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© U Thepapersincluded in this volume wereoriginally presented as

" lectuies at Georgia State University in April and May, 1981, They -
 ware the firat et of lectures given in the Visiting Scholar Lecture
*  Series sponscred annually by the Center for Cross-Cultural Educa-
tion and the College of Education, and they have been only slightly
revissd for publication. . .

-+, . 'Thespeakers were not asked to conform toa single theme for the
lecture series; rather, they were invited tb preparelectures based on
ressarch currently in progress or recently coniplefed. .

There is considerable coherence among the issues investigated
and the concerns expréssed in the papers, and this is a result of
‘their common ties to & recent period of educational history—the
19608 and 1970s, Harold Silverhas set himself the formidable task

.+ of writing an educational history of the 1960s and 1970s, with

L apecinlattention to the effects of sducation on poverty. Both of the
other speakers in the series made singular contributions to the
intellectual life.of those decndes, Michas! F.D. Young placed the |
sociology of education and thesociology of knowledgeatthecenter - o

‘of debates about school policy. Edgar Z. Friedenberg called atten- .
tion to such important educational matiers as internal agho’efr X
organization, the methods of teaching and of evaluation employ. .
.. © inschools, and the varied and potent educational mechanisms by
+ which dominant groups impose their educational and caltural

<deas on subordinate groups. : :

i
\‘L ‘ R e f‘

L]

'3

i




E

Q

2 / Eduar B, Gumbert " . ’4

- Educators generally c%ncede that the 1960s and 1970s conatitute
ah especially important period in educational history. They also
acknowledge that, despite the scholarly attention the periodrightly
has been given, its educational record still remains an-enigma. No
dpubt the myatery arises in part from the difficulties inherent in
writing an account of the recent past. It is hoped that the thres

‘studies intcluded in this volume will to some extent overcome this
problem and help to solve some of the several remaining mysteries .

of the 19608 and 1970s. The challenge is to see what worked for
educators during this period, what didn't, and why. -

The task of analyzing educational policids during the 1960s and
1970s is made easier by the existence during this period of signifi-
cant similarities in the ideologies and institutions of industrial
nations. This shared context framed the education problems and
influenced the policies that were adopted for their solution, Espe-
cially in Britain and the United States there was substantial agree-
ment on a broad range of social, political, and economic ideas and
policies within which educational debates proceeded, There weré at
least two main points of convergence: First, government involve-
ment'in the management of the economy helped to coordinate the
efforts and aims of capital and labor and-attempted’to minimize
unemployment and inflation through a variety of educational and
economic policies, Second, governments sought to provide a min-
imum standard of living below which n Je of their citizens could
fall. This meant that governments provided services such as job
training. health care, and moderate-cost housing that were not
readily available from the private sector. Governments also pro-
vided features such as job safety. unemployment insurance, and
environmental protection to help protect individuals from circum-
stances with which they could not contend alone.

In Britain these measures were thought of as elements of aocnal

ism; in the United States they were thought of as the politics of .

liberalism. Agreement waa derived from common efforts to detl
with similarly changing social realities. Both nations contended
domestically with afflugnce and with rising economic and educa-
tional expectations. The broadly similar trends during this period
encouraged educational and cultural borrowing. Educationalideas
and practices were readily exchanged between Britain and the
United States, as the paper by Harold Silver clearly shows. The
educational war against poverty went from the United States to
Britain, but the high hopes and the resourceful practices of “open
education” travelled the other direction, to cite only two examples.

American liberaliam, the ideological source for many of the edu-
cational ideas and practices that were transported to Britain
throughout the 1960s and 1970s, was informed by several striking

7
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articles of faith, foremost among which was a devout beliefin social
justice, in the perfectablility of man and his world, and in a good life
~without limits for all, Liberal proponents of change saw themselves
as measengers with a mandate to ccnvempeople to goodness both
at home and abroad. The domestic and the foreign ideological
fevers were connected and they burned simultaneously. They wers
derived from the optimistic conviction:that the world could and
. should be made over. The liberal vision sought both toalleviatethe
thiquities andinadequacies of the presgnt age andto gratify emerg-
- ing new expectations. At home liberals believed that the nation
* could be houseg and fed, that deteriorating: cities could be reno-
. vated, that alienation and misery could beeliminated. Abroad they
tried to defeat communism by using military force and to build new
nations by providing foreign loans and technical assistance. Poli-
cies in Vietnam disingenuously combined war and nation- .
building. .

The decade of-the 1960s especially was a period’ during which
liberal ideology and the sccial sciences joined forces, united in their
delight with the prospects of human and social engineering. Educa-
tionists promised remarkable solutions to individual and social
problems made possible by an unprecedented application of new
pedagogical materials and techniques, Their promises were con-
sistent with the optimistic ideals of the time. It was believed that
education, properly managed, could bring untold benefits to indi-
viduals and to society. Learning, technology, and human nature
were linked. Human nature, it was claimed, could be changed by
appropriate learning environments. New concepts and techniques
of learning proliferated. The use of schooling as a social panacea
was reflected in an emphasis on urban education, compensatory
education, education for the disadvantaged or the “culturally
deprived,” Head Start, Upward Bound, and other related pro-
grams. Education strategies were put on and taken off like

fashions, Parental opposition to them was considered a product of

ignorance and an enemy to be fought and eliminated. All of the
strategies promised to free people from the fetters that prevented
them from reaching their full human potential.

Thesuccess of these foreign and domestic liberal progrgmsrested
on three foundations: on the truth of the various theories rming
the policigs that were being pursued; on the ability to pay for the
policies; and on‘the general acceptance and perpetuation of estab-
lished authorities—Congress, the President, political parties,
schools and universities, among others.

Paradoxically, these foundations were being challenged at the
very time the policies that rested on them were being most ardently
applied. The theories were seen by critics to be integral parts of a

3 :
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- been idealized, and any person who did not conform to them was

failed, or were perceived to have failed, attention turned quickly to

.careful judgment on need or costs. Liberal programa, it was said,

. protest movements of the 19608 reflected a general awareness that
. the major institutions and processes of American pulitics were in

. “rationality” and “efficiency.” Americans were governed accord-

messianic ideology that had a blinkered and narrow vision of what
had to be done and of how to do it, both at home and abroad.
According to the critics, selected aspects of American culture had

thought to be either inferior or wicked, or both. Critics said that
thoughtless pride and hatred ratherthan truth and fairness guided
the ambitions of policy-makers. -

It does seem now that the liberal ideology was dt once vain and
innocent. Things were promised that could not be delivered. School
ing alone could not heal the ills of American society, nor could
military or political and economic intervention abroad create a
brave new world. 4 ‘

Many expensive programs were based on hastily formulated and
carelessly examined theories. This was perhaps especially true ip
education, where sehsationalism and opportunism inresearch cen-
ters were at times in league with the wrongheadedness of sume of
its practitioners. When many of the liberal initiatives of the 1960

their costs. Critics argued that expenditures on education and wel-
fure services, and to a less extent on military services, invelved no

threw money at problems. and generally more was believed to be
better. Educators frequently took this position. During the 1970s
the incontrovertible discovery was made that America did hot have
the unlimited resources that would make possible endless casual
experimentation and waste; there were material and social limits to
national growth. The value of the dollar declined. the costs of vital
irpports increased. and the Américnn posgition in the international
economy weakened. The working assumption that more was better
became intellectually and politically discredited by 1980,

The general acceptance of established authorities waned, partly
a8 a consequence of their own policies and conduct. In one impor-
tant sense the social reforms of the Great Socicty were aborted by
their champions when they tried to bring their concept of a social ‘
demovcracy into existence by employing technoeratic means. The -

.

conflict with certain basic ideas about freedom, equality. and par-
ticipatory forms of government. The feeling was that technocracy
had replaced democracy. National affairs were managed froth the .
top and were impervious to popular feeling. In the intcrests of

ing to what was déemed good for them. Congress, critics said,
adapted itself to technoeracy and transferred much of its power to
nonelected experts. | )

9
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Schools and univeraities, like Congress, lost some of their author-
ity by allying themselves with technocratic elites, both publicand
private, and by assenting to discredited national military,and

. industrial manpower objectives, Political parties, according to the .
critics, merely helped rationalize and: legitimize an fricreasingly
antidemocratic political system. ‘The office of the President lost
much of its authority as a result of President Nixon's unlawfu
conduct during his terms in office. [

Similaz criticisms of educational and political institutions were
expressed in Britain during the 1060sand 1670s but the authority of
‘British institutions was not as deeply challenged as it was in the
Unitéd States. Nevertheless, the urban riotsin Britain during the
spring and_summer of 1881 led some British leaders to liken the

. gsriousness and difficulty of the challenge to the one faced by the
United States in the1960s: The riota in Britain raised questions
familiar to Américans about problems of law enforcement, police-
community relations, racial tensions, youth unemployment, urban
decay, rising crime, and political extremism. :

Similarities should not be stressed too much, of course, but the
debate in Britain in 1981 produced arguments about causes and ¢
cprés for these problems similar tothose of the Kerner Cdmmission,
appointed by President Johnson to investigate riots in the United
States in the 1960s. Major programs to fight poverty and improve
race relations were called for. The scale of the riots todate has been
comparatively smaller than the riots in the United States during

. the 19608, but ﬁx‘e challenge to established authorities may prove to
be a historical'watershed similar to the one produced by the riots
and the civil rights movement in the United States in that decade.

Today we are experiencing a moment of more than routine inter-
est in educational history. Iri virtually all nations, especially indus-
trial nations, new answers to educational questions and new
approaches are being sought in efforts to legitimize (or to re-
legitimize) the authority of schools and of achool knowledge. In
O}ller to understand the potential of an educational system’s pres:

et, it is’neceysary to understand its past. - _ P
;Phe historical work to reevaluate the educational record in“Hri-
, tdin and the United States in the 19608 and 1970s hagnow begun,
> - gs the paper by Harold Silver included in this volume attests.
Important questions are being asked. Issues relate to success and
failure and to a selection from among the many educational initia-
tives of those decades of the projects that should becon tinued, even

if in’modified form. .

In the United States today there is a strong and persistent feeling
that the educationa) hepes of the 1960s and 19708 were grand—and
failed—illusions. Accomplishments regularly fell short of inten-

10
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tions. Inadequacies dnd imperfections in educational theory and
practice during those decades now leom very large.

Perhaps it is not surprisitig that an exaggerated assessment of
what could be done was followed by an equally exaggerated assess-
ment of failure. The fervent educational efforts in the 1860s and
19708 were instigated by ideology, and it is likely that thereactions
to those pfforts also have a strong ideological|component.

Scholars like Harold Silver who are especially interested in the
1960s and 1970s are only beginning to be able to evaluate aims
against results. Of course, it is entirely possible that educational
programas in those décades included more subtle arid nfore various
work than has been commonly thought by critics. Failure in all’
educational efforts is not obvious nor has it°been conelusively
demonstrated. It is also possible that some important and promis-
ing changes took place in perception and practice durmg those -
decades, and these changes should be properly evaluated i nE terms
of context and of the continuity of the past with the present and the
future. Schooling, as a result, might evolve into something with
greater range and considerateness than it haa displayed to date. .

This important and puzzling period in educational history can
probably best be understood by seeing it in comparative perspec:
tive. Comparuative studies of two nations can help provide meaning-
ful general statements about historical patterns and causes. By’
demonstrating the connections between educational systems and
their historical and social contexts, comparative studies can help
guard against uncritical borrowing of educational principles and
practices; they ean also help identify principles and practices thut
likely could be successfully transplanted t

Harold Silver. in the paper included in tltds volume(a preliminary
report on a larger study atill being conducted).shopes to orrive at o
general understanding of cducational trends by examining the
causes and results of educational strategies against poverty in
Britain and thcpmwd States in the 196018 and 1970s. His compara-
tive historical methodudiffers from a simple historical dessription of
single cages that cannot justify causal statements and from the
stutisticﬂ? comparisons of the social gciences that isolate individ-
ual “indicators” from their historical sctting. Rather, it soeks to
determine the factors that led to the different educational policies
and to arrive at general statements about causation in particular
historical contexts.

This is potentially a very fruitful method, but it is risky sinceits .
success depends on the scholar's initial selection of the factors
whose causal relevance ie to be investigated. Silver avoids the
worst pitfalls of this method: he rejects theories that claim that

" immutable forces, such as the inherent characteristics of capltul

11
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ism, determined British and American educational policies in the
19608 and 1970s. He is not a determinist of that simple kind. He
does not ignore the scope for choices that “objective conditions”
frequently lcave to the actors in the processes of history. He ana-
lyzes the beliefs and values that preceded and accompanied British
and American social and educational reform efforts. He holds that
values and changes in values offer an important key to understand-
ing the direction educational change might take in a country.
Hence the roles of cultural traditions, of domjnant or emerging
ideas, of political movements. and of creative personalitics are
examined o8 factors that could determine the choice between alter-
native policies in objective situations. ‘ 1'

Silver's approach to the study of the relationship of education to
poverty tejects the dramatic scenario of failure in faver of a bal-
anced analysis. He adopts o perspective that is not limited by the
views either of the educators who formulated the educational poli-
cias of the 19608 and 19708 or of their detractors. He questions the
ideas of both sides of the debate. He secks to identify the false
premises and the half-truths. and the mistakes in judgment to
which they led. But he does not reject out-of-hand the multiple
initiatives of those decades. He thinks some of the critics of liberal
reform of the 19608 and 19708 have been too judgmental in manyof -
their conclusions. lacking sufficient historical sense of the climate
of ideas prevalent at the time. To Silver it is tuo simple to say that
the educational initintives of the 19608 and 1970s. especially those.
against poverty. didn't matter, or had it all wrong—or that the
fashion is out. He does not give us o catalog of misuses and abuses.
He tries to identify the successful contributions as well as the errors
of those decades. both of which can enhande future educational
strategies. . g

The relative merits of the socigl and edueational policies of the
19608 and 19708 will no doubt be:hotly debated for some time to
come. Silver has. with thoroughness and insight. posed questions
and laid down sume of the terms for any debate that is to ensue.

One of the central issues to be exainined for these decades is the
relationship between knowledge and power, since educational
rescarch occupied a prominent place in educational policy discus-
sions, both substantively and financially. At least two broad con-
ceptions . of how knowledge and power interact -have heen
formulated (11 Knowledge provides an instrument a ruling class
can use for its own interésts; hence the ruling class. aided by o
self-sepving ideology. “discovers” knowledge that perpetuates its
power. (2) The discovery of a new budy of knowledge presents the
possibility that o new class of people can emerge and. through

* . institutions of their own making, wield a new kind of power; there-
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fore ic(go_logicgl shifts, which bring with them new valuestructures,

~ present opportunities for the emergence of a new ruling class. In

both formulations knowledge is\lin?ted to forms of hegemony. '

Michael F.D. Young has been’ examining hegemonic relation-
ships in education for the last decade, a theme that he explores
further in the paper included in this volume. Perhaps more than

"any other educationist in Britain or the United States ﬂring this
period, he has demonstrated the relevance of the soliology of
knowledge, thought by many scholars to be an arcane and irrele-
vant branch of sociology, to the sociology of educatjon. In fact, in
1971 he claimed that the sociology of knowledge and the sociology
of education .were the same bfanch of intellectual inquiry.

This “new sociology of education,” as Young called it, reflected
one of the main themes of the 1960s and 1970s—the susceptibility of
the methods and findings of science to ideology and to entrenched
structures of power. “Knowing” wasg influenced by the place in

_ historical time and in the social structure of the “knower.” Accord-

ing to Young, educational theorists have hypotheses about how
children learn, about-the relationships of knowledge to individual
‘development and of school to society, that are constantly being
revised but are embedded in deeper underlying conceptions from
which they are difficult to detach.

We can, I think, infer two levels of “knowledge”: a surface leyel
that consists of scientific hypotheses and the findings of educa-
tional research; and a deeper level that provides the more elusive
denotative framework withih which the surface hypotheses get
their sense. Taken together these two levels of knowledge funda-
mentally influence educational practices. Our assumptions and
* institutions create the phenomena in terms of which we see educa-
tional needs and treatments. We classify pupils and put them in
special therapeutic eenters for “appropriate” treatment by employ-
ing categories and systems of our own creation. often with the grim
consequences vividly described by Edgar Z. Friedenberg in his
paper. Educational research attempts to say what is trae and what
is false about educational practice, but this activity creates regimes
of power—for example, of administrators over teachers, as Young
shows in his analysis of the research conducted in Britain by
Michael Rutter and his associates; and of teachers over pupils, as
Friedenberg shows in his interpretation of research done by Jules
Henry and Ray Rist in the United States.

Theorists are not certain that complete detachment of the power
of educational research from the forms of hegemony within which
it operates in educational institutions is possible. What does seem
likely, however, is that power can be reduced or made amenable to
+ control if the potential meanings of ideas, and the conditions that

i3
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, make their extension possible, are carefully analyzed. Therefore, in
order to reveal the power that ideology and certain kinds of
research exercise over educational practice (wittingly and unwit-
tingly), and to avoid the unwanted effects of that power, Young
calls for ethnographical and interpretive sociological studies that
open the “black box™ of schooling and bring to light whatgoeson in
classreoms:; forresearch initiated by teachers and pupils; for histor--
ical research; and for a public debate on the content and con%l of
education. ‘ A .
Throughout the 1960s and 1970s Edgar Z. Friedenberg con-+8
ducted educational research similar tothe ethnographical research
- Young calls for. Working within the American tradition of class-
roorg observation and micro social science that stretches back at
least to Willard Waller’s 1932 study of The Sociology of Teaching,
- _ Friedenberg in“several studies examined the effects of the social -
v cqnditions of classrooms and of teaching styles on the learning of
' children. His work also examined macrolevels of education and
society, for he assumes that the smallest matters of school organi-
zation and conduct are influenced by, and reveal, larger patterns of ,
power and control, and the reverse. o
Friedenberg’s work has helped enlarge the American publi¢’s .
. understanding of the special needs of adolescents andé youths; and
if coming of age in America is less self-destruetive, if young people
are treated more thoughtfully, and if they can conduct their lives
with more dignity today than in the past, it is partly because
Friedenberg spoke out determinedly and persuasively on their
" behalf. - .

Moreover, the scope of this work has gone beyond education
narrowly conceived. Friedenberg has examined authority in its
different forms and has démonstrated its sometimes insidious
effects on both individuals and groups. Hehas shown, forexample,
how authority can sometimes degenerate to a form of exploitation;
and he has dextrously used Nietzsche’s notion of ressentiment to
show how exploitation leads simulaneously to the growth of spite
and rancour and to the erosion of decency and liberty in ostensibly
affluent and democratic nations. He has helped place French soci-
ologist Jacque ENlul’s outstanding works explicitly in the center of
educational and political debates in the United States; like Ellul, he
has-argued that technological development produces poverty and
inequality, among other products, despite democratic political pro-
cesses. He has suggested how the enemies of an open society easily
ean camouflage themselves by adopting the guise of the helping
profégsions and by using the language of therapy. Several of these
themes are further explored in his paper in this volume, especially

)
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the link between rational and irrational authority and forms of
hegemony in Canadian and American schools.

Education in many nations around the world currently is in
uneasy but significant transition. Political traditions are being
altered in theory and in practice. This is éspecially tfue for the
nations discussed in thisvolume~—Britain, Canadh, and the United
States. Changes in educational theory are takmg place. There is
generally less passlon or corviction about wilat schools can do. The
high h@pes and promisés of the 1960s and 1970s are gone. Educa-
tion is moving toward something else. The three scholars whose
works are included in this volume, all of whom are thoughtful
critics of educational resegech, think-research’can help guide this
evolution of edueation t/«xard something of greater range and

" richness than existed in the past. But they all call for changesin the
way educational research is conducted. They recommend a chas-
tened form of research, one sensitive to the limitations of time, *
place, and human constructions; one that leads not only to
“rational” and “efficient” decisions but to an inérease ih meaning
and understanding. :

During the 1960s and 1970s, educational aims were inflated and
generous resources were dissipated. The pretentious language and
the dense and rapidly- developing political setting made it difficult
for educators to separate proposals that had pedagogical metit
fromn those that were merely novel or momentarily seductive, This

* period of history will leave a clear imprint on whatever follows it.
No doubt ideological extravagance in educativnal discourse and
much thoughtlessness in educational practice will vontinue. Never-
theless, this volume, drawing on another tradition that was kept
alive duriny this period, hupes to help bring about a more chaste
discourse and more thoughtful practices.”
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If in the 1970s we had to try to understand and evaluate the -
disillusionment with and decline of some confident educational
policies of the previous decade, in the 19808 we are having to
contend with what appear to be fundamental changes of direction.
This is now as true of the United States as it has been of Britain
since the late 1970s, and the changes in both countries (and not
only there) are being carried out partly in the name of revised
educational attitudes, more profoundly in the name of economies
and public economies. In the 19808 especially, in the United States
and in Britain as well as in many European and other countries,
education was elevated to a central yole in socidil and economic
policy making and planning in'pursuit of the ideals of the Welfare
State or the War on Poverty or the Great Society or simply social
change and the solution of major social problems. In the 1970s,
education stood in uncertain light just off center stage. We have
begun the 1980s with the scene dominated by a traditionalist or
conservative dramatis personae and with education somewhere in
the shadows waiting to reappear in the later act of what we donot
vet know to be a mystery ora melodrama. We only know it will not
be a comedy. -

Those of us who had any commitment to the policies or the
intentions that began to be formulated and followed in the 19608
must now ask the guestion: In a year or two, or four br five, shall we
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' ‘8o back, start afresh, pick up the pieces, or define new goals? How
isolated will surviving policies be from any sense of comprehensive
understanding or real direction? If I cannot accept the anti-policies
or crudities of the present, how do I rethink the recent past? In the
‘United States, in Australia, and in Britain, I think we have to begin |
to put the-postwar decades into better and more helpful perspec?
tive, and there is aTeal historical job to do in exposing the sources of
renewed action. Hope and utepia are not enough. We shall need to
be active ggain before long, not just defensive, in pursuit’ of a
relationship between education and social advance. : o

Looking baek at‘ihe education-poverty relationshlp, then, what
are the problems? If Berger and Luckmann and the new sociblogy,
and Michael F.D. Young and the new sociology of edueation, have
taughtus anything in the 1970s, ithas been the importance and the
difficulty of defining the problem—the need to be aware of how
knowledge and problems are constructed, whe controls them, what
struetures of power lie behind the guestion mark. Whoever might
claim the theoretical responsibility for defining the problem, I
would in fact sge this us predominantly a historical issue, though *
we are all in the business, I think, of degiding what is a theoretical,

a sociological, a gglitical, or a historical guestion or answer. It is
impertant now tc!uild a clear nagrative of the 1960s and 1970s,to
debate the interpretation, to see what choices have been and %°
emain available, and what new pressures are building up around -
_~us. From the perspectives of a research project only just begun, I
would like to focus bn the 1960s in Britain and the United States,
" and underline some problems of condueting the retrospect.!

A poverty-education connection is anineteenth as well as a twen-
tieth century phenemenon. At various stages of the past twoeentur-
ies that :9la@liship has been defined with a variety of emphases. It
has been interpreted as an ethical relationship, with education
being ealled to social rescue, to induce right behavior, to help the
vietims of social change to accept old' or medified values. It has
been an economie relationship, expressed in ternds of the contribu-
tion of education to manpower provision, or to the Ngntainmeht.of
publie expenditure (for example, in the form of the Neapness of
schools as compared with the public bill for erime and pridons). The
relationship has been expressed in political terms, with edueation
being asked to reinforce soeial stability as new-electorates have . l
entered the country or won political suffrage. The relationship has
been expressed in both radical and conservative terms, and the
ensuing educag@pnal and social policies have heen defined and
interpreted in terms of both—often barely separable. The distance t
between the conservative hope that education protects an old order,
and the radical hope of edueational contributions to secial improve-
R
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ment and reorganization, in fact, has not always been easy to
establish.- -

In the past two centuries the ¢ducation-puverty relationship has
been underlined at points that can be plotted along different kinds
of axes—demographic, economic, industrial—and none of the
graphs of the timing and the rhythm of the connection have yet
proved entirely patisfactory—though recent work in the United.
States by Kaestle and Vinovskis, and by ‘T'yack and hiscolleagues.
has been revealing and helpful.< What is clear is that the connec-
tion, real or intended, has been assoeiated with the thythm at
which poverty has been discovered and rediscovered in both coun-
tries in the past two centuries. The awareness:of the extent and
concentration of poverty in Britain in the industrializing period of
the late eighteenth and early ninetdenth centuries, the heightened
awareness of poverty and its implications resulting in the mid-
nineteenth century from the writings of Mayhew. at the end of the
nineteenth century from the researches of Beoth and Rowntree,
and the rediscovery of chromie'poverty by British goviologists such
as Titmuss, Audrey Harvey, and Willmott and Young in the 1960s
and 1960s relate to the reemergence of education as d central policy
instrument in various forms. They directed attention both toward
poverty and toward its apparent effects. B

In a variety of ways education has also been linked.with poverty
over the past two centuries at times of heightened public conscious-
ness of the need to protect the social order by reasserting ideal
social and national types. This has been true of periods of imniigra-
tion and social tension. and—as in the 1960s—during periods of
what appear to be pot@ntfﬂll:}fdifﬁcult or gensitive social changes.
All of those linKages between educatiomand poverty are incomplete
and even misleading as explanations, si nbe at the same time educa-
tion has become an autonomous demund, an ideal, a right, & ¢lamm
as @ cultural or economic asset. The relationship is therefore too
complex and fluid to subordinate to somte-simple social control
theory. If the nineteenth century established education as a central
social mechanism, it also witnessed its emergence as a constantly
changing battlefield. There is no one simple and straightfaerward
explanation of the confidence of @ Horace Mann or a Lyndon
Johnson, of a Robert Owen or an Anthony Crogland, in education
as a basie strategy for eradicating poverty.

- What. if anvthing. was new and different about the emphases
and strategies and definitions of the 19608 It is usetul to begin with
the United States and to look at the contextin which the rediscov-
ery of the education-poverty rela@nship in postwar America took
place. The central thrusts of the rediscovery were expressed in
terms of a new and moré effective federal politics of education, new

-
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forms of intervention through education, a new scale of funding
and newly defined target pupulations. a new convcentration of inter:
est in disadvantage, and § # conjoint interest in community action
and compensatory ebtmtemes

The context out of which the r‘lmg@ of policies emerged wptuully
from 1964. included the xrowing federal interest in educational
policymaking in conditions of the cold war and technological

i change—symbolized by the spuce race that began with sputnik in

1957 and the passing of the National Defense Education Act the
following year. The context included, perhaps most of all. the civil
rights movement of the lute 19508 and the new militancies, public -

-, action, and vrchestration of demands and policies that accompa-
* nied and grew out of it. It is against that background that poyerty

began to be rediscovered, eonceptualized, and translated into politi-
cal terms by President Kennedy and his close associates in the
period 1962:64. Up to this point there had been a widespread belief
in both the United States und Europe that poverty us a major social
issue, and defined as such, had been cured or had gone away. As a
significant wssue, and expressed in that vocabulary and form. pov-
erty surfaced as a political issue only in 1964.' Sundquist com-
mented in 1969:

Lyndon Johason had added the word “poverty™ for the first

time to the lexicon of recogmized public problems when he

proclaimed. *“This administration tedoy. here and now,

declares unconditional war on poverty in America.” Until

1964, the word Ypoverty™ did not appear as a heading in the

index of either the Congressional Record or The Publc Papers

uf the President.!

L4
-

For the previous two yvears the Kennedy administration had been
seeking its new frondiers, and Kennedy's experience of Appalach-
ian puverty had contr ),buwd to u heightened sense of sucial policy
involvement. The familiar story of Kennedy's reading of Michael
Harrington's The Other America is neither apoeryphal nor trivial,
and there is clear evidence that that book, together with the semi-
nal review of it by Dwight MeDonald, captured a moment of aware-
ness and urgency and made its dimensions polltlcallv aceessible.”

arrington himself was to be invited to take part in the first pov-
erty prograin task torce. By 1962-64 a nunﬂwrot factors were begin-
ning to coincide and to provide the basis on which Johnson was to
act after Kennedy's assassination:

One important element in interpreting the growing interest in
poverty and education as related issues is the emphasis that many
analvsts have placed on the absence of any serious direct link
between the puverty interest and major public pressures. including
the civil rights movenment itselt. In the period preceding 1964 there

20
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were, it is true, ne discernible pressures for anything that could be
described as a poverty program. The unemployment rate was low,
the poor were unorganized and were, in Murphy's words, making
“ne demands for such legislation.”" Yarmelinsky, writing in 1969,
deseribed the 1964 task foree that planned the Economic Opportun-
ity Act as issuing a number of memoranda, one of which was
entitled “‘Why}he Poverty Program is Not a Negro Program.” This
was \

devoted primarily to the fact that the p}\veﬂy problemin Appa-
lachia and the Ozarks was almest entirely a white problem and
the Deep South was a white as well as a Negro problem. The
crisis of the northern ghetto was simply not foreseen in any-
thing like its present critical character by the draftemen of the
program.”

In determining the roots of educational policies in the 19608, and
of any other policies, of course, it has to be remembered that fore-
sight does not have to be clear—vafue messages, memories, and
fears can be translated inte political action and social policy, as the
history of inner-city issues. for example, often shows. However, in
the absence of a clear relationship between popular pressure and
the Johnson declaration of war on poverty, some analysts have
also lovked to the debates of the late 1950s and early 1960s for other
sources of ideal and energy and have found, for example, a major
starting point in the discussions of juvenile delinquency, with*
which Robert Kennedy was particularly associated.” Others have
seen the 1964 programs as coming at a “pause” in the civil rights
movement and have emphasized its likely regrouping and renewal
as part of the consciousness underlying the Great Soriety rhetoric.
The poverty program, claimed Raab in 1965, was “part and parcel
of the Negro revolution, of the direct action demonstrations and
anarchic ghetto restlegsness.’™

What is clear is that the succession of education bills that had
ended nowhere in previous sessions of Congress had not been
linked directly to poverty. The 1963 National Education Improve-
ment Bill. for example. when discussed in the House Committee on
Education and Labor, raised, like so many previous bills. issues to
do with federal aid to the states. vocational education, higher edu.
cation opportunities, and so on, but was not directed toward a
gpecific target population.'® The language, concepts, and linkages
of 1964-65 are altogether different. They embedy a number of fae-
tors that. coming together, rapidly announced the presence of a
new consciousness, new emphases, and the launching of a new

“rheturic. They contain elements of civil rights and desegregation,
of the political objectives of Kennedy and Johnson and their close
associates, and also of the newly and rapidly emerging ideas and
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research and experience of work being: prometed by some of the
foundations, notably the Ford Foundation, with people like Ylvi-
saker from the latter quickly eontributing to the new movement.
The result Was “an intéracting sequence of theery, experiment, and
demonstration that produced new strategic and tactical concepts
for what.became the War on Poverty.”!!

It was on that basis that the Economiec Opportunity Act was
passed in 1964, authorizing expenditures that produced Head Start
in 1965 and Follew Through twe years later. This was the basis of
Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965

+ (ESEA), part of a wide-ranging attack on the “'root eauses of pov-
erty in the midst of plenty” and representing the widely held belief
 + that powzrtv. havnhg been dlscovered would now soon be
ubohshe i
The year 1961 was the beginning.of a brief heroic period in which
ideas were debated, advice taken, task forces established, drafting
done, policies defined and canvassed, andregislation enacted.'* It
was soon to become elear that the confident and specific sirategies
-in many cases postpqued or disguised old conflicts and confusiony |
. and that expectations and éxpansionist egucmicmal aims had in,
many cases been dressed in extravagant stage eostume. For Huber¢
‘Humphrey education had become Jgthe key to the door through
which the poor ean escape from poverty.”'* For Johnson the prob:
lem was net one of income redistribution: the American people
“are going to learn their way out of poverty.”'® In May 1964 John-
son told the students of the University of Michigan:

In your time we have the epportunity te move not only toward o
the rich society and the powerful society, but upward to the
Great Saciety. The Great Society .9 . demands an end to

erty and racial mjustlw, to whleh we are totally committed] i m

our time. But that is just the beginning. The Great Socittydsa - |
place where every child ean find knowledge to enricl his mind

and to enlarge his talents . . . It is a place where the city of

man serves not only the needs of the body and the demands of
commeree, but the desire for beauty and the hunger for
commuRity.'®

~

The New Republic liked that enough to reprint it in a beek emntled
America Tomorrow: Creating the Great Saciety. The dismissal of
all or any of this as mere rhetorie, or idealism gone sour, or pelitical
oppertunism, or whatever, does not help. This was an impertant
American moment that has to be understoad, and the roles of the
newly conceptualized poverty. and the edueational war against it,
its extent; itstargets, and its limitations, have to be disentangled
and evaluated as the decisions of real people responding to real )
imperatives and choices.
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The British narrative and jts compenent parts begin quite differ-
ently. If there was a heroic period it has to be a much earlier one,
surrounding the publication of the 1942 Beveridge Report on post-
war social security, the drafting and publication of the 1944 Educa-
tion Act, and the period immediately following the war, with the
election of the Attlee Labor government, and the enactment of a
geries of legislative concerns with health, welfare, and
pationalization. -

The British mement, if you like, was one that used a voeabulary
of construction and planning, and publie ownership and contrel,
not warfare. The goals were expressed in terms of the ending of a
rememberdd, prewar experience of widespread unemployment and
poverty, and the legislption wasin part a secialist commitment, in
part a set of wmtimeﬁmises redeemed. The problem of the 19608
in Britain was one of inereasing realization that the postwar mea-
sures had bekn cleaked@in a fair measure of idealism, and that
gerious underlying problems remained. .

The rediscovery of poverty was an important feature of British
social policy and social administration in the 19608, and related
directly to social-class analysis, the influential interpretation of
working-class culture conducted by Richard Hoggart, and the
community-directed sociology that emanated outstandingly from
the Institute of Community Studies. Poverty was rediscovered in a
context quite different from the pressures and concerns of 19608
America.

A second and erueial discovery in 19508 Britain was that educa-
tion, us embodied in legislation and practice, had net made the
expected inroads into the class structure. The implementation of
the 19208 and 19308 klogan “secondary education for all” under the
1944 Education Act had not significantly affected the distribution

" of education and secial opportunity as perceived at the time in, for
example, access to grammer school, to academically oriented exam-
inations, and to higher edueation. The sociologists mustered by
David Glass in the early- and mid-19508, the erueially influential
Social Class and Educational Oﬂﬂartuniéby Floud, Halsey and
Martin in 1956, and the increasing importince of the sociology of

_ education had by the 19608 altered the pattern of public discussion
and redirected publie attention. o

Whatever the later eriticisms of their definitions and theoretical
positions, the sociologists of the 19508 and 1960s profoundly altered
the agenda of social policy discussion. They made gocial clasg. as o
concept and a set of issues, as basie to the British debates of the
19608 as race had become for the United States.

The foeus of educational discussion in the mid-1960s, especially
after the election of Harold Wilsen’s Laber government in 1964,

A
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was the eomprehenswe school. The discussion did not point
dirgt;tly toward the concept of poverty, but it did so ebliquely as a
concern with sacial justice, fairness, equality of access, and educa-
tional efficiency and opportunity. By the late 19508 and early
19608, however, other forgs of social and political action and ideal
had begun to shape discussion of all forms of social policy. The
Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament and the New Left made their
impact dn a whole range of discussions that had for a long time
been seenas outside the concerns of popularpolitics, andthe issues
of education and poverty were beneficiaries of newly released ener-
gies of this kind. In addition, by the end of the 19508 the profile of
the British social structure had begun to alter significant]y,Fhe
newly defined problems of affluent youth and adolescents were ,
obviously not far from any discussion of education The main
period of West Indian, Asian, and:African immigration'was during
the late 19508s: By the 1960s sharper awareness was beginningtobe
expressed of the stresses of the inner city, of cogeentrations of

. poverty, of sacial problems, of crime, of the anxiéties of an increas-
ingly pluralist society. The policies which weresought and adopted
did not necessarily coincide, as was also true of the United States,
with. moments of gréat economic or political presaurea. but they
certainly related to a sense of potential and major causes for con-
cern. As in the United States, althdugh to a lesser degree, the new
*polienes were formulated in expansionist and confident terms,
though British politicians and gevernment commissions expressed
themselves more guardedly than theu' counterparts in the United
States!

A 1863 Advisory Couneil report on pupils “of average and less .
than average ability” (the definition of the terms of reference is
interesting} contained a chapter on “Edueation in the Slums”.'?
The Robbine Committee on higher education in the same year drew
heavily on the weork of the socciologists to dgmonstrate that
working-class children were not being recruited adequately te
advanced secondary and higher education.!® The Plowden Com- ,
mittee of 196367 on children and their primary scheols scon fol-
lowed with its emphasis on positive diserimination and
Eddcational Priority Areas, and on forms of educational and social
action net unlike those of mid-19608 America. Of all the reports,
Plowden placed the poverty-education relatienship most firmly at
the center of its concerns.'?

By the second half of the 1960s a remarkable eonvergerice of
definitions, voeabulary, research, and policy formulation had
taken place between Britain and the United States, evenifthescale
of implementation was vastly dissimilar. The contexts, starting
points, national structures, snd publicissues were ineredibly differ-
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ent, and historically théy cannot be dismissed as merely different
expressions of underlying dilemmas of varieties of capitalist .
society. American liberalism is not the same,as British social de-
- mogracy, and neither of themn is homogeneous. It is not helpful, - -
* * historically, to attempt to write off the two sets of transatlantie '
?etors as puppets manipulated by the same demon or underlying
oxce. .
-1t is not possible here to itemize in detail the British and Ameri-
ean policies that emerged within such a short space oftimeinthe .
middle and lote 19608, but it is important to underline the general
pattern. In the United States between 1964 and 1967 the Economie
Opportunity Act authorized federal expenditure for a varicty of
purposes connected explicitly with poverty and launched the pro-
cesses that quickly resulted in community action programs and
Head Start. With doubts about the gains being madeby Head Start
children being sustained in the elementary schoel, PresidentJohn-
gon authogized Follow Through in 1967, a project poised uneer-
tainly between a service medel to supplement Head Start and an
experimental, developmental medel to improve carly schooling.*
From 1965, Title I of ESEA eperated through thestates, but federal .
funding and guidelines as te target populations and expenditures,
and federal monitoring of action by the states, brought poverty and
educational poliey centrally into a new profileof federal action. Job
Corps, Vista, Upward Bound,and an enermous number of related
federal,state, and loeal projects that followed the Economie Oppor-
tunity Aect of 1964, publically and privately funded, rapidly made
new strategies and vocabularies familiar, with the concept of com-
pensatory education at the center of the exercise.
In Britain, from 1964 to the end of the decade, the move toward
comprehensive reorganization centered on government circular
10,65 that put pressure on local authorities to submit reerganiza-
tien plans to end selection at the age of eleven and establish the ~
comprehensive secondary school. This was the peried of the peak of
research and publicationregarding the relationship between seeial
¢lass and the family on theone hand, and the schoel on the ether.®!
The Plowden Report proposed its policy of positive diserimination
in faver of children in peor environments, and its recommendation |
for the designation of Educational Priority Areas (EPA) was acted .
upon. EPA action research projects were fundpd and were to pro-
duce, in 1972, 1974, and 1975, the mest netable reports on British
compensatery (or complementary, as the projeet organizers pre-
forved) educational schemes on anything like a scale that ean be .
compared with the American experience.2 The use of Urban Aid
meney for preschool purpeses from 1969 and theestablishment ofa
National Community Development Project in 1970 completed a
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picture thﬂmt many ;mmts resembled the American one,

While Washmgton was busy in the 1 a\\;mh academics and
specialists of many kinds, advising the federalgovernment andits
ageneies on the whole range of edueational eoficerns, London was,
theugh te a much more limited eXtent, bringing together the British
equivalents to advise the parties (in this context mostly the Labor
party), and to talk to publishers.In Britain this was the great ageof
the literature of education, disadvantage, and deprivation; of the
camprehensiveschool; of edueation and ggeial change; of edueation
and seeial elass; and of seciolinguisties, edueation amig}reaming.
testing, and selecting. '

There are immediate points about all of this te underling. First,
the American experience, espeeially from 1964, attracted substan-
tial attention and large numbers of inquiring visitors from the

United Kingdom. A. H. Halsey, with J. Fleud and €. A. Anderson, -

made some of the early American literature widely known in Bri-
tain.”* The Ford Foundation and the Organization for Ecenomie
Centrol .and Development arranged a eonference in the United
States in January 1969 at which European participants eosuld
explore the issues with some of their American ecunterparts:®* and

Marris and Reinr published a wellknown aceount of poverty and .

community action in the United States. Members of the Plowden
Committee visited the United States to seo and diseuss some of the
American developments. The Plewden Report makes only rare

. -reference to the American projects, but the report is extensively

constructed in ways that sujgigest what was learned from acress the
Atlantic. Halsey s 1972 report on the EPA projects contains a chap-
ter on “Poverty and American Compensatory Education.” The
fortunes of Head Start and its evaluations were as familiar to
British educationists as they were to Americans. Although the
American desegregation Gnd busing issues were followed atten-
tively in Britain, they had little echo by comparison with the pov-
erty programg. '

Tweo aspects of British experience transmitted important mes-
sages in the reverse direction. First, the British infant school, the
“open classroom’’ and “progressive edueation” attracted ineredible
postwar American interest and were as important, to the transat.
lantie dgirlines as the American progeams were. The infant class-
room was widely, if not always realistically, reported in the United
States. and its apparent “informal"’ methedelogy was incorporated
into some of the "planned variation” models available te Head
Start and Follow Threugh children.” 8peond, the British sociclogy
of educatien and soeial elass had impertant echoes in the United

- States. both in the 1960s and then in the rad:eal review it encoun-
teved at tlw beginning of the 19708, mest notably in the volumie on

-~ * v
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Knowledge and Control edited by Michael F. D. Young.** The out-
standing contribution to the American developments was that of
Basil Bernstein, whose early work on working-class and middle-
class language “codes” was widely used by influential early-
childhood and education specialists in the mid-1960s. Deutsch, for
example, used Bernstein’s work in 1964 toexplain *the communica-
tion gap which can exist between the middle-class teacher and the
Jower-class child,” and Deutsch’s whole vocabulary of class an aly-
'siy was probably influenced by Bernstein.?* Bereiter and Engel- !
mann used Bernstein in support of their approach to Teaching
Disadvantaged Children in the Preschool in 1966 and in develop-

_ ing the'idea of an “academically oriented preschool for-culturally
deprived children,”

The various kinds of interchange contributed, of course, to the
shared confidence and the shared sense of a major shift in public
attitudes to social issues and their educational implications. The
vocabulary of “disadvantage” and “compensatory education” and
cultural deprivation” was shared initially with confidence and
then increasingly with uncertainty, as attacks were mounted on
the concepts of “*cultural -deprivation” and “compensatory educa- - -
tion” on both sides of the Atlantic.™ Shared confidenceinevitably
meant shared disappointments, shared debate, shared confusion.
What-after all, was poverty? What did the concepts and the policies
actually mean when stripped of their expansionist economic
assumptions”? Was it possible to discuss the education-poverty rela-
tionship without imposing middle-class values? What, in Atlanta
or Liverpool, did "maximum feasible participation of the pvor™” or
similar phraseolugy really mean?* What implications for policy
were there in the Westinghouse evaluation of Head Start, or in the
Coleman Report, or in Jencks' Inequality? ‘ ’

Alungside all of this kind of sharing, we have to remember other
elements of it. Britain was sharing with other West European
countries. including Germany, France, and Sweden, attempts to
restructure secondary education under pressures for democratiza-
tion. The American and British issues were discussed in European
forums, and underpinned the interests of the OECD. Australia has
been discovering poverty and the British and American experience.

The questions of interpretation that arise from all of this are
obviously extremely difficult. The most contentious of theinterpre-

- tations has related to outcomes, and the problems can be expressed
"~ in three ways. :

First, they have to do with the difficulties of evaluation, It is

clear, for example, that between 1965 and 1974 the available evalu- ,
_ ations of ESEA Title I were of little or no value, since the lack of
proper guidelines, experience, and standardization meant that the
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s data produced were unusable. The results were (1) the mandatein . .

e 1974 to the National Institute of Education to conduet its Compen-
satory Education Study, and (2) the contract with System Develop-
ment Corporation to conduct the still ongoing Sustaining Effects
Study. Neither of these has had the notoriety of earlier evaluations
of, for example, Head Start and Follow Through, since theirresults
have been more positive and encouraging. The difficulties ericoun-
tered by evaluators in interpreting some of the data, especiallyin
the late 1960s and early 1970s, willmake it difficult for historiansto |
see much of the evaluation produced as helpful in making serious

z interpretations of the projects and their outcomes.

s Seecond, and directly related to the former, aremeasurement diffi-
cujties. Since the 1966 Coleman Report, it has been difficult to
understand what kind of measures aré appropriate as well as really
indicative. Measurement techniques have been used that are not
only controversial within the scholarly community, but are also
based on eriteria that have too often been taken for granted, The -
comment has been endlessly made that cognitive measures are

s neither as reliable as often claimed, nor indicative of more than a

e~ . fraction of the outcomes, intended and unintended, with which -

- educational processes are- concerned. In ‘relation to Follow 2

\ ' Through, for example, one of the sponsors has pointed out major -

K areas, such as motivation and parent mv&lvehment, that areignored
by the measures and the intentions of those desxgnmg and using
them.** One local Follow Through project organizer has com-
mented that the project has had to make a constant effort to try to
persuade people to understand “that everything we do is not mea-

- surable by standardized tests, that things that you.do with thechild
for positive self-concept-—-you can’t measure that on astandardized
test.”

The measurement obsessions of the 1960s and 1970s may be
judged by historians to have been a feature of the sophisticated
arrogance of a primitive science. Jack Tizard and his colleaguesin
Britain stressed in All Our Children that nursery education had to
do with happiness, well-being, and the development of children and
their families, with relatively immediate goals, not with hoped-for

, < and measurable long-term effects.* I think this whole formulation
. is unsatlsfactory. but given the history of measurement processes

“ and uses in the past decade or more I understand and symﬁathue
with it.

Third, the difficulties can be described in terms of the concern

i with overall impact. If education is to be used to combat poverty,
. then clearly some sort of assessment of effectiveness is necessary,
and social class, social mobility, and intra- and inter-generational

studies are important. But modesty and caution have been sadly

L
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" lacking. An example is a sentence from Jencks’ Inequality which
.. suggeststhatthe “egalitarian trend in education has not made the
o distribution of income or status appréciably more equal over the
past 25 years."> I no longer believe that to be a legitimate pro-
nouncement, given the extent and nature of the resources and the
methodology available to the researchers, Or even if there are
grounds on which to make judgments about social mobility, status
distribution, and income trends over such a period, to make them
with the confidence that suggests the imposaibility of change does
not seem to be appropriate to that kind of exercise. That is the
: prerogative of politician, political theorist, and hunch.
"=  ‘We should have been more hesitant about all of this, as some
_ people have tried to be recently in Britain—about, for example,
" -“ Bennett's or thg,ﬁm'ilq Project work on teaching styles and pupil
=~ performance; or Rutthr's 15,000 Hours. Buttoo many peopleon the
; rightandon theleft were only too eager in the late 1960sand 1970s:
to use the evidence of an immature scierice tosupportbold interpre-
tations. Bowles and Gintis, for example, used it to proclaim glee-
- fully that “the liberal schogl-reform bubble has burst . . . The
- disappointing results of theSYALmLP_O! erty . . . have decisively
- discredited liberal social policy.” They quoted approvingly a judg-
ment from the Rand Corporation that “virtually without exception
all of the large surveys of the large national compensatory educa-
tional programs have shown no beneficial results on the average.®
There is now a different picture that could be drawn of theeffects
of the educational programs against poverty—not in order to sug-
gest that it is the true picture as against the false picture presented
by the negative evaluations, but in order to suggest that many, like
Bowles and Gintis, leaped too enthusiastically into accepting
. initial evaluations as gospel. There are at least ten sources for an
L alternative picture of the outcomes of the projects conceived in the
' 1960s and 1970s. In the United States, for example, the National
[ Institute of ‘Education (NIE) Compensatory Education Study
.-~ pointed out the redistributive effects of Title I, the positive data
* relatingto student gains in first and third grades, and thefact that
students making such gains on compensatory programs did not
then slip back. The Executive Summary of the evaluation is a
crucial set of positive statementsto set against theearlier and more
publicized negative evaluations.®* The same is true of the reports
“produced by the Sustaining Effects Study from the second half of
the 1970s. Barbara Heyns, one of Jencks’ collaborators on the
Inequality study, has in Summer Learning and the Effects of
Schooling (1978) offered a more optimistic view of the effects of
public education than previous literature in the sameinvestigative
mold. She concludes: ’ - .
29
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g, Sel\anhﬁg has a substantial independent effect on the achieve-
ment of childrenand . . . the outcomes resulting from scheol-
ing are far more equal than those that would be expected based
on the social class and racial origins of sample children. . . .
Although achievement differences persist, and schools cannot
be regarded as equalizing in an absolute sense, the pattern of
outcomes clearly implies that the achievement gap between
children of diverse backgrounds are attenuated by education.®

In his foreword to Heyns’ book, and in his own more recent work,
Jencks takes a less assertive position than previously on the possi-
ble effects of education.® Also in the United States the Consortium
‘of fourteen infant and preschool experiments reanalysed from 1975

the preschool programs that had been the subject of much previous
_.analysis and debate. The outcomes of the work of the Consortium

<
[

teams pointed to the effectiveness of some preschool programsona

number of significant criteria: “The most important finding is that
Jow-income children who received early education are better able to

- -meet the minimal requirements of their schools as shown in a

reduced rate of assignment to special education and in-grade

Some recent analyses of the Follow Through programs have
come to quite different conclusions about their effectiveness than
did earlier analysesst

In Britain, the first EPA report by A. H, Halsey in 1972 suggested
some more positive conclusions than the American literature had
about the possibility of sustained gains by preschool children on
compensatory programs. Although the evidence from the London
EPA published three years later wasless optimistic, other evidence
from the projects; especially from West Riding, suggested cau-

* tiously optimistic outcomes.*? A recent book by Halsey, Heath, and

Ridge on Qrigins and Destinations concludes that the record of
educational policy-making does not point to easy optimism, but
alsoindicates thatit doesnotendorse defeatism either.®s The 15,000
Hours study by Rutter and his colleagues suggests that differences
in student performance can be attributed to certain kinds of differ-
ence in the schools.* Although in relation to this study, as to other
items in this list, there are methodological and other reservations to
be expressed, the cumulative effect of all of these American and
British studies is to leave wide open questions that earlier evalua-
tions considered to be closed. Whether it is yet possible to share the
confidence of the title of Halsey's 1980 article, “Education Can
Compensate,” is not clear, but it reflecis some of the changed
emphases that have emerged since Basil Bernstein wrote his 1972
article in the same journal under the title “Education Cannot Com-
pensate for Society.”s> We are still, as we should have underatood

mpch earlier, at the infancy of evaluative procedures.
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Are there any conelusions about these antipoverty policies’and
programs, given the present state of our knowledge and analysis?
The existing literature that attempts to look back over the 1960s
and 1970s experience seems tome to fall into three rough categories
in both Britain and the United States. The first is the description
and analysis that comes from what the contributors might consider
some kind of “objective center,” handling theactors on moreor less
their own terms, probing their meanings, and exposing their inter-
actions. Some 'of it is autobiographical, or accounts of witnesses at
the center or the periphery of the events. Some of it emanates from
the evaluutive tradition built up in the 19608 and 19708, and much
of it is more in the tradition of portraiture and landscape painting
than sustained analysis. A great deal of it is invaluable as source
‘muterial, as perceptions that check and balance one unother, und is
of major importance to the historiun, without itself being history.

The second category is profoundly judgmental, often of the very
attempt to bring education into a political and sociul arenu, and
embraces a politically right-wing perspective: This has until
recently been less aiticulate, less raucous, und less influential in
the United States thun in Britain, becuuse this position hus been
less eusy to vccupy in the face.of major public issues in the United
States, espedially those connected with race. It has been visible,
nevertheless, in some contributions tv Public Interest und,Com-
mentary and has been most clearly and dire¢tly embodied kn the
Heritage Foundation’s 1980 report to then President-elect Reagan,
proposing, for example, thut programs should not be funded
“which foster hostility to traditional values, or which unguestion-
ingly aceept moral relativism as an ethical theory.” The emphasis
in the report is an federal uid but also on the withdruwal of federal
control and, for exumple, on the ending of affirmative action. It,
proposes that all federal agencies should be staffed by individuals
who “oppose uny further Federal support for ‘humanistic’ or
psycho-social education. activities, projeets or programs.”** Thisis
the American equivalent of the British Black Papers, which from
1969 sought to expunge the record of the previous decade and were
less conecerned with appraising thut experience than with agsserting
the need to return to older, traditional, understood, tried, andtested —
academie and cultural values.

Third, on the political left there huveoften been equally assertive
and declamatory positions: Marxist, anarchist, radical. The best-
known British version has been ™hn, Grant, and Johnson's paper
on “Sorial Demoeracy, Education and the Crisis,” deseribing “an
educational system under siege” and the growth of a ruling class-
dominated educational ideology and structure.*” The key text in
Britain and the United States, however, has been Bowles and

1
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Gintis’ Schooling in Capitalist America, with its underlying mes-
sage of an almost inescapable trap for educators and reformersin
capitalist society. Reforms havein the main, in this argument, been
manipulative, reactive, and-compromising. The open classroom,
they suggest, was “perceived by liberal educators as a means.of
accommodating and circumseribing the growing antiauthoritar-
ianism of young people and keeping things from getting out of
hand.” The history of twentieth-century education “is the history
not of Progressivism but of the imposition upon the schools of
‘business values.' ” Education has historically played the role not
of a complement to economic reform, but as a substitute for it.
Eduecation “plays a major role in hiding or justifying the exploita-
tivenature of the U.S, economy.”*® Whatever grains of truth might

lie in any of this, these ave political assertions masquerading as™ - ‘
history. Bowles and Gintis needed the 1960s reforms, likeany other |

- reforms, to be seen to have failed, and they rushed into accepting
evaluations and judgments an{l data from sources, such as Rand,
which for other purposes and in other circumstances they would
have resisted and vejected. Theirargument endsinthesametrap as
does that of Martin Carnvoy, for example, in 1976, when he insists
that “fundamental changes'in schooling . . . will require funda.
mental changes in the basie structures of thqsociety”—-apparently
inviting educators to maximum apathy and inaction, since as long
as our present “basic structures” remain intact there is no point
whatever in trying to alter anything.*® Henry Levin, looking at
European secondary school reform, in 1978 saw the tensions aris-
ing from these reforms producing frustrated expectations that
would result in postponing the tensions to the higher education
stage. As a resuit, S

it is likely that theXe frustrations and feelings of dissatisfac-
tion with both the educationnl system and the labor market
will lead to increasing manifestations of ¢lass conflict and
struggle. Individual incidents of sabotage by frustrated and
unideremployed workers, rising political activism by theunem.
ployed, and ather forms of disruption such as strikes (both on
and off campus) are likely to inerease as it becomes evident
that appropriate jobs will not be forthcoming, even in the
distant future.. .

Levin goes on to underline his conclusions from the European
experience of scheol reorganization in previous decades:

‘ Political demands for worker control of enterprises and nation-
alization of industry as well as increased public employment ;
are likely to besiege both firms and governments. Coalitions of {
radicalized workers and students will contribute to the rising
instabilities of the liberal, eapitalist, Western European coun.
tries by pushing for egalitarian changes . . .

Ly
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This is assertion, without,roots in historical analysis (not even

-Levin's own) of the experience apparently under discussion. Inits

approach to the kind of phenomena with which we are dealing in
the 19608 and 19708, it ultimately produces nothmg more than an’
alternative, inhibiting rhetoric.

To historians all of this xdeologxcally inspired rhetoric is a famil-
iar problem, only this time expressed in terms of relatively recent
events. In relation to historical processes in general, hxstonans
frequently have to face the dilemma of contemporaneous and post-’
facto judgments. Théy can accept and record the actors’ own
accounts of their actions and the events in which they were partici-

sants or witnesses, acknowledging that such accounts are likely to
have recognizable partialities, prejudices, and limitations. Or they

*can introduce into their accounts and-analyses the consciousness

of “underlying forces” which were not perceived by, wereunknown

" to, were not accessible to the actors themselves. The difficulty in

this case is that uitimately history may be left behind altogetherin

 favorof speculative theory. Whatever Bowles and Gintis, Carnoy

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC
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and Levin, and Finn, Grant and Johngon are doing in their discus-
sions of and assertions about liberalism, capitalxsm, and soeial
democracy, it is not history. If what they are doing is theory, it
points all the more strongly to the need for more sustained and
sensitive ways of conducting a dialogiie between theory and his-
tory, and this cannot be done on the basis of rhetorical, assertive
theory from the left or the right, especially if it purports to be
history or to be grounded in historical analysis.

It is obviously no easier to find solutions and to conduct aceept-
able historical analyses in terms of the 1960s than it-has been in
interpreting policy and seform in the late nineteenth and early
twentieth centuries. Instead of abandoning the period and thefield
to autobiography and memeirs or to comparisons with better,
hoped-for utopiis, we need to look hard at the complex motivation

_ behind the 1960s developments, at the diverse meanings on both

gides of the education-poverty relationship, at the possiblé out-
comes, at the ways we have evaluated and judgedin the past, at the
real choices available then and now, at the possibilities of renewed
and effective action. It is all the more important to think in these
terms and to deal with the significant recent past in such ways,
‘since our capacity for renewed and effective action may depend on
them. It is important, similarly, to see beyond our limited national
experience and to be aware of the utility and the difficulties of
approachmg the converging and diverging elements in other ver-
sions of similar issues. Having shared in many ways our 19608 and
19708 experience, there seems to be enormous virtue in continuing
to share the experience of the hazards already so visible inh both
Britam and the United States. - .

- k . ¢
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~ Educational |
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. Michaqu. D. Young
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Although public education has come under increasing criticism -
both in the United States and the United Kingdom, and tesources
for curriculum development and educational research have been
severely cus back, the widespread belief in the efficacy of “good” -
research has not been seriously questioned. Private foundations
and state bodies eontinue to provide funds; tniveraity academics
are encouraged to pursue resedrch and areappointed, giventenure,
and promoted on the basis of successful publication of their work;
local educational authorities allow researchers into the schools
they are responsible for and continue to grant study leave and
financial assistance to teachers wishing to pursue research,
Finally, a selection from the body of finditigs of educational - -
research forms the basis of training courses for teachers and educa-
tional administrators, as well as being used to lend support to
official policies and practices. Despite this investment and institu.
tional support, most research never gets beyond the stage of the

~ dissertation, the academic journal, or the training course yeading
. list. Teachers remain skeptical: i

o

Nats: Some partsofthis paper drawonaneatlierpapsrofmine, "A‘Glseétudy
o the Limitations of Policy Research,” in Barbara Tizard, ed., 15,000 Hours: A
Discussion {Londan: University of London [nstitute of Education, 1980).
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. . . veturning to thouniversity centext(they) find themselves

required to slog through a mass of research evidence and
theory . . .. many come back in a state of confusion and with
some censiderable lack of confidence.!

Oecasisnally a piece of research transcends these narrewshsunda-
‘ ries angd gencrates a sense of autherity, enthusiasm, and even
W " eutrage. It becomes, as was the case of the researeh reported in the
W " buek 16,000 Hours by Michael Rutter and his celleagues, a media
. event.? | want to eonsider this case in ssme detail because Ithinkit
g throws some light on edueaticnal research as a social ingtitution
and explains how it may be related to other features of contempo-
-« . rary education. In doing se, I hope to raise some questions about
. - research as the basis of palicy and practice and so te providea more
realistic guide to alternative forms of intervention in education. I
shall start with the assumptien that educational research, like
other edueational practice, is usefully viewed as ane of thoways in
which consent to an existing social erder is maintained. Thisispot
o soy thatedueationalvesearch, any morethan consentin geqﬁat’.’
goes unchallenged. In eutlining his proposals for teacher-based »
action research, Jon Nixon recently argued that what was invelved ’
was “nothing short of o radica) democratisation of the réseareh

/ conmmunity.’™ - ‘
In considering the study by Rutter and his colleagues, I want to
examine that set of institutional practices that woulc?nve to be

|

A

- transformed for Nixen's proposal td become a reality. Ho suggests

_, that this will only eome about if “those who contrjl the purse

- strings really want a thinking, questioning and enquiring foreo of

. N\ teachers.™ ' :

- It is my contention that, whatever' their publicly avowed state- !
ments or intentions, those who fund and support edueational
researeh want ne sueh thing, any more than managers reallywant
thinking, questioning, inquiring workers. In other words, the
demeeratization of edueational rescarch will not come about
through the geod offices of the Soeial Scienco Research Council or
tho National Institute of Education, regardless of the wishes of
these invelved. It will be part of a much wider and more eomplex
political atrugg’lp aver the contrel and contentof éducation. Though
educational reftarch is at the periphery of this struggle both in
resourees and influence, in taking a ease that in Britain became

.. through the media a part of popular consciousness (albeit briefly),
we may gain seme understanding of the ideologieal forees at work,

at least in edueation. ! .

The remainder of this paper will have three parts:

1. Some preliminary comments on the concept of ideclogy.
11. Research metheods as ideology=the 15,060 Hours case.
I11. Consequences and alternatives. . ) .
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' Ideology and Educativnal Research

- Ideology, S_omé Commgnuj .

“ - Inusing theterm ideology, I am notreferring tofalseideasbutto -
- asetofsocial practices through which partial views oraccounts are .
°_ " presented as if they had some claim to universality. Typical exam-
"~ ples are the ways public figures tefer to “the national interest” or
““‘the needs of industry.” In this case I want to treal research find---
~ ingsin a similar way. They are produced as an abstraction fftoma
" complex context and then are generalized as a basis for policy and
. ‘practice. This is not to reject generalizing but to recognize that -
.+ -generalizing is always to a purpose. We can go further with this
- “notion of ideology through Marx’s account of the production of
- commodities. Marx argues (and herel am following Robert Young
" in substituting scientific fact for commodity): :
A seientific fact appears, at first sight, a very trivial thing, and -
easily understood. Its analysis shows that it is, in reality, a
very queer thing, abounding in metaphysical subtleties and
theological niceties . . . A scientific fact is therefore a
mysterious thing, simply because in it the social character of
men’s labour appears to them as an objective character
stamped upon the product of that labour; because the relation
of the producers to the sum total of their labour is presented to
them as a social relation, existing not between themselves, but
between the products of their labour, i.e., between scientific
findings . . . A definite social relation “between people
assumes the fantastic form of a relation between things . ..
This fetishism of scientific facts has its origin in the peculiar -
soiial eharacter of the labour that produced thems - -
To pick out opesentence, and recast it, ideology refers to the process
in which “a definite social relation between people (researcher and
researched) assumes the! fantastic form of a relation between
things (numbers). This fetishism . . . has its origins in the pecu-
liar social character of the labour that produced [it].”
In education we are constantly confronted, with things—
_curricular materials, educational technology, tests, timetables,
scores, ranks, and gradings. We find them convenient, even neces-
sary, in the contexts we find ourselves in. What Marx reminds us of
is not the possiblity of a world in which no “things” exist, but that
the things of our world are historical and changeable as “they bear
o~ itstamped uponthemin unmistakeable letters that they belong toa
- . state of society in which the process of production has control aver.
| .. men, instead of being controlled by them.”® /
. Inthis paper] am concerned with educational research as a labor
~ process, inwhich the “things” produced are findings or conclusions
presented as facts, figures or, usually, probabilities. £ am not con-
" erned with the intentions of researchers,mor even of those who
. fund research (though neither are irrelevant) but with thé social
T : {l o Co
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relations between those who carry out.educational research and
those—usually teachers and pupils—who are their objects. The -
ideological character of educational research is expressed through
the way these social relations are part of the production but not of
the form in which the product is presented. These social relations
are directly opposite to those proposed by Jon Nixan andreferred to
earlier in the paper. They dre asymmetric powerrelations, and they
havea hxstory that goes back to the establishment of the statistical
societies in the nineteenth century. Such has been the ideological

power of the methods of natural science as a mode of production of "

‘knowledge that in educational research, asin the othersocxalgxen-
ces, researchers have rarely been challenged by the “objectX’ of
research. The research community has been able to establish itself
as largely autcnomousyfmm its resource~teachers and pupils—
and thereby ta gain net only public credibility but funding. Itisnot
without significance that the dominant tradition of educational
research has never conceived of investigations into the practices of
the powerful. To return to the quotation from Marx, “the relation of
producers [in this case teachers and pupils}is ptesented to themas
. asocial relation, not between themselves, but between the products
of their labour [achievement scores and teacher' attributes, for
example].” This is well exemplified in the following brief acecount of
the Rutter research and its methods.

Research Methods as Ideology

Before considering the methods of the study 15,000 Hours, 1

should like to indicate why it L may be of specnﬁc significance toany _ ) o

consideration of ideology in education. First, it gained quite
uncharacteristic media coverage in Britain; second; it quickly
became the basis of new administrative procedures by secondary-
school headteachers; third, despite appearing to support greater
control over classroom teachers, it gained considerable plausibility
among them; and fourth, the largely uncritical praise it received
raises serious questions about the last ten years of social sciencein
which the methodology of research of the kind used in this study
has been under persistent attack. I will consider each of these
points briefly in turn.

1. On publication, what were identified as the main findings of
the study were reported on TV and radio and in the mass- -
citculation newpapers. This broad exposure highlights the way a
research publication in the form of a book has to be viewed as a
comrmodity that is sold on the market. This exposure was not only
reflected in the publisher’s promotional activities but also in the
way the media’s conception of the public view of education as a
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comumptmn good mﬂuenmf ‘the ﬁndmgs that were given publwo
- -ty (a atenffn five-point check list farchoﬁmg"the beat school for
* your child,” as one newspaper putit). :
2."Comments from teachers taking in'service courses haveindi:
¢ated that head teachers not merely welcomed the publication of
. 15,000 Hours but used it ax a basis for asserting greateradministra-
- tive «iontrol over classroom teachers. This suggests a congruence
- between the social organization of research and the social organi:
“  zation of schools that T will return to,
. 8 claxmmgtodemamtrate conclusively thatwhatteachers do
in classrooms does influence pupil achievement, Michael Rutter
‘ and his colleagues evoked a sympathetic response from teachers
- -uncharacteristic-of much research of the last decade. They had
i - been told that their achievements wefe largely due to luck (as
" Jencks would have it), to innate abxlmes (according to Jensen'and
his followers), or, as researchers both in the United Kingdom and
the United States (such as Bowles' and Gintis) have tried to demon-
- strate, to social class background or to the nature of capitalist
society itself. Here at last was a study with all the characteristics of
" a scientific investigation that told teachers what they wanted to
hear and seemed to offer them some support against the often -
overwhelming voice of their crities, bath of the Right and the Left.
4. Although the findmgs of the Ruttér.study have been treated
with some reservations in the academic journals, the prevailing
acceptance of its methodology, which has undergone systematic
and persistent criticism for more than a decade, suggests that the
methodology itself has its basis not primarily in its credibility to
the academic community but in the structure of the wider society.
fore developing this point in relation to my earlier account of
ideblogy, I shall turn now to a brief account of the method and
model of research we find in the Rutter study.
Initially, the researchers were asked by those.who funded them to
identify the characteristics of a good schaol. S6, certain general
assumptions were built into the research from the beginning—
namely, that such characteristics could be identified, with some
claim to objectivity, which could be a basis for teachers in less
successful schools to model their practice on. This point is made
more explicit when we consider the researchers’ method of inter-
preting the mass of data that they collected. In a way that is
widespread in educational research, they divided the social world
of the school into two kinds of relatively discrete sets of quantifi-
able variables. The dependent variables, or school outcomes, were
those factors in the experience of pupils that are thought of as the
outcome of going to school: attending regularly or not; good behav-
“ior or bad; doing well or badly academically;’and committing or




40 7 Michael F.D. ,Youn)g

refraining from acts ;'eported to and identified by the police as

delinquent. The independent variables theresearchers divided into-

four kinds: ecological; physical and administrative; intake factors; ,

and school pracesses, which were themselves subdivided.

The basic unquestioned 9ssumption of this varjable analysis
model of research is that the'variables abitracted and theirinterre-
latednessrepresent some kind of authoritative account. However, it
does not take very much experience of schools at work to come up
against all kinds of factors that such an abstraction or model
leaves out. I am thinking of conflicts within the ataff of a school
over resources, timetable organization, teacher careers, sex and
race divisions within the curriculum, and o forth. The question
then becomes: Why is the particular reality abstracted in the vari-
able analysis given primacy? It is, I suggest, because the
researchers have a particular conception of what should count as
an explanation of what goes on in schools; itinvolves being able, at
least in principle, to predict and control outcomes—of input vari-
ables influencing outcomes—and therefore of a system that can be
manipulated. As suggested earlier this conception of research has
considerable affinity with an administrative view of schooling. By
transposing the research model of the laboratory, in which vari-
ables are interpreted from the dead material world and are given
meaning in their manipulation, the actions of teachers and pupils
have become transformed by educational researchers into vari-
ables or things. This then is the concrete expression of the points 1
raised at the beginning of this paper about ideology as a gocial

process. The produgts of the social relations between researchers-

and the researched--interview, observation, filling in and coding a
questionnaire--become things, abstracted from the conflieting

interests and purposesin which they weregenerated. Therearetwo -

senses in which the relations are ones of unequal distribution of
power. First, it is the teachers and pupils who have to fit into the
schedules, choices, and priorities of the researchers. Second, the
strategies of resistarice that the researched can always adopt
(researchers never know whether their respondents are playing
safe, playing for a laugh, or whatever) never befome available in
the final accounts presented as findings. This again serves to
emphasize the administrative conception of the research. In rank-
ing different schools in their proportion of “well behaving pupils,”
no insights are given to the teachers as to why pupils engage in
various actions interpreted by the researchers as bad behavior;
arriving late, chewing gum, or combing hair are indices of “bad”
behavior, but are available only for correlation, not for
understanding. ‘

Other examples of the way this model of variab{e analysis, with
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its notion ofpredxctmn and control, is linked to particular concepts
of administrative practice are worth citing. Teacher punctuality
and regular marking of books were picked out in the;media and by
head teachers fromamong the variablesthatshowed astatxstncall’y
significantcorrelation with pupil achievement. Thusscience, in the
form of research findings, was drawn on to support more central:
ized contro! of classroom teachers. We have, then, a kind of

* managerial practice set in the language of science that excludes
culture, meaning, and history. The ideological character of
research within this tradition is not primarily at the level of the
ﬁnd:n@s or even how they are used, though neither fd¢tor is irrele-
vant; it is rather at the level of method. Let me illustrate:

As in any research, selection was unavoidable. Inh this case the
researchers chose twelve schools on which they had prior data on
the pupils, so that their study could be longitudinal. The likelihood
of ecological or sociostructural factors being significant was min-
imized by the relative homogeneity of the areain which theschools
were located. It does not require any imputing of intentions to the
researchers to recognize that the research fitted neatly into a cli-
mate of cuts in public expenditure on education. In effect, though
not directly, by a focus on intraschool processes, the message of the
research was that rather than expanding resources, improving
staff/pupil ratios, and building new schools, schools canimprove if

. teachers work harder and are more punctual. In other words, a
study that puts great emphasis on what teachers can dotoimprove
school outcomes, and backs its claims with the legitimaey and
objeutlvny of statistical analyses, necessarily deemphasizes other
elements in the complex totality of school-society relations. In
15,000 Hours teachers are viewed, asthey tend to see themselves, as
able to influence what goes on in the school and elassmom but as
able to do little about those matters that medmt in the
school. Not surprisingly, therefore, such matters®take on a hazy
and diffuse reality. -Social-clags relations are not mentioned,
inequalities are expressed as differences in social background, the
hierarchy of eccupations in the division of labor is reduced to
differenees of ability and balanee of intake and is totally neglected
in terms of how it acts on the academic/nonacademie dxvxsmns in
the curriculum.

The ideological work of such research is accomplished by the way
it abstracts schools and teachers from the complexities of the
society and then puts responsxbxhty on them for changing a situa-
tion that is only in a limited way in their power. Such research
provides no way for teachers to understand the nature of the con-
straints on them, let alone to develop alternative strategies.

I have placed considerable emphasis on the method rather than
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on the findings of research. It follows, therefore, that even if such
research had come up with qguite oppesite findings--for instance;
that pupil achievément was associated with resources and staff-
pupil ratios rather than with teacher attitudes and punctuality—
the eritique of it as ideological practice would still follow; the
research would still be congruent with particular powerrelationsip ~
the distribution of resources, though it might well bring the contra.
dictions in these relations to the fore. _

Consequences and Alternatives  °

What are the alternatives? First, the research tradition of ethno-
graphic work associated with educational anthropalogy and inter-
prétive sociology remains important in its capacity to capture
something of the culture and texture of schoollife. It offersa kind of

~ generalization and objectivity associated with the way those not -
part of the context of the research can identify with the accounts

that are created. However, ethnographic studies themselves are
also ideological; they express power relations between researchers
and researched and arelimited to descriptions of themultiplereali-
ties of the school within the contextin which they arelocated, They

- cannot explore themediation of powerrelatj ns of the wider society

i

in eurricula and pedagogy, as they lack a¥ overall perspective on
how to set the conflicts within the school within any wider structure
of conflict. Research cannot escape the prevailing power relations
any more than it can find some ideology-free approach pr method.
Research has its history in a scientifictradition thatclaimed to free
people from past traditions and dogmas. In practice, by neglecting
its own power relations as well as thoseit studies, research becomes
little more than another mode of social control. «

Research initiated by teachers(or pupils) would not itself escape
the kind of analysis develope(i here, though it would express differ-
ent demands and purposes, and generate different methodologies
related to those purposes. In bringing out the competing purposes
of research it would make educationa} research more explicitly a
part of political debates and struggles. -

Because the structures of schooling appear so fixed and bounded,
educational research has to be historical. Research can attempt to

-show how the living labor of the past is present in the curriculum

packages and texts of today. It hasto makequestions of thecontent

"and control of education public issues, not issues of technical or

professional competence, in which research hides its social charae-
ter in numbers or jargon. N

The kind of educational research I am deseribing can display the
real relations that are masked in the structures of schooling, but it
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must also be able ta point to possibilities—~to display in practice the
involvement and excitement of leaining and teaching that would
be politically subversiveifit wasnotsovare. The purpose of analyz-
ifig tesearch asideologyis to suggest thatitis yet anotherarenain
- which struggles, conflicts, and opposition are played out and that
such struggles carry elements of the contestover thesocial division
- dfJabor and the appropriation of the value of that labor, which are
" manifested in different ways in quite ather contexts, In that sense
educational research sgrves to emphasize the need to conceive of
- "any educational practice in terms of the structures of reproduction
as well as of the struggles to oppose such structures. .
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Deference to Authority:
Education in Canada and
the United States

)

-Edgar Z. Friedenberg

In folklore and in fact, schools and authority go together like law
'n order and ham 'n eggs. The school, the police station, and the
prison are the last strongholds of the cruder forms of authority; in
North America, only the school retains theright to beat people who
disobey its rules, though in practice, police and prison guards may
do so with impunity. Though an alleged wide-spread decline in
academic standatds is often publicly deplored, lack of discipline in
the schools is regarded as a more serious problem and one which
grouses more acrimony.

Meanwhile, school discipline has become less harsh through the
years, though teachers’ associations still lobby for the right to beat
children when they deem this necessary for the preservation of
order. They use, or abuse, the right Iess often now, but what is
important is that they think such a right exists, and that order is
what it preserves. Methods of enforcement change with fashionsin
social character, but the concept of the school as a basically coer-
cive institution does not.

Authority is indeed the complex core issue that complicates the

- theory and practice of education. The word authority refers to a
variety of quite distinct social and philosophical functions, each of
which is.not only relevant but problematic to education. What 1
hope to do in this paper is to show how these different aspects of
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authority affeet education and, especially, ﬁhaﬁling in ways both

complementary-and contrasting.

It is helpful to start with the distinction Erich Fromm made so
familiar, between rational and irrational autherity. By rational
authority, Fromm meant authority derived from competence, expe-
rience, and expertise. Recognition and acceptance of such author-
ity and a willingness to defer toit within its legitimate limitsis seen
as a mark of realism and personal matyrity, of freedom from the
need to rebel without a cause. The pilet flies the plane; he has been
trained to do 8o, and passengers who attempt by coercive means to
usurp his funetion and alter his destination are decried astasteless
and impulsive, not hailed as enterprising and ereative.” -

The converse form of authority, irrational autherity, is derived
from the power to threaten and punish and, especially, to invoke
the latent fears and anxieties each of us retains from the unresolved
eonflicts and the smarting defeats of childheod, which keep us from
realizing the competencies we posess and could dgvelopand induce

us to submit te the will of other people and acknowledge their right

to rule us. Such authority is denoted by badges of rank and status
that, in a secular society, are supposed to correspond to differences
in competence: hence, licensing laws and academic and profes-
gional degrees. There is a relationship between competence and
status, though not a very dependable one; but the significante of
this relationship is overshadowed by the fact thatoneisnot permit-
ted to gain thestatus and the autharity therelationship legitimates
by demonstrating the competence without going through channels.
Every few years the same corny stoty pops up in a different loeale,
about some dedicated soul who has zealously ténded the maimed
and ailing in an isolated community for 25 years, earning the
devetion of its people, when he is revealed by some misfortune
unrelated to his skill not te be a dector at all=he never got his
license, or tho medieal society baek in the capital disbarred him 30
years ago for excessive gynecological zeal, or something. So off he
goes to prison, the town is left without medical care, though the
state stops short of declaring his former patients legally ‘Mg of
neglect, as it ought legically to do. In a eonflict between irrational
authority and ratienal authority, irrational authority usually wins,
precisely because it does derive from immediate or potential coer-
cive power.

One is tempted to simplify by holding, as Fromm did, that irra-
tional authority is the bed kind and rational authority the good
kind: and in terms of human growth this is true. The exercise and
geceptance of rational autherity increases our competence and our
awareness and acceptance of our own limits; it makes us more
trustworthy and better-centered. Irrational authority. stunts thg
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growth and development both of those who submit to it and those
who wield it, leaving them hung-up and crippled by existential
guilt. Tyrants and devils end up frozenin theirown excrement. The
metaphor, timeless in every way, is Dante’s.

Moreover, the kind of authority we usually associate withschool
is irrational authority. Without exereising. irrational authority
vigorously and continuously, school would not keep for a day. The
practice and the folklore of teaching abound with devices for show-
ing pupils from the first minute who is in charge, not letting them
think they can get away with anything. The teacher should have
eyes in the back of her head and never smile before Christmas,
coming, in the process one supposes, to resemble one of Picasse's
less amiable drawings. Contemporary schools, especially in
imiddle-class neighborhoods, put a much better face on things as
well as on teachers, but as long as schools flepend on compulsory

. attendance, ceercion remains the bottom lirfe, though the canemay
no longer be used for its inscription. As [Paul Willis puts it in
Learning to Labour: .

Discipline becomes a matter not of purfishment for wrongs
committed in the old testament sense, but of maintaining the
institutional axis, of repraducing the social relationships of
scheol in general: of inducing respect for elemental frame-
warks in which other transactions can take place . . . Itisthe
moral intensity of maintaining this axis and attempting to
exclude or suppress thie contradictery, murky eross-curronts of
normal life which ean give to the scheol a cloying, clagstre-
phobic feel of arrested adolescence . . . In this sense the
seheol is a kind of totalitarian regime. There s rélatively little
direct cocrcion or oppression, but an enormous censtriction of
the range of moral possibilitics. Everything is neatly tied in,
overy story has the same ending, every analogy has the same
analogue.!

This passage of Willis', condensed and in some ways obscure asit
is, is the heart of o most illuminating essay on education. For, in the
course of its development, Willis suggests very strongly to the
reader that the authority schoolsseek to establish over pupilsis not
merely irrational but suprarational; it glides smugly above the field
of daily experience, immune to the challenge of either passion or
empirical experience:

The scheol is the ageney of face-to-face control par excel.
lenee. ‘The stern look of the enguiring teacher; the relentless
pursuit of ‘the truth’ set up as a value oven above geod behav-
iour; the common weapon of ridicule; the techniques learned
aver time whercby particular troublemakers can ‘always be
reduced to tears;’ the sterestyped deputy head, body poised,
head lewered, finger jabbing the eulprit; thehead unex ectedly
bearing down on a group in the corridor—these are all tactics
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for exposing and destroying, or freezing, the private. What
successful conventional teaching cannot tolerate is private
reservation, and in the early formas in virtually any echool itis
plain to see that most kids vield that capacity willingly. The
cager first formy hands reaching and snapping to answer fivat
are all seeking approval from an acknowledged superior in a
very particular institutional furm. And in theindividual com:
ggtiticm for approval the possibility of any privatereservations -

coming shared to form any oppositional definition of e
situation is decisively controlled. . . )

In asimplephysical senseschoolstudents, and their possible
views of the pedagogic situation, are subordinated by the con-
stricted and inferiorspace they cccupy. Sitting in tight ranked
desks in front of the larger teacher’s desk; deprived of private
space themselves but cutsidenervously knockingon theforbid
den staff room door or the headmister’s door with its foreign
rolling country beyond; surrounded by locked up. or out-of-
bounds tooms, gyms and equipment cupboards; cleared outof
school at break with no quarter given even in the unprivate
toilets; told to walk at least two feet from staff cars in the
drive=all of these things help to determine a certain orienta-

» tion to the physical environment and behind that to a certain
* kind of social organization. They speak tothewholeposition of
the student. . . e
Perhaps the classic move here, and one which is abslutely
typical of the old sccondary modern schoal and: still wide-
spread in working class comprehensives, inthe revision from
an abjective toa moral basis of what isin thoteacher's giftand
is to be exchanged by him for obedience, politeness and respect
from students. . . . Theimportanceof all this is not, of course,
that the values and stances involved might be admirable or
sxecrable, correct o incorrect, or whatever. The point is a
formal one: the moral térm, unlike the objectiveone, 18 eapable
of infinite extension and assimilation because it has no real
existence except initself. Theréalworld cannotact aa courtof
appeal. Mora) definitionsmaketheirownmomentam. Sofaras
the busic teachipg paradigm is concerned what it is worth the
student striving'for becomes, not knowledge and thepromiseof
qualification, but sumehow deference and politeness them-
selves . . . Thepivotal notionof ‘attitudes’ and particularly of
‘right attitudes’ makes its entry here. Its presence should
always warn us of a mystificatory transmutation of basic
exchange rﬂatlanuhig- into illusory, ideal ones. If ane
approaches 'school and its authority, it seems, ‘with the right
attitude’ then employers ang work will aleo be approached
with the ‘right attitude’ in sdch a way indced that veal social -
and economic advances can be made—all without the help of
academie achievement or success, OF course this crucial move |
renders the basic paradigm strictly circular and tautological
since the same thing is being offered on bothsides . . . What
the student gets all around is deference and subordination to
authority; He could learn this for himself."?

So one might easily proceed on the nssumption thqt theﬂppressiv&
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and constrictive aspects of school, pervasive as they are, arechiefly
expressions of irrational authority-~which is true--and hence con-

" clude that, to the degree that this can be replaced by rational

authority, schooling would become more liberating~which, I fear,
is untrue. Irrational authority is poisonous; but rational authority
is like mgdicine; helpful when you need it, butevénthen you haveto

- watch for the sidé effects, and most of the time we stay healthier

without taking anything at all—off anybody. Even the best medi-
cineis toxic in overdose, or if taken at the wrong time. Soisrational
authority, especially in the school context.

Rational authority is no cureall, the concept is fraught with

‘treacherous ambiguity. Fromm's distinction between rational and

irrational authority now seems culture-hound, as, in fact, it clearly
was when he madeit. Only a bourgeois social-democrat could hold
to this distinction for long. The chief source of the difficulty-is the

- ideological character of the concept of rationality itself. Toberecog-

nized a8 rational in our culture, authority must be orderly and
dispassionate, ebjective and evenhanded, blind to poetic insight,
and immune to the influence of the flashes of insight each of us
finds more convineing than any otherevidence when we experience
them personally, but which welong agolearned betterthantotry to
share with others, :

Rational autherity, then, lacks seme of the comjfonents that are
quite generally recognized as essential to the formation of policy
and the esnduet of life. But these deficiencies tend to be reduced by
common sense and the eake of custom, which ineludes the irra-
tional factors needed for survival, eften in quantities greatly in
excess of our minimum daily requirements. This does not happen,
hewever, in the processes by: which knowledge becomes formally
defined as asuthoritative in thi scheol curriculum. As an example of
what does happen, may I remind you of the ghastly lecture on sex
education provided te a segregated audience of adolescent boysin
Northeast High School, Philadelphia, by a physician in Frederick
Wiseman's eclassie film High Schoal. The docter reduces
sexuality—limited, of course, to conventional heterogexuality—toa
mechanieal process having nothing to do with personal feeling or
commitment, though he defers to established eultural convention
by treating the process as a dirty joke on girls. This, I weuld
suggest, is a much more derious impediment to the development of
real intimaecy between lovers than the hellfire sermon that so
shakes turn of the century Irish schoolboys in Portraitof the Artist
as a Young Man, which at least insisted that passion has serious
personal consequences both in this world and the next, while leav-
ing the more mature and self-confident students consolingly
though secretly aware that they knew more about the subject from

)
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- personal experience than their mentor could claim. The priest, in

his sermon, asserted a fiercely threatening and totally irvational
authority. He did not, however, present himself as o qualified
expert an sex; anly on sin, which the sciences, in their pretense of
ethical neutrality, define as an area beyond their competence or
understanding. ’ .

In its own peculiar way, rational authority in cur sert of culture
becomes as factitious, coercive, and bloody as irrational authority,
while remaining in every sense of the word less engaging. The
difficulty, or one way of putting it, is that rational authority has
egme to be almost synonymous with technical expertiseand isscen
as concerned solely with means=—not with ends, which the means
tend to generate. Oncenuclearenergy becomestechnically possible

it has to be utilized, while the scientific mentality that made it

possible declares itself incompetent to deal with the value judg-
ments by which thedecision must bemade. But nuclearencrgy does
not just become possible; it is“made possible by a whole series of
prior policy decisions as to what research is to be done, by whem,
and under what conditions of sponsorship, access, and contrel.
These decisions and the processes by which they arereached might
themsclves be the objects of rational investigation by political
scientists, economists, and sociologists, but areeffectively shielded
by involving the needs of national security or simply by denying
outsiders access to decuments or the opportunity to gbscrve. Mean-
while, our sometimes ¢rude but shrewd insights into how these
things are accompliskdd, based on normal political savvy and a
gense of cui bono, are less persuasive, though in faet no less
rational, than they wolld have been in a society less impressed by
the canons of scientific proof. So are our moral convietions.

“It was not always thus, Teleology, “the study of evidences of
design and purpose in nature,” and axiology, “the branelof philes-
ophy dealing with values, as these of ethics, acsthetics or
religion”—beth definitions are from the Random House
unabridged dietionary—are rational diseiplines, and competently
applied they become seurces of wisdom. This dpes net, of course,
mean that academie study in these areas is likely to turn graduates
into philesopher-kings any more than the study of medicine turns
all licensed physicians inte healers. But, teday, teleclogical reason-
ing is dismissed nsirrational and superstitious per se; though thase
whe dwell en the banks of the Love Canal may have teason to
wonder whether nature is eress with the Happy Heeker and vent-
ing her wrath on them. Certainly, without some sense of teleslogy,

it is difficult to take seriously the netion that naturemay besubjeet
to violation, as often we have scen it done and as scricus as the

conseguences have elearly beeome. .
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Teleological and axiological thought, however rational, cannot
be scientific and, for that reason, can no longer claim or even
contribute much to rational authority. This development has some
curious consequences. It is quite true that one cannot prove, in the
scientifie sense, the validity of a moral or aesthetic judgment, or
establish by controlled observation and path-analysis the inscruta-
ble purposes of nature. But rational authority need not rest on
cither proof or faith. Trust is different from either of these; it is, or
certainly had better be, empiricaily based, in that we feel it and
establish its limits in response to our unigue experiences of other
persons and of ourselves. The mdgments involved are rational but
subjective; they are derived from genuine though sometimes sub-
liminal perteptluns that cannot, by their nature, be rephcated Itis
useful, if one is not tomake a real mess of life, to learn to trust such

judgments, favorable or adverse as the case may be, as well as to

remember, as Cromwell beseeched, that we may be mistaken.
Rational authurity reduced to the habit of deference to technical
expertise cannot be trusted. In its own field, technical expertise is
certainly superior to irrational authority. without it, irrational
authority cannot make the trains run on time or keep the airports
open or bug the enemies’ phones. But rational authority castrated,

deprived of the power to inform moral judgments, cannot effec-

tively contend with irrational authority; it can only lend its skills to
dirty business that it has dgteed it has no special competence to
chullenge. Which notoriously, is what usually occurs.

What has schooling to do with all this?

* The function of schooling is essentially hegemonic. Antonio
Gramsei's now familiar concept of hegemony really embraces all
the school's essential activities, and provides the most useful con-
ceptual tool for understanding what schools do; and why, as they
approach industrial development, all states feel they have to install
schools and compel their youth to attend them; and why, despite
extreme differences in sociv-economic systems, schools are so very
much alike. In this respect, Urie Bronfenbrenner's classic Two

Worlds of Childhood: U.S. and U.S.S.R. is a very scary piece of

work.* Schooling is ubiquitous as well as egregious; there is just no
way to get away from it. Schools in space will doubtless soon be
administered by joint Soviet-American committees without much
tendency to find themselves working at cross-purposes.

Toward the middle of the nineteenth century when state-
supported schools were just getting established (fong before
Gramsci was recognized by the Italian govemment of Benito Mus-
solini and provided with the means and the privacy to develop his
theoretical position), the hegemonic function of the school was
regarded as self-evident, though the term hegemony was not used.

a
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Daniel Webster and Horace Mann, in the United States, and Eger-
ton Ryerson, who founded the Ontario school system before Can-
ada became a nation (if, indeed, it ever has), argued that schooling
would establish a benign and internalized self-policing force in the
. 'minds of the otherwise potentially rebellious poor, nipping any
. possxhle revolutionary tendencies in the bud. In England, in 1846,
in a letter to Lord John Russell urging the establishment of a school
system, one E. Baines “suggested that ‘a system of state education”
is a vast intellectial police force, set to watch over the
young . . . to prevent the intrusion of dangerous thoughts and
-turn their minds into safe channels’.”* Webster and Ryerson, too,
- explicitly used the word “police” to characterize the utility of a
publie school system. -

There was no “hidden curriculum” in those days, when the
authority associated with social stratification was explicit. Indeed,
there is social progress, at least in the short run. Leonard L.
Richards, in his fascinating 1970 study of pro-slavery mob violence
in the United Statesin the 1830s, had nomethodological difficulties
in justifying his sardonic title Gentlemen of Property and Stand-
ing.’ It is taken from- one of the contemporary accounts in local
newspapers that, as if reporting who was present and having a
ball, identified the solid citizens who had proudly assisted in these
macabre events. Today, oppression in North America takes subtler
and less candid forms. If the basic social functions of schooling
remain much what they were, the process is more oblique. School
personnel share the liberal ideology of the times, often much more
fully than their lower-status pupils. They, even more than their
students, must be mystified by the routines, and the routinized
assumptions, of the institution in which they serve. If they under-
stood what they were doing, they couldn’treally bear to go on doing
it. Hence heg’emonv

egemony is more than, and different from, propaganda or
. brainwashing, though these may play a part in maintaining it.

- Usually, pothmg 80 assertive is implied. Hegemony is established

through the operation of the entire set of assumptions, conventions,
values, and categories of thought and fébling that are validated by
. a society and serve to legitimate and protect,its dominant institu-
tiuns and-elites from being examined critically on termsother than
. their own; or more precisely, from “the intrusion of dangerous
thoughts,” or the turning of the mind into unsafe channels.

The effects of hegemony, like those of a specialized lens, vary
with the object in view. It sharpens attention to and sometimes
perception of messages that are useful in keeping the existing
social apparatus on course.It reinterprets discordunt messages so
that they may be assimilated into established presuppositions with

A
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minimum conflict. {lut it distorts or filters perceptions that
threaten the established otder, or the established system of dis-
order, thus hastening the demise of those who, when some: novel
emergency arises, stand in critical need of timely warning. Hege-
mony makes it unnecessary to kill the messenger who bears ill-
tidings; it insures that he will not be listened to, like Cassandra, or
misunderstood until too late, like the Delphic oracle. Hegemony is
nothing new. :

Nor is there anything new about asociety dependingona univer-
sal and official institution to establish and propagate acceptable
ways of looking at the world. In the West the church has gerved the
purposes of hegemony for millennia while traditional societies,
almost by definition, are much more completely hung-up on their
own mythos and ethos than are modern ones. Indeed, the distine-
tive feature of modern societies has been their ingenuity in channel-
ing new insights into technological’ development without

- suggesting that the same flexibility of mind might be used to chal-

lenge the legitimacy of the sucial order itself, and the moral
assumptions it rests oh. Without some such guarantee of extraterri-
torial immunity for the sacred and the powerful, innovation is
scarcely tolerable; and, in most of the world most of the time, there
hasn’t been much.

We have several notable institutions that serve in this way as
semiconductors of insight. The scientific method, as vulgarly con-
ceived with its startling presumption of ethical neutrality, is one.
The school system is another. The rise of the democratic, industrial
state—a polity that renews its legitimacy by the ceremonial evoca-
tion of formal popular consent—requires that hegemony be justi-
fied as service. Or, as I put jt—rather more simply—on an earlier
oceasion, “The school, as a social institution, developed as the
adjunct of industrialism . . . precisely because a rapidly expand-
ing technology of production and administration promised a world
that seemed so various, 8o beautiful, so new that mighty new inhibi-
tions were reguired to keep pace with the new seductions . . . If
you want progresson a large scale, you must have schooling to keep
people from taking advantage of it.”" Thus, it should be noted that
one of the casualties of the hegemonic process, and especially of
centering that process in an educational system supposedly obli-
gated to follow truth wherever it may lead, is the cherished distine-
tion between rativnal and irrational authority. For even rational
authority, to which a free man owes honorable deference, turns out
to be so limited by what the schools make of it that it can neitherbe
tested by common sense—"the real world cannot act as a court of
appeal” against what is taught in school, as Willis observed—nor
gerve as a source of genuinely gubveraive or liberating insights.




84/ Edgéf Z f’rigdent;erg

Hegemony comes first, and what it supports is neither rational
authority nor irvational autherity, but just authority itself. Howis
this done?
Within the past decade, educational research has provided a .
small fortune for thie ethnographie study of schools that helps usto™
answer this question with a feeling of somewhat greater certainty
than we could previously have done. There is, admittedly, a certain
irony in this observation, which becomes a further tribute to our
obeisance to scientific, as opposed to common-sense, knowledge.
Probably everyone in this room with the exception of myself has
attended grade schaol or high school, or even both: so you have all
done your own field work. True, things change: methods, tech-
nigues, equipment, modes of organization—even the social fune

tion of education changes somewhat as society itself does, creating - -

a market for different personality-types and life-styles. But Willard
Waller wrote his classic, The Sociolugy of Teaching fifty years
ago—Wiley published it in 1932, while Herbert Hoover was still in
office—~and it adumbrates nearly everything of importance we
have learned since about how schools work; though its author, who
simply told it as he knew it to be, without benefit of formal data,
remained academically marginal for the rest of his.life:

Formal research in education continued to develop as essentially
black-box research concerned with the improvement of in-house
procedures. There was not much observation of what actually went
on from day-to-day in schools. Studies of social-class bias in the
educative process became and remained canventional from the late
1930s on; but for the most part these dealt with structural questions
like the social compusition of sehool boards, or factors associated
with differences in achievement in schools having differing demo-
graphie characteristics. James Coleman’s government-sponsored
grandfalon, Equality of Educational Opportunity, published in
1966, went about as far in this direction as you can go; and Coleman
has since retracted most of it. Meanwhile, ethnographic research in_
American education developed, almost incidentally, as a part 'of
Lloyd Warnet's new—in the 1930s—anthropological study of
American cominunities. Having begun like any normal anthropol-
ogist of the day by studving Australian aborigines, Warner tovk the
giant step of turning his attention to the study of folkways in small
cities of his vwn land. In his landmark Yankee City studies of
Newburyport, Massachusetts, the schools hardly figured. But
when Warner turned his attention to the American middle west in
Democracy in Jonesville, and when August Hollingshead did his
spin-off study of the same population, Elmtown’s Youth (Wiley,
1949), the high school, at least, emerged as the central institution it
was (and is} in midwestern small-town life. (Warner and his col-

s
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leagues on Jonesuville had, in fact, developed a specialized interest
in the role of the schovls in perpetuating social stratification, und
had already published, in 1944, Who Shall Be Educated?) Highly
regarded as a radical eritique of the role of s¢hool in society at the

time, Hollingshead’s work wus, anthropologically speaking, aret-

rograde step away from sharp ethnographic observation and
toward polemic based on demographic social-class data. Even the
Yankee City work had depended heavily on, and been distin-
guished by, the use of quasi-guantitative methods of codifying and
analyzing observations, like the Index of Status Characteristics
and the more subjective Index of Evaluated Participation, that
went far to make the work seem acceptably hard science even as
they dulled its vividness. )

Anthropoelogy, too, claims to be value-free and thus respectably
seientific. But this ¢laim is much more effective in shielding an
outlandish tribe from the ethical judgments of visiting cosmopoli-
tan observers than it can be when observer and observed share the
same culture. When Hollingshead notes in Elmstown’s Youth that

“the admipistration of discipline laid bare the dynamics of the
class system in a way that is directly observable but difficult to
guantify. We were in an advantageous pusition to see the
school ug it was administered trom the principal’s office
because we sat in one corner of the office to do vur formal
interviewing. In the course of the year. the principal, teachers,
and students became 8o accustomed to us that they came and
went about their business seemingly oblivious tv our presetice.
From this vantage puint. we watched the schivol function and
attempted to comprehend some of what we gaw.™

We recognize and. if so inclined, admire his devotion to scientific
rigur. But when he continues by observing the principal, in the
presence of the superintendent of schools, slapping around a stu-
dent the principal has previously described by saying, "His old
man is a laborer out at the tertilizer plant and the kid thinks he's
someone, humph!” pulling the boy's eap down over his eyes and
hitting ““him three times with the heel of his hand on the back of the
neck near the base of the skull,” we cannot, much as we may admire
Hollingshead’s remarkable sangfroid. dismiss the matter as an
example of the quaint customs of the people of Morris, Hlinois. It
hits home.

Mainstream anthropology was again, huwever, to seize the initi-
ative from sociology and the discipline of education itself as
observer of the actual processes of schooling in Jules Henry's
remarkable observations in the “Golden Rule Days: American
Classrooms” and *Rome High School” sections of Culture Against
Man.* Unlike Warner, Henry never developed a specialized interest
in schooling or in secial stratification as such. What concerned him

|
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was the unplanned but systematic development of social institu-
tions that alienate people from one another and themselves in the
interests of fitting them for the demands of modern society. Henry

“did not merely sit in classrooms and gbserve what wenton; helived
as a friendly boarder in the homes of families that were driving
their children mad; and these experiences, too, are related in Cul
ture Against Man. But for children whose parents are unwilling or
unable to perform this gervice, dchools are the next most powerful
available resource. Henry’s observations of the development of
competition and patterns of mutual denigration among pupils
learning to seck the teacher’s attention by giving right answers to
meaningless or irrelevant questions, and of high school students
-rating and dating (thirty years after Waller had coined the phrase
to deseribe the practice), are unforgettable.

BeforeJules Henry died in 1968, he had begun a study that Ray C.
Rist, also then at Washington University, St. Louis, was to com-
plete and publish in 1970 as “Student Social Class and Teacher
Expectations: The Self-Fulfilling Prophecy in Ghetto Education.”
The term landmark study is overused, but this really is one; not
because its findings are astonishing, but because its simple and
impeccable methodology makes them unanswerable.

Henry, Rist, and their co-workers followed the members of a St.
Louis kindergarten class who.continued to attend school in the
same building through the second grade. All administrators,
teachers, staff, and pupils in the school during the study were
black, so the erude factor of racial discrimination is notinvelved in
what went on in the school, though its antecedent effects on all the
actors in this situation certainly were, As to the possibility that this
school was an unusually bad example of its kind, Rist notes that

the school in which this study ceeurred was selected by the
District Superintendent as one of five available to theresearch  «
team. Al five schools were visited during the course of the
study and detailed observations were eonducted in four of -
them. The principal of the school réeported upon in this study
commented that T was very fortunate in caming to his schoel
siwee his staff (and the kindergarten teacher in particular)
were equal to “any in the city.”"?

At the time of the study, the building was less than ten years old.

For the pupils in thisschool, the kindergarten teacher was impor-
tant. She was about as impertant as God, if not quite as guiek; it
took her ¢ight days to create the world the children would live in for
the rest of their academie lives and, to some degree, their whole

lives. On the eighth day of scheol, she gave the children permanent

seating assignments at one of three tables; and thereafter justitied
the basis for the assignment.in terms of the children's ability. Table
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1 was made up of “fast learners”; Table 3 of children who “just had
no idea of what was going on in the classroom.” But, in fact, she
had no information about thése children’s ability, only about their
gocial class characteristics. There were no aptitude test data, for
example, but there was information -

supplied two days before the beginning of school by the school
ial worker who provided a tentative list of all children

enrolled in the kindergarten who lived in homes that received .
public welfare funds. . . . It should be noted that not one of
those four sources of information to the teacher was related-
directly to the academic potential of the incoming kinder-
garten child. Rather, they concerned varisus-types of social
information revealiqg such facts as the financial status of
certain families, medical care of the child, presence or absence
of a telephone in thehome, as well as thestructure of the family,
in which the child lived, i.e., number of siblings, whether the:
child lived with both, one, or neither of his natural parenta.!!

Of course, an experienced teacher can learn a lot about a child in
eight school days. But learning ability? Here is one of Mrs.
Caplow’s lessons:

¢The students aro involved in acting out a skit arranged by the
teacher on how a family should eome together to eat the eve-
ning meal.) The students acting the roles of mother, father, and
daughter are all from Table 1. The boy playing the son is from
Table 2. At the small dinner table set up in the centre of the
classroom, the four chi¥ven are supposed to be sharing with
each other what they had done during the day-the father at
work, the mother at home, and the two children at sehool. The
Table 2 boy makes few comments. (In real life he has no father
and his mother is supported by ADC funds.) Theteacher com-
ments. ‘I think we are going to have to let Milt (Table 1) be the
new son, Sam, why don't you ge and sit down. Milt, yeu seem to
be the one whe would know what a son is supposed to do at the
dinner table. You come and take Sam’s place.”®

As Rist observes, with perhaps a hint of dryness, in his statement
on methodology, “the utilization of longitudinal study as a
research method in a ghetto school will enhance the possibilities of
gaining further insight into Mechanism of adaptation utilized by
black youth to what appears to be a basically white, middle-class,
value oriented institution.”

Though no white folks except Rist were present, you better
believe it. Before these children have passed out of Mrs. Caplow’s
hands she has redited them, by a combination of selective inatten-
tion and sugary insult, to a condition wheretheTable 1 students do
all the talking, much of it directed as derogatory comment at the
students at Tables 2 and 3 for being stupid and dirty. They donet,
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however, attack one another. But the children at Tables 2 and 3 do,
calling each other “dumb-dumh,” “nigger,” and “almondhead.”
When riecessary, Mrs. Caplow reinforces these lessons:

The children were preparing to goona field triptoa local dairy.
‘The teacher hos designated Gregory (Table 1) as the ‘sheriff
for the t¥ip. . . . Mrs. Caplow simply watched as Gregory
would walk up to a student and push him back into linesaying,
‘Boy, stand where vou suppose to.’ Several times he went up to
students from Table 3, showed them the badgethat theteacher
had given'to him and satd, “Teacher made me Sheriff,"t

That’s hegemony; and an iﬁteresting choice of rolemodel for a
black teacher to impose on black childrenin a bordercity inthelate
1960s. Yet, sad as it is, this too shall pass. But it didn’t.

The firat grade teacher ulso used a three-table seat assignment; -

and she, of course, did have the record of the kindergarten year togo
on. “These children whom she placed at “Table A’ had all been
‘Table 1 students in kindergarten.” Nostudent whe had sat at Table
2 ar 3 in kindergarten was placed at Table A in the first grade.
Instead, all the students from Table 2 and 3—with one exception—
wire placed together at Table B. Table € was reserved for the
first-grade teacher's own failures—grade repeaters—and for one
girl from Mrs. Caplow’s Table 3 whose low self-esteem had left her
almest psychotie. .
Precisely the same process continues thereafter®

Of the original thirty students in kindergarten and eighteenin
first grade, ten students wore assigned totheonly second grade
class in the main building. . . . The teacher in the second
grade alse divided the class into three groups, though she did
not give them number or letter designations. Rather, shecalled
the first group the “Tigers.” The middle group she labeled the
“Cardinals,” while the second-grade repedters plus several
new children assigned to the third table were designated by the
teachér as “Clowns.” ... In the second-grude seating
scheme, no student from the firat grade who had not sat at
. “Pable & was meved “up”to the Tigera ot the beginning of the
‘secand grade. Al thugestudents who in first grade had been at
Table B or Tahle € and returned tosecond grade were placed in
the Cardinal group. The Clowns consisted of six second-grade
repeaters plus three students who were new to theelass. . . .
By the time the children eame to the second grade, their
seating arrangement appeared to be based not on theteacher’s
expectations of how the child might perform, but rather on the
basis of past performance of the child. Available to theteacher
when she formulated the seating groups were grade sheets
from both kindergarten and first grade, IQ scores from kinder-
garten, listing of parental cecupations fof approximately half
the elass, reading scores from a test given to all students at the
end of first grade, evaluations fetom thespeech teacher and also
the informal evaluations from both the kindergarten and first-
grade tedchers.
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‘the most important data utilized by the teacher in devising
seating groups were the reading scores indicating the perfor-
mance of the students at the end of the first grade, The second-
gradeteacher indicated thatsheattempted todivide thegroups
primarily onthebasisof thesescores, . . . Thecastecharacter
of the reading groups became clear as the year progressed, in
that all three groups were reading in differentbooks and it was
gchool policy that no child could go on to a new,book until the
grevious one had been completed. Thus there was no way for
the child, should he have demonstrated competenceata higher
reading level, to advance, since he had to continue dt the pace
of the rest of his reading group. The teacher never allowed
individual reading in order that a child might finish g,book on
his own and move ahead. No matter how well a chfld in the
lower reading graups might have read, he was destined to
remain in the same reading group. {italics Rist's]. . . Initial
expectations of the kindergarten teacher twoyearsearlierasto .
the ability of thechild resulted in placementin a reading group,
whether high or low, from which there appeared to be ne
escape. The child's journey through the early grades of schgol
at one reading level and in one secinl grouping appeared to be
preardained from the aighth day of kindergarten.'*

. . 1l

Kindergarten, hewever, lays the foundations of hegemeny in ways
more directly ideological than by the reification of the social-class
~ framework. Michael W. Apple, with Naney King, in the third chap-
— tetof his eriginal and insightful Mealogy and Curriculum superbly
details the process of socialization in kindergarten: “learning of
norms and definitions of secial interactions.” In the kindergarten it
was observed:

.. . the children had no part in organizing the classreom

materials and were relatively impotent to affeet the course of

dnily events. . . . The objects in the elassroum were attrac- |

tively displayed in an apparent invitation for the elass to inter-

aet with them. Most of the materials were placed on the floer

or on shelves within easy reach of the children. However, the

opportunities to interaet with materials in the classroom were

geverely eircumseribed. The teacher's srganization of time in

the classreom contradicted the apparent ayaflability of mate-

rials in the physical setting. During mest of the kindergarten

asegsion, the children were not permitted to handle objects. The

materials, then, were organized so that the ehildren learned

restraint; they learned to handle things within casy reachonly

when permitted to do so by the teacher. . . . For example, the

teacher praised the children for their prompt obedience when,

being tald to do so, they quickly stopped bouncing basketballs

in the gvm; she made no mention of their ballhandling skills.'®

. - L
Apple especially emphasizes the insistence with which the kinder-
garten distinguishes, and requires the children to distinguish, work
from play, although they don’t get paid for either. WhatI find most

interesting about this process is the way theschool adumbrates the .

Q . ) 593
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fragmentation of labor in the madern industria) context and the
corresponding neglect of, or contempt for, craftmanship as useless
and irrelevant, and not only with respect to ballhandling:

The point of work activities was to do them, not necessarilyto
do them well. By the second day of school, many children’- .
hastily finished their_assigned tasks in order to join their’
friends playing with toys. During music, for example, the .
teacher exhirted the children to sing loudly. Neither tuneful- ~ :
ness, thythm, purity of tone nor mood were mentioned tothe: .
children or expected of them. Tt was their enthusiastic and -
lusty participation which was required. Similarily, the teacher
accepted any child’s art project on which sufficient time had
. beenspent, The assigned taske werecompulsory and identical, . ™
+ and, ip_accepting all finished products, the teacher often -
aecepted poor or shoddy work. The acceptance of such work
nullified any notion of excellence as an evaluative category. -

«  Diligence, perserverance, chedience and participation were
rewarded, These are characteriatics of the children, not of their
work. In this way, the notion of éxcellence was separated from
that of successful or acceptable work and replaced by the crite- |
rion of adequate participation.'t

o

This uriconcern with the excellence of student performance has its

counterpart in teachers’ attitudes toward their own work, in the

no‘%’s of the profession itself. Gerald Grace, in a masterful work

calledl Teachers, Ideology and Control, discusses the evolution and
development of the British urban public school as the means of
civilizing and controlling the undersocialized—from the point of
view of their middle-class neighbors and prospective employers—
ang unruly children obliged by the industrialization of Britain to
dwell in unfamiliar and often squalid cities.!” Recalling Charles
Dickens’ descriptions of the gradgrinding little private enterprises ¢
itreplaced, one cannot deny the improvement. However, the verba-
tim accounts of dialogue between teachers and students in such
articles .as Viv Furlong’s “Interaction Sets in the Classroom:
‘Towards a Study of Pupil Knowledge,” and Martyn Hammersley's
“The Mobilization of Pupil Attention,” certainly raige a question as
to whether that improvementis as much in the intellectualasin the
hygienic==mental and physical-~level of the classroom.'$ In any
case, Grace, in his study of how “good” teachers are defined by their
administrativesuperordinatesin ten British inner-city schools con-
eludes that “few teachers were selected for the quality of their

" pedagogic work as such and very few for introducing significant
changes in ecither curriculum or evaluation procedure. . . . " (p.
165); and “In only @ minority of the schools was the emphasis in
tvpification of good teachers strongly upon the quality of class-
room teaching or pedagogic skill as such. . . . " (p. 167; italics in
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both cases Grace’s). What is demanded and prized is something
quite different, which Grace notes when ‘the role of the urban
_teacher is first defined, and which has not changed much in func-
tion, though it has become somewhat less harsh in atyle:
In many ways thegood teacher of the urban working class
epitomized asocial and cultural antithesis to theimputed char:
| acteristics of the class among which she worked. Againstvala.
tility and impulsiveness the good teacher counterposed
steadiness and perseverance; against religious or political
o enthusiasms, ‘an ideological blandness; against lawlessness .
and rebellion, an inspiration to respectablility; againat native
| wit and unsocialized intelligence, an_embodiment of disci-
plined study. The good teacher of theurban working class was;.
4, thus, seen to be the effective agent and countervailing influ:
\ ence against anarchy in all its forms.'?

. Itis possible, of course, to argue—as most structural functionalists
. would—that even if all this is true, it does the schools no discredit.
" The lack of emphasis on excellence often is justified as a means of
« ' protecting children from feelings of inferiority and the experience
: ' of failure, at whatever eost to their opportunity to realize thepoten-
- tial they may actually have and to learn something more realistic
about who they arein the world. At amore sophisticated, oratleast
sophistical, level one may argue against demanding excellence on
ideological grounds, i.e., that the standards of excellence are them-
: gelves ideologically biased. This is not, however, altogether true.
Ideological bias does, of course, affect standards of excellence, but
it is relatively unimportant there if it can be prevented from deci-
sively influencing decisions about what it is important to be excel-
lent at. Basketball handling may or may net be preferable to
streetfighting as an item to beincluded in thé curriculum, hidden or
revealed—and that is an ideological decision. But there is'no_real
i difficulty in deveéloping and justifying performance standards in
E . either activity, quite distinct from the relative value to be assigned
o to each. The same thing can be said of rock music -and=but not
versus—chamber musie. Science fiction may or may not be a more
important genre for young people to be taught to appreciate than
the novel, but Ursula Le Guin, though pretty good, ain't no Doris
Lessing. Generally speaking, this is a false issue, I think. ‘
But a more fundamental and troublesome argument—the fanda-
mental ene for functionalism—is that, after all, the schools do
prepare children to accept, function in, and‘sometimes flourish in.
the society that actually exists, which enly the most romantic
would deny is what they actually need. The schools are what
society requires; théy meet its demands and prepare their pupils to
do so. 1 am not impressed by this. As Randall Collins succinetly .
observes in The Credential Society: “The‘system’ does not‘need’ or

IToxt Provided by ERI




Yor.

S '
" @2 / Edgar 2, Friedenberg

‘demand’ a certain kind of performance. it needs what it gets,
because ‘it’ is nothing more than a slipshod way of talking about
the way things happen to be atthe time. How hard people work, and
with what dexterity and cleverness, depends on how much other
people canrequire them to do and on how much they can dominate
other people.”® It isn’t as simple as that, to be sure~we do all -
possess a degree of free will and autonomy and, like Archimedes,

_ could move the earth if we had a place to stand, though thisis not

why his principle is taught in high school. But against the full
weight of hegemony, major alternatives are unlikely to present
themselves as possibilities. Rebellion, itself, is channeled and
molded by hegemony. The climax of Willis’ Learning to Labour is

- provided by his insight that it is precisely the rebellious loyalty of

the working class secondary school students who call themselves
“the lads,” their macho and anti-intellectualism that develop in
angry reaction to the humiliations of schooling, that tie them most

. firmly in their place and fix them in their station in life.2* Their

employers require neither conformity nor affection of them, just a
life-style and a set of attitudes that will keepthem from escaping or
tooling up their minds to raise the really threatening Q\faf;)ns.

1 had hoped, when 1 undertock to prepare this paper, to include
within it some striking comparisons and contrasts between Ameri- -
ean and Canadian practice in schooling, and relate these to cultur-
al differences, gince authority and its symbols are generally far
with better, if self-
defeating, grace. But as I thought throughithis topic I came to
realize that to expeet this difference to be reflected in consistently
more oppressive school practice would be to miss my central point;
and, indeed, I know of no evidence that would support such a
generalization.

Canadian schools don't have to be more eppressive, because
Canada, itself, is so much more like a school. Members of Parlia-
ment are excluded from the Chamber and made, I suppose, to stand
in the corridor for the day if they call another member a liar—even
if the fact that he is one is highly germane to the point at issue.
Aversion to any possible threat of disorder is so profound that it hﬁfb)
go far frustrated any effort to entrench even a minimal Bill of
Rights in the propesed Canadian Constitution; the provineial pre-
miers have taken the federal government to court in an effort te
bleck the process the Prime Minister has invoked, largely, though
not solely, beeanse he has refused to delete the very modest and
conditional charter of ﬂghts it would provide.

Instead, if vou live in Canada you settle for the tolerance and
goodwill of autherities who accept traditishal limits as a means of
maintaining their autherity but sometimes panic and throw their
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weight around, as when Trudeau invoked the War Measures Act
and had nearly 400 people rounded up, none of whom was later
_charged with an offense, at four o'clock one October morning in
1970, under the clause that gave him power fo suppress “appre-
hended insurregtion.” Nobody was shot or even beaten; it's just a
question of showing who's in charge and notletting them get out of

* hand in the firat place. Just like school, except you never graduate.

This is not, perhaps, the year in which to insist that American

society is less -authoritarian and more liberty-loving than

Canadian—~though I think it is. But it is certainly:more anarchis
and admits of more vatiety, which means that therearemore ways
of resisting it and more opportunities to do so. American young-
stets are far leas likely than Canadian—though perhaps no longer
less likely than British—to internalize the commands of “that vast
intellectual police force, set to watch over . . . their minds;” and
many classrooms teday resemble Matthew Arnold’s darkling
plain, swept by confused alarms of struggle and flight, whereigneo-
rant armies clash by night. Arnold’s papa would not have permit-

ted this sort of thing at Rugby. Far more develop a kind of armed -

truce between teacher and students, precisely as Willis and Furlong
have deseribed. Perhaps few teachers any longer think of them:
selves as wielding much autherity, though thiy still feel as if they
need it in order to do their job. And eonsidering what their job is,
and has been since mass schooling developed, they may be right.
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