Literature Review.
“If the path to reading is not a pleasurable one, we run the risk of losing the plot.” Learning to read “Can not be placed in a narrow performativity culture.”  

(Phillip Pullman 2003) 

Has the Phonic War created two polarised camps and ousted creative alternatives, leaving us with a narrow “performative” teaching culture? 
The Rose Report of March 2006 and its subsequent new conceptual framework for the teaching reading, attempted to draw the line in the sand with regards to the, “Phonic War.” Recommendations made by the review, pointed to the existing Searchlights model, found in the National Literacy Strategy, being over taken by the adoption of the Simple View of Reading Framework. 
On first reading, I had an opinion that this simple model seems to avoid the concept of self identity or social interaction, detailing what to me appears as a heavily behaviouristic approach to teaching and learning.
 Behaviourist theories relate to the seeking of demonstrable explanations for simple behaviours or learning patterns. Those embedding their practice in behaviourist theory may hold to the view that humans resemble machines. 
As Lefrancois 1988:29, observes of the behaviourist theory: 

"They make use of one or both of two principal classes of explanations for learning: those based on contiguity (simultaneity of stimulus and response events) and those based on the effects of behaviour (reinforcement and punishment)"

B.F. Skinner, 1953, identified in his research that through a mechanical teaching context, supported by positive enforcers learners can make desired connections between stimulus and response. Skinner further exemplified that continuous reinforcement increases the rate of learning. Through repetition and small, concrete, progressively difficult tasks and immediate, consistent, and positive reinforcement, the speed of learning can be increased. However, I would argue that although stimulus-response does explain much human behaviour and has a legitimate place in instruction, behaviourism alone as pedagogy is not sufficient to explain all the phenomena observed in learning situations.

In my opinion, the framework on first reading fails to address issues raised by the pedagogies of educationalists such as Bruner (1996), who identifies a need to, “Move on from an impoverished conception of teaching in which a single, presumably omniscient teacher explicitly tells or shows presumably unknowing learners something they presumably know nothing about.” With Sadler (1998) continuing, “Ultimately the intention of most educational systems is to help students not only grow in knowledge and expertise, but also to become progressively independent from the teacher, for life long learning.” 
Noam Chomsky’s critiquing of Skinner’s Behaviourist theory intrinsically evolved into the stimulus behind the development of such Constructivist theory. 

Constructivist views relate the theory of learning to meaning making, as Resnick observes, 1989, with the child creating new understandings evolving from their interaction with what they already know and believe and the new knowledge they come in contact with. Psychological Constructivism, as Phillips identifies 2000, is the development of meaning and learning taking place within a social group that offers its members the opportunity to share and promote warrant for meaning, meaning that then becomes formal knowledge.  
Constructivist theory, whether social or psychological, (Phillips, 2000) feature heavily within my practice and have greatly influenced my understanding of effective provision. 

 Perhaps in reading such a behaviourist themed document I had a negative reaction to a collection of concepts alien to my thought process and conceptions of learning. Throughout the Review and new Simple View Framework I, on first read, see nothing other than the exact notion Bruner implies we should move away from. In reviewing research, Smith’s, 1998, model of accelerated learning illustrates once more how teaching needs to be “Based on an understanding of how we learn rather than an expedient preoccupation with what we learn.” When I look back over the Simple View, this preoccupation with what needs to be learnt and when by, confirms my anxieties that this is a Framework void of the opportunities for children to construct and develop their own understanding and identity as actual readers, but is more in line with the possible development of  mechanical, behaviorist barkers of text. By this I mean the mechanical drive for our children to be word decoders,  readers of only phonemes, sight words, Tricky words, small, concrete steps positively enforced. The embracing of the child as a reader and developing their reading identity and love of books, replaced by what Pullman terms “A Perfomative culture.”
I would argue that we are close to viewing on occasions, the children in our school as reading statistical images, children with so many phonemes achieved, so many blends, key words, tricky words, sight vocabulary, tables and lists of statistics. Not developing readers with a motivation to read. My evidence for this observation which I assume will not sit well with my colleagues, being the tables and charts I have pinned on my wall and in my reading attainment assessment files, which relate to the progress failures of slow developing readers. I have little information to hand on these struggling children’s reading preferences, genres enjoyed, books loved and reread. 
No notes relating to reading conferences conducted or observations on the child’s motivations and attitudes towards reading. Instead I have a collection of statistical data focused on phonics and sight words, a system through which a child can experience failure as early in their learner journey as five, if they fail to match this expected numerical profile of progress within the identified time scale. 
Christina Clark and Kate Rumblod in The National Literacy Trust Paper on Reading for Pleasure, November 2006, make the point that although the review recommended that children are taught synthetic phonics at the first instance, the teaching and development of learning experiences should be, “firmly placed within a language –rich framework that fosters positive attitudes towards reading and a love of books. Unfortunately this context was lost in the subsequent press coverage.”

Through the framework word recognition leads to identifying of letters, store of phonic rules, established store of familiar words, and as this expands the child develops self teaching mechanisms. I am not sure how a child becomes able to infer more sophisticated and complex ideas or self constructed rules if the learning pedagogy outlined in the framework is one of behaviorist response to direction, a mechanical teaching of behaviours to be learnt, not explored, shared or engaged with or reinterpreted through self enquiry. Further to this, I am unsure if a child following a Behaviourist model of learning journey, which in my opinion the synthetic approach to phonics arguably is (due to its small, concrete learning stages centered on learnt decoding behaviours) then develop innovations, self teaching mechanisms if little time has been spent on developing self identity through a range of learning experiences and pedagogical approaches. To develop sophisticated and independent learning skills would, in my opinion, need a more nurturing focus on ownership of the child’s learning. Pedagogy aligned to Construction not the following of behaviour.  
In the Article: A pleasurable path to Literacy: Can Steiner contribute to the Literacy debate? John Burnet discusses the idea that, “Steiner Waldorf teaching offers an approach to literacy that has consistently in history encompassed both the phonic and whole word approach.” Outlining an approach in which emergent writing derived from speaking and listening provides an essentially meaningful initial activity for young children to then develop their understanding of language and reading. 
Steiner’s work seems to be drawn from a motivation to provide a pedagogy that addressed the needs of a society in a moment of post war history. A need for all to access education and find it pleasurable, for learning to be self directed, incidental, an exploration. An approach that aligns to Piagets theory of child development, or stages of development. As Murphy observes of Piaget theories, this is a pedagogy centered on the belief that child development emerges spontaneously as they explore and play with environments. 
Steiner’s model intended for the child to play and explore speech, using this intrinsic language development to promote emerging spontaneous literacy development. 
The Simple Framework does not do this, in my mind conforms to the demands of the political power sponsoring and commissioning the research and less the genuine creation of a new innovative language acquisition pedagogy. My evidence behind this statement being the disputable methodology of the two case studies from which this review developed. Also noting the four pages in the review dedicated to synthetic phonics and its constant implications that synthetic phonics is the most and only successful systematic approach to adopt. Aligned to a behaviourist model, mechanical and “performative” in its nature.  With the child needing to follow modeled behaviours and achieve within a formally identified structured timescale.  
It can be argued that the Rose report, in history will become “One small event in phonic war” Reyhmer 2003
When looking back at the literature I have read, I see a set parallel debates emerging. As much as there is a debate between an analytical or synthetic approach towards the teaching of phonics, their equally seems to be a pedagogical debate, “War” between behaviourist and constructivist theories, noting Chomsky verses Skinner as an example.

In my view, Steiner’s approach offers for me a more balanced view, a view not polarized by the phonic war or aligned to the dominating choice between synthetic or analytical phonic approach, but one that encompasses the strengths of both. It is a systematic approach, through which the child can still construct and develop an ownership of the learning.

Steiner’s approach further seems to balance conflicting pedagogies, with both instruction and role modeling of behaviours set within a framework which also allows for nurture and construction.  

I am aware that Steiner’s ideology is not the only pedagogy that has attempted to balance the modeling of learning behaviour with space for meaning making.

Paulo Freire, developed a educational pedagogy based on the exploration of the relationship between adult and learner. One that initially appears to link both behaviourist instruction with constructionist theory.
Freire is best-known for his attack on what he called the "banking" concept of education, in which the student was viewed as an empty account to be filled by the teacher. The basic critique was not new and closely linked to Rousseau's conception of the child as an active learner. Paulo Freire's approach was largely constructed around structured educational situations. Throughout his body of psychological research he describes how people modify their behaviour patterns as a result of personal experience or the experiences of a role model. Freire believed that his pedagogies were radically new, challenging, embracing the learner and allowing them their own criticality. However on critiquing this pedagogy further his approach is curriculum-based, with a role model demonstrating behaviour. On close inspection, rather closer to the banking concept he criticised. 
Taylor's analysis of Freire's literacy programme shows that:
.. the rhetoric which announced the importance of dialogue, engagement, and equality, and denounced silence, massification and oppression, did not match in practice the subliminal messages and modes of a Banking System of education. Albeit benign, Freire's approach differs only in degree, but not in kind, from the system which he so eloquently criticizes. (Taylor 1993: 148)

Educators have to teach. They have to transform transfers of information into a 'real act of knowing' (op cit: 43). 

Taylor’s critiquing of Freire’s theory, relates back to the principles developed by B.F Skinner. Teachers have to disseminate knowledge. This I find difficult to argue against, but I believe an argument lies in how we disseminate this knowledge and construct learning around the children we teach.
Reflecting on Steiner’s concepts, John Burnet draws out the recommendation that Children’s experience of language should be grounded in speech, human speech so it becomes meaningful and life long.

“Language and writing cannot be made out or constructed from bits of Lego.”
 (John Burnet)
John Burnet concluding, “Most Six year olds have a vast range of syntax, semantics and extensive vocabulary and delight in putting these together, emergent texts produced can be deeply meaningful and rich in language, if modeled and guided by sympathetic teacher.”

Such an approach again returns to the ideals of Smith, Bruner and Sadler. By deriving meaning through imaginative talk and socially constructed learning experiences, drawn out by the teachers guidance, the child’s first experiences of language, reading and learning becomes one of secured ownership, derived from power of speech and imagination, something they have been doing all the time intrinsically.
Not “presumably unknowing learners” Bruner. 

Everything the performative culture is not.
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