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Audience
Beverly Lyon Clark

The term “audience” has only relatively recently come
to acquire its dominant modern meaning, referring to
the viewers of an entertainment or readers of a book.
The earliest such usage listed in the Oxford English Dic-
tionary (OED) dates to 1855. karlier meanings include
“It}he action of hearing” (dating trom c. 1374) and a
“|tjormal hearing,” often with royalty or with a judge
(from 1377). Dertved from the Latin audire, to hear, the
term has a special resonance for children’s literature,
for the youngest children are not readers but rather au-
ditors of Iiterature, truly an audience. Indeed the broad
term “"audience” better captures the many ways in
which children consume literature—and other aspects
ol culture—than does “reader,” the generally preferred
term in literary criticism.

Raymond Willlams (1976/1983a) did not include
"audience” in his Keywords. The term does receive an
entry In New Keywonds, edited by Tony Bennett, Law-
rence Grossberg, and Meaghan Morris (2005), though
David Muorley's account tocuses almost entirely on the
audience tor mass media, especially addressing the ex-
tent to which such an audience bs passively suw eptible
or actively shapes the messages received. This Question

ol agency has been central to examinations of chil-
dren’s culture, broadly considered. Given that most
wholan condescend to children, assuming them to be
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passive and hence mere pawns, a popular approach In
cultural criticism has been to castigate the media, argu.
ing that our children must be protected from its effects
Since at least 1965, when the librarian Frances Clarke
Sayers fired a salvo (Sayers and Weisenberg 1965)—ang
perhaps even from 1938, when Anne Carroll Moore ex.
pressed her concern—critics have deplored how reduc.
tive and saccharine Disney products are, for Instance,
Yet a few cultural critics, such as Ellen Seiter (1993)
and Gerard Jones (2002), highlight some of the ways
in which children respond actively, perhaps reshap-
ing what they see on television and elsewhere or using
comic books to mitigate anxieties. Similarly, an exten-
sive literature attends to the numerous uses of Barbie,
that icon of modern children’s culture—even if the
most radical uses (Barbie as dildo) are often associated
with adults (Rand 1995).
My focus here, however, Is on “audience” with re
spect not to popular culture but to literature. The cor

cept has a special salience for children’s literature, be |

yond the root associations with the auditory, for this
literature is not by children, as the possessive might
conceivably imply, but rather literature read by of »
them: it is defined by its audience. Yet how exactly
audience defines it is subject to debate. scholars di%
agree, for instance, as to whether it s defined by be-
ing intended tor children (e.g., Nodelman 2008D) or 8
simply literature that they read (e.g., Lerer 2008) M
4 book appropriated by children, such as Robunsod o
sor (Detoe 1719), count? Do books that a publbht" ma
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kets tor chaldren count, even if an authof didn? |

such an audience In mind while writin

&? Scholars
disagree whether to focus more on th s

. ¢ “book” or th
“child” in their judgments, but even the “book"peo |e
ple

cannot altogether forget the target audience:

rally a knowledge of and Sympathy with chi)

.+ - vital,” notes Brian Alderson in “The Irreley

Children to the Children’s Book Reviewer’
Hunt 1991).

ance of
" (quoted in

Beyond debates within the field, the study of chijl.

ng theoretical questions
of broader interest that are too often missed by main

stream literary theorists, who generally Ignore chil

ey Fish’s (1980)
interpretive community” might work

for adult readers, how does one define such a commuy.
nity for children’s literature? Where might one find an

Iinterpretive tommunity purely of children? As Debo-
rah Stevenson (1997) notes, “The best child readers rise

treading level| rather than
exerting power latitudinally, which means that there

are no child Ratekeepers of the canon.”

-

concept of an

longitudinal ly [to a differen

be active agents t00, constructing what they

read—and
themselves,

For children are real, too. A focus on the duality of
the audience may, In fact, occlude its multiplicities,

masking the heterogeneity of children. Who exactly
comprises the target audience for children’s litera-

ture? Some scholars study the kinds of address created
within a work, the narratee or the implied reader (Wall
1991/1994); others examine the reading processes of
actual child readers (Benton 1995/2005). Children

differ among themselves—by age, for example. When
does childhood end? Is the audience made up only of

those under the age of, say, twelve, or does It include
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. e,
adolescents? But children also differ by gender, rac
class, nationality. Focus on “the child” as audience to0
often misses the real differences among children.

; )
In any case, what we now consider to be children’s
literature arose through early market segmentation.
Literature for children wasn’t always separated from lit-

erature for adults. Early literature in the West—mystery
plays, ballads, folk tales, sermons—embraced children
as part of its audience. Even later, literature for chil-

dren long overlapped with that for the laboring and
later working classes: children often read chapbooks,

evangelical tracts, and dime novels. What is often con-
sidered children’s literature Pe€r se—an imaginative lit-

€rature directly targeting children—is generally seen

as arising in the eighteenth century, along with the
middle class, whether or not one dates the first work of

Anglophone children’s literature precisely to 1744 with

A Little Pretty Pocket-Book, published by John Newbery

(Darton 1932/ 1982). For most of the nine

teenth cen-
tury,

nevertheless, writers and their gatekeepers often
assumed they should publish nothing “that could not
be read aloud in the family circle,” to quote an editor

of Harper’s Monthly in the 1890s (Mott 1938): they as-

for young and old, and juvenile domestic
not clearly separated from ones for 5 mor
dience. Little Women (Alcott 1868-69) wa
“[g]rave merchants and lawyers,” «

engineer,” “the boy in the elevator”
the nineteenth century,

Storieg Wer
€ matu;e A0

> €Njoyeq,
Clerks,” “the gy

The Adventures of Tom S:; .
yer (Twain 1876) and Adventures of Huckleberry Fin

(Twain 1884) were seen as equivalent books, sy
mentioned in the same breath: only in the twepgql
century did Tom Sawyer devolve into a children’s hoof

and Huckleberry Finn ascend to hypercanonicity, toug

Jonathan Arac’s term (1997), as a prime candidate

the great American novel (Clark 2003).

I use “devolve” advisedly. Late in the nineteenf
and especially early in the twentieth centuries tb
canons of taste changed. As the cultural gatekeeped
shifted from the likes of magazine editors to the proft
soriate, and Herman Melville’s star, for one, ascended
only works (especially those by white men) seen
targeting an adult audience came to be seen as wor
of the highest approbation. Children’s literature cal
to be seen as inferior. If, in 1893, “The Best Amari
Books,” published in the literary journal The Crific
Cluded Little Women and Little Lord Fauntleroy (BUI .
1886) among its top forty, twentieth-century lists .

Portant books rarely included works we now classiy
for children_

adult body. But when WE consider the OED’s e
tion on this definition—

labora-

“the materia) body and its
PTOperties”—the physical nature of the human body

becomes more clearly a matter of interest and impor-
tance to the study of children’s literature and culture,
David Macaulay’s picture book The Way We Work: Get-
ting to Know the Amazing Human Body (2008) describes
the parts of the body and its functions. The American
Girl Just Like You® doll comes made to order with “hair
and eye color” and “skin tone” “to match” the girl who
buys her. And the Cookie Monster describes his new
healthy eating habits in his “Healthy Food” rap, part of
Sesame Street’s new “Healthy Habits for Life” initiative.
As just these few examples suggest, children’s culture
reveals an overwhelming interest in describing, depict-
ing, and reproducing images of the body in order to
educate, orient, and delight the child consumer.
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ates the debates over char-

ler issue perme
e early twenty-first

ion and literature in th

the “native

and

» categories young people use in thinking
talking about negotiating challenges, conflicts,
moral dilemmas in their everyday lives. Whethey

: X nd ildhood of chil

.is and the re- @ , : Childno childhood. Th

1@ sense of a character Crisis a - dis. — the term “character” is a native category am0ng | ’ relaticig o €S€ accounts stress the complicated
venile fiction writers a century g0 W3 young people, male ot female, remains to be seen. Karen Sdnchez-Eppler » and often glaring contradictions, between

oral panic about

. The present-day adult m il

s, but the term “character,
ems not quite right in
ow desires in

ycludes gitl
storical contexts, S€

“Childhood” is an ancient word in English, not a
young one. T he Oxford English Dictionary takes as its
earliest example for “cildhad” an English gloss inserted

both of how attitudes toward childhood have changed

.
,,,,,

yut the qualities the society nn | during the tenth century between the lines of the :::;ZS:::;S;‘;Q» ondof hov.v much the content and r

oung women. Juvenile fiction for girls deal- Lindisfarne Gospels. The meaning expressed there ap-  in the same s 'l "y has-dl&ered eren orchildren i

ullying, sexual abuse, teen pregnancy, and pests conslstent with themost lteral strand cfourcon. e posmonosﬂzt}’ lliu'c of .dlfferent genders, races, or !‘

~unlikely to appear o1 LBamGst Cou.nts! temporary usage: this passage from the Gospel of Mark  childhood fre ;lexl:tcl St:idlis reveél Chik ldeas shout

d lists of recommended reading—certainly (“s08 he cuoed from cildhad”; 9:21) emplogs child-  modes of SChgoung};: ’ allaat:d dlfferen.ces of status:

the qualities of “strong” girls. . hood as a temporal marker: a father explains to Jesus  of class identity, of differeich tj:vev:esnp:me msz.ef S

ncept of good “character” is so tied to the that his son had been wracked by fits since the earli-  even within the,same family, of the tran ‘Siys afI: .

; conservative position in the culture vfrars est years of his life. The miraculous cure Jesus performs  agricultural to an urban/i:;lustrial ecosrio(r)r:l :11:12

1991, 2000), and is $O locked into a nine- stands as a test of belief and a compelling instance of  racial inequality. Changes in children’s litera:xre have

entury masculine concept of moral behavior, the power of prayer. The gathered crowd, the disciples,  not only reflected these various biases, but in many

rerm no longer seems useful in thinking about and generations of interpreters since have voiced many  ways served to create and disseminate t’hem. The dif-

of literature in the moral education of both questions about this scene and what it means, but no ferent models of behavior and desire voiced in Louisa

i girls in the twenty-first century. Fieldwork- Ohe questions the meaning of childhood. This appar- May Alcott’s Little Women (1868-69) and Thomas Bai-

search on the everyday lives of children and ent clarity—the confident unanimity over the impli-  ley Aldrich’s The Story of a Bad Boy (1869) schooled

nts that seeks to understand how youth expe- cations and significance of “childhood”—is perhaps their readers in gender norms, and in their realist de-

1d deal with moral dilemmas in their everyday the most potent, and indeed dangerous, thing about tail these books have similarly informed historians’ ac-

8., Goodwin 2006) now sees boys and girls as this keyword. we have, it seems, a miraculous faithin  counts of mid-nineteenth-century American girlhood

nore alike than previously thought in the ways ¢hildhood itsel, and boyhood. The idea of the child is repeatedly made
:::::;;::;b::::: :iiea;?:si::f;t;:gi:::’ "p:::e l(;l:ild, ‘a‘lnd stories about the child,” Adam Phil-  and remade in the stories told ?o children. |

e, and it both boys and gis actually oracts P Sentialli) ?S, have become our most convincing es- Yet despite such constructionist scholarship, the
nuanced moral reason; ' .y practice an (1998). Ever since Philippe Ari2s’s (1962)  sense of childhood as a ubiquitous and fundament.al B “
» ning than the rigid, absolut- Provocatjve assertion that “in medieval i of human life has proved remarkably resil- N
sitions advocatedby most “character education” of childhgg medieval society the idea category WMH

ddid n o o ; ; : .versal and unchanging essence of i SR
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enfts
childhood can make all sorts of cultural arrangem

ra-
and power structures appe€ar natural. The cox?ﬁfu.
tion of the family and of gender roles, the socializing

education, class and racial formations,
na-

institutions of

literary and other forms of cultural production,

i e
tional security, religious and sexual virtue all tout th

needs of the child. Seen this way, children appear less
as the object of control than as a rationale for regula-
tion in general. Worse, the concept of childhood de-
pendency has frequently been used to naturalize a lack
of autonomy, not only for the young, but for all sorts
of subservient people. In cases of poverty, colonial sta-
tus, and racial or gender oppression, analogies to child-
hood easily implement exclusion from civil rights. “If
politics is ultimately about the distribution of power,”
Henry Jenkins argues, “then the power imbalance

..........
WV T
3

between children and adults remains at heart a pro-
<%0 Sl foundly political matter” (1998). The question persists:
W How and why do evocations of childhood succeed so
Bl often and so well in enforcing social norms and justify-
l ing social hierarchies?

3 suspect the essentialism of childhood has proved
fa this resilient and convincing because it rests, at least in
RN part, upon biological fact. Unlike the months, or days,

oreven hours of dependency for most animals, human
young require years of training and protection before
they are capable of surviving on their own. The need
for care is indeed a natural and essentia] aspect of chil-

dren’s lives, as is children’s growing self-reliance. Young
children everywhere must be fed, carried, taught to

speak, and prepared to function appropriately within

/36 /
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their particular social world (Stearns 2009). The cop,
plexities of the idea of childhood, and the conflicting

ways this keyword has been wielded, all harken backt, -

this sense of beginnings, to the general trajectory fropy |
dependency toward autonomy, but there consensys -

ends. Few areas of human life are at once so universally

shared and so differently experienced and understood,

Is the mewling infant darling or bestial, the roaming
youth a crusader or a truant, the laboring child valued

or abused, the child reader virtuous, imaginative, orin- |
dolent? Childhood may be widely recognized as alife

stage that stretches from birth until the taking on of
adult competence and responsibility, but its contours
and meanings are deeply circumstantial, formed by

the particulars of each historical and social situation, -

and the stories we tell about them. Perhaps it is becaust
childhood simultaneously roots itself in both biologr-

cal and ideological ground that it proves SO potenta -

means of naturalizing cultural formations.

I

)

i

|

Changes in the status of children are notable for -

what they indicate about shifts in social priorities,

: : jres
is, for what they reveal about alterations in the desires

and behaviors of adults. Ideas of childhood, how?ver.
are not only an adult concern. Ethnographic projec®
with contemporary children and archival research ?n
the diaries, letters, and school compositions that chi
dren produced in earlier periods have enabled sch P
to measure the gap between children and Childho_(:d:
not only interrogating how adults’ ideas about ¥ g
hood inform children’s experiences, but also doco
menting children’s participation in the discours®

———
PRSP L P e a—

that

|

!
!

.

childhood. The letters written to the Children’s Aid
Society by nineteenth-century street children skill-
fully manipulate the philanthropic rhetoric of vulner-
able child waifs to serve their own, often Oppositional,
needs (Sdnchez-Eppler 2005). Children’s literature
plays a powerful part in these dynamics, mediating
between societal ideas and child actors. Charles Loring
Brace’s work with the Children’s Aid Society inspired
Horatio Alger, Jr.’s “rags-to-riches” tales, and the Soci-
ety’s lodging houses for newsboys happily stocked Alg-
er’s novels and used them to promote newsboy savings
accounts and other improving habits such as reading.
Ideas of childhood inform a broad array of practices,
institutions, and ways of thinking about human iden-
tity; genre shifts within children’s literature have both
spurred and been spurred by such changes.

As the example of Alger suggests, books written for
children remain one of the best gauges we have for a
particular society’s views of childhood, and one that
we know children themselves engaged with directly.
The books written for children instruct the young in
how their particular Culture understands their role.
Literacy pPrimers, school books, and conduct manuals
were produced for young readers since at least the late
Mi.ddle Ages, but until the eighteenth century most
f:::iﬁ:;‘: ;ea(:ng was gleane.d from books primarily
il C; .a ults. The publication of literature ex-

ildren burgeoned into a flourishing wing

of t
. ne Publishing business with John Newbery’s line of
toy b00ksn .

Newbery? "N the 17405 (Avery 1995). The success of
Y's offerings depended upon a new conception

m

L TRy

Ch"dhOOd ‘ﬁ
Karen S4n s
3 Chez-Eppler

children to make such 2 Specialized line profitable. The

collection of illustrated alphabet cards and other read.

ing aids, including home-made story books, which

Jane Johnson carefully created for her four children,
predates Newbery’s commercial Publications by a few
years and attests to the intense desire in such affluent
households for materials that would make reading in-
struction pleasurable (Arizpe and Styles 2004). Thus
the very notion that there should be books produced
specifically for child readers in itself indicates a great
deal about the evolution of the idea of childhood.

The gloss in the Lindisfarne Gospel treats childhood
as an easy temporal marker, but the “when” of child-
hood has in fact proved remarkably variable. In medi-
eval Europe the notion of the “ages of life” provided a
familiar symbolic frame, neatly dividing the human life
span into distinct periods with specific social roles and
clearly defined expectations. Infancy and childhood
inaugurated these iconic series, but such life stages
were not understood as tightly correlated to chrono-
logical age (Aries 1962). Gary Dickson (2009) argues
that the twelfth-century “Children’s Crusade” served
as a means of marking the passage from pueri to adult-
hood in a social world in which merely growing older

did not necessarily enable a shift of status, especially
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for the rural poor. Later bureaucratic and institutional

structures would increasingly depend on the more pre-
Cise divisions offered by years, flanking childhood with
the question, “How old are you?” (Chudacoff 1989).
Whether through the increasingly rigorous recording
practices of parish and state registers of birth in the sev-
enteenth and eighteenth centuries, the age groupings
of graded classrooms that would become standard edu-
cational practice in the mid-nineteenth century, or the
exacting calibrations of developmental psychology in
the twentieth, chronological age—gauged in years, not
skills or activities—has gradually become a bulwark of
identity.

This attention to age has resulted in ever more
normative claims about the temporal limits of child-
hood, although the slightest prodding reveals them to
be shallow claims indeed. The child mill-workers and
miners of the Industrial Revolution, whose small, dex-
terous fingers and capacity to Squeeze down shafts too
low or thin for adults turned these five and six year olds
Into arduous and cheap workers, labored during the
very period when children in the middle and profes-
sional classes began taking on more years of schooling

before employment (Tuttle 1999). Still, the conviction
that childhood can be measured in years is one of the

ways that assertions about the nature of childhood
gain authority and the aura of universality. Anna Bar-
bauld’s Lessons for Children from Two to Three Years Old
(1778) demonstrates that from the first decades of chil-

dren’s publishing a conception of childhood measured
in years structured the market, even though it would

/38 /)

be nearly a century before schools generally diviy
students and their lessons by age rather than ability

(Chudacoff 1989). By the nineteenth century not only
child readers, but also child characters were increas.

ingly described by age—thus we are told that Alice

enters Wonderland on her seventh birthday, and A.A
Milne merges child reader and child character in

identity of years: “now we are six.”

ated from those of adults. His account of the “in |
tion of childhood” as a distinct social category durif
the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries presentsit¥
an idea constructed by historical forces in response. v
more general cultural needs; thus he shows the speci®
utility of the idea of the child as different from "
in sanctioning the learned classes now needed 0 o
the young, and in privatizing the family now ! hisi
to protect the innocent. Although he tends t0 ‘ 3
arguments on other evidence (how children i.‘f‘f ';wz
sented in paintings, the gradual creation of disti"*™"

el
dress for the young, the way parents write abOu;th |
offspring in letters and journals), clearly St (,),ﬁrﬂﬁj
dren’s publishing near the end of this P eriod C(:ﬂew(ll
that such a transformation had indeed bee? aCs forﬁdf
In narrating how the concept of childhood W:a g
in early modern Europe, Ariés does not Pl’e:en 4 «'dlfd'{
tive of progress. The alternately “coddled andif{ef“" |
plined” childhoods that emerge have in .

o
pat™
tude

ways lost much of the autonomy and lat]

" .S .-v
s .*-f

identified in the lives of premodern children. Thus the
vulnerabilities associated with modern conceptions of
childhood prove double-edged: they elicit tenderness
and care, but they also disallow agency.

Most accounts of Euro-American conceptions of
childhood note how the development of these ideas
has followed a general trajectory from the stern and
punitive to the doting and indulgent. Yet for individ-
ual theorists, and in the daily life of culture, any such
tidy history of ideas has tended to mix and mudadle in
ambivalent practice. The concept of “infant deprav-
ity” expressed in John Wesley’s insistent plea—“Do

not give up your child to his own will, that is, to the
devil. Though it be pain to yourself, yet. .. make them
submit” (1784)—expresses an understanding of child-
hood as a period of innate and inevitably sinful desires,
but also gives voice to a desperate concern for chil-
dren’s ultimate wellbeing. Thus, accounts of shifts in

the history of childhood that simply veer from a cruel
reliance on the “rod” to a doting array of gifts and en-
dearments mishear the anguished cherishing in these
injunctions,

John Locke’s (1690) depiction of the child as a ta-
bula rasa, not already tainted by sin but simply waiting
to be inscribed by experience, presents childhood in a
Manner both more benign and more passive than that
Offered by evangelical accounts of devilish will. Victo-
lan child-rearing manuals would make Locke’s epis-
temologica! thesis into a paean of malleability and a
lustification of parental authority: “Like clay in hands
Of the potter, they are waiting only to be molded”

¢ st w

——M’*M\’t
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(quoted in Kincaid 1 992, 90). Jean-Jacques Rousseay

inverted the assumptions of infant depravity, instead
declaring adulthood Corrupt and the social world a sad
decline from natural innocence. In Emile, or On Educa-
fion (1762), Rousseau urged parents to “leave childhood
to ripen in your children” (1979), but this idealization

of childhood as a period of freedom and natural good-
ness did not actually grant children much latitude.
Emile’s tutor, after all, trusts to the boy’s capacity for
observation and induction, but the goals of this train-
ing remain firmly in the tutor’s hands.

These competing theories of childhood seeded
quite different assumptions about the most appropri-
ate stories to tell to children, ranging from didactic to
playful. Locke’s image of the child’s mind as a “white
paper void of all characters” conflates child and page in
a way that seems particularly illuminating for a discus-
sion of children’s literature, since it presents ideas and

identity as not only strongly marked but powerfully
embodied by the pages we read as children. The ideas
of childhood proffered by Locke and Rousseau melded
to disrupt older strategies of child-rearing, resulting by
the mid-nineteenth century in an explicitly new set

of goals for children’s literature: “[W]e have ceased to
om to cross the first instincts of

think it the part of wisd ’
children, and to insist upon making of them little mor

alists, metaphysicians, and philosophers, when great

ture determines that their first education shall be in
. the affections and fancies” (Os-

the content and purpose
rmative not only for the

the sensesand muscles,
good 1865). such changes in
of childhood reading prove fo

/39/
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Childhood é ’ Karen Sanchez-Eppler

he culture. As Gillian Brown (200I)

individual but fort
did as much as or

details, Locke’s pedagogical models
political theories to inform American

more than his
Or-

revolutionary conceptions of governmental auth
consent. Similarly, Andrew O’Malley (2003)

adventure, and fantasy in terms

of political economy, suggesting that the moralizing
children’s books of the eighteenth century not just re-
flected but actually fostered the development of indus-
trial capitalism, training docile workers and frugal mas-
ters. Thus, he suggests, the burgeoning of imaginative
children’s literature can be read as sign of the secure
triumph of the middle class, finally confident enough

didacticism to humor,

to play.
Children themselves participate in the construc-

tion of these different ideas of childhood, and these
different attitudes toward children’s books. Scraps of
writing left behind by two young girls in mid-nine-
teenth-century New England articulate the change
Osgood described and demonstrate the fluidity with
which conflicting ideas about childhood can coexist
even for children from fairly similar backgrounds. Lilly
St. Agnan Barrett, whose father owned a dye house in
Malden, Massachusetts (just north of Boston), pen-
ciled this pledge on a small piece of torn card: “I will
try this day to live a simple sincere serene life; repelling
every thought of discordant self-seeking an [sic] anxi-
ety; cultivating magninimity [sic] self-control and the
habit of silence; practicing economy cheerfulness and
helpfulness” (c. 1856). Her hesitant handwriting and a

/ 40/

vocabulary somewhat in advance of her Spelling Sug.
gest she was probably somewhat under ten years 4
Lilly’s pledge charts the process of socialization to,
docile domesticity, as she strives to subdue any discy,.
dant aspects of her childhood self. Eliza Wadswonh, :
the ten-year-old daughter of a successful farmer iy
West Hartford, Connecticut, added sly phrasesin,
small penciled script after many of the lessons in her
Practical Spelling-Book (1861): “Do you not love bread 'J
and milk?” concludes the lesson entitled “The Grist-
mill”; “No I'll bet I don’t,” writes Eliza. She inserts the

;
simple words “no yes” beneath the book’s printed.

question “Good boys and girls try to behave wellat.

school because it makes their parents happy. Do youdo
ave well at school, but she still f

splitting obedience from the 1‘
she takes pride in willful -

so?” Eliza may not beh
makes her parents happy;

notion of parental pleasure, |
‘ebellion and seems to suspect that her parents Wil

t00. The differences between these girls’ understanding .'
of their childhood role, and the divergent ways tml
deploy their fledgling literary skills, suggests the ﬂw“;
ity of cultural change and the function of reading ™
writing in the redefinition of childhood.
The mid-nineteenth-century flourishin
dren’s literature as a site for fantasy and i
mately produced a sense of childhood less as @ pe

of preparation for adult li

and wonderfully separate f
Eliza seems to feel, the rules don
hood from this perspective appears S0
the rest of life that it becomeés another P

Virginia Woolf’s lovely phrase for it—“that great

thedral space which was childhood” (1939)_igs Ioadca-

with awe and beauty but also (this is Woolf after afld
with ironic pieties. All the magical places of ;hildren’)
literature (Wonderland, Neverland, Narnia, Oz wheres
the wild things are) understand childhood ix; these
topical terms as someplace else, asserting a distance
ripe for nostalgia. There is obvious class bias in the lux-
urious abundance of these fantasies, and indeed a way
in which they sentimentalize and absolve inequali-
ties, since even Hans Christian Andersen’s destitute
.“Little Match Girl” can feel warmed by the glow of her
imagination.

The sense of childhood as a time and space of en-
chantment intriguingly mirrors the development of
psychoanalysis (Blum 1995). Psychoanalytic theory
gave a new primacy to childhood as the origin of the
adult self and its inchoate desires. In particular, Sig-
mund Freud’s account of infantile sexuality and the
processes of its repression served to equate the uncon-
scious with childhood. Carolyn Steedman (1995) goes
So far as to credit the figure of the child with grounding
the modern concept of the self with its personal history

and individual interiority. Thus, by the late nineteenth
.century childhood had become a locus of memory and
lma.gination, a “secret garden,” whose characteristics

dre In many ways shared with those of fiction itself.
ide«:lti ::; beginning of the twenty-first century such an
e .romance of childhood appears to many cul-
- h::tt;cs as something lost, or on the verge of loss.
C pace of modern life, the stress of high-stakes

i
o N
.
* » P
ot - .Y
L Y
$ S S 2

of chij :
hood’lsd:;:i::l?;w T 2005). Resisting child-
nature of this idyl] » fecognizing the constructed
) » puts the language of crises in his.
torical perspective, Pub si g
signs and oth :
interests infiltrated alphabet pri - commerdal
the seventeenth century (Crlaf:ir o anyas
liam Blake’s Songs of Innocence a ';Z: 00') on e Wk
sists, romantic celebrations of ;'ld:m g
shadowed by grim alternatives A:l °‘.’d -
- Anne Higonnet (1998)
urges that we replace the investment in childhood in-
nocence with the recognition of the “knowing child,”
a figure aware of the world’s threats and desires but still
deserving of adult protection. We would do better at
tending to the real needs and situations of children if
we were to forgo our miraculous faith in any essential
and singular idea of childhood. The historical record
reveals the broad array both of ideas of childhood and
of children’s ways of living it. Contemporary “Ameri-
can society is unique in its assumption that all young
people should follow a single, unitary path to adult-
hood,” Steven Mintz observes with disapproval (2004).
The plural «childhoods” could prove a more honest
and productive keyword, and children’s literature may

help inscribe this change by telling an ever wider array

of new and different stories.
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Children’s Literature
Peter Hunt

Children's literature” is a term used to describe both
a set of texts and an academic discipline—and it is of-
ten regarded as an oxymoron. il “children” commonly
connotes immaturity, and “literature” commonly con-
notes sophistication in texts and reading, then the
two terms may seem to be incompatible, Henry James,
in "The Future of the Novel” (1900b), observed that
“the Iiterature, as it may be called tor convenience, of
children, is an industry,” but nat one to be taken seni-
ouly. "the sort of taste that used to be called ‘good’
has nathing to do with the matter; we are demonstra-
bly in [the| presence of milhions tor whom taste is but
an abscure, confused, iImmediate instinct” (Quoted in
Hughes 1978). Aa recently as 1997, Rodenick MoGillis
wrote: "[Blooks for the young still carry & burden of
petteived simplicity that sets them outside the com-
plexities we associate with literature o adults ” This
view s held by many regardies of whether the posses-
uve ichildren 5) s taken to indicate “tor,” “tw * "of ” o
“belonging t0." Both parts of the term are what Ray-
mand Williams 11976/ 198 34) would have called *m‘.
"“.'MM‘W‘WWGMW.
. sy hronically and diachrons ally

they have Coused much Lontusion and influenced (al-

theoretical disadvantages that “books for children® &
«children’s fiction” are often used as equivalents,

The carliest use of the term to describe texts has neg
been established, although it appeared as the title of i

anonymous article in the Quarterly Review in January |
1860 '(400-500); otherwise, the term “juvenile litey. -
ture” was well-established by the end of the nineteenty

century (for example, Juvenile Literature As It Is [Salmog |

1888]), while Charles Dickens referred to “the fairy .

erature of our childhood” in “Frauds on the Faires®

(1853). Its use as a title for academic courses probably
dates from the 1960s in the United States and the 198

in the United Kingdom.

!

v
|

All definitions rely on their purpose, and so the

broadest definition of “children’s literature” —any text
read by any child—is of little practical value. Anothe
distinction, popularized in the United States in the
19603, largely for administrative purposes, is betwed
“children’s literature” and “young adult literature’
However, it goes back at least as far as Sarah Trimmef}
Guardian of Education (1802) in which she distinguish®
between “‘Books for Children’ and *Books for Young
sons,” adding, “We shall take the liberty of . . . supp®
ing all young gentlemen and ladies to be childe®. o

they are fourteen, and young persons till they are ot i

Pwent) -one ”

it 1s helptul 1o consider the elements of the .
Children’s and literature, separately and togethet ™
Shortey Oaford English D tionary (1987) “nbd"

Matthew Grenby (2008) asks: “Is there such a thing as
children’s literature” Might it be more accurate to 1alk
of a boyy’ literature and a girls’ literature?” Perry Nodel-
man (2008b) concurs in part: “[A] defining character-
istic of children’s literature is that it intends to teach
what it means for girls to be girls and boys to be boys.”
The cultural concept of “children” (and “child.
hood™) also changes radically with time, place, gender,
and perceiver, and so the corpus of texts ( “children’s Iit-
erature”) is unstable. Childhood two hundred years ago
(and consequently the books designed for it) may seem
so remote from current childhood (and its texts) that
a distinction might be made between “historical chil-
dren’s literature” (or books that were for children) and
“contemporary children'’s literature,” books that ad-
dress or relate to recognizable current childhoods (see
P. Hunt 1996; Flynn 1997). The body of texts, however
constituted, can be seen as a symbiotic moveable feast:
the book defines its audience (children), and that in

turn affects how children are generally defined, as well
23 how they aCtually ure In the future.
the term =

“tompara

In this context,

Children” is INCreasingly being interpreted as

- Uvely inexperienced; unskilled readers.”

.. duse of the possessive, the element “children’s”
Children’s iterature” does not have the same stand-

18 43 the adpective
; In "Canadian” in “¢ ,
Qreyy s hm‘lu" uw chil-

| .. "(mw'?n'ﬁ .l((’tuu'en is

Children Literatus ‘ :
b Peter Hunt

collection; some for children
children” (Thwaite 1990),
tial pmver-mlauonshlps

» Some by, with or from
thus PInpointing the essen.
within “children’s Iiterature.”

Leaving aside the very
by children (such as
[1919]), and the very

few examples of books written

Western concepe of “children” connotes immaturity
inexperience, lack of fesponsibility —and, ptdup"
most importantly, dependence, Hence the presence of
“the hidden adult” in (2imow) all texts for childsen
(Nodelmanzoo‘b).mdhmathcdeumdmepoa
sibility of “children’s literature’s” existence at all as
WMng“\dtpmduuolmm.mmth-b
lamtochlldtm.Jme Rose, who, 1n The Case of
mm«:m).wdnltymww‘dl&m’sk-
non,"mmtwnm
chﬂdun‘shmonbw.ublbm
munmhmmlmmum
hnthaubumm...mwm
b«mmmwmsmu
Up 2 world tn which the adult comes first (suthos,
Maket, giver) and the child comes after (seade,
product, receiver), but where netther of them entey
the space in between.
As Jack Zipes (2001) puts it, in “Why Childeen’s Litera-
ture Does Not Exist,” *[Tihese has never been 2 litera-
ture conceived by children for childsen, 2 Bteratuse that
belongs 1 childsen, and there never will be.”

/1)
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: o
«1iterature” has proved 2 particularly contentiou

term for those working in the field of “children’s lit-
» because the latter is most frequently taken as

bsumes any texts (written, spoken,
f these fall into

erature,

a category that su
visual) intended for children. Most O

williams’s “popular literature” category:
At the same time many, €ven most poems and

plays and novels are not seen as literature; they fall

below its level, in a sense related to the old distinc-

tion of polite learning; they are not “substantial” or

“important” enough to bec
ture.” A new category of popular literature or the
sub-literary has then to be instituted, to describe
works which may be fiction but which are not
imaginative or creative, and which are therefore
devoid of aesthetic interest, and which are not art.

alled “works of litera-

(Williams 1976)
Initially, this grouping together of all texts for children

was a negative, default adoption: “children’s literature”
is any text not for adults. There have been several con-
sequences of this. The first is that all has been com-
pared to some: that is, because the category of “adult
literature” (as opposed to the “sub-literary”) is compar-
atively clear, texts that are demonstrably “sub-literary”
for children have come to characterize the whole of
“children’s literature”—which therefore equates with
“popular literature.” The second consequence is that
those texts within “children’s literature” that have
stylistic or content characteristics normally associ-
ated with “adult literature” (or which are valorized by
their age) are (with a very few notable, rule-proving

17/

exceptions, such as Milne’s Winnie-the-Pooh [1926))
removed from the category of “children’s literature”
into a hybrid category of “the classic.” They become,
in effect, canonical, and cease tO be “children’s litera.

ture” in any significant s€nse. Some of these (which

are often Crossover texts), such as Frances Hodgson
Burnett’s The Secret Garden (1911) or Robert Louis Ste-

venson’s Treasure Island (1883), are published bothin

series of “classics” for children and scholarly editions

for adults, supported by academic textual apparatus. In
short, the less a book looks like a “popular” book for

children, the more likely it is to acquire the status of

“children’s literature” or “literature” and to be treated

with critical tools not specifically designed for it. The
third consequence is that many people concerned with
mediating or teaching children’s books to childrenar
still in thrall to the nebulous idea that some texts are
«literature” —inherently better than others—and they
consequently denigrate the very books that are mos
likely to connect with children.

More recently, as the literary canon has beer C.hal'
lenged in a way that would not have been 1recogrlll"-d
by Williams (see Nodelman and Reimer 2003), the
grouping of diverse texts into the «children’s literd

TP berated
ture” category has been seen as indicative ofali i
rec

critical approach. The premise is that all texts d p
plex, and therefore all texts are worthy of serious ¢
cal and theoretical examination. Hence category
discipline boundaries come together (O are i'osh
in a positive concept of “children’s literature” *

strength is its very diversity.

However, if “literature” is consequently defined not

as a set of textual characteristics, but as a way of read-
ing, this may still suggest that “children’s literatyre”
is an oxymoron. This leads to other kinds of defini-
tion of “children’s literature,” resting on the char.
acteristics of the texts and the intent of the authors.
Nodelman (2008b) presents an exhaustive analysis of
definitions—"an overview of how adults over the past
century or so in Europe, North America, and elsewhere
have generally tended to think about children and
literature.”

Historians have attempted to distinguish between
books of instruction and books designed for entertain-
ment. As Patricia Demers and Gordon Moyles (1982)
have noted, “If by the term ‘children’s literature’ we
mean only those books written specifically for the en-
tertainment of the young, we are forced to exclude . . .

a great deal of material that, in the early centuries of
jlih:?eij::i:;ti?f wasf the only kind of literature chil-

-~ Historians have suggested that “there

Was no clear dividing line in the Middle Ages between
;de:'; :‘nﬂgdf :lh;licz?n’s .literature” (Cunningham 2006);
nctions between “adult literature”

and “children’s Jjtera ture” only begin with the se
Marketing strategies of booksell -
John Newbe,y Lo ers in England, such as
o € eighteenth century (O’Malley
3). However, as Gillian Adams (1 '

998) points out,

efine “children’
en’s literature” “j
“OMmodificatiop, . in terms of its

Ia '
. te Entity is tieq toc
W, that early concep

that its very existence as a sepa-
ommercial interests.” Her own
ts of childhood “do not logically

‘CE- (Adams 1986).

More '
frequently, Circular definitions are derived

fr =
om d.escnbmg a body of texts already “self-evident]y”
for children. One of the most-re .

MacDowel] (1973):

P —
with dialogue and lm:ideer tth .
and introspection; child I “etion
; protagonists are the rule;
conventions are much used; the story develops
within a clear-cut moral schematisation which
much adult fiction ignores; children’s books tend
to be optimistic rather than depressive; language is
child-oriented; plots are of a distinctive order.
Since then, definitions of “children’s literature” have
been based on rather more subtle textual elements.
Aidan Chambers, in his seminal paper “The Reader in
the Book” (1985b), adopted Wolfgang Iser’s concept of
the “implied reader” as a defining feature; this has been
developed, directly or indirectly, through Barbara Wall
(1991) and her theory of address: “My conclusions are
founded on the conviction that adults, whether or not
they are speaking ironically, speak differently in fiction
when they are aware that they are addressing children.
Such subtleties of address define a children’s book.”
These approaches generally avoid the question of
“intent” as a defining element in whether a text is “for

/15/
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ture.” History is littered
s—notably Mark Twain’s in-
tures of Tom Sawyer
ent of the qual-

children” or “children’s litera

with authorial ambiguitie
decision over character in The Adven
(1876), Louisa May Alcott’s misjudgm
of Little Women (1868), OT Arthur Rans
t he wrote only for himself. Similarl
m Richard Adams’s Watership Down (19

ity ome’s asser-
tion tha

books fro
Mark Haddon’s The Curious Incident of the Dog i

) demonstrate commercial ambigui-

y, CTOSSOVET
72) tO
n the

Night-Time (2003
ties, and invalidat
definition, by John R

1 know from conversa

e one of the earliest attempts at a

owe Townsend (1971a):
tions over a period of years
and even bookish people

that there are intelligent
e, by definition, is a

to whom children’s literatur

childish thing which adults have put away. . . .
_interest [in it] as an oddity,

[Tlhey . . .regard . .
.. Yet children are part

an amiable weakness. .
of mankind and children’s books are part of lit-

erature, and any line which is drawn to confine

children or their books to their own special corner

is an artificial one. . . . Arguments about whether

such-and-such a book is “really for children” are
always cropping up, and are usually pointless in
any but organisational terms. The only practical
definition of a children’s book today—absurd as

it sounds—is “a book which appears on the chil-

dren’s list of a publisher.”

Other writers, such as Peter Hollindale (1997), feel that
«children’s literature” partakes of a certain jouissance,

and can be seen as an “event”:

/ 76/

The definition of children’s literature which |

pr()p()SL’
and the child, but with qualified meanings in each

case. The

therefore involves the author, the text

author is a person with imaginative in-
nstructing childhood (usually but not

terests in €O
gh creating child characters) and

necessarily throu
accidentally uses a narrative

are audible to children.

ure is one in which this

who on purpose Or
voice and language that
The text of children’s literat

construction is present. The reader is a child who s

still in the business of constructing his or herown

childhood, and aware of its presentness—aware

that it is not yet over. Where these conditions CoO-

e event of children’s literature takes place.

exist, th
s a doubleness that we

This definition recognise

have to live with, namely that children’s literature

is characterized bot

ership, and its unique

h by textual status and by read-

ness is evident at the point

where they meet.
In other words, “(C)hildren’s
engages with the idea of power
lationship between author and rea

literature knowingly

at the heart of the r&
der” (Thackerand

Webb 2002).
This idea has been elaborated by Dav

not enough t
3 meaning

id Rudd (2005

o declare that

who observed that “it is v

children’s literature is just ‘a boojum’
construction—and leave it at that”:

Children’s literature consists of texts that con-

sly address particular

sciously or unconsciou
d, or metaphorical

constructions of the chil

equivalents in terms of character or Situatio
the commonality being that such texts dis : )
an awareness of children’s disempowered si)aty
(whether containing or controlling it, questious'
o.r overturning it). Adults are as ca ught upin t:‘mg
discourse as children, engaging dialogically wit;1S
it (writing/reading it) just as children themsely
engage with many “adult” discourses. But it js :S
these texts are read and used that wili determi "
their success as “children’s literature”: how f "‘le
fully they are seen to negotiate this hybrid ormt.
border country. | -
Tl?is same question of the “border country” h
ploned t'o “children’s literature” as an academic ‘: a?-
:lx(r;e. lhere are many thousands of undergrad:xsz:-
nd graduate degrees called “children’s literat i
ia::)s; ::e wc')rld, although in practice many have llijtrtje
o the(;?}.l Fa !:]e;ffrange from primary education to ab-
oo arca,ne N r(.)m aspects of childhood studies to
o ibliography—and despite acommon
» they do not present a coherent '
comprehensible core. The basic di ; ot e Y
. Ihe basic division is sometin
1€s

seen as one b
etween “child
. peo le” «“ :
@distinction fipst — ple” and “book people”

e d by Townsend [1971a]); the
;.] 45 central to the enterprise, the
iterary end of the spectrum, as Bev-

00 S DOI
3) has pointed out, the distortion

Children’s |
C S llter' ”» “i.: ;
atesthe(‘ondesce ature” to “kiddie lit” indi-

lo
shment, Thig .

erly Lyon Clark (2
Of the term “

wi
5 ith gender or class or
Children’s literature”

ticu .
lar profession. .. .2 par-

academic
pt the crit-

’ I

val '
uable partner in the cross-disciplinary “childhood

studies” ’
e Oran essential concomitant to established aca
€mic areas such as “Victorian Studies.” |

“marginalization”
o ginalization hasvariouslybeen to ado
1cal a ‘

nd theoretical Strategies of their peer

“Children’s literature” as a term carries with i
c:)mplex emotional freight, which a more precise tenlr:
(“texts intended for inexperienced readers,” for ex-
ample) might not—but there is little chance that, for
all its shortcomings, it will be displaced. As Nodelt;lan
(2008b) has observed, “[C]hildren’s literature.. . . is al-
ways ambivalent.”

S/

————
—
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Popular
Julte A, S, Cassldy

mpopular” has e

While the detinttion of the term
t foul hundred

matned relatively une hanged tor ove
rlaindy takes on new meaning

yveary, iy connotationae
Iy Acywondy, Ray

when applied tohildren’s Hiteratue
mond Williams (roRta) reports that the teem B AL
lar™ was "originally i legal and politi al term ™ that st
came [t the English language in the late fitteenth
contiry Within the domain ot the legal swaten, an i
tHon popular” was any sall that was open o hrougiht
forth By anvone who was part ol the general publi Av
conding to the Ovnd Erglinde Dicioman (o WM, i the
eatly ainteenth ventury the tenm “popular” defined the
scommon people” o people of "lowly birth™ av ap
povedt 1o people of the aristovracy I the late sz teenth
contuny (the OFD Cites 1y00), the intention Behind the
Wt ST TR Ty b e negative stimiles sich
an Low, vulgar, amd plebetan. Nine short veans later, iy
VOOR, Ppopulac” appeared or Hhe vt thine ava paaitive
Atteibute tndicatiog thiat @ sulyjes b wan a favonite, a
ceptabile, annd pleasing o mamoenss peopile Thes hange
RO A P TOTATE T o e mentany vonnotatiog w
vt Ehe Beginming of the “vommmnen ™ people's eite |
O viiaee Well imto te tventieth centuey, the teom
POPRRAE contimied B oontan tese et ioatiy oy
Povat negative and POV Oometat oy, AL TIET] N
WHET den g tea s Created e and read by« Bidien

As vatly as the o in the United Matey, the ton
"l““""‘"" was held i direct opposttion to the term
sipterature’ nthea hildren™s:book workd Decane gy
former indicated oot only those creationy of gy
presive culture that actoally had a large audience®
hut also "those that had questionable antistic megy
(Levine 1oRR) AL the same e, “Terature” vign
Ned a masterplece that tnherentlv contaimed a high
depree ol worth and value I this vegand, the temm
siiteratiee” maintatned an atta hoent to iy deting
Hon as "polite or humane fearnimg,” whitch the (0
deomed “rare and obsolete™ by the Tate tRoos In it
Ay Theony ooo), Tonathan Caller turther emphasim
that “Hterature s "an institational Tabel that gives w
[the teadens] reason o eypect that the results of o
peading erorty will be worth e Acconting o thew
standatdy, @ mass provduced, popualar et mo hawe
“guestionable artizstic merie” I the very definition o
Hx corvimer driven nature, and therehore cann W
T taneous iy contatn eran merit o b fabwled &
Steratiee et g 1 the toaoy amd peiiving v
devaden, The THE Betneen these e ideotogie el
A debsate antongd pubitie s ot teas e and IHarm
OVEE W HAL ey o tea s s ildien i the LIl Mate

shionhd b “\m“““
e Ut

oy e

Iy e, Ly Spragie Nt hetl indi
Ehe atatiban s T iany plaved o hhhe
, W in

I eatablinbiing the Bank Sreet ©otleps o Bl athy

Al
NEOw Yok ©oiy pniginalliy nattiesd Ee s o \
Ly Nank it

CALIORAL AP ety Betoge 1T iy
il e

N IR praotiotesd expenineinting with

A

pew e attonal techndgues: She alvo encouraged an
ot 16 test the populanity of new books on the sty
dents who attended Bank Street™s School tor ¢ hildren
helote they were published (hank Seet School tor
Children 200a) Rather than base thelr teaching mate
dalyaolely on the educational vatue of the "classioy™ of
Children's Htetature, teachens emerging trom the Nank
sreet College undentoond that a popudar children's texd
couldd alves trigaer the g ination and intelligence of a
VR T haltenpggogt the standards I awhie e ibarians
fndgedd ten iy torhifldren, PubHe school tead hers alvo
Browght it guestion the lhuadany’ larger ownenship
ol Childen's ltevatae

I contrast, Hhvartans champtoned the merits ol
"terature™ over "popualar e’ tests Dige to a
eeondany, anvchiene e based divide between Dooky oy
Aty and Books for hthdhen, hacians in the evarly
entieth contuey b ondy recently bevome the
vl gatehveepers of citiden’s Tierature Untoe
AT I T o o reading andiences rthey
WD e Bportanse e of ey for iilidien by
VAREROE R alE Eronshn reand Iy Bibieny as “Riddie e ®
I IR o el By wasinnen wets alve foi e ik
VI NI Gt o ter o divats thet CRAREAREY
Wk o ey any IO o Lon PR ke, o ek
MV e g ot adide amdivns ey wa
MR et ionel ACr oty o eveeiy Taon ek i
M'Mh‘ht PO Cntmnd v omnds i ot o & By N il
iy 1w Ut (g, IO e A e ey
" PORIERMO i it i bt et i Ehe i
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Iy WY e o thye AYE Benveeiy Bigh caline
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and low, hetore etary authority iifted from genteel

editon o the Professotiate [vie ] Ny the eatly twen
Heth century, ay "Ratekeeplog shinted trom Hterary
fovrnaly to the academy, " (his MY Torcesd < hldren 'y
Herature ot o the hands of "Rentee] editon” and 1ot
e Bands of iviaiany, sinee “academbos Igrored 11"
(Clark 200000 1his sty IMavesd Hbratians in a position
o e tate wivie b e Bilten s texis contatned the RN LA
AMount obmoral Nher and avtistey to be deemmt Hirerd

e Worth reading Thas, while Hvacians g to
The Importance of Titeatime over popaila teney, they
AT AEERRIE ARATN The pejorative conitation of
Hhe term "Rddie TIEY (@ vontoveny peopile in the treld
OF ¢ e erature st face)

Praring this thne, the Uinited Mates witiesssd @
PR FATIOR O Propinlar serien ook v iy as P b and
lane, the Robiwey Iwinyg Betty Gonbon, the Rivihe
GOy, Nany Dhiew, T Sy, ey fene, the Hanhy
Movy, arnd the Rideie © b The Muatemeves Sy indivate
PP AL O e werien kg 1 et o
PO BT owed THe Mindivate Soenanygte by hiviig
Rt LR TR S AT
A it Avvonting aannand Man iy Cohivs
Fogvh ) Eaamas ) Ehe faaany vt Betaeen testitional iy
Db AN AR PRI el ahindeepenial e the
LAy A0 AT e led Sl eile o g
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QORI REN-Fadiy deratare or artiary Ladhranam
Seared that the consamption of popuiar Chikiren's
RO wowhd Bimenish & SIS moral Sder and social
Comsaomshess. Thas, of & Certamm kevel “popaiar” des
CRENE SYRIORTTROWS wWith “Iowidbrom”
A2 the Tarn of the Teentacth Contary. & Dask social as-
Srmption that caltivation and dass could be achieved
thronaeh iterature compinated the debate surrounding

cither or parameters of hightrow and lowbrow culture
asthepm(*mammadkmdwmﬁmdm
strove for self-improverent regardless of their class
status and educational background. In response O
the desire for seif-improvernent, book distribution was
largelv based on the conclusion that culture “could
be acquired” through the process of “reading certain
books and avoiding others™ (Rubin 1992). For example,
John Steinbeck’s Of Mice and Men was first circulated in
1937 through the Book of the Month Club. Since then,
the literary status of Steinbeck’s novel has transformed
from that of a new book through which adults could
acquire culture to a “classic” piece of literature for chil-
dren, thereby avoiding the negative connotations of
the term *popular.” Quite commonly, texts that move
from an adult to a child reading audience are labeled
as “classic” while texts that crossover in the opposite
direction are designated as “popular.”
Currently within American children’s literature
and culture, “popular” connotes a widespread appre-
ciation for and love of the object itself when appended
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20 2 PRXT, ODIRCE. OF person. Yet, the same question e
resonates: Can a popalar Chikdren's text also contan
Biverary menit? Chikdren s and yvoung adult authors ae
deemrad “popuiar” wihen the general public shows g
admiration o them and their work. This question has
faced numerous greativ admired. commercially se.
cessful authors, including Dr. Seuss, hudv Blume, | K
Rowding, and Shel Silverstein. Popular texts, movies,
rons, and the like can prove their popularity through
sales figures. In 2000 Janette Sebring Lowreys Litte
Golden Book The Poly Littie Pappy (1042) was ranked
the number one selling hardback book on the Pubiish
ers Weekh' “All-Time Best-Selling Children’s Bools”
list (“All-Time” 2006). The top ten slots on this st
included three additional Little Golden Books: at
is Tootle (1943) by Gertrude Crampton, at #7 is Sqy
Bagey Elephant (1947) by Kathryn and Byron Jackson,
and at #8 is Scuffv the Tugboat (1946) also by Crampton.
Furthermore, Harn Potter and the Goblet of Fire (2000)
ranked at #5 and Harry Potter and the Chamber of Sare
(1098) claimed #10 on this same list. In June 2008, the
final book in Rowling’s wildly celebrated Harry Pott
series, Harry Potter and the Deathly Hallows (3007) had
reportedly sold over 15 million copies within its s
twenty-four hours on the market in the United Stat®
(Forbes.com 2008). As a result of their sudden and cor
tinued popularity, the literary merit of books like HATY
Potter or the Little Golden Books remain in questiof-
If online dictionaries offer any gauge of conte™
» ely beef
porary use, then the term “popular” has larget] 5
freed of its negative connotations with definition®

and embraced by the general public. Yet, describing an
pothor OF a text as simply “popular® seil) brings inso
question the literary merit of the work Here, the term
becowmes a contlicted selling point. [bauthmsm
some Of their own literary reputation if their books age
marketed as popular? Can a book ranked highlv on a
best seller™s list also be a 'guad'bootoflimv;nun
What makes a children's book an instamduu.tasw
posed 10 a marketing success? The establishment of
both cultural studies and children’s literature as legiti-
mate fedds of inquiry has created a space for academic

dalogue about topics that are “popular” in American

Culture but have "questionable artistic merit” in the

&vesof the critics (Levine 1988). Moreover, the explon-

Yon of consumer culture has opened the door for proj-
:(;“ th;:;cognize mass-marketed children’s books as

— .t part of American culture and children’s
hbo::. not in spite of, but certainly because of,
widely popular appeal,

I -

eth century; for instance, the OED cites the following
quotation from Gavin Black’s The Golden Cocka
in 1975: “If there's one thing worse than . . . ram
colonialism . . . it's post-colonial dictatorship.” By
late 1970s “postcolontal” was used by literary critics to
refer to the effects of colonization, and to reading strat-
egies capable of interrogating the (often naturalized)
manifestations of colonial discourse that appear in
texts of all kinds and times. Aithough Edward Said did
not use the term “postcolonial” in Orientalism (1978),
his characterization of Orientalism as the discourse
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