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I do not like these weary and played-out people who wrap themselves in wisdom and look "objective"; I do not like the agitators dressed up as heroes who wear the magic cap of ideals on their straw heads; I do not like these ambitious artists who like to pose as ascetics and priests but who are at bottom only tragic buffoons... [Nietzsche. The genealogy of morals. Third essay, section 26]

Seeing is Believing (“Hey!  That turkey is flying.  I guess some turkeys CAN fly.” ) Vs. Believing is Seeing (“Turkeys can’t fly.  Therefore, that flying turkey isn’t flying.”).

Here’s a shocker.  The main business of public education is NOT teaching.  Any more than the main business of a protection racket (“Pay us $2000 a month or we break your legs.”) is protection, or the main business of a health insurer is to insure your health.  No, teaching is for saps.  The main business of public education is selling ideas.  That’s where the power, prestige, and money are.  What ideas?
1.   What an educated person looks like.
2.   What the mission of public education is.
3.   Why achievement is so low.
4.   How we have to reform education.
5.   What more we need from the public to fix education.
6.   What a good curriculum looks like and does not look like.
7.   What good materials look like and don’t look like.
8.   Where teachers should get curriculum and materials.
9.   What good instruction looks like and does not look like.
10. Where teachers should get instructional methods.
11. The proper dispositions of teachers and principals.
12. What good teachers and principals should know.
The circle below shows the main players in Edland.  Ideas can be generated by any player---well, except teachers and principals, because they are mere “workers.”  If an idea (i.e., a deranged speculation) fits progressive doctrine, seems new and improved (an “innovation”), has a catchy ring to it (“brain-centered instruction”; “education for social justice”), it will be bought by other players, who will then sell it to still other players.  Here’s an example.  
1.   Neuroscientists found that when they gave four rats (Inky, Binky, Dinky, and 
       Stinky) a stimulating environment, the rats’ brains developed more than rats with 
       the usual, dull environment.
2.   A wannabe guru in Edland says, “A HA!  This applies to teaching.”  So, he or she 
      makes up a catchy phrase---“brain-centered instruction”---and publishes an easy-to- 
      read book that ALLEGES to “apply solid and exciting findings from neuroscience” to 
      kids, and therefore to solve all our problems.
3.   A couple of professors at an ed school read the book.
      “Hey, this looks good.”
      “Yeah, both my legs are tingling.”
      “We should do some research on this.”
      “Sure, but I guess we won’t get to study the kids’ brains.”
      “Sadly, no.”
So, they introduce brain-centered instruction in their ed school courses and hammer away at how new teachers must integrate brain-centered instruction in everything they do.  And they do a little “research” with five kids in a school that is willing to try ANYTHING to raise achievement.  They give the kids multi-media instruction in math.  Hands on, pictures, videos.   The kids like it.  They pay attention.  They learn a little more.  The professors infer that the increased stimulation changed the way the kids’ brains worked, and that’s why the kids learned a bit more.  
“Brain-centered instruction works!”
Science-wise, this is baloney.  They have no idea what happened in the kids’ brains.  All they know is, We did X, and kids did Y. 
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We’ll never know. The professors did not consider and test this RIVAL EXPLANATION.  They don’t have to.  They KNOW they’re right. The theory is SO enchanting.
             Convinced that brain-centered teaching works, the professors give workshops and publish articles.  Many other professors, teachers, and administrators hop on the bandwagon.  Administrators in state departments of public instruction (who need to look like they are on top of the latest research) advocate brain-centered instruction.  The state instructs ed schools to include it in their certification requirements.
                 “Graduates will appreciate the use of brain-centered instruction.”
                 “Graduates will include brain-centered instruction in all teaching plans.”
Likewise, curriculum organizations in math, national education research organizations, and organizations that certify districts and ed schools all mandate brain-centered instruction.  Finally, the market is flooded with books, DVDs, manuals, and conferences.
             How long does this madness go on?  Well, whole language is going on 30 years.  Brain stuff?  Who knows?  Maybe the liver will take over when the brain is tuckered out.
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Is Everyone Duped? 
                 No.  There are many good and smart researchers, curriculum developers, education professors, members of boards of education and departments of public instruction, district superintendents, and school principals.  But (1) they are in the minority (the anti-establishment); and (2) they are often ignored, resisted, demonized, and removed.  Ask Galileo.
               In 1601, Galileo was in trouble with the elite professors of physics (Drake, 1980).   He disagreed with their view---that the sun revolves around the earth. 
“Wrong,” he said.  “The earth revolves around the sun.”
”No, it doesn’t!” said the judges at his trial, who supported the professors.
”Yes, it DOES.  Look through the dang telescope.  You’ll SEE I’m right!”  
They wouldn’t look.  In a letter to his pal, Kepler, Galileo asked,   

My dear Kepler, what would you say of the learned here, 

who, replete with the pertinacity of the asp, have 

steadfastly refused to cast a glance through the telescope? 

What shall we make of this? Shall we laugh, or shall we cry?
I bet Galileo laughed.  They imprisoned him, anyway.  Of course big shots won’t look at facts!  When power rests on illusions, duplicity, and falsehoods, big shots declare that there ARE no facts.  

“All research has flaws.  You can’t believe what you read.”  [All pants have flaws, 
              but we still wear pants.]
              “Facts are a matter of opinion.”  [Yeah, right!  And the elite professors will make 
               sure that THEIR opinion determines what will be CONSIDERED true.]
You see, if big shots admitted that there ARE facts, and that facts can be used to test the beliefs that the big shots force on everyone else (“It’s not developmentally appropriate to teach disadvantaged kids in pre-school to read.”), it would mean that reality trumps opinion, prestige, position, and power.  Looking at facts would show that the earth revolves around the sun and that disadvantaged kids in pre-school can easily learn to read if you do it right.  This would reveal elites’ persistent error.  Persistent error proves their fallibility, arrogance, duplicity, and agenda (power).  Fallibility, arrogance, duplicity, and agenda signify ignorance and contempt for the truth and for the people whom elites say they serve and whose money they lavishly spend on salaries, buildings, offices, ceremonies, Christmas parties, conferences, and foreign travel to study “international education.” So it was then.  So it is now.  (See Tipler, 2008.)

The coordinated activities [curriculum, standards, teacher training, textbooks, instruction, assessment, certification, self-promotion, propaganda] among the pragmatic power elites and true believers in Edland [the progressive establishment], does NOT mean that these persons and organizations are bright, educated, and mentally sound.  They are merely cunning.  Ants, maggots, and infectious bacteria do their jobs well, too.  Most of what progressives (elites, true believers, and those bought off to serve) believe and foist onto teachers, principals, and schools is bizarre, doltish, crackpot, and contrary to elementary common sense.  You may be interested to know where the goofy notions and fads in this field come from, described in chapters             . [They sure don’t come from research].  And how---if you examine these notions and fads---anyone can possibly take them seriously.  This chapter reveals that the establishment mind is a collective delusion--powered by the fancies of ed perfessers, installed in new teachers through dream machine degree programs, and institutionalized in government offices (the bureaucrat apparatchiki), regulations, mandated curricula, and certification (indoctrination) requirements.  Let's be good clinicians and examine the madness more carefully, shall we?
The Education War: Review


The two camps in the education war are
1.  The dominant education establishment---so-called "progressive" educators---who
      advocate constructivism, whole language, "developmentally appropriate 
     practices," and postmodern cynicism about western values, reason, and truth.
2.  The education anti-establishment---so-called traditionalists or "instructivists" (Finn & 
      Ravitch, 1996)---who advocate focused, logically sequenced (basics first), teacher-led   
      instruction aimed at mastery of classical ideas and skills.  The anti-establishment    
      challenges the ideas underlying  progressive education and offers clear field-tested  
      alternatives.            
It would be a mistake to think that skirmishes (about method), battles (over curricula), and war (over the functions of education) are merely differences in the research that’s read, instructional styles preferred, personal and group opinions and philosophies, or even political agendas.  Because the two camps are opposed fundamentally and  irreconcilably; namely, the quality of intellect.  Differences between anti-establishment traditionalists-instructivists and establishment progressivist-constructivists are differences in logically valid vs. invalid argument, reasonable vs. grandiose objectives, coherent vs. incoherent writing, and technical proficiency vs. ineptitude.  In other words---and not meaning to sound harsh---when you hang around these folks for 40 very odd years, it’s clear that they are not real smart, don’t know much, write as if they were either high on drugs or had brain damage, or were simply kidding.  This helps to explain why Edland: (1) almost always makes choices that makes things worse; and (2) learns nothing from its history of tragi-comic buffoonery.  [But progressives don’t see what they do AS failure, any more than third-trimester abortionists see what they do AS infanticide.]  It is important for the public to see that the only skill of the dominant progressive education establishment is lying, fabrication, mystification, evasion, accumulating more power, and managing the system that serves THEIR interests.  The average level of progressive intelligence barely reaches doltish.  The average level of progressive ethics barely reaches perverse.  But exposing doltishness  and perversion [bizarre beliefs, illogical instruction, untested fads, superficial curricula, imposition of sexual and leftist ideology on vulnerable students] may be one way to retake education.  Let's see the evidence.  
The World as Fact Vs. Fancy
        One mark of maturity (and sanity) is recognizing that the world—reality—has features independent of what we may believe and wish those features to be. This is the first clear difference in intellect between traditionalist-instructivists and progressivist-constructivists. 
 
The traditionalist-instructivist—whether a teacher, school principal, district administrator, education professor, or member of a state department of public instruction--reads the announcements, legislation, regulations, and grant proposal forms for a funding opportunity, and then (treating these as immutable facts) adapts accordingly by: 
(1) Determining the consequences of writing a grant proposal that conforms to the 
      guidelines vs. does not conform to the guidelines.
(2) Improving teacher training, evaluation, and supervision to meet the requirements of 
      the granting agency. And 
(3)  Collecting objective data (i.e., data capable of assessment by others besides the 
       data collector) on student achievement.
In contrast, the progressivist-constructivist school principal, district administrator, education professor, or state department of public instruction official who (resembling a petulant child) feels his or her power threatened by external authority, responds by: 
(1) Thinking wishfully that these requirements will soon go away and therefore may be 
      ignored.
(2) Writing grant proposals that fly in the face of funding agency requirements, but 
      believes this won't be noticed (as a mad person believes a tin foil hat makes him 
      invisible).  And 
(3) Changes the definitions of words--as if this did not violate their common 
      meanings. For example, "scientific research" for the progressivist-constructivist does 
      not mean controlled, experimental, quantitative, replicated research using validated 
      instruments, but instead means qualitative note-taking and single-subject 
      anecdotes (which they call “case studies,” because this bogus definition enables the 
      progressivist-constructivist (in his or her mind) to make no changes in 
      how he or she thinks and acts. You can always “get” qualitative data (e.g., teacher 
      observations, interviews) to support whatever notions you wish.  Just as the “climate 
      scientists” picked through the data from one place and another, and stuck the data 
      points on a graph making it look like global temperature was rising.  If drug 
      companies did this, someone would go to jail.  When professors do it, they are 
      “investigated” by their colleagues and let off.  In education, nothing happens, 
       because progressive junk science rules.

Action Reasonably Fitted to Circumstances
 
We consider it reasonable (and sane) to whack a fly with a flyswatter—a cheap, tested implement focused on the task at hand. We consider it madness if a person burns the house down to get the fly. The same judgment of reasonableness applies in education.  For example, the traditionalist-instructivist educator: 
(1) Knows there is a ton of research on reading.
(2) Reads a large sample of that research.
(3) Seeks field tested programs that are consistent with the preponderance of research,    
      and that effectively teach the main reading skills (phonemic awareness, sound-
      symbol relationships, decoding, fluency, vocabulary, and comprehension). And 
      therefore 
(4) Uses these programs in his or her school, district, or state. 
This is called reasonable, morally responsible—and sane.
 
In stark raving contrast, the progressivist-constructivist educator (not in touch or not grasping reality): 
(1) Doesn’t know or doesn’t care that there’s a ton of research on reading.  [He knows 
      all he needs to know, thank you.]
(2) Doesn’t deign to read this research, or reads only a self-serving sample.  He or she 
      won’t read what might challenge his or her beliefs, anyway.
(3) Doesn’t care that there are field tested programs consistent with the preponderance 
      of research, or rejects these programs (with contempt and hauteur) because he or 
      she doesn’t approve of them.  “One size does not fit all.” “Programs stifle creativity.”
                           Stupid one-liners, not experimental research, guide this field.
(4) Instead of using effective programs in his or her school, district, or state (irrational 
      and immoral), the progressivist-constructivist in charge requires teachers with no 
      training in these matters to invent their own curricula (unreasonable) using an ersatz 
      assortment of basal readers, nondecodable (too hard) text, qualitative assessments 
      not aligned with what’s taught, spelling books, and made up lessons—in other 
      words, a "curriculum" that is illogical, unsystematic, untested, and has glaring     
      curricular holes. 
 
H.L. Mencken's line, written in 1928, captures the madness:  "Their programs of study sound like the fantastic inventions of comedians gone insane."  However, the immorality and dementia are disguised with the usual slogans---"teacher empowerment," "ownership," and "professional development." In any other field, the same tired clichés would irritate anyone with intelligence.  In this field, repetition of the same vapid bilge is THE main form of validation.
Circumspection 
 
A sane person checks his clothing before entering a room, notes that his pants are open, and fixes it up. An intellectually insufficient person checks his pants by touching his hat, walks into the room, hears snickering, and says to himself, "They'll never notice." 
 
A similar thing exists in public education. Rational and sane education schools (rare as Spartan swords from 400 BC)--somehow blessed with a squad of traditionalist-instructivist anti-establishment professors who’ve managed to get tenure and don’t fear constructivist-progressivist colleagues, and are aware of the low status of ed schools on college campuses, the superficial teacher training, and the nonstop faddish ideas---examine the ed school curriculum in light of the criticisms, and then TRY to change core beliefs, research base, mission, rules for judging what is credible, curricula, and assessment of graduates.
    
But not in ed schools dominated by progressivist-constructivists who: 
(1) Consider their superficial, turgid, self-promoting publications to be real scholarship. (2) Reject any criticism---certain that everyone else is wrong.  "We need to get the word 
      out about how good we are." In psychiatry, they call this delusion of grandeur.
(3) Hire new faculty who sustain the school's progressivist-constructivist orientation 
      despite the fact that this orientation is the root cause of low-level scholarship, poor 
      preparation of new teachers, and threat to the existence of ed schools.  And 
(4) Create more fanciful portraits of themselves for in-school self-celebration (self-
      delusion) and public presentation; e.g., calling themselves "flagships of reform," 
     "stewards of America's children," "champions of social justice," "fostering life-long 
     learning and reflection." 
 
At this point, demented thinking is well beyond silly and approaches criminal negligence.
Word Salad and Other Possible Signs of Dementia
 
A last clear difference between traditionalist-instructivists and progressivist-constructivists is their tenuous connection to and miscommunication about reality.  Or, as Heinrich Heine (1797-1856) says, "Ordinarily he was insane, but he had lucid moments when he was merely stupid."  This final serving shows that the nonrationality or anti-rationality of Edland reveals intellectual impairment akin to a psychiatric disorder. 
 
We consider a person rational, sane, and competent who assumes that words  signify things and who speaks and writes coherently about the real world.  In contrast, we consider a person irrational, insane, and/ or incompetent who assumes that words refer to (mean) whatever he or she wants them to—or to nothing at all--and whose speaking and writing are phantasmagoric, dream-like, disjointed, and bear little relationship to the external world.  
 
The more one reads progressivist-constructivist journal articles and books, course syllabi, and ed school documents (such as mission statements and program descriptions), the more one must admit that these writings bear the marks of psychiatric disorder. Examples include:
1.  Delusional thinking, or a strongly held and usually bizarre idea held despite 
      evidence to the contrary.
2.  Palilalia, in which a word or phrase is repeated with increasing frequency.  
3.  Paragrammatism, or disordered grammatical constructions.
4.  Neologisms, or made-up, nonsensical words. 
5.  Repeated use of the same words and phrases. 
6.  Drivelling, or combining parts of an idea such that the meaning of a statement is 
      unintelligible to the listener.
7.   Word salad, or a random and illogical arrangement of sounds and words.   
The writing samples, below, of progressivist-constructivists, show similarities to serious psychiatric disorder.  I'm not saying the writers are mentally ill; I'm saying their writing: (1) is similar to examples of psychosis in psychiatric literature; and (2) makes as much sense (and is as useless educationally) as writings of persons suffering from severe psychiatric disorder. 
            The writing samples immediately below are from whole language advocates, and seem to show detachment from the reality (facts at hand) known to sentient persons--the reality of how children learn to read and how they are best taught--as depicted by the preponderance of empirical (real, external world) research.  First the quotation and then my diagnosis.
"Learning is continuous, spontaneous, and effortless, requiring no particular attention, conscious motivation, or specific reinforcement." (Smith, 1992, p. 432) 
This may be true of sucking a lollipop, but not anything else. This may be an example of neologism.  Smith has reinvented the meaning of "learning" or is simply inventing a fantastical vision of what learning is.  Either way, his statement has little connection with factual reality.  Here’s another.  Enjoy!
"Reading without guessing is not reading at all."  (Smith, 1973).   

Another example of a fanciful vision.  The statement appears to be rooted firmly not in the world of fact but in the inner world of incredible imagery and word play where anything--including weird theories of reading--goes.  If you guessed what words say, would you call it reading?  How about guessing the answer to math problems?  
"Reading by 'phonics' is demonstrably impossible (ask any computer)." (Smith, 1986). 

That’s a denial of obvious fact. "See that bumblebee flying over there?  It's not flying."  You won’t believe the next one.
"Early in our miscue research, we concluded…That a story is easier to read than a page, a page easier to read than a paragraph, a paragraph easier than a sentence, a sentence easier than a word, and a word easier than a letter. Our research continues to support this conclusion and we believe it to be true…" (Goodman & Goodman, 1981). 

Does that make ANY sense?!  It’s the same as saying that it’s easier to swim across the ocean than to swim across a pool.  The Goodmans' assertion looks like a device for seducing naive teachers into seeing themselves as rebels against the traditional and reality-based way of teaching reading; namely, beginning with the sounds made by letters and working up to whole stories.  Imagine the kind of instruction kids get from teachers who bought the Goodman line.  Have students “read” whole stories BEFORE they know how to read words.  And, what “research” could lead to those conclusions?  If you call whole language “crackpot,” it’s okay by me.

The next samples are consistent with descriptions of disordered thought processes.  The writers are presenting theories that will be taught in ed schools, and will be used to justify progressive practices, such as “inquiry” learning (Kids are not taught. They “discover” and construct knowledge.). Again, I'm not saying the writers are disordered; just that their writing lends itself to that interpretation. 

 "We cannot understand an individual's cognitive structure without observing it interacting in a context, within a culture."  (Fosnot, 1996, p. 24)  

The crucial word is "it."  Fosnot seems to say that a cognitive structure is a real thing—not a word that stands for something you can’t see—and that this thing actually does things, such as interacting in a context.  The same with the word “culture.”  Culture is an abstraction.  It’s not a thing out there that you can see.  So, how exactly do you observe one thing that’s not an object (cognitive structure) interacting within another thing that’s not an object (culture)?  
                    “Hold on.  I’m watching Billy’s cognitive structure interact with American 
                    culture.”  
What does it mean when a person treats fictions as if they were things?  More?  Okay.
 "From this perspective, learning is a constructive building process of meaning-making that results in reflective abstractions, producing symbols within a medium."  (Fosnot, 1996, p. 27).  

Whoa.  Let’s try that one again….. This sentence is a string of loosely connected words that are grammatically correct nonsense—at least that's the way it appears.  How does it differ from the mad statement, "Learning is a constitutive process of affect-organizing that results in an inductive substratum of signs and symbols within a knowledge trajectory"?  Either statement---Fosnot’s or mine---would be eaten up by ed professors.   “Now THAT’S brilliant.  So enlightening!”  The statements mean nothing, but SOUND like they do.  
             Nonsense as Scholarship.  In 1996, Alan Sokal, a physics professor, submitted an article to the journal Social Text.  His article was gibberish, but was written in the style common to articles in Social Text.  The article was accepted. This caused a pretty big stink.  In education, it would cause no stink.  Hardly anyone would notice.  Here’s more on the Sokal Affair. 
http://www.physics.nyu.edu/sokal/
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sokal_affair
Go here, and generate your own gibberish.  
http://www.elsewhere.org/pomo/
         Want another bite?  Sure, we never run out.
 "Meaning is constructed when awareness is created by observing and gathering information…" 

Another bizarre assertion, from a college of education website.  It says that awareness is a kind of thing that can be created—as if it were a birdhouse or a sandwich—and that this creation depends on first observing and gathering information.  But don’t observing and gathering information depend on awareness?  “I’m observing and gathering information.  Pretty soon I’ll start to become aware.”  Talk that way on the streets and they’ll think you’re nuts.  Talk that way in ed schools or in ed publications and they’ll make you famous.  “I have no idea what she’s talking about.  She must be a genius.”  Here’s more.
"Participation at the social or interpersonal plane involves social interaction between two or more people to coordinate activity face-to-face or at a distance."  

Participation AT a plane?  What on earth?  When did we get to the airport? This sentence, from an ed school website: (1) is a fine example of driveling; (2) shows a poverty of ideas (as if it were a big insight that social interaction involves two or more people); and (3) asserts goofy notions; e.g., that the purpose of social interaction is to coordinate activity--when social interaction IS that activity.  Want more?  Okay.
 "Our student-centered professional development model is predicated on the belief… 
Our student-centered professional development model rests on the following assumptions… 
Our student-centered professional development model emphasizes the dynamic nature… 
Our student-centered professional development model emphasizes the types of knowledge…"  

Another slice of mental sponge cake from a college of education.  Note the repeated use of stock phrases—as a substitute for saying anything sensible.  Maybe they were writing a rap tune and it got out of hand.  One more bite?
"meaning is constructed"…"meaning making"… "construct and share their own learning"…"ongoing reflection"…"reflection on their own practice."… "outlets for reflection"…"make subject matter meaningful to students"… "creates learning experiences"… "meaningful learning experiences"… "managing the learning environment"… "reflective, inquiry-oriented"… "engage in inquiry"… "reflection and inquiry into their own practices"… "critical, reflective, inquiring learners"… "teacher preparation…is reflective"… "Think reflectively"…

That was from ed school websites, showing perseveration and palilalia in the use of the same stock words and empty phrases.  Imagine working there and listening to that stuff day after day.
              Our last entries reveal logical fallacies by which progressive try to persuade themselves and the rest of us that they are ever so clever.  If progressives actually THINK this way, it suggests the kinds of difficulties experienced by persons suffering from thought disorders.  So, I hope progressives---such as those cites below---don’t really think the way they write.
             Our first sample is from a letter to the editor of Education Week. It's the response made by Gerald Coles, a whole language advocate, to an Education Week article that discussed the effectiveness of direct instruction of reading skills.  Direct instruction (which teaches phonics) is heresy to whole languagists.  Mr. Coles first addresses the reading wars---(1) traditionalists teach phonics first, so kids can sound out unfamiliar words, vs. (2) whole languagists, who do not teach phonics, but instead teach kids to guess what words say.  I added italics and boldface.
"Is this 'war' really about skills and how to teach them? On the surface it is, but adequately understanding the conflict requires addressing deeper issues ingrained in the arguments about teaching method. One concerns broad goals for children's development. Accompanying the call for the direct instruction of skills is a managerial, minimally democratic, predetermined, do-as-you're-told-because-it-will-be-good-for-you form of instruction. Outcomes are narrowly instrumental, focusing on test scores of skills, word identification, and delimited conceptions of reading comprehension. It is a scripted pedagogy for producing compliant, conformist, competitive students and adults." (Gerald Coles. "No end to the reading wars." Education Week, December 2, 1998.) 

Mr. Coles' flamboyant rhetoric--which no doubt exerts strong pressure on the glands of his whole language followers--is an example of the fallacy of prejudicial language. He's trying to defend whole language against direct (explicit and systematic) reading instruction---which happens to be supported by a century of solid research.  Unfortunately---for persons who prefer evidence as a side dish to the main course of infected flop---Mr. Coles's argument provides NO data that direct instruction does not work as well as whole language, or that direct instruction has any of the adverse effects Mr. Coles recites.

Instead, typical of progressives whose faddish “practices” have damaged generations of kids, Mr. Coles uses a string of negative terms to demonize direct instruction. The bogus implication is that any reader with children's interests at heart will reject direct instruction and embrace whole language. If direct instruction is minimally democratic, for example, then whole language must be maximally democratic. However, Mr. Coles gives no evidence that supports his caricature of direct instruction or the implied valorization of whole language. 

The argument is also close to ad hominem, because Mr. Coles not only tars direct instruction but also persons who advocate direct instruction. For example, in the beginning of the excerpt, he asserts that the reading "wars" are not merely about evidence and instruction; the wars reflect "deeper" issues--namely the values and objectives of advocates. The implication is that only those persons who are anti-democratic, managerial, and want to tell children exactly what to do would be for direct instruction.   Of course, what democracy has to do with it, I don’t know.  Are kids supposed to vote on which sound is made by r? 
             This next sample tries to make the case, "It's right for us; therefore, it's right for everyone."

"Reform...is not easy, but how we conceptualize things makes a difference. The viable alternative we have been exploring involves reconceptualizing the whole of education as inquiry. For us and the teachers with whom we work, education-as-inquiry represents a real shift in how we think about education...We want to see reading as inquiry, writing as inquiry, classroom discipline as inquiry, and both teaching and learning as inquiry. Instead of organizing curriculum around disciplines, we want to organize curriculum around the personal and social inquiry questions of learners...Inquiry as we see it is about unpacking issues for purposes of creating a more just, a more equitable, a more thoughtful world...Theoretically, education-as-inquiry finds its roots in whole language, sociopsycholinguistic, or, these days what we prefer to call socio-semiotic theory or what others call cultural studies." (Harste & Leland, 1998. p. 192-3) 

This excerpt has several fallacies. One is the fallacy of hasty generalization--which means generalizing from a unique circumstance to other settings. The writers admit that their education-as-inquiry perspective is "how we think about education" and that it is about "unpacking issues for purposes of creating a more just, a more equitable, a more thoughtful world." Perhaps this works well for them in their special circumstances. However, they propose to go well beyond their experiences. They wish to prescribe a conception of education, aims of education, and a curriculum for everyone.  (The Right-thinking Citizen says, "Thanks, but No Thanks, Comrade.")

A second fallacy is fallacy is prejudicial language. The writers are trying to make a case for their education-as-inquiry conception and curriculum. But do they offer any good reasons for these innovations? All they offer is gaudy visions of a just, thoughtful and equitable world. These words appeal to many readers' sentiments and hopes. But these words are hardly a good reason for accepting the authors' proposed innovations. After all, the world's graveyards are filled with millions of individuals who died for someone else's notion of justice--just as schools and prisons are filled with persons who had been subjected to ed professors' nutty notions of what constitutes good teaching.
  
This final sample contains wonderful examples of circular reasoning.  Caution. If you are prone to vertigo, don't read it.  [I had vertigo once, for about 10 seconds.  Now THAT is scary!]

"...when parents and teachers plan children's environment and activities carefully so that literacy is an integral part of everything they do, then literacy learning becomes a natural and meaningful part of children's everyday lives. When you create this kind of environment, there is no need to set aside time to teach formal lessons to children about reading and writing. Children will learn about written language because it is a part of their life." (Schickendanz, 1986. p. 125) 

Feel dizzy? The argument goes round and round without saying much. That's because the entire argument is a big empty circle—much like the hats worn by the education professoriat.  The first sentence asserts a proposition about the relationship between the literature richness of a child's environment (independent variable) and the extent to which literacy learning becomes a natural and meaningful part of everyday life (dependent variable). On the surface, this seems plausible. But that's because the proposition is asserting nothing more than "X is X." Read the sentence carefully. The phrase "literacy is an integral part of everything they do" means the same thing as "literacy learning becomes a natural and meaningful part of children's everyday lives." Therefore, of course the proposition seems intuitively reasonable; because an "integral part of everything" IS "a natural and meaningful part." 

 
The second circularity is in the second to last sentence, which asserts that when a child has a literature rich environment (independent variable), there is no need for formal reading instruction (dependent variable). The next sentence ("Children will learn about written language because it is a part of their life.") appears to explain why this might be so--i.e., why a literature rich environment makes formal instruction unnecessary. But instead, of asserting that some new sort of thing happens in a literature rich environment that does the teaching, the next sentence ("Children will learn about written language because it is a part of their life.") merely repeats the gist of the first sentence, but in reverse order. 

[Give me a minute and I'll write something long-winded!]

So, the argument boils down to this. (1) A literature rich environment teaches children to read, because... (2) Children learn to read in a literature rich environment. 

Wow! How informative! What a sane person wants to know is, HOW does a literature rich environment teach children to read without formal instruction? Unfortunately, the authors don't have anything to say about this. (But we didn't think they would.)
 
Contrast the driveling, palilalic, perseverative, loosely connected and otherwise bizarre and delusional assertions above with a few lines from the works of traditionalist-instructivist writers. 

 "Teachers should make explanations brief and concise." (Stein, Silbert, &   Carnine, 1997) 

 "The essential characteristic of any good signal is its clarity." (Stein, Silbert, & Carnine, 1997) 

 "Because simple facts have but one example, namely themselves, there can be no actual range of examples."  (Kameenui & Simmons, 1990) 

 "The overt sound blending phase continues until the reader accurately and consistently decodes words at a rate of one letter per second."  (Kameenui & Simmons, 1990) 

 "Decoding—is the central skill in initial reading."  (Engelmann, Haddox, & Bruner, 1983). 

"After each teacher presentation, students should be asked to model positive examples for each behavioral rule."  (Walker, Colvin, & Ramsey, 1994). 
          I believe our studies permit the following generalization:   In contrast to the writing of traditionalist-instructivist educators, progressivist-constructivist (establishment) writing and thinking are often incoherent, illogical, disconnected from the external world,, and are in many ways describable with a list of symptoms of psychiatric disorder.   Several implications follow.  

(1) It's no use reasoning with these guys.  They live in a different and a shared dream-
      like reality, with different rules of verification made up on the run as protection from 
     discovery--much as a person suffering from paranoid psychosis attempts to make a 
     rational case that everyone else is nuts.   

(2) Just as mental patients shouldn’t have keys to the drug locker, progressive-educators   
      shouldn’t be allowed to miseducate children, misstrain teachers, or infect 
      educational  policy with their deluded ideation and pathological practices.  

 Now that you know how nuts these people are as a class, let’s look at the fruits of their nuttiness in the next chapter.
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                                                                       The Sanity of Ordinary Folks

1.  Observe what’s going on


                                                              2.   Develop generalizations (beliefs)
                                 Sustain  beliefs         ”All the facts point to…”                   Change beliefs
                                                                      ”THEY say X is happening, but the facts say 
                                                                       that Y is REALLY happening.”

3.  Make predictions
”If I’m right, here’s what will happen next…“or
 “…here’s what else I’ll find out.”


4.  Continue observing

 
                          5a.    New facts support the                                  5b. New facts do NOT support the
                                    predictions.                                                           predictions

In contrast,….

The Insanity of True Believers and the Duplicity of 
Elites Who Manipulate Public Perception

1.  Elites fill the Media, Public Schools, and Colleges with Lies, Half-truths, and Persuasive Rhetoric That Plays on Hopes and Fears [mystification]
”We are the ones you’ve been waiting for.”
”Tough problems call for decisive action.”
”Education should be child-centered, developmentally appropriate,  teach higher-order thinking, and prepare students to be citizens of a global society who will work for equity and social justice.”
[Sounds great.  Pure bilge designed to elicit salivation!]
       ”We can’t leave [educational, medical, financial] choices to a greedy, self-serving [elite, Wall Street].”
[Of course, these guys ARE the greedy, self-serving elite.]

2.  Elites Make Sure That Only Those Persons And Groups Who Already Believe The Elites’ Propaganda (True Believing Useful Idiots, Such As College Professors) Or Who Can Be Bought Off (Unions) Are “At The Table” To Make Decisions At National, State, And Local Levels.  The Rest Of The Public---“The Country Class”---Can Go Boil Turnips.   [See the essays by Angelo M. Codevilla, on how the new ruling class operates.]  
3.  Elites And Stakeholders (True Believers And Those Who Have Been Bought Off) Make Choices FOR The Country Class (Legislation, Programs, Regulations, Policies, Missions, New Departments) Before The Country Class Has A Chance To Think About It and Organize Against It.
  
         4.  The Same Rhetoric Is Used At All Levels, From National to Local---To Ensure Uniformity and  
                                                                          Pervasive Indoctrination

5. If (1) the public is sufficiently distracted by wars, oil spills, sports, reality TV, crime, economic hardship; and (2) the public does not know enough history and political science [cultural Marxism, how democracies become corrupt (Aristotle, Politics; Machiavelli; George Orwell; Lord Acton; the writings of Thomas Jefferson), and what the U.S. Constitution says] to see what is going on; and/or (3) the public is used to being told what to do by its self-appointed “betters” (Alexis de Tocqueville)…. Then


6.  The public is fooled yet again [believes what it is told to believe], supports the elites and the useful idiots who administer the show (bureaucrats), or believes that it has little power to change the system of power.
 

 
