— . . . . DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 110 352 . ( ' SO 008 329
. AUTHOR . +. Angus, David L. . .
TITLE The Legitimation Function of Educational Ideas.
_ PUB DATE 75 - . :
* NOTE 17p.; A paper prepared for the Annual Meeting of the-
. . \ Aierican Educational Research Association
~ - (Washington, D. C., April 1975) & .
EbRS PRICE F-$0.76’ HC-$1.58 PLUS POSTAGE

DESCRIPTORS . Elucational Objectives; Educational Philosophys;
. Educational Principles; Educational Responsibility;’
*Educational Sociology; *Educational Theories;
Elementary Secondary Education; Foundations of
Education; Fundamental Concepts; *Institutional- Role;
\ Institutions; Organizational Theories; *School
P 'Community Relationship; *Socialization
"™~ .. IDENTIFIERS *School Legitimation
i ‘
“.ABS;§EGQ\ &
o~ legitimation is suggested as a major function of
schools in modern.society and as a means of better understanding of
the role that schooling plays in the development of society. The
qoncept.of "legitimation," as formulated by Peter:-Berger and Thomas
Luckman js applied to analyze several historicalirand contemporary
educational ideas which are utilized as legitimations of social.
conditions. Discussion is presented on the different levels of
pre-theoretical and theoretical propositions. Two considerations are
1) that ideas about schools and schooling legitimate some aspects of
+ " the institutional order, and 2) that the institutionalization of
- - education as schools and school systems legitimates from the point of .
view of the general public. For both the focus must ultimately be on
ideas at the level of everyday or common sense knowledge because it
is the general public for whom institutional arrangements and-
practices must be legitimated. Two supporting example3 illustrase a)
the role of educational ideas in legitimating gradations in stat\s
and intome '‘as an aspect of social order, and b) a way in which
< schools are legitimated in the eyes of the general public. A need for

more: extensive inquiry into legitimation is suggested¥ (Ruthor/ND)
. . ) ;

o
fan

. I3
.

! - “. / . ‘.')r
n , . %

-

LY

******************************************ff***************************
* Documents acquired by ERIC include many informal unpublished *
* materials not available from other sources. ERIC makes every effort *
* to obtain the best cbpy available. nevertheless, items of marginal *
* reproducibility are often encountered and this affeets the qualityg, *
* of the microfiche and hardcopy reproductions ERIC makes available *
£ 3
*
*
*

via the BRIC DPocument Reproduction Service (EDRS). EDRS is not *
responsible for the quality of the original document. Reproductions *
supplied by EDRS are the best that can be -made from the original.  *
A A AR AR AR R KRR R KRR K R R R R R R K AR R KK KR R K

’ - v /

° ’
.
T T T T T



.

ED110352

S o008 37

ERIC

Aruntoxt provided by Eic:

%U's DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH,

) EDUCATION & WELFARE

. . NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF

EDUCATION
t THIS DOCUMENT HAS BEEN REPRO

DUCED EXACTLY AS RECEIVED FROM
THE PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORIGIN

- / ATING IT POINTS OF VIEW OR OPINIONS
STATED DO NOT NECESSARILY REPRE
SENT OFFICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
EDUCATION POSITION OR POLICY

v 5

, N , @ L4
) » . .
. ar 1
’ . v }
_ ) ) . i
. . ‘ |
THE LEGITIMATION FUNCTION OF EDUCATEONAL IDEAS <
‘ . . ' . v ) T o
1’ . o R ‘\ 1
o ‘ o
V -
- ' Riw i
((:.’ . 1
-{:’: 1
: : v g % |
Y N 1 1
| David L. Ané;us e o . 1
- ° '~ “‘associate Professor | |
- University of Michigan |
|
- ! |
Presented to the American Educational Research Association’ - ;
° . ! N ‘
Washington, April 1, 1975 ‘ |
o "
- | C ; * | |
I a" \ z .}



| I . N -
THEY LEGITIMATION FUNCTION OF EDUCATION IDEAS ,//

It is a matter of general consensus ameng educational
socigiogists ‘that the school in modern society serves three
major functions, t?e distxibution,of knowledge, secondary .
sacialization, and selection-allocation for occupational
roles.1 It is the purpose af thié/baper to suggest that
a fourth functlpn .ought to be considered as major, and that
ig the function of legltlmatlon. In recent years, as many

&

of our basic assumptions about schools and schooling have : *

been challenged, as the "myths" of earlier educational R \

historians have heen exposed, the legitimation function

Ly

"emerges more and more clearly as a basic component of the

total role schools have played in our natlonal hlstory. In
this brlefttreatment of the subject, I will d% no more than \
present a few illustrations, of the legitimatibn function .

which I hope will suggest some possibilities fqr more exten-

sive 1nqu1ry. - ,
N It is Max Weber who flrsq,suggests that 1eg1ti§et10n
be con51dered a functien of schooling in 1ndustr1a1 soc1ety.

}

Whlle Durkheim, in hlS preoccupatlon with the soc1ab and

. moﬁal consequences of a vastly extended division of 1labor,

‘can be credited with ealling attention to the first two
functlons mentloned above, it is Weber's 1nterest in the ,
nature of authorlty and its legitimation that prOV1des the
initial 1n51ght for a recognition of the selection-allocation
function, and more subtly, the 1eg1t1mat10n function. Weber's
typology of social orders is derived from ‘three types of
authority systems, charlsmatlc, trad1t10na1 and legal. While
charismatic authority resides in the heroic or magical gifts
of individuals and traditional authority rests with the in-
herited status of elite groups, none of which qualities are
affected very much by edutation, legal authority is based on
functional competence and adherence to rationally created
rules, qualities which are increasingly determined by formal

1
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education. Fnrther,~iﬁ his discussion of the -/t th of

examination systems, Weber with "a single stro e/, brings the
selectlon—allocatlon function toethe fore and ant1c1pates
our contemporary preoccupatlon w1th equallty O educatlonal
oppoxntunity. _ , r - ~ -

Special examinations, on'the one hand
mean or appear to mean.a "selection" -f
those who quallfy from all social strata
rather than & rule by notables. On e
.other hand, democracy fears that a merit
system and educational certificates/ will
result in a privileged "caste." "H e,
democracy fightsg aga1nst ‘the spgcia)l-exam-
ination system. )

For Weber, wherever bureaucratic nd legal authority
triumph, it is formal educational attainments and/or success
‘on formal examination which legitimate /this authority, that
is, make it appear reasonaole and-just/ from the point of
view of the larger society. This, however, is a very restricted
use of the concept of legitimation, ;ﬁ ugh one which was
current in the social sciences unt11 ecently As bureau-
cracy has expanded to 1nc1ude an ever larger share of our
publlc lives and as educatLon has become schooling and school-
ing has become free, un1Versa1 and compulsory the question-
of legitimacy becomes more dlffuse. It then bécomes necessary
to look for many other ways 1n wh1ch educatlon, and our 1deas

about educatlon, legltlmate aspects of our social life. To

fac111tate thlS, 1et us turn to armﬁch mq;e .recent and more
elaborate discussion of ‘the concept of 1egltlmat10n than
Weber S.

b

In their book The Soc1al :Construction of Reality,

Peter Berger and Thomas Luckman offer a paradigmatic descrip-
tion of the process of 1nst1tut1£3nallzatlon.3 Institutions
are seen to‘arlse first out of Man s'need.to construct a
social-cultural environment whi¢h will pattern and direct his
energies in lieu of the biologically determined drives_ and | _

1 .

instincts which pattern the tha&ior“of other mammals, and

<
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second,.” out of Manrs capacity to habitualize'aspects of his
bebavikr and‘'to typify these as habitual. Incipient institu-
tionalization .occurs whenever two or more individuals reci-
procally typify the actions of each ether as habitual and.
modify their own behavior as a consequent. As rhese recipro-
calW®ypifications continue through time they acquire, &
shared history and become firmer in their ability to channel
and control human conduct. Full institutionalizetion is

!

reached'when a second generation ‘enters the scene and is

‘introduced to these nascent institutions. They* then lose

their ad hoc quality and become objectified, that is, they
become a social world "confronting the individual in a manner
analogous to therreality of the naturak world;"4 w

' It is also at this preuise:poiht that the need for
legitimation arises. As Berger and Luckman put it, "only
with the transmission the social world to a new éeneration
does.the fundamental szizal dialectfe appear in its torality
At the same point, the institqtional world requires legiti-
matlon, that is, ways by which it can be Lexplalned' and
justified. " There are- two points here of 1mportance First,
it is clear that all social institutions, not just forms of ™
authority as suggested by Webe;, require legif imation. Second,
the need for legitimatioﬁ arises when one gengeration passee
on the institutional world to the mext; thus’ it is at the
heart of the educational process, broadly\conc;ijed.

. It can now be poinged out that there ié;a fundamental

ambiguity in the notion of the legltlmatlon\ §ZC€iOh of

educational ideas. This mlght refer to the wdys in which ideas

about education serve’ to legitimate 1nst1tut16%s in the: larger

society, or it could refer to those ideas whlch serve to
legitimate educational 'institutions per se. h of these
senses are included for discussion in this paper, because

both aré‘important in understandrpg'the full role of schools

in sociery. But is it only/at'fhe level ef\égeas that ieséitur

tions are legitimated?.. -~

- [
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. Berger and Luckman caéﬁ attention to four analytically -

"‘
distinct levels of leg1t1matfgn. First, "incipient legitima-
7 ~ a“

tion[is present as soon as a system of linguistic objectl-
flC&thKS of human exﬁerlence is transmltted."6 Here, legiti-
matlons are "built into" Vocabulary as when the very name of

a relatlonship carries with it obllgatory conduct. An example

in our culture might be the term "teacher" which a child learns

"as slmultaneously designating a category of significant others

and*as 1eglt1mat1ng a pattern of conduct with regard to those
others. The same could perhaps be said of the term, "school.

l
N

"The second level of legltlmatlon contalns theoretical’

propositions in a rudlmentary form."7 These are explanatory

'schemes relating sets of objective meanings, such as proverbs,

moral maxims, and tales. As an example, consider the tale of
Pinnochio. Adults remember him only-as.a puppet whose nose
grewrto.enormous lengths\whenever he told a lie. Children,
however, will tell you that Pinnochio set off to school in
order to become a real ,boy, and that everytime he failed to

. arrive at school at the appointed time, he fell into a terrible_b
'mlsadventure. Even when he did make it to school, he took

up with ne'er-do wells and underachlevers, ran off to a land
where children play instead of study, and turned into a donkey.

* In the mind of a five-~year o0ld, this could be a powerful legit-

imator.
"The third level of legitimation contains explicit

theories by which an instltutioﬁal sector is legitimated in’
terms of a differentiated body of knowledge.“? Here we enter
the wonderful world of the schools and colleges of education.
We find theories of curriculum, theories of learning, theories
of administration, theories of wvalue, theories'of counselihg,
and on and on. The bulk of this, though by no means all, ,
serve$ to legitimate one or another aspect of an 1nst1€ﬁtxonal
arrangement in the schools. Moreover, this is 1nherently_the

fo
case. Though some of these theoried may be critical (or de-

. legitimating);\most must legitimate institutional practices

. J
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which approximate those actually being carried out in the

society. This +4is true because of the fact that schools of I
education only exist as institutional extensions of public
schools, i:e. as extensions of a particular institutionaliza—
tion of education. -
) To make thils more clear, consider,what"would'happen
if the maxim "good teachers are born, not made" were to be
taken seriously in the larger society. First, our elaborate'
mechanisms fog teacher training and cert1f1catlon would cease
to exist. Second, the sypply-demand position of teachers would
he vastly altered. VThirxp some new basis for calculatlng '
the pay scales of teachers would have to be found, etc. Here,
then, is a legitimating formulglwhlch Jaust be strictly combatted
by the coterles of experts who train our teachers and develop
theories$ to legltlmate the educatlonal order. Once this has - ,
been done successfullj, however, as it clearly has been done,
there is wide latltUde for conflicting theories as to how good
teachers are made.’ The distribution of knowledge and social-
1zatlon functions of schools of educatlon are legitimated as
an aspect of the exerclse of their functlon as profess1onal
legitimators of the other schooling 1nst1tutlons. '

Berger and Luckman's fourth level is that of’"symbolic
unlverses," bodies of theoretlcal tradition that integrate '

provinces of meaning and encompass the institutional order 1n

a symbollc totality." 3 At this level of legitimation, "all
the sectors of the institutional order are integﬁatea in an

»

all-embracing frame of reference, whlch now constltutes a

universe in the literal sense of the word, becausﬁ all human d

experience can now be conceived as taking p;ace W1th1n 1t»'10

N

l

To discuss the legitimation function of educational 1deas

"at’ thls most encompas31ng level is highly problematrc In

the first place, there‘ls considerable doubt that the institu-
tlonal order of modern |society is 1nt=grated in an aldhembrac1ng
fraﬁe of reference. P esumably, this| would have to be something




like "technlcal ratlonal;ty OL "scientific technoloby "

and if we were to accept\that this mode of thought 1ntegrates,
i§~, and thus legltlmates, the~w gie, we could then dellneate the
hfg fairly powerful role that\e ucational. ideas play in this system

Weber's notion of the legi imation-of legal and bureaucratic

authority quld re-enter e discussion at this level,; with

some ‘'necessary modificétio S. However, tlie moment we turn.
from the question of the i!tegration of ‘the institutional order
to the question of the integration of individual subjectite
identities into this ordey we realize jjust how questionable it -
is to speak of the symbolic universe of modern seciety. At

the level of individuals,|it i’s clear that a serious problem,
of overarchlng meag;ng exists, and that 1t is increasingly-
dlfflcult for people.to find themselves reflected in the in-
stitutional order. : ) -

£

It should be’noted that, of all contemporaryﬁwriters
" on education, only.Ivan Illich appears to argue that school-
ing legitimates the institutional order as a symbolic totality.
His use of such phrases as "the age of schooling”" and "de-
schoollhg the culture serves to eleVate the pmportance of ,;

educatlonal ideas and to make schools the plvetal institution
in post-lndu%;rlal soc:Lety."ll ’ . S
In the remainder of this paper I wish to back away from
- this highest and most global level of 1egitimation. I am-
most eoncerhed with'the levels of pre-thedretical and theoret- i
ical proposltlons and the somewhat grey area between. The
legltlmatlon function of educatlonal 1deas runs in twe directions:
~ ideas about schools and schoollng legltlmate aspécts of ‘the .
1nst1tut10nal order and the 1nst1tutlonallzat16h of education
; as schools .and school systems must be legltlmated from the
point of view .6f the general public. In both these directions,
however, we must focus ultimately on ideas at the level og’
everyday or common sense knowledge, for while a great deal of "

professional legitimation is developed for the benefit of other

. N ot
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professionals, it is ultlmately the general publlc for whom////////?
|

institutional arrangements and practices must be legltlmated v

i

This is a fundamental weakness in David Swift's work, i
Ideology and Change in the Public Schools.12 ‘Swift's thesis
is the demographic\and social pressures on the schools in

, the early part of this century forced educators to make changes j
in disciplinary procedures, curriculum, administration, etc.

which were then, in turn, rationalized in terms of progressiv-

ist philosophy of education. What he does not show is how,

or even whether, this progressive philosophy was translated
into terms which made these changes palatable to (i.e:,
1eg1t1mate in the eyes of) the general public.

Let me present just two examples of the 1eg1t1mat10n

. function of educational ideas in the terms which I belleve to
be most significant and useful.

YN~

The first example 111u%trates
the role of educational ideas in legltlmatlng an aspect of

. the social order, namely differentiatio f s

ols are legltlmated

4

tus and 1ncome, 2 |

X the second suggests a way in which'sc
1 ‘ in the eyes of the general public. 7
y ' . The past ‘fifteen years have witnessed an almostvmcnn-

2‘ .mental research effort devoted to thelstudy of the interrelation-

\‘ SV , ships betﬁeen,social origins, school performances, and adult

.status dand economic achievement. This 1s ‘only partly explained ‘

by reference to our natlonal priorities during this period.

b
¢

It
] also due to the fact that certaln cherlshed axioms of Amer-
, " ican liberalism began, ta be challenged by the liberal social

,s01ent;sts? own research findings. “James S. Coleman's dis-

. _ covery in 1966 that "schools make no difference,
|
make the dlfference,

families
triggered an exp1051on of 1nterest s
amdng SOClOIOngtS, edonomists, and other soclal S 1ent1sts,

most of whom had cons1dered these issues "closed." The result i

has been a stat1st1c1an 's orgy, with researchers reanalys;ng -
o each other s data until the holes in the cards wear out..
) ’ Yet,

as Robert M. Hauser remdrks, ."In splte of this
large, volume of effort, it is doubtful there has been much T

‘
.
. '
S
v . » . . \
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- { choice of concepts or, orientations toward data, let alone

\‘ v ./ * ) o ~m0ég“}u o ’/)’/_,,/

movement toward consengus or consolidation with regard to

powerful explanatory schemes or detailed empirical find;ngs."14

The range of views is wide indeed. The Coleman stq,_dy15 found

that ‘differences in school quality factors:explain very little
of the variance in individual schodl achievement and this

view was sustained by the Harvard cseminar.l®

-

Bowles and
Levin,17 however, have attacked -it and continue to see inequal-
ity in school input factors as a significaht determinant of
school success. ‘Jenckslg has challenged the view that school
achievement or cognitive- development has much to do with adult
gtatus and income, as well as the notion that these latter
are closely related to family background, emphasizing instead
the great amouny of variance unaccounted for by any of these
systemic deterfiinants. He suggests that luck and ciance play
a very large role. Jencks'\pook was ‘attacked on ali sides,.
but more on‘ideological than methodological grdunds .

. A highly tentative way to summarize the cur:e;t\reSearch
po§1tmon bn the 11nkages between social origins, school achieve-

* ment and attalnment, and adult status and income wou}d be as

‘ follows. Soc1a1 orlgln factors (except possibly race) have
little effect on adplt status and income, except(ae mediated
through school attainment. . Their effects on school attainment
are'ﬁoderately large,-aﬁd in turn the effect of school attain- i

ﬁent on status and income is quite -significant, though™school
gchievement is not. " However, school input factors (quality ' ¢ ™
or equality of education) ‘has little to dg with either school
attainment or. achievement. Policf controversy centers on .

o (1) wheth&r or not it is worth the effort to' pursue equality
of school inputs, (2) whether th% proper focus of this research
should be on the analysis of individﬁal'or group Vari&nce, and
(3) whether or not the unexplained‘variance in all these link-
ages is sufficient to challenge the very idea of systemlc re-
lationships in social stratification. | ' '

P
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: Now two points must be made about this ré&dearch if we
are to begin to clarify the legitimation funetion of educa-. oat
‘tional ideas. First,vthis research concerns itself directlz
~‘with the selection-allocation function of'schooidng, and, to = °
a lesser extent, the socialination and training functions. It
is an attempt to discover how the schools actually work in .
. , determining sociié/roTeéf Secondiy, knowledge of this research
) is limited to a latively small coterie of experts and .to a \
"relevant public" of policy makers in state and federal educa-
tional agencies. Even among faculty in schools and colleges
of education knowledge of this research seems to bQ minimal,
except among people directly involved in closely related
fields. It is thus quite reasonable to dis%inguish between a
"social scientific“ view of the relations between schaolihg
and the stratification system and another, much moresyidely
diffused pre-theoretical view which can be called the "conven-.
tional wfsdom ‘ )
co I would like to suggest that thlS conventional wisdom
about the conn ctions twee schoollng and life careers
Zﬁmate /i
B \ 1F would be dlfflcult éo "pyove" tgat this is the case, ‘in /
part because of my earlher contentlon th¥ the‘hegltlmatlon

f
| unctlon of educatlon’hhs been a neglected subject of inquiry,

}

!

i

1

|

|

.i

i

|

serves to legi e Ame ican social order. Of course, %
!
|

ut it is possible to p01nt to some "clues" that tend to support

r > . . |
o , khis view. - ¥ : -
- T - - Pirst, consider the 1973 Gallup Poll- of Attitudes
N 1.0 L
. Toward Education.l“ One 1tem concerned the relation of school-

' ing and success. Responses were stratlfled according to race,

- /,j? sex, age, rellglon, region, communlty 51zek\1eve1 of eddcation
- occupatlon, and 1ncome In tHe overwhelming majority of sub- [
. categories, more‘t7€n>three-fourths.of the respondents 1ndrcaﬁed
— svthat schooling was {"extremely important." In no category did

‘this response dip below 60%, and among -non-white respondents 2
it reached 84%, the hlghest for any group: Clearly, the over-

whelming majority of Americans do not accept the views of

. .
S~ . L3
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T j Society Today. In six years, nosoneshas arguedlthat dlfferences

are not_ justified And with her. questionTAT™¥t becomes
clear that it is esseﬁggally school perfoﬁmance which justif'es

[ 4 R S, 8 -
these dlfferences. Furthermore,/much to my dismay, as an .

eéucatlogal s001olog1st 'these workers feel,that they were
trégted S&lrly by the schools, that the schools' iultlmate

assessment of the1r abliltles was essentlglly dorrect, aﬁg

-]

that ¢hey,hold the occupations they hold| because of these
school assessed dafferences in ability.. K I. have to.work very

,hard to get them.to consider that schoollng might be hlghly

class blased ‘ . ] P . f& e

t .
As 1mpressuoantlc as they are, these flndlngs are
/sgpportea by Ro?ert Lane's muGh more systematlc analyS1s of Q
working class 1deology He says.,~ L °(f

- . ' The concept -of "education" is the key to-,
¢ mu¢h of -the thinking on social class and
personal status. In a sense, it is a

Ao

.ﬁb

"natural" becauSe/i§)§;ts/s6”ﬁeatly into : i
"the American myth OF opportunity and equality, . B

and provides a rationale for sudcess and o
failure that does minimtii~ damas e-souls . ~
. of thpse who do not/gewtc/éaiiege 20 ” ¥ —

In a,later dlscuss1on, Lane suggests that education. Justlfles.

v
dlfferences°1n income on fourvgrounds- 1nqreased skills, the

: tlme spent 1n educational preparatlon, the ncreaseé—respeﬁ-—‘
"s;blllty that goes with eggg and the paln and hard work )

‘a§5001ated with g01nath school, L - —
y J . ’
. e e e J LS “
\ A J
i \\ . _— § . .
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o mlght_aski/ﬁhat is the function of this rhetoric?

¢ . .

PO ‘ ) . \ / B
More necently, Sennett and Cobb's interviews with
21

x

worKing class ethnics 1n Boston reveal this- same theme.
Educatron,was frequently cited to account for the vagaries L~
of life careers. Here however, the authors found strong

support fdr the notlon that what education prov1des is the

° opgortunlty to*become a "more complete person,” more of .

.an 1nd1v1dual. It 1s this, in turn, which Justlfles not

" only differential reward butxylso differential authority. . .
Let me stress again tha% what I am suggest1ng here

is that schoollng, and'more partlcularly the conventlonal P
w1sdom about schoollng serves to leg1t1mate the gradatlons
of status and income found in our highly strat1f1ed society.
ThlS legltlmatlon function: is, for the time being, completely
1ndependent of whatever knowledge experts have of the actual
'functlonlng 'of schools in the area of selection- allocatlon,"
and it deserves-~separate study. The claim py the revision-

ist historians that social mobility in the United States‘ .
has been "strlctly regulated" by the schgols deserves the g

attentlon it has been getting but this should not bé allOwed

.ﬁ'?o obscure that fact that while %his "regulatory" function

§remalns problematlc, the function of the schools in egltlma-
Ei_ﬂ stratification is more clear and probably more powerful.

i The ‘foregoing discussion was intended to illustrate .
away in -which educational ideas, in this case commonly
held ideas about schools, serve to legitimate an institutiopnal
feature of the larger soc1ety. Let us now consider an example
of hew: an idea ‘may be used to legitimate some feature of the
.schools, themselves. There has been a great deal of rhetoric
of late to the effect at public schools are or ought to
be llkened to busige//th

educatlonal hlsto/y will recognize this "bu31ness analogy"

ss enterprises. Those familiar with

as an old and pers1stent theme in American educatlon. One

In atteii’lpting]
ry into this question, my

-

td“mag/oﬁt an historiical i

4




students and I have discovered that the use of this analogy

is not as persistent as it might a ar, but is rather per-
iodic, i.e. it is utlllzed at some times and seldom

T5Und at others. For example,. it can readlly be found in
the early 1880's, the 1910 to 1930 period dlscussed by
Céllahi!ﬁzz and again in the 1970's. It is rare to find its
.use in the 1890"s or the 1930's. Tentatively, two hypotheses
" have been put forth: the bueiness ahaiogy will be found
whenever the publicischools are under extFaordinarily severe
‘criticism and/or it will be fou%i‘whenever the prestige(
of the business community is high and absent whenever it is
low. a e /) o
For the&pufposes of this peper, if either oé these

hypotheses, are born out it will lend some support to the

view that the function-of this analogy is legitimation. This
is not to suggest that ose who invoke the business analogy
are not in some’sense "critics" of educational practice. :
However, both Frank Spaulding's'cries for gréater school
efficiency in the 'teens 3 and Leon Lessinger's call for e
‘educatiomral endineening and acpountabllity in the seventles24
respresent: the kind.of criticism which shores up and maintains
the basic structure of an institution_in the face of much
more fundamental assault. The concept of accountability, for
example,. whlle it questions whether or not schools have been
as effectrve‘ s they should be in ¢ veloplng ¢hildren' s

basic skills,/strongly reaffirms tje v1ew¢that 1earn1ng is
. the outcome of teaching and thus further' legltlmates the
school as the basic’ institution of education. . e
) I reallze that these two exampleS'whlch I.’'have provided
are not suff1c1ent to demonstrate that the legitimatioh func-
‘tion of edycational ideas is a major one, nor should it bi_

suffic1ent. I would merely hope to stimulate greater attention

tg.thﬂs functlon as we strive o understand the roles schooling

plays~and has played in the dexelopment of our soc1ety. It
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should be of great 1nterest to those comm;tted to reformlng
our educational institutions to know just how much and in
. what ways tradltlonal school practlces are 1eg1t1mated in ‘
the very vocabularles we use to discuss‘'them. It is also o
important to understand the conse@uences of changlng educa- -
N tional ideas as “these bear on éther(aspects of the institu-
tional order. A functional analy51s of education whlch over-
. " looks the legiplmatlon fgnctlon will never fully grasp the
"~ ‘role that,schooling plays in the lives of people iong after

they've ceased to be direct participants in a school.
A ’ ’ ’ ' ' * "
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