 

In leanùng to use the public language system, individuals integrate 

their schematic knowledge of "doing languagefr with the rest of theh dymmic 

schematic knowledge of the world Suice no one's Linguistic or bodily 

experience is identicai, each individual has th& own unique inner system of 

intensions (another of Millikan's terms, equivalent to that individual's set of 

schemas and schematic networks) to use in the interpretation and production 
. - of language devices. As Turner, Millikan and many others have recognized, 

any language device typically shares many intensions: this is what lies behind 

Turner's observation that "blending is already involved in our most unitary 

and literal ... conception of basic physical objeds, such as horse and horn, and 

in our most unitary and literal ... conception of small spatial stories, such as 

horse rnooes and horn impales" (Turner 1996: 112). Roughly speaking, a 

person's intensions for "herse" comprise all those schemas relating to past 

encounters with horses, and with the public language token "horse," that are 

available for projection in the processes of imaginative awareness that make 

language possible. Each schema contributes to a differing extent to the 

schematic network that constihites that personrs concept of "horse"; when 

"horse" is linked to another concept such as "moves," the two networks 

combine in a complex fashion, reducing the contribution of some schemas 

(such as those related to smell or touch) and increasing the contribution of 

others related to horses moving. Concepts thus occupy a midde ground 



between experierience and language, or-in the terms we used earlier ui 

analyzing Turner's work-perception and description, AIthough we often 

speak as though concepts were public devices, they are not: they are the 

private schematic networks underlying indîviduals' use of public Ianguage 

devices- 

If intensions and concepts are private and schematic, they are 

incommunicable: hence the importance of public language, but also the 

difficulty of understanding intentionality. Millikan (19û4) dedicates a good 

part of her book to demoiishing the idea that the intentionalïty of "ideas, 

beliefs and intentions" determines or explains the intentionality of public 

language t m s ,  and to proposing a naturalist' evolutionary theory of the 

latter. Consider, she says, the following question posed by a Lay person in 

conversation with a zoologist: "What are monotremes?" (1984: 153). The 

speaker may know nothing whatsoever about monotremes, except that 

"monotremes" is a plural noun sometimes used by zoologists; he may even 

have completely erroneous ideas about them. The zoologist, in contrast, may 

know monotremes intimately through a lifetime of study. The private 

intensions of the two speakers for the word "monotremes" could not differ 

more; yet these two individuals can meaningfully communicate using the 

same public language term. The latter's intentionality is thus independent of 

its users' ideas, beliefs and intentions. Individual users can investigate this 

meaning emphically by hding out what experts on monotremes Say about 

them, or uitunately by studying monotremes themselves, but their 

relationship to the meanhg of the public-language term is always an extemai 

one. 



We are confronted again with the reality of emergence: the paradoxlcal 

k t  that the interactions of Individual elements c m  give Ne to new forms of 

order that differ qualitatively hom any t o m  of order in the dements 

themselves. Of course, Life itseif shares this property: genetic units have order 

that is unrelated to the order of individual atoms, and s ida r ly  for 

organisms in relation to genes, communities in relation to individuals, and 

ecosystems in relation to communities. One of the important conh'butions of 

Millikan's work is to provide a formal description of the evolutionary 

process underlying all of these varieties of emergence. Her "theory of proper 

functions" (Millikan 19û4) shows how the public Language system, Like other 

complex natural systems, necessarily evolves and adapts by natural selection 

based on differential reproduction. In this case, the replicated entities are 

language devices, rather than genes, organs, or organisms, and the replicating 

mechanism is the individual speaker/hearer, rather than celIs, organisms or 

communities. Despite the ciifferences in context, the parallels are truly 

striking, and show why metaphors of life can be so plausibly applied to 

language, even if such use is hequently misleading. 

Millikan suggests that a l l  knowledge of language begins from the 

observation that a given language device has a meaningr i.e. that it functions, 

within real utterances, either to get hearers to act in certain ways purposeci by 

speakers, or to darify speakersr thoughts and intentions in ways that hearers 

h d  acceptable. Virtually a l l  of our uses of language (ailowing for a smaii 

degree of innovation, whether intended or acadental) therefore consist in 

reproducing language devices that we have already observed in 

communicative action. Of course, such reproduction is carrïed out in an 

individual and creative fashion, dependent as it is on the imaginative 



projection and blenduig of narrative schemas. However, in the many 

situations where the satisfabory use of Ianguage devices depends on eliciting 

the desired response in others, people quickly adapt their private intensions 

and concepts to rnaximke the productivity of th& public language 

behaviour. In doing so, they are unconscïously makuig use of the "stabilizing 

proper functîons" of public language terms: roughly speaking theh ability 

(under what MLUikan terms Normal conditions) to direct awareness to 

meaningful features of the naturai or social worlds or to guide actions that 

have natural or social value. 

In her elaboration of the theory of proper functions, Millikan shows 

how language devices can be reproduced even though communication does 

not always succeed from the point of view of either speakers or hearers, even 

though speakers may choose to use language devices in atypical ways, and 

even though no two people share exactly the sarne set of intensions for any 

language device. It is enough that language devices perform a "stabilizing 

function" in a critical mass of cases, just as genes can continue to be 

reproduced even if they oniy occasionaily confer selective advantage. One of 

the basic stabilizing functions of language devices is to refm to natural or 

social meanings, as "monotremes" refers to a certain dass of organisms: this. 

then, is where intentionality in the dassic sense can be said to reside. But 

many other kinds of stabilipng function can exist; Millikan shows how such 

problernatic cases as '5s" and "exists," "not" and "all," can be understood in 

terms of their role in guiding users' awareness of the world without having 

any direct referential function (MLUikan 19û4). 

The implication is that we do not necessanly know what we mean 

when we use language-or even. as Miilikan puts it, "that we rnean, let 



alone ... that what we mean is trueff (1984: 93). This is because the rdationship 

between Ianguage and the world is not mediated in our heads, but in the 

evolvuig collective iïfe of the commwiity of embodied and active Ianguage 

users. To know what a Ianguage device means is to know what it dues in the 

world. Since every user's experience of language is Wted and situated, 

"armchair retlection" (essentiaily the testing of imaginative schematic 

projections for conceptual coherence) is not a reiiable guide to the 

connections between language and the world; in partidarf it tends to 

substitute abstract simplicities for organic complexity. 

The armchair conception of "knowledge" is a case in point. Language 

has always been a teduiology of action, just iike our other ways of "knowïng"; 

its most reliable contribution to human knowledge has been its ability to 

mediate the efficient CO-ordering of people's adive encounters with the 

world, through CO-ordering of the imaginative projections they use to guide 

their actions. Words themselves are just words; 'laiowing" is one of the 

thïngs we do with them. But only one- for we also use words to legislate and 

persuade, to confuse and deceive, to gladden, amuse and inspire. AU these 

uses are woven into the tex& so celebrated by the apostles of armchair 

knowledge, as Walter Fisher and other rhetoriüans have dernonstrated 

(Fisher, 1987; 1995). Merely encountering such texts, or reproducing selected 

language devices drawn from them, need not entail any knowledge beyond 

the rhetorical. To know what the texts mean involves understanding the 

ways of encountering the world they support. the human actions that they 

help to guide. 

This brings us back to Dorothy Smith and her insistence, with Marx, on 

"rehiming to what people do, on seeing how social forms are produced by 



actual iiving individuals. .. not to a theoretical but to an anpincal 

examination of the social production of ideology" (Smith, 1990a: 57). With the 

replacement of "social" by "linguistic," we arrive at a concise staternent of 

what critical realism implies for the study of language. Theorïes of language 

as an impersonai, abstract systern available for the expression of objective 

tmths have been "worked up" from reality by situated, embodied individuals. 

One task of the present work is to supply an alternative theory that treats the 

reality of such individuals as central, rather than as an irrelevant detail. 

The other side of this project, as implied by Smith and by our naturalist 

epistemology of Language, is to understand what this and other theories can 

do: what kùids of awareness and action in the world they support or hinder- It 

is not enough merdy to hope, or to assert, that a speaker-centred theory is 

emancipatory while modem structuralist theories are hegemonic. At the 

least, this must be argued on the basis of exkting textualized evidence; better, 

it should be shown how the theory might productively be brought into 

contact with reality. This task will occupy us later, in the Third Turn. 

Encoun tering Language 

As an emergent feature of the human environment, Language may be 

thought of as a speaalized systern of soaal signs that evolves through natural 

selection on the basis of its efficacy in coorduiatïng people's efforts towards 

meaning and value. Because public Ianguage devices are typically shared, the 

question of whether specitic linguistic feahires will proliferate or disappear is 

not determined by the fate of particular individuals, but by that of the 

language communify in whïch such features are reproduced, in the same way 



that the natural selection of gens takes place prïmari3y at the level of the 

organism (the phenotype) and not-pace Richard Dawkuis-at the level of 

individual gens (May', 1988). For this reason, the ecology of language 

cornmunities, or more broadly culturd communities, will occupy us at some 

length in Chapter 7, at the start of the M d  Tum This will, however, requïre 

some further growidwork to be laid. 

If any twentieth-century theorist grasped the profound implications of 

a rnaterïalist account of language, it was the Russian Literary critic Mikhail 

Bakhtin. Long silenced under Stalinism, Bakhtin was rediscovered towards 

the end of his Me, in the Brezhnev era, and his influence on Western 

thought has grown apace in the years since then. Beginning with the epochal 

work Marxism and the Philosophy of Lnnguage, published under the name of 

a colleague in 1930 (Voloshinov, 1973), Bakhtin developed a far-reachïng 

theory of literature and the imagination based on what he called "dialogue", 

but which would now (under French Miuence) more typicaily be termed 

"discourse" (Bakhtin, 1981). Particularly germane to the present work is 

Bakhtin's theory of "speech genres", elaborated in an essay written in 1953 

(Bakhtin, 1986 ). In the remaînder of thïs chapter, 1 will suggest how Bakhtïn's 

work can be integrated with the ecological epistemology of Edward Reed, and 

consider some of the immediate implications for our thinking about 

language. 

Dialoaue and Genre 

Bakhtin begins with an observation that makes his affinities with the 

episternology of Marx and Smith abundantly dear: 

Speech can exist in reality only in the fonn of concrete utterances of 

individual speaking people.. .- As compared to the boundaries of the 



utterance, aXl other boundarïes e t w e e n  sentences, phrases, syntagmic 
d t s ,  and words) are relative and arbitrary- (1986: 7l) 

In contradistinction to these latter units of grammatical analysis (of 

which untutoreci speakers are typically unaware), Bakhtin argues that the 

utterance is defïned by a materihl fa&, the change of speaking subjects, when 

"the speaker has said (or written) merything he wîshes to Say at a partidar 

moment or under particular circumstan~es'~ (1986: 76). That is, the utterance 

is the natural unit of linguistic communication. It should be pointed out, 

perhaps, that in certain speech genres it is permissible for a single utterance to 

be interpolated with interjections or queries hom other speakers; in such 

cases, the speaker's intention is more relevant to determining what 

constitutes an utterance than the "material fa& of uninterrupted speech. Yet 

Bakhtin's central point is the same as Millikan's: that language devices are 

meaningful only in the context of actual communication, not as isolated and 

abstract signs. 

Utterances are public-language devices made up of smaller language 

devices down to the level of individual sounds and marks, selected and 

arranged b r  the purpose of directing the hearer/reader's awareness or actions 

in a particular way (or in many ways, sometimes contrasting or contradictory). 

As Bakhtin recognized, they are extrernely diverse, particularly in length, 

ranging "from the single-word rejoinder to a large novei" (1986: 81). Yet the 

soaal c o n t e  in which utterances are produced and interpreted are 

considerably less diverse, because linguistic communication relies on the 

prîor achievemtmt of shared amartmess by the participants. Linguistic signs 

are not interpreted automatically, simply by Whie of th& availabiüty in the 

environment. Hearers or readers must perceive them as meaninghrl and 



delïberately ùidude them w i t h  the scope of th& awareness. And this 

process builds in turn on a still more basic feature of human interaction. 

As Reed argues, learning when and how to achieve shared awareness 

with another person is a vital ski11 that ChiIdren begin to acquire soon after 

birth (Reed 1996). By the age of nine to twelve months, dùldren are able to 

enter into "triadic interaction hames" that indude a caregiver and an object 

or event; to do so, they must master "what appear to be highLy complex cross- 

modal perception and action skills" ( R e d  1996: 129). In other words, our 

speüalization as a communicative species has entailed the evolution of an 

ability to use contextual dues in others' actions to guide our own: we follow a 

gaze or a gesture, respond to a facial or bodily expression, learn through 

observation as much as through doing. "Language acquisition", whidi 

develops rapidly throughout the second and third years, depends 

fundamentally on this predilecüon. First, the child lems to interpret 

linguistic signs as she does other contexhial dues, to adiieve shared 

awareness (typically with a caregiver) of imrnediately relevant world affairs; 

as tirne goes on, the diild inaeasuigly encounters situations where the third 

element in the triadic interaction hame is no longer the actud object or event 

itself but the public Ianguage device that refers to i t  In thîs way the 

preexisting public Ianguage system scaffolds the development of imaginative 

awareness in the M d  through the mediation of ùicreasingly diverse and 

sophisticated interaction Irames. Of course, many of the more speaaLized 

linguistic interaction frames are only mastered much later in Mef if at all. 

From the viewpoïnt of one of the individuals involved, there are two 

important dimensions to this soaal stmauring of communication: the 

interpersonal dimension, i.e. the mes that teil us who is speaking, why they 



are speaking to us, what they may wiçh to adiieve, and so on; and the 

intentional dimençion, Le. what they are speaking about. It iç the fïrst of these 

dimensions that corresponds to the Bakhtinian speech genre, and it ïs an 

inescapable feature of human communication.. As Bakhtin puts it, "like 

Molière's Monsieur Jourdain who, when speaking in prose, had no idea that 

was what he was doing, we speak in diverse genres without suspectkg that 

they &t" (1986: 78). In the range of everyday interpersonal interaction 

hames, "we cast our speech in definite generic formç, sometImes rigid and 

hite ones, sometimes more flexible, plastic, and creative ones (everyday 

communication ako has aeative genres at its disposal)." And the reason for 

this is that ail of the language to which we are exposed is itself produced 

within the selfsame interaction hames: 

We know our native languageits lexical composition and grammatical 

structure-not kom dictionafies and grammars but from concrete 

utterances that we hear and that we ourseives repmduce in iive speech 

communication with people around us. We assimilate forms of Ianguage 

only in forms of utterances and in conjunction with these fomis. The 

forms of language and the typical fotms of utterances, that is, speech 
genres, enter our experknce and our consciouçness together, and in close 
comection with one another- To learn to speak means to learn to 

construct utterances (because we speak in utterances and not in 

individuai sentences, and, of course, not in individual words)- Speech 

genres organize our speech in aimost the sarne way as gratmnaticai 

(syntactical) forms do- We l e m  to cast our speech in generic forms and, 

when hearing others' speech, we guess its genre h m  the very first words; 

we predict a cettain length (that is, the approximate Iength of the speech 

whole) and a certain compositionai structure; we foresee the end; that is, 

fiom the very beguuiing we have a sense of the speech whole, which is 

only later differentiated duting the speech process. If speech genres did 
not &t and we had not mastered them, if we had to originate them 

during the speech process and construct each utterance at will for the k t  

time, speech communication would be almost impossible (1986: 78-79). 



Unless contextual dues are wholly absent, we are rareiy forced to 

"guess" the genre of someonefs speech: the interpersonal interaction fame 

wiIl tell us. The exceptions arise when we encounter wholly unfamiliar 

situations, for instance in a foreign Ianguage As many second language 

learners have discovered, the purely grammatical and lexical description of a 

language gives little insight into what native speakers will acfuully Say in a 

given situation. Even speakers who "have an excellent command of a 

language" may "feel quite helpless in certain spheres of communication 

precisely because they do not have a practlcal command of the generïc forms 

used in the given spheres" (Bakhtin 1986: 80). 

Thus, a speaker is given not only mandatory forms of the national 

language (lexical composition and grammaticai structure), but a h  fonns 

of utterances that are mandatory, that is, speech genres. The latter are 

just as necessary for mutual understanding as are forms of Ianguage- 

Speech genres are much more changeable, Bexi'ble, and plastic than 

Ianguage forms are, but they have a normative significance for the 

speaking individuun, and they are not aeated by him but given to hini 

(1986: 80). 

Now we tun to the second dimension, that of intention. In a triadic 

interaction frame, communication is structured not only by the relationship 

of the communicators, but also, semi-independently, by the object of th& 

joint attention. The interpersonal rela tionship and its attendant speech 

genres display evolutionary contuiuity over t h e :  that is, each encounter 

builds on and modifies the frame developed in previous interactions. Exactly 

the same is true of the language tokens used to CO-order the imaginative 

awareness of the înterlocutors with regard to a partÏdar topic. 

Intergenerational conünuity ensures that language users entering a particular 

field of meaning often find it already mapped and cultivated in the form of 



established complexes of language temis that are reproduced as a coherent 

subsystem. Since the stabiliPing hctions of language devices have in general 

to do with CO-ordering the awareness and actions of speakers and hearers, 

these linguistic complexes are suçtained by correspondingly cornplex social 

practices-systems for perceiving, acting in and communicatùig about the 

world. Once again, Bakhtïn provides a wonderfully dear description: 

The topic of the speaker% speech, regardes of what this topic may be, 

does not become the object of speech for the first t h e  in any given 

utterance; a @en speaker is not &e Erst to speak aboutit- The object, as 

it were, has aiteady been articulatecl, disputeci, eluadated, and evaluated 

in various ways. Various viewpoints, world views, and trends cross, 

converge, and diverge in i t  --.. The utterance is addresseci not only to its 

own object, but also to others' speech about it.. .. 
But the utterance is related not only to preceding, but also to subsequent 

links in the chai.  of speech communion- When a speaker is aeating an 

utterance, of course, these Illiks do not exïst. But from the very beginning 

the utterance is constructed while taking uito account possible responsive 

reactions, for whose sake, in essence, it is actuaily created. As we know, 

the role of the ofhers for whom the utterance is constnicted is extremely 
great- We have already said that the role of these others, for whom my 

thought becomes actual thought for the first time (and thus also for my 

own self as weLi) is not that of passive Listeners, but of active 

partiapants in speech communication. From the very beginning, the 

speaker expects a response fiom them, an active responsive 

understanding- The entire utterance is constnicted, as it were, in 

anticipation of encountering this response (1986: 93-94), 

In current çoaal science theory, the ready-made term for these 

structured fields of meaning and practice is discourses. Because nearly a l l  acts 

of communication draw on the previous experience of the participants, both 

genres and discourses can be viewed as evolutionarily contïnuous subsystems 

of language devices which utterances draw on, reproduce and modify. 



Although the complete set of language devices wiW a language communïv 

(see Chapter 7)  themselves consütute a system4'a language" in the general 

linguistic s-it is the subsystems of genre and discourse that play a greater 

role m co-ordering awareness and action in conaete situations. This parcelhg 

up of the linguistic space is what Wittgenstein (1953) referred to as "language 

gamesrr, and the ecological perspective confnms that it is ody by mastering such 

pm&es that one can acquire a sophisticated command of linguistic meamng- 

Bakhtin (through his translators) refefzed to this property of natural 

language as heteroglossia. Because meanjngs (in the sense of stabilizing functions) 

are always shared between two or more people, socio-ideologïcal 'languages" 

develop: 'language of s d  groups, 'professional' and 'genecic' languages, 

languages of generations and so forth" (1981: 272). These in tum are subject to 

"forces workùig toward concrete verbal and ideological unification and 

centraXizationf' at the national (or pan-linguistic) level, embodying the ideal 

(although never the full reality) of a common unitary language (1981: 271). 

Language thus evolves between the poles of heteroglosàa and unification= such 

is its essential nature. 'tanpage-like the living concrete environment in which 

the consciousness of the verbal artist lives," Bakhtin wrote in 1935, "is never 

unitary." 

It is unitary only as an abstract grammatical system of normative forms, 

taken in isolation fiom the concrete, ideologicai conceptualizations that 

6i.i i t  and in isolation from the uninterrupted process of historical 

becoming that is a characteristic of aU living language. Actual soaal M e  

and historical becoming create withui an abstractiy unitary national 

language a multitude of concrete worlds, a multitude of bounded verbai- 

ideologicai and social belief systems; within these various systems 
(identicai in the abstract) are elements of language fiUed with various 



semantic and axï01ogid content and each with its own different sound 
(1981: 288)- 

But language is only part of the complexity of "actual social liferf. To 

anchor Balchan's insights fbniy in a aitical realist framework, we need to 

consider more carefùlly the relationships between genre, discourse, and the 

non-linguistic world. 

scourse a d  Exnenene = 

As 1 have emphasized throughout, language does not exist of and for 

itself, but as a means of coordinathg people's efforts towards rneaning and 

value in their lives as embodied, historically situateci beings. One of the most 

diffidt challenges for the linguistic sciences is to study language as a system 

without losing sight of its material (natural, biological, soaal) foundations. In 

order to faditate the swïtciüng of perspective between these two worlds, 1 

propose-adaptïng an ingenious convention hom James Paul Gee (1991)-to 

distinguish between purely linguistic structures cailed utterances, genres, and 

discourses, and the material Qlcumstances of theV production, which for 

convenience we can call Utterances, Genres, and Discourses. 

Utterances are, quite simply, meaningfrtl acts. They uidude the 

Austinian idea of "speech a&" as well as their written equivalent, "texts" or 

écrits, but in both cases 1 wish to lay greater ernphasis on the material and 

social context than has been usual in any version of pragmatics. Similarly, 

whereas the terms genre and discourse were used above to d e r  to the 

interpersonal and intentional dimensions of a linguistic interaction Irame, 

Genres and Discourse refer to the same dimensions in any interaction frame. 

Any act of human communication, therefore-luiguistic or otherwise-can 



be regarded as an Utterance in which one or more Genres and Discourses 

intersect and blend. Whatever the biological basis for individual creativity, 

cuItura1 creativity depends cruady on this blending of Genres and 

Discourses to yield new forms and new content-to co-order interpersonal 

and intentional awareness and action in novel ways. 

Focusing ody on the linguistic component of communication often 

serves to mys- the processes involved. For example, the words of the 

present work constitute an uffmarce withh the genre of dissertations; they 

draw upon the discourses of (naturalist) philosophy, (ecological) psychology, 

and several others. Çophisticated techniques exïst for analyzing genre and 

discourse in this strict linguistic sense, just as similarly sophisticated 

techniques exïst for analyzing more basic uni6 of language such as 

morphemes, words and syntactic structures. But because such strict Linguistic 

approadies screen out much or al i  of the material and social context, they are 

of only iimïted utilïty for the study of linguistic ecology. There is no reason to 

suppose that we can understand the behaviour of any linguistic system on the 

basis of linguistic evidence alone, when the people responsible for the 

reproduction of language tokens are aware of and acting in a far more 

complex material and social environment than any text can capture. 

A far richer understanding of this particular utterance would corne 

from examining its status as an Utterance: a text authored by a specific 

individual within a spellfic institutional and ïnteilectual environment, 
t 

shaped by speâfic objectives and constraints. This is a messy world, far more 

dif f idt  to pin down than the aystalline certainties of the written Word (one 

can condud pure Linguistic analysis sitting at one's desk), but central to the 

project of a nafuralist Linguistics which aims to uncover the soaal and 



material regdarities underlying language-in-use. The insights and methods 

of abstract linguistics are always available to be drawn upon, but only as an 

adjund to the investigation of language as an observable, soaaily and 

materially situated reality- One promise of thiç approach is to show how the 

sociology of language can become more sociological (cf. (Williams, 1992); a 

complementary one is to suggest how socîology could (and why it should) 

become more linguistic. 

A fundamental concern in th& effort is to understami the variable 

relationship between language and experience. Ln Edward Reed's ecologicd 

theory (1996), firsthand experience is that obtained directly through 

"encountering the world, through the evidence of the senses and the 

immediate feedbadc of the world on our efforts towards meaning and value. 

Thus, when one observes and lïstens to a speaker, or han& and sans the 

pages of a book, one is absorbing-largely uncomciously-a great deal of 

contextual information that has not been prefiltered in any way. Çecondhand 

experience, in contrast, is conveyed through language or other 

representations: in our examples, by engaging skills of imaginative awareness 

to undentand what the text or speaker means. What makes the latter 

experience secondhand, R e d  explains, is that "one has to take information 

that is selected by someone else": 

When one is exarnining the world for oneself there is no limit to the 

scrutiny-one can look as carefully as one wishes, and one can always 

uncover new information. But thïs is emphatically not the case with 

secondhand information. A description of a sen-ven a photograph or 

videotape of a scenc+necessarily selecfs information; unless one is able to 

investigate the orig"ai scene, there will always be an externally imposed 
limit to one's scrutiny of it. This seiection makes secondhand experïence 

cruaai to the sharing of experience, but what is gained in the ability to 



focus and point anothefs attention to something is Iost in 

comprehensiveness and openness (Reed, 1996b: 94). 

Discourses vary greatiy with respect to the importance they accord 

firsthand experience. Many informal Discourses of the home and 

community, as weU as the Discourses associated with the traditional skiUç of 

many indigenous peoples, emphasize practice; language is used as an adjunct, 

not as a substitute for doing. On the other hand, very many Discourses in the 

modem world downplay Ersthand experience, or even render it invisible, as 

Dorothy Smith has argued (1990). This sets up a tension ùi every Discourse: 

primary experience yields the subject matter, but the use of language (and 

other means of representation) forces the seleaion of secondhand 

information, which-through the Bakhtinian process of dialogue-may be 

reproduced almost indefinitely as n substifute for e-rperience. This is 

partidarly true when language can be decontextualized and preserved in 

written form (Smith 1990)-but it should be stressed that highly textualized 

and standardized (disaplinary) Discourses represent merely one end of a 

continuum, and that even they diffa greatiy in the importance they accord to 

p-ary experience. 

Take, for instance, any disapline within the natural sciences. In the 

early stages of training (soaalization) as a professional saentist, great 

emphasis is placed on secondhand information-the great store of existing 

textual descriptio~ of the natural world, painstakingly accumulated over 

generations. Non-saentists often assume that mastery of this material is the 

most important and most difficult aspect of being a scientist But excdence as 

a süentist in fact relies on a whoily different kuid of talent: the fine 

discrimination of îkthand experience. Good saentists acquire a sensitivity 



towards the object of their study that goes beyond anythùig they will ever put 

into words. The success of the natural sciences has rested upon the 

inçtitutionalization of dynilIIUc and complex feedback loops between 

firsthand and secondhand experience, both in the work of individual 

scïencists and-quaily importantly-in saence as a soaal institution. Just 

how complex this feedbadc is was first suggested by the work of Bachelard in 

France and Kuhn in the US, who both pouited out that theorïes tend to be 

retrospectively constructed to make the process of discovery appear rational, 

while in fact important new discoveries tend to appear unexpectedly and to be 

initially discounted by most of the saentific establishment It is the latter's 

ability to tolerate, accommodate, and finally assimilate such triumphs of 

primary over secondary experience that has insured the continuing vitality of 

the natural sciences; but it is a far more conflictual and uncertain relationship 

between reality and discourse than is usually recognized. 

If even the naturai saences are beset by the dangers of discourse, it iç 

hardly surprising that the human sciences have been its perennial victims. 

Repeated, prease obsemation of natural phenomena is demanding enough, 

and it has the advantage of being able to build on centuries of experience with 

essentially the same matenals. In the human realm, everything is in 

perpetual flux, ïmplying that few observations can be repeated under the 

same conditions. The observable phenornena-human behaviour-are 

inextricably intertwined with subjective beliefs and hisioncal patterns of 

discourse, neither of which can be directly observed but only inferred. 

Furthemore, people can be changed by theories, or even by empincai 

investigation, as the natural world (at least at superquantum levels) typically 

cannot; conversely, researchers too c m  be changed by theh research, an 



unsettling prospect for many. Several factors thus combine to encourage the 

"hasty escape" h m  reality in which, according to Dorothy Smith, many 

social saentîsts have taken refuge. The ties to primary experience are 

weakened, and with them the possibilïty of naturaIism; instead corne the 

factional wars between Discourses, each having staked a daim to one 

bounded perspective on one srnail corner of reality. 

An additional complication cornes into play when language-in- 

discourse becomes the objecf of dixourse in itself, giving rise to discourses 

with an even more attenuated relationship to the material world. Despite 

their relative abstraction, such discourses are as elfective as any others in 

m o d m g  the awareness and actions of speakers and hearers. If, for instance, 

one is exposed to a discourse which makes persistent use of the linguistic sign 

"nation", one tends to accept this as referrùig to a fact about the world 

(nations really exist, even if th& definition is probletnatic) rather than a fact 

about language (people talle and act as if nations r e d y  existeci)-and thus one 

becomes implicated in reproducing this discourse oneself. To adapt an 

argument from Gee (1992), this "cooptative" property of discourse may arise 

kom our need to react (often rapidly) to linguistic information, even if the 

value of this reaction lies in social acceptance rather than environmental 

adaptation. We cannot afford to '%racket" indefhitely certain terms that we 

are undear about, let alone question or decomtruct them à la Socrates or 

Demda. instead, we construct a series of what Millikan calls "language-based 

intensions", which allow us to partiapate in the discourse without 

necessariiy having a clear idea of what we mean (or whether we mean 

anything at A). 



Consider the parallels between such '?inguificationfr of experience and 

the "commodification" of labour studied by Marx The essence of 

commodi6cation is that what people do or produce acQ"'es an "exchange 

value" whïch is independent of itç direct "use value", and the distribution of 

soaal goods is then tied to the system of exchange values alone. Similarly, the 

more that material relations are organized on the basis of linguistic 

descriptions of reaLïty (whether written or spoken), the greater is the potential 

for unspoken aspects of reality to be treated as if they did not exist- 

AccordingIy, the sfruggle for but.. wifhin established discursive noms, like 

the struggle for a fair distribution of goods within a capitaliçt economy in a 

partidar stage of development, encounters LImits that are set by the overall 

system. The greater struggle is to erprmd or alter the system n o m  to better 

reflect reality, or the construction of a sustainable and just sociew Where 

Marx, influenced by Hegel, viewed such processes as leaduig to a definite end- 

point, it is more plausible to suppose that they are never-ending, each change 

in norms leading to new exdusions and imbalances. 

Discourses, therefore, are never wholLy static or monolithic, unless 

they are ako monbund. Because their maintenance depends on th& 

meaningfulness, and ail meanîngs ulümately inhere in the relationship 

between Iiving, soaally and historicaIly positioned actors and their 

surroundings, viable Discourses must maintain a degree of openness to lived 

reality. This in hini ensures th& eventual modification, transformation, and 

possible death. Contra James Paul Gee (1992,1996), 1 beiieve that Discourses, 

however widely or narrowly defined, are very rarely (if ever) placed in a 

position of mutual and absolute opposition to one another. To be sure, any 

discourse cm be forrnulated in abstract, ideologicaliy pure tems so as to 



exdude any possibility of compromise; but W e  does not tolerate purkm or 

totalkm of any kind very wd. Connia, cross-fedüation, and compromise 

are omnipresent features of our soaal and linguistic worlds, both within and 

between Discourses, at aIL levels. One shodd not mistake idealized 

descriptions for discursive reality, however useful they are in discemuig 

order in the surrounding flux. 

It should now be dear why the s d  theorists of "discourse" have so 

often focused on texts and disaphes, in contrast to the focus of linguists on 

oral exchanges (Pennycook, 1994b). TextuaIized, standardized discourses 

exemplify the power of language to "stand in" for reality. Mïchel Foucault, in 

particdar, has convincingly demonstrated that various h d s  of professional 

discourse exert considerable coerave power by Wtue of the meanings that 

they create and sustain. Foucault's inçights have helped fuel the post-modem 

attadc on the established disciplines, o h  to emanapatory effed 

Surpriçingly, however, their linguistic implications have been largely ignored 

(Pennycook 1994). What they reveai-as Vygotsky and his foilowers have 

long daimed-is that many features of human subjectivity can be directly 

attributed to the peculiar properties of language. 

The Ecolonical Subject 

A dose contemporary of Bakhtin, Lev Vygotsky Initiated a dramaticdy 

new approach to psychology in the 1920s and 30s, based on the notion that 

most of the "higher mental funaions" characteristic of humans could be best 

understood as soaal and historical developments, not phylogenetic or 

ontogenetic ones. Drawing on the work of the French psychiatrist P. Janet, 

Vygotsky formdated one of his key insights as follows: 



The history of signs--- brings us to a much more general law goveniing the 
development of behaviour- Janet calls it the fundamental law of 
psychoIogy- The essence of this Iaw is that in the process of development, 
children begin to use the same fonns of behâviour in relation to 
themselves that others initifly used in relation to hem-,.. With regard to 

the area of our interest, w e  could Say that the validity of thîs law ïs 

nowhere more obvious than in the use of the sign A sign is aïways 

originally a means used for social purposes, a means of influencing others, 
and only Iater becomes a means of Muencing on eselfeself... The mental 

function of the word, as Jaii-t demonstrateci, carmot be explauied except 
through a system extendhg beyond individual humans, The word's k t  

function is its soaal function; and if we want to trace how it hctions in 

the behaviour of an individual, we muçt consider how it used to hcüon 
in soaal behaviour (Vygotsky, 1981a: 157-158)- 

This Vygotskian perspective, so dosely allied to the ecological one, has 

yielded a wealth of insight into the ways that individuals are cognitively 

integrated with their social c o n t a  Vygotsky viewed "signs," including 

"visrious systems for counting; mnemonic techniques; dgebraic symbol 

systems; works of art; writing; schernes, diagrams, maps, and mechanical 

drawings; al1 sorts of conventional signs; and so on," as collectively 

developed and shared psychologicaf fools (Vygotsky, 1981b: 137). This idea 

foreshadows (and unites) the two celebrated metaphors of Wittgenstein's 

Philosop hical Investigations, the "language game" and the "tool-box" 

(Wittgenstein, 1953; Wertsch, 1991: 105). The first metaphor draws attention 

to the collective (in Bakhtinian terms, dialogic) stabilization of Linguis tic 

bc t i on  within soaal groups; the second metaphor focuses on the 

significance of such a system for the individual. Together they give us a 

powerful framework for understanding the entry of the subject into language. 



A Vygotskian subject can be thought of as encomtering language 

within the dialogic environment d e s a ï  by Bakhtin-a system of CO- 

ordered awareness and action realized within utterances, speech genres, and 

discourses (8akhtin's "soad languages"). Learning a Ianguage is therefore in 

no sense a unitary activity, because the language that individu& are exposed 

to is not unitary either. Language acquisition can only occur through oners 

entry into partidar Genres and Discourses, realized within Utterances that 

bear (to varyi~~g extents) the individual stamp of speaker and context. As one 

acquires the relevant ski&, one also acquires controL of (some of) the 

phonological, 1exica.i and syntactic resources of the idealized UnItary language; 

but one's ability to deploy these resources in meaningful ways-to actually 

use them for communication-is always limited by the Genres and 

Discourses of one's cultural milieu. Equally, one's knowledge of the linguistic 

or cultural system as a whole, or even of its most important subsystems, is 

never complete, relying as it does on encounters with iwtantiations in the 

form of Utterances. Thus we are left to guess at the parts of the system that we 

do not know from experience, the range of meanùigs and values it affords 

and the constraints it enta&. 

Such imaginative work is pursued through the construction or 

appropriation of smaü stones, conaete and abstract, that appear to make 

sense of what we observe. The Genre of school exams, for instance, iç typically 

underpinned in middle-dass white soaety by stories about leaming (students 

as receptades filled to varying degrees), evaluation (tests as tools for linear 

measurement), achievement (attributable to individu& rather than groups) 

and so on. Individuals do not arrive at these small stories randomly. Initially 

they may conshua quite idiosynaatic (and even highiy perceptive) stories 



about a newly perceived form of order: but over time their stories tend more 

and more to be drawn from the prevalent Discourses around them. This has 

genuine adaptive value, in a sense, because these achially are the stories that 

guide many other people in th& discursive actions. Many middle-dass 

people r e d y  do believe that schools put knowledge into their duldren, that 

tests provide an objective measure of leamùig, and that individuals are 

responsible for success or failure. These are culturai myths, of course; but 

myths (or what Gee 1996 calk "taut social theories") are what we live by. 

As well as adjustllig her imaginative awareness to the Discourses 

around it, the Vygotskian subject also learns to guide her direct actions and 

awareness through the self-directeci use of language. This kind of leaming can 

follow very quiddy hom other-directeci use (as in symmetrical dialogue, e.g. 

the tum-taking that characterizes many kinds of play), or it may be preceded 

by a lengthy lag (as in asymmetricai dialogue, e.g. relating to age-dependent 

activities that the M d  cm monitor but not accomplish). Whenever bofh 

uses have been mastered, however, the result is a paired set of skills at the 

subject's disposal: she can both produce utterances and use those same 

utterances to guide her awareness and actions in the world. (Note how this 

relationship is potentially true of aU of the "psychological tools" identified by 

Vygotsky, but rarely reaches the same degree of ubiquïty in a population as 

the mastery of oral language.) Entry into language thus greatly expands the 

individual's potential for autonomous action. Ecological information is no 

longer necessarily tied to a particular social or physical environment: it can be 

camed from place to place in the form of acquUed luiguistic and imaginative 

skiUs. In other words, as weil as using the world ifself to focus the effort after 

meaning and value, as aiï animals do, people can use the ways they have 



developed of talking abouf and irnagïning the vtorld to accomplish similas 

goals, both collectïvely and individually. 

For Vygotslqr, all of what he termed the higher mental processes were 

consepences of the subject's acquVed ability to guide its own awareness by 

By means of words childxen single out separate dements, thereby 
overcoming the natural structure of the sensory field and forming new 

(artifi.~ally introduced and dynamic) structural centres- The child begins 
to perceive the world not only through his eyes but aiso through his 

speech. As a result, the immediacy of ' r~ tura i"  perception is suppIanted 

by a compIex mediated process; as such, speech becomes an essential 

part of the child's cognitive development (Vygotsky, 1978: 32)- 

When we recd the natural constraints operating on the laquage 

system, however, we see that the diild is in fact adapting its relationship with 

the world to conform with the Genres and Discourses that surround it. 

Another way to think about this Ïs the foIlowing: imagine human infants as 

being b o m  sirnultaneously into a physical environment, the one we share 

with all the living things around us, and an invisible but equally real 

linguistic environment. As reviewed briefly in Chapter 1, the physical 

environment is now understood not consist of independent parts in any 

fundamentai sense, but of a web of rdationships extending h m  the 

quantum level to the level of ecosystems (Capra 1996). The best mode1 we 

have available for conceptualizing reality in thiç way is the network: 

For example, we can picture an ecosystem schematically as a network 

with a few nodes- Each node represents an organism, which means that 

each node, when magnifieci, appears itseLf as a network. Each node in the 
network represents an organism, which means that each node, when 
m a w e d ,  appears itself as a network- Each node in the new network 



may represent an organ, whïch in tum will appear as a network when 
magnified, and so on (Capra 1996: 35). 

With a little practice, one can leam to shift badc and forth between the 

mechanistic world view, whïch focuses attention on parts (thïngs), and the 

"systems" view, which focuses attention on relationships. (Capra Likens this 

to the figure/ground shift familiar from certain kïnds of optical illusion.) 

Thus, as 1 sit here typing at a desk, 1 am simuitaneously aware of myseif as a 

bounded individual occupyùig a certain place in physical space, and as a node 

in the circulation of oqqgen and carbon, water and energy through the 

biosphere. Without the life that surrounds me, 1 would not be here. And this 

same shift in perception can be applied to the linguistic environment. At one 

level, as 1 sit here typing, 1 perceive myself as an îndividual ernbodying a 

certain unique history and acting in an autonomous way. These are assuredly 

my words Lining up on the cornputer screen, painstakingly extracted from a 

Stream of h e r  speech and the imaginative projections underlying i t  But at 

the same time they are not my words. I have Learned to use them, but 1 did 

not create them. They are part of an utterance, one node in a ever-changing 

web of discourses and genres, without which the utterance itself couid not 

exist. 1 was born into this linguistic world as surely as 1 was born into the 

physical one; m y  iife has been shaped by efforts to extract meaning and value 

hom ih  affordances. These affordances are specific to the linguistic habitats 

through which I move. Language, as it were, has its own geography-its crags 

and plains, its jungles and swamps; one iifetime is sufficient to explore no 

more than a tiny part of its domain. For whatever our technological mastery 

in the physical world, in the glottosphere we must make our way by dint of 

personal effort, each new advance in the production and sharing of utterances 

opening up an even vaster universe of Iinguistic meaning- 



To the extent that my consaouniess of self, my ber Me, depends on 

language, my subjectrvity itself can be viewed as a node in the web of 

discourse. In Mzlxin and the Philosophy of Lmiguage, Bakhün/Voloshinov 

prefigured the postmodem daim that allegiance to language is total: 

Not only can experïence be outwardly expressed through the agency of 

the sian.-- but a h ,  aside lrom this outward expression (for others), 

experience a t s  even for the perscm undergohg it only in the materiai of 

signs. Outside that materiai there is no experiexperience as such In this sense 

any experience is expresslile, Le., is potentiai expression- .. . Thus there is 

no Ieap involved between inner experience and its expression, no aossing 

over kom one qualitative realm of reality to another (Voloshinov, 1973: 

28 

Indeed, the linguistic terms reified by discourses are not Limited to 

abstract or fictional phenornena, but indude te- for groups of people, other 

discourses, soaai practices, and other features of the human environment- 

Thus, when the Vygotskian subject begins to reflect on her "sehess" by 

means of inner speech, she does so as an objecf of discourse as weii. The 

intensions at her disposal reflect collective judgements and expectatiow, the 

sedimented rneanings and values from a river of language extending from 

long before her birth. Even when these intensions are contradicted by her 

direct experience, she may h d  it difficult to focus awareness on such 

contradictions in the absence of a suitabie language sanctïoned by discourse. 

In other words, inner speech is not entirely ours: it is, in a way, a Trojan horse 

used to smuggle the normative forces of the Other into the citadel of the seif. 

Nevertheless, Vo loshinov's totalizing daim dearI y goes beyond 

anything that could be justifieci within the conceptual framework we have 

been developing. It is more plausible to think of the aware individual 

encomtering its Linguistic environment in ways that parailel its encounters 



with the worId (Reed 1996)- Genres and discourses, a s  well as the 

phonological, morpholo@cal and syntactic relations embodied in speech, 

endow this environment with its characteristic (multidirnensional) 

topography. At a level of awareness weil below that of b e r  speechf we scan 

our linguistic surroundings for &ordances (which in the case of language are 

meanuigs), use them to guide our behaviour, and l e m  to produce them 

ourselves in rewarding ways. AU these activities are directly comparable to 

other highly efficient efforts towards meaning and value, although the 

combination of uiformation pidcup, coiIectiveiy oriented action, and 

individual tool creation is unique to human semiotic systems. 

Consider an example of how our experience of the world changes as we 

move independently through these environments. Alone on vacation in an 

aben land, surrounded by unfamili * .  ar people and Discoursesr we are 

maximally dkoriented, thrown back on our own resources. Suddenly we 

encounter another traveiler of our own age and background: there is an 

immediate sense of f&dïarity, of being in known territory. If the two of us 

have1 together, the entire quality of the experience changes; if, rather than a 

stranger, Our family is travelling with us, it will be different again. So too 

when we move from an unfarniliar physical environment to a familiar one 

(say, back in the hotel), or h o m  an entirely alien discursive environment to 

one whose general features we recognize even without knowing the language 

(say, from an animist religious cerernony to a street market). We have1 in 

many dimensions at once, negotiating our way between the known and the 

unknown. 

Thus, although our acquisition of inner speech has important conse- 

quences for the ways in which we interpret our experience, it is but one of the 



tediniques we use for extracting meaning and value h m  the world+smn 

the linguistic world. INner speech may be essentid for the writer; it may be 

useful in many conaete situations as a means of focusing awareness on 

signifîcant aspects of a task; but it is not hvolved in a great deal of 

meaningful human acüvity, induding much that we might wiçh to classe as 

thought (Reed 19%: 173-6). It is only when the subject is actually uhzg 

language publidy that we can locate her with certainty in the surrounding 

web of discourse. Even if we attempt to monitor our own inner speech, 

detiding whaf we are thuiking is dways a public ab, an utterance (even if 

ody on paper or in words heard silently in our head). And so one of the basic 

tenets of discursive psychology (Harré & Gillett, 1994) seems justified: that 

access to our private experience of language is not necessary in order to study 

us as linguistic subjects. On the other hand, the ecoiogical approach roundly 

contradicts Harrérs daim that linguistic data are al1 we need for a science of 

human psychology. 

Each meanuigful use of language forces us to position ourselves within 

the web of discursive relations; but that within certain Mts this positioning 

is dynamic, ~npredictable~ and modifies the web itself. Thus, over time, we 

cm-perhaps-remodel our discursive environment to better serve our 

needs. To accomplish this in more than an localized and ad hoc way, 

however, it is vital to understand the genesis of thk conternporary 

environment: the broad ecology of knowledge and imagination in the 

modem era and its impact on linguistics and education. This is the task that 

will occupy us in the following chapters. 



Knowledge and Modemity 

It is no exaggeration to Say that the Cartesian revolution in 

epistemology laid a maal founding stone for the modernist alliance between 

intellectuals and the State- Like all revolutions, this one was foreshadowed- 

The European mind had been conditioned for a mlllennium by the Christian 

emphasis on one God, one supreme set of tniths embodied in a s a d  text 

interpreted by experts. A c e n t q  before Descartes, the Refomation was bom 

of dissatisfaction-not with this epistemology, but with the limitations of 

applying i t  The C h u .  was too unwieldy, too pragmatic, and often too 

corrupt to enforce "hue knowledge," or proper Christian belief and conduct, 

in the masses. Ço Luther proposed to transform each individual into their 

own self-disapluùng expert, confident that the Wntten word itself would 

have the power to CO-order hearts and minds-and if not, then education of 

the masses by those who knew the true Word would set matters right. 

By Descartesr t h e ,  the Lutheran program had contriibuted to a Europe 

in humoil, characterized by vicious sectarian wars, the final collapse of the 

feudal order, and increasing intellectual skepticism towards daims of 

universal truth (Toulmin, 1992). The "enlightened and not-so-enlîghtened 

rulers" who were seeking to establish a new order under their own terms had 

Little use for Renaissance humanism: ' m e n  seen from the watchtowers of 

new ambitious powers, diversity looked more Iike chaos, skeptiasm like 

ineptitude, tolerance iike subversion" (Bauman, 1992: xiii). Far more 

appealing to the would-be imposers of order was the Christian vision of one 



çupreme truth, as long as it might be interpreted to serve theV needs. This, 

then, was Descartes' contriIbutîon. Uuistia~Üty had already moved tmth fiom 

the World to the Text; now the French philosopher moved it to the Mind, 

and thereby set modem epistemology on its path of conquest. 

Descartes h i m d  can have had Iïttle mklùig of the wheels he was 

putting in motion. Hiç epistemology is really an elaborate description of the 

way that the lïterate intellectml expmfmces knowledge. In Cartesian 

philosophy, ceftainty is to be found m reflection, m the private qyest for dear 

ideas, whkh can be developed, tested and refined in the solitude of a library 

or study. Entirely hidden from view are alI the complex natural and soaal 

processes that enable this experience: the endless renewal of air and water and 

living things; the equaily endless labour of human beings, individually and 

collectively, to extract value from this natural environment; the complex 

social hierarchies and systems of exchange that enable the inteilectuai to 

profit from such labour of others; the emergence of language from its use in 

CO-orde~g  awareness and action through many generatiom; the 

deveiopment of systems for writing, printïng and distributing texts; the 

production and reproduction of the intelledual mode of existence itself; and 

so on and on. By removing the mind entirely fimm this mire of biological and 

social relationships, Descartes presented intellectuals with the most 

so phis ticated justification of armchair reasoning ever devised. 

The price was not immediately apparent; but it was a high one. As we 

saw earlier in our discussion of Ianguage, theories are devices that accomplish 

something concrete in the world. Cartesian rationalism accomplished many 

things, one of the most important being the social separation of knowledge 

and action. Inteiïectuals, the makers of knowledge, would henceforth be 



expected to uncover the iaws and reguiarities underlying the data collecteci by 

observers, experimenters, and soaal institutions of various kinds, without 

incurring any ethical or practical obligations of their own. After all, what 

higher ethical obligation could there be than Truth itseif? Right action would 

consist simply in the applying of tnie knowledge, a technical affair to be 

confided to engineers and administrators, with teachers playing a vital role in 

the dissemination of knowledge outwards and downwards hom the 

Empyrean heights. The general outiines of this scheme are still recognizable 

in the soad  organization of intelledual He today. 

If Cartesian rationalism had been no more than a device for the 

consolation of philosophers, it would have remained but one epistemology 

among many, its hegemonic ambitions unrealized. As we have seen, 

however, the separation of knowing from acting fit al l  too w d  with the 

practical needs of the nascent centrist and colonialist states of Western 

Europe. Not only was there an increasingly numerous and disorderly 

populace to control at home, but vast stretches of the world were being 

opened up to European conquest and settlernent The maintenance of 

centralued d e  demanded not only a knowledge of technology for wresting 

exportable wealth from the colonized temtorieç, but &O a technology of 

knowledge that could impose uniform standards and methods of 

administration on diverse local realities. For the wielders of State power, the 

development of a saentific and intellectual caste inspireci by Cartesian 

rationalism was objectively helpful, whatever rese~ations they might 

entertain about the latter's more radical ideas. And so the modernist alliance 

was born. 



Standard language, pazficularly in written and printed brm, was 

absolutely centrai to this technology of knowiedge; and, as Dorothy Smith has 

shown, the processes of standarckation extend fàr deeper than the details of 

spelling, gramrnar and lexicon. The soaal separation of the production of 

knowledge nom its application requires that partidar Iands of language 

device be construed as fa&: that is, that th& interpretation be co-ordered 

across widely differing soaal and personal contexts. One of the key functions 

of modem education is to train people in such interpretation: in what Smith 

cab "reading the structure of the account into 'what actually happened/what 

is''' (Smith, 1990a: 75). In the terms of ecological psychology (Reed, 1996a), 

modemity has been premised on the privileged epistemological status of 

second-hand "facts" over first-hand knowledge. The practices involveci are 

ubiquitous, as Smith rnakes dear: 

Suspending the presence of particular subjects is the accomplïshment of 

organized practices in and of the everyday world- It is not pedïar to the 

domain of scientific discourse. The objectification of knowledge is a general 

feature of contemporary reIations of nillng- The production of factual accounts in 

the texts of ruiïng ïs organized in a wide Mnety of ways spedalized to the 

relational contexts of th& use- We know them ordinariiy as records, statistics, 

news, data, data bases, files, and so forth Though some are the product of 

speaalized agencies (the Census Bureau or the Registrar of Births, Deaths, and 

Marrïages, for example), othes are integrai to the ongoing organization of 

large-sale institutions of state and business or of the varïeties of academic, 

profesionai and culturai discourse. For the most part the production of factual 

accounts in one form or another is essential to the operation and regdation of 

such organizations (Smith, 2990ar 67). 

In Smith's soaological analysis of facticity, "faaç are neither the 

statements themselves, nor the actualities those statements refer to. ... They 

are established. .. in practices of securing a stable reiationship between a given 



event or state of affairs and stafements that can be made about iY' (Smith, 

understanding of language. The meaning of a language device, as we saw 

earlier, is what î t  accompkhes in the world; thus to c d  a proposition 

"factual" is to daim speaal validity for the forms of awareness and action that 

the device evokes under Normal condiüons. Factiaty is, in other words, a 

linguistic fechnology of normnlization. Because it "subdues, discounts, and 

disqualifies.. . various interests, perspective, angles, and experience" that are 

not Normal for those produüng the hctuai accoimts, facticity helps to bring 

about the conditions that ensure its reproduction. As people orient their 

awareness and actions towards the same "facts," the latter take on the aspect 

of objective, reliable features of our soaal environment. Smith captures this 

property in a striking metaphor: 

Facts mediate relations not oniy between knower and known but among knowers 

and the object known in common Notice, next time you see that movie of wolves 

hunting caribou, how they attend to one another through the medium of their 

object Each k oriented to that caribou and through that to each other- Thus 

they coordinate the hunt- A fact Is such an object; it îs the caribou that 

coordinates the activities of the members of a discourse, a bureaucracy, a 

management, a profession A fact is construed to be external to the particuiar 

subjectivities of the knowers- It is the same for anyone, external to anyone, and, 

udike the real caribou and the reai wolves, is îïxed, devoid of perspective, in 

the same relation to anyone- It coordinates the activities of anyone who is 

positioned to read and has mastered the interpretive procedures it intends and 

relies on- (Smith, 1990a: 67-69) 

Just as the interpretation of factual accounts is an acquired skill, so their 

production is &O a skill to be learned, this being the object of long and 

systematic training in all branches of the sciences. Under Normal conditions 

in the nahtral sciences, "the factiaty of statements is guaranteed by generally 



highly technical proceduces that can reliably and preciseiy produce the state of 

affairs or events expressed in factual statenients" (SmIthr 1990a: 71). The more 

cornplex the system under study, however, the more difficult it becomes to 

reproduce a situation "reliably and preciseIy"-all the more when subjects are 

active and aware, and therefore liable to react (in various ways) to the 

experience of being researched. Cartesian rationahm was rescued fiom this 

unfortunate impasse by another modemist doctrine: that "human nature" 

was essentially uniform. At one stroke, this premise legitimated both the 

aggregation of data on many individu& and the prideged role of the 

armchair theorist, who codd now daim to draw on factual knowledge that 

far surpassed that of any individual subject But an epistemological trap had 

been laid. 

For even though the aggregation of data can indeed point to natural 

forms of order that would otherwise be overlooked, and even though 

intellectual refiection can yield invaluable insights into the nature of çuch 

order, neither achievement is inevitable or even probable, in the absence of 

the critical cornmitment to relate such factuai accounts and theories to what 

embodied, situated individuals do in the real worId. Without such 

involvement in lived reality, t h e o ~ t s  may too easily lose sight of it 

altogether, coming "to treat the world as instances of a [disaplinary] body of 

knowledge" rather than the reverse-eloring the existence conditions for 

the forms of imaginative awareness embodied in particular theories, and thus 

the real-world relationships Luiking theorist and theorized (Smith 1990: 15ff). 

In its willed bhdness to such relationships, its idolatry of objectivism, 

modem social science threw open the gates to "ideology" (in Smith's reading 

of Marx-1990: 35-37); we rnight paraphrase this form of intellectual practice 



as the hegemony of imagination over experience. Here is how Smith, 

foilowing Marx, describes ~e basic method: 

Trick 1- Separate what people say they think from the amal  ürcumstances in 

which it is said, from the actual empirïcai conditions of thek lives, and kom 

the actual indivlduals who said it- 

Trick Z Having detached the ideas, arrange them to demonstrate an order 

among them that accounts for what is observeci- 

Trïck 3- Then change the ideas into a "personrr; that Is, set them up as distinct 

entities (for instance, a d u e  pattern, nom, beiief system, and so forth) to 

which agency (or possibly c a d  efficacy) may be attributed, And redistribute 

them to "reaiitf' by attri'buting them to actots who can now be treated as  

representing the ideas- (Smith, 1990~ 43-44) 

How th& mode of reasoning works in practice may best be 

demonstrated by means of a speafic case, and one central to the present work: 

the modem construction of the concept "language". 

L inguistics: The Disap pearing Speaker 

From Context to Text 

As we saw in Chapter 1, the devdopment and spread of printing, 

foilowed by the invention of the standard grammar and the monolingual 

dictionary, transformed the ways in which European uiteilectuals experienced 

and thought about language. Throughout the Middle Ages, Latin had 

virtually monopolized the scholarly mode of language use; its reduction to a 

forma1 grammatical system and preckely delimiteci lexicon had been 

accomplished a millennium before. Now it was discovered that this could be 

done for the European vemacdars as well, at least in terms of defining a 

written standard for inteilectual discourse. In the mid-17th c e n t q ,  the 



Cartesian revolution, having already equated knowledge with the intellebual 

experience of knowledge,. swept away the last defenders of Renaissance 

particulanSm with the audaaous daim that language, too, was best 

apprehended in its intdectualized form. Aiready implicit in Cartesian 

epistemology, this idea was given coherence and depth in the Port-Royal 

Grammar of 1660 - "the most innuentid grammar book of post-Renaissance 

tirnes" (Harris, 1981: 16). 

The practical consequences of this theoretical move were manifold. 

First, it built upon Descartes' equation of "true knowledge" with inner 

thought by equating inner thought with private language, and private 

language with the "rehed" language of written intdectual discourse. Every 

one of these assumptions represents a step away kom realism, as 

demonstrated in our previous discussion of the epiçtemology of language; 

every one of them serves to elevate armchair reflection into the primary 

research method of theoretical Iinguistics. Secondly, it legitirnated a particula. 

kind of Linguistic fieldwork, in which the adequate description of a language 

was held to consist in exactly the same procedures as those involved in 

defining the European standard languages: namely, the workïng up of a 

unitary, intemaIly consistent pronurtciation guide, grammar and dictionary, 

teduiically recodified as phonology, syntax/morphology, and lexicon Lost 

frorn view (except, perhaps, in the peripheral discipline of linguistic 

anthropology) was the fact that such descriptions are, indeed, only guides, 

bearing the same kind of relation to linguistic reality as maps do to 

topographical reality: that is, they simplify and systematize for the benefit of 

sküled users. Reality itself, whether topographical or linguistic, is far more 

complex and dynamic than the map can afford to portray it. There have 



always been hguists, of course, who have succeeded in keeping reaüh/ in 

sight. But the main current of modem linguistics has echoed Max Müller's 

sturing proclamation: 'We do not want to know languages, we want to know 

language" (Müller 1864; quoted in (Harris, 1981: 44). It is this ambition, more 

than any other factor, that has made linguistics one of the most ideological 

modem sciences. 

For the conviction that language can be "known" in abstraction from 

its speakers and its context has had the effect of rendering both speakers and 

context invisible-not only in the discourse of linguistics itself, but in 

popular modern usage. The noun phrase "the English language," often 

reduced simply to ''Engiish," is an ideological construct defined with 

reference to partidar ways of workuig up a written representation of verbal 

actions and analyzing their rdationship to various authontative descriptions 

of what counts as "Engkh.  EcologicalLy speaking, a factual statement 

estabkhing the correspondence of some individual to the English language is 

a testimonial to that individual's ability and willingness to participate in 

certain legitimate fonns of collective awareness and action in particular soaal 

settings. Those setangs and fonns of participation are extremely diverse, 

Likewise their social and ecological consequences but the complex and 

problematic nature of this hguistic reality is subsumed by that blanket 

abstract noun. Entire edifices of soaal, linguistic and educational theory have 

been built on such abstractions-not acadentally, nor because they have been 

determined to be the "best" way of theorking the complex regularities of 

linguistic systems, but because such ways of thinking about language are 

compatible with the social organization of modernity. 



It wodd be attractive to pursue th& argument m e r ;  to show, for 

instance, how the conception of languages as unitary, homogenous entities 

enabled modem linguistics to appropriate both the antecedent Latin 

grammatical tradition and, later, the more sophisticated but equaily 

formalistic Indian tradition based on Sanskrit (Law, 1990); to dissect, with Roy 

Harris, the subtle transfiguring of this conception in Saussure's famous 

distinction between langage, langue and parole, and the subsequent hiumph 

of stnicturaLism in twentieth-centq linguistics (Harris, 1981); to consider, 

with Peter Muhlha~sler, how the urge to draw boundarïes around languages 

may have hindered fieldworkers from understanding or d e s d i n g  the 

nature of hguistic communication in some multilingual soaeties 

(Müh-lhausler, 1996); and so, in various ways, to demonstrate how the history 

of linguistics has been intertwined with the soaology of modernity. But  this 

is a project rather different than the one now at hand. Instead, 1 propose to 

illustrate the ideological workings of modem Linguistics with a single case, 

one partidarly relevant to the theme of this chapter: Benjamin Lee Whorf's 

famous thesis on the relationship between 'language, thought and reality" 

(Carroll, 1956). 

Whorf: A Case Study 

Whorf is important in modem thought, as Joshua Fishman has 

pointed out, because he took an old idea, that Werent languages acculhirate 

their speakers to different ways of seeuig the world, and "restateci it in ways 

that made it intellectudy exating and testable for modem American 

iinguists, anthropologists, psychologists, general semantiàsts and others 

concemed with the centrality of language in human affairs" (F+shman, 1980: 

25). Indeed, despite the many attempts by skeptics such as Einar Haugen to 



prodaim "the failure of the Whorfian hypothesis" (Haugen, 1973), WhorYs 

coilected essays remain provocative and compehg reading. It is t h d o r e  of 

some interest to ask on what kùid of linguistic knowledge Whorf based his 

"prinaple of linguistic rdativity; and how this influenced his condusions. 

When Whorf began the work on Hopi grammar that inspired his most 

influential essays, he relied on a single irirormant, "a native speaker of Hopi, 

who then Lived, conveniently enough, in New York City" (Carroll, 1956: 17). 

In this not uncornmon form of fieldwork, the influence of Caxtesian 

epistemology is dearly visible: no distinction is drawn between studyîng the 

public language system in its context of use, and studying the 

interrelationships between linguistic traces produced by a single individual 

relying on their private knowledge of that system. Nor is "the informant" 

characterized in any way; indeed, he or she is not even rnentioned by name in 

any of Whorf's articles, which simply refer to "the Hopi language." There is 

no way of t e b g  from these texts alone that Whorf's enüre contact with the 

Hopi language system in ifs social c a f e x t  was limited to a short stay on the 

Anzona reservation in 1938, after his work on "the Hopi language" had 

already been written up in several papers, a tentative grammar and a 

dictionary (Carroll, 1956: 17). 

This mode of knowing imposes a parücular set of restrictions on what 

can be known. Beyond the evident impossibility of studying dialectal or 

individual variation, the linguist is also unable to examine the ama l  features 

of reality to which given language devices Normally refer-that is, the 

human and natural environment to which they are adaptively fitted. That 

region of reality is dimly perceived, as it were, through the linguistic traces 

provided by the informant- Such a situation is perfectiy familiar to anyone 



trained in the Cartesian mode of knowing, with its utter relîance on texts 

produced according to modem criteria of factïaty; the language under study is 

thus treated as just one more tewt, a somewhat cryptic one, but amenable to 

being "read in a way sïmdar to other forms of textualized knowledge. To 

judge fkom the works of Whorf and many other linguists of an avowedly 

particularist bent, the intellectual thrill of "decoding" Ianguages in this way 

has had a major influence on the kinds of problems studied and the kinds of 

methods employed. It isfun, for a partîcular kind of prob.iem-solving mllid, 

to produce a speaes of cryptographie key that interprets between a famillar 
- - 

and an unfarmilar language- Not only is this an agreeable pasttime, it can be 

comfortably carried out in one's office or home, once a suitable corpus of texts 

has been assembled. But in such a situation, there is a constant temptation to 

equate the Iinguistrs imaginative awareness of reaüty, as mediated by this 

decontextualized language, with the user's awareness of reaiity, as mediated 

by the language in its natural context. This really amounts to comparing 

apples and oranges. 

Whorf falls, many times, into this h d  of trap. As Einar Haugen 

forcefully argues, all of the formal differences between Hopi and English that 

he presents do not necessarily imply any fundamental differences in 

perception on the part of their speakers. %me examples simply illustrate "the 

way human imagination can and does see similarities between otherwise 

different situations;" others "confirm the wekstablished fact that dïfferent 

cultures talk about different things in nature and have applied dïfferent 

analogies in expanding their vocabularïes hom the concrete to the abstract (or 

vice versa);" and to WhorYs assertion that differences in grammar infiuence 

the formulation of ideas, Haugen retorts that "the grammatical system as 



such has a miniaial connedion with any formulation of ideas whatever" 

(Haugen, 1973). Joshua Fishman is gentler in his criticisms, but no more 

sparing: among other misapprehensions, Whorf places more emphasis on 

surface structure, on the unitary and stable nature of language, and on the 

role of language in thought, than is justifieci in light of our broader 

knowledge of language (Fishman, 1980). 

In Whorf we h d  many symptoms of the Cartesian mode of knowing: 

decontextualized inteuectuai experïence becomes paradigmatic; fuay natural 

phenornena are abstracted into crystaIIine categories and rules; individual 

and situated users diçappear. There is real value in this mode of knowing, but 

also the ever-present risk of ideology. Whorf dearly "came to linguistics with 

a mystic point of view which colours even his most saentific work" (Haugen 

1973: 22); similarly, "much of the interest that Whorf's one-sided advocacy of 

the relativity hypothesis aroused was the result of an emotional commitment 

on the part of anthropological linguists" (ibid., 23). Emotions and values need 

not lead astray, but they need to be tempered by a commitment to realism- 

Linguistics of all kinds is piagued by value statements (often motivated by 

impulses directly contrary to thoçe of Whorf), whose plauçibility depends on 

allowing the gleaming iinguistic automata constructed by Cartesian reason to 

substihte for an ongoing engagement with natural, contextualued language. 

To this temptation Whorf repeatedly feu prey. 

Yet Whorf's enduring appeal is felt also by many linguists who have 

not forsken such engagement. In part, this is attributable to a confluence of 

values; as Fishman has eloquently argued, Whorf is the pre-enùnent Anglo- 

American champion "of a multilingual, multidtural world in which 'Little 

peoples' and 'Little languages' would not only be respected but valued" 



(Fishrnan, 1982: 5). Many practïsing fieid Luiguists share his conviction that 

humanity in general has been a-sewed by the hegemonic monoiinguaüsm 

of modernity, and that it is important to preserve and appreciate the diversity 

of creative thought and action mediated b y diverse languages. Whatever the 

statu of WhorYs detailed daims, hiç passionate plea for multihgual 

awareness remains a beacon in the dark night of Linguistic objectivism. 

But there is something more- In ail of his late essays (from 1940 

onwards), Whorf argues for the inlluence of Ianguage on cognition by means 

of a thought experiment Suppose, he says, that the Hopi, or the Cour d'Alene 

of Idaho, set about developing their own theoretical saence. They would 

necessarily draw their most fimdamental concepts fiom everyday forms of 

awareness embodied in their language: for instance, the three forms of 

causation routinely discnminated by the Cour drAlene (Carroll, 1956: 266), or 

the obligatory indication of intended validity in Hopi (Carroll, 1956: 217). This 

would lead them to "different systems of rationalization," to "different, but 

equally logical, provisional analyses" of reality (Carroll, 1956: 244). Haugen, 

Fishman, and many other commentators leave this version of the Whorfian 

hypothesk untouched; yet it Mers  significantly hom the daim that language 

determines e v q d a y  perception. It proposes, instead, that the development of 

shared awareness of new foms of meaning relies heavily on the cognitive 

tools already held in comrnon within a public language. 

Science, for Whorf, was the playground of the imagination: the area 

where human aeativ- could be developed and expressed to the full. He can 

thus be read, in these final works, as arguing for the intercomectedness of 

language and imaginative awareness in a way analogous to the theory 

unfolded earlier in this chapter. Imagination was a mode of cognition that 



Whorf understood in hk bones; it invests his essays with their characteristic 

energy and style. When we take account of the epistemological conditions 

that Whorf was working under-the Cartesian privileging of imagination 

and factiaty over k t -hand experimcethen we can read his oeuvre as a 

long struggle to understand his O-am encounters with Hopi and other 

languages. To the extent that 0th- iïnguists have been seized with the same 

sense of wonder and fascination at "the inaedible degree of diversity of 

linguistic system that ranges over the globe" (Carroll, 1956: 217), they 

recognize in Whorf a kindred spirit and in his wrîtings a struggle slmilar to 

Few have written of that struggle in more penetrating terrns than 

anthropologist Paul Friedrich (Friedrich, 1979; 1985). No armchair theorist, 

Friedrich spent a good part of his life working with the Tarascan language of 

Mexico. His descriptions are personal, and vivid: no anonymous informants, 

but a panoply of remarkable individuals populate his accounts. The language, 

likewise, is not depided as a perfectly artidated system of words and d e s ,  

but as many organic and overlapping hieratchies of order that, taken together, 

still do not M y  determùie the range of observable linguistic behaviour. 

These two characteristics of Friedrich's style of factual description are reflected 

in his central theoretical stance: 

Language . . . is aiways significantly a matter of the unique individual. It 

follows that linguistic and anthropological theory must take full 

cognizance of b o t .  the native speaker and the analyzer, the partiapant- 

observer. Whether as andyst or as native, the individual's language is 
always to some degree iinear, hierarchizing dwete,  digital, and 

algorithmic to some extent, but it is also just as significantly diffuse, 

metaphoric, appositional, and open-ended (for neurological as weU as 

anthropological reasons). It follows that the language-using giaagination, 



as an artafFd constrwcf, must be conceptualized as having both an 

ordered and a l e s  ordered, partiy chaotic dimension. Since this Ianguage- 
using imagination is necessdy conceaied with 'language," it foiIows 

that our idea of language, especïally of grauunar, must include and 
entertain a significant degree of disorder, chaotic heedom, free play, a .  

the like (Friedrich, 1985 143-144). 

What brings Friedrich together with Whorf, as I have interpreted him, 

is their shared insight into the imaginative nature of Linguistic reiativism. 

Ironically, for those trained to thuik of the two worlds as disparate and 

disjoint, Friedrich views poetry as "the locus of the most interesting 

dïfferences between languages" (Friedrich, 1985: 17), in counterpoint to 

Whorf's celebration of science. "Language," for Friednch, "whether at the 

individual, sociodtural. or some universai level, is inherently, pervasivdy, 

and powerhüy poetic," and it is this "relatively poetic nature of language, 

formed and artïculated through figures of speech, that most deeply and 

massively affects the imagination" (Friedrich, 1985: 17). But Friedrich hïmself 

would be the last to argue for a contradiction between Whorf's vision and his 

own. On the contrary, he suggests that this version of luiguistic relativism 

occupies "a dialectal middle ground" between art and saence, and can heip us 

to understand why both yield ùisights into meaning (Friedrich, 1985: 160). 

The ecological theory of language developed here seems to me to be 

entirely compatible with Friedrich's views, and thus with one version of 

Whorf. Beyond these theoretical agreements, it &O carries deep implications 

for the study and practice of education, to which we now tum. 



Education: The Disenfranchised Leamer 

The Cartesian identification of knowledge with true propositions began 

the process of devathg systems of textual production and verifkation to the 

status of secular religions, complementlng and eventually supplanting the 

Judeo-Christian tradition. The f o m  and processes of làctiaty must be 

learned; hence formal education, largely composed of imagination-oriented 

Discourses and dwpünary Genres, came to play a more and more centrai 

role in soaal reproduction By the thne education itself emerged as an object 

of researdi, towards the end of the nineteenth century, this way of organïzing 

knowledge had become so M y  e n t r d e d  as to be vïrtually invisible. We 

have seen the effect on Whorf; far more influential, however, has been its 

entrendment in the organization of schooling and its powerfid effect on the 

linguistic ecology of education. These issues will be examined in that order. 

Knowin~ Education 

Cartesia. epistemology stalks educational theory, even in the field of 

administration, which one might suppose to be W e s t  removed from 

cognitive concerns. Theorists of educational administration are somewhat 

better placed than Whorf, epistemo1ogicaUy speaking: the soaal phenornena 

that they explore are part of their own soaety, and their general experience of 

the world is not strikingly dissimilar to that of the principals, school board 

officiais and poiicy-makers whom they study, advise and train. However, the 

soaal separation of knowing from doing, of the07 from action, has worked 

its fateful speil on this disapline as weil. For administrators are doers: they 

live in a world where consequences weigh more heavily than reasons and 

actions speak louder than words. In the textualized world of administrative 



theory, the reverse is m e e  Actions do not even exist for the theorist until 

they are worked up as fachial statements; pragmatic justification is regarded as 

a poor second cousin to propositional reasoning. As in Iinguistics, the 

consequences are manifold. 

For the factual description of schoois and school practices long preceded 

the foundation of educational administration as a branch of social saence- 

There are certain privileged ways of talkïng and writing about schoolingr an 

apparently "natural", preordained discourse of praaice shared bp teadiers, 

administrators, policy-makers, jounialists, and the rest The language devices 

of th% discourse are used to nccomplish pubIic education-to CO-order the 

imaginative awareness and conaete actions of its many participants. It is 

therefore these same language devices that are drawn on, in the first instance, 

to develop theones of educationai administration. But in treating them as 

objective desmt ions  of the world, rather than situated practies in the world, 

theorists "mystify" the order they seek to study (Smith 1990: 43-51). Inevitably, 

it is the language devices themselves that assume the status of agents in the 

resulting theoretical accounts. We read of "schools" rather than people 

working together (and sometïmes against one another) to accomplish 

schooling; we read of "teachers" rather than of individuals negotiating their 

relationships with diildren, coUeagues, administrators and parents; we read 

of "leadership," "effectiveness," "policy," "values," and so on, always with the 

assumption that these categories, appropnately defined and operationalized, 

can adequately capture what many different individuals do under widely 

varying conditions. 



The practices of m o d e  social science are carehilly designed (or, 

more accuratdy, have adaptively evolved) to bolster the apparent validity of 

such assumptions. As Dorothy Smith writes of her own field: 

Much sociological practice and many methodologicai recommendations 

tend to preserve theory permanentIy in a theoretical statuç. Suice Ihde 
Durkheim's Rules of soaologiurl d h o d ,  the p h e n o m d  universe of 

soaoIogy has detadied itdf from the naiveté of a subject's direct 

encounter with the actualities of the everyday/everynight world- The 

soaological encounter with the world must be conceptuaily mediateci. 

According to the extreme view, the theoreticai mode1 need have no 

relation to actuality other than predictïng events (whether these are 

naturally occurring or contnved by the socioIagist experimentally)- More 

general is the practice of constructing observables, in the form of 

variables, into various h d s  of formal relations, such as relations 

between dependent and independent variables, relations of causality, 

interaction, feedback, and so on; or the Ends of reIafïons constituted in 

factor or cluster analyses (Smith 1990: 47)- 

By drawing on the wealth of fachial practicès involved in the process of 

schoohg, theorists in educational administration are able to conjure up 

abstract variables fcom conaete living individuais and events with partidar 

ease. Teachers and administrators are trained to think of and portray 

themselves as "teachers" and "administrators"; to treat abstract s tatements 

about education as meaningful descriptions of what they do; to participate in 

the transformation of individual experience into the coded scales of reports 

cards and test results. As a quintessentidly modem activity, mass education is 

both premised upon the Cartesian view of knowledge and helps to indcate 

it in new generations of learners and educatoa. The field is thus tilled and 

sown, with researchers-partidarly of the quantitative variety-needing to 

do little more than deade on the direction their harvester should follow. In 



retrospect, it appears surpnsing that modemist soaal science took so long to 

establish ownership over this fertile domain 

The tunung point, it would seem, came in the mid-194ûs, when 

Herbert Simon "set out to build a theory of administration on saentifïc 

knowledge," and in the process threw overboard ail the "past wisdom of the 

field-a wisdom that derived fkom the experience, observation and reflection 

of writers who were administrators, not saentists" (Greenfield & Ribbens, 

1993: 135). Simon's writhgs, Like those of his contemporary Talcott Parsons, 

portray socïeties and organizations as intncate machines with role-playing 

humans supplying the cogs. Tii such a scheme, individual traits and values 

come to be regarded as mere quirks or imperfections, except in so far as they 

contribute to role lûlfilhent. As with other versions of Cartesian 

rationalism, this extraordinarily counterhctual idea relies for its appeal on 

the human longing for predictabiiity and order. It subsequently becarne the 

central ideology of the 'New Movement" in educational administration and, 

more broadly, of "modem organization theory" (Greenfield & Ribens, 1993: 

143-4), where it has been elaborated and justified with great sophistication. 

Particularly remarkable is the movement's success in appropriating the 

banners of "saence," "realism," and "ernpiricismfr; the prestige of these terms, 

derived from the natural saences, has provided an effective means of 

silenàng, muthg or confushg the aitics of the modemist paradigm. 

For in the light of aitical realism, objectivist sochl saenc-to use one 

term out of many possible-appears neither realist nor empincist, in so far as 

those terms cm be meaningfdly applied to a whole complex of cornpethg 

and cooperating soaal practices, but ideaiist and ideological. It is idealist 

because it consistently relies on faticity as a substitute for reality; and it is 



ideological because its plausïbility, under such conditionsr relies upon 

imaginative conformity to what Dorothy Smith calls "the relations of ruling-" 

The price, as C. Wright Müls observed long ago of Parsonian sociai theory, is 

to forego all insight into the diachronie dynamics of social chang-most 

notably the diverse values and visions of individuals, fkom which ail change 

stems. Moreover, since in reality such diversity is omnipresent, even when 

people are affonpting to codorm to theK idea of a given role, objectivkt 

soaal theory is unhelpfid in practice as it is compelluig on paper. Its 

hegemony is imaginative, not pragmatic. Or, in Greenfield's damning 

summary: 

Fïrst, administrative science does not work as science; it has not brought 

us inaeased understanding and control of organizations -*. Second, 

administrative science has ignored power relationships and has been 
content to deal with administrative problems that ignore substantive 

problerns in education- ThVd, administrative science- - - has been content 

to regard organizations rather than people as the reaI actors in Society. 

And, Enally, administrative saence. .. has insisted that decision-making 

be dealt with as though if were fully explainable in rational and logical 

terms. This has dowed administrative scîence to deal with values 

surrep titiously, behind a mask of ob jectivity and impartiality, while 

denmg it is doing so. (Greenfield & Ribbens, 1993: 151-152) 

Yet, as Greenfield himself concedes, such crïticisms are not sufficient to 

fuel effective change. Because objectivism in educational &eory fits so well 

with still-rampant popular aspirations towards certainty and control. with the 

knowing-apart-from-doing epistemology impliat in the organization of 

higher education and of schooling itself, and with similar neo-Cartesian 

ideologies in aii the neighbouring human sciences, it cannot be readily 

dislodged. It is the default framework of modernity: the one that "naturdly" 

imposes itself on the would-be neutral observer. And so, for as long as 



modemity itself rules the hearts and min& of the doers of education, 

theorists will be available for its justification- 

In educational administration, this task has recently been taken up 

with partidar verve by Colin Eves  and Gabrielle Lakomski (Evers L 

Lakomski, 1991). Th& sweeping epistemological smey contnves to admit 

the weaknesses of ciassical positivism, recognize the strengths of Greenfield's 

subjectiviçm, and yet stake out a theoretical position that is much doser to 

the former than the latter. Claiming to be realiçts, Evers and Lakomski want 

to assert that "organizations are real in the same way that chairs and tables are 

real" (1991: 95). This they justify by postdating "relativeiy enduring 

dispositions, encoded through leaming, in the central nervous systems of 

human beings" (p. 95), with learning taken to be the organism's geneticaily 

and developmentaily determïned response to environmental stimuli: '%il 

behaviour is cause&' (p. 209). All theones involving beliefs and values they 

accuse of implication with "folk psychology," prïmarily because they do not 

offer a causal account of human action (p. 132). Thus, conveniently enough, 

the fundamental explanatory concepts of their "coherentist" epistemology 

coïncide with those of objectivist science: inanimate matter is real (organized 

in complex physical structures and causal relationships); abstract conceptual 

entities such as organizations are real (ernbodied in stable, widely-shared 

neuro-p hysiological structures); but individual beiiefs and intentions are 

subjective epiphenomena, which should be eüminated from good theory as 

much as possible (p. 132). 

Evers and Lakomski weave a dazzling discursive web around this 

central thesis, drawing major strands from the philosophers KarI Popper and 

W.V.O. Quine and the neuroscientists Paul and Pafricia Churchiand. If one 



traces the strands outwards, however, it becomes apparent that all are 

anchored upon the container metaphor of mind and the epktexnology of 
* - language that Millikan dubs "meaning rationalism". IE "mind" iç equated 

with neuronal structure, then everythhg "in the mind" c m  indeed, in 

prinaple, be desmied in terms of "fine-grained, electrodemical, neuro- 

physiological processes" (Evers & Lakomski, 1991: 132). But ecological 

psydiology denies the premise. Neuronal process is just a mechanism of 

mind; muid itself ïnheres in a living organism achîeving meanirig'and value 

in its environment, drawing on neuronal process (arnong myriad other 

devices) to do so (Reed, 19%a). There are no empirical grounds for the belief 

that patterns of causality characteristic of non-living systems are applicable to 

describïng the interaction of an organism with its world. Tndeed, preüsely the 

reverse is tme: indeterminacy appears to be a fimdamental characteristic of 

self-organinng systems, to judge from recent work in physics, chemistry and 

biology (Capra, 1996). 

Yet Ev&s and Lakomski could cede this point and stiu prop up their 

theory by maintaining meaning rationalism: that is, the idea that learning to 

use a word necessarily entails knowing what the word means. This premise 

sustains their assertion that organizations are real: if people share a public 

language in which a myriad of terms related to organizatio~ appear, those 

t e m  must correspond to some shared psychological (and hence soaal) 

reality which can be studied on îts own terms. More generaily, theories 

themselves are "in the head" and not just public language devices; hence, 

"our knowledge of our percephial powers, or possible foundatiom, like our 

knowledge of everything, is theory laden" (Evers & Lakomski, 1991: 228). As 1 

argued earlier, this neo-Cartesian position has evolved because, soaologically, 



it effectively reasserts the authority of theory over experïence, and of theorists 

over th& human objects of inquj.. Once again, an ecological theory of muid 

and language rejectç the foundational premise- There is no necessary identity 

between pri'i7ufe concepts-the intensional schematic networks that goveni 

the interp retation and production of language tokens-and public meaning, 

Le. the stabilizing functiow of public language devices. We acquire a 

knowledge of the latter by observing them in action and developing a set of 

imaginative schematic projections (mtensions) that allow us to interpret and 

use them productively. Such schematic knowledge iç unique to each 

individual, and co-ordered across groups only by Wtue of similar experience, 

similar encounters with the world. The objectivist, st~cturalist sciences that 

reify such similarïties might more accurately be terrned cognifive 

technologies of nonnaliza tion: a hiçtoncally important contribution to the 

arsenal of modernity. 

Some of the more fa-reaching consequences of the ecological approach 

are now apparent. It implies that knowledge does not inhere in the 

conventional signs that we exchange for purposes of communication, 

whether these be thought of as a psychologicaI or soaal reality. Knowledge 

inheres in action, in the successhrl efforts of an individual community or 

speaes towards meaning and value. AU knowledge can thus be evaluated in 

terms of its effects in the real world; and therefore Greenfieid is right to place 

values at the centre of administrative saence. 'Weutral" knowledge is a 

sham, relyuig as it does on the social separation of "knowers" from "doers"; 

the two are in fact comected by a soaoeconomic order that is real and 

accessible to discovery (Smith 1990). Whether or not thïs order is 



probkmatized by the "knowers" is itseif an issue of values that neatly divides 

objectivism from critical reaüsm. 

In common with Greenfield, criticai realiçm takes individual diversity 

to be lündamental to human (and hence sotial) reality- Again lüce Greenfield, 

it takes seriously such features of human life as "passion, weakness, strength, 

conviction, hope, will, pity, frailty, d t n i i s m r  courage, vice, and m e t r  

(Greenfield & Ribbens, 1993: 139). But where Greenfield could not see his way 

past the Cartesian conception of subjecfivlty (in one of his most characteristic 

essays he conjures up a wall separating human consaousness hom reality), 

critical realiçm locates mind in the encounter between individual and world, 

and thus firmly anchors it in reality itseK On thiç view, it is language, not 

consciousness, where the trouble lies; or rather, in the wüluigness to let 

language substitute for reality. For language and imagination are ïntertwined, 

and when both are hamessed to the relations of nilingr the floodgates of 

power-through-hegemony (Grarnsa) and power-through-knowledge 

(Foucault) are opened. 

Logically, then, it is to the educational sociology of language that we 

must tum for work that might inform and extend the ecological framework 

developed so far. 

As modernity evolved and the practices of factiaty spread and 

intertwined, local knowledge systems were increasingly marginalized by this 

massive CO-ordering of awareness and action Mastery of the Genres and 

Discourses of factïaty was espeüaily important for the expanding urban 

middle dass, for these were the principal tools for extracthg surplus value 



h.om human labour; by the same token, they were also soon identifïed by 

cornervatives and radicals alike as potent means of worker control and 

worker emancipation. Thus formal education came to involve the mastery of 

"standard language: not ody  i 6  basic foxms, as lïnguists commoniy assume, 

but the defining genres and discoutses of industrial soaety. Under the 

analytical lens of objecfivism, this linguistic ecology is rendered invisible: 

language must be a neutral tool for thought, therefore the only possible 

signiîïcant variables are those identifid in forma1 linguistic description, Le. 

pronunciation, grammar, and vocabulary. This assumption ensured that 

educational Linguistics remained determinedly asoaal until the 1960s. 

Since then, apart from the traditions sternming h m  Bakhün and 

Vygotsky, three thinkers have been partidarly iduential in developing 

soaological accounts of language in education, at least within the English- 

speaking world. A brief review of their work will demonstrate its affinities 

with the ecological approach, as well as some of the limitations that the latter 

seeks to overcome. 

1. Halliday 

The most "linguistic" of these three traditions is that of Michael 

Halliday. Halliday shares the stmcturalist focus on language as a semiotic 

system: he assumes that the linguistic knowledge of a normal add t  speaker is 

coherently self-organized in a way that refiects the organùation of public 

language. Where he differs from the previous grammatical tradition in his 

interest in what language does as a semiotic systern: that is, what h d s  of 

awareness partidar language devices evoke in their users. In Halliday's 

terminology such awareness effects are usually referred to as "meaning", and 



language acquistionïs recast as 'leanùng how to mean". Because of the 

previoudy noted ambiguity of "mean", however, these terms are vulnerable to 

misinterpretation; they tend to suggest that meanings are either aonfmned in the 

words themselves or mnsfrucfed af d by the participants m a conversation- The 

ecological approach, by situating such CO-ordering of awareness withïn evolving 

Discourses and Genres and takîng account of the uiteraction of language with the 

imagination, fosters a more cornplex and realistic understanding of the use of 

language. Notably Iadang m HaIüday is the Bakhtinian concept of the dialogic 

mindr the speaker embedded in history, looking both backwards and forwards; 

likewiser the extra-linguistic context features rather perïphedy, if at an. Despite 

hiç interest in the social functions of language, Halliday's linguistics thus tends 

towards "segregationalism" rather than "integraüonaüsm" (to use Roy Harris's 

terms): it is a theory of language in use, not of people dohg language. 

Nonetheless, there are many pactical advantages to Halliday's approach, 

as shown by the growing application of his ideas in real educatïonal settings. 

When one is trying to discover what is going on wïthin an isolated text or 

discourse hagrnent-a fiequent situation in modem dasrooms and not 

unfamiliar in daily Me-then the ecologicd hamework most de£initeIy needs to 

be sapplemented by an appropriate lingistic theory, and Halliday's is the most 

sophisticated on offer. The corn of his proposal is laid out in the following 

passage: 

the environment, or social context, of language is structured as a w  of 

signi6icant social action, a fmor of role relationships, and a mode of 

symbolic organization, Taken together these constitute the situation, or 

'context of situationr, of a text. W e  can then go on to establish a general 
pnnclple governing the way in which these environmentai features are 
projected ont0 the text (Halliday, 1978: 143) 



The afhïty between Halliday's theory and the ecological framework 

c m  readily be seen if one keeps in mind the powerfd influence of the 

synchronic tradition. Tmol corresponds to a synchronic view, a snapshot, of 

Genre; field corresponds to a synchronic view of Discourse. Halliday is in fact 

developing his own mode1 of the linguistic interaction ftame, in which the 

actual speakers, the speech setting, the topicalized world affair, and the chah 

of speech communication are only considered to the extent that th& 

presence iç reflected in the tewt, or utterance. This Ieads him to ident* a third 

dimension of symbolic interaction, arisuig hom the symbolic medium itself, 

that would otherwise risk being overlooked in the ecological account: mode. 

The existence of mode is a consequence of emergence, the self-organization of 

the public communicative system: it refers to speakers' abüity to monitor 

their symbolic production and insert devices which introduce or conjoui 

various parts of th& utterances, weldïng th= into recognizable wholes and 

ensuring their fit into the conversation. 

H&dayfs distinctive contribution iç not so mu& the development of 

this tripartite contextual framework-other linguistic theorists of the 1960s 

were working dong the same lines (Hasan & Martin, 1989: -but to Link it 

to an essentiaLly independent "systemic" paradigm of textual analysis that 

classifies the uni& or leahires of language according to their type of 

"meaning", that is, according to the ways in whkh they are used to CO-order 

awareness. Briefly, field is said to influence the language user's choice of 

experiential features of language ("that is, in transitivity, in the classes of 

things (objectç, persons, events etc.), in qyality, quantity, t he ,  place, and so 

on"); tenor is said to be reflected in the choice of interpersonal features 

("mood, modality, key, intensity, evaluation and comment, and the like"); 



and mode tends to determine the seledion of textzuzl features ("theme, 

information, and voice, and aiso.,. reference, substitution and ellipsis, and 

conj~nction'~) (Hafiday, 1978: 143-144). Lecical choices in each of these areas 

can influence the others, and thus the text responds to its environment as n 

whole: 

The patterns of detennination that we End between the context of 

situation and the text are a general characteristic of the whole complex 

that is formed by a text and its environment- We shali not expect to be 

able to show that the options embodied in one or another partidm 
sentence are determineci by the field, tenor or mode of the situation- The 

pnnciple is that each of these elernents in the semiotic structure of the 

situation activates the corresponding component in the semantic system, 

creatuig in the process a semantic configuration, a groupîng of favoured 

and foregrounded options hom the total meaning potential- (Halliday, 
1978: 145) 

The invisibility of the subject gives rise to certain problems here, for 

the "semantic system" c m  be "activated" onIy within an individual speaker 

or hearer, whose awareness is influenced not only by the text but by the entire 

situation, by their experience of acting within rdated situations in the past, 

and by the creative idiosyncrasies of imaginative projection (induding the 

way they imagine this particuiar linguistic exchange unfolding). Hailidafs 

focuç on "system" thus entails the same dangers as ail structurakt theory, in 

particular a tendency towards overly mechanical and detemunistic 

metaphors. Yet its affinities with the ecological approach suggest that it might 

be adapted quite readily to a speaker-centred view of language, resulting in an 

in tegra tionnlist theory of linguis tic meaning. 

This potential can be dearly discemeci in Clare Painter's use of a 

Hallidayan framework to describe first language acquisition in her second 



M d  (Painter, 1989). The emergence of trïadic interaction hames is dearly 

depicted, and the functions of the M d ' s  language are shown to develop out 

of such interactions. Painter mer traces how partÎdar bguistic structures 

appear in the child's speech in order to build on the Linguistic functions that 

have already been mastered-a process techrÜcdy known as epigenesis (EUis, 

1997). Systemic-functional theorists are generally skeptical about the 

form/content or syntax/semantics distinctions that have played a central role 

in structural Linguistics: they argue that brm is fimctïonal, so that the 

learning of new toms or the rnodifjring of "incorrect" £0- requires that the 

new fonns actudy increase the range of meanings available to the speaker- 

Painter argues this plausibly in the case of her two-year-old: rrAlthough the 

child is indeed engaged in developing linguistic resources to serve his own 

purposes," she -tes, "both the purposes and the resomces are constructeci 

through soual interaction," and thus the actual nature of this interaction, the 

relationships it entails with people and with the world, is cniaally implicated 

in the development of language skills. This is in exact agreement with the 

ecological perspective. 

Elsewhere in the volume where Painter's work appears, Frances 

Christie offers an interesting illustration of how a dassroom lesson can be 

critically analyzed within a Hallidayan framework (Christie, 1989). In 

examining the kinds of learning available to a second-grade dass she draws 

upon the notions both of genre and discourse, suggesting that an exercke in 

w-riting a grocery List "is very representative of the curriculum genres of 

much early schooling" and noting the Wtation of the discourse to "the 

knowledge of personal and family experience". She argues that "if children 

were permitted to enter into genuuie inqujr and to develop skills of 



questionhg and spedation, the linguistic capaaties they developed wodd 

necessariiy be very different" hom those revealed in the observed lesson; and 

she points out that "the nature of their relationship with the teadier would 

also be hindamentally differenf'. The common currïcular distinction between 

skills, knowledge and language serves, according to Christie, to restict 

chiIdrenrs access to tools of speculation and inquiry and to constrain the2 

dassroom relationships in ways that foster a passive acceptance of authority- 

It can thus be seen that Hafiday's work, while overtly "Luiguistic" and 

frequently rather abstract in content, conceals a sharp critical edge in its active, 

meaning-centered approach to language. Its contrïïution to the ecology of 

language is worthy of fiu more detailed study than c m  be accomplished here. 

II. Bourdieu 

At the opposite end of the semiotic-soaological scale to Halliday is 

Pierre Bourdieu, whose work on language forms but one part of his highly 

influentid oeuvre. Where Halliday is concemed with language as a system, 

Bourdieu wishes to analyze society as a system. To do so he appropriates the 

concep tual vocabulary of economics, extending the notions of "capitai", 

"profitfr, "exchange" and so forth to other fields of human interaction such as 

politics, culture, and education. This leads him to conceive of language in 

terms of the "linguistic capital", or habitus, that individuals bring to th& 

encounter with a preexiçtent linguistic market. Habitus, for Bourdieu, is the 

net product of an individual's history: the set of enduring dispositions 

acquired in the course of leaming to act in particular contexts. The market, or 

field, is the system of attitudes and pradces arking from the interaction of 

the habitus of many individuals. Within the linguistic field, different ways of 



speaking are dlfferently valued: thus the habihis acquires a capital worth that 

depends on the market which it encounters in any partïcular setting- 

There are several strengths to Bourdieu's approach. Perhaps most 

important, partidarrly when conttasted with 0th- theories in linguistics and 

soaology, is the hct that the individual does not disappear from view, 

although this is achieved essentially at the cost of portraying her as a bundle 

of environmentdy-detefznined dispositions. Bourdieu views this as a 

necessary foundation for a "theory of practicef' that avoids the epistemological 

traps of both subjectïvism-explicating the world in terms of primaxy 

experience alone-and objectivismr in which people's actions are regarded 

merely as the realization of a soaal hct conshucted by the analyst (Bourdieu's 

views here are dosely akïn to Dorothy Smith's). In his account, dispositions 

are actual physical realities, in the same sense as intensions in the ecological 

framework developed here. The body is moulded by experience, parücularly 

in early dùldhood, and this provides it with a repertoire of ingrained ways of 

encomtering the worid. This theoretical strength gives rise to a heuristic one: 

since a l l  action is regarded as dtimately expiicable in terms of the encounter 

of habitus with field, researchers seeking to understand a partidar soaal 

setting are required to investigate both the background of the individu& 

involved and the propertïes of the setting itself, espeaaily the overt and 

covea interests that are served by particular actions. Finallyf Bourdieu is 

notable for having integrated a soaolinguistic theory within a much broader 

cultural theory. "Llike the soaology of culture, the soaology of Ianguage is 

logically inseparable from a sociology of education," he observes (Bourdieu, 

1991: 62), thus pointing the way to an educational soaology that encompasses 

all three- 



Bourdieu's approach has mu& in comrnon with the ecological one, in 

that he too regards cultural reproduction as a process in which uidividuals 

adapt, actively and often aeatively, to the environment around them. 

However, in the same way the synchronie notion of langue constrains 

Hallidafs theory (without ever appearing in that guise), the primacy of dass 

relations in Marxist theory constrains Bourdieu's. Bourdieu's main objective 

iç to understand how power and prïvilege reproduce themselves; the 

assumption that social practices always comply with an economic logic, which 

only needs to be properly unearthed and descn'bed, is well suited to this task. 

But it is also an objectivist assumptionr one that can doud understanding as 

much as advance it- 

Take, for instance, Bourdieu's analysis of a speech by the mayor of Pau, 

in which he "greatly moved his audience (according to the local newspaper) 

by employing the local Béarnais dialect. %me insight can certauily be gained 

by analyzing the local linguistic market "which presaibes French as the oniy 

acceptable language for formal speeches in formal situations" and noting that 

the mayor's ability to profit from his knowledge of Béarnais iç dependent on 

his known mastery of French (Bourdieu, 1991: 68). But to term this 

unequivocally a "strategy of condescensionffr as Bourdieu does, is to impose a 

single, objectivist interpretation on a complex event If the mayor did indeed 

succeed in rnoving hîs audience, it was presumably because the use of 

Béarnais was interpreted as a geshue of solidarity rather than a gesture of 

condescension. How the mayor used Béarnais-the ideational and 

interpersonal content of his speech, the genres and discourses on which it 

drew-may well have been as important as the choice of language. Yet this 

fact limits the explanatory value of Bourdieu's concept of linguistic field, 



which focuses afways on the fonn of communication and not on its content. 

It &O illustrates how a theory adapted to the analysis of uoiical power, 

where actors are always in cornpetition, may neglect the possibility of 

horizontal power, where actors cooperate wiUuigly (and sometimes despite 

substantially Merent  positionings in the relevant field). 

Bourdieu iç in fact vulnerable to the very aiticïsm he makes of other 

forms of objectivism: that they are unable to reflect on the conditions of their 

existence. It is a very particular kind of soaety where it becomes plausiile to 

explicate all human action according to the logic of economics. One would 

expect, in hct, that such a theory would h d  its most persuasive application 

in highly normalized domains of soaal Me, the ecology of factïaty-orienteci 

language being one of them. Recall Marx's (and Smith's) definition of 

cornmodification: a system in which exchange value is decoupled fkom use 

value. Because factiaty creates the possibiiïty of value inhering in using 

socially sanctioned language rather than CO-ordering awareness to the 

specijîdies of a world affuir, it leads to the cornmodification of Linguistic acts. 

B u t  non-factitious uses of language remain: poetry, of course, but al- many 

other genres in which language is used not to substitute for the world but to 

b ~ g  it into focus. In other words, the more experïence-orïented a speech 

situation, the less reliance can be placed on an economic analysis of language 

use. For the mayor of Pau to have touched the hearts of his hearea, he may 

well have invoked such a common ground of experience. To ascertain this 

would require empirical research; but the possibility must be adaiowledged 

and accounted for in a non-objectivist sociology. 

Related to this diffidty is a still deeper one: the issue of whether 

habifus and the maxunization of profit together provide an adequate way of 



depicting the psychology of individuais While Bourdieu certainly captures 

the reality of ïnternalized constraïnts on action, his work behays Little 

awareness of the complexity of human motivation and awareness, the 

prîvate dialogues and imaginative projections that rework experience in 

underdetermineci ways. Bourdieu apparentiy sees no way of reconoling this 

phenomenological world with a critical soaology, but this is exactly what the 

ecological approach is intended to do. Rather than assuming a deterministic 

role for the environment, it poses the empincai question: how do Uidividuals 

and groups adapt to various persistent features of their world, and what are 

the consequences of such adaptive behaviour? Thus, the büingualism of the 

citizens of Pau is not to be understood solely in terms of the status ciifferences 

between French and Béarnais, but by al l  the human activities conducted in 

those languages (or, more exactiy, in the local linguistic ecosystem), in ai l  

their affective and functional complexity. What features of the ecosystem bear 

most directly on a particular situation, such as the mayor's speech, is not a 

question to be answered by a priori reasoning, but by investigation. 

1'1. Bernstein 

Somewhere between Halliday's linguistics and Bourdieu's sociology lie 

the theones of Basil Bernstein, who adcnowledges his deht to both but above 

all to Sapir and Whorf, on the linguistic side, and Emile Durkheim, on the 

soaological. The central problematic for Bernstein is the diffidty 

experîenced by English working-dass children in making sense of, and 

acquiring, the kind of knowledge valued in schools, and the implications of 

various kinds of educational and social reform for how such knowledge is 

structured and transmitted. In the late 1950s Bernstein first formulateci the 

hypothesis that a key ciifference between working and middle class children 



lies in the kind of language they are exposed to in the home. The mïddIe dass 

becomes sensitive to a parücular h m  of indirect or mediate expression 

where the subtle arrangement of words and comections between 

sentences convey feeling- --- Because of the importance of this type of 

mediate relation between mother and child a tension is created between 

the child and hlç environment so that there is a need to verballze his 

relations In a personal, individual way- Thus the chiId at an early age 

becomes sensitive to a form of language-use which is relativeiy cornpiex 
and which in tum acts as a dynamic h e w o r k  on his or her perception 

of objects (Bernstein, 197i: 28). 

Particularly significant for Bernstein was the idea that in a middle-dass 

environment, "space, time, and soaal relationships are expliatly regulated 

within and outside the family group" (ibid, 29). As the child becomes aware of 

this invisible (imaginative) o r d e ~ g  by listening to the language used by the 

surrounding adults, the focus of her perception begîns to shift from the world 

of immediate experience to the realm of abstract conceptualization. Although 

different chïldren benefit from this to different degrees, generally the midde- 

dass M d  is being prepared for a successful entry into school, "where every 

item in the present is finely Linked to a distant future" (ibid, 29). By contrast, 

working-dass children grow up in a soaal environment oriented to the here 

and now, where Little value is placed on verbal expiiatness and other forms 

of mediate relation. Objects are perceived in terms of their contenf, not theK 

role in some invisible ordering of the soaal world; and this limits the 

diildren's ability to perceive and respond to the invisible orders of the school. 

Bernstein was soon hailed, and condemned, for what many perceived 

as the argument that working dass children were either iinguisticaily 

impoverished (the defiat hypothesis), or intdectuaily handicapped by 



speakùig a nonstandard diakt  or distinct language (the dBreence 

hypothesis). A doser reading of his work, however, shows that his point was 

rather that schools are ill-adapted to teadùng working-dass children, and that 

th& la& of fit c a ~ o t  be overcome by superficiai changes suice it is rooted in 

(among other things) the linguistic identity of the middle dass. Bernstein is 

less concerned with foms  of language than he is with uses of language, and 

with the way that patterns of language use fit with and reinforce other 

patterns of soaal action. Thus, hiç subsequent theoreticai work moves 

towards concepts that are equally applicable to language, soaal lifer and 

education, showing how reguIarities in each field are related to repuiarities in 

the others, and how well-meant interventions in one area may be hvstrated 

by the systemfs overall resistance to change. 

Aithough many nuances in Bernstein's thought are worth exploringr 

exigemies of space dictate that 1 simply summarize his theory as developed in 

his classic 1974 collection Class, Codes, and Confrol. As 1 read Bernstein, he 

conceives of society roughly as a region of space-the composed of human 

actions and the objects of human perception, education as the process of 

learning the geography and physical laws of this region, and language as the 

means by which such knowledge is hansmiffed. The organization of this 

knowledge is therefore one of the fundamental characteristics of a society: it 

constrains both the process and the form of its cultural reproduction. 

Organization can be thought of as the establishment and maintenance of 

boundaries, both among the contents of knowledge ("dassification") and 

among the contexts of its transmission ("framing"). Boundaries may range 

hom strong, indicating a high level of societal control, to weak, indicating a 

high level of individual or local control. Educational settings with strong 



classification and framing establish what Bourdieu refers to as a "field", in 

which knowledge is treated as "private property with its own power structure 

and market situation" (Bernstein, 1971: 213) and acquired through 

soüalization withui a disapline. Unlike Bourdieu, however, Bernstein sees 

this as a historically conüngent and ümited form of soaal organization, co- 

existent with many settings in whïch dassification and haming are weaker 

and the transmission of knowledge less orÏented towards "the mrucimization 

of profit." 

Persistent soad  inequalities, sudi as the dass system in Britain, are 

reproduced through strong dassincation and framing of knowledge, among 

other means. This is reflected hguistically in Bernstein's (in)famous 

distinction between daborated codes (where knowledge is "linguified," or 

made as expliat as possible) and restricted codes (where context is relied on to 

supply a good part of the meanïng). Every person in modem soaety leams to 

use a restricted c o d e i n  ecological terms, the use of language to CO-order 

awareness and action in the here-and-now. In middle-class fandies, this code 

is Linked in a continuum to the elaborated code of strongly h e d  and 

dassïfied knowledge; duldren are ideaily positioned to move up this 

continuum, never experiencïng a fundamental clash between the knowledge 

of the home and the knowledge of the school. Children from working-dass 

families, in contrast, are barely exposed to elaborated codes; the latter simply 

do not have a social function in th& daily environment. School knowledge 

is thus mystified for the working-class chïld; and equïty in education is shown 

to depend, to a great extent, on the relationship between the knowledge codes 

of the schooi and those of the dtural  communities in which its children are 

raised. An issue that Bernstein explores at some length is the consequences of 



reiaxïng classification and framing in sdioois to produce what he terms 

"integrated" educational codes; 1 wilL r e m  to th& in Chapter 8. 

Where Halliday's and Bourdieu's ideas have been aUed in and refined 

wîth the thoroughness of the studio painter, Bernstein's bear doser 

resemblance to charcoal sketches: "the implications," as Donald MacRae notes 

in his Foreword to Clnss, Codes and Catrol, mare not, perhaps even in his 

own head, M y  developed ... and what is most important, his work is open: to 

me the most important of these papers are ctuonologicallp the fïrst and the 

last" (Bernstein, 1971: ni). Of these three thinkersr he displays the most 

creative and profound soaological imagination, a view Halliday himself 

seems to share: 

To me as a Linguirt [hiç work] is muai for hVO reasons. .. [Firstly as] a 

theory of the social system with language embedded in it,, so that anyone 

who is asking, as 1 am, questions such as "what is the role of language in 

the transmission of culture"- -- finds in Bernstein's work a social theory in 

the context of which one can ask these questions. In the second place. .. to 

answer the question: why Is language as it is? (Halliday, 1978: 37). 

From the ecological perspective, Bernstein's work shares some of the 

limitations of the other two theorists, and indeed of the modemist tendency 

to prïvilege theory over reality à la Whorf. The widely misunderstood term 

"code," for instance, was probably inspireci by the desire to have a linguistic 

equivalent for "dass" (in the Saussurean, semiotic sense of "langue"). Had 

Bernstein been more interested in issues of gender, or ethniaty, then he 

might have avoided the connotations of a fixed, static system in favour of a 

more dynamic concept. And as Bernstein, "harried by the linguiçts ... 
attempted to define the code in linguistic terms" (HaUiday, 1978: 88), he was 

drawn away h m  his broadly ecological ideas about language to an unhelphil 



preoccupation with fonn and syntax- His work hdcs a dear vision of the 

stmcturïng of communication above the levd of phrase and sentence, which is 

exactly what is needed to bridge the gap between Hallidais meanhg-centred 

litzguistùls and Bernstein's meanïng-centrecl SOCiOlogy- In the ecological theory this 

structuring is interpreted as genre and discouxse, as defmed on the bask of the 

ecological concept of interaction fiames; and the distinction between elaborated 

and restricted codes emerges h m  the variable relatiomhip between discourse 

and experkmce. In the Third Tuni these ideas are used to build a theory of 

linguistic ecology that yields many points of contact with Bernstein's ideas. 

Yet L Bernstein's theory is overly stmcturabt in parts, overd it offers 

some challengïng insights into the ways that genres and discourses may interact 

to constitute broader soaal systems, and the role of education in perpetuating or 

mo-g such systems. For Bernstein has a deep belief in the ernancipatoq 

potential of education, if ody teachers and administrators can corne to 

understand what education is, what children bring to their experience of 

schooiin~ and what is accomplished through partidar ways of organizing 

knowledge and language in sdiools. The following passage, written in 1969, still 

rings with conviction and relevance: 

It is an accepted educational pnnciple that we should work with what the 

child can offer: why don't we pratice it? The introduction of the child to 

the universaüstic meanings of public fonns of thought is not 

compensatory education-it is educafim. It is not in itseif making chiidren 
rniddle class. The impiicit values underlying the fonn and contents of the 

educationai environment might. W e  need to distinguïsh between the 

principles and operations, that is our task as teachers to transmit and 

develop in the children, and the contexts we create in order to do this. We 

should start knowing that the social experience the child already 
possesses is valid and sig&cantrand that this social experience should 



be refiected back to him as being valid and signiscant It can be refiectd 

back to him ody if it is a part of the texture of the Iearning experience we 

aeate- If we spent as much time thinking through the impLications of this 

as we do thinking about the implications of the Piagetian developmentd 
sequences, then poss1ily çchoois might becorne exating and chaIXengïng 
environments for parents, children and teachers- (Bernstein, 1971: 199- 

200)- 

Having reached the halfivay mark on our winding staircase, it is tùne 

for us to take up this challenge in earnest- 



6 The Linguistic Ecology of Knowledge 

For reaçons presented in the two preceding chapters, 1 daim that the 

dubious contribution of soaal science to human emanüpation rests, in large 

part, upon a misleading theory of mind and meanhg and upon soaal 

systems whÎch separate the discovery of knowledge from its application. It 

follows that an important task for aitical theory is to elaborate a more 

redis tic epis temology and to work through its implications for the 

organization of aitical social saence itself- It iç the latter challenge that will 

occupy u s  in this chapter, prefiguring a more complete synthesis in the 

concluduig chapter of this work. 

First, however, 1 wish to dwell briefly on the implications of the 

ecological epistemology developed here for critical theory as a whole. As 

briefly outlined in Chapter 3, there exists a broad range of approaches to 

critical soaal saence- so broad, indeed, that its various branches frequently 

appear to be as much at odds with one another as with objectivism. It is as if 

the latter alone has grown a sturdy trunk, to whkh any beleaguered 

objectivist can turn for support, while the disparate o f f k p ~ g  of critical theory 

are engaged in a constant stniggle for sunshïne and soi1 under its heavy 

shade. Whatever the inteilectual delights of metaphysical diversity, it 

undoubtedly restricts critical theorists' ability to draw hom each other's work 

and thus to mount a consistent, aoss-dkiplinary challenge to legislative 

reason. 



If such a challenge is indeed feasible (and not ail critical thinkers would 

presently agree that it is), it will sureiy be based upon a naturaikt 

epistemology and critical realist ontology akùi to the one developed here. 

Only an epistemology of discovery c m  accommodate the methodological 

eclectïcism characteristic of alticai theory; onIy a non-naive reaiism can 

provide the common ground that allows discoverïes to be s h d .  This 

combination not only defines the eco1ogicaL approach to soaal science; it also 

preasely coincides with the ecological approach to natural science-thereby 

demolishïng one more of the dualisms with which modemity has saddled us. 

Because critical theorists have largely accepted objectivlsmrs daim to 

represent the so-cded exact sciences, they have often felt impeued to defend a 

separate epistemological status for the human sciences. I am suggestïng, 

instead, that objectivism in both domains should be seen for what it is: a 

cognitive technology of control. 

Critical science is about understanding, first and foremost, rather than 

control: "interpre tationff rather than "legislation", in Bauman's terms (1987, 

1992). Cntical saence recognizes that a priori commitment to a search for 

causal certainties is overly restrictive of domains and methodologies of 

inquïry, and that this commitment itseif yields uncerfainty at higher system 

levels, as each control-oriented techno logy of knowledge gives rise to 

unforeseen and undesired "side effects" withïn the soaal system of the 

knowers. For critical science, there are no "side" effects, for the social context 

of objectivist inqujr is not regarded as something separate from the inquiry 

itself. It foilows that critical science seeks to develop social contexts in which 

the search for knowledge is self-correcüng and self-limiting, in the same way 

that natural systems develop leedbadc mechanisms to maintain a dynamic 



balance among many Merent forms of life and the ïnorganic processes on 

which they depend. Critical saence, if it codd be keed hom the modernist 

spectres that still haunt many of its theorists and practitioners, would in fact 

be none other than ecologicai science in the broadest sense of the term. 

If the age of ecological saence is at hand, as Frïtjof Capra has argued in 

a number of works (Capra, 1982; 1991; 1996), then Linguistic ecology will surely 

emerge as one of its key components. It matters immensely, in a l l  aspects of 

human Life, what imaginative conceptions of the world are wideiy co-ordered 

through language and what kïnds of action they promote or hinder. It 

matters, too, what forms of Ianguage are available for this CO-ordering for 

language systems, as we shall see, have evolved under very different 

conditions, and offer very different kinds of tools for encountering the world. 

And it may be that applied linguistic ecology-an approach to soüal policy 

that takes realistic account of the possibilities, Limitations, and dynamics of 

natural language-wiU prove to be one of our most useful guides in the 

open-ended quest for human emanüpation ... in paxt by convincing us to 

Limit our epistemological dependency on language itself. 

Many m e n t  strands of debate in the soad sciences are relevant to this 

endeavour. Among them are: - inaeasing interest in interdisapiinary or multi-method 
approaches to research, although these always run the risk of 
straying into a kind of haphazard edecticism that does Little to 
reveal deeper sources OC order; 

0 increasing emphasis on language and discouse, aithough as 
previously noted this c m  en= towards an exclusive preoccupation 
with texts and ideology; 



inaeasing awareness of the need for reflexivity, or the explkit 
examination of the researcher's own biases, motives, assumptions 
and hopes, although the tradition of objective, impersonai 
discourse styles still weighs heavily on saentifk writing 
throughout the English-speaking world; 

uicreasing concem with the implications of research for the 
communities under study, and with various approaches to 
indudùig thern in the evaiuation and application of research 
results. 

To some extent, these orientations can be integrated with a wide range 

of qualitative research methods, induding interviews, focus groups, 

ethnographic observation, discourse analysis, historical or "genealogical" 

analysiç, and so on; and these methods can in tum be useci to "triangulatefr or 

lend depth to more quantitative or objectivist methods such as s w e y s  and 

statistical analysis. Yet the complexïty of the soaal world and entrenched 

institutional traditions consistently work against the development of a 

genuinely ecological saence. It is my purpose, in the rernainder of this 

chapter, to sketch two broad sysfems of laiowledge-one programmatic, the 

other pragmatic-that offer complementary visions of such a science. In 

keeping with the focus of this work, both ernphasize the role of language and 

education; however, in place of the disciplimq and conceptual boundaries 

irnposed by modem linguistics and educational studies, these visions call for 

a much broader, naturalistic conception of both, in which such emergent, 

semi-autonomous sub-systems as individuals and communities retaui 

meaning and explanatory power, and in whîch real-world contexts are never 

ignored. 



The Critical Ethnography of Language 

The £irst system of knowledge to concern us was fint advanced as an 

alternative to the Chomskian "revolution" in linguisticsa rhetorical and 

methodologica1 movement that cementeci an ahistoricd, asocial, impersonal 

conception of language withùi the thinkùig and discourse of many hguistç 

and Linguistic institutions. To many Linguistic scholars, partidarly those 

who had worked dosely with Native Arnerican communities in the 

traditions of North American iïnguistic anthropology, this represented a 

willful and misguided narrowing of Linguistic inqwuirv It feil to one of their 

number, Dell Hymes, to respond with a counterproposai: that the science of 

language be conceiveci of and developed as "the ethnography of speaking" or, 

more broadly, "the ethnography of co~nmunication". 

Trom antiquity," Hymes asserted in a seminal artide in 1973, 

it has been the mark of a true science of man, of greatness in a saence of 
man, to attempt to comprehend the known diversity of cultures and 
history- . - - The study of language has had a checkered career [in this 
respect]. It hist became a self-consaous advity, and to a great extent 
has developed since, as  an instrument of exclusion and domination- The 

analysis of Sanskrit in anaent Ilridia, of classical songs and writings in 

ancient Chiria, of nascent national Ianguages in the Renaissance (e-g., 

Nebrijafs grammar of Castilian), were al1 in the interest of cultural 

hegemony. It is oniy in our own cmtury, through the decisive work of 
Boas, Sapir, and other anthropologicalIy onented linguists (as 

components of the general tnumph of "methodologicai reiativism" in the 

human sciences), ehat every form of huma. speech has gained the "right", 

as it were, to contribute on an equal footing to the general theory of 
human language. 

The present situation of Iinguistics in the United States is quite mixeci, 

where it is not obscure- Chomskyan theory holds out the hïat ion of 
mankind as an aspiration, but its practice can contniute only 



conceptually at best, if it does not in fact stand as an obstacle to the kind 
of work that is actually needed- [I have] argwd for the study of speech 
communities as actual communities of speakers- In this way we can go 

beyond a h i  humanism whkh merely recognlzes the abstract 

potentiality of al l  languages, to a humaniSm which can deal with conaete 

situations, with the inequalïties that actually obtain, and help to 

transform them Lhrough knowledge of the ways in whïch language is 
actudy organized as a human problem and resource. (Hymes, 1980: 54- 

56) 

As this passage makes dear, Hymes was arguing for aitical realism in 

the study of language (compare Corson 1997). Whüe many researdiers have 

sought to realize elements of his program in the three decades since it was 

first put forward, it iç his conception of an ethnographic linguistics taken as a 

whole that will be exarnined here. In this regard, his thinking r e m a b  as 

original, radical and relevant as ever. 

An Ethnolineuistic Promam 

Ethnography, according to Hyxnes, must remain the central 

methodology of a naturalistic and emanapatory linguistics Although the 

ethnographic label has sometimes been applied to "anything that involves 

direct contact with people as a source of information," he proposes a more 

rigorous conception in which the researcher "steers" between situated, 

personalized discooery, "inquiry that is open to questions and ançwers not 

foreseen," and generalized, disciplinary theory, "the systematic, comparative 

knowledge of phenornena and systems lüce those under study" (Hymes, 1980: 

73-74). The ethnographer is thus cast in the role of a mediator between the 

local, often tacit knowledge of a "speech community" and the distributeci, 

extensively verbalized knowledge of "the community of scientists", with "the 



age, sex, race, talents" of the ethnographer servjng as Instruments of ïncjyiry, 

"for both good and b a d  Wymes, 1980: 99). 

It k in the nature of ethnography to be open-ended, to admit of no h a 1  

crystallized state of knowledge. The collection of valid first-order data, the 

description of what happens and what exists, does not determine any 

particular second-order analysis. Indeed, Hymes suggests, '%orne of what we 

believe we know resists interpretation in terms of structure. It seems to 

re-e, instead, presentation" (Kymes, 1980: 97). Photographs, nImç, and 

narrative can ail achieve a depth of presentation that analysis lacks; thus the 

ethnographic account iiself rnay cyde badc and forth between "showing" and 

"tellingW-between community aliegiances, in fact, using one medium to 

make manifest the Ïmpiïcit experiential knowledge of the commURity under 

study, another to appeal to the expliut discursive knowledge of disciplinary 

peers. ALI ethnographic practice, in fact, may have the potential to open new 

channels of communication, not ody  between the communities of 

researchers and researched, but also among the latter-for instance, between a 

neighbourhood and its school. 

In this way, Hymes argues, ethnographic research can itself help to 

break down bamers of communication of understanding. He suggested that 

all soaal interventions, often designed and implemented by outsiders, might 

benefit from a practice of "cooperative ethnographic monitoring" in whïch 

the staff of a program and representatives of the co~~ununity participate in an 

ongouig evaluation of "the working of the program, of its successes and 

failures, strengths and weaknesses, in relation to their hopes for it" (Hymes, 

1980: 115). Partidarly where such a process aids the participants themselves 



to gain ethnographic skills, it "has the potentiality for helping to overcome 

division of society into those who know and those who are known": 

Such a M o n  of a democratic Society wouid see ethnography as a generai 

possession, aithough differentially cultivated. At one pole wouid be a 

certain number of persons traïned in ethnography as a profession- At the 

other pole wodd be the general population, respecteci (on this view of 

ethnography) as having a knowledge of their WOU, inb5cate and subtIe 
in many ways (consider the intncacy and subtiety of any normal person's 
knowledge of language), and as necessafily havïng corne to this 

knowledge by a proces ethnographic in charader- In between-and one 

wodd seek to make this midde group as neady coextensive with the 

whoie as possible-would be those able to combine some disaplined 

understanding of ethnographic inqiiiry with the pursuit of th& vocation 

whatever that might be- From the standpoint of education, obviously one 

wants to consider the possibility of adding ethnographic inquiry to the 

cornpetencies of principals, teachers, and others involveci with schools- 

But on the one hand, there is no reason not to seek to extend a knowledge 

of ethnographic inquiry to everyone- And, on the other hand, there is no 

reason to think professionai ehographers pnvileged- h their own lives 

they are in the same situation as the rest-needing to make sense out of a 

M y  situation, a departmental situation, a comrnunity situation, as best 

they can. (Hymes, 1980: 99) 

On the basis of his extensive work in linguistic anthropology, Hymes 

proposed an "initial heuristic schemaYf to guide early explorations in the 

ethnography of communication. His basic soaal concepts indude those of 

speech comrnunity (dehed as a social group with shared norms of 

interaction and a common linguistic form), speech field (the total range of 

communities sharing those norms and forms), and speech network (the 

specifïc Iuikages of individuals in those various communities). His basic 

linguistic concepts indude speech situation, event, act, style, and way of 

speaking, and he proposes to analyse speesh acts in terms of settings (both 



outcornes), act sequences (message f o m  and content), keys (the tone, manner, 

or spirit of an act), instrumentalities (channels and verbal resources), n o m  

(of interaction and interpretation) and genres (caiegorical foms of speech act) 

(Hymes, 1988). AU in all an intimidating typology, whose attempt at 

comprehensiveness may have worked against its widespread application. 

There exkts, however, a more fundamental discontinuity between 

Hymes' broader ethnographie vision and the specifics of his proposeci 

methodology. At its root is Hymes' sense that the "etics" of his project-"a 

general theory and body of knowledge withui which diversity of speech, 

repertoires, ways of speaking, and choosuig among them îïnd a natural place" 

(Hymes, 1988: 40)-has scarcely been developed, and thus "the primary 

concem now must be with descriptive analyses hom a variety of 

communities" (ibid, 52). In thus casting ethnography as situated description 

rather than situated action, he loses the critical edge that characterizes his 

general essays, and which 1 have suggested to be integral to naturalist soaal 

science. Consider, for instance, the sharp anti-establishment bite doaked 

within these gracefid cadences: 

The tempo of ethnography is in some respects consemative; its results are 

the better for ripening in the mind; insofar as it makes local practice 

intelligible, it may lessen impetus or optimism for change. By 

iegitimatizuig the knowledge of the participants in educational settings 

and by giving weight to the universal human need for self-worth, 

ethnography is Likely to make it difficult to argue solutions that take for 

granted the fault or failure of teachers, of parents, or of some other 

category of scapegoat Ethnographic inquiry is iikeiy to show people 

doing the best they can with what they have to work with, given what it 

is possible and reasonable for them to believe and do- The ultimate result 

of ethnography, of course, may be radicaL It may suggest that some 



desired outcornes are impossl'ble, given what the Society is willing to 
spend on schooling and the cmseqyences ln what children must fïnd in 

schools, in terms of resources, meanin@ activities, minutes of 
meaningful guidance, and cornmunication- To empower teachers as having 
legitimate knowledge may disrupt some practices- Just sot too, for 
principals in systems where principals are treated by those above them, 

no t as Instnictional leaders, but as hired han&- By making partïcular 
situations palpable, credible, a living part of the imagination, 
ethnographic accounts may make it more diE(-UIt to impose d o m  
general solutions that are arbitrary in local settlngs- When m e  charge 
that ethnography does not permit generallzation, they rnay be shrewder 
than they know- Whose power iç hurt if the pretense of theoreticaUy 
generalizable r d t s  ïs stnpped away? if educatiord practice is found to 
require, not the application of general theory, but the discovery of new, 
local knowiedge?(Hymes, 1980: xii) 

This view of ethnography as practice and as praxis, consequential far 

beyond the domain of academic theory, is genuinely ecologicai. It suggests 

that the "etics" most appropnate to an ethnographic project is that which 

traces the real linkages between people and settings; and for this, it is not 

necessary to await the accumulation of Linguistic data hom many 

independent cases. Instead, the tracing of linkages can and should be part of 

the ethnography itself. Hymes stops just short of proposing this, as it has no 

precedent in the anthropological research on kimhip systems that he takes as 

his model. But the ecological framework requires it-requires, that is, that the 

ethnography of communication be reinterpreted within the developing 

tradition of critical ethnography. 

The haiimark of aitical ethnography is that it combines traditional 

ethnographic observation, as describeci by Hymes and many other researchers, 

with analysis of the social structures that constrain action in that situation. 

For most of the history of the modem human saences, these two research 



orientations have been regarded as mutuaUy ïncompah%le. As Gary 

Anderson puts i t  

Critical ethnography in the k l d  of education is the resuIt of the following 

dialectic: On the one hand, aïtical ethnography has grown out of 

dissatisfaction with social accounts of "structures" like class, patriarchy 
and racism in which real human actors never appear- On the other handr 

is has grown out of dissatisfaction with d t u r a i  accounts of huma. 

actors in which broad structural constrain& like class, patrïarchy and 
raciçm never appear, Critical theorists in education have tended to view 

ethnographers as too atheoretical and neufml in their approach to 

research- Ethnographers have tended to vÏew critical theorists as €00 

theory driven and biased in their research. And so it goes. (Anderson, 

1989: 249) 

Yet critical ethnography need not be thought of as a compromise 

between accounts of structure and accounts of agency, or an unwieidy fusion 

of the two. In my view it is much more appropriately conceived of dong the 

lines proposed by Hymes, that is, as a process of mediation between very 

different communities of knowledge and practice that may result in 

transforming both. Lawrence Angus identifies this "dialectic between data 

and theory" as a key characteristic of criticai ethnography (Angus, 1986), 

although it appears hom Anderson's review that many criticai researchers 

have been more concerned with the latter than the former, at least in their 

pubLished accounts. This is not, indeed, surprising, given that such accounts 

are produced for a theoretical audience infonned by the "critical" tradition. 

Methods and standards of "empowerïng informants" (induding use of oral 

histories, informant narratives, and coilaborative research) have nonetheless 

been receiving ùicreasing attention (Anderson, 1989). 1 will argue that such 

empowement is one essential test of vaiïdity for critical ethnographie work. 



Bevond the Local Context 

The rise of critical ethnography has helped to spur efforts to define and 

describe critical research methodology in general. These have been 

thoughtfully reviewed by Phil Carspecken in the context of his own highly 

readable guide to "criticai ethnography in ducational researdi" (Carspecken, 

1996). Much as in the ecological framework, Carspecken regards a rigorous 

epistemology as the key to defining a "criticai" hom a "non-criticai" research 

orientation; values cornmonly shared by &cal researchers are important, 

but neither necessary nor suffiaent for criticd research itself. Hïs approach 

draws upon the phenomeno1ogïcal and post-structural traditions to reject the 

"givenness" of the world to perception: a familiar post-modem stance, and 

one often interpreted as underminllig any h d  of realism, criticai or 

otherwise. Carspecken, however, is doser to critical reaIism (or to 

pragmatism, whïch he cites) in regarchg thought and abion as effective, 

though fallible, sources of knowledge. Thus the sophisticated epistemologîcal 

mode1 that underpins his methodologicai argument has many features in 

common with the ecological fIamework- 

Carspecken takes awareness to be holistic and impliat; the 

"apperception" (simultaneous perception) of background and foreground is 

integral to our experience of the world and thus to any co-ordering of 

awareness we achieve through language or other means. In partkular, he 

proposes, "we only understand an idea against a horizon hom which that 

idea is brought forth" (Carspeckenf 1996: 103). This has important 

implications for the ecology of communication: it implies that every act 

directed towards the co-ordering of awareness and action is "backgroundeà" 

by what Carspecken c& a "pragmatic horizon" of "daims and referencesfrf 



but which 1 prefer to think of as in-et%e mnditiüm. Carspedcen, folIowùig 

arguments developed bp Jiirgen Habermas, identifies the following five 

categories, which can be regarded as hïghlîghting different aspects of the 

triadic interaction hame: 

intelligiiifity, iir. participation in a public communication system; 

appropriateness, Le. participation in mutually accessible Genres 
and Discourses; 

subjectivity, Le. relatedness to actual Iived awareness of the 
speaker; 

identity, i.e. physical/ social situatedness of the speaker; 

objective validity, i.e. relatedness to ecological meaning and value. 

The advantage of the ecologid ftamework is that it places these 

conditions in relation to one another and furthermore draws attention to the 

dialogic aspect of communication. Speakers do not "daim" or "reference8' 

only their own subjectïvity and identity, but those of their hearers as well, 

using means (such as language devices) drawn from Genres and Discourses: 

the middle three conditions of Carçpedcenfs list are thus intimately bound up 

with one another. Because Genres and Discourses are conceptualized as 

evolm*ng and adaptnbIe systems of devices for CO-ordering awareness, they 

possess both the "temporal" and "paradigrnatic" dimensions th& Carspedcen 

introduces as separate axes (Carspedcen, 19%: 105410). The two models, or 

frameworks, are essentially homologous: only the imagery is di€ferent In one, 

a partidar Utterance is visuaiized as "foregrounding" a partidar idea, or 

daim, with layer upon layer of backgrounded daim and reference recedùig on 

a l l  sides to a distant "pragmatic horizon8'. In the other, each Utterance is 



viewed within the context of an evolutionarily structured interaction h e ,  

defined by the intersection of Genre and Diçcourser such that much of the 

work of ceordering awareness takes place independentiy of the Utterance 

itself. Ln practice, the h t  image can be helphil for vïsuaiizïng the layers of 

meaning that may be conveyed by a single phrase or tum in a conversation 

(Carspedcen provides many examples of this). The second image, however, 

helps us to perceive these meanings as not merely transient products of 

particular Utterances but as part of a culhiral warp and weft that speakers and 

hearers constantly draw on in the process of communication* 

Carspecken is well aware that such a background tapestry exists. He 

observes that critical ethnography '%rings attention to arnbiguities, cultural 

drifts and shifts, and even to contradictory daims made in everyday life. We 

do not end up with a single reality but a field of reality daims comistently 

made by the participants of study. In most studies, however, one wiü h d  that 

such fields are Limited in number and display bounded qualities: we do not 

discover an uifinite number of possible realities" (Carspedcen, 1996: 188). 

I d e n m g  and analyzïng these cultural patterns is a vitai part of aitical 

ethnography because they condition action in the research setthgr both as 

resources and constraints: one cannot understand why people act as they do 

udess one understands the cultural themes they draw on (191). But  where 

Carspecken reserves this work for the later phases of research, to be carried 

out after data collection and analysis has already produced a plausible 

narrative ("stages four and five," which many of his doctoral students never 

reach: 206), the ecological approach does not  As sioiüarities of "daim and 

reference" emerge in the sociaï settings under observation (as they generally 

will, very quiddy), it is essential to begin to sketch the main Genres (systems 



of interpersonal relationship) and Discourses (systems of awareness and 

action in the world) that are present and to trace theV evolutionary 

relationship with broader cultural patterns. It is this Iinkuig of local settùigs 

to wider systems that "gives critical qy&tative research its spedicaily critical 

bite" (Carspecken, 1996: 206), and that justifies its charaberbation as 

"eco1ogical"~r '~anthropolo@cal/ethnological", as Deli Hymes temis his 

1 want to stress the danger of lettïng the anthropologïcal perspective on 

education become equated Fn 0th- min& with Wt a mode of field work 

The result will be dozens of people cded "ethnographers" because they 

have obsenred, although with littie or no training in cultural d y s i s ;  

attempts to insert "ethnographic components" in helter-skeiter research 

deçigns; a brïef vogue for the name "ethnography"; and at the end a 

heightend immunity to the true M a g e  of an ethnographic, 

anthropological mode of thought 

Ethnography, as we know, is in fact an interface between specific inquiry 
and comparative generalization- Tt will serve us well, 1 think? to make 

prominent the term, "ethnology," that explicitly invokes comparative 

generalization. And it will serve schooling in America wd. An emphasis 

on the ethnological dimension takes one away fiom immediate problems 

and Crom attempts to offer immediate remedies, but it serves constructive 

change better in the long r u a  Ernphasis on the ethnological dimension 

links ânthropology of education with social history, through the ways in 

which larger forces for socialization, institutionaikation, reproduction of 

an existing order, are expressed and interpreted in specific settings. The 

longer view seems a surer footing- (Hymes, 1980: 121) 

There is, indeed, iittIe eco-psychological value to be found in 

observation for its own sake. At the least, critical ethnographers should work 

with the community of practice under study to foster skills of self- 

observation, leading to a broadening of the range of awareness available to 

local actors. In ecological terms, such an ïnaease in embodied knowledge may 



improve the co~~ununity's adaptive fit, its abilIty to access resources and 

overcome constrainh, while an inaease in fexfuaIZzed knowledge offers 

nothïng to the local community and relatively little to the commwiity of 

researchers. The invoivement of "research subjects" is thus an imperative 

that goes beyond Carspecken's recommendation to "make the ptoject as 

democratic as po~sible'~-it goes to the heart of what critical ethnography is by 

definfion. Not by coinadence, the ecologial hamework ais0 points to the 

invaluable contrïiution to be made by partiapating subjects, whose 

knowledge of th& own personal and group &tory will greatly assist Ï n  

tracing the local genealogies of Genre and Discourse. Once again, Hymes 

shares this conviction: 

In the study of a language, a kinçhip system, or the me, one is to a great 

extent seeking to make explkit in a comparable h e w o r k  what others, 

in a certain sense, already know. Speakers of a language, participants in a 

network of W h i p ,  are not merely objects, but, as sources of information, 

partners in in- as well- This tradition suggests that the appropriate 

strategy for school persomei who se& advanced degrees is to capitalize 

on what they know where they are- Often enough they have been made to 

believe that a legitimate contri'bution to knowledge, and advanced degree, 
requires methodology and subject-matter diçcomected fkom th& 

experience- Anthropological tradition suggests that they can capitalize on 

the5 experience, and make a far more valuable contribution to knowledge 

by doing so. (Hymes, 1980: 122) 

But sirnply involving local actors in the research is at the low end of 

the critical ethnographie ideal. Accordhg to Carspedcen, the ultimate ideal is 

to have researcher and researched working towards a consensus on the 

explanatory theory that best links the local setting with broader soaal 

patterns: "an expansion and fusion of mea.iing horizons between subjeds' 

culture and researcher culture" (196). As ekewhere in the book, this 



conception may place too great an emphasis on coiloquy and unanirnity (the 

influence of Habermas can be felt throughout), in place of a reaiistic 

adaiowledgement of disparïty of interests and the open-endedness of 

interaction. More in keeping with the ecological perspective, 1 think, wodd 

be an ideai of the local community developing a locally grounded of 

researcher culture, from which the researcher herseif codd leam- This 

critique would, of course, be formulateci according to local nonns: it might 

take the form of narrative rather than analysis, it might be allusive rather 

than expliat, and it would probably not be written (except in so far as the 

researcher wished to use it to edify her peers). Nonethdess, such a process 

might go fiw towards establishg the "equal power relations" that constitute 

another key ideal of critical ethnography. 

Critical ethnography is, of course, a problematic enterprise. Hymes 

notes the vulnerability of cornmunifies, as seen in "suspiaon rooted in past 

experience; concem about exposure and embarrassment; demands that 

research and the researcher be useful to those studied; ... [and the fact that] not 

everyone wants everything known, or even to know certain thïngs at dl" 

(Hymes, 1980: 122). Carspecken points to the VULnerability of researchers, who 

"must be prepared to become hurt through their work; to allow their contact 

with others to threaten and perhaps alter theü usual ways of conceiving of 

themselves" (Caspecken, 1996: 167). But such possibilities seem preferable to 

the no-risk dead end of objectivïsm, whose promise of epistemological 

security for the few has legitimized epistemological oppression for the many. 

If the quest for certainty has given us the world of modemïty, then learnùig 

to accept and live with uncertainty and vulnerability is a necessary part of any 

alternative (Bauman, 1992; 1995). 



Deii Hymes writes, in the context of the Ioss of Linguistic vitality in 

indigenous communities, that objectiviçt theory offers "an Edenic vision of 

the equality of languages and th& uses that is contradicted by everything we 

know about the history of the past himdred years, probably the most viaous 

and destructive hundred years in the history of the human race. We must 

despair a little if we are to do much good  (Hymes, 1980: vii). But despair is a 

poor motivator. I prefer Chickasaw educator Eber Hampton's cail "to 

understand both the statistics of pain and the rays of hope;" to learn the hard 

lessons of endurance and wisdom associateci with the cold dark North: "It Ïs 

not enough to be good, or smart. The north demands knowledge" (Hampton, 

1995). Criticai ethnography, in an ecological fkamework, offers one of the most 

promising routes to such knowledge. 

Language and Indigenous Knowledge 

The limits of ethnography are partly determined by the vitaIity and 

depth of engagement of the cultural communities involved. Communities 

that have been soaalized into a very restricted view of th& identity, their 

significance, and th& potentid for action, who are sufferjng from dired 

physical, economic, cultural or political oppression, or who have experiences 

a long and negative history of outsider interventions, will not initidy be in a 

position to partiapate fully in a critical ethnographic project. Conversely, as 

an ethnographic relationship devdops in the sense proposed above, among 

the looked-for consequences are the rediscovery and elaboration of cultural 

authentiaty, greater self-assertiveness against external authorîty, and greater 

willingness to collaborate with outsiders on equal terms. In short, cultural 

communities that cultivate self-knowledge can offer the most to critical 



ethnography, and aitical ethnography off- greater cultural çelf-howledge 

as one of its greatest rewards. 

Because rnodernïty has b e n  built on the substitution, over several 

centuries, of other-knowledge for self-knowledge, the best existïng models of 

the latter-of sustainable sys tms  of cultural seif-knowledge-must be sought 

among indigenous peoples. Despite the terrible toU exaded on them in the 

name of progreçs, many tribal communities still cultivate sophisticated and 

diverse forms of ecological awareness and action. These culturai traditions 

speak to a l l  of human history prior to urbanization; they point to dimensions 

and potentials in the human-nahrre rdationship that objectivist saence 

renders invisible; they contest the signifïcance of vîrtually every knowledge 

daim in modern philosophy. Ço great ïs the epistemological gap that 

indigenous thinkers are stilI widely ignored in the human and natural 

saences, or filed away under lab& such as "ethnic" or "native". Many such 

thinkers, of course, find modernist discourse and educationd institutions so 

oppressive that they tum away in self-defense, bbefore th& voices c m  be 

heard even by those who lïsten. But some make it through Read Eber 

Hampton's call for redefinition (1995), Gregory Cajete's "ecology of 

indigenous education" (1994), Angayuqaq Oscar Kawagley's "pathway to 

ecology and spirit" (1995), and you will fuid brilliant, passionate, tough- 

minded educators engaged in a common project of breathtaking scope. 

For as Cajete makes dear, what is at stake is not just better education 

for indigenous people, even though the latter embody both the most 

desperate need and the greatest opportunity of developing schooling "for 

Life's Sake". Indigenous education is fundamentally about 



the universais of the educational process hom the perspectives of 
traditiod Amerîcan hdian thought- 16 foinidation lies in the 

applicability of its perspectives to the whok process of teaching and 
learning-ot  LIS^ that of American Indians- The rtni'versak that are 

explored may be viewed as archetypes of human leamhg and as part of 
the Indigenous psyche of ail peopie and cultural traditions. . . - 
Traditional systems of Indian education represent ways of Ieaniuig and 
doing through a Nature-centred philosophy. They are among the oldest 
continuing expressions of "environmental" education In the world- Taken 

as a whole, they represent an environmental education process with 
profound meaning for modem education as it fkces the chailmges of 

living in the twenty-kt century- These processes have the potential to 

aeate deeper understanding of our collective role as caretakers of a world 
that we have thrown out of balance- (Cajete, 1994: 18-20) 

Indigenous epistemologies are ecological epistemologies. They not only 

anticipate the naturalistdtical realist philosophy developed in tfis chapter, 

but demonstrate how it c m  be practicaily and sustauiably integrated into 

human communities and languages. Contemporary indigenous education is 

centrally concemed with the con8ict of modernity versus ecology, 

reductionism versus holism, ideological discourse versus critical realism, 

epistemologies of control versus epistemologies of emanapation. As its 

theonsts-practitioners struggle to transfonn the oppressive realities of most 

indigenous schooling, they simultaneously open up a new route out of the 

cul-de-sac of modem education-one that complements and enriches critical 

ethnography by showing how communities and individuals cm develop 

their own tools for knowing. 

Language, as the preeminent (though far hom the only) means for CO- 

ordering imaginative awareness, is a vital part of this endeavour. Indigenous 

people who retain the ecological vision of the world are well aware of this; as 



concem grows in many communities about the fate of ùidigenous Ianguages, 

schools are increasingly expeded to play a central role in ensuring th& 

maintenance and renewal. Yet in the absence of a critical-realist theory of 

language, some vital tools for thuiking about and managing this process are 

missing. Because modem Linguistics has speciaiïzed in the deveiopment and 

description of the standard written languages that underpin the dominant 

soaal systems of modemity; its epistemological and ontological premises nin 

directly counter to indigenous iiBguistic ecologies. The value of ïndigenous 

languages for the2 speakers Lies precïseiy in th& uitegration with a cornplex, 

ecologically aware way of Me. A ecological science of language, one that takes 

such întegration to be central, not peripheral, wilI better serve both the needs 

of indigenous communities and, on a larger scale, the maintenance of 

diversity in the global linguistic ecosystem. 

The first task, then, is to explore the connections between indigenous 

philosophies of knowledge and the account of language developed here. As 

for the other encounters with indigenous thought in these pages, this 

exploration is undertaken in a spirit of deep respect for the diversity and 

dynamism of indigenous d t w e s .  The examples and condusions 1 present 

are intended to be suggestive rather than definitive; linguistic ecology by its 

very nature resists formulation in terms of universal rules and is wary of 

specula tive generalizatiom. English, with its typically modem reliance on 

nouns and adjectives, makes it difficult to avoid the suggestion of 

essentialism, as if dear boundaries could be fïxed between the "indigenous" 

and the "modem"; although this is not the intention, like any other text the 

present work codd be read "deconstructively" as entrendiing the divisions it 

argues agaiwt. Only through the intimate situated negotiation implied in 



criticai ethnography can the emîc and the etic be brought into a dynamic (and 

therefore unstable and evolving) balance-a vital task, the present work 

suggests, for all ecological theory. Yet for the time being, disembodied tex& 

such as th& one are soll needed to get the process underway. 

Thïnkùin Ecoloeicallv 

According to Gregory Cajete and many other souces, spirit and nature 

are the basis of indigenous knowledge: not as two dilferent realities, but two 

different aspects of the same reality. "Participation mystique," the projection 

of the human "sense of soul" upon the entire natural world, is as 

fundamental to indigenous cosmoIogy as the madùne metaphor has been to 

modemity (Cajete 1994: 83). It is vital to understand that such a universal 

foundation could hardly have arisen through accident or ignorance, as 

modernist accounts have typically assumed. On the contrary, for any 

subsistence culture it plausibly represents the sanest and most sustainable 

cognitive relationship with the natural world. The reason for this can be 

summed up in a single word: emergence. 

Consider, with Rupert Ross (1992), the situation of a hunter-gatherer 

eking out a living in the untamed wildemess (or, with equai validity, a 

subsistence fanner Likewise dependent on her relationship with nature for 

survival). The challenge of living requires constant awareness of "the 

innumerable variables [presented by] each season, day and hou. ... Reading 

those patterns to detemiine 'when the time was rightf was the essential life 

skill" (Ross, 1992: 70). As Ross illustrates from his own work as a fishg 

guide, such "pattern thought" is largely an unconsaous process developed 

and refined through long experience. Condusions present themselves, not in 



the form of logical or verbal reasoning, but as emotio-citement, 

satisfacüon, wariness, fear-attached to pairtidar states of awareness. 

Generally speakùig, the longer one practices "pattern thought," the more 

reliable it becornes as a predictive tool. 

The huntlng enterprise most cieary demanstrates the neceSSrty of those 

predictive skik- Those who do not hunt tend to thïnk of it as going affm 
somethingc Whüe that is indeed part of the process, it is actudy of 

secondary importance- The more important task involves predicting what 

your quarry wiii do so that you can put yourçelf in a position where, 
waïting with your gun or bow, you cm receizte it. It is predomlnantly a 

task of accommodating yourself to an intensely dynamic and Buid reality, 

reading the signs, trying to anticipate the most appropnate place to be at 

the most critical moment. It is a matter of asking, "What will this animal 

do, on this trail, with this wind, at this time of the day and year, in this 

kind of sloughr coming up to that hill and tree-he, with its particular ski11 

and experience at avoiding danger, if 1 were to do A, B, or C?" At every 

step, the task is to coUect aH observations, read al1 patternsr sift through 

all experiences and rank ali possiiilities in order of likelihood. In short, it 

is a task of mental anticipation. (Ross, 1992 77)- 

Indigenous epistemology thus revolves around an intense awareness 

of transcendenf order in the wodd: order that can be sensed and used, but 

resists description or analysis. The skilled hunter, Ross suggests, spent 

considerable time "imaging" the world of his quarry; "during such visits he 

would experience all the sounds, smeils, feelç, tastes and sights of those times 

and places in his mind ... there was life on two planes, equally vibrant, equaily 

full, and, to a large degree, equally accessiblef' (Ross, 1992: 81). Euqthing in 

the world can potentiaily exist on the imaged, spiritual plane as surely as it 

exish in the directly perceived material plane; and its meaning in the 

spintual dimension of awareness can transcend whatever is accessible to our 

everyday senses. In other words, indigenous epistemology is acutely sensitive 



to the reality of emergence: to the tendency of complex systems to behave in 

ordered ways that cannot be predicted from an understanding of their parts. 

The combination of ecological udapfiveness and individual indefenninacy 

that characterizes individual people is ubiquitous in nature as well. Thuigs 

and events fit together, they display order, but on multiple interacting levels 

simultaneously. Nature can therefore best be understood by treating it, in a i l  

its manifestations, as if if m e  perçons-plant persons, animal persons, wind 

persons, earth persons, each with its own individuaiity, yet a l l  d e d  withïn 

a great naturd community diaracterized by its own personhood. 

If this description captures something of indigenous perceptions of the 

saaedness of nature, then it may shed some light on indigenous philosophies 

of language. As Cajete paraphrases Navajo teachings: "Language itself iç a 

sacred part of the M e  of the People, a fonn of the Holy Wind or breath of Me 

that unites humankind with ail of the world around it" (Cajete 1994: 53). The 

ecological theory we have been working with reconfirms this enzergent 

nature of language, its status as a highly (but incompletely) ordered system 

rooted in the ecological and social history of particdar human communities. 

It &O justifies one of the centrai indigenous teadungs regarding language: 

"The use of language and symbolic words carry a responsibilïty because they 

cause things to happen. They evoke; they instmct" (Cajete 1994: 53). When 

one considers the importance of pattern thought to Indigenous ways of Me, 

language's ability to coorder imaginative awareness indeed constitutes a 

powerfd and potentially dangerous technology. Hence the insistence, found 

aaoss indigenous cultures, that partidar language devices, be they words, 

phrases, songs or stories, be used only at the appropriate tirne and by palified 

people. Hence, also, the great reluctance among Elders in many cultures to 



allow language to be wrïtten down, since this inaeases the risk of 

Mppropriate use. When language is regarded as an aui to direct awareness, 

rather than a substifi~te, its dtural  signiscance changes drastically; this single 

difference does much to explain the ïncompatibiIïty of indigenous and 

modemist philosophies of knowledge. 

It follows that indigenous education is emphatically not language- 

centmed, in contrast to the modemist version that now prevails in schools. 

The central purpose of uidigenouç education is to heIp the individual 

correctly perceive themselves as an integral part of natural reality, a skein of 

reiationships withïn a web of relationships, a personhood connecteci to a 

infhîty of other personhoods both human and non-human. Note that word 

"correctly". The ontology of indigenous education is itseif critical realist, 

emphasizing the necessity of encountering the world as it is, shivuig to 

overcome our simplistic projections, dedicating our iives towards greater 

awareness of a reality whose complexity w i .  always d e 9  full  understanding. 

Ross comments perceptively on the emotional and spirituai force of this 

conception of human development: 

~digenous people's] lives did not centre on building things but on 

disceming things. Life's challenge lay in observïng and understanding the 

workirtgs of the dynaxxüc equilibrium of which they were a part, then 

acting so as to sustain a harrnony within it rather than a mastery over it. 

One aspired to wisdom in accommodating oneself to that equiliibrium, 

and that pursuit quite clearly promised unlimiteci scope for exploration 

and self-development- 

Further, 1 suspect that they sought that wisdom not only to better insure 

sumival but aiso as an end in itself, as something in itseEr as something in 

itself exhilarating, , - - We who focus so much on building, accumulatin& 

erecting monuments, and so on have a hard time seeùig that there rnight 
be other sources of seif-esteem, of pnde in achievement- In fact, each 



hunterwtherer may have had more oppoaunities of a&-g an 

expanded sense of self than most of us will ever krmw- 1 have worked in 

an office in Toronto, and 1 have worked as a nshing guide- My 

achievement horizons î n  Toronto were visiie almost from the outset, my 

days filled with repetitive tasks whi&, once mastered, held no hrther 

interest and posed no mer chailenge- Whüe it might appear that going 

out each day to take to-ts fishing is similady repetitive, 1 dïd not 

perceive each day that way- The variables of weather within which 1 had 

to operate and the process of pattern-thought which guided me showed 

both immense variety and an almost LimitIess scope for challenge and for 

improvement, (Ross, 1992) 

This ramifications of this philosophy of education have been explored 

in considerable depth by Gregory Cajete (1994). In his interpretation, one's 

natural environment, one's human community, and one's own "emotional 

response to learning, Living, growing and understanding" together constitute 

the complex reality that Indigenous education seeks to comprehend. 

Integrative awareness leading to hannony of action and spirit is sought 

primarily through myth, vision, and art (Cajete 1994: 37-41). The primary role 

of language in such an education is as an "integrative mind tool," in Merlin 

Donald's apt phrase (Donald, 1991: 216): it must not merely describe the world 

on the physical plane, but reflect its dynamkm, complexity, and 

"penonhood" on the spirituai plane. The Linguistic ecology of education 

therefore needs to explore how this task is accomplished within the entire 

language system, and in partidar the kinds of imaginative projections that 

the system makes most readily available to its users. 

Such exploration might begin with the five "types of thinking and 

knowing" described by Cajete (1994: 47-49). Even the limited range of 

examples presented here may serve to indicate the enormous linguistic riches 

on which indigenous education can draw, and the curricular challenges this 



will pose. They are also intendeci to throw new Iight on the use of languages 

as objecfs rather than as means of teachïng, as "whats" as opposed to "hows" 

or "whys". 

Cajete's first way of knowing has to do with sihrntedness, with one's 

knowledge of physical place. In his words, "hdian people interacted with the 

places in which they lived for çuch a long time that their landscape became a 

reflection of theV very soui" (1994: 84). Thus, place names and speaes names 

will often serve far more sophisticated ends in indigenous languages than 

merely "labelling" the world. 

Keith Basso, for instance, has described how in Western Apache 

storytelling "oral narratives have the power to establish enduring bonds 

between indîviduals and features of the natural landscape, and. .. as a direct 

consequence of such bonds, persons who have acted irnproperly will be 

moved to reflect critically on their miçconduct and resolve to improve it" 

(Basso, 1983: 23). By attaching cautionary tales to faznlLiar everyday landmarks, 

the Apache invest their environment with moral force: "Mountains and 

arroyos step in symbolically for grandmothers and uncies... inviting people to 

recall their earlier failings and encouraging them to resolve, once again, to 

avoid them in the future. Grandmothers and undes must perish but the 

landscape endures" (Basso, 1983: 43). 

Likewlse, anthropologist Eugene Hunn has described the multiple 

forms of knowledge evoked by Sahaptin place names as "entries in a mental 

encyclopedia" (Hunn 1996: 20). According to Hunn, naming serves the 

Sahaptin "as a framework for d tura l  transmission and moral instniction, as 



a symbolic link to th& land, and as a ground for their identity" (Hunn, 1996: 

4). Named landmarks evoke knowledge not only of the physical 

environment, but also of daily human activities, historicd events, soaal 

relations, ritual, and mord conduct. 

Plant and animai names play similar roles. Gary Paul Nabhan and Sara 

S t  Antoine reviewed the "transcriid and publiçhed corpus of O'odham and 

Yaqui stories, ceremonial orations, and çongs" (Nabhan & St. Antoine, 1993: 

235). Over one hwidred different taxa are referred to in the recorded lïterature 

of each language, where they are incorporated into complex r a h  syrnbolism 

(O'odham) and in the teadùng of reverence towards the "wilderness world 

and "flower world" (Yaqui). Knowledge of names is thus transmitted within a 

broader web of stories about ecological relationships Iinking knowers and 

known. 

Perhaps of equal importance is the way namùig is performed. Basso 

desaibes how each Apache place name consists of a full descriptive sentence, 

such as "water nuis downward over flat rocks" or "horse fd down into 

water"; he beiieves that this characteristic "makes the mere pronun~ation of 

place names a sa t i smg experience" (Basso, 1983: 27). Rupert Ross quotes 

Cheyenne lawyer çakéj Henderson on how trees are named in Mï'kmaq: 

"They are 'called' by the sounds that are made as the wind goes through the 

branches, in the autumn, during a speâd period just before dusk (Ross, 1996: 

116). In addition to the inherent poetry of such names, they are of course 

speafic to the particular region and people ïnvolved: the Apache would not 

be disturbed if the Navajo named the same places or plants in quite a 

different way. 



The places and aeatures that are prominentiy featured in modem 

education, by contrast, are named authontatively and unlquely over th& 

entire range of distribution, and only distantiy and fragmentally related to the 

leamers' experiential world. Srne of the potentid consequences are explored 

by Nabhan and S t  Antoine, whose shidy on O'odham and Yaqui names was 

ated above. The researchers intervieweci 52 O'odham, Yaqui, Hispanic and 

Anglo diildren from the same region of southwest Arizona, "Living ui a 25- 

mile radius of two national parks" and representïng "a crosssection of urban 

and rural desert ~ommunities'~ (1993: 240). F i  percent or more of each group 

identified books, television and school as th& main sources of information 

about plants and animals; high proportions did not know the answer to 

simple questions about their naturai environment, and yet were convinceci 

"that they were leamhg more about plants and animals in school than th& 

grandparents ever learned" (245). Nabhan and St. Antoine's telling phrase, 

"the extinction of experience," aptly sums up this transition £rom ecological 

reaiism to modemist factiaty. 

Linguistic knowledge of place, then, goes fa beyond the mere 

"labelluig" that is central to the modemist curriculum, to encompass 

relationships, stories, and LcnowIedge of rîght action. In making this point, 

Nabhan and St. Antoine quote Yaqui educator Felipe Molina: "We might 

l e m  about plants in saence,' he explained, 'how to name their parts or how 

they grow. But we never went the next step, which was to t a k  about how to 

care for thern.' Yaqui legends, he said, dtivated this kind of ethic' (1993: 244). 



Knowinpr - Relationships 

Cajete's 6irst way of knowing Unis naturally hws with his second, 

"consciousIy understanding the nature of one's relationships to other people, 

other Me, and the natural world" (1994: 48). His description of this central 

feature of indigenous realism is worth quoting af p a t e r  length: 

'We are ali relateci;' is a metaphor used by the Laicota in theV prayers Kt 

is a metaphor whose meanùig is shared by ai l  other hdian people- It is a 
guïding prinaple of Indian spirituai. ecology reflected by every trïbe in 

their perception of Nature- It is a deeply spintual, e~olo@cal~ and 

epistemological prînaple of profound si@cance- 

Guided by this metaphysical principle, Indian people acknowledged that 
ail living and non-living entities of Nature have important Ïnherent 

meanings with.  the context of human lifk Based on this understanding; 
American Indians symbolïcally recognized their relationship to plantsr 

animals, stones, trees, mountauis, rivers, lakes, streoms, and a host of 

other living entities. Through seeking, making, shacïng and celebrating 

these natural relationships, they came to perceive themselves as living in 

a sea of relationships- In each of the places they lived, they learned the 

subtle, but ail important, language of naturad relationship. With this 

awareness, tempered by intimate relationships with various environ- 

mats over a thousand or more generations, Indian people accunulatd 

and applied their ecologicai knowledge. (Cajete 1994: 7475) 

As modern, Westem-hained ecologists corne hcreasingly to appreaate 

the depth and subtlety of ùidigenous ecological knowledge, they are also 

belatedly comuig to pips with the equally subtle relationship between 

ecologïd knowledge and ùidigenous Ianguages (Maffï, 1999; Maffi Skutnabb- 

Kangas, & Andrianarivelo, 1998). Thec hallenges inherent m properly 

conceptualizing and descrÎbing this relationship have been elegantly detailed 

by linguist Andrew Pawley, on the basis of more than three decades of 

painstaking interdisaplinary work with the Kalam of the northern-centd 



highlands in Papua New Guinea (Mafnep & Pawley, 1999 (in press); Pawley, 

1999 (in press)). Building on the naturalist lexïcography of anthropologist 

Ralph Bulmer, Pawley has conduded that much Linguistically-encoded 

knowledge is not about entities per se, but about natural processes and 

relations among entities. To convey such knowledge, speakers make use of 

the whole tool kit their language puts at their disposal, employing not only 

the smallest lexical and syntactic devices (names, ways of expressing spatial, 

temporal, and causal relations, and so fort.), but also more cornplex formulas 

induding set phrases, speofied ways of building sentences or even whole 

discourses, narratives, and so on. The diffldty of making this knowledge 

accessible in a different language is vividly conveyed by Pawley's Kalam 

colleague Ian Saem Majnep, who worked with Buimer to translate his own 

work on traditional game mammals, caüed "kapuls" in Tok Pisin: 

Translaling the Kalam text into English was ofien extremely diffidt- 

Ralph was an expert in birds but he ciid not know nearly as much about 

kapuls, and what they eat, where they sleep and how they thùik. Part of 

the diffidty was that many Kalam words 1 used were not yet in our 

Kalam dictionary and there are no Pidgin words to translate them, and 

indeed there are no English words to translate some of them. Ço when 

Raiph asked me what these Kalam words meant 1 had to stop and think, 
and sometimes 1 got reaily worrïeà and began to sweat with 

embarrassrnent and ask myself what could have possessed me to take 

this work on! Ralph sometimes had to wait as long as five or six minutes, 

and 1 felt very ashamed. But eventudy 1 would corne up with an 

explanation, 

There are many advantages that Bulmer and I gained îÎom working 

together. If you are an outsider, such as an anthropologist or biologist or 

iïnguist, it is very hard work indeed to gain an accurate understanding of 

local knowledge of wildlife and the environment generally. It's much 
easier to record such knowledge if you are an insider- You already know 

the language, you already know a lot about traditional wtom, and you 



can ask your relatives and other hiends about thlngs that you yourself 
donrt know. A foreigner wiF1 have probIems with the Ianguage and often 

wonrt know when he or she is getting reIïabIe information But wen for an 

insider, Iike me, it can be very hard work to record information about 

wildlife, because mu& of it is well known only to certain experts. 

hnetimes people give you inconsistent accounts, You have to check 
many things both by asking a range of informants and by your own 

observations (Maplep & Pawley, 1999)- 

Majnep takes it for granted that the purpose of larguage is to aid correct 

awareness of reality, without ascribing such awareness to the language itself. 

He emphasizes the need for both direct knowledge of local reality and for 

mitical interpretation of others' accounts of such knowledge. And he is both 

emphatic about the dificulfy of adapting English to describing Kalam reality 

and opamistic about its possibilify, at least ui the context of a written and 

heavily annotated translation. His account makes it evident, however, to 

what extent the Kalam language is adapted to the ecological niche of its 

community of users, exady as one would expect in light of the evolutionary 

account of language presented earlier in this chapter. Language devices are 

reproduced because they productïvely cosrder people's awareness and adiom 

within the web of ecological relationships that defines a partïcular mode of 

existence. Language itseE is thus part of this web, and given suffiüent 

intergenerational continuity will evolve as a complex adaptive system in its 

own right. 

The standard languages of modem education have their own ecology, 

of course. In contrast to indigenous languages' "ecology of contact,'' they 

embody an "ecology of textf'-an extremeiy complex web of factual practices 

that lùik Ianguage users with distant expert discourses in science, law, 

administration and journalism. If Ian Saem Majnep finds it to be "very hard 



work' to ascertain what constitutes true expert knowledge withùi a Iocaiized 

language cornmunity of some 15,ûûû people, the challenge in modem 

language communities is greater by orders of magnitude. hdeed, what is true 

knowledge in one context may be inapplicable to other, superfiaaiLy simiIar 

contexts witlün the same language commwùty- As 1 argued earlierr the 

reproduction of standard language devices has been integral to the spread of 

characteristically modem forms of awareness and action, inciuding the 

denigration and suppression of local ecological knowledges and th& 

assoaated languages. Indigenous ediication, then, with its profound respect 

for howledge of natural relationships, musf seek to renew and further 

develop these languages. 

Fortunately, as Cajete and other indigenous educators have suggested, 

much still remains of the cognitive ecologies underlying indigenous 

linguistic ecologies, even where the languages themselves are presently Little 

used. Milanaq educator Marie Battiste expresses it this way: 

Klanguage loss is not purely Linguistic; it involves more than just the 

sounds, but involves the socialization of Ianguage and biowledge, ways 
of knowing, nonverbal and verbal communication, and these processes 

are not easily dissolved. For me this means that the spint of languages is 
resilient, and in many of the communities who have in the last generation 
or two merged to the colonial Ianguages, the spirit and socialization of 
Aboriginai languages are s a  embedded in the succeeding generations. 
Aboriginal languages have a spirit or soul that c m  be known through the 

people themselves, and renewing and tebuilding kom withh the people 
is itself the process of coming to know (Battiste, 1998). 

This "process of coming to know" aptly sums up the indigenous 

understanding of human existence, according to Cajete: "For Indigenous 



people around the world, education in nature is Iite itseif" (1994: 87). Because 

direct experience is centrai to this proces, it follows that Elders hold a 

uniquely important place in indigenous education. Cajete describes this as 

"the kind of knowing that has long experience with a i l  aspects of human 

Me," and elaborates: 

This way of thought recphes a leaming that cornes only £rom maturity. It 

leads to a knowing that indudes, but a h  moves beyond knowing just 

through the physical senses towards wisdom. Wisdom is a complex state 

of knowing founded on accumdated experience, Tii Tnial societies, 

wisdorn is the reaim of the eiderly- (1% 48) 

Rupert Ross (1992) has situated such wisdom in the context of what he 

c a k  "pattern-thought," emphasizing the impossibility of M y  analyzing or 

verbalizing such multidimensional awareness of reality. To the expert 

pattern-thuiker, Ross suggests, condusions present themçelves with 

emotional force rather than logical darity, and such knowledge cannot simply 

be transmitted by Luiguistic means. The customary means by which Elders 

teach is therefore through storytelling, relying on their listeners to do the 

work of interpretation in much the same way as they are expected to foster a 

keen awareness of the world around them. But in order to work, this fonn of 

education relies crucially on continuity: on the younger generation honing its 

awareness on a world substantiaiiy similar to the world the Eldas knew. As 

Ross pu& it: 

Even when [EZders'] powers of observation began to fail, they possessed 

two things younger people la-: a reservoir of experience (or, in the 

predictive enterprise, of memory-images), and sophisticated skills in 

pattern-thought which others were only developing Because of those 

skiUs and attriiutes, older people remained of inestimable vaiue long 

after their physical powers had deteriorateci. Their stories of days gone 

by were not just wistfid reminiscences; they were mines of information 



which would, without question? be of d u e  at some t h e  in the future- 

Mer ail, the world which th& Mdren and grandchildren would inherit 

would be grecïsely the same world they had Survlved- No technological 

revolutions would make th& skills redundant and no massive 

construction projects would change the face of the landscape to make 

th& mernories of it irrelevant (Ross, 1992: 80)- 

Most complex systems, of course, resist such rapid change. Ecosystems 

endure, people and their cultures endure, even in the face of massive 

intervention and dislocation; the knowledge of the Elders is perhaps of even 

greater value today than it was in traditional times. Yet there is no doubt that 

"knowing through wisdom" has been placed under immense strain in most 

cornmunities, caught up as they are in the juggernaut of technological 

innovation, short-term economia, and textual (or televised) faatiaty. 

hdigenous education, dearly, needs to reaeate contexts for the encounter 

with wisdom; and language may provide a key- 

By virtue of the very same skills in pattern-thought already desaibed, 

Elders have the greatest understanding of the "spirit" of their language, its 

intemal dynamics as an emergent system based on the CO-ordering of human 

awareness and action within a web of natural relationships. The depth of this 

knowledge is obscuted if one thinks of language within the synchronie 

stnicturalist hamework of modernity, as merely a combination of grammar 

with lexicon (Pawley, 1999 (in press)). In reality, languages contain multiple 

overlapping and interacting levels of order and disorder that surpass the 

b i t s  of verbal analysis (Friedrich, 1985); as in the case of the natural world, 

linguistic knowledge is best transmitted and acqyired by modeiling and 

experience. Thus, if an indigenous Language is made central to the 

&culum, and if its modernist definition is replaced by an ecologïcal one, 



"knowing through wisdom" will naturaiiy corne to define what "knowing 

the languagetr actually means, Consider Battiste a* 

Indigenous Ianguages offer not jkt a co~~unu~~cation tod for docking 

kmowledge; they offer a process of orientation that removes us fkom rigid 
noun-centred reallty and offers an unfoIding paradigmatic process for 

restoration and healing. It rdects a reality of transformation and change 

in its holistic representations and processes that stress interaction, 

recïproaty, respect, and nominterference- -- - For Indigenous researchers 

much is to be gained by seeking the soui in the languages and in the 

knowledge bases of th& peoples- (Battister 1998: 24-25)- 

By its very nature, the "soul in the Ianguages" resists simple perception 

or description. Glimpses are available, however- In A Yupiaq Worldvîew, A- 

Oscar Kawagley observes how one polysemic word can help transmit a view 

of the world as sdfused with consciousness: 

To understand the Yupiaq worldview it is necessary to understand the 

multiple meanings of a word that epitomizes Yupiaq philosophy. This 

word is ella, which is a base word that can be modifieci to change its 

meaning by adding a suffix or suffixes. , . , Variations of thiç one word can 
be made to refer to weather, awareness, world, aeative force or god, 

universe, and slcy. The key word is awareness, or conscïousness. . . . 

[Ella] epitomizes the Yupiaq worldview of intercomectedness, so that 

you cannot exdude the consaousness of the hwnan observer. Our 

mystical knowledge cannot have been gaineci merely by observation, 

which is the main basis for rational knowledge- To obtain mystical 

knowledge, observation must be coupIed with the partiapation of Our 

whole being-mind, body, and soul-with the universe. (Kawagley, 1995: 

15, 33) 

Cajete, too, speaks of a "dimension of thinking ... that starts with 

wisdom and evolves beyond it to understanding and knowing the spirit 



directLy with ail one's senses" (1994: 48). Çuch understanding is the highest 

goal in his philosophy of indigenous education, a "profound transformation 

of self" leading not to "adjustment" or to a staüc d e r  peace, but to a dynamic 

sense of one's own unique self participating in a universe of unique selves. 

This kind of awareness runs directly counter to the desaaalized discourses of 

modernity, where it has been exileci to the marginal realms of philosophy, 

psychology and religion Yet if Cajete is correct in suggestuig that it was 

dehierately cultivated in indigenous dtures  for rnilleruila, it is not 

implausible that the epistemology of "knowing through vision" be reflected 

in the basic lexical and grammatical categories of indigenous languages. 

Thiç has in fad b e n  strongly argued by Australian linguist David 

Willcins ( W ï ,  1993), on the basis of hiç long study of the Mparntwe 

Arrernte language. Vision, or "dreaming," plays a central part in the 

worldview of Australian indigenous peoples; land, community, spirituality 

and individual identity are all considered to be one in the Dreamtime 

domain, even though they are known through the senses as separate material 

phenornena. Wilkins shows that in Mparntwe Arrernte the d e s  govenùng 

kin possessive pronominal suffixes, namuig verbs, noun ciassifiers and 

question words al l  reflect this philosophy: one uses the same or similar 

language devices to tak of the placesf-beionging, the people-of-belonging 

(kinship), and the animals-of-belonging (totems), and when other devices are 

used to talk of people, places and animals, the meanhg changes completely. 

Extrapolating from this discussion, Willaw then poses the important 

question: 

Is the Dreamtime philosophy and the theme that kinship, land, and 
totemism are inextricably linked to one another necesçatily shared by aU 

speakers of Mpamtwe Arrernte or not? ... Can people leam to speak 



Mparntwe Arremte and not subsai'be to the wodd view in whïch the 
language is embedded? To a cettain extent, yes, they codd corne to 

"know the language" at a fairly abstracted leveI- However, they codd not 

fdly understand the meaning of a.U the lexemes and constructions, they 

would not be privy to all the levels and regïstes of the language, they 

would not be able to use Ianguage to manage &al relations in precïsely 

the way a Mparntwe Arremte person would, and while they mi@ be 

able to pick up on the cultural themes and play with them, they could not 

use the language creatively, meaningfully, and convincingly, sînce to 

understand how to extend the language, make understandable metaphors 

and use the contextualIy appropriate rhetorical sfyie requires a degree of 
acceptance of the implicït socio-adturd phiiosophy of the group. 

(Wilkins, 1993: 87) 

Wilkins' condusion must appear entirely uncontroversial, indeed self- 

evident, to the speakers of indigenous languages themselves, but the reigning 

modernist discourse on language as a neutral instrument of reason and 

communication requires that this point be made again and again- We are al1 

the inheritors of ancestral visions, rdected in such basic linguistic traits as 

the English preference for nouns ("a language" rather than "languaging", "a 

rnind" rather than "minding" or "thinking"; see also Ross 1996) as surely as 

in the kinship pronominals of Mparntwe Arremte. Indigenous education, 

however, seeks to foster a conscious engagement with such visions, while 

modernist education denies their relevance. Aithough neither wisdom nor 

vision can be expliatiy taught, the readiness for both can be cultivated; and 

the spiritual ecology of indigenous languages offers uneqded resomces for 

doing so. 

The third among Cajete's "ways of indigenous thought", taken up here 

as a final unifying prùiaple, "involves applying the cap- to think things 



through completely, to make wise choices, to speak responsibly for purpose 

and effect, and to act deasively to produce çomething that is useful and has 

spirit"-in other words, acting rightly (1994: 48). Just as the other four ways of 

thought are in re- four aspects of a singte (ecological) mode of howledge, 

the same is true of doing. K'KnowIedge and action are considered parts of the 

same whole. Properly contexted and devdoped knowledge leads to balance in 

terms of actionff (Cajete 1994: 226). IL is this pruiaple, perhaps more than any 

other, that divides Cartesian Érom indigenous epîstemology. 

As argued in earlier sections of this tum of the work, the ecological 

conception of knowledge aiways refers to the ability to act productively in the 

world. The meanïng of "productively-" rests upon a ualuation of the 

consequences of such action. But since each act, however small and 

mundane, takes place within a web of natural rdationships, valuation poses 

the same challenges as other kinds of knowledge: the perception of wholes in 

a world where we can only ever see the parts. Valuation always demands an 

imaginative leap-the projection and blending of a story about possible and 

desirable futures on the basis of a hagmentary knowledge of the past and 

present. From what has already been said about indigenous education, one 

would expect a Irank acknowledgement of these human limitations, and a 

methodology of decision-making designed accordingly. This is indeed what 

Cajete recommends: 

Therefore, to assure the integrity and rïghtness of an action, a great 
amount of time is spent reflectüig and seeking information and 
understanding before formùig an opinion or taking an action. Payer, deep 

refiection, patience, and "waiting for the second thought" are reguiarLy 
practiced in Indigenous decision-making (1994: 226)- 



It is through its role in "seeking information and understanding" that 

language must be considered essential to this mode of knowing. In seeking to 

know the consequences of an action, one relies not only on direct experience, 

but also on the reported experience of others, and on their own imaginative 

understandings of the world. Take, as an example, the ecological impact of 

human actions. Assessments of simple acts such as küling a plant or animal, 

of complex practices su& as a o p  agricuiture, or of a massive transformation 

of the landscape such as a hydro dam, wiU Mer widely depending on the 

experiential and imaginative resources avaüable through language. And here 

the factor of adaptation over time cornes uito play. 

According to Jared Diamond, archaeological evidence strongly suggests 

that a range of antient human soüeties were destroyed when they failed to 

understand the ecologicai consequences of their everyday practices. Among 

the dearest examples are Easter Island, where the Polynesian settlers who 

amved around 400 A.D. ended up completely destroying the native forest 

that sustained their agridtural and fishing technologies; and the Chaco 

pueblos of the American southwest, where over 300 years the Anasazi people 

converted a fifty-mile swath of pinyon-juniper forest into a arid, treeless 

wasteland before fMLLy abandoning the site. As Diamond comments, 

"preindushial peoples who couldn't sustain their resources were guilty not of 

moral sinç, but of failures to solve a really diff idt  ecological problem" (1992: 

337). And he suggests some lessons to be drawn: 

Itrs still true that srnall, long-estabüshed, egalitarian wcieties tend to 

evolve conservationist practices, because they've had plenty of time to get 

to laiow their local environment and to perceive th& own self-interest. 

Instead, damage is likely to occu when people suddenly colonize an 

unfamiiiar environment (Eke the £kit Maoris and Easter Idanders); or 

when people advance dong a new frontier (like the first Indians to reach 



Amerka), so that they c m  jùst move beyond the frontîer when they've 

damaged the reason behind; or when people acquire a new technology 
whose destructive power they haven't had time to appreciate @ilce 

modem New Guineans, now devastating pigeon populations with 

shotguns)- Damage is also likely in centralized States that concentrate 

wealth in the han& of ruiers, who are out of touch with their 

environment- And some species and habitats are more susceptible to 
damage than others-such as fiïghtless birds that never had seen humans 

(such as moas and elephant birds), or the dryf kagile, unforgivlng 

envlronments in which both Mediterranean civilkation and Anasazi 

civiiization arose (Diamond, -2: 33549, 

Centralization and colonization, massive population movements, the 

transformation of ecosystems and the wide-scale introduction of new 

technologies have ail been consistent hallmarks OC modemity-and ail 

accompanied by the spread of facticity as a technology of normalizationf as 

reflected in the linguistic forms conventionally referred to as "standard 

language". Over the last five hundred years, the language devices that depict 

land and Me as indefinitely and impersonally exploitable resources have 

thoroughly colonized the ecology of the major industrial languages. The 

impact of this legacy is apparent in indigenous co~~ununities, as they struggle 

to estabLish an economic niche and in the process learn the language of 

resource extraction and commodiGcation; as they struggle for political 

autonomy, and in the process leam the language of representation and 

bureaucratization. "Right actionrf is now s a  more difficult to know, gîven 

this coiLision of utterly different epistemologicai and value systerns. 

In the final tum of this work, the nature of this stniggle will become 

clearerf and it will be seen to involve us ail, both as indlviduals and as 

members of our respective cultural communities. Those of us born to the 

middle classes of the industrialized soaeties need to develop a critical 



awareness of the ways in which ourlanguages are used to obscure ecoIogicaL 

reaüty, substituthg and propagathg such towering fantasies as the homogenous 

nation, the autonomous indÏvïdual, the objective scïentist/intellectual, and the 

value-fkee admonistrator; and to challenge çuch imaginative hegemony h m  

withh  Those bom to different linguistic ecologies need to learn to vahie, 

strengthen and defend them against the rnodemist tsunami. Between these two 

poles of what I have calIed a aitical applied hgiostics (Chapter 3), there is madi 

common gound and a great need for dialogue. The theoretîcal and 

methodologid approaches sketdied in the last three chapters may help this 

work to proceed. 



Third  Turn: 

Communit ies  and Schools  



Negotiating Community 

Whatever theoreticai stance one adopb as a Iinguist or educator, the 

word "community" is bound to figure in it somewhere. Indeed, the word is 

endemic in the human saences: one researcher traced 43 different meanings 

in the sociologicaI Literature, and rhetonaans have labeiled it an "aerosol 

word" for its ability to endow almost any proposition with a sheen of 

authenticity- Community carries co~otations of harmony and homogeneity: 

people living and working together, sharing a common set of goals and 

printiples, "loving their neighbours". Used adroitly, it can obscure the gap 

between objectivist categorization and individual variability, between 

structure and agency- Linguistics has made particularly flagrant use of this 

device, equating "language" (theoretical constmct) with "speech cornmunity" 

(real people) in many theoretical guises, ranging hom Herder's vision of a 

world of independent one-language one-culture units to Chomslcy's 

invention of the ideal speaker-hearer (6- (Hymes, 1980: 24-27). 

In this final t u .  of the work, 1 shall propose a much more variable 

and dynamic conception of cornmunity-one built firmly on the theoretical 

work of the precedïng turn. Community will be developed less as an 

explanatory concept than as a topic of investigation, like Discourse and Genre 

before it. The ecology of language and the ecology of community will be 

shown to be very dosely intertwined, so that the study of one must 

necessdy involve the study of the other. Partïdarly salient to such 

exploration iç the issue of boundaries, raised so provocatively in Bernstein's 



work and hirther elaborated in these 6nal three chaptecs. Fittingly enough, 

the boundaries between chapter topics that were dearly drawn at the start of 

the work here become increasïngly blurred, as naturalist, critical, indigenous, 

and ecological perspectives interweave. 

The Ecology 4 Community 

1 argued in Chapter 4 that communication is nahually struchued in 

evolutionarily continuous Genres, or patterns of relationship between 

people, and Discourses, or patterns of relationship between people and the 

world about which they communicate. Genres and Discourses thus Iink 

people into groups or networks sharing similar forms of awareness about 

particular aspects of the sociai or natural world. Furthmore, individu& 

with joint membership mediate the diffusion of communicative devices 

between such groups, ünkuig them together within a communicative system 

that incorporates many different, mutually Uifluenced, evolving patterns of 

awareness and action. Such systems are what we c d  cultures, and the 

situated C O - o r d e ~ g  of awareness with the help of symbolic communication 

lies at their very heart. 

But Genres and Discowçes not only bruig people together, they 

concomitantly dioide-insiders from outsiders, knowers from non-knowers. 

The stronger such boundaries (whether cultural or material or a combination 

of the two), the more autonomous the system they cïrcumsaibe. In oral, 

subsistence-based societies lacking technologies of longdistance transport or 

communication, every settlement or dan necessarily possesses a distinctive 

culture, typically linked by common descent and subsequent contacts with 



various neighbouring groups, but evolving in response to local needs and 

Iocal invention. Within such boundaries, communicative devices-and 

language devices above all-are cowtantly reproduced and recombined, in a 

situation analogous to the reproduction and recombination of the genetic 

materiai within a biological community. The logïc of naturai sdection then 

ensures that differential reproduction drives the evolution of the system as 

an adaptive whole, even though many individual features may be less than 

ideally suited to their role. 

This, then, is the ontology of language as a semiotic system, Saussure's 

langue: a common communicative currency allowing exchange between the 

Genres and Discourses endosed by the relatïvely tight and stable set of 

boundaries defining a cultural community. As an ideal type, the latter must 

be considered not simply as a "speech community" denned by its linguistic 

system, but as a Gemeinschaft in the sense elaborated by the German 

sociologist Ferdinand Tonnies (1957). Here are the three dimensions, or 

stages, of Gemeinschaft that Tonnies considered m a a l :  

The Gemeinschaft by blood, denoting d t y  of being, is deveioped and 
differentiated into GemeinschaFt of locality, which is based on a cornmon 
habitat. A futther differentiation leads to the Gemeinschaft of mind, 
whidi impiies only CO-operation and CO-ordinated action for a common 
goal- Gemeinschaft of locality may be conceived as a community of 
physical Me, just as Gemeinschaft of mind expresses the community of 

mental Me. In conjunction with the others, this last type of Gemeinschaft 

represents the truly human and suprerne fonn of community- Kinship 

Gemeinsdiaft signifies a common relation to, and share in, human beings 
themseives, while in GemeInschaft of locality such a comrnon relation is 
established through collective ownership of land; and, in Gemeinschaft of 
mind, the common bond is represented by sacred places and worshipped 
deities. AU three types of Gemeinçchaft are dosely interrelated in space 

as weil as in tirne. ... Wherever human beings are related through their 



wills in an organic manner and affirm each other, we find one or another 

of the three types of Gemeinschaft- (Tijnxües, 1957: 42) 

Tonnies' description can readily be recast in ecological terms. Kinship 

relations are a mode of Genre, a way of "being together"; 1ocaIity involves 

partidar modes of Discourse, or ways of "being in the world"; and because 

Genre and Discourse are also communicative fiames, they entail the 

collective negotiation of "mental Me" that Tonnies sees as distinctively 

human. In other words, the ideal of Gemeinschaft-the never-quite- 

attainable pole of collective organic lcnity__afises hom maximal partiapation 

in shared Genres and Discourses that have evoLved in a particular group of 

people living in a particuiar place for a long perïod of the .  Conversely, the 

less time people spend together, the less attention they give to the world 

around them, and the less effort they invest in making sense of the world in 

tems of their shared experïence, the weaker the ties of community becorne.. . 

with consequences that will shortly be explored. 

Tonnies' dassic description of community has much in common with 

the Romantic tradition epitomized by Johann Gottfried Herder, whose vision 

of a world of autonomous ethnic units, each developùig its own Land of 

cultural authentiâty in its own language, surnmarizes a long tradition of 

Judaic and European thought that rem* influentid today (Fishman, 1982). 

Herder's emphasis on language appears fully justified in the ecological 

framework, for the linguistic system represents a kind of hologram of a 

community% history, affording its speakers a strong sense of continuity and 

identity and enabLing sophiçticated forms of imaginative awareness to be 

transmitted aaoss generations. The kind of language that corresponds to the 

ideal Gemeinçchaft may be termed the ideal umuculax ideal because it 



supposes a la& of metaiinguistic awareness that is unlikdy to characterïze 

any human community, and addiüonally a completeness of boundary dosure 

that has now gone for good, 

Two immediate challenges thus confiont Luiguistic ecology. The first iç 

to understand what competing foms of soaal organization arke from the 

eco-psychological ftamework, and how they m o d q  Gemeinschaft h real-life 

settings; second, to understand what happens when different types of 

community or soaety encounter one another and the boundaries between 

Genres and Discourses gradually Le& and dissolve- A theory that can d e s d e  

such processes will represent a long step towards an adequate soaolinguistics 

of modernity- 

Gemeinschaft. Gesellschaft. Vereinschaft 

Tonnies' work was constnided around a double dichotomy that he 

used to analyze the ongoing transformation of rural Germany through 

industrialization and modemïzation. How were people changing, he 

wondered, as old boundanes disappeared beneath a flood of new technologies 

and ideas? What sort of a soaety was replacing the old one? At the 

psychological level, he thought, a shift in emphasis was taking place frorn 

"natural will" to "rational will"-kom the acceptance and unconsaous, 

evolutionary transformation of "the inherited mode of thought and 

perception of the forefathers" to a state "in which the thinking has gauied 

predomïnance and corne to be the directing agent" (Tonnies, 1957: 247). This 

cognitive shift both refiected and propelled a corresponding soaal transition 

from "Gemeinschaft" to "Gesellschaft"-kom a collective order where 



natural will had proven adaptive, to one where the conscïous calculation 

implied in rational wÏli was ever more highly rewarded. 

Tannies thought of rational will as the phenomenological antithesis of 

shared identity: a necessarily solipsistic mode of thought. In the pre-Freudian 

high noon of Cartesian psychology, thk is understandable; it also enabled him 

to paint a dramatic picture of the new type of soaety that he saw arising: 

The theory of the Gesellschaft de& with the artXcial construction of an 
aggregate of human beings which supdiaal ly  resembles the Gem* 

in so far as  the individuals iive and dweIl together peacefully- However, 
in the G e m W a f t  they rem* essentially United in spite of aU 

separating factors, whereas in the Gesellschaft they are essentiaIly 
separated in spite of all uniting factors. In the G e s e h h f t ,  as contrasteci 
with the Gemeinschaft, we fïnd no actions that can be derived from an a 

prion and necesdy exïsting unity; no actions, therefore, which manifest 
the will and the spirit of the unity even if performed by the individuai; no 
actions which, in so far as they are performed by the individual, take 

place on behalf of those united with him. In the Gesellschaft such actions 
do not exist. On the conhary, here everybody is by himself and isolated, 
and there d t s  a condition of tension against aIl others (Tonnles, 1957: 

64-65) - 

Such a description resonates with features of modem soaety with 

which we are all fanùliar: family breakdowns, housing tenements, industrial 

workplaces, and the impersonal tyranny of free-market capitalism. And yet, 

Tonnies' belief that the most alienating aspects of modernity are the product 

of rational will refiects an odd combination of faith and pessunism, a 

Cartesian belief in the disembodied "rational" rnind coupled with a 

Nietzschean irony towards its antics. Neither attitude si& well with the 

premises of ecological psydiology. Rather than postulating a fundamental 

change in cognitive strategy and t a i l o ~ g  its description to a partidar, 



histoncally contingent soaal settuig, the ecological approach implies a se& 

for underlying principles that are realized in different forms and to different 

degrees in al l  group environmentS. A consideration of Genre and Discourse 

boundarïes points to a way of adaptïng and extending T0nnïesf insights that is 

in keeping with this idea. 

Take Genre e t .  In the two limiting cases, two persons communicating 

can share a Genre completely-that is, they have a preckely reaprocal 

understanding of each others' roles, soaal identity, communicative goals, and 

so on-or  they can share nothing but an awareness of one another as 

communicating and presumably rational beings. The latter condition 

characterizes Tonnies' GeseLlschafk in essence, Genre boundarïes have 

weakened and collapsed inwards until they becorne coterminous with 

individuals. People are organicaily related only to themselves. The focus of 

communication is therefore aiways on what is said, not how it is said; as 

Tonnies expresses it, ends are completely separated from means (1957: 248). 

Consider, however, the former possibility: a souety where every 

communicative act is tightly h e d  by Genre, so there is no ambiguity of 

relationship whatsoever- Here the focus of communication is on how people 

speak, on appropriateness of conduct; means are once again separated from 

ends, but to very different effect. Genre boundaries have strengthened and 

expanded to the point where every soaal a b  iç regulated by a ubiquitous 

normative code. This possibility does not seem to have occurred to Tonnies, 

although his own soaety surely afforded as much evidence of its influence as 

it did of Gesellschaft. The German soaologist was undoubtedly swayed by the 

b e a r  conception of development (natural, social, saentific) that held sway 



tluoughout the nineteenth century: if Gemeinschaft represented the past and 

Gesellschaft the fuhw, what place codd there be for a thkd ideal? 

The answer becomes clearer when Discourse is introduced into the 

picture. In the Geseilschaft, communication loses many of its familiar 

dimensions: humour is gone, irony is gone, shared joy and shared frustration 

are gone. Language is reduced to a cybemetic code-an information-sharing 

system between isolated CPUs. This means placing a premium on objectivity, 

for aII references to private states, to subjective experience, are maccessible to 

evaluation in the absence of a shared Genre. What Tonnies conceptualized as 

rationality can be regarded altematively as experr-ence-distant 

communication: an objectifying stance towards every aspect of Being. This 

implies that temis in the GeseUschaft language must be defined by theV use 

in objectivist discourse; therefore, al1 infensions are langzuzge-bound. The 

only communicable experience is that of taking about experïence. There is no 

sharable access to a reality "beyond the waU" of language. Or, as Wittgenstein 

conduded in the Tractabis, which might be regarded as an exhaustive 

epistemological investigation of Gesekchaft: 'Whereof one cannot speak, 

thereof one must be silent." 

What now of our new ideal type, the Genre-bound soaety? Here 

discourse is not objectïvist but subjectivist, for nothhg can be construed as a 

hct outside the appropriate social context, and the ultimate truth is simply 

the perspective of those with the right to speak. We might phrase its ruling 

maxim thus: "Whereof one may not speak, thereof one must be silent." And 

this control does not appear as something imposed from without, for the 

boundaries of the self have expandeci to become coterminous with the group 

as a whole. In Gesellschaft, experience iç always private and incommunicable; 



in its Genre-bound twin, experïence is always public and therefore irrelevant 

for communication. Of courseI experience cannot be shared directiy, for 

physical boundaries stïil e>ost; but if imaginative awareness is perfectly CO- 

ordered, then every private act is experienced as if it were a public one. 

This leads to an interesting observation: in both Geseilsdiaft and its 

twin the imagination reigns supreme. In the former, it is d&ed by the 

objectiviçt standpoint, each individual projecting his awareness to a position 

outside of experience. The language of the Gesellschaft would have no place 

for the embodied "I" or "yod': ail actors would appear in the third person. 

The truth value of a language device would be measured by its success in 

fostering a shared outsider perspective; Tonniesr "rational will" represents a 

commitment to negotiate all situations on these grounds- In the Genre-bound 

soaety, individual awareness is subsumed in group awareness; the reigning 

pronoun is "wef', and the tmth value of a language device is measured by its 

contribution to soaal cohesion and control. This standpoint, too, is an 

extemal one, where the imagination is engaged in an unceasing effort to 

transcend the boundaries of self. To emphasùe its symmetry with Tonnies' 

vision, 1 propose to c d  this effort "transcendent will" and the ideal type of 

soaety that embodies it "Vereinschaft", the çoaety-that-k-one. 

The purpose of Tonniesr schema was to shed iight on cettain aspects of 

moderniw this tripartite alternative, derived fkom the ecological concept of 

Genre, illuminates the terrain still more brightly. Consider, for instance, the 

parallels between Vereinschaft and Benedict Anderson's concept of 

"irnagïned communities" (Anderson, 1983). According to Anderson, it was 

the invention of printing in the context of Europe's emerging capitalist 

economy that first enabled large numbers of people to apprehend the iives of 



others in places and perïods far rernoved hom th& owh P M ~  Lteracy and 

language standardization were accompanied by the construction of a new 

kind of community in which, in utter contrast to the dassic theory, no direct 

contact was required between individuai atizens - only a continually 

renewed leap of the imagination. Here one can see transcendent wiU at work, 

in the readiness to believe that unhown others are essentidy like oneself; 

while the operative ideal of imagined community, the perfect nation, is one 

in which local identities, dass identities, famïiy identities, are all subsumed 

within a willed homogeneiS;ui a word, Vereinschaft. 

In place of Tonnies' innocent linear continuum between local 

authentiaty and universal reason, we now confiont a triangular field nven 

by ideological conflict and exktential doubt-for in al l  real human 

associations, as Tonnies pointed out, these theoretical constructs are 

interwoven- Where he saw modemity as essentidy a one-way progression 

dong the continuum £rom Gemeinschaft to Gesellçchaft, we can see it as a 

struggle between three fundamental kinds of human soaety that mise from 

the constraints on symbolic communication between embodied persons. In 

partidar, it becomes apparent that modem societies, based on massive 

systems for cosrdering imaginative awareness, will display tendencies 

towards both Gesellschaft and Vereinschaft-tendenaes that may appear 

contradictory, since these two social types are overtly ideologically opposed, 

but at a deeper level may reinforce one another. Appearing in one guise as 

nationalism, Vereinschaft can also manifest itseif as a cult of religion, science, 

or any other activity that enta& a distanàng from everyday experience; and 

ail of these forms of distandg can also be developed into objectivist systems 

of reasoning and rational action. T~LIS  the religious experience is elaborated 



into both theoaacy and theology, or the enforcement of soaal norms @ves us 

both the systern of law as a shared normative system and the theory of law as 

a rigorous field of study, and each tendency can draw legitimation hem the 

other even whîle maintaining a criticai stance toward its excesses. 

Normalized language, and partidarly written language, is an essentiai 

instrument of such distancing; but it also inevitably becornes its object. Just as 

Gemeinschaft provides the soaai realization of the perfect vemadar, so 

Gesellschaft and Vereinschaft are premised on th& own versions of the 

perfect language. For Geseiischaft, this ideal is the philosopherrs language 

dreamt of by Descartes and Leibnitz: the perfect language of thought, its 

structure and lexicon corresponding exactiy to the structure of the world, 

filtering out all the errors imposed by the observer's subjectivity. For 

Vereinschaft, the corresponduig ideal is a language of transcendence, in 

which every word and phrase iç sanctifieci by tradition, conjuring up an 

unsullied heritage surroundhg the hearer and bearing him or her onwards 

into a certain future. As these two tendencies work upon the linguistic 

systems of modem soaeties, w e  see both the proliferation of so-called "special 

languages", the languages of distinct professional and technical fields, and the 

hardening of norms in the so-caLled standard language, the bearer of the 

nilùig lexemes and metaphors in a society. Naturally, these processes are 

never complete, for the puli of Gemeinschaft maintains a degree of flexibility 

and innovation in both standard and specîal languages; nonetheless, the 

effect is to multiply the linguistic challenges inherent in education, as will be 

discussed in the following chapter. 



- - When Commun~hes Collide 

Cultural communitie~if we c m  use that word to refer to aU the social 

collectivities encompassed between Gemelnschaft, Gesellschaft and 

V e r e i n s c h & ~ s t  and evolve within stable Genre boundaries, at any level. 

Thus communities can overlap, intersect, and nest withïn one another; the 

number of people involvecl c m  vary h m  a handhil of families to hundreds 

of millions; the intensity of th& communicative interaction can range hom 

weak to strong; their history can be numbered in years or m denn ia .  Since 

human soaety is built of people's active relationships with one another and 

with the world, it can perhaps be thought of as a chaotic system of Genres and 

Discourses oscillating among three strange attractors in response to the 

variable flux of ecological, technological, demographic and other inputs (cf. 

(Capra, 1996) for an analogous description of living systems). 

Although these three ideal system types were introduced in terms of 

the relatiomhips between people that they entail, they also apply at higher 

levels to the relationships between communities themselves. A group of 

Vereinschaft-type communities, for instance, c m  constitute a higher-order 

Gesellschaft-type community (think for instance of the Limited 

communication and uneasy cooperation between political entities such as 

municipalities, provinces, or states), which in turn can evolve towards a 

Gemeinschaft-type community as ties of Genre and Discourse strengthen, 

creating the conditions Cor a potential transition to a higher-order 

Vereinschaft (as has happened in a number of federal states, induding the 

US., and appears to be occurring in the European Union). The logical 

outcome of this cycle is, of course, the aeation of more and more 

encompassing forms of community; but the increase in number of members 



is often vitiated by the weakened intensity of interaction. Thus a large-scale 

Vereinschaft may not be able to maintain the strong hcaming necessary to 

prevent an ber drift towards Gemeinschaft and Gesellschaft, partidarly 

over the long term; this weakening may in hun inspire new efforts to 

establish Vereinschaft-type communities on a smaller scale, Ieading to 

fragmentation of the larger soaety. 

While this framework invites a deeper exploration, 1 wiU limit myself 

here to analyzing the situation typicai of Ïndigenous education: the encounter 

of a cultural commwiity dose to the Gexneuischaft pole with a cultural 

community in which the influences of both Gesellschaft and Vereinschaft are 

extensive and well entrenched. Indigenous cultures are very diverse, of 

course, and even so-called Western soàeties are more varied than is often 

acknowledged in sociological analysis; nonetheless, the dynamics of contact 

appear to be consistent enough to bear the weight of a Little general theory. 

The same is tnie of the encounter of indigenous languages with their modem 

counterparts, a problematic that will assume an inaeasingly central place in 

these final chapters. 

The initial contacts between the indigenous and colonïzing cultures 

were generaily of two Ends, involving traders and missionaries. At once one 

notes the curious complementarity of these professions: the îïrst a typical 

representative of GeseUschaft or rational will, the second an emissary of 

Vereinschaft or transcendent will. As a mie, indigenous peoples had no 

difficulty grasping the general nature of both professions, and were willùig to 

engage in barter and kten to sermons; often, to develop extensive trade 

networks or to convert to çome form of Christianity. 1t is important to note, 

however, that such imported Discourses play a very different role in a 



Gemeinschaft than they do in the originatïng culture A Gemeinschaft is by 

nature both flexiile and highly consenrative: its openness to experience and 

vision allows experhnentation by indlvlduals, but the high value placed on 

tradition and accumuiated wisdom means that such innovations affect the 

cultural core very slowly. Change may have been accelerated in the many 

cases where contact was followed by epidemics with a high fatalïty rate; 

nonetheless, it is a widely attested fact that indigenous peoples have 

maintained many deep-rooted cultural traits and practices to the present day, 

however convindg the appearance of conformity to modern ways. 

If this iç not widely understood, ewcept by anthropologists and some of 

those who work dosely with indigenous peoples, it is because the extensive 

CO-ordering of imaginative awareness in modem soaeties is visible only to 

the critical eye. Just as we have corne to think of meaning inhering in words 

rather than in the world, ço we think of actions and practices as carrying their 

meaning, their pragrnatic horizon, with them. But actions and practices are 

hamed by Discourses and Genres that have evolved, little by little, within a 

situated cultural community, and are thus sustained by many overlapping 

and intersecting Discourses and Genres. History is ever present in any soaal 

setting, because it informs the cognitive devices people use to interpret the 

actions of others and of themselves. To thïs, Gesellschaft is systematicaily 

blind, for history implies Genre, a diain of social relationships stretdiing back 

into the past; and Vereinschaft is deaf, for only shared Genres are admissible, 

others being treated as irrelevance or threat. Since raasm, like nationalism, is 

inspired by Vereinschaft, while iiberalism and economism draw their 

strength from Gesellschaft, it appears Likely that some of the most powerful 



ideologies in modem soaety are incapable of coming to grïps with indigenous 

reali ties. 

This in hun has implications for the continuing confkontation 

between indigenous and modem cultural communities. The ultimate stake 

here is worldview, or what I wodd c d  the imaginative ecology of a culture. 

Change indigenous worldviews and assimilation will foilow, ending the 

challenge that such peoples pose to the ideologies of the dominant soaew 

leave them intact, and no amount of surface conformity (or non-conformist 

misery) will assuage the symbolic affront to the relations of ruling. IronicalLy, 

however, it iç these very ideologies that make assimilation impossible and 

accommodation unlikely. A Gemeinschaft-type culture cannot imagine itself 

from the standpoint of eithêr Gesellschaft or Vereinschaft; it can take 

elements f3om each, but only in so far as they can be incorporated withui the 

processes of Gemeinschaft. In the next section we wül begin to look at how 

thiç can play itself out in community schooling; first, though, consider its 

manifestation in Ianguage. 

Like Gemeùischaft-type cultures, vemacular languages tend to be open 

to innovation on the perïphery (borrowing, coining, code-switching) and 

highly cornervative at th& core (phonology, syntax, core lexicon). This 

enables them to coexist and adapt to culhird change while preserving their fit 

with traditional Discourses and Genres, and thus potentiaüy to persist, 

graduaily evolving, for many generations in a contact situation. The 

Australian linguist R-M-W. Dixon has proposed a mode1 of linguistic 

evolution in which lengthy periods of such relatively peacehil contact are 

interspersed with sudden ruptures as new Genre boundaries form and new 

cultural communities corne into being, with the linguistic variety of each 



then embarkhg on its own course of development m o n ,  l997). Such a 

"pun&ated equi.iï%rîum" model corresponds to what wodd be expected for 

Gemeinschaft-type comnunities experienchg pe.rîodic stress due to 

population growth or environmental pressure (to take two evident examples). 

The need for discipline and seIf-sacriûce strengthens Genre and Discourse 

framing, p u s h g  communities towards Vereinschaft and possible schism and 

the areal d t u r e  towards Gesdschaft; as conditions improve, fcaming relaxes, 

boundaries weaken, and both community and areal cultures drift back 

towards Gemeinschaft-although this process may well take much longer. 

Now consider the impact of a colonizing "modern" language on such 

an areal ecology, As economic and religioas Discourses spread acroçs the 

area, each indigenous community encounters and incorporates them on its 

own terms, thereby becoming weakly interlinked with the originating colonial 

culture. Over üme, with increasing settlement, resource exploitation and 

cornmodification, and ideological activity, a new areal culture develops in the 

colonial language (or, very occasiondy, in a local one adopted for the 

purpose, as in the case of Paraguay). Thise arly colonial culture is essentially 

of the GemeinsdiaEt type, but how it develops depends mcially on the 

boundaries between it, the originating dture ,  and the indigenous cultures. In 

the EngLish-speaking countries of the present day-the US., Canada, 

Australia, New Zealand-the boundaries between the colonial and originating 

culhues were typically weak while those between the colonial and indigenous 

cultures were typicaUy strong, so that indigenous cultures were essentially 

surrounded and isolated fiom one another by a mat& d t u r e  evolving in the 

colonial language and strongly influenced by European-derived tendencies 

towards GeseUschaft and Vereinschaft at various levels. 



The need to negotiate with the matruc dture, often coupled wîth 

enforced submersion education in matruc-type schools, exposes mernbers of 

indigenous communioes to the extemalist imaginative projections entailed 

in both rational will and transcendent will: that is, through the matrix 

Ianguage they may learn to see themselves both as isolated individuals and as 

units of a stereotyped coilectivity- These perspectives, so alien to 

Gemeinschaft, can only be taught through language, though of course they 

are transmitted prïmarily at the level of Genre and Discourse rather than at 

more elementd levels. As they become integrated within the cornmunity's 

overail way of Mer the organic unify of the Gemeuischaft begins to 

disintegrate. The traditional language, which emerged fiom and helped 

sustain ttiis unity, becomes the object of both Gesellschaft- and Vereinschaft- 

type discourses: the first portrayïng it as an unnecessary reiîc of the past whose 

functions can as readily be hlfiiled by the matrix language; the second 

identifying it exclusively with a "traditionalistfr or "authenticist" political- 

cultural orientation. At the same time, the traditional Ianguage itself is Likely 

to be losing important Genres and Discourses as practices and relationships 

are altered or abandoned, thereby weakening its fit to community Me. 

In Chapter 9 1 shail be examining possible policy responses to this 

situation, which is more or less universal in indigenous communities 

around the world and may lead to the loss of 90% of our present linguistic 

diversity. Why it is an educational concem, in particular, will be made dearer 

in Chapter 8. One important point should however be stated here: the loss of 

a language does not imply the loss of a culturai community- Genre and 

Discourse boundaries can reinah, and even be strengthened if one result of 

language loss is to push the dture towards VereinsdiaR in any event many 



threads of Gemeinschaft can and will be transferred to the matruc language. 

Indigenous dtures wïlI change and endure in the hiture as they have 

changed and endured in the ps t .  The choice the matrix culture faces is 

between denial and acceptance of this reality. Acceptance implies a 

willingness to change the ma- culture itself, to a point where Gemeinschaft 

is no longer treated as invisible, irrelevant, or inimicd, but valued on its own 

tenns as a source of groundedness and adaptation. 

This, in m y  view, is or shouid be the postmodern project; 

transmodem, 1 would c d  it, though terms such as "aitical" and "ecologicai" 

will serve as weIl. It is a project that inevitably must draw on aii three ideal 

types of dtural comrnunity as ît strives to move the balance back towards 

the centre, doser to the Gemeinschaft pole. As this daim implies, we need to 

find new opportunities for people to relate to each other, relate to the world, 

and communicate about such experience; we need to make rational discourse 

more self-critical, or "ironic" as Rorty and other postmodernists prefer; and 

we need visions of transcendence that are more acceptïng of diversi@ indeed 

that celebrate it in idea and in practice. These imperatives have far-reaching 

implications for language and education that will gradudy emerge in these 

final three chapters. 

The Cultural Negotiation of Schooling 

The dynamic model of community devdoped in this chapter applies to 

a l l  bounded d t u r a l  settings, of whïch schools are an obvious and intriguing 

example. Particularly relevant for the ideas explored in the present work is 

the way that culture is negotiated in indigenous schools: that is, sdiools 



where the great majority of the students are drawn fkom a partïcuiar 

indigenous communityC One wouid expect very different Genres and 

Discourses to interact and combine in sudi setangs, which given enough 

m e ,  continuity and intensity could give rise to a mixed-type culture that 

would mediate, in dynamic fashion, between the local and the dominant 

soaeties. 

This idea has been expiored by Arlene Stairs, one of the most sensitive 

Canadian chroniciers of experïments in indigenous education, under the 

nibric of "adturd negotiation". çhe suggests thatr 

Indigenous schook- -- do not dlrectly reflect either a formai education ideai 

or the local commmity, but are new cultural aeations - "third cultural 

realities" in Malinowski's sense- The rich divertity of educationd designs 

developing in indigenous settlngs worldwide,-- evldence the aeative 
potential of culturally negotiated schools- A culturd negotiation 
perspective redefines education as "culture-in-the-makingrr at multiple 

leveIs. School becomes a forum for negotiation among surrounding 
cultures, between itself and the community, and in the personai 

negotiations of students with their cultural worlds, incluciing the school 
cuiture, as they constn~ct and reconstruct identity (Stairs, 1994: 156)- 

To gain insight into this process of negotiation, Stairs argues for the 

systematic expansion of what we think of as cont ext, meaning and process in 

education, and exploring these dimensions "through moving badc and forth 

between micro-study and model-building.. . It iç in a comprehensive 

awareness across cultural dimensions ... that hope lies for the sunival of 

indigenous schools and the2 communities" (Stairs, 1994: 157). Though she 

does not use the term, this vision is dosely akin to the ided of critical 

ethnography described in Chapter 6. Like the hamework developed in these 

chapters, then, Stairs' concept of cultural negotiation ïs intended to help 



inquirers see a particular area of human life "steadily and wholey', in DeU 

Hyrnes' phrase; or, as Stairç herseif expresses it, to ' b l p  us beyond 

momentary preoccupationsyf by "mak[ingJ VlSi'bIe certain dimensions to 

which both uisidea and outsiders in Uidigenous settlligs have ofien been 

cuiturdy blinCf (ibid., 169). 

Context. Meaning, Process 

nie challenge confkonted by Stairs is to conceptualize the making of a 

dassroom or school cultuce in a manner that gives due weight to the 

perceptions, roles and aeativity of the partiapants, yet makes dear their 

co~ectedness to extemal, complew, relativeiy stable culturai systems of 

knowing and doing. The ecological hamework developed here proposes 

treating dassroom and school as partiaiiy bounded systems of Discourse and 

Genre whose connections with local or distant cultural systems can be 

explored through the critical ethnography of communication. At the same 

cime, it proposes analyzïng the dynamics of cultural negotiation within a 

bounded system in terms of the contniution of the three ideal types of 

cultural community sketched earlier in this chapter. Drawing on a broad 

background in culturai psychology and education, Stairs proposes a different 

triad of concepts for this latter purpose: namely, context, meaning, and 

process. 

The dimension of context concerns the level of social order involved 

in the negotiation of comrnunity. In Stairs' examples, this ranges £rom 

dassroom/teacher through school/community and region/educational 

system to the state/nation; 0th- stepwise classifications could of course be 

employed. In the ecological hamework, such levels of social order are treated 



as nested communities or nested sets of overlapping communIties: the 

greater the range of communities affecteci by a par t idm negotiation, the 

higher the context levei. One can also imagine a contexf boundary dividing 

all communities affected in some way hom those not so affected: the higher 

the context level, the more inclusive the context boundary- Context iç thus an 

index of implicative scope in cultural negotiation, with low-context 

negotiations leading to more localized and speahic outcornes than high- 

context ones- 

Often there exist relatively strong Genre and Discourse boundaries 

between communities at different context levels, as Stairs points out: 

Deeply negotiated educatiod poiïcy at a national or regional Ievel does 

not insure deeply negotiated indigenous educational practice to 

individual schools and classrooms- There is presently, for instance, 

serious debate in Nunavik ~or the rn  Quebec] over local subversion by 

some Inuit educators and politiâans of the onginal indigenous school 

board vision for huit education-.-. Neither does a superfiaaiiy negotiated 

or exclusively Euro-North American school system policy aiways 

preclude the cultural negotiation of indigenous education withui the 

classroorn or local school (Stairs, 1994: 159)- 

This strongly suggests that the best strategy for achieving a sustainable 

cultural community in a local setting is not to isolate it, but to gain suppoa 

for it in as many contextual zones as possible; that is, to establish or 

strengthen those Genres and Discourses that cross context boundaries and are 

consis tent with the negotiation of local noms. Isolated teachea and içolated 

schools cannot resist assimilationist discouses as effectively as systems, 

networks and coalitions of indigenous schools and indigenous educators. One 

sees, in fact, that the most consistently successful indigenous schools also play 

a dearly political role; that is, they deliberately involve themselves in higher- 



context negotiations- A convincing illustration is offered by the Hualapai 

school in Peach Springs, Anzona: 

pluring the program's £kt years, the stafEconvened many public 

meetings- One of the questions raised repetitively at meetings was, 'Why 

have the schoois failed to educate our people?' --- In dkussions like this, 

the staff and other co~~ununity members gave voice to the fact that formal 

education had been imposed on the Hualapai people- In essence, there 

were no community values in formai schoohg- GaInlng community 

support for the bilnigual-biculturaL program thus required some 'reverse 
brainwashingrC Parents were provideci with opportunities to critically 

assess the history of formai education for Hualapai people, and to 

consider how the values and knowledge embodied in Hualapai culture 

were vaüd and indeed preferable to commercial curricula (Watahomigie 

and McCarty, 1994: 38)- 

This is an example of school-community negotiation, the most 

essential cross-context Luikage for securing the relative dtural  autonomy of 

the school. But indigenous schoois may partiapate in high-context 

negotiations at the regional and national levels as weiI. One reflection of thiç 

is in the curriculum, as at the Rock Point school on the Navajo Resewation, 

which began operating as a community-controlIed school in the late 1960s: 

From the outset, the Board and the school took the development of the 

Navajo Çoaal Studies component very seriously- -. - At the high school 

level, students took four half-years of Navajo Social Studies: a semester 

each of Navajo History, Navajo %ad Problems, Navajo Government, 

and Navajo Economic Development. Rock Point students were among the 

few students on the Reservation who left high school with some formal 

preparation for participation in the Navajo politicai process (Holm and 

Holm, 1990: 178)- 

Another rdection is the participation of local educators in negotiating 

overardung standards and objectives for indigenous education. On the 



Navajo reservation, one example is provided by Pfeiffer and H O M  

challenging vision of "Diné education in the year 2004" (Pfeiffer and Holm, 

1994), which is deeply informed by the Rock Point experience. Similar 

processes of building effective multi-communïty alliances in education are 

underway ail over North America, and would be worthy of a separate study. 

Such high-context work does not corne easily to communities imbueci with a 

deep conviction of their own sovereignty, but it is inaeasingly an integral 

part of es tablishing effective low-context control over education. 

Stairs' second dimension of meaning refers to the levd of cultural 

order under negotiation, ranging (in dassroom settings) from Ianguage and 

content (changes in what is leamed) through environmental and soaal 

relationships (changes in houi leamhg is accomplished) to changes in the 

values and worldview ernbodied in the school (reassessment of why leamïng 

is worthwhile). In the ecological fiamework, this dimension (the vertical one 

in Stairs' model) corresponds to a movement of imaginative awareness 

outwards ftom the here-and-now to encompass past and future, nature and 

culture, the causes and the consequences of actions. 1 therefore propose to 

treat meaning as an index of imaginative scope in cultural negotiation. Note 

that this is distinct hom context: negotiations in a hi@-context setting, su& 

as the formulation of national policy, can nonetheless suffer from extreme 

narrowness of vision; while negotiations in a low-context setting, such as a 

dassroom or school, can display great imaginative depth. It is also not to 

imply that the latter alone is a suffiaent measure of value or authentiaty. 

Exdusively high-meaning discourse risks losing its grounding in present 

realities and thus being ineffective as a guide to action. 



Stairsr partidar concem, however, is with widespread low-meaning 

practices in low-context setüngs, or what her Inuk colieague Betsy Annahatalc 

calls "floating lessod': 

[SJhe offixed the example of a unit in traditional tool-making for 

intermdiate Inuit boys. The students were mvolved and enjoying the 

Iesson she fdt, but deaIing with the tools as toys. They were not aware of 

the survival values carried by the tools - detailed attention, patience, 

right relationship to people, animals and the world. These same values 

might be conveyed usïng contemporary tools such as cornputers, but 

students were not relafing activdy to either in ternis of their own 

decisions, responsïïility, and futures (Stairs 1994: 165)- 

What is missing fkom such pedagogy, Stairs and Annahatak feel, is a 

vision of the world hom "a perspective we would c d  'moral', that is, 

teaching within the value mode1 of the dture" (Stairs 1994a: 164). Ecological 

psychology suggests, indeed, that in the absence of such teaching the students 

necessdy acquire a very Limited understanding of the tools' meaning. 

Recd,  from Chapter 4, that the meaning of a language device is what it 

accomplishes in the world. Suppose this to be true of everything in huma. 

culture, whether it be a cognitive tool or another kind of tool. Then the 

meaning of these Inuit tools is indeed in their use, not simply in what they 

are designed for but in every aspect of their making, handling, and 

employment; in their integration in Genre, Discourse and community. 

Awareness of the tools as fhings is situated low on the meaning dimension; 

awareness of their role in community ecology, of the relatiowhips and "tight 

actions" involving them, is high on the meaning dimension. 

Jerry Lipka has dramatically shown high-meaning pedagogy at work in 

his portrayal of a Yup'ik teacher in Alaska (Lipka, 1991). A demonstration of 

making a beaver pelt has students slipping easily into the roles of active 



observers, just as if they were out on the land; it becornes an animatecl lesson 

in subsistence, survival, and "right relationship". In minutes a srnail 

imagined co~~ununity is aeated in the dassroom whîch dosely models part of 

the community outside the school- The impücation is that teadùng practice 

in indigenous community-based schools may be very different from standard 

Western models, precisely because the students' imaginations need to be 

grounded in "who they are now and where they are going" (Annahatalc, 

1994). And this underlines the situatedness of the teachers themselves: if the 

community ecology that they know differs hom that of their students, the. 

theV ability to cultivate high-mearüng awareness in the latter may be 

Qrcumsmied in ways of whïch they themselves are quite unaware. Non- 

indigrnous (non-local) teachers in indigenous schools may have to learn to 

know themselves better, as weli as the chiidren they teach, in order to 

progress dong the meaning dimension. 

Stairs' third dimension, process, refers to the level of actiue 

participation by community members in the educational project. "Depth of 

negotiation process results in cultural aeativity-i1ture-h-the-making," 

writes Stairs, implying that the Iimiting of participation (either in temis of 

numbers of individuals, or in terms of intensity and duration) wiu prevent 

any real negotiation from taking place: 

As an example, negotiation at the initial language level in our mode1 c m  

result in a superficial process of introducing add-on "cultural indusion" 

indigenou language classes once or twîîe a week, unrelateci to and with 

no eflect on other school programs- On the other hand, it c m  result in the 

deep process of elder and community involvement, coIIective efforts at 

language renewal, and the strengthening of local indigenous identity 
mound the language, its use, and the cultural values it uniqueiy conveys 
(Stairs, 1994: 165). 



The meaning and process dimensions can be disthguished by thinking 

of the former as characterizing the range of Discourse available within a 

particular Genre, and the latter as characterizing the range of Genre available 

within a partidar Discourse- Low-meanhg negotiation limits the CO- 

ordering of awareness to the most immediate aspects of a situation; low- 

process negotiation limits the CO-ordering of awareness to those most 

immediately involved. Conversely, high-meaning negotiation ignores 

conaete partïculars to focus awareness on more abstract forms of order, and 

high-process negotiation subordhates the perceptions and values of the 

immediate stakeholders to those of a more diverse and cornplex community 

of individuals. Process can thus be summarïzed as an mdex of interpersonal 

scope, so that we have the folIowing dimensions characterizing all situations 

in which the co-ordering of awareness and action is being negotiated: 

context = implicational scope = total systern that is potentidly 
affected (the context bounda~y delimits the set of Genres and 
Discourses available for negotiation); 

meanhg = imaginative scope = range of Discourse involved in 
negotiation (kom shared experience to shared abstraction); 

process = interpersonal scope = range of Genre involved in 

negotiation (h situation-speàfic to system-wide). 

It is quite possible to have Iow-context (low-implication), low-meaning 

(low-imagination) practices whidi display high levels of process (as in the 

spom clubs that keep schools bearable for some students), or to have high- 

context, high-meaning initiatives-such as Ministry conferences and 

consultations-which engage a low range of Genres and are thus Iow process. 

Evidently a key aspect of successhil indigenous education iç sustaining high 

process and high rneaning at low context levels: that is, involving teachers 



and administrators in a continud effort to model community values in th& 

practices. This can involve a substantid amount of unleaming, as Lipka 

notes, for such values and practices "are not the ones being taught through ... 
field-based teacher education programs" (Lipka, 1991). Consequently, effective 

community-based schools g e n d y  place a great deal of emphasis on staff 

development and sharïng of b o t .  theory and practice. Outstanding examples 

include the multidtural Richmond Road school in Auckland, New Zealand 

(May, 1994) and the Hualapai school in Peach Springs: 

Ongoing staff development has been instrumentai to the curricular 

institution of the Hualapai language and cuitme- On-site workshops, 

classes, and participation in surnmer institutes ail aimed at building the 

capacity of c o ~ ~ ~ n u n i t y  members to design and imp1ement an educational 

program tailored to local needs The program has made effective use of 

cornmunity experts, especiaily eldersr and outside speüalists, organiznig 

regular workshops on bilingual/biculturai teaching methods, dtural and 

linguistic curriculum deveiopment, oral language, and process-oriented 

approaches to reading and writing in two languages- Importantly, these 

workshops have not been limited to program staff, but have included 

school faculty, adminiçfrators, parents, and staff involved in other 

federally funded school projects (Watahomigie and McCarty, 1994: 36- 

37). 

This is diffidt enough, given the materiai constrauits and social 

strains that indigenous schools must often struggle with. Still more diffidt  

is to sustain high process and high meaning at higher context Levels, since it 

is simply impossible to adueve the number and intensity of negotiated 

exchanges that is feasible within the contexts of local community and school. 

Overcoming this barrier, at least to some extent, is a key to the success of 

indigenous education "as a thing in itself", as Eber Hampton pu& it. Without 

standards that have been negotiated in common, the only thing indigenous 



schools wiU share is the mainstream ~ystem-~'the white man" (Hampton, 

1995: 24). Ifr instead, a vision of education c m  be deveioped that cdebrates 

spirituality, diversity, service and respect, then every teacher and 

adnunistrator in indigenous schools wiU have an alternative yardstick 

against which to measure their practïce and their objectives. This is, of course, 

no less than a process of cultural negotiation, a building of community, 

withh the c o n t e  of nation, continent and globe. 

To sum up the above, I see context, meaning and process as a way of 

characterizing the dynamics of a dtural community. The Inuit communities 

that inspired Çtairs' model live by norms of awareness and partiapation that 

radicalIy challenge bdt-in assumptions in the organization of modem 

schooling. To dose this chapter, 1 will now propose how these insights can be 

related to the ideal types of Gemeinschaft, Gesellschaft and Vereinschaft, and 

explore a few of the practical implications of such an analysis-not only for 

indigenous education, but for schools in general. 

"A Third Cultural Realitv" 

Because she draws her inspiration from indigenous cultural values, 

Stairs has impücitly proposed a three-dimensional model of Gemeinschaft. It 

is important to see, however, that the Gemeinschaft ideal is not embodied in 

the maximization of context, meanhg and process, although her illustrative 

examples often contrast the low indices (on these three dimensions) of 

conventional mainstream education with the high indices sought by 

indigenous educators. On deeper examination, the definhg characteristic of 

Gemeuischaft-type cultural negotiation appears as a consfant cycling between 

highs and lows. 



That thk must be so is evldentr first, from Stah'  comments on the 

qcl ic  regeneration of relationship as a shared and centrai value in indigenous 

cultures: 

Both among Inuit 1 have corne to know, and as descri'bed with 0th- 

indigenous peopIes- - - there is a need to continually construct and 

reconstruct relationships with aU aspects of the wor1d-humans, 
espeaaIly kin, animals, the land, spirits- Neglect or prevention fkom cyclic 

regeneration of any of these rdationships disrupts development towards 
innumank, a most genuine person, and threatens identity utterly. A 

person is not seen as a bounded inditriduai but is her/himself diçtriiiuted 
among others and the land ( S e s ,  1996: 231)- 

Even this last statement, 1 suspect, may be too categoricai. The concept 

of cydic regeneration suggests that identity is more as something to be 

constantly rediscoaered through interaction-neither exclusively "out there" 

nor "in here", but in the relationship between the huo (an idea that ecologicd 

psychology is finally rediscove~g, after centuries of what Blake disdaiiifully 

called "Newton's sleep", but which 1 would more emphaticaiiy label "Plato's 

dream"). Such interaction should encompass all levels of context (ftom the 

ernbodied self through near and distant kin to a situated relationship with the 

world), meaning ( h m  form and substance through action to spirit-a sense 

of the personhood of things and processes in nature), and process (from the 

solitary inward vision, through daily living with others, to the reaeation of 

culture in each generation as a group endeavour that subsumes the 

individu&). It is this conception of what education is that supplies StaUs' 

mode1 with its ultimate grounding- 

Such an epistemology of discovery carries with it an openness to 

change, as Staîrs relates. "Inuit point out that change is a strong cultural value 

for them and growth is continual" (Stairs, 19%: 224); "There is great danger ... 



in being 'too pure' about traditional deveiopment values-kinship networks 

of sharïng, for instance, must be modifiecl to deai with money as well as meat 

from the hunt" (ibid., 225). Yet such diange, white continual and welcome, 

takes place against a background of core cultural values: "Things matter, even 

small changes are not trivial and must be worked out seriously and deeply at 

the level of cultural laws rather than behavioural rules" (ibid., 225). Cyclïng 

between mùuma and maxima implies a cornmitment to dynamic integration, 

which might be termed the keystone value of Gemeinschaft-type cultures. 

Very different commitments characterize the other two ideai cultural 

types. The strength of Stairs' mode1 is revealed in its ability to accommodate 

them elegantLy and insightfdy, in a way that deepens and strengthens the 

ecological frame of andysis. 

1 propose that in Gesehchaft, the ideal most faaULiar to scholars 

weaned on Cartesian epis temology, the keys tone value is dynamic reduction. 

It implies that all relationships, at ail levels of context, meaning, and process, 

are to be deeply understood and experienced in terms of their respective 

minima. So ail levels of context are to be understood in terms of the here- 

and-now, the syndironic moment; all levels of meaning are to be reduced to 

the units of speech, or even to the physical processes underlying them; a l i  

levels of process are to be interpreted in terms of individual actions, or even 

as neurons firing in single brains. Far as it is from the realities of people's 

daily lives, this ideai is nonetheless ernbodied daily in the writings of 

rnodernist intellectuals, from Noam Chomsky to Richard Dawkins (the work 

of Evers and Lakomski analyzed in Chapter 5 provides another strüung 

example); its single-mindeci darity has propelleci the saentific and 

technological revolution, and continues to confront modem societies with 



ethical dilemmas on which it can offer no guidance, save the libertarian 

p rinap Le of laissez-faire. 

Gesellschaft ide& form the background to much modem study of 

education; as Stairs writes, "movement beyond the individudistic Learner 

f o w  of behavioural and later cognitive psychology has progresseci through 

slow and uneven çteps and is still in progress" (Stairs, 1994: 155); much work 

on curriculum, pedagogy and administration has Likewise been reductive. It 

was suggested in the k t  t u .  of this work that an underlying value 

orientation in such intellectual work has been the quest for certainty and 

predictability, in place of Gemeinsdiaft strate* for embracing and 

harnessing change. It should be understood, however, that this value reflects 

the mixed-type nature of modern soaety; a hue Geseilschaft would be quite 

indifferent to change, as long as individuals could continue to pursue their 

interests in an unfettered fashion. To the extent that dynamic reduction 

continues to dorninate many forms of discourse, it is neither suprising nor 

ironic that it creates and maintains a culture of turbulent, unceasing change. 

Modernity's "rage for order" (Friedrich) is, instead, an aspect of 

Vereinschaft, whose keystone value may be termed dynarnic 

sublimation-the raising of al l  cultural encounters to the highest Level of 

context, meaning and process. "Hïghest context" here needs to be understood 

as the limiting contexf, defined by the boundaries of Vereinschaft; context 

levels above the limiting context must either be ignored or imaginatively 

related to it-as in the self-appointed colonial missions of the Western 

European peoples, who saw the world as an object to be remade in their 

image. Thus, Vereinschaft discourages cultural negotiation outside its 

boundaries, just as it discourages independent exploration-whether of the 



s e .  or of the world-within its boundaries, hdividuals are educated to 

monitor th& own actions in terms of adherence to transcendent values: the 

"why" of the meaning dimension govems a l l  forms of Discourse. SimilarIyf 

on the dimension of process, it is the group n o m  that prevail; the duty of 

wholehearted partiapation in the cuitural reproduction of society is the 

prinàple that tnimps all others. 

Aithough Vereinsdiaft-type values are most strikùigly realized in 

autocratie and thematic states, th& effecfs can be traced everywhere, 

induding the organization and govemance of modem education systems. As 

many critical educators have poïnted out, the O&-prodairned cornmitment to 

education for independent thought that one finds in Liberal soaeties is 

usually belied by such common proceciures as standardized testing, a sanitized 

curriculum, and a style of pedagogy that reduces Leamers' responsbility and 

initiative to a minimum. It is Vereinschaft that provîdes the "hidden 

curriculum" so effectively transrnitted by schools, thereby undermining the 

GeseUschaft ideals that dominate discourse abouf education. Vereinschaft 

values are ofien not made expliat, for this exposes them to Geseilschaft-type 

deconstruction and critique; rather they are embodied by virtue of the 

Vereinschaft prinüple that "what everyone else does must be rightff. 

Vereinschaft thuç resists change as staunchly as Geseilschaft embraces it; the 

uneasy coexistence of the two in modem soüeties is regulated, Largely but not 

whoLly unconsaously, by Limiting scrutiny and debate at the highest levels of 

context, meaning and process. 

The obstades to effective indigenous community-based education are 

therefore of two kinds. Fïrst, as cultural negotiation progresses dong the 

dimensions of context, meaning and process, it nins an inaeasing risk of 



encountering Vereinschaft-type barriers. In the context dimension, thk can be 

seen in termç of politid and institutional resistance within the goveming 

structures of education: the higher the context level, the less likely one is to 

find deeply negotiated support for effective local control. In the meaning 

dimension, this can be seen in the structure and content of the curriculum: 

indigenous schools may be able to effect changes in textbooks and pedagogy, 

particularly in the younger grades; but in general, and espeaally in the higher 

grades, such Vereuischaft-related features as the cornpartmentabation of 

subjects, the prestige of the written standard language, and the high value 

attached to objediCied knowledge are extremely diffidt to challenge or alter. 

FinaIly, in the process dimension, it can be observed that the flexïiiility of 

negotiation dedines as more and more people are involved: projects can be 

radical when developed by a small group, yet move doser and doser to 

mainstream practice as the process expands. 

Alongside these Vereinschaft-type obstades are those due to 

Geseilschaft. More than a dilemma of practice, these represent an impasse of 

understanding. By focusing awareness upon a single context level, a single 

level of meaning, or a single level of process (and especially upon the lowest 

level, the isolated individual or teacher-leamer dyad in the here-and-now), 

the Genres and Discourses of Gesellschaft consistently mixonstnie what is 

going on in dassrooms and schools, and indigenous schools in particular. 

This misconstrual has consequences: it not only blinds teachers, 

administrators and policy-makers to the impact of their actions, but it 

deprives indigenous education of an educational vocabulary adapted to its 

needs. Gesekchaft-type d i s c o u r ~ t h e  textualized knowledge of disaplinary 

cultural co~nmunit ies~an be a powerful force for change over the long 



term; unfortunately, as Stairs points out, such discourses as might be suited to 

descriahg and championing Gerneinschaft-type education are still in the 

earliest stages of development. For some t h e  to corne, educational &course 

will be at best an unrelîable ally for indigenous educators; more o h ,  it will 

be their enemy. 

Pointhg out these obstacles is not intended as a rationale for doing 

nothing: on the contrary, by mapping out the terrain I hope to provoke more 

strategic thuikuig about priorities and objectives. In particulart it seems 

imperative to me to promote the keystone value of Gemeinschaftt dynamic 

integration, withùi a l l  aspects of indigenous education. A school that takes 

?qding" as its guiding organizational p ~ a p l e  may be able to incorporate 

much that is of value from both Gesellschaft and Vereinschaft, and to 

develop a critical consciousness towards whatever is inimical in these 

cultural orientations. Cydùig will be most effective when it extends as far 

along the dimensions of context, meaning and process as possible. This 

means, as we have seen, finding ways to incorporate higher context levels in 

the curriculum, and discussing them from a local perspective; bringing 

teachers and administrators togethe- both in the school and with the 

community; encouraging individual experïence and discovery, but then 

working to place them in a Larger imaginative context. When such work is 

given priori5 schools become very different places to learn and teach. 

Why, then, restrict it to indigenous education? Or, more accutately, 

why reserve Gemeinschaft-type education to indigenous schools? It is not 

that Gemeinschaft has utterly withered in modem soàeties, only that it has 

become invisible in the ruling discourses of the imagination Wherever there 

are people, Gemeinschaft can be built- Not easily, of corne. Indigenous 



communities, however terrible their present situation, have lost less of theù 

millennid herïtage than people whose soàeties have been modernizing for 

centuries. Nonetheless, Gemeinschaft is a human potential, not only an 

indigenous one, and by starting with the conte*, meanings and Ieveis of 

process that individuals already share, cydic processes of shared exploration 

can slowly begin to build a dynaLIUcally integrated culture in any setting. 

In reality, of course, such work will not be allowed to progress 

unhindered. h the uidigenous context, Eber Hampton speakç of the ongoing, 

relentless war "between that which honours Me and that which does not" 

(Hampton, 1995 33). It iç not that Gesellschaft and Vereiwchaft are 

necessady life-denyïng, but that they cannot keep such imaginative forces 

under control. For Hampton, this is a call to action, a spur to invention: 

It is the tension felt by Native educators, teachers, administrators and 

curriculum developers as they attempt to fit their practice into non- 

Native structures that generates the creativity necessary for the 

development of the new Native education (Hampton, 1995: 10)- 

It would be w d  if 0th- educators were to come to perceive this 

tension as ail-pewasive, to accept the challenge of reestablishing 

Gemeinschaft within schoois and communities, and to take on a 

commitment to the cydic regeneration of relationship in theïr own Lives. In 

such àrcurnstances, Stairç' "optimistic proposal of cultural negotiation" 

would t d y  come into its own-as a fdly-realized potential "for evolving 

cultural identities as a rich range of alternatives to assimilation and cultural 

loss, or even to indigenization and cultural isolation or momie between the 

two" (Stairs, 1994: 155). It is surely an outcome worth working for. 



Community and Modernity 

In the previous chapter, 1 argued for an understanding of modem 

sotieties as mixed-type CUIturaI communïties in which Gesellsdiaft and 

Vereinschaft both compete wiCh and complement one another- 1 suggested, 

too, that this implied certain things about the hinctioning and development 

of modem languages, and about their rdationship to v e r n a d z s  based in 

Gemeinschaft-type cultural communities. This chapter will take these ideas 

W e r ,  showing how o u  experience of and ideas about language and 

education have been ini3uenced by Gesellschaft and Vereinschaft and 

exp loring some implications of the ecological alternative- 

Language and Vemacular Values 

T o  understand modernity in ecological and evolutionary terms, we 

need to trace its development kom pre-modernity. In Chapter 5 1 argued that 

the Cartesian conception of knowledge was con~uous ,  in important 

respects, with the Christian veneration of written texts and their interpreters. 

The extension of this epistemology to sedar domains of knowledge was well 

adapted to the spread of imperial rule, although it also led to unforeseen 

consequences in the Enlightenment, the saentific and indushial revolutions, 

and the gradual establishment OC the Liberal democraaes. It is time now to 

examine the Linguistic dimension of this transformation more dosely. 



1 suggested in the prevïous chapter that the linguistic component OC 

Gemeinschaft is the "ideal vemacular", and that this represents one pole of 

the evolutionaxy cydes that gave Ne to the Iinguistic mosaic of the pre- 

modern world. "Vernacular" is a traditional word for local, unstandardized 

linguistic varieties. It is also the word that the Jesuit-trained scholar Ivan 

Illich proposed to denote the Gemeinschaft way of life as a whole: 

Vmcular cornes fiom an Indo-Germanic root that implies "rootedness" 

and "abode"- Vemculum as a Latin word was used for whatever was 

homebred, homespun, homegrown, homemade, as opposed to what waç 

obtained in formal exchange. The child of one's slave and of one's wife, 

the donkey bom of one's own beaçt, were vernacular beings, as was the 

staple that came from the gatden or the commons. . . . Just now, I would 

iike to resuscïtate some of [the word's] old breadtk We need a simple, 

straightforward word to designate the activities of people when they are 

not motivated by thoughts of exchange, a word that denotes autonomous, 

non-market-related actions through which people satisfy everyday 

needs-the actions that by thWr very nature escape bureaucratic control, 

satisfying needs to which, in the very process, they give spedic shape. - -. 
By speaking about vernacular language and the poss1iility of its 

recuperation, 1 am trying to bring into awareness and discussion the 

existence of a vernacular mode of being, doing and making that in a 

desùable future society might again expand in a l l  aspects of life- (Illich, 

1983: 476-7) 

An ecohguistic account of modernity, then, may begin by joinïng 

Illich in tracing the dedine of the vemacular in pre-modern Europe and its 

replacement b y other "modes of being". 

Many centuries before Descartes, the seeds of modem Europe were 

being sown through the ascendancy of the post-Carolingian monastic orciers 



and their technologies. Between 900 and 1500, medieval northwestern Europe 

was gradually transformeci from a heavily forested and sparsely settied 

continent into a mosaic of largish villages dominated by the local abbey and 

relying on the previously unknown power and speed of the horse to b ~ g  

large swathes of the counhyside under cultivation. Over this perïod, 

according to the Jesuit-traïned scholar Ivan IIlïch, the monasteries graduaiiy 

expanded the5 role fiom magisteriai to pastoral: "the dassical pnest trained 

in Roman and Heiieniçtic models began to be trançmogri€ied into the 

precursor of the service professional: the teacher, soaal worker, or educator" 

(Illich, 1983: 477). With inaeasïng imaginative dependence on the local 

brandi of the Church came a graduai SW from Gemeinschaft towards 

Vereinschaft. As Illich makes dear, when "the dergy can define its services as 

needs of human nature, and make this semice commodity the kind of 

necessity that cannot be forgone without jeopardy to eeternal Iife," then the 

vernacular conception of Christian M e  has been replaced by a one in which 

local Lfe is sublimated to high-conte*, high-meaning, high-process noms 

(Illich, 1983: 478). 

A change in cornmunity type necessarïly affects the language in which 

it conducts its affairs. One effect was undoubtedly to establish or strengthen 

Genre-Discourse boundaries between communities in diEferent parishes; on 

the dialect maps of Europe today one can still trace these old boundaries in 

the form of "isogIosses", demarcation lines between one set of linguistic 

forms and another- Another effect, traced by Illich, was to alter the popular 

conception of language: 

Neither in ancient Greece nor ui the Middle Ages did people make the 

modem disünction between mutually understandable diaiects and 
different languages. The same holds tme today, for example, at the grass 



mots in India- What we biow today as monoIlligua1 communiti& were 

and, in fi& are exceptions- From the Balkans to hdochinaC-s western 

fiontiers, it is süiL rare b h d  a village in which one carmot get alongin 

more than two or three tongus. Whiie itis assumeci that each person has 
his pabirs smno rfather speech," the language of the home], itis equaiiy 

taken br granted that most persons speakseveral ''vuigaf tongues, each 

in a vernacular, untaught way, Thus the vemadar, in opposition to 

speciaiüed, leamed language-Latin for the Church, F r d s h  for the 

Court-was as obvious in its variety as the taste of i d  wines and h d ,  

as  the shapes of houses and hoe, d o m  to the eleventh century- It was at 

this moment, quite suddenly, that the tenn nuith- fongue appeared. 
(Illich, 1983 479) 

"Mother tongue," as interpreted by Illich, denotes a Vereinsdiaft 

language. It is the language of social service, of the 'Wother Church" or of any 

other curatorial or pastoral institution. According to Illich, the term was h t  

coined by the Frankkh-speaking (Le. Germanie) monkç of the Cistercian abbey of 

Gon, in Lorraine, as a rneans to combat an encroadimg vemacular shift towards 

Romance which wodd weaken their stahis relative to the neighbouring 

monastery of Cluny. Mother tongue is not the pfrrfrrus senno, but the language of 

institutionalized sdvation In the usual dialectic of Vereînschaft it is a language 

that both brings people together (under the aegis of some authority) and divides 

them (£rom people living under rival authorities). While it may resemble a local 

vemadar, it is invested with a mord weight that constrains what can be said in 

it, and how; ability in its Genres and Discourses must be acquired in sanctioned 

settings h m  sanctioned experts. Accordhg to Illich, "as a rare Latin term it 

["mother tongue"] incubated for several centuries. In the decades before Luther, 

quite suddenly and dramatically, lit] acquired a strong meaningC It became the 

language taught in school" (Iüich, 1983: 480). 



Another transformation was in the making- Since the time of 

Charlemagne, the principal language of formai schooling had been Latin 

(Kahane & Kahane, 1987); yet as early as the 12th century, lay sdiools were 

spreading through Europe and providing some instruction in the local 

languages of administration and commerce. By the 15th cen- there was a 

strong lïterary and humanistic tradition in many vernacular varieties, even 

as Latin, too, spread from its base in religion and law to become an all- 

purpose lingua hanca of the educated elite (Parker, 1983). In the midst of this 

thrïving multihgual mixed-type society, where Gesellschaft and 

Vereinschaft had modifieci but not yet deposed GemeSnschaft as the 

organizuig prinaple of everyday Me, appeared a üterally revolutionq 

tedinology: the printing press. 

It is estîmated that before 1500, more than 1,700 presses in almost 300 

European towns had produced one or more books. Almost 40,000 

editions were publkhed during the f3teertt.h century, comprising 

somewhere between 15 and 20 miIlion copies. About one third of these 

were pubkhed in the various vernacdar Ianguages of Europe. 

Four categories of books k s t  appeared in the people's Ianguages: 
vernacular, native Iiterature; translations from French and Latin; 

devotional books; and, already, the how-to-do-it manuals that made 

teachers unnecessary- Printed books in Latin were of a different sort, 

cornprising textbooks, nt~als, and lawbooks-books at the service of 
professional dergymen and teachers. From the very beginning printed 

books were of two kinds: those which readers independently chose for 

their pleasure and those professionally prescribed for th& own gwd. 

(Illich, 1983: 468-9) 

The impact of this vernacular literature may have been far greater than 

the number of copies suggests, since standard vemacular üteracy practices of 

the t h e  entailed reading aloud to an audience, not consuming a text 



privateiy and in silence. B y  itself, then, the advent of the printing press did 

not bring about a movement towards standardizing languages over a wide 

area. P ~ t i n g  might have continueci to develop as a local indus-, fostering 

the literary development of hundreds or thousands of vernacular varieties 

dongside languages of wider communication What intervened was the 

expansion of Vereinschaftr "the transformation of mother tongue into 

national language under the auspices of the imperïalist Crown's 

grammarians" (Illichr 1983: M O ) ,  and with it, the aeation of a new linguistic 

role for schook 

From a modern standpoint, it is difficuit to imagine that medieval era 

before prïnt, with its very different conceptions of time, space, and human 

purpose (Anderson, 1983). Clearly, however, the diversity of local ways of life 

was an accepted fab which neither Church nor State considerd problematic, 

for the simple reason that no alternative had yet been imagined. Secular 

rulers were not partidarly concerned with what people did in their everyday 

lives, as long as they didn't obstnict the material interests of the Gown; the 

Church had adueved a degree of localization that made it part of the fabnc of 

diversity, although its evolution into a pastoral institution had already 

prepared the ground for a far-reaching cultural transformation. The first man 

who dearly saw the potential in applying a similar prinaple to the State was a 

Castilian linguist, Elio Antonio de Nebnja, whose manifesta of 1492, the 

Gramkfica Castellana, is described by Illich as comparable "to the burning of 

Giordano B r n o  or to the appearance of Johannes Kepler's The H a n n a y  of 

the Worlds" (Illich, 1983: 464). 

Nebrija had spent hïs youth in the study of classical Latin, grammar 

and rhetoric, and his middle years in the study of Castilian. He regarded with 



disdain the spread of literacy in local vernadars (the Gutenberg revolution 

began in his adolescence); in the introduction to his grammar, dedicated to 

Queen Isabella, he writes of his "constant desire... to provide the men of my 

tongue with books worthy of their Ieisure- Presently, they waste their üme on 

novels and fancy stories fidl of lies" (Illich, 1983: 467). And so, he continues: 

1 have decidecl--- that my most urgent task ïs to transform CastüÏan 
speech into an artihct, so that whatever henceforth SM be wrïtten in 

this language may be of one standard tenor, one coinage that can outlast 

the thes-  Gr& and Latin have been governed by art, and thus have kept 

th& dormity throughout the aga- ..- 1 want to do for our Ianguage 
what Zeno has done for Greek and Crates for Latin- *.. By means of my 

grammar, [your subjects] s h d  Ieam artlficid Castiiian, not ciifficuit to 

do, since it is b d t  up on the base of a language they know; and, then, 

Latin wiU corne easily- (Illich, 1983: 470-3) 

Several arguments are marshalled by Nebrija for the adoption and 

dissemination of his grammar by the Crown, a.lI of them uispired by a 

Vereinsdiaft-type vision of the world. First, the i n f m l  power of the Crown 

will be greatly augmented, both spatially and temporaliy. Centrally-produced 

documents, whether administrative texts or propaganda, wiil become 

accessible to dl, instead of requiring local translations or hctionuig only 

within government agenaes. Vemacular literacy, potentially frivolous or 

seditious, will be discouraged by the flood of approved publications in the 

artifiaal standard. Second, the civdizing mission of the Crown requires that 

Spanish culture be brought into step with the great classical cultures of 

antiquity, and thus the development of a language suiteci For the translation 

of Latin and Greek. Third, the exfemal power of the Crown, already proven 

against the Moors and soon to be used for the subjugation of the New World, 



responds to the imperatives of rule and avilization alïker and will thus be 

equally well served by the standard language. 

In Nebrija's striking vision, the concept of "mother tongue" suddenly 

assumed unprecedented dimensions. In IIlZch's analysis: 

Nebrija's granunar is conceived by him as a pillar of the nation-state- 

Through it, the state is seen, from its very beginnÏng, as an aggressively 
productive agency. nie new state &es from people the words on wtuch 

they subsist, and transfonns them hto the standardized language which 
henceforth they are cornpelleci to use, each one at the levd of education 

that has been institutionally imputed to him* Hencefo~, people wiU have 

to rely on the language they received £rom above, rather than develop a 
tongue in conunon with one another @lich, 1981: 14)- 

Naturally, Nebrija's program could not be realized ail at once. For one 

thing, it depended impliatly on a system of formal education that would 

employ the new variety, and this could only be developed piecemeal, in 

many fits and starts. For another, it would take time to train writea and 

handators in the new language and to develop its expressiveness in all the 

necessary areas. But these were simply details; it was the audacious vision of 

empire articulated by a common tongue that moved his readers. The 

combination of regal powec, capitalism, and the printing press provided new 

and fertile ground for the f b t  attempt at what would eventuaily be called 

"language planningf'-the deliberate development and dissemination of a 

new linguistic variety for political and cultural purposes. 

The Linguistics of Modernitv 

What interests us now is the linguistic ecology of this new creation. 

Nebrija's grammar was no more than an "engineering manual", in IIlich's 

phrase: only when taken up and used by a community of speakers could his 



"artifiaal Castilian" develop the Genres and Discourses characteristic of a 

naturd language. It is thus of great impoa whom Nebrija set out to convince 

of hiç projectrs viability: f is t  the Spanish Crown, second the humanist 

intellectuals. Unlike a vemacular, whïch is acquFred only by those whose 

mode of lite is fitted to its characteristic Genres and Discourses, the adoption 

of a standard language requires an act of transcendent will-an imaginative 

relating of the speaker to others he has never met ~ebrija's proposai was 

designed to invite particular Iands of imaginative projection, in which local 

forms of life were destined to appear as marginalC mere resources to be 

sublùnated in the great project of Cosmopolis. Such were the pragrnatic 

horizons embedded in the first Genres and Discourses of this new, evolving 

community. Spain was to be reimagined through a single Ianguage based on 

the Castilian vemaculars and rendered intertranslatable with the European 

humanïst tradition. It was a wonderfui invitation to intellectual aeation; in 

the long term it would also prove to be the most effective tool of imaginative 

hegemony ever devised. 

For what Nebrija had discovered was a new type of Vereinschaft-the 

nation. As touched on in Chapter 2, Benedict Anderson has argued for the 

centrd role of standard print liieracy in enabling the sharïng of ideas, 

experiences and values across a wide area and thus giving birth to a sense of 

nationhood (Anderson, 1983). But it is important, too, to see that this process 

did not anse spontaneously aaoss wide swaths of rural dialects, but spread 

outwards from urban centres of power, carryïng with it the Genres and 

Discowses of imperiaiism, humanism, and paternalism. To participate in this 

new language of opportunity, one had to become conversant with the 

worldview of the Centre; and the Centre was soon embarked upon an 



unprecedented enterprise of pillage and conguestin the New WorId and 
* * adrmnistrative dominion in the OId. 

h the f i s t t u m  1 drew apon the work of Zygmunt Bauman to d e s m i  the 

biah of modernity- Iliïch's analysis brings out another aspect of this 

transformation, exemplified by language but with far wider implications: 

nie radical change kom the vernacuiar to taught language foreshadows 

the switch fkom breast to boffle, fiom subsistence to w&er fiom 

production for use to production for the market,. ftomexpectations 

divided between State and Church to a world where the Chuch is 

marginal, religion is privatizd,. and the state assumes the maternai 

functions hitherto claimed ody  by the Chur&, Formerly, there had been 

no salvation outside the Church; now, there wouId be no readin~ no 

writing - if possible, no speaking - outside the educational sphere. People 

would have to be rehrn out of the monarch's wornb, and be nourïshed at 

her breast Both the atizen of the modem state and his state-provided 

language corne into behg for the fht tirne -both are without precedent 

anywhere in history (Illich, 1981: 15)- 

Illich is correct about the general direction and implications of the transi- 

tion fiom vemadar to mother tongue, h m  Gemeinschaft to Vereinschaft; but 

his statement focuses on only one aspect of the linguistic ecology of modemity. 

As Renaissance humankm was swept from the field by Cartesian rationalism, 

the nascent national languages developed Genres and Discourses that were 

unforeseen by Nebrija and his peers. States çimply did not have the resources to 

impose Vereinsdiaft at the depth that Nebrija have imagined, and the 

imaginations of their educated subjects were able to roam into amas that he 

would surely have wished to proscnie- At the price ofconformity to the Genres 

and Discourses of Vereinschaft-participation in the rituals of national loyalty, 

s o a d  convention (induding discrimination based on gender, race and dass), 



religious orthodoxy, and humanïst piety-the "atlzen of the modem state" 

was fkee to explore the possi%iIities of rational wiU, whether it be in 

commerce, in saence, or elsewhere. The unfolding of modernity can be seen 

in part as a duel between these two orientations, Vereinschaft and 

Gesellschaft, within the boundaries set by the limits of national power. 

It can be seen that in such cïrcumstances, the ecology of national 

languages becomes a complex thing indeed. Vereinschaft works to generalize 

Genres and Discourses that relate the individual and the group to the cultural 

community as a whole. To the extent that it succeeds, aU acdturated users of 

the national language share certain forms of knowledge and belief, certain 

attitudes, certain values, that c m  reiiably be drawn on in particular setangs 

and with regard to partidar topio. To be really successful, a national 

Vereinschaft needs a centralized education system and an extensive array of 

communications media-just as a disciplinary Vereinschaft needs university 

departments, textbooks, monographs and journals. Its effect, in the symbolic 

realrn, is to establish the "fields" desaibed by Bourdieu (1991), in which every 

symbolic gesture has its market value and low symbolic capitalization is likely 

to result in exclusion or oppression. 

Vereinschaft cornpetes with Gemehxhaft, tugging people's awareness 

away from local partidarïties-each other as individu& and kin, the 

environment as a system of natuml relationships into whidi people must 

fit-towards the limiting context, be it nation, religion, profession, or 

whatever. As we have seen, the establishment of such cultural communities 

has an inevitable corollary: the raising of new Genre-Discourse boundaries 

between them. Within the national Vereinschaft, then, the social space is 

increasingly riven by communicative divides, even as people begin to mingle 



and migrate towards the h a n  centres on an unprecedented scale. Since few 

Vereinschaft-type communities encompasç every aspect of existence, normal 

soual M e  inaeasingly demands the co-ordering of awareness and action on 

the bas& of minima1 mutual knowledge. Gesellschaft, in other words, fiZk fhe 

gaps left by Vereinschaft the latter engenders the former through its 

Just as capitalism requires a currency standard to enable the exchange of 

disparate commodities, so GeseIIsdiaft requires a linguistic standard to enable 

communication between disparate culturd communities. Ironïcally, then, 

Nebrija's dreamed-of language of dture and power is inevitably pressed into 

service as a makeshift go-between in situations where neither culture nor 

power is of service. In contrast to a vemacular, where layen of unspoken 

meaning can underlie each phrase, the standard language is increasingly 

constrained to present its meaning on the -ce: the "Lïteral" ideai is born. 

Linguistic creativity becomes the province of speaalists, for ordinary speakers 

are caught befween strict Vereinschaft sanctions against inappropriate speech 

and shong Gesdschaft constraints on what wiil be understood. One speaks as 

one has been taught, or as one has heard professionals speak. Illich records hiç 

dismay at the consequences: 

Taught colloquial is the language of the announcer who follows a saipt 
that an editor was told by a publicïst that a board of directors had 
deâded should be said. Taught colloquial is the dead, impesonal rhetoric 
of people paid to dedairn with phony conviction texts composed by 
others, who themseives are usually paid only for des@ing the text. 
People who speak tau@ language imitate the announcer ofnews, the 

cornedian of gag writers, the Instructor foilowing the teacher's manual to 

explain the textbook, the songsters ofengineered rhymes, or the ghost- 

written president. . . - 



The vernacular and taught mother tcmgue are like the two extremes on the 

spectrum of the coUoquial- Language woddbe totally inhuman if it were 

totally taught ,-- 1 do not daim that the vemacular dies; only that it 

withers. The Amencan, French or German colloguials have become 

composites made up of two Ends oflanguage: commdlty-Iike taught 

uniqpack and a lùnpkg, ragged, jerky vemadar struggling to survive- 

(Illich, 1983: 485-6) 

Illich is fundarnentally concerned with freedom, autonomy, and the 

pursuit of wisdom: Like indigenous theorists, he considers these values best 

realized in Gemeinschaft. His well-known plea for "deschooling s o a e v  

follows naturally h m  th& stance. Yet even if we accept the need for 

education to move towards a Gemeinschaft-type cydùig model, as argued in 

the previous chapter, we still need to understand how it cm be articulateci 

with modem soaety and the massive knowledge industries it has developed. 

This is the issue to which 1 now tum. 

Education and Comrnunity 

In Chapter 5,I  argued that the Cartesian revolution had consisted, 

above ail, in the soaal separation of knowing hom doing, of the saentists and 

philosophers hom the a d m ~ t r a t o r s  and ruiers, within the uneasy alliance 

desaibed by Bauman under the heading of "legislative reason" (Chapter 2). In 

the last chapter 1 reinterpreted this alliance in terms of a balance between 

GeseUschaft and Vereinschaft, between rational will/dynamic reduction and 

transcendent will/dynamic sublimation, within mixed-type modem soaeties. 

Now 1 propose to take this analysis a little m e r .  



Cultares and TheV Codes 

Knowledge, in the ecological paradigm, k always active: it hheres in the 

ongoing &O& of real people toward meaning and value- When knowledge is 

put into words, it only remains howledge in so fm as those words succeed in 

ceordering the efforts of other people. Without interpeters, words are s o d  

and sights devoid of meanin& "agitated layers of air or marks on a page. Yet 

even when wodd-be mterpreters &, words do not camy theh own translation 

manual with thea Interpreters must leam to share the same world of experience 

as the speaker or m e r  before they can pro- understand what words mean; 

and this effort of co-orde~g  one's awareness and actions with others, through 

Discourses and Genres, reaches its culmination m Gemeïnschaft, GdmIzafi ik 

the ultiimte@wt of s h e d  ktwwledge. 

What the scientific revolution accomplished, in part through the agency of 

Descartes, was to estab1ish a new and tightly cïrcumscriid type of 

Gemeinschaft: speaalized +es of cultural negotiation, moving back and forth 

dong the dimensions of context, meaning and process, yet focusecl on only one 

isolated aspect of the world. Such comrnunities generated their own limiting 

context and thus necessarily took on some of the aspects of Vereinschaft, with 

their orthodoxies and hierarchies and modes of discipline; necessdy, they also 

embodied aspects of Gesellschaft, with many aspects of everyday life exduded 

h m  negotiation (and the embodied self usuaUy exduded fiom the m e n  text); 

and yet, the experience of Gemeinschaft they offe~ed was enough to generate a 

loyalty, a dedication, an absorption in some of their praditioners that endowed 

them with an impressive dynamisa 



Such communities generate th& own language varietieç-often 

referred to disparagingly as "jargon" by outsiders, but an ïnevitable by-product 

of Gemeinschaft-type negotiation. As their reports of theh discoveries diffuse 

outwards, dong with the technological practices they make possible, some of 

these language devices do as w d ,  eventuaily arriving in the "taught 

colIoquials" that now constitute the basis of fornial education in modern 

societies. To the social heteroglossia already inherent in national languages, 

with th& Vexeinschaft-inspired mission to be aU things to all people, ïs now 

adduced scimtifc and technical heteroglossia: a weak CO-ordering of 

imaginative awareness with the speaalized professionai communities 

encompassed in the national Vereinschaft- The extreme tenuoumess of this 

CO-ordering ïs hequently a source of fiutration for the professionals 

themselves, espeaally if they consider their work to be of general social 

relevance. More centraliy for the present work, it should be appreaated just 

how immense a challenge heteroglossia poses to the modern education 

sys tem. 

Formal education is at heart a Vereinschaft-type enterprise. In 

Gemeinschaft one l e m  through watching and doïng; in Gesellschaft one 

learns through solitary study and reflection; only Vereinschaft requires the 

establishment of compulsory institutions with centrally defined curricula and 

periodic extemal evaluation. The logical language of education is thus 

"taught mother tongue", and it is not surprising that ail of the nascent 

national education systems of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries were 

premised on the use of a single standard language-despite the fact that every 

one of these modemïzing nations induded a wide range of spoken (and often 

wrïtten) linguistic traditions within its borders. 



But it is one thing to recognize a Iogical implication, and quite another 

to implement it. It is easy enough to exdude other languages hom the school, 

by force if necessary-historically a near-universal practice in the education of 

linguistic minorities (Skutnabb-Kangas, 1988). It iç much more difficult to 

forge an effective educational tool from the complex ecology of a national 

language. When Basil Bernstein -tes of the indispensabiüty of the 

"elaborated code" for education, he is referrïng precisely to the role of taught 

mother tongue in CO-ordering imaginative awareness aaoss widely separateci 

contexts: its Gesellschaft role. However, ladang an ecological theory of 

cognition, he misses the corollary: that the elaborated code can be equally weil 

used to counterfeit awareness, or to obscure it (cf. Bourdieu, 1991). If 

Gemeinschaft is missing kom dassrooms, then children will learn to 

manipulate words as objects without understanding th& real meaning; if the 

elaborated code does not enable thern to express experience in their own 

terrns, that experience may become inaccessible to critical reflection. In 

Bernstein's idealized, Gesekchaft-inspired vision, "where codes are 

elaborated, the soaalized has more access to the grounds of hiç own 

soaalization, and so can enter into a reflexive relationship to the social order 

he has taken over" (1971: 176). Yet if such access is bought at the price of 

increased participation in Vereinschaft and a distancing hom Gemeinschaft, 

the net gain is far from dear. 

In his early work, Bernstein was at pains to emphasize the limitations 

of "restricted codes," since his central concem was the diffidties experienced 

by working dass diildren in making sense of school language-essentially, in 

adapting to discourse that relies heaviiy on the CO-ordering of imaginative 

awareness. Later, however, goaded by the misappropriation of his work to 



support def i t  theones of non-standard Ianguage, he hnnulated a more 

Now because the sub-culture or cui€ue through its brins of social 

integration generated a restrîcted code, it does not mean that the r d t a n t  

speech and meaning system is linmstidy or culturaily depnved, that 

the children have nothing to o&r the schooi, that theV imag"ings are not 

sigrüûcant- Nor does it mean that we have to teach the children formal 

grammar- Nor does it mean that we have to intefere with their dialect, 

Thae is nothing, but nothhg in the didect as mch, whïch prevents the 

child fkom intemalking and learnïng to use Unsversaliçtic meatüngs- But 

if the contexts of learning, the examples, the reading books, are not 

contexb which are trïggers for the chiId's Imagïnings, are not tnggers on 

the childrs curioçity and exploratib in his famiIy and cornmunity, then 

the child is not at home in the educational world- (Bernstein, 1971: 199) 

What concems Bernstein, thenr is not the nature of the vemacularper se, but 

the way its development is restricted when educational contexts are monopoLized 

by a different code. As we have seen, this is a Vereinschaft effect due to the estab- 

lishment of education as a separate field of activity, whose primary responsïbility 

is to produce children and adults who are well integrated in the M t m d  socio- 

economic order. This phces a i l  vemaculafs W a subordinate position, but varyùig 

greaf with respect to the boundaries between them and the taught standard, 

the elaborated code. In midde cIass faniiIies, the latter is typically used h m  an 

early age in reading out loud, descriiing the M d ' s  daily activities, expiainhg 

aspects of the addt  world and so o n  The restricted and the elaborated code are 

not experienced as separate, but as a continuum of hnguage use. For the worlgng 

class dùldren studied by Bernstein, m contrast, there is no continuum but a sharp 

break a boundary whose maintenance requùesthat the veniInrlar be resftkted to 

dhe laoest mngeof mntext, niaaningand p'oicess. .If, on the oïher hand, a local 



vernacdar is Iinked to its own daborateci code, as is the case for many 

immigrant communities, then the boundary between the comrnunity and its 

schools may be relatively permeable even when the two languageç are 

CormaUy quite different. 

Analysis of the Genre-Discourse boundaries between a vernaculas 

cultural community and its schools should therefore prove a far more 

reiiable predidor of school performance than overt linpistic or cultural 

ciifference. =s is the insight at the heart of John Ogbu's "culfural-ecological 

theory of school performance," which draws a distinction between 

"autonomous," rrvoluntary" and "involuntary" minorities (Ogbu & Çimons, 

1998). The diEferences behveen these kïnds of community, in Ogbu's theory, 

derive from the conditions of their genesis (that is, the original formation of 

the boundaries that separate them from the national Vereinschaft), and from 

the subsequent evolution of both the "system" outside these boundaries and 

the "community forces" within them. Thus, voluntary muiorities may 

initially be separated by practical ciifficulties of communication, but as long as 

the "system" does not institutionalize these barriers they will soon achïeve a 

reasonable degree of integratïon with the national cultuml community and 

the2 school performance will reach or even exceed national n o m .  ln the 

process, such groups are likely to gradually "re-ethnîQf' and "re-linguify" as 

the elaborated code of the nationai Vereinschaft becomes th& own. 

One alternative - to assimilation is presented by autonomous mùiorities 

such as the Amish, Jews and Mormons. Ogbu, whose primary interest Lies 

with African Amencans and 0th- "people of colour", is not partidarly 

concerned with this community type since "there are no nonwhite 

autonomous mùiorities in the United States" (Ogbu & Simons, 1998: 164). 



Such communities are nonetheless important as examples of Vereinschaft- 

type voluntary minonties whose members m u t  negotiate a set of d e h h g  

and normalinng Genres and Discourses that are paraIlel to, yet very different 

from, the n o m  of the national Vereinschak In most cases, this seems to 

have no negative impact on school performance, partïcularly if the school 

incorporates features of the elaborated identity code (taught mother tongue, 

formal religion, and so on). 

The 0th- alternative €0 assimilation is presented by invoiuntary 

minorities, who, 1 suggest, can be thought of as three kinds. Indigenous 

peoples were charactefized by Gemeinschaft-type cultures of great 

sophistication, for which the elaborated code of the European colonizers 

simply had no place. It was the latter who imposed strong Vereinschaft-type 

boundarïes on indigenous America, herding people into resemations, 

categorïzing them as Status and non-Status, providing them with pure ethnic 

labels, and inventing Laws that regulated every aspect of their existence. In 

doing so, they sharply restrided the range of cultural negotiation in which 

these communioes rnight engage, and set the scene for the agonizing 

dyshc t ion  of recent generations. At the same the,  colonkation has been 

proceeding apace withui the vernacular cultures of the modetnizing nations, 

giving rise to the workùig-dass communities studied by Bernstein and the 

rural communities studied by Tonnies, ail of thern Lunited to negotiation at 

low levels of context, meaning and process. Finally, the slave trade produced 

its own involuntary minorities, too fragmented and dispersed to maintain 

their original cultures, too oppressed and diçaiminated to elaborate their new 

vernaculars into Vereinschaft-type codes. 



For învoluntary minorities, access to the national elaborated code is 

always bought at the risk of dhual and spinhial estrangement, and the 

certainty of personai and communal struggle. Most ônd the risk or the 

shuggle to be too great, leading to high "pushi)ut" rates in secondary and 

higher education, with aIl their consequences. Others succeed by abandoning 

the vemacular culture altogether, and naturaily may corne to beiieve in this 

as the only sensible solution records his visit with one such man, a 

young college teacher in the South Bronx: 

This man wanted m y  signature on a petition for compensatory 

prekindergarten language training for the inhabitants of a partially burnt- 

out, hïgh-rise slum- -- - Isaw dozens of children dashing dirough 

uninhabitable cernent comdors, exposed ail day to blaring television and 
radio in English, Spanish, and even Yiddish- They seemed equ* lost in 

language and landscape- As my fnend pressed for my signature, 1 trïed to 

argue for the protection of these children against further castration and 

inclusion in the educationai sphere, We talked at aoss-purposes, unable 

to meet- And then, in the evening, at dinner in m y  friend's home, 1 
suddenly understood why- This man, whom 1 viewed with awe because 

he had chosen to Iive in this heil, had ceased to be a parent and had 
become a total teacher- In hont of their own chilciren this couple stood in 

loco mag2h.i. Their children had to grow up without parents, because 

these two adults, in every word they addressed to their two sons and one 
daughter, were "educating" them-they were at dinner constantly 

consaous that they were modelling the speech of their children, and 

asked me to do the samec (IiLich, 1983: 490) 

In order for this to be more than a marginal strategy, however, Ogbu's 

"system", the Genres and Discourses that constitute Smith's relations of 

ruling, would have to offer far more reiiable rewards. Involuntary muionties 

are characterized in part by the knowledge, pakfdly accumulated through 

generations and constantly rwlforced, that efforts towards accommodation 



may bear no tangi'ble huit at d. Broader and more lasting change, then, is 

likely to take place only when two processes coinade: the elaboration of high- 

context, high-meaning, high-process Discourses and Genres within a 

cornmunity, and the relaxhg of Vereinschaft-type restrictions withui the 

system outside. What this entails, and what the linguistic consequences may 

ber is examined in the final chapter. 

- + e Limits of T a w t  1.a- 

In the remahder of the present chapter, I want to return to the 

diffidties inherent in using the taught coiloquial, the elaborated code, as a 

medium of education; and to begin once again by considering some of 

Bernstein's ideas. The British soaologiçt's early concem with the 

discontinuity between restricted and elaborated codes was later translated into 

a more general framework for thinking about the organization of knowledge 

in modem soueties. The two key concepts of this kamework, classification 

and framing, were first published in 1970 (Bernstein, 1971) and are stiU beïng 

elaborated in his most recent work (Bernstein, 1996). As with the code theory, 

an ecological reinterpretation of his concepts may be Uuminathg for a range 

of educational issues. 

As Bernstein originally formulateci it, the term "dassification" refers to 

the boundaries between bodies or systems of knowledge: 

Where classification is strong, contents are well insulateci lrorn each other 

by strong boundarks. Where classifkation is weak, there is reduced 

insdation between contents, for the boundaries between contents are 

weak or blurred- Classification thus refers to the degree of boundary 

maintenance between contents. Classification focuses our attention upon 
boundary strength as the critical distinguishlng feature of the division of 

labour of educational knowledge- @ernstein, 197ï: 205) 



The second term, %amingr', refers to the pedagogical rdationship 

between teacher and taught, knower and leam= 

Frame refers to the strength of the boundary between what may be 

transmltted and what may not be transmitted, ui the pedagogical 
relationship. Where framing k strong, there ts a sharp boundary, where 

fiamhg Is weak, a blurred boundary, between what rnay and may not be 
bansmitted- Frame refers us to the range of options avaüable to teacher 
and taught in the confrol of what is transmined and received in the 

context of the pedagogical rdationship. Strong fiamhg entails reduced 
options; weak framing entails a range of options- Thus frame reiers to the 
degree of control teacher and pupil possess over the seiection, 
organization, and pacing of the knowledge transmitted and received in 

the pedagogical relationship- (Bernstein, W7l: 206) 

In traditional European-type education, Bernstein proposes, both 

ciassification and ~amïng are strong. Bodies of knowledge are developed and 

transmitted in fair1y well-insulated soaal categories, into which learners are 

thoroughly soüalized over a long periôd. This structuring of knowledge 

Bernstein terms a "collection code". One effect of a collection code is to 

"discourage connections with everyday realities" in the process of acquiring 

formal, school-type knowledge: there are strict constraints on "what of the 

outside may be brought into the pedagogical hame" (ibid., 215). Thus the 

discretion of the pupils is consistently minimized: the teacher is in control, 

and relatively free of supervision once he or she has demonstrated adherence 

to the collection code. Bernstein terms this "invisible pedagogy", since the act 

of teadUng is not on public display. 

In the late 1960s and early 1970s, a number of school reforms attempted 

to relax the traditional collection codes in the name of greater persond 

freedom and more egaiitarian relationships between teachers and taught. 



Bernstein argued that such a system, characterized by weak dassification and 

weak fIaming, would only be emancipatory in certain respects. The increased 

discretion of the pupils, who would be enabled to draw to a greater extent on 

their personal experience and to have a greater influence on the selection and 

pacïng of educational knowledge, wouid be paWd with reduced discretion for 

the teachers because of the need to work together aaoss subject and dassroom 

boundaries. Administration and teadùng would now be far more visible, 

leading, Bernstein suggested, to "a pronounced movernent towards a 

common pedagogy and tend- towards a common system of evaiuation" 

(Bernstein, 1971: 217). Such a system of knowledge Bernstein termed an 

"integrated code". 

More recently, Bernstein has elaborated the two basic concepts of 

classification and framing to d o w  for the description of a greater variety of 

systems (Bernstein, 1996). 1 shaii argue, however, that the ecological 

framework does this more economicaily. In particular, Bernstein nowhere 

addresses the evident difficulty that classification and haming are not wholly 

independent of one another. It is unlikely to be purely a matter of chance that, 

in his two canonical knowledge systems, strong classification is accompanied 

by strong framing and weak classification is accompanied by weak framing. 

Thus, rather than introducing hirther variables such as exferna1 and infernal 

dassification and framing (Bernstein, 1996), it may be better to account for the 

same phenomena in a different way. 

First consider the organization of knowledge within the limiting 

context of the nation, which a h  supplies the Limiting context of the 

educational system. As we have seen, knowledge production takes place 

within many topically restncted Gemeinschaft-type communities, the topical 



restrictions being institutionalued in a disciplinary / professional 

Vereinschaft. These knowledge communities are nested and co-ordered, at 

varying degrees of strength, within broader professional and academic 

communities, and also through various kinds of pubüc communications 

media, the political and economic systems, and the educational system. It ïs 

the latter which is expected to most accurately reflect, or mode1 the system of 

knowledge production in generai. Thus, institutions of higher education 

need to co-order their intemal organization with the organization of trades 

and professions in society, secondary schools need to co-order their intemal 

organization with institutions of higher education, and prÏmary schools need 

to gradually elaborate and diversify the vernacular knowledge brought fiom 

home by their pupils to prepare them for the prïmary-secondary transition. 

Now, the stronger the Vereinschaft boundaries in the origïnating 

knowledge communities, the more limited are the Discourses and Genres 

through which knowledge can diffuse, primarily in the form of language 

devices, across these boundaries and into educational settings. This resticts 

the discretion of teachers and students: the fornier will typicaüy have little 

direct contact with the originating knowledge community, and wilI have to 

rely on up-to-date textbooks and teadiing manuals; the latter wilI be expeded 

to co-order their imaginative awareness with a community of which they 

have no direct experience at all. Thus a direct effect of the proliferation of 

Vereinschaft-type boundaries within a national culturai community-a 

dassification/Gesellschaft effect-is to inaease "the strength of the boundary, 

the degree of insulation, between the everyday knowledge of the teacher and 

taught and educational knowledgeff and hence to strengthen the framing in 

schools (Bernstein, 1971: 206). 



This effect depends, however, on the sublimation of cuitural 

negotiation withui the school to the national Vereinschaft* If lower-context 

Vereinçchaft-type negotiation is established, for instance at the level of the 

region, the community, or the school itsell, then it can shelter teadiers and 

students to some extent from Gesellschaft effects at higher context levels. 

Bernstein's "integrated code" can thus be seen to depend on establishg a 

school-Level Vereinschak As he points out, the implications can be far- 

The centre of gravity of the relationships between teachers wiIl undergo a 

radical shift Thus, instead of teachers and lecturers being divided and 

insulated by degiance to subject hierarchies, the conditions for their 

unification &t through a common work situation. . .. These new work- 

based horizontal reiationships may alter both the structure and 

distriiution of power regulated by the coiiection code- .-- 

We might expect similar developments at the level of students and even 

senior pupils, for pupils and students with each increase in their 

educational life are equaIly sub-divlded and educationaily lnsulated from 

each other. -. . Integrated codes rnay well provide the conditions for strong 

horizontai relationships and degiances in students and pupils, based 

upon a common work task (the receiving and offering of knowledge). In 
this situation, we rnight expect a weakening of the boundary between 

staff, espeaally junior staff, and students/pupils. (Bernstein, 197i: 219- 

20) 

Yet whether these possibilities necessdy  foilow hom the 

establishment of a school-level VereinschaFt is debatable indeed- Bems tein 

has in mind the secular and egalitarïan ethos of the late 1960s, but it is not 

diffidt to imagine integrated codes that embody quite different values. 

Vereinçchaft-type communities can Vary immensely in their intemal 

characteristics, as ilIustrated by a brïef consideration of the worIdfs nations 

and religions; semi-autonomous schools might in prinaple do the same. The 



partidar type of Vereinschaft Bernstein envisages, in fact, is one which 

prote- and nurhires a knowledge Gemeinschaft, a sscientific community 

which is locally rather than topicaliy bounded. The CoIIowuig comments bear 

this out: 

With the collection code, the pedagogy tends to proceed fiom the surface 
structure of the knowiedge to the deep structure; as we have Seen' oniy 
the elite have access to the deep structure and therefore access to the 
realizing of new realities or access to the experiential howledge that new 
realities are possiiIe. With integrated codes, the pedagogy is likely to 
proceed kom the deep structure to the surface structure. . -. Such 

emphasis on various ways of hoWingr rather than upon the attaining of 

sfafes of knowledge, Is iikdy to affect not oniy the emphasis of the 
pedagogy, but its undedying theory ofleamingg The underlying theory of 
leamuig of collection is likely to be didactic whilst the underlying theory 

of Ieaming of integrated codes may w d  be more group or self-regdateci. 
This arïses out of a different concept of what counts as having 
knowledge, which in hini leads to a different concept of how the 

knowledge is to be acquired- (Bernstein, 1971: 217-8) 

Rather than relyïng on Tonniesr distinction between Gemeinschaft and 

Gesellschaft, Bernstein employs Durkheim's roughiy equivalent categories of 

mechanical and organic solidarity-the former embodying an impliat and 

condensed symbolic order, the latter an expliat and differentiated one. He 

argues that an integrated code must make its integrating prinaples explicit in 

order to establish a boundary between the sdiool and the organization of 

knowledge outside it, but that this "overt structure of organic solidarity.. . 

aeates through its less specialized outputs mechanical solidarïty. ... This is the 

fundamental paradox whidi has to be faced and ewplored" (Bernstein, 1971: 

225). In the terms OC the ecological framework, the challenge is to understand 

how Vereinschaft and Gemeinschaft can combine to stabilize and elaborate 

local knowledge systems, within a predominantly Vereinschaft-type national 



educational system and a predominantly GeselIschaft-type nationai 

knowledge system. 

The nahiml question to ask, gïven Bernstein's range of interests, 

concems the linguistic code of such settings. If the elaborated code has 

evolved to mediate the exchange of knowledge in a collection code, can it be 

unproblernatically transfmed to an integration code? To my knowledge, 

Bernstein does not actualIy pursue this issue in his Wntings, and yet it is a 

crucial one. The logic of hiç posiaon points to a negative answer: soaalization 

into the collection code "is socialization into order, the existing order, uito the 

experïence that the world's educational knowledge is impermeable" 

(Bernstein, 1971: 214), while the integrated code (in his idealized version) 

emphasizes access to experiential howledge and "the realiPng of new 

realities." The linguistic counterpart of a integrated knowledge code is an 

elaborated oemacular-a "restricted codefr that is no longer restricted, but 

available for cultural negotiation at the highest levels of context, meaning 

and process. 

By establishing such a situation as the ideal, one gains new insights 

into the limitïng effects of modemist language poliaes upon the potential of 

community-based schools. As long as the monopoly of the national taught 

colloquial forms part of the fundamental Vereïnschaft of the school, the only 

communities where integrated codes may be sustainable are middle-dass 

settings where the vemacular and the taught colloquial fom a continuum; 

and here, the integrated code must contend with the constant intrusion of 

higher-context Vereinçchaft and Gesellschaft effects through the iives of the 

children outside school. Even when the monopoly of the national language is 

challenged, it is usually supplemented or replaced by a rival taught coiloquial, 



an elaborated code originatùig in a national Vèreinschaft, and equally ill- 

suited to the development of an integrated knowledge code- In this way the 

linguistic practices of schooluig perpetuate, often agaùist the expliat 

intentions of their advocates and practiüoners, the dture of epistemological 

dependency that causes Illich su& concerm 

But is his anxiety reaily warranted? If people can still think, love, laugh 

in a taught colIoquial, is the issue of its relationship with the vemacuIars of 

such deep import? Modem linguistics can ody ask su& questions at the 

lower levels of context, meaning and process, and the response is predictably 

negative. Indeed, the anaiyçis of languages in terms of phonology, 

morphology and syntax fosters a perspective from whidi ail languages, taught 

or untaught, elaborated or restricted, appear essentially equivalent (e-g. 

Newmeyer, 1986; cf. Hymes, 1980). Powerful though Gesellschaft-type 

linguistics is, it is of little use for studying the ndnpfafion of Ianguage to soaal 

context; that is, for examining its role in high-meaning, high-process cultural 

negotiation. At this level the discipline must resort to Vereinschaft-derived 

abstractions, whose deceptively everyday appearance-for instance, the 

notions of "a Ianguage," "speaking a language" and "knowing a 

1anguage"-permits them to carry out a great deal of rhetorical work but shed 

Little light on the phenornena themselves. 

The purpose of the ecological frarnework is to enable the critical 

naturalist study of these higher levels of meaning, just as seiectionist and 

systems theories have opened up new types of explanation ùi biology (Mayr, 

1988). Funcfional biological expianation deals with proximate causes, with the 

"whattr and "how" of living structure and process; it relies on studying each 

organism or organ in isolation, detemiining the way it is put together, its 



inputs and outputs, its characteristic behaviour under normal or extreme 

conditions. Ecological and evolutionary explanation requires investigating 

the relationships of the organism or organ with its neighbours, the 

maintenance of thiç system through thne, and the probable influences of 

natural selection. Good aïtical saence, in both biology and the soaal saences, 

needs to integrate this entire scale of context, meaning and process, just as in a 

well-functioning Gemeinschaft. 

It follows that a range of approaches is necessary to explain how 

language works in modem settings. Functional linguistics will heat linguistic 

systems or subsystems in isolation, detemùnuig the way they are put 

together, looking for aoss-systern regularities in structure and hinction, and 

testing the limits of their expressiveness. The kind of explanation supported 

by thiç work will be relatively proximate, or low on the dimensions of 

context, meaning and process. Pursuhg higher levels of explanation, 

however, will entail the development of ecological or evolutionary 

linguistics, in which overlapping chains and nested levels of linguistic 

systems or subsystems are involved, and in which the operation of natural 

selection over time assumes a central explanatory role. To understand where 

we are, we must fïrst understand where we have corne h m .  Once again, the 

ultimate test of a naturalist ünguiçtics iç to integrate these various levels of 

explanation in a dynamic way. 

Illich's thesis can thus be posed as a question, and a provocative one: 

what does the organization of language in modem soaeties imply for human 

values, and to what htures is it Lücely to iead? Still more provocatively: what 

changes are necessary in modem linguistics and modem educational research 

to allow them to explore such questions? Most challengingly of all: what is to 



be done î n  schools and sodety to make the future as "convivial" as possible, 

in Illich's phrase? In the final chapter, I will sketch çome tentative 

condusions, and explore their implications for schools. 



The Linguis tic Ecology of Schooling 

We have arrived at the last curve of the third tum-a final clirnb into 

sunlight, if the stairs hold firm. The challenge that awaits iç to unfold a 

philosophy of education, a mdtidImensiona1 hmework for guiding 

awareness and action, that could help the linguistic ecology of schools evolve 

into something more sustainable, integrative and emancipatory. And we 

need to begin with a paradox, first alluded to in Chapter 6: that this kind of 

education cannot be cenfred on languuge. Overdependency on language, in 

the form of texts and facticity or what Edward Reed calls "second-hand 

information" (1996b), is part of the problem; for this reason, too narrow a 

focus on the linguistic dimensions of diversity can may mislead educators to 

deal only with symptoms, i g n o ~ g  a more deeply-rooted systemic malaise. 

There are other ways to express thk difficulty. As the last chapter may 

have made clear, the so-caUed midde classes of the industrïahed countries 

have been CO-created by the educational system, and in hm play a central role 

in the latter's ongoing re-creation. It is Iargely the imaginings of the national 

middle dass that make their way into textbooks and curricula; it is rniddle- 

dass Genres and Discourses that teachers consaously and unconsaously 

mode1 in the dassroom; and it is the rniddle dass that has adopted the 

language of the school, taught mother tongue, for its own use at work and 

play. So dl-encompassing is this subtle co-ordering, and so diverse are the 

forms of thought and belief it can accommodate, tl-îat any attempt to criticize 



or change it may be experienced by the majorïty as a violation of somethùig 

sacred, a deliberate assault on decency and reason. 

Among such saaed middle-dass tniths is the language myth. This 

daims, in part, that the national language is the çame for all; that mainstream 

schooiing, whatever its other faiüngs, c m  provide qua1 access to this 

common mency of communication; that other languages may be of value 

as private expressions of identity or as gateways to other cuitures, but 

otherwise contribute nothïng to the go& of education; and that educational 

language policies must therefore focus on rapid acquisition of the national 

language and the instruction of various literacy skills in that language. This 

myth is tenaàous because it is at one and the same time a Vereinschaft myth 

and a Geseilschaft myth, with a h-rm enough basis in middle-class experience 

to lend it aedibility. All other languages are marginalized: indigenous and 

immigrant vernaculars through the discourses of colonialism, "foreign" and 

"artificial" languages by the discourses of nationalism, with the practices and 

ideologies of facticity lending invaluable support at every level. 

As this description suggests, the language myth does not exist in 

isolation; in a sense, it is not just about language. It is one manifestation of 

the broad cultural perspective of modernity, which regards social change as a 

one-way Street, an unstoppable and generally positive process of cultural and 

teduiological evolution whose vanguard is constituted by the middle classes 

of the industrialized countnes. Once again, this p i m e  corresponds dosely 

enough with the last few generations of middle-dass experience to appear 

more-or-less plausible. Unforhuiately, as the educa tional philosopher C.A. 

Bowers observes, such a "sense of living in one of the most progressive tirnes 

in human history" represents a highly partidar cultural perspective that 



does not conform weil with broader global realioes (Bowers, 1993: 9). 

Evidence is accumulatuig of the dedine of local, regional and planetary 

ecosystems on which humans depend, while social equality and integrity 

continue to decline, in some cases catastrophicaily, in the so-called 

"developing" countries of the Two-Thirds WorId and even in parts of the 

industrialized world. Ulümately, a critical realist philosophy means 

confronting these realities and arriving at a view of the world as a t d y  

interdependent system, where neither ecological nor social deficits can be 

sustained over the long term. 

To date, the theory and practice of education has taken no more than 

the first faitering step or two dong this path. Most schools in the 

industrialized countries now indude curridar units related to the ecologicai 

crisis: students do courses on the environment, projects in recycling, celebrate 

Earth Day. Yet in ail other respects they are encouraged to imagine the hture 

as a more egalitarian, efficient and technologically advanced version of the 

present (Bowers, 1993). Analogously, the broader soaal response to growing 

concem about the natural environment has been to develop new disaplines, 

such as environmental studies, hurnan ecology and planet management, and 

new technologies, such as "dean" energy, in the expectation that experts and 

governments together will overcome the problems. The fundamental 

metaphors of "global ecology" remain those of control, of madUnization, of 

the soaal separation of knowing and doing (Çachs, 1993). 

Such compartmentalized responses to the ecological crisis are mirrored 

by attempts to address uicreasingly prevalent political, soaal and 

psychological crises. Although language is sornetïmes recognized as playing a 

role in these, its study suffixs a similar fate to that of ecology: disaplinary 
O 



balkanization in the universities and currïcular marginalkation in the 

schools. Linguistic diversity, for instance, features in most US. schools as a 

peripheral topic in soaal studies, and in restrïcted and ineffective classes in a 

srnail number of standard languages. A minority of schools offer bilùigual 

education, usudy of a "transitional" varïety that has only a limited impact 

on Learnes (Cummins 1994), and a very small number of bilingual schooIs 

are organized around the use of two languages, usually English and Spanish 

(e-g. Freeman, 1999). Educationai connections between language and other 

aspects of human ecology are virtually unknown The çame is bue in Canada, 

where officiai bilinguaïism has done nothing to challenge the deeper 

structures of the language myth, and indeed has encouraged its extension to 

indigenous languages as well (Fettes, 1998; Fettes & Norton, 2000). 

According to Gregory Cajete, this two-fold alienation from nature and 

culture, this urge to reduce or eliminate diversity and mutability at any cost, 

is what makes modem schooling a long-term threat to human survival: 

Conternporary educational systems, ways of Living, ways of relating to 
other people and other cultures have evolved îÎom a paradigm that does 

not serve Me, but modem technology- In many ways, we are bound to the 
technological tools that aeate our environment, These tools do not aUow 
us to establish a sustainable and direct relation to the earth or realize out 

prima1 relationship to it because they have largely been created with 

re fer ence to the old Newtonian-Cartesian paradigm. 

Cultural diversity is as important to human ecology as bio-diversity- It iç 
the diversity of the human solutions to every terrestrial environment that 
has been the foundation of our success as a species. Without this cultural 
diversity-dnd the cultures that have evolved unique, ingenious, and 
creative ways to survive within the natural world-the modern global 
economic world order, with its standardlzed solutions, bottom-iine 
mentaLity, lack of relationship to the life of the earth, assures its eventual 
extinction. Its overspeciaiïzation, its uiabiïity to act at the communal 



levei, and its menacing evolution of a r t i f i d  environments ensures 

modern society's continued fienation kom Nature and its lif'taining 

processes- (Cajete 1994: 80-81) 

It can thus be seen that "changing education for diversity" (Corson, 

1998) entails more than the incorporation of other languages and culhrres, 

just as "educating for an ecologicaily sustainable culture" (Bowers, 1993; 1995) 

involves more than a curridum in environmental studies. Educational 

systems that value and maintain diversity over the long term must develop a 

very diffërent approach to knowledge, Ieaming and identity based upon a 

cornmitment to dynamic integration, the organizing prinaple of 

Gemeinçchaft. And it would be vain to seek such integration in schools that 

remained separate hom the natural and social worlds around them. 

Linguistic, cultural and natural diversity should be considered as the prEmmy 

educational resource available to schools; and learners' encounters with such 

diversity should encompass as wide a range of meaning, context and process 

as possible. This approach to education goes beyond appeals to prinaples of 

justice or enlightened self-interest (eg.  Corson 1993; 1996) towards the 

indigenous ideal of "the development of a person with well-integrated 

relationships among ail aspects of sel f  and the world" (Cajete, 1994: 179). 

It should now be obvious that such "ecologicai" approaches to 

education must play dose attention to the ecology of language. Whether one 

thuiks of the overalI definition and organization of schooling, or the 

philosophy and practice of educational administration, or the organization 

and guidance of learning, or the development of an emancipatory 

educational saence, language and Linguistic diversity pose both inescapable 

challenges and inexhaustible possibilities. 



Leadership for Diversify 

Under the speU of modemïty, sdiool organization and educational 

leadership have Long been thought and spoken of in industrial and 

managerial terms, employing metaphors and images adapted to over three 

hundred years of "machining" the social world, as Edward Reed pub it 

(1996b). Zn Chapters 2,5 and 8 we saw some of the characteristics and 

consequences of this approach, and we observed the difhcuity of establishing 

sustainable alternatives against such profoundly rooted patterns of cultural 

negotiation. In partidar, good dassroom practices, whether based on the 

experïence and intuition of teachers or on systematic research, are unlikely to 

be widely understood, accepted or applied unless they are supported by the 

guiding visions of policy makers and administrators. This in him implies 

that the latter must develop, through a sustained process of cultural 

negotiation, a shared "theoreticai articulation ... to organize research, guide 

practice, and serve as an expliat guide to discussion and darification" 

(Hampton, 1995: 11)-an inspiring set of "future pictures," in Betsy 

Annahatak's phrase (see Chapter 7). 

Attempts to develop such alternative frameworks have been plagued 

by the problem of fragmentation. Modernism works in part because it draws 

on so many overlapping metaphors and patterns of social orgeat ion that a 

challenge in any one area can be effectively subverted, in the short or the long 

term, by the enaoachment of Vereinschalt- and GeseUsdiaft-type negotiation 

from neighbouring domains. This stniggle is likely to persist indefinitely, for 

modernity is not a soàal system that will e v e n d y  be superseded: it is a 

permanent aspect of the cultural potential uiherent in any language-using 



speaes. Once again, Hampton's description of Indian education holds tme for 

the ecological alternative in generak 

Indian children face a dnily struggle against attacks on their identity, th& 

inteUïgence, the* way of life, their essential worth 'ïhey must contlnuaily 

shuggie to find self-worth, dignity, and fireedom in being who they are- 1 

know that 1 participate in my own oppression- 1 did not make the winter 

wind but 1 have sometimes carrieci it to my children- 1 could not always 
shelter them but 1 am relentless in m y  effort, (Hampton, 1995: 35)- 

Accepting the needfor struggle, not only against "the -ter wind'* but 

againçt one's own role as its bearer and consumer, is the first standard of 

ecological education. This sounds, perhaps, Like a bleak beginning. Yet with 

the acceptance of responsibility cornes power: power to feel, to judge, to speak, 

to act. To imagine and create. It ïs not pain and struggle but their denial that 

corrodes education, as it corrodes ail human life (Becker, 1968). Freire saw this 

in his c d  for a "pedagogy of the oppressed" (Freire, 1972)' Cunimuis has 

argued for the need to "challenge coerave relations of power" in the büingual 

dassroom (Cummins, 1996), and ecological educator Stephanie Kaza has 

desmied how "leading people through a process of waking up to th& 

feelings for the world ... releases bound energy which can then be engaged in 

positive effortff (Kaza, 1999: 146). From these many perspectives, a consensus 

emerges which places critical awareness, in a i i  its dimensions (rational, 

emotional, spiritual, poetic, dramaturgie...), at the heart of education. 

In developing a vision of the linguistic poliaes and practices that are 

appropriate for ecological schooling, this standard must be constantly borne in 

mind. The goal is not to replace one set of objectivist certainties with another, 

but to describe a self-sustaining adaptive system in which the contents and 

methods of education are continudy evolving in response to cuiturai 



negotiation at many levels of context, rneaning and process; and in which 

Vereinschaft and Geseilschaft are kept in check by a constantly renewed 

cornmitment to dynamic integration. Ultimately, it is thiç comnùtment that 

gives ecological leadership its distinctive vality, allows schools to bridge the 

local and the global, and off- the best hope of "making the educational 

world sde for students from diverse backgrounds" (Corson 1998). 

The first kind of stmggle that the ecological educator faces is againçt the 

separation between school and communlty, as Gregory Smith argued in one 

of the fïrst extended treatments of environmental education: 

Enabling children to grasp and Kve out their interdependence with 0th- 

and the natural world will require us to develop educational forms that 

are set as much as possiile within the communities fkom which students 

corne- Instead of physically separating children from those communities, 

as is generaUy the case now, educators must strive to aeate learning 

experiences that break beyond the boundaries of the dassrmm and root 

theniselves in the broader environment, One consequence of such &orts ïs 

that the iine between school, home, workplace and the natural world 

would become less defineci- (Smith, 1992: 95) 

This, of course, is no new vision. Community education has been an 

influential force in educational reform since the 1920s; elsewhere 1 have 

analyzed it in terms of "four fundamentally different concepts of community, 

ail of which have some relevance to the challenges of indïgenous education 

but are uitimately inadequate as a guide to practicefr m e s r  1999: 20). Two of 

these traditions are essentially extemalist, in regiuding community as 

something actudy creafed by the school (the Village Coiiege tradition) or by 

the soaal worker/ popular educator (the radical tradition). The other two, the 



universaikt and reformist traditions, se& to have the school refrecf 

comrnunity, Mering in their assessrnent of the depth of change necessary to 

accomplish this. L have argued, however, that only an education which 

enabled learners to "develop an understanding of their own imagined 

communities-'3 we made soaety in our image, thiç is how it would be'" 

could withstand the assimilatory pressures of modernkt schooling; and that 

this required the establishment of "cycles of commwity," an earlier term for 

Gemeinçchaft-type cultural negotintion (Fettes, 1999: 33-40). 

As already suggested in Chaptea 7 and 8, this is not readily achïeved or 

sustained at the levd of individual sdiook alone, akhough this is the 

contextual scope most prominently featured in the literature on community 

and indigenous education and in the work of Bad Bernstein on integrated 

codes. Given exceptional leadership both inside and outside the school, 

remarkable things are possible, as Uustrated by such cases as the Hualapai 

sdiool in Peach Springs (Watahomigie & McCarty, 1996), the Navajo school at 

Rock Point (Holm & Holm, 1990), and the multidtural Richmond Road 

school in Auddand, New Zealand (May, 1994). But such schools are 

vulnerable to many sources of dismption: administrators, teachers and 

community leaders will move away, retire, or die (as happened at Richmond 

Road); funding may corne with strings attached that bear no relation to 

comrnunity prioriües; and cultural influences Çrom higher contextual levels 

are Lïkely to subvert the cornmitment of educators and parents over tirne. 

More sustainable may be semi-autonomous educational systems, such 

as those established for indigenous sdiools in New Zealand (Te Runanga Nui 

O Nga Kura Urupapa Maon!, northem Quebec (the Cree and Kativik Çdiool 

Boards) and Nova Scotia (Mi'kmaw Kina'masuti). Their relative political 



independence aUows such institutions to gradually develop a sustainable 

system-level Vereinschaft, with poliaes, pedagogies and CUrnda that allow 

room for local needs and possbilities. On the negative side, they inevitably 

inherit many of the modemist assumptions and traditions that characterize 

the mainstream school system, and the same Vereinschaft-type negotiation 

that provides a bulwark agauist assimilation can also be experienced as an 

assault on local autonomy (a real issue in all of the examples just ated). In 

fact, prolonged contact with modernist institutions is propelling many 

îndigenous peoples towards true nationhood, distancing them from the 

vernacuiar life as surely as any assimilationist policy would do and adding to 

the conformist pressures on indigenous education. 

For most schools, of course, there is no single indigenous cuihual 

tradition to sustain them or to be sustained; even religious schools are 

increasingly confronted with a diverse population of learners. In this respect, 

then, the indigenous mode1 of separate education is of little help, as it is 

indeed of only indirect and lunited help for the large numbers of indigenous 

people in mainstream schools. %me 0th- prïnaple is needed to encourage 

high-meaning, high-process negotiation above the context level of the school 

while respecting and, indeed, valuing difference between and withui schools. 

It will be argued here that ecological education supplies such a standard, the 

second to be enumerated: knowledge and love of place. 

The importance of place in indigenous education has already been 

noted here, but it is strïkingly absent from the literature on multilingual and 

multicultural education. Yet place, in the sense of a geographical and 

ecological bioregion, is common to all in a school-leamers, teachers and 

administrators alike-and shared with many others beyond the school itself. 



Place, as encountered in experknce, narrative, and memory, is at  once private 

and public, the meeting point of d t w e  and nature- Place as a political, 

economic and avic web of relatio~hïps ~ c t i o n s  as both conçtra.int and 

resource in learners' Iives. Most importantly of ail, place as environment 

integrates and transcends ai i  fonns of symbolic knowledge. Approacheà with 

respect, it offers an endless source of learning. 

Education that is "uidigenous to place"(Kawag1ey & Bamhardt, 1999) 

must, of necessity, take communïty seriously, but it c m  more readify avoid 

the traps assoaated with more traditional conceptions of community 

education. For wherever the school may be, it wili share ties of place with 

other schools and other communioes, ties whïch extend along rivers and 

coasts, through forests and across plauis, or dong urban thoroughfates. 

"Community" becomes a multifaceted and relative concept when it is viewed 

agaùist such a backdrop-simply one way of understanding "the natural 

context of human Me and actïvity", as Cajete pub i t  

We are, one and d, soaal beings living in relation to one another- Our 

physical and biological survival is intïmately interwoven with the 

communities that we create and that create us. The community is a 

complex of physical, social, and psyducal relationshîps that are ever 

changing and evolving through time and the generations of people who 

iden* with it. . . . It is through the medium of community that our kst  

huma. ancestors aeated the phenornenon of culture. And it is through 

community that each successive generation of people has expresseci the 

million facg of culture- Civilizations are not the enduring human 

systems-communities are! (1994: 166) 

The cultural milieu of the school, then, is "an environment subject to 

the same ecological prinaples and truths as a physical environment ... a 

dynamic human aeation that is always in process at one or several levels 



simultaneously" (Cajete, 1994: 191). An ecologicd education based on place 

must concem itself with both, And this, ïndeed, reconnects with Tonnies' 

understanding of Gemeinschaft as an organic d t y  based on kinship, place 

and mind; three forms of relationship that are not chosen but inherited and 

ernbraced. In the ecological perspective, schools take on a new meaning, not 

as institutions of cuitutal homogenization, but as places where children can 

leam to embrace theh F U  heritage of place. In this respect, ïndigenous 

cultures who have occupied a place for thousands of years and immigrant 

families who arrived Iast month are eqyally present, equally real, although 

the* respective contributions to the understanding of this place at fhis time 

will be very different. It is the muhial exploration of such differences that 

makes ecological education an effective form of mdtidtural education as 

weu. 

Eber Hampton pub it this way in his essay on Indian education: 

As in ail conversations, it is the difference in ou. knowledge and language 

that makes the conversation dificuit and worthwhiIe- It is this common 

earth w e  stand on that makes communication possiile- Standing on the 
earth with the smell of spring in the air, may we accept each otherrs nght 

to live, to define, to think, and to speak. (Hampton, 1995: 42) 

Although there is probably no school in the world, stïli less a school 

system, that has yet reaüzed aii the implications of a "pedagogy of place", it is 

a philosophy impliat in many alternatives to maïnstream schooling. As 

noted in Chapter 8, when Basil Bernstein considered the implications of 

educational reform as conceived in 1960s Britain, he was led to formulate the 

ideal of an "integrated code" as a Gemeinschaft of knowledge speafic to the 

school, a kind of saentific community that took Iearners' lives as the central 

reality for study (Bernstein, 1971). Likewise, the successful indigenouS schoois 



considered in Chapter 7 embody a pedagogy of place in which indigenous 

howledge, traditions and Ianguages play a central role (Holm L HoIm, 1990; 

Watahomigie & McCarty, 1994; Watahomigie 6r McCarty, 19%). From the 

ecological perspective, C.A. Bowers idenWes three inçpirational models of 

schooluig centred on place, each located in a different corner of the US.: the 

Vermont-based Cornmon Roots program, the Foxfire Curriculum ùutiated in 

rural Georgia, and the programs of the Centre for Ecological Literacy in the 

San Francisco Bay area (Bowers 1995). Workùig within the North American 

tradition of biluigual education, Jirn Cummùis off- three examples of 

"schools that nurture the spirit'' (Cummins, 2000 (in press)), ail of which take 

the diverse cultural realities of their leamers as their point of departure h m  

the mainstream system: Richmond Road in Auckland, New Zealand (May, 

1994), Oyster BiIingual School in Washington, D.C. (Freeman, 1999), and the 

Foyer Mode1 of triLingual/bidhrral education (Reid & Reich, 1992). In these 

diverse senses, the pedagogy of place is alive and weil. 

Yet the vision of ecologicai schoohg advocated here calls for a broader 

and more ïntegrative vision that any one of these approaches. Bernstein, 

certaidy, ghpsed  the soaal dynamics at work-and noted, in passing, that 

the turn to integrated codes signailed the failure of modernity to establish a 

stable moral order (Bernstein, 1971). Yet his work is abstract and allusive, 

auowing for many interpretations of his critique and his proposed 

alternative, some completely contrary to his dedared purposes. The best 

contemporary work on ùidigenous education is profoundly insightfd, but 

not readily generalizable to the non-indigenous contexts in which most 

schools must hinctïon. Ecological education tends to be strong on connections 

with the natural systems of a particular place while paying Little attention to 



the diversity of cultural and linguistic systems; in mdtiIingual/multiCULturaI 

education these strengths are reverseci. Furfhermore, educational theory in 

a i l  these settïngs tends to focus too narrowly on Cumdum, teaching and 

learnhg, leavuig the controllhg levers of policy and administration 

unexamined, dong with the vîtally important question of assessmentr how 

schools and their effects on learning and soaalization are to be known, 

judged, and improved. 

The uitegrated ecological alternative (I wÏII refer to it from now on as 

"the ecological sdiool" or "ecological schooling") not only demands a 

rethinking of leatning, teaching and administration, but of the role of the 

school system itself. To antitipate arguments that will unfold throughout thk 

chapter, an ecologicd understanding of schools would view them not 

primarily as a means of pouruig received tmths ïnto young minds, nor of 

training the work force of the future, nor even of educating responsible 

atizens, but as ecological knowledge centres for a aty or bioregion. At £kt 

sight, it might seem implausible to burden düldren and teachers with such 

responsibility. It m u t  be understood, however, that a great deal of the 

knowledge cultivated in ecologicd schooling would not be exp l id :  it would 

be the active, embodied knowledge of learners with a profound awareness of 

the diversity and dynamics of place. This knowledge would indude the 

sustained experience of natural processes central to ail forms of ecological 

education (Smith & Williams, 1999), together with the cultivation of 

multiple traditions of oral and written narrative in local languages, th& 

exchange and cross-fertilization. When learners were asked to make their 

knowledge explïat, it would ofien be for an audience beyond their own 

ciassroom or school, 



From the point of view of families and the duldren themselves, school 

would be a place to discover, gradually and in a structureci way, the endless 

variety and adaptability of Me in their parti& place, and to work outwards 

from that knowledge to an understanding of life on this planet The 

curridar and pedagogical details of this would be as varied as the places 

theinselvesr but many themes would be shared: for example, early and 

repeated exposure to real-life diversity, whether naturai (in the form of 

gardens and field trips) or cultural (in the form of community visitors, visits 

and events, correspondence networks, the use of two or more languages of 

instruction, etc.); the development of systems thinking and what 1 have called 

"dynamic integration" through the cydic renewal of relationship; and a 

system-wide cornmitment to integrating cultural diversity, enabhg some 

schools to speaalize, and others to share resource people who are familiar 

with the cultures and languages involved, who can assist leamers scattered 

among a few dozen schools to explore their common roots, and who cm 

guide research into the economies and ecologies of the urban area. 

In such a system, every M d ,  fiom every background, would be a 

potential resource, not ody  to their dass or theV family but to the entire 

urban "community of commu~ties". Helping the child to develop that 

potential would be a central objective of the school system, and it would be 

understood that such development will not take place in isolation from the 

comunities which fostered the child in the first place. In some cases, these 

comrnunities might appear as bleak and hostile environments, more obstacle 

than resource for the objectives of education (Smith 1992: 120, 128). As part of 

the urban ecosystem, however, they would never be discounted. In the same 

way, community languages not shared by teachers and administrators might 



pose a major educational challenge, but exclusion wodd not be considered an 

acceptable solution. Instead, a variety of means would be employed to 

integrate them ui the process of leaming, induding vertical age groupings, 

cross-linguistic and intercommunal projects, and expliat teadùng about 

linguistic diversity, al l  of which would encourage duldren to incorporate 

distinctive words and expressions from communify languages and dialects in 

the language of the dassroom. In this way, the acquisition of English (or 

whatever other standard "matrix" language is used in the school) would take 

place through authentic vemacular Genres and Discourses, to which aI l  

learners could contribute, and which could provide them with an unusuaily 

rïch set of language devices for imaghïng and desmiing their world. 

The linguistic ecology of the dassroom, sdiool and school system 

would be further enrïched by offering advanced forms of bilingual education 

for those who wanted i t  This would enable a certain proportion of students 

to develop higher-level analyticai and descriptive skills in their community 

languages, skiLls which could improve their performance in the matrix 

language and raise the quality of their contributions to the shared exploration 

of the urban ecology. Such bilingual programs would be jointly govemed by 

professional educators and representatives of the cornmunity involved. 

Given consent hom the latter and suffiaent interest among middle-dass 

speakers of the mat* language, some bilinguai programs could become two- 

way programs; it should be noted, however, that the increased focus on two 

particular languages and cultures might weil reduce the linguistic and 

cultural diversity available in these schools, which would have to rely on 

other sources-for instance, by networking with other bilingual schools 

sharing only one of theh two languages. 



Not only would ecologicai schools be considerd a vitai ünk in 

ensuring and enhancing the sustainability of a region's cultural and nahxral 

systems, but they would &O constitute an extremely important setting for 

"ecosocial" research: that is, for the interdiscïplinary critical ethnography 

advocated in Chapter 6. Small research teams with a range of experience and 

expertise (induding novice soaal saentists) would play an integral role in the 

educational system, eadi working with a range of schools on issues that were 

jointly selected and expected to advance the school's goals. The te- in hun 

would be networked with others in the same region, and theV members 

would participate in forums and institutions of higher education and 

advanced research. 

Such is the vision that wiil be elaborated, at  least in some crucial 

respects, in the foliowing pages. But one question must be asked at the outset: 

hom where will corne the demand for such an education? Not in the first 

instance from the great majority of parents and dllldren, for modernity's grip 

on the popular imagination is still extremely strong, and with it a nearly 

b h d  faith in the industrial phïlosophy of education. The disaffected are 

numerous but fragmented, scattered among the middle and workuig dasses, 

immigrant and indigenous minorities, femïnist and gay communities, 

orthodox and radical religions- plotted and pieced into multiple disjoint 

discourses by the relations of ruüng. 

Yet in such diversity is also great vitality. One can think of these 

various cultural communities as seed beds for diverse experiments in 

education, some of which wül fïnd common ground with the ecological 

alternative. Alongside the contributions of indigenous education, for 

instance, Gregory Smith sees promise in schools for at-risk youth, in mape t  



schools and "schoois of choicefrr and in more radical reforms in inner-aty 

schools (Smith, 1992). 0th- m e n t  sources of inspiration will be refmed to 

in the pages to corne. What the present work attempts to o f f i  is a compelluig 

common framework, one with suffisent flexibility to accept many dIfferent 

approaches and yet suffisent coherence to sustain common standards, that 

wodd allow these many alternatives to converge towards the ideal of 

multilingual ecological education. 

Laneua ee and the Ecoloeical Adminis trator 

Such convergence will require a new kùid of leadership. The 

modenùst dream of "a suence of administrationfr, already encountered in 

Chapters 2 and 5, is premised on the compartmentalization of the soaal 

world: schools apart from comrnunities, leaders apart from leamers, 

knowledge apart from Me, as if administration were "somehow separate kom 

Life, love, sex, growth, conflict, accomplishment, decay, death and chance" 

(Greenfield, 1991: 5). For ecological administrators, such divisions run directiy 

counter to the flow of learning and the purpose of schoohg8 Frequently 

referred to as the '%idden cumiculumffr they teach that knowledge is the 

pnvilege of authorities and experts, that deasion-making is normaiiy a 

hierarchical rather than a collective process, and that human organizations 

need pay little attention to their cultural or soaal environment Such an 

"indushial" mode1 of educational administration, far from being neutral, is 

deeply hostile to indigenous cultures in particular (Hampton, 1995), to 

minority cultures in general (Nieto, 1996), and to the ecological world-view in 

its widest sense (Bowers, 1993)- 



The indigenous concept of leadership is far removed from the 

industrial metaphor, as Cajete makes d e r -  

Leadership in and of itself was never a goal of Indigenous education but 

rather a r d t  of living in community and strïvlng to become more 

comple te. Traditional leaming was alway s geared toward understanding 
and applying what was usefd and bene£ïaai- Indigenos community was 

predicated on the perception that a I l  thÏngs can be useful, and the 

qyalities of being wfd and benefiaal intertwïne. These perceptions 

"ply reciprocity, support, benefit, purpose, and vision- These 
perspectives-combined with an mgraineci love for one's people and 

orientation to act for the good of the peopl-formed the foundation for 

the expression and development of Indigenous leaders. Leadership was a 

role that had to be eamed in Indigenous community. It was earned by 

achieving a level of integrity that was irreproachable- (Cajete 2994: 175) 

This leadership ideal may be summarized as a fourth standard of 

ecological education: semice to dl, to the organic web of iiving relationships 

surrounding and permeating the school. Such a concept may be dose to the 

moral vision of a few outstanding practitioners, as we s h d  see, but it is a 

world away fiom current debates in administrative theory. It is, above all, 

those who challenge the philosophical foundations of the &cipline that 

come dosest to the ecological perspective. Thomas Greenfield, for instance, 

building on the work referred to in previous chapters, concludeci in one of his 

last papers that "we need to hun to a notion of something higher if we are to 

find in the school reason to respect it and to believe in it as a justïfied mord 

ordec" and that the value positions most widely touted, ranging from the 

conservative "basic skills curriculumf' to the liberal "child-centered 

developmentJrf offer "only a shriveiied and diminished view of the value 

potential of the sdiool. . . . AU this is a mystery indeed and one that 

administration as study, practice and profession should focuç upon and come 



to grips with" (Greenfield & Ribbens, 1993: 224-25). The mystery of whkh 

Greenfield speaks, surely, is that of He itseif in its inexhausti'ble and ever- 

changing diversity. Unfom~tely,  Greenfield's attempt to develop an 

administrative philosophy of "the middle ground: between the camps of 

"pure fact" (the objectivists) and "pure vaiue" (the relativists) (Greenfield & 

Riâbens, 1993: 221), was doomed by its tacit reliame on Cartesian 

epistemology. The importance of community as "the natural context of 

human life and activity," in Cajete's terms, rem* unartidated in 

Greenfieid's work, save for one brief reference in the interview that doses his 

collected essays: 

1 hope 1 have never taken the position that one value position is as good 

as another-the opposite indeed-though 1 have trieci to show that 

looking at the world through the eyes of value holders reveals profound 

conflicts that reason i& fails utterly to resolve- --. While it might be 

easier to throw up one's hands in the face of these difficulties, the way 1 

have reached fùids that each culture offers its own road upwards- 

Sdvation, peace, and reconaliation, if they are to be found, are to be 

found on that road, and we cannot deny our own road (Greenfield & 

Ribbens, 1993: 269)- 

Yet behind this ideal of service to one's own "dture" lurks the other 

face of modernkm: the tyranny of Vereinschaft. We see this dialectic at work 

in the philosophy of Greenfield's fnend and colIeague Christopher 

Hodgkinson (1991), who shares the former's belief in knowledge and values 

as individual attributes, welling up from within instead of being negotiated 

through a give-and-take relationship with the world. On the one hand, this 

leads to an emphasis on the moral complexities of leadership, the la& of 

absolute "saentifid' tniths that might relieve the administrator of the need to 

make value judgements, and the desirability of a broad humanist training for 



aspiring leaders: ai l  p ~ c i p l e s  whkh are compatiôle with the ecological 

concept of administration. On the other hand, it also leads to a vision of 

administration as a struggle to impose one's own conception of the gwd; in 

GreenfieId's words, "a matter of will and power: of benduig others to one's 

will and being bent in turn by others" (Greenlieldf 1991: 8). In this image, the 

values that matter most are the non-negotiable ones, the taat convictions 

that "are unverifiable by the tediniques of saence and cannot be justïfied by 

merely logical argument" (Hodgkinson, 1991: 99). In effect, this absolves the 

administrator fiom any need to question the consequences of her dtural and 

ideological assumptions for leamers, teachersf theK communities, and soaety 

as a whole: all that need concem her ïs to achieve approximate congruence 

between her values and those of the school. 

This clearly does not meet the ecological standard of service to aii. If 

administration is to be more than the continuation of colonialism under the 

name of "moral art," administrators must be prepared to revise their beliefs 

and assumptions in dialogue with others, and in response to the 

accumulation of empirical evidence on the effeds of partidar practices and 

policies. To this end, one valuable tool might be a revised conception of 

Hodgkinson's "value audit. .. a re£iective and contemplative effort which 

seeks to bring into the lïght of consciousness the range, depth and breadth of 

one's preferences, conditioning and beliefs" (1991: 136). If his monological 

conception of praxis, the "conscïous refiective intentional actionfr of a subject 

upon the world, is replacecl with an ecological one in whidi subject and world 

adapt to one another, the value audit can be recast as a "relationship audit", 

or more elegantly put, a meditation on ecological identity. Through such 

reflection, the administrator's awareness may be awakened to previously 



unperceived forms of order, actual and potential, that may serve as a guide to 

right action: an integral stage in the dynamic cycling between minima1 and 

maximai engagement, or "process", that characterizes the ecologicai ideal of 

the "whole person" (see Chapter 7). 

Su& a "relationship audit" can be seen unfolding in Eber Hampton's 

vision ques t: 

rii the sixdirectional pattern, education starts with prayer, standing in 

the centre of the world and looking towards the sky- The central prayer 

is, "Hdp me for my peuple's sake-" -.-The Iirst time 1 fasteci for a vision 1 

remernber that prayer working on me, denning me, creating deep within 

me an identity as an expression of my people--. - 

The prayer is m e r e d  with identity, an unaiienated self. On the second 

day of the fast, as 1 prayed I began to ask myself, "Who are my people?" 

Over the foiiowing days m y  identity expandeci from my own skin 
outwards to family, fnends, relatives, Indian people, other humans, 

animais, growing things, to 6inally reach the earth itself and everything 
that is. 1 came away fiom the fast with a deep awareness of feeling at 

home, related to a i i  that is. (Hampton, 1995: 19-20) 

In this and many related practices, indigenous cultures appear to have 

antitipated the needs of contemporary ecological education. As Gregory Cajete 

comments: 

The whole human being and the whole community are integraily related. 

The whole person, as the whole community, is an amazing complex of 

diverse aspects. . . . Adueving harmony, peace of muid, and heaith were 

ideal goals that were anything but easy to attain. They had to be actively 

sought, sacrificeci, and prayed for. . . . Society, rituais, healing ceternonies, 

sports, pilgrimages, vision quests, and other rites provided the cornmuna1 

context in which individuals might attain one of Indigenous educatiods 

highest goals, that of completing one's seif- - --  This was done because it 

was in the best interest of community to develop complete men and 

women- (Cajete, 1994: 179-180) 



Thus, in the ecologicd perspective, the school administrator is not 

disthguished by a separate ideal, but by the application of a broader 

educational ideal to the demands of administration- The administratorfs 

search for wholeness "for her people's sake" is not hindamentaüy different 

horn the se& enjoined on every learner and every teadier; but for each 

person, the question "Who are my people?" will yield different answers. 

Incumbent upon the educational leader is the responsibility to be more 

indusive, to range m e r  dong the scales of meanïng, context and process, 

than either teachers or leamers need do. It follows that one of the greatest 

challenges for the administrator, as Hodgkinson himseif recognizes, is to stay 

in touch with dassroom and personal realities at the same time as they deal 

with the more abstract and genaalized concepts needed to manage the school 

or school system as a whole (Hodgkinson, 1991: 57-60). To this, the ecological 

perspective adduces a second challenge: to develop awareness of the invisible 

ecological and soaal systems that support the tangible realities of the school 

day. 

Linguistic diversity sharpens this dilemma, for it effectively exdudes 

the administrator both from important dimensions of personal contact and 

from the invisible CO-ordering of imaginative awareness within different 

vemacular cultures. But where modernism uses this as a pretext for the 

exclusion of diversity and the development of schools in the image of the 

administratorrs own culture, the ecological response is necessarily more 

cornplex. Awmozess of and respect for difference is the fourth standard of 

ecological education It does not imply that a l l  difference is equaily worth 

preserving, but it recognizes that difference is always overdetemùned, the 

result of many interacting relationships from which are bom both strength 



and weakness, perd and promise. Iporing or suppressing difference is 

therefore the response of least wîsdom, the course of action most detrimental 

both to leaming and to sustainability. EcologÏcal education indudes an 

appreaation of biological and cultural diversity as characteristic of dl 

sustainable living systems that indude humans, and the ecological 

admùùstrator looks for ways to integrate this diversity in a meaningful way 

in schooIs. 

In thÏs endeavour, the language myth presents a major hurdle. Ço 

deeply ingrained are its metaphors that efforts to develop a xhool-based 

"language policy aaoss the cturiculumJr (Corson, 1990; 1999) wiil inevitably 

have to wrestle with modernist assumptions: about the interchangeabüity of 

languages, about the homogeneity of language cornmunities, about a direct 

relationship between informal and academic language use, and so on. The 

ecological administrator therefore needs training in critical language 

awareness, at the very least, and not merely in the (mostly unilingual) sense 

in which the term is used by Norman Fairdough and his colleagues 

(Fairdough, 1992). The Linguistic training that promises the greatest benefit 

for the ecological administrator is critical bilingualism, to coin a phrase: the 

experience of cultural negotiation in two (or more) languages, coupled with 

some exploration of the theoretical and research iïterature on bilingualism 

and multilingualism both in and out of school. Administrators with such a 

background will be far more likely to make appropriate decisions and to guide 

language poiïcy development in fruitful ways than those deprived either of 

first-hand experience or the concepts of research-based analysis. 

What, then, does th& imply for the education of administrators-andf 

in lesser but still significant measure, for the preparation of educators in 



general? At present, as far as 1 am aware, an understanding of d t u r a l  or 

ecological diversity is completeiy marginal to aedentialhg programs 

throughout the industrialized world (cf. Bowers 1995). Where mniority rights 

advocates or critical theorists have succeeded in integratuig courses on 

diversity-related issues, the obsession with texts that modemism has built 

into higher education works against any direct engagement with the realify of 

diversity. North American studentç are typicaily not even expected to read in 

more than one language, nor to be able to vend  more than a few hours away 

from the prepackaged conveniences of industnalized soaety. If 

ethnocentrïsm and anthropocentnsm are built ùito the forms and contents of 

the aedentialling process, it seerns absurd to exped its graduates to transmit 

other values through the sdiools. 

Thus, where Greenfield and Hodgkuison both advocate a broadly 

humanist education for administrators, the ecological alternative implies a 

stiU greater challenge to modernist noms. Rather than descriiing it in the 

abstract, it may be helpful to pi& out two examples of "emanapatory 

leadership" (Corson, 2000 (in press)) and consider their Iessons for aspiring 

administrators, and for those that aspire to train them. 

1. A multiculfural urban school 

David Corson himseif provides the example of Jim Laughton, the 

principal of Richmond Road school in Auckland, New Zealand, fkom 1972 

until his death in 1988. Previous accounts of the school (Cazden, 1989; May, 

1994) have described its success in educating roughly equal proportions of 

white, Maori, Samoan and Cook Mander dùldren in vertical bilingual 

streams, achïeving both high acadernic standards and high Ievels of cultural 



maintenance and selfiorifidence. Aithough these descriptions have lefi the 

issue of leadership largely unanaIyzed, Corson jusüfiably assetts that "the 

Principal himseif was the catalyst for change" (Corson, 2000 (in press)), Çome 

of the dimensions of Laughton's adùevement may be sununarized as 

follows: 

Laughton worked to instill the princïple of "service to aii" in teachers 

and children alike: 

He talked to us constantiy about rïghts and respm'biIities, and--- 

pMege and responsibility spe&-dy--- We [as teadiers] were privileged 

to have the attriiutes, 1 suppose, to work with those children- Therefore it 
was out responsl'bility to do what we could, as much as we could, more 
than we possibly were able to do! But the same thing worked with the 

children in the classtoom, It was a privilege for some children to be older 
or more gïfted or more skilled, therefore they had to share that 
knowledge, that ability, those skills, with others who were l es  privileged 
in that cïrcumstance- -- (May 1994: 108)- 

Laughton succeeded in making staff and students feel valued, not 

only through his personal warmth, but through deliberate measures to create 

a collegiai school culture in which everyone's contribution would be 

expected, noticed and valued. 

0 Laughton was extremely weiI-read in educational theory, and "was 

always lookùig for ways to expand, and where necessary, change his own 

thinking" (May 1994: 67); he demanded that staff read up on educational 

theories and discuss them at long meetings lasting ail Tuesday afternoon. As 

Corson observes, "Richmond Road raiçed expert knowledge to a level that is 

rare in schools," involving both extemal profesional expertise and the 

expertise of the staff and the community (Corson, 2000 (in press)). 



Laughton was realistic about the diffidties of institutional change. 

OnLy after five years at Richmond Road did he initiate major structurai 

reform, by forming the fUst vertical "family group" or ropu of pupils fkom ail 

age levels; for this he carehrlly chose the most experÏenced teachers and some 

of the brightest younger chiIdren to improve the chances of success (May 1994: 

72). Other striking examples of his managerial deftness are the 

implementation of the schooi's curriculum resource program (ibid., 113) and 

the adoption of a highly structured approach to thnetabhg (ibid., 124), both of 

which placed great demands on staff. 

* Laughton "was concemed with access to power, not only for the 

minority diildren at Richmond Road, but for the school itself, and he knew 

how to get it" (May 1994: 84). For the children, his political goals were twofold: 

"cultural maintenance - the f o s t e ~ g  of identity and self-esteern through the 

affirmation of cultural diffaence, and access fo powm - equipping minority 

duldren with the skills necessary to live in the wider soaety" (&id., 61) He 
c 

was extraordinarily adept at taking advantage of changes in legislation and 

polisr, and at nurhving an activiçt Board of Tmstees spanning ali the dtura1 

groups at the school. 

Beyond a i l  this, Laughton was himself a Maori, and had thus 

experienced the tensions of cultural aiïenation versus d h i r a l  survival at 

fîrst hand. May's account makes it dear how much of himself he invested in 

the school; and although May himçelf expressed optimism about Richmond 

Road's capaaty to continue Laughton's poliaes after his death, my own on- 

site inquiries in June 1995 revealed that most of his achievements had b e n  

swept away within five short years (unpublished interviews). Yet the primary 

question of interest ïs not whether Ridunond Road dependeci on Laughton 



(dearly it did), but how s W a r  values and skills might become characteristic 

of educational administrators, rathe. than a rare exception? 

II. A rural community-based indigrnous school 

The second setong is very diBetent korn the sprawling inner-aty 

suburb of Richmond Road: 

The town of Peach Springs sits amongst desert foothills P t  south of the 

Grand Canyon, on the edge of the million-aae Hudapai reservation. 

Straddling the Santa Fe FWroad and US Hïghway 66, Peach Springs 

includes the K-8 school -the only educational facility within 40 miles-a 

post office, general store, two gas stations, and the tri%& and US Public 

Health Service offices- FecieraiLy h d e d  housing lines both sides of the 

Santa Fe Railroad tracks. (McCarty & Watahomigie, 1999: 85) 

In this unremarkable setting, the director of federal programs at Peach 

Springs School, Ludle Watahomigie, has spearheaded an extraordinary 

bilingual/biculhual program in Engkh and Hualapai. When the program 

began in 1975, there was not even a practical orthography in Hualapai, let 

alone a tradition of literacy or instruction in the Language, and attitudes in the 

community were hardly promising. 

With few lndian educators of our own at the time, we encountered 

resistance from teachers at the school and met with distrust from our 

administration. Parents and grandparents were upset because they had 

been brainwashed for over 100 years that the native Ianguage and culture 
were to be forgotten. (Watahomigie, 1995) 

As the only certifïed Hualapai teacher at that time, Watahomigie 

assumed the direction of the program with the support of the Hualapai 

principal, and set out to reinvent Hualapai education from the bottom up. In 

her patient and determineci struggle over more than two decades, many 



common elements with Laughton's contemporary refoms at Richmond 

Road can be discemed. 

Watahomigie worked extremely hard to bring the community on 

side, statîng fiatly: "Gaining that support required some 'reverse 

brainwashing'. We have had to re-educate our parents on the importance and 

pnoriq of the values and knowledge embodied in our culture" 

(Watahomigie, 1995: 191). For years the bilingual program staff held public 

meetings, repeatedly brhgïng up the question, 'Why have the schools failed 

to educate our people?" As it becarne thinkable to critïcize the formal 

education system, Elders and other community members began to offer 

suggestions and heip; and as parents began to see bene£ïts in the program, 

theV attitudes, too, changed (Watahomigie & McCarty, 1996: 106). Only with 

this transformation in perceptions, beliefs and values could the community 

actually take control of its education. 

Watahomigie sought out expertise both extemal and Interna1 to the 

Hualapai comunity. ExternaUy, she estabfished a long-running partnership 

with linguistic anthropologist Akira Yamamoto, and both played a large role 

in Çounding the American Indian Language Development Inçtitute (whïch 

continues to advise, train and inform indigenous communities throughout 

North America). Internally, she drew on the botanical and other knowledge 

of Hualapai elders to develop beautiful cumdar materials ui the language 

and help leamers with their researdi. And üke Laughton, she pushed her 

staff hard to "becorne our own Linguists" and to conünuaily re-evaluate the 

effectiveness of their efforts (1995; Watahomigie & McCarty, 1994; 1996). 



Watahomigie was dear hom the begnning that the bilingual 

program was to be a means to an effecfive and empowerîng education for 

Hualapai children, not an end in itself. In parailel with the linguistic work, 

program staff and community members set about developing a Hualapai 

philosophy of schooling in which the natural, community and home 

environments are a l l  seen as contriiuting in important ways to childrenrs 

leaming and growth 

As for Laughton, Watahomigie's own Me experience as a member of a 

marginalized cultural / linguis tic community-in this case, the very 

commdty she set out to serv-was an essential element of her 

effectïveness. Yet in order for her to draw on that ewperience, she had to 

transcend it-. to see how things might be different Then she had to reach out 

to others, across many Genre-Discourse divides, and let the vision take root 

and flower in surprising ways. Laughton, too, was a quintessentiai "bridge 

builder and border aosser", as W i a m  Foster put it in Chapter 3, 

encouraging people to see each other differences as strengths and to work 

together for a comrnon conception of the good. But it is vital to recognize 

that, in each case, the adminktrator was not concerned with collegiality and 

collaboration for their oum sake, nor simply with "bending others to theu 

will" in conformity to preset values, but with awakening and cultivating the 

latent capaaty for critical awareness in communiaes, staff and leamers alike. 

Both worked through dialogue, but a dialogue that constantly challenged 

people to assess the realities of their lives and theh work. 

Such dialogue, ranging badc and forth between theory and practice, 

individual and society, language and nature, is the hallmark of 

Gemeinschaft-type negotiation (Chapter 7). Let us see how Arlene Stairs' 



three dimensions of context, meanhg and process highlight the ecological 

IU.1. Dynamic infegrafion of confexf 

The ecological school takeç on a political and cultural role in the 
surrounding community; administrators spend considerable time 
building strong relationships with community leaders and 
parents, induduig an effective school cound. 

The school is shielded fiom standarcking and assimilatory 
pokies comïng hom higher up the educational hierardiy; 
administrators culüvate allies in the policy hamework, search for 
loopholes and options, and cornplain vigorously when necessw 

Classroom practîce must constantly be reexamined for its 
relevance to the school's vision; administrators involve teachers 
in weekly discussions, encourage thern to read and experiment, 
and expect thern to share their experience and ideas with others. 

The ecologica1 school nurtures and buüds on the vernadar 
cultural identities children bring with them; administrators use 
this as a primary mterion to evaluate the success of school 
p ractices, induding teadier preparation, timetab Ling, dassroom 
organization, curriculum planning, school-wide events and much 
else. 

Fi t  languages are integrated to the highest grade levels and 
aaoss subjects; planning for a mutuaiiy supportive relationship 
between dominant and minority languages requires 
administrators to rethink many aspects of school organization. 

Cultural conflicts and contradictions are openly adaiowledged, 
but at the same time subsumed by the schooi's common 
partiapatory culture; administrators act as guardians and 



gardeners of this culture, making its foundational p ~ à p l e s  dear 
but ensuring it remains open to p w t h  and adaptation. 

UI.3. Dynarnic infeptiorz of process 

The ecological school is always evolving, as teachers, 
administrators and parents refiect, diçcusç and chart new 
directions; administrators nurture th& process by stoking the flow 
of ideas and information, ensuring regular and effective fonuns 
for discussion, and prodding people towards deckions when the 
time is right. 

Much Orne is devoted to professional and curridar 
development; administrators voice high expectations of their staff 
and provide opportunities for individual and group leaming, 
planning themes across classes, developing materials and so on. 

Everyone is considereci to be a participant in leaming and change; 
admùustrators endeavour to keep in toudi with what various 
people and groups say and do, both inside and outside the sdiool, 
and to build bridges aaoss those Genre-Discowe boundaries that 
restrïct partiapation. 

In many respects, of course, these principles resemble dassic 

prescriptions for a reformist version of community education (Fettes, 1999), 

and one must therefore beware of the inherent weaknesses noted earlier that 

allow such models to drift towards confotrnity with mainstream practîces. 

The danger is perhaps less acute in the indigenous context, where ecological 

reforms c o ~ e c t  with a long cultural tradition, than in the multidtural 

urban context, where extemal divisions reach into the school fkom every side. 

Yet for both settùigs the general prinaple holds: ecological education wül 

become much more sustainable when networks of such schools are 

establiçhed, along with common standards, dearinghouçes for c u r r i d a .  



materials, seminars and conferences, and eventually appropriate trainîng 

prograns for teachers and administrators. 

Whïch brings us back to the question: how can ecological 

administrators be hained? Based on the two examples outlined above, dong 

with the preceding discussion, the foilowing suggestions can be made: 

Begin with a "relationship audit" that spans the full range of 

ecological identity, from family to nature. Encourage students to go out and 

re-experience the soaai and natural contexts that hold deep meanuig for 

them. Discuss how and why these contexts are reshided or exduded fkom 

schooling, and what this may mean for children's learning. Develop ideas on 

how schools might be opened up to these other l o m  of experience. 

Have students experience what it means to be a learner, bot .  in their 

own language and in a different one. Discuss the Literature on second- 

language leaming and the Merences between informal and academic 

language. Ask them to design programs for a bilingual or multilingual 

school, and compare their ideas with actual examples. Discuss m e n t  

national and school board language poliaes, the options for sdiools, and 

strategies for change. 

Have students p ic .  an issue in ecological education that iç relevant to 

a community they know, and examine the organizational challenges 

involved in enabling leamers to investigate its natural and soaal dimensions 

for themselves. What sources of expertise wodd be available? Who in the 

community would be &ected, and what cultural and linguistic issues would 

play a role? How could experience be combined with description and analysis, 

or with other forms of representation such as drama and art? How compatible 



wouid such approaches be with standard CUfnCUIa and Ometabhg? Compare 

propos& with existhg programs in ecological education. 

Introduce students to critical discourse analysis and critical 

ethnography; then ask them to record and analyze part of a discussion among 

diverse constituemies (a public meeting of any representative community 

organization would do). Whose voices were heard and whose were not? How 

might partiapation become more equitable and meaningful? What 

commitments wouid this requVe of a leader, and what organïzational 

changes might be required? 

It will be seen that such a program itself models some of the attributes 

it seeks to introduce into educationai admulistration, in partidar the cydic 

process of dynamic integration aaoss context, meaning and process. Equally 

important would be a commîtment by the admuùstrators of the program 

itself to reach out to underrepresented communities, and to open up the 

program to organizationai, instructional and cultural changes in response to 

increasing diversity. The most impressive example of such a program that 1 

have encountered is the Master's program in Maori Education at the 

University of Auddand, run by Graham and Linda Smith, a Maori husband- 

and-wife team. Starting from a trickle of one or two students a year, they went 

out into Maori urban and rurd communities to teU them that this was a 

program designed for their needs; within a few years, they had fostered one of 

the most active postgraduate programs at the university, in which Maori (and 

some non-Maori) students hom a wide varïety of backgrounds codd feel at 

home (unpublished observations and interviews, June 1995). 



None of these recomrnendations is at odds with the need to train 

administrators in the more mundane and managerîd aspects of th& 

profession. What they provide is an understanding of the broader ecological 

context within which schools must fünctïon, and an opportunity for 

administrators to develop the integrative vision needed to sustain 

emanapatory leadership over the long term. The h e m  of this vision is the 

same mythic sense of inexhaustiile bounty that Rupert Ross discovered 

among Aboriginal communities of Northem Ontario: the universe not as a 

pre-ordered ideological system awaiüng explication but a web of life and spirit 

that everyone must discover for themselves through participation, both 

together and separately (Ross 1992). Tt is dear h m  the accounts of Cajete, 

Kawagley and others that the renewal of this mythic sense was one key 

fundion of traditional rituah and traditional storytehg- If ecological 

schooling is to be sustained, administrators-and espeaally the programs that 

train them-must find ways to reawaken this wonder at the world. 

The demands placed by t .  vision on the ecological administrator are 

great, yet the rewards are also great Whereas, in modernist models, 

administrators are isolated hom nearly all that makes education exciting and 

fulfilling, in the ecological approach they are involved emotionally, 

intellebually, and spiritually with the natural m e n t  of learning. Freed from 

the solitary contemplation of private values or unquestioning adherence to 

institutional n o m ,  they are open to discovery, surprise, change, growth. 

Cultivating a new generation of administrators under such a vision impiies 

major changes in the field of educational administration. Without su& 

change, however, no arnount of curridar reform is likely to result in long- 



term educationd success for laquage minorïties, nor in the renewal of 

ecological awareness on a wide scale. 

Learning for Sustainability 

Ecologicai Leaders are perhaps the single most crucial element in the 

ecological reforrn of education; yet emancïpatory leadership does not, in itself, 

constitute ecological schooLlngg Children'ç Ieaming d o l d s ,  for the most part, 

out of the sight of administrators, even those who take care to stay in touch 

with the realities of the dassroom, the playground and the community. And 

because ecological schools are surrounded and penetrated through and 

through by the cultural and technologicd produds of modernity, every 

setting and every theme is potentially a site for struggle over the maintenance 

of the ecological vision. 

Two epistemological challenges are of particular concern. One stems 

from the prevalence of the container metaphor of mind, dong with a 

conception of knowledge as something not aeated but transmitted by teachers 

and schools. As we have seen, partidariy in Chapters 4 and 5, this metaphor 

serves to justify the modem addiction to second-hand information and 

harnesses schools to the reproduction of an invisible and inequitable soâal 

order. Ecological schooling requires quite a different set of images, in whidi 

both teadier and taught are partiapants in a web of life whose diversity and 

interconnectedness extends seamlessly across generations and communities. 

Knowledge in this framework ïs not regardeci as a state to be attained, but a 

joumey of endless discovery through both personal and communal 

experience. Yet because this conception of knowledge is not valued withh the 



economic and social systems of cornmodification, the ecological school wili 

h d  itseIf struggling with two very different measures of educational success 

for some time to corne. 

This tension between holistic and modernist standards of assessment is 

accompanied by the tension between emic and etic modes of knowledge, 

insider and outsider perspectives. It is vital for ecolopicai schools to develop 

their own knowledge base, for even the most enlightened emanapatory or 

ecologicai vision may be poorly împlemented; moreover, the very complexity 

of education ensures that new challenges and dilemmas will continuaily ar%e 

as schools and communities evolve and change. In addition, it may weil be 

that on many of the speâfic issues confronted by ecological schools fhere is no 

appropriate expertise-so much social saence research has reproduced 

modernist ideologîes (wittingly or unwittingly), and so limited have the 

resources been for the ethnographie research that is most relevant to the 

needs of the ecological school (see Chapter 6). Ecological schools will therefore 

frequently find themselves in negotiation with contrashg knowledge daims, 

and the ecological administrator cannot escape responsibility b r  steering a 

safe course among them. 

These two issues-the nature of leamkg and assessment, and the need 

for school-speafic knowledge-are profoundly hterlinked with the ecology 

of language and education. As we brïng them more clearly into focus in the 

second haif of this chapter, many of the episternological concerns of preceding 

chapters will be revisited-this time within an educational context which 

offea grounds for hope. 



L a n m e  and the Ecoloeical Leamer 

In mainstream schoohg, teachers are authorities dispensing tmth 

through the medium of language devices and 0th- standardized symbol 

systems. In ecological schooling, they are guides in the CO-exploration of 

reality, helping learners acquùe new ski& and tools for the purpose. 

Although the ecological teacher wiU likdy have achieved a more 

sophisticated awareness of many aspects of reaiity than her learners, she will 

not expect the latter to foliow exady ni her footsteps, nor to adueve such 

awareness through exposure to language devices alone. 

Some ecological educators have begun to grapple with the profound 

implications of this diange in perspective. Biologist Paul Krapfel, for instance, 

encountered it in the context of field studies for 4th to 8th grade classes in 

northem California. He came to condude that too much explanation: 

makes the world seem completely "uncovered and understoodfrf 
instead of being full of mystery and surprise; 

fosters emotional and intellectual detachment instead of deeper 
participation; 

relies on simplification rather than letting leamers "revel in the 
hue complexity of the world"; 

focuses awareness on unchangïng, independent, disaete concepts 
in place of the interco~ectedness that lets "the concepts corne 
alive "; 

divorces feehgs from intellect, when tme, grounded knowledge 
fuses the two. (Krapfel, 1999) 

As Krapfel leamed to relax artilliaal constraints on learning situations 

in the field, he began to notice how committed classroom teachers were to a 



style of instruction in which ali the answers were pre-ordained. Eventuaiiy he 

and hk wife founded a charter school "to explore to what extent na- study 

can forrn the backbone of a schooi's entire currÏculum'f-andf presumably, 

pedagogy (Krapfel1999: 62). Kis experiences, referred to at greater Iength 

below, indicate to what extent ecological administrators may be required to 

challenge habitua1 forms of awareness and action. In modem schools, it is 

almost always easier to present learners with second-hand rather than k t -  

hand information-a tendency m e n t l y  reinforced by the spread of videos 

and CD-ROMs throughout dassrooms at ail Ievels and in all subjects. As 

Edward Reed argues at length in The Necessity of E ~ p ~ e n c e  (1996b), 

ecological education requires that this trend be confronteci and reversed. 

The fifth standard of ecological education is leaming from liued reality. 

In his holis tic philosophy of indigenous education, Gregory Cajete (1994) 

dearly identifies this as a centrai pedagogical prinaple: 

Triiai teachers begin teaching by building on the commonplace- We have 

common experiences, understandings, and human traits that can be used 

to pose a problem in terms, forms or experiences that are familifamiliar to 

students- - -. 

Basic understanding begins with exploring how things happen Observing 

how things happen in the natural world is the basis of some of the most 

ancient and spirituaüy profound teachings of Indigenous cultures. Nature 

is the first teacher and mode1 of process. Leaming how to see Nature 

enhances our capaüty to see other thÏngs. . . . 

The real situation provides the stage for most Indigenous learning and 

teaching. Overt intellectuaiization is kept to a minimum in hvor of direct 

experience and learning by doing. Teaching through a real situation 

expands the realm of learning beyond specuiation and allows the 

students to judge the truth of a teaching for themselves. 



Attention may be considered a foundation of Indigenous leamhg in that 

almost every context-fiom leaming basic hunting and fishing skills, to 

memonzing the details of ritual, to listening to story, to mastering a 

traditional art fom-rekd on its practical application Attention in the 

Indigrnous sense has to do with the focus of all the senses. Seeing, 

listening, feeling smelling hearing and intuitlng are devdoped and 

appiied in the hdlgenous perspective of attention, 

Placing students in situations in whïch they constantly have to examirie 

assumptions and confkont preconceived notions is a regular practice of 

Inciigenous teachers. Through iâcilitating ttùs constant examination of 

what students Éhink they knowf they remain open to new dimensions of 

leaming and prepare for higher Ievels of thinking and creative synthesïs. 
(Cajete 1994: 22336) 

Ln the terms of Chapter 4, the ecological approach to leaming involves 

the progressive building up of a rich stock of experience-based intensions for 

every Linguistic and symbolic device. This reduces the risk of middle-dass 

students sirnply reproduchg the language devices they have picked up fkom 

the pages of books and the conversation of adults, without ever really 

understanding the realities ùivolved; at the same time, it offers equd 

opportunities for learning to language-minority students, who are not 

confronted with a mystified imaginative order of discourse but shown how 

specific language devices guide awareness to observable, tangible features of 

the world. It does not take too great a stretch of the imagination to see how 

such a pedagogy is suited to learning about the natural world; nor is it 

difficult to see that the language of such encounters, if the latter are 

sufficiently frequent and sustained, would evolve as an authentic vernadar 

in which lived reality, ra.her than soaal sanction, provided the criterion of 

CO rrectness. 



The hiaher step advocated here is  to apply these insights to learning 

about the social world. Such a transfer is by no means straightforward. 

Human biological adaptation ensures that many ecological meanings and 

values in the natural environment are accessible to aU; human culturai 

adaptation ensures that many ecological meanings and values in the soaal 

environment are accessible only to those who are part of the Discourses and 

Genres that define them. This fragmentation must be overcome to a 

suffisent extent for deep leaming about cultural diversity to take place, and 

this is no easy task. Yet within the context of a pedagogy of place, and aided by 

learners' shared experience of deep leaming about the natural world, the 

ecological school could plausïbly take on this challenge- 

One vital organizafional factor to be considered is that of time. Paul 

Krapfel, whose ecological field work with grade 4-8 students was rnentioned 

earlier, fomd that children soon devdop a sharpened and deeper awareness 

of "stories they can leam to read" in their environment, but that "systems 

thinking, on the other hand, is not a @ck takefr: 

Systems thinking involves becoming aware of generai principles that arise 

from complex specific examples. Like fine shaie, this kind of 

understanding is paid down one layer at a tirne, Students need to 

encounter example a f k  example of how systems thinking provides 

insight into dynamics that would otherwise be invisille- --- (W}e thidc it 

probably takes two to three years unül students are spontaneously and 

accurately applying systems thinking to new situations (Krapfel, 1999). 

On the grounds of encouraging mutual assistance and Long-term 

relationships, ecological educator Gregory Smith has argued that students and 

teachers at the elementary level shouid remain together for a number of years 

(Smith, 1992: 99-100)- Krapfel's work suggests this corresponds with the 



naturd rhythm of ecologicd Ieaming, "layer by layer" through repeated 

encounters with an ever-changing yet stable reality; and this also agrees with 

research on second language leaming, showhg that "although there will be 

large variation among students, typically it takes between five and ten years 

for second language Iearners to catch up acaderriically'' when taught pr imdy 

in their second language (Cummiw, 19%: 71). nius, whether leaming is 

focused on natural, soaal, or linguistic systems, cafinuity over time-the 

sixth standard of ecological education-may be one of the most important 

factors involved, 

This becomes partïdarly important when one considers the 

development of shared awareness among teachers and learners. At present, 

ecological awareness is rare among families or communities in any settings; 

most learners' experïence of everyday languages is confined to thoroughly 

humanized and ethnicized Discourses, with littie or no awareness of the 

surroundhg diversity of soil, water, plants and animds, languages and 

cultures. This would make it incumbent on the ecologicai school to develop 

its own vemacular Language system, one containhg the conceptual and 

linguistic tools needed to understand speüfïc features of this local diversity 

and the system dynamics underlying i t  To this end, Linguistic creativity 

would have to be encouraged; the standardized vocabulary of scientific 

factiaty would be seen as one way of speaking among many. Some of that 

"power over language" whose passing was lamentecl by Ivan Illich (Chapter 8) 

might yet be restored in schools which value vemacular forms of cultural 

negotiation. But for each dass of Iearners to acquire and contriiute to this 

language system, communal stability over a time span of several years would 

once again be essential. 



Other kinds of reform central to the ecological school are modelled in 

the "pedagogieç of place" ated by C A  Bowers (1995). Although these 

programs to not explicitly address soaal and cultural diversiSi they 

convinàngly demonstrate how the curriculum c m  be used to put Leamers in 

direct touch with local realities. One, the Vermont-based Cornmon Roots 

program, is "a comprehensive school development process designed to 

recomect public elementary schools with the traditional biowledge and 

nahiral heritage of their local communities" (Kiefer L Kemple, 1999: 21). In 

many ways, schools in this program approach Bernstein's ideal of the 

"integrated code" (Chapter 8); the lùikage of education and ecology serves as 

"the foundation for holistic education that honors the natural 

intercomectedness of a.ü things", involving intensive cooperation aaoss 

disciplines, the involvement of many people from outside the school, and a 

curriculum that unfolds temporally, geographically and imaginatively with 

each passing year. 

We have found that recreating the story of the very co~nmUNty in which 

the students themselves Live provides an ideal context for meaningfd 

learning- Now for the first thne, the teadier can Say to the d o u s  child 

just entering school that we are going somewhere- Each season we are 

gouig to Live the iives of the people who h t  lived here, we are going to 

walk their footsteps and leam £rom their iessons-now they surviveci and 

sustained t h e d v e s  over tirne- We are going to discover the foods they 
grew and the ways that they grew them. We will explore how they reiated 

to and used nature in balance or out of balance, constructively or 

destmctively. We are going to explore theh culture using arts, dance, 

theater, music, 

We shalI wak in these wwds and meadows, and Ieam what grows here 

and what animals live here- We wilL leam about the houses and 
neighbourhoods and familles that have sprung up in this tom over the 

generations. We will meet the people who live here, talk to the men and 



women who themseLves went to school in this placer to hear the* words 

and stories and womes and questions. In addition to understanding their 

perspectives on the past and th& concems about the present, we will 

dis<russ th& hopes and dreams for the future- This, children discover, is 

what we c d  learrùng- This is the sfarting pomt of formal education- 

(Kiefer & Kemple, 1999- 32-33) 

In Bowers' assessment, the Common Roots program succeeds in 

integrating many kinds of ecological awareness in a meaningful way and in 

strengthening leamers' experience of communityr both through shared work 

in the project's gardens and by extended encounters with farmers and others 

outside the school. On the negative side, it does not provide duldren or 

teachen with insight into the ways in whïch su& awareness and experience 

can be obscured or transformed by the cultural metaphors reproduced 

through language, or uito the very Herent metaphors and meta-narratives 

present in different cultural communities. 'Would [these children]," Bowers 

wonders, "be abte to understand the connections between the ecological crisis 

and the modern ideals of progress, individual aeativity, and how our 

cultural approach to doing science relativizes the traditional foundations of 

moral authorïty?" (1995: 202). And if not, will they not remain "unnecessarily 

vulnerable to the modem pressures of keeping up with recent technological 

and consumer fads"? 

Related strengths and weaknesses are present in another "pedagogy of 

place" analyzed by Bowers, the Foxfire Curriculum. This Dewey-inspired 

reform movement, which orïginated in rural Georgia in the late 1960s, places 

less emphasiç on the nahird world but involves stîil greater engagement 

with the local community. Aided rather than directed by a teacher, students 

deade what they wodd Like to learn and set about finding the answers in the 



place they live, not only for their own benefit or that of the teacher, but for 

"an audience beyond the tea cher... an audience the students want to serve, or 

engage, or impress. The audience, in turn, must affirm that the work is 

important and is needed and is worth doing" (Bowers 1995: 186). These 

studies typicaily involve i n t e ~ e w s  with older ùihabitants, "malüng spoken 

discourse centered in a community of rnemory a core part of student 

leamuigr' and encouraging students to view elden as "someone who has 

experïences, special knowledge, and perhaps even wisdom students want to 

learn about and docwnent for future geneations." Bowers believes that 

"learning how the activïties Chat sustain community Life are c o ~ e c t e d  in 

mdti-dimensional ways (through faaiily connections, through stones told 

over t he ,  reenacted in individual experience, and so brth)" is a step towards 

"frarning the world in terms of processes, interactive relationships, and 

networks that are essential aspects of an ecological paradigm" (1995: 189). Yet 

at the same tirne, the la& of an expliat emphasis on the natural 

environment or the diversity of cultural interpretations of the world means 

that much of this potential will not be realized, for lack of guidance on the 

part of the teacher and limited exposure to direct and sustained experience of 

natural and d t u r a l  diversity on the part of the students. 

The integrative ecological school, in contrast, would extend the 

princïples of the Common Roots and Foxfire programs to indude the 

different cultural and linguistic communities that share a place. As weil as 

embarking on a journey through the natural environment, leaming to 

recognize the patterns of the seasons and the CO-adaptation of plants and 

animals within larger ecosystems, leamers would progress through a deeper 

and deeper exploration of the soaal environment. At the beginrting, this 



would involve such readily accessible manifestations as food, music, and 

dress, but these encounterç would be planned to lead children onward into 

encomters with language, narrative, histoq, values, pattems of 

discrimination and resistance, and efforts at community maintenance and 

renewal. As for the field programs run by Paul Krapfel(1999), repeated short 

experiences over a long period would be far more effective than occasional 

intensive exposure with nothùig between. In this way cultural diversity 

would become part of the daily warp and weft of the dassroom experience, 

and systemç thinking about the social world could be built up littie by Little 

over t h e .  

In addition to direct contacts with local cultural communities, 

ecological schools would cultivate extended "leaming networks" with schools 

in 0th- parts of the world. Examples of these have been desaibed by Jim 

Cummins and Dennis Sayers in the book Brave N m  Schools (1995), ranging 

from the p i o n e e ~ g  Freinet schools whidi have w d  international 

correspondence as a major pedagogical tool since the 1920s, to contemporary 

Internet-based partnerships using Spanish and English. Such examples are 

multiplying rapidly: suice September 1999, for instance, a "Wtual school" 

using Esperanto has Iùiked two dozen dasses in al l  five continents. Cumminç 

and Sayea argue emphatically, however, that such networks wiU ody 

facilitate deep learning if the participants are encouraged to ask hard 

questions, and to thllik criticaily about their own education and society. 

Ecological schools would seek means of expanding learners' awareness of the 

physical and cultural realities that can only be dimly inferred through text 

and picture, and to encourage collaboration on projects requiring joint 

attention and dialogue to complete. Such learning networks would be of 



particular importance for sdiools with few local resources for cultural 

diversity, but they could help to make the diverçity of the world manifest in 

any other setting. 

At the same time as this intercultural exploration progressed, learners 

would be helped to use and actively develop the vernacular knowledge 

inherited from theîr homes and communities. Home and community 

languages would be used for Foxfire-style research, and language and culture 

speaalists would assist learners in presentîng their h d l n g s  and interpethg 

them in the common language(s) of the classroom. Bilingual programs 

would d t iva te  more academic styles of language use wherever there was 

suffiaent demand. In keepuig with the first standard of ecological education, 

schools would seek to actively build community resistance against the unjust 

soaal relations and alienating diçcourse patterns of rnodernity, by expanding 

the knowledge and reinforcing the prïde of leamers and parents; Cummins 

(1996) offers many examples of such empowering education. Ailied to a 

pedagogy of pIace, the potential Vereinschaft-type tendencies of efforts 

towards cultural maintenance could be transformed into a broader, 

Gemeinschaft-type cornmitment to organic diversity: an achievement that 

might yet reverse the omuious trend towards the "extinction of experience" 

(Chapter 6). 

Inevitably, such a comprehensive challenge to the relations of ruLing 

wodd invite repeated attacks; and ecologicai schools might well find it 

helpful if they could show that, men on rnodmist grounds, they offered a 

more effective h m  of education than mainstream schooling. Without going 

into detail regarding possible teadung strategies and techniques, the ecological 

theory of cognition developed in Chapter 4 supports the daims of both 



ecological (Smith k Wiams, 1999) and aïtical biliriguai educators 

(Cummins 1996) to c o ~ e c t  with "the naturai current of humanne~s'~ viewed 

by Cajete as the source of al l  leafning. Cummhs, reviewing the literature on 

language minority leamers, considers dturalflinguistic incorporation, 

community participation, transformative pedagogy, and a holistic approach to 

assessrnent to be the four most important components of effective programs; 

the ecological school encompasses ail four, not as diçconnected priorities, but 

as part of an integrative philosophy of education. In the Light of this 

philosophy, some of the text-orienteci "aitical Iiteracy" approaches to 

transformative pedagogy inspired by Paulo Freire can appear unredeemedly 

modernist (Bowers 1993); the ecological alternative is more radical, more 

patient, and more lasting. 

This is not to say that text-oriented critical literacy would be exduded 

from the ecological school: nor would standard science, nor the taught 

colloquial. The thrust of the ecological alternative is not a wholesale rejection 

of modernity, but its transbrmation into something more sustainable; not an 

elevation of Gemeinschaft to the sole organizing prïnaple of society, but its 

use to ameliorate the oppressive and alienating impact of Vereinschaft and 

Gesellschaft. The latter have becorne deeply rooted in human societies, and 

learning to use their potential and evade their mares is a vital part of any 

education-a modem variant of the indigenous Hunter of Good Heart 

(Cajete, 1994), who now must stalk the cultural labyrinth as he once did the 

untamed wilderness. Founded on a pedagogy of place, ecological schools 

would seek to instill that acute awareness of the world that every hunter 

needs (Ross, Chapter 6), in which experience, imagination and emotion are 

hsed. 



Language and the Ecoloeical Researcher 

The multifaceted process of personal and communal discovery central 

to ecological schoohg wodd aeate knowledge in abundance; but it wouid 

also require knowledge. Earlier it was shown how ecological administrators 

will search out expertise and work with teachers to appLy P to the goals of the 

school and community, but Mt  largely unanalyzed were the challenges of 

assessing the schoolrs own achievernents, of validating the emic knowledge 

developed in its programs, and of adaptuig to new social QIcumstances, 

institutional pressures, and ideological Cnticism. AL1 of these require 

communication between discîphary worlds, across Genre-Discourse 

boundaries Chat administrators themselves may not have the time or 

expertise to bridge effectively. Thus, alongside the vernadar, political and 

natural communities of the region, the ecological school wodd pursue deep 

integration with a fourth comtituency: the community of etic knowledge- 

makers. 

In the Second Turn this idea was prefigured in Deil Hymes' proposal of 

ethnographic monitoring (Chapter 6), whidi 1 set within a broader tum 

towards aitical ethnography and related methodologies in the social sciences. 

As Hymes saw, a reflexive awareness of laquage is a key part of this 

"discursive tum", and effective ethnographic monitoring would both require 

and propel a far-reaching revision of modemist approaches to linguistic 

thought and study. Now, by relating Hymesr proposal to a similarly far- 

readiing proposal for the reform of education, we can view it in its proper 

social context: at the meeting point of ecological schooling and ecological 

science. 



In such a system, the value of researdi could never be açsessed on the 

bas& of its textual description done. Research reports and p a p a  off- 

pertinent evidence: one can look for indications of good observational 

practices, significant feedbadc h m  subjects, consistent and d-critical 

relating of theory and data, and conclusions proportionate and relevant to the 

research context, among other uidicators (cf. (Corson, 20ûû), chapter 7). But all 

of these are etic criteria. As important in the evaluation of ecological research 

would be the emic aïteria: has the work helped the researcher to expand her 

ski& of awareness and action? or done the same for other individuals In the 

research context? or fostered lasting and positive change in the school or 

community? Critical-realist evaluation of critical-realist research would itself 

involve far more than amchair knowledge (Chapter 5): it would uivestigate 

the real-world consequences of the researdierrs actions. 

It is somewhat outside the scope of the present work to trace all the 

implications of this sm. Two condusions, though, are highly relevant The 

first is that the naturallst study of language, advocated throughout the three 

turns of this work, demands a reorganization of the way research is done. As 

long as researchers are separated fkom schools, communities, and each other 

within the balkanized worlds of University and govenunent departments, the 

knowledge they produce will remain fragmented and delocalized, of little 

value for the fostering of sustainable human societies or for an integrative 

understanding of reaiity. Secondly, the transformation of sdiools and school 

systems into ecological knowledge centres would provide a soaal basis for 

sudi integrative research to take place. ui an ecological system of assesment 

there might be direct ties between groups of schools and groups of researchers, 

with both sides contrïibuting huids and expectatiom of a long-term working 



relationship. Priorities for assessment would be determined through 

discussion, and learners, teachers, administrators and parents would a l l  be 

involved in contibuüng to, commenthg on and using the researdi. An 

internship Ï n  such an interdisaphary, locaily based, long-tenn project might 

become a basic qualification for educational researchers, analogous to a 

similar requirement in the medical professions. Because ecological sel£- 

assessment would be considered an integrai part of a sustainabIe educational 

system, the hmding and research base would be far broader than is the case at 

present, yielding what might w d  become the richest vein of ethnographie 

data in the sociai sciences. 

Calls for su& a sysfemic restructunng of educational research are being 

heard more often than in Dell Hymes' day-and they are still being Ied by 

researchers on language. Recentiy, for instance, the US. National Institutes of 

Health and the National Research Council sponsored a comprehensive report 

on "improving schoohg for language-minority children" (August & Hakuta, 

1997) which put forward an ideal that drew heavily on the orpanization of 

medical research: more effective and broader-based peer review, explicit 

attention on the part of researchers to the full complexity of situations under 

study, a much broader funding base, and so on. Similar ideas are summarized 

in a recent review of research on biiingual education in the United States 

(Moran & Hakuta, 1995), which concludes: 

L€ research in bilinguai education is going to serve its diverse audience, it 

m u t  foUow a dynamic design that allows for the interplay of politicai 
and social forces within the context of the communities served. It must be 

inclusive in its involvement of the educational conununity in every step of 

the research. To accomplish this, the researcher must play a role that 

includes king listener and broker at the research table, bringing together 

the entire educational community and faalitatùig the creation of 



innovative approaches to researching the slgnificant issues in bitingu2tl 
education. Those significant issues should be Muenced by a broadened 
perspective that includes foreign-language teaching as a goal of bilingual 
education; a view of minority languages as a natural resource; and 

bilingualism as a gi f t  to be cherished- (Moran & Hakuta, 1995: 460) 

Helpfd though such calls may ber however, they surely underestimate 

the scope of the challenge. In the absence of cotnmitment to a pedagogy of 

place, with ail that it entails for the ecological reform of schools, the 

educationai establishment will remain vulnerable to the discourses of 

Vereinschaft and Gesellschaft, and with them the language myth thaï is such 

an integral part of the soad  ecology of modernity. If multilingual and 

multicultural education is not to be constantiy fighting a rearguard action to 

preserve its slender gains; if integrative Iinguistic research is not to remain a 

merely theoretical possibility; if both schools and science are to contribute to 

the well-being of people and peoples in the deepest sense, then it is not 

merely the science of language and education but language and education 

thmselves, as social practices, that need to be reformed. 

Ironically, though perhaps inevitably, my contribution to that 

endeavour, this spiral staircase for the imagination, is not parfidarly dose to 

the ecological ideal. No practising teachers or administrators have been 

consulted in ifs production, much iess leamers or parents; nor are there 

inbuilt provisions for its ideas and conclusions to reach the educational, 

political and academic audiences where they might do some good. As an 

elaboraie, unwieldy language device of res tricted circulation, it cons titutes 

barely an eddy in the modernist tide. On the positive side, I have found deep 

satisfaction in the capaaty of this work to challenge and surprise me, to point 

to deep forms of order in the world that 1 had sensed but not suspecteci. 1 take 



satisfaction, too, from doing theory as I b&-eve it should be done, defining 

basic ontological categories in nahiralist tenns so that the underlying 

assumptions are as dear as possible. Thiç has provided the foundation for 

theoretical progress in the natural sciences, and 1 W y  beüeve that the turn 

of the social sciences has corne- 

The merest eddy in a flood of language this work may be; but eddies are 

curious things. Most are quickly dampened by the prevailing m e n t ,  but 

some prove surprisingly sustainable, while 0th- yet feed uito positive 

feedback loops that can alter the state of entire systems. Even the srnailest 

contribution to such diange seems worth attempting: for if the ecological 

paradigm d o s  not gain ascendancy in this new century, 1 fear that the 

centuries that follow on our smali blue planet will be bleak. 

Let the vision sketched in this h a l  chapter stand as an affirmation: In 

ecological reason there is hope for language, for schools, and for us aiI. 
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