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Abstract:

The contemporary recasting of education as a maleecommodityand ¢
formal, institutional activity has had serious oemsences for schole
working as philosophers and historians of educatiour own experienc
both forms of “reductionism” have made it incregdyndifficult for us to
argue for the retentionf@ourses that sustain a broader linkage bet\
education and the human condition within teachercation programme
Because of the predominant misperception among mémur colleague
that what we do is actually extraneous to the “tmadiness” of @aching
teachers how to become “good educators,” our releactivities hav
likewise been called into question. Historical anghilosophica
understandings no longer appear “relevant” to #eds of the institution—
and even to the field itself. By outlng what we do within our own teachi
practice, we illustrate how students’ exposurehm liistory and philosopf
of education contributes powerfully to a betteeimfied andcritically
conscious teaching profession.
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Contextualizing the Problem of Accommodation

The purpose of our paper is to highlight some ef phoblems we have encountered
within our School of Education as staff working philosophy and history of
education respectively. Before doing so, howeuers inecessary to provide some
preliminary comments. What we want to also malearclkt this point is that the
problems we have experienced are not peculiar tmwua institution—the School of
Education at the University of Waikato. Unforturlgig¢hey are symptomatic of the
shortcomings we see in most New Zealand tertianga&iibnal institutions.

uUntil relatively recently in New Zealand, Educati®tudies Departments were
traditionally housed in the Arts and HumanitiesSocial Science faculty in one of the
six provincial universities dotted throughout theuntry. Education was a recognised
sub-discipline of History, Philosophy, PsychologydaSociology, and valued for its
unique contribution to a broad range of issuestirgao justice, human rights and
freedom. By contrast, teacher training institusieras they were known in those
days—operated as stand-alone entities dedicattetmore “practical” enterprise of
professional teacher training and curriculum deliveThis was a situation that
predominated until the 1970s when higher rates mfmployment and a sluggish
economy put pressure on the population to retrairpskill. As a result of this greater
competitive environment, various alliances werenfed between the teachers’
colleges and the universities, heralding the mawveatds further enhancing teaching
as a profession by making it a “degreed” vocatitirwas then but a small step for the
training establishments to adopt the nomenclatiréColleges” or “Schools of
Education” to signal these advances. By the en@Qff7, all Colleges will have
merged with the University in their respective tegiOur own institution, the School
of Education at the University of Waikato, underiviée merger in 1993. Both of us
were former staff members of an Education Studiegatment based in the Faculties
of Arts and Social Sciences.

Another change that has impacted on the natureevi Kealand society since the
1980s— one that has had an enormous impact upamitersities in particular, and
education in general—has been the embrace of mealibpolicy and practice.
Underpinned by a return to a classical liberalggophy that maintained the inherent
worth of freedom in individual affairs, neolibesalh was also predicated on a
naturalistic, Darwinian thesis of the inherent ealf competition within a society.
State intervention in human affairs needed to ke teea minimum, according to this
thesis, with the unlawful interference in the pewdoaffairs of private citizens a
touchstone of this philosophy. Of course, “citizg@ps now meant something
different too. Within the neoliberal regime, a leosontractual relationship of non-
interference towards ones neighbours’ freedom ceplathe previous “weightier”
expectation that a duty of care or obligation eddbwards a collective.

Both college and university mergers and the gradomdlementation of a “free
market” philosophy and management regime within tieiary education sector
worldwide are moves that have had an adverse affetite Arts and Human Sciences
in particular. As Australian commentators Elizab&hllen, Simon Robb and Jane
Kenway (2004) have recently argued, in defencetsfand humanities courses within
the academy more generally, all those disciplirt@sfly concerned with “engaging
the mind” and “fashioning the intellect” naturalfgil the test of legitimacy when
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measured against the narrowly pragmatic and comatigreigid criteria that have
come to determine the value of knowledge. As sugdem their paper “Creative
Destruction’: Knowledge Economy Policy and the Fetaf the Arts and Humanities
in the Academy,” all tertiary sector providers haween forced to pay homage to a
“knowledge economy” paradigm with devastating resédr those in the Arts. Now
that departments within most universities operatéirrdependent cost centres” with
the expectation that they are financially viabl@sjrthe penalty for working in a field
now perceived no longer “relevant” to students, basn departmental and staff
retrenchment. In our own institution, for examg,jobs were lost in 2005, many of
which came from departments within the Faculty ofsfand Social Sciences. The
one and only Art History specialist lost her joledent layoffs within the University
of Auckland last year have markedly diminished skending of English within that
university’s offerings.

What these examples illustrate is how the posttovignd techno-economic nature of
the existing concept of education has put the @ousrely on those working within

the Arts and Humanities to continually justify thalue” of what they do. And here,

“value” means “economically valuable™—a utilitariaand pragmatic form of

measurement where the “extra value-addedness” efsadiscipline becomes the
benchmark for its inclusion within the universitg#ferings.

To take another contemporary example of what wel ¢haiks problem of
accommodationthat is, of this need to couch one’s argumentfenlanguage of the
dominant economic-rationalist discourse in ordertfiem to be heard—we only have
to look at the debate about global warming. A réaeport commissioned by the
British Treasury to look at the long-term finandialplications of the problem hit the
headlines recently. Known as the Stern Review—aieNicholas Stern, a former
chief economist with the World Bank—the October @0@port pointed out the
extremely direeconomicconsequences of governments continuing to ignbee t
problem of global warming (Her Majesty’s TreasuBQ06). Despite a decade of
previous warnings having been made by scientiséely concerned about the
environmental and humanitarian effects of globafmiag on the ecology of the
planet, here was a report that finally spoke tolavtgaders in a language that they
could understand: the language of economics! Owmlycdsting in dollar terms the
probable impact to national economies of ignorimg problem of continuing carbon
emissions have nations now been forced to takessine seriously.

This problem of accommodation is the problem we twarsignal in relation to our
own research and teaching activities within thdgsloiphy and history of education. It
is especially troublesome because we experiencejusbtthis one dimension of
accommodation—the need to advertise ¢benomicmerits of our sub-discipline in
terms of the “transferable skills” each is seeonffer—but we also have to battle the
dominant schooling focusf the institution which has resulted in “educatideing
equated solely with “classroom teaching” and “afalds schooling.” By implication,
philosophy of education scholarship is constantiyglated to a study of “classroom
philosophies,” just as the history of educatiorpisdominantly thought of as “the
historical study of schools and schooling.” Givédmatt most curriculum specialists
argue their own curriculum-based study examineshdsting traditions” and
“classroom philosophies,” the question as to whyhier time and energy needs to be
devoted to allegedly “repetitious” philosophy orstory of education courses is
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perpetually being raised among our colleagues—witlom we are seen to be “in
competition” for students!

The competitive situation has certainly become exaated for us since 1999 when
the Waikato School of Education decided it wouldarger offer a four-year generic
Bachelor of Education degree, choosing insteadotovert the existing Diploma of
Teaching into a three-year Bachelor of Teachindificetion. Largely legitimated as
a response to the then-perceived threat by thergment of the day to fund only a
three-year teaching qualification, a move appealtog students who would
correspondingly face a three-year rather than eyear debt, the inevitable occurred.
The change of nomenclature played into the handbeobld teachers’ college staff
who by far outnumbered the merged Arts and HunmemEducation Studies refugees.
Because former college staff occupied the top-ledrhinistrative positions within
the School, the change heralded a perfect oppoyttori programme co-ordinators to
exclude any courses from the new degree that wetreseen to deal directly with
curriculum-related matters. Departmental restructur accompanied this
programming as well. Departments were to be organiaround school-based
curriculum subjects, with staff from the old EduoatStudies Department being split
into two departments seen more in keeping with gredominant business of the
School—teacher “education.”

Bullen and her colleagues wrote their article—ashaee ours—because they felt that
far more than their jobs were being compromisedhey institutional changes they
perceived. The benefits of an arts and humanigespgective on education has always
been the insights it offers about what a societyesmand why. It allows us to think
about our lives as a focal point for examining ariay of overt and covert
“educational” forces. Since this type of inquisyas much concerned with who we
might become as it is with who we already arekég strength is to equip us with the
necessary conceptual supports upon which we migge bur collective and personal
decision-making. Questions of social justice, humghts and constraints upon our
freedom of thought and imagination are centrahts inquiry. If a nation is to profess
any degree of commitment to the concept of “denmgfahen such inquiry is vital
for effective citizenship. The corollary (sadly) tfe loss of this broader linkage
between education and the human condition in teasthécation programmes within
New Zealand is that many supposedly “educationedgmmmes are blinded by their
own conceptual shortcomings to the potentially hoimiag and democratising aspect
that defines education as a liberatory and ontestfoamative discipline.

Perhaps the greatest irony of our own situatiadhas the problems we face within our
institution provide us with the examples needetiustrate the danger of the potential
loss of broader philosophical and historical ingsghvithin the teaching profession.
Discussion of the institutional censorship we eigrere provides us with the very
“issues” we explore in one of the few Bachelor ei€hing offerings our department
still maintains. This is a compulsory Part 2 couraed “Social Issues in Aotearoa/
New Zealand Education.” Backgrounding this probleihaccommodation, to prompt

our students to think of education in other thaaneenic or schooling terms, is the
elected strategy of “educational recovery” thatoimis our combined teaching
endeavours. Here, we emphasize the merits of amattve paradigm in which the
benefits of a social and politically-oriented, icatly-reflective standpoint are

acknowledged in relation to a reinvigorated con@éat vibrant democratic society.
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Education asa Culturally Deter mined Concept

Although we have been tertiary teachers for 15 @fidyears respectively, it is
nonetheless still surprising that the majority of students are oblivious to the way in
which their existing thought patterns about edweratct to restrict their intellectual
capacity for open inquiry into “educational isstideir own blindness to the way in
which their mind is a product of a history of sd@ad cultural sculpturing provides
us with a natural starting point from which to oduce the idea that education is
inevitably a culturally determined concept.As we discuss in our introductory
sessions, a concept of education has already sse&imad in their choice of a career
as a teacher, just as it has already been assumtbdii perception of education as a
predominantly formal and institutional teachingrleéag enterprise. It is through an
initial examination of the normativity and resil@n of these perceptions that we
expose the power of language itself in the advaeocerr curtailment of critical
inquiry. As a former colleague, Graham Oliver, @agun a 1998 paper written
expressly to profile this issue, the problem isdeologicalone. It is essentially the
result of the way in which our reality has beenpgthby a dominant economic and
political logic that reinforces certain “good lifgdreferences. Two further readings
develop this point. Karen Bohlin’s (2000) and MatthAltman’s (2004) concerns
echo Oliver’s and centre on the contemporary emosfcour capacity to choose what
is “worthy,” independent of social sanctioning. Tieust of each of their essays, as
outlined below, is that democratic citizenship iswgly undermined when the
opportunity is withheld from individuals to questidhe very conceptualisation of
education that serves as their telos. All thred@st see philosophical thought as an
indispensable prerequisite to genuine liberatoncaton.

The ideological reduction of education

Oliver describes the reduction of education to stihg within our everyday
discourse and rationality as a “deep prejudicet #mves to undermine our broader
thinking about education’s potential role in theking of humanity. As he argues, our
entire social psyche is the product of an “educétithat remains seriously under-
theorized when our focus is restricted to an iastihal world of schools and
classrooms. Despite what appears to be concretemgnt that education is linked in
a very real sense to questions about democracygianehship, Oliver warns that such
ambitions will nonetheless become hamstrung bypsior beliefs about what both
concepts mean to us in practical terms.

By way of illustrating this dilemma, if we all belre that the measure of a successful
democracy can be gauged by the provision of uréeascess to formal learning
institutions and quality programmes, our future teamplation of democracy and
education will remain fettered by this a priorialtegical conjunction. Accordingly, if
we believe that more schooling provision necessaruates to an expansion of what
might be termed “the democratic impulse of societhen we will subsequently be
disinclined to speculate further about the natdrdemocracy itself. In other words,
judging the measure of “democracy” by this simplisempirical measure of
democratic presence will negate any broader coratida of the concept.
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As Oliver suggests, in Wittgensteinian fashion, lihets of our languagelo set the
ideological limits to our worldview. As the abovexaenple demonstrates, our
perception of the world is not merely the produgbravate and independent meaning-
making but attests very powerfully to the sociabnstructed nature of our language
and ideas. In relation to educational analysi®lager’'s work highlights, we can only
ever hope to engage in genuine educational dismusgiwe take as our central
understanding the notion that “human agency” slfitslways coloured by an array of
discursive and extra-discursive prejudices. Onhabtgpting what is essentially a non-
reverential attitude towards the verities of thesent is it possible to detect the
multiple forms of ideological governance that cdngt our contemporary modes of
rationality.

Oliver concludes that the history of “education”asmuch as we understand the
term today—resembles more the practicéndbctrinationthan the genuine exercise
of liberal values; if by “liberal” we understandetidlefence of the right of individuals
to freely choose their own “worthy purpose.” Sushthe nature of the political and
economic undercurrents that structure everydaykitgn that the very idea of
education being focused on activity chosen primdal“nurture the soul” and to lead
it beyond “life’'s external trappings” seems an géther outmoded proposition
(Bohlin, 2000).

In Oliver's view however, the measure of our conmant to democracy must be
judged exclusively on the basis of whether our atlanal thinking is designed to
foster self-consciously critical thought. As hesdgeand to paraphrase Dewey, unless
the goal of educational purpose begins with thecgge of nurturing a capacity to
reflect on whatever “hems the self in,” any subsequencouragement to exercise
one’s powers of good reasoning or practical wisdwithbe doomed from the start.
By implication, genuine educational initiatives daa distinguished from counterfeit
purpose and practice only by the extent to which aanceptualisation of what is
“educational” is first scrutinized in a self-consasly critical fashion.

Against indoctrination and the closure of the sbomnd

Complementing Oliver’s thesis, Karen Bohlin (200@minds us that the aim of
education in Socratic thought had always been thesuit of self-criticality and
personal transformation. Seen traditionally as amaeo fortify a community against
its own short-sighted culture and customs, Bohtindemns today’s education for our
collectiveincapacityfor such “against the grain” thought. She conauth Oliver's
observations that the self-gratuitous pursuit ofalte and power has come to
dominate popular notions of “the good life” to thietual exclusion of every other
lifestyle aspiration. As Bohlin sees things, thasloof elasticity in our ability to
determine our own vision of the good is symptomafti@ dangerous closure of the
social mind. In this respect, Bohlin’s barometer é®tecting social closure is the
inability of the present generation to contempkatearray of “good lives” because of
their incommensurability with mainstream values. atVllisturbs her most about
humanity’s bid to govern itself has been the Idssubstantive reflection consolidated
in the economic-technical rationality charactecisti the age. Because economics and
technology remain strenuously indifferent to thalreature of the demands they
actually serve—the human demands of real humargbehshe argues, in essence,
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that we mistakenly equate “human potential” witkdromic potential,” thinking that
by attending to one, the requirements of the cdihemecessarily satisfied.

Directing her focus specifically towards higher ealion, Bohlin cites the dubious
course advice offered by various enrolment adwisangluding some of her
colleagues—as the clearest evidence of this typewiusion. Bemoaning what could
be construed as institutional support for the adopof a state of unreflective
passivity, she argues for a return to the centgbgse of educational endeavour—a
concern with the formation of our own ontology dnat' she terms the “schooling of
desire.” Rather than putting the primary focus @meer preparation or vocational
training, Bohlin contends that humanity would be better served if our teaching
efforts were directed towards larger questions altloel nature of human aspiration
and the desirability ultimately of our vocationaflyiven ambitions. In her view,
students would then be in a much stronger posibaommit themselves to a worthy
set of goals, having first interrogated the typésatisfactions likely to accrue from
their actual pursuit. Characterising our present-dandset as one which allows
people the freedom to choose, but nothoose wellthe purpose of her article is to
question the false economy of this educational na/op

Philosophy as the practice of freedom

Matthew Altman also addresses these issues in &erp “What's the Use of
Philosophy? Democratic Citizenship and the Directiof Higher Education.”
Motivated to write his essay because of his diggaileout the market-driven
accommodations that have severely undermined bapline, he agrees with Bohlin
that the value or worth of an enterprise shouldb@judged merely by its popularity.
Because our desires are essentially blind to “wbitle need to critically reflect on
the nature of our preferences in order to estalbtisheffect of our desires on who we
might become. As Altman reminds us, philosophy as fore valuable than is
generally portrayed by contemporary logic. Althoubk discipline has been largely
reduced to a utilitarian subject in our own timishim, its greatest value is to assist
humanity in its quest to consider what it valuestrio contemplate its contemporary
identity in light of these broader goals and agjuire.

The point of philosophy is therefore not to cordale students’ accommodation to
the contemporary normative settlements of societly rather to provoke them to
attain enough critical intellectual distance frohege settlements to encourage a
genuine spirit of self-scepticism. As Altman seeshe starting point of educational
inquiry must be the interrogation of existing notiva representations of both
education and knowledge. Recognising that theiuggon to a commodity has had
serious consequences for both teaching and learhimgrgues that the purpose of
philosophy must be to stimulate minds to considerimpoverishment of this type of
thinking. His key concern is that students canmotdught to assume the role of critic
and conscience of society when the sole motivatoorfurthering their studies has
been to foster their own personal and economiaimistances.

It is precisely the extent to which universitiesldg have embraced a commercial
function that Altman argues has led to the ovemmton of education as a
“provision” and the under-promotion of its “ontorfoative” character. Insisting
throughout his paper that the educational relalignsust be wholly respectful of the
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moral nature of the enterprise that it professesefwesent, Altman employs Paulo
Freire’s concept of “banking education” in his effoto clarify the anomaly between
the stated purpose of philosophers and their actaasroom practice. In his opinion,
the prevalence of a predominantly technical origonato the teaching of philosophy
inspired by a market-driven interpretation of knedge and learning has seriously
militated against the very spirit of enquiry thaash historically informed the
discipline. He concludes his discussion by reitegathat this dangerous and non-
interactive view of study and learning is more elegeristic of an “ideology of
oppression” than one of liberation.

Freire’s education for “being”

At this point in our course, we offer students asaatment of readings that allow
them to examine Paulo Freire’s ideas directly (€rel972a, 1972b, 1976, 1985,
1993, 1997, 1998a, 1998b; Freire & Macedo, 1988318reire & Shor, 1987). The
advantage of Freire’s distinctive account of edocatis that it not only links
education to the broader development of mankina/s teing” but it also harbours a
sophisticated theory of power and its ideologicatl anaterial manifestation. To
Freire, education is an expressly “political” venetuThis connection is a crucial one,
given that the majority of our students have neasidered education as a political
activity. Once they begin to contemplate how tloein life’'s choices are the product
of “politics,” then they can start to re-examine&l @nd familiar ideas in a new and
socially critical fashion. In particular, they begto understand that our existing
educational and cultural preferences are neithsolate nor given. This awareness
promotes the corresponding message that cultumehisman construction, subject to
the possibility of challenge and change.

To explain this connection between “politics” aretilication” in a condensed form,
Freire views the way education is conceived asptiogluct of a variety of political
forces acting within society. Political, here, meafwholly man-made”—and
therefore indicative of the ideological preferen@sl agendas of various human
agents. However, ideas are nait “ideas.” Rather, they are understandings that have
become concretised by virtue of their influence twe formal and informal
arrangements that structure a society. In this ection, viewing society and culture
historically as a constructed entity can be reteteemore generally as an “historical
materialist” way of viewing the world. It is an ¢ak that allows us to better
understand the socially manufactured nature of hbhman settlements that now
endure. Because it allows us to regard our sodradtges as the outcome of a
political contest, it is a perspective that alseites us to comprehend the nature of
this contest, and the depths to which these carigins extend.

Freire’s understanding of the man-made nature lbdiah and social construction, and
the material power of the ideas we hold, opensha&pground that enables him to
challenge a variety of dominant assumptions. Intreaimstinction to those on the
Right who believe that humans are inherently coitipetcreatures—a belief that
correspondingly serves to justify the unequal tresdt of individuals and to defend
today’s market-based economics—Freire regards “etithgeness” as the product of
behaviours encouraged by our social structuresh \fiese same social structures
responsible for the consolidation of the divisiaml inequalities that subsequently
arise, the purpose of education must be to unceweh distortions and to dispute the
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“naturalised” nature of such claims. To Freire’sywd thinking, the very condition
for our future life is wholly dependent upon oupaaity to reject the fatalism implied
by this type of deterministic thinking. In this g, his historical materialist
viewpoint fully informs his views on ontology: ontp the extent that we are fully
conscious of our ability to “make ourselves” andriame” our world are we actually
able to do so.

The implications of this thesis are significant.d®rwe begin to realise that our so-
called individualistic and competitive characteraistually the product of our own

making—that is, when we recognise it as an ideckdgportrait of society articulated

to conserve the existing privileges of a certaictae that of society and the
inequalities of others—then space is opened upafarounter-cultural vision of

progressive social reconciliation based on the goeation of alternative ways of
relating. Indeed, Freire’s concept of “being” autha vision of intelligent co-

operation among humans based on a thesis of actdep@ersonhood.

To explain this connection between being and mgradimong all the species of the
planet, Freire argues that it is only the humarciggethat is unique in its ability to
modify its desires and behaviours and to reflecirufne nature of its own humanity.
In keeping with this line of argument, what theslad this capacity for self-reflection
means is nothing short of the loss of “humanitySelf. In other words, “self-
consciousness” is a “marker” for humanity itself—amang that if this “potential” for
humans to “become” is never actualised, then we {ekat we claim to be unique
about “humanity” itself. Based on such assumptidimsjre conceptualises his vision
of education as a deepening of humanity’s sensdsobwn powers of “being.”
Although much more could be said about Freire’svgi®n “being” and “education,”
all we want to signal here is that Freire’s workisalidates the concerns of the other
authors. Of particular significance is the conctrat the conventional usage of the
term “education” has become nothing but a synonynuficritical socialisation.

Moving from Freire’s critical analysis of schoolinpe next component of the course
encourages our students to consider the purpossclodoling within industrial
societies. By developing an understanding of th& rhat formal schooling
institutions were meant to play by their incepttmoth globally and locally, we invite
an assessment of the extent to which these purpasesworked either for or against
the concept of education our previous authors havecated.

Historical Studiesin Education

The main focus for historians of education has bwaditionally to explore and
account for the establishment and growth of schofités is in many ways hardly
surprising, given the considerable personal andtiqall faith invested over many
generations in schools (regardless of the levelhstitutions ostensibly dedicated to
fostering the individual and collective developmentthose persons entrusted into
their care. As the “deschoolers” demonstrated ssuasively in the 1960s and 1970s,
such faith translated into an inability or reluctaron the part of many people closely
associated with schools, both public and privateyiew education in other than
strictly institutional and administrative terms.
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In our jointly taught course, students come toisealhat once politicians and other
interested parties began to identify schools osgdmins best able to promote certain
ideologies—as they were doing increasingly fromlé#te 19th century—they became
firm converts to the cause of compulsory school(sge, e.g., Campbell, 1941;
McKenzie, Lee, & Lee, 1996). It was, of course, timag for schools to be erected in
a given community, into which youth might move fam indeterminate period, but
quite another foall boys and girls to be required by law to enrol aechain at a
school. The rationale for the latter scenario hadbe¢ broadly compelling. Because
early debate focused on the best ways to prepawhyfor their forthcoming
citizenship as workers, neighbours, and homemakelgols were seen increasingly
as the best institutions to fulfil this role. Thevas no better place to introduce pupils
to certain areas of knowledge sanctioned by thee Stad/or by a legally recognised
education authority, thus preventing them from gngwp “in absolute ignorance”
and descending into “absolute brutishnedséw Zealand Parliamentaripebates
[NZPD|, Vol. 24, 1877, p.32).

During debate on an Education Bill (1871) in thewN&ealand House of
Representatives, for example, some politicians—hbiptdohn Bathgate—declared
that “it was much better to pay the schoolmastantthe gaoler’ NZPD, Vol.10,
1871, p.208). These types of sentiments tendeck tavilely echoed during the late
19th century because of a desire on the part ofyraatesmen to utilise the fledgling
schooling system to educate youth en masse. Arshexeal a number of claims from
various politicians to the effect that schooling thation would ensure a broad
measure of democracy would be safeguarded for #w generation (see, e.g.,
William Russell,NZPD, Vol. 25, 1877, p.207). To this end, the politiciand former
Colonial Secretary Daniel Pollen confidently tolarFament:

In a democratic community like this, the possigilbf the maintenance of
democratic institutions as they ought to be manadi depends upon the
intelligence of the people, and it is in the instseof the state to provide that
intelligence with the means of civilisation [thrduffee and compulsory primary
schooling]. NZPD, Vol. 26, 1877, p.119)

The correlation between reducing illiteracy througiiimary schooling and
minimising crime was accepted uncriticalM4PD, Vol.24, 1877, p.32), as was the
belief that existing social class divisions wouldhohish if not disappear altogether
once a common schooling system was operating ésge Mackey, 1967; McKenzie,
1975). Predictably, the political pressure to aeat State-controlled, nationwide
system of primary schooling rapidly gained momentwas did the tendency for
uniformity in schooling and its administration tedome an end in itself (Mackey,
1967; Webb, 1937). Only a minority of commentataese willing to state publicly,
as Leicester Webb subsequently noted, that “thera point at which the very
completeness and efficiency of the administrativacihme becomes inimical to the
true spirit of education” (1937, p.7). James Bownas one of several politicians who
remained convinced however that “uniformity in ateyn of education is as great an
advantage as uniformity in a railway gaugeZPD, Vol.26, 1877, p.132).

George Grey, twice former Governor-General of Neealand, adopted a more

pragmatic and critical approach when appointed meifPrime Minister) of New
Zealand. His willingness to contemplate the daigd of teachers and pupils under
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the proposed State primary school system post-18Y¥Grey to conclude that they
were unlikely to flourish in such a regimented ingional environment:

[Under the 1877 Education Bill] there is an attertiptreduce learning to one
dead level. There is to be one class of teachdiréramed in the same class
imparting but one set of ideas, and their teacksng be regulated according to
the wishes of Inspectors who, also, are of one chdulgreat evil will be done to
the country by such a systeM4PD, Vol. 25, 1877, p.233)

Schooling under Scrutiny

As explained to our students, such concerns didcatitthe statusof schools into
guestion—merely theiactivities This was also true of the criticisms levelled at
schools some 50 years later, for example, by adormirector of Education, John
Caughley (1921-1927), and Frederick Bakewell, are@tsenior primary school
inspector. Caughley lamented the fact that fortéar many pupils and teachers the
primary school curriculum was “regarded as a listecessary items of knowledge or
training” and that the syllabus was “literally alleotion like the stock-in-trade of a
shop” (1928, p.37). In advocating a move away fftmnk[ing] in terms of subjects
and courses and schools” (p.44) whenever educataan(or is) being discussed, he
urged teachers and other parties not to see yauthdaviduals to be experimented
with and/or manipulated. Critical of the way boyxlayirls were treated like “elastic
receptacle[s] into which and from which unlimiteglagtity and variety can be poured
and extracted” (pp.37-38), Caughley upheld a vieiwthe child as “a human
personality with a destination of his [or her] ow(p’.44). He was adamant that once
teachers, school officials and other interestediggono longer saw a student as “a
new specimen to be dealt with from divergent pooftyiew by each operator who
takes him [or her] into his [or her] laboratory”.4g) theneducation not instruction,
would rightly gain ascendancy.

Although Caughley clearly understood that schoachers and pupils in late 19th
and early 20th century New Zealand society werenofiusily engaged in activities
that were not necessarily educational, he nonetbelel not support their wholesale
abandonment. The same was true of Bakewell. Rafteet retirement on his work as
an inspector of schools for the Wellington educatahistrict, Bakewell likewise
remarked on the frequency with which pupils werensand treated as “lump[s] of
clay to be forcibly moulded or rather pounded ittie particular shape that might
meet with the approval of the authorities of timeeti (Bakewell, 1928, p.51). Several
decades prior to the publication of Paulo Frei@iticisms of the dominance of a
“banking approach” to knowledge, learning and teaghBakewell was complaining
about the tendency for examination success to bated with high quality education.
Arguing that “totally false ideals of education™.§f) were created in the relentless
pursuit of impressive examination results, Bakewetincluded that excessive
uniformity—or “a monotonous level of attainment aertain special lines of
knowledge” (p.53)—was the unfortunate but predigtatbnsequence. He explained
the phenomenon as follows:

All [pupils] had to go through the same mill. Tleof was planed down to fit the
boot. The fitting of square pegs into round holesswot the only evil of the
system; worse evils...were the fitting of big peg® ismall holes and the fitting
of very small pegs into large ones. (p.53)

© Publications Committee, Faculty of Education, 200



12 Journal of Maltese Education Research Vol:2N007

The “educational horizon,” Bakewell shrewdly obsatyhad been “narrowed to the
limits of the class room” (p.53). Consequently, theef legacy of the 1877 Education
Act—Ilegislation allegedly designed to “make furtheend better provision for the
education of the [non-Maori] people in the ColoriyNew Zealand” (The Education
Act, 1877, p.109)—was that “education” was framathpologetically in formal
schooling terms. As argued in the first part o§tpaper, the results of the wholesale
adoption of this mode of thinking are not, and hagtbeen, resoundingly positive.

Miseducation and the Cult of Efficiency

As the above account suggests, a major purposehaoBng was to divert youth
away from unlawful or unproductive pursuits rattiean to encourage their powers of
criticality or counter-cultural thought. From thetd 19th century, social role selection
clearly became the dominant function of the schalich was regarded as the most
obvious or “natural” vehicle to identify and devel@alent.” Because of this role, and
the future benefits that strong academic performaatcschool offered to the more
able students, parents were often prepared toilctiédr more serious criticisms of
schools in pursuit of this narrowly prescribed gdiéel for their sons and daughters.
Nevertheless, as the Minister of Education Rex Mad®40-1946) reported, there
was a high price to be paid for viewing schooldhiis way. The introduction and
retention of a mass schooling model diot guarantee that children would always
benefit from their schooling:

In the old [late 19th and 20th century] days, wéthormous [primary school]
classes, it was scarcely possible to do other titeat children in the mass, to aim
the pedagogical blunderbuss at the so-called ‘geé@hild, and hope that those
who were not average were hit by a few of the fiyfiacts (Mason, 1945, p.11).

Our students’ understanding of this dilemma is tyesssisted by David McKenzie’'s
(1975, 1983, 1997) research into New Zealand ssharadl credentialling, and that of
Clarence Beeby (1956, 1984). Through an examinatidhis literature, they come to
appreciate how and why schools have shaped, anohgerio shape, students’ school
and post-school lives positively or otherwise. MoKie, for example, coined the
phrase “the cult of efficiency and miseducation99Z, p.47) in his study of school
examinations to describe this relationship—a refeship characterized by doctrines
of “scientific” assessment and managerialism, fastnal efficiency and
accountability within the schooling environmentdéed, a host of policy documents
released over the past two decades in New Zealam&—Ministry of Education’s
New Zealand Curriculum Framewo(®993),Education for the 22l Century(1994),
and Tertiary Education in New Zealan(998), and the Ministry of Commerce’s
(1999)Bright Future, 5 Steps Ahead—Making Ideas WorkNflew Zealandsee, e.g.,
Lee, Hill, & Lee, 2004; Lee & Lee, 1999)—is testinyoto the escalation of this
modern-day cult. Notwithstanding several criticisiis this orientation (Gordon,
1997; Lee, O'Neill, & McKenzie, 2004; McKenzie, 189 O'Neill, Clark, &
Openshaw, 2004), the official rhetoric of “growiagknowledge economy” has found
a receptive, uncritical audience in certain quartess the educational philosopher
James Marshall (2000) has perceptively observed.

© Publications Committee, Faculty of Education, 200



13 Journal of Maltese Education Research Vol:2N007

A timely (re)assessment of this type of rhetoriad ats underlying premises is
similarly engendered by reading Harold Benjamii839) superb educational fable,
the “Saber-Tooth Curriculum.” Significant debatetating to a range of educational
issues are canvassed through Benjamin’s accourithef first great educational
theorist and practitioner, New-Fist-Hammer-Make3.185). These include the
distinction between education and training; what ead ought not to count as
“knowledge” and the reasons behind the selectioaslenthe power and control
sought and exercised by different interest grougekisg to retain traditions and
practices or to critique and oppose them; and tation and dissemination of
educational myths. Each of these components isitedliin our “Social Issues in
Aotearoa/ New Zealand” course by means of litemtetating to the establishment
and evolution of schools in New Zealand societyid8nts thus come to appreciate
that schooling has never been free from controveasg that dissenting views of
“education” donot disappear automatically whenever access to scheolsdened
under the rubric of promoting equality of educasibapportunity or a related policy
initiative. As Benjamin rightly concluded, the coetipg claims of those whom he
labelled “radicals” and “traditionalists” (“wise @blmen”) will be articulated prior to
and following social, environmental, and educatioochange (Benjamin, 1939,
pp.190-191). As he freely conceded, such claimsladvalways be subject to ongoing
public scrutiny.

Additional weight is afforded to Benjamin’s thesig Arnold Campbell's (1941) and
C. E. Beeby’s (1984) accounts of the origins amty&vity of a particular approach to
“education” in 19th century New Zealand societynmpaell suggested that in their
adherence to familiar, conservative, ways of tmgkand acting, colonists privileged
“cultural continuity...[over] practical adaptation”1941, p.2). This orientation
resulted in “the geographical principle of adamtatto a new environment” (p.6)
being suspended for several generations, as Bd&I®34) also lamented. With mass
elementary schooling often regarded as a cureeallefery social and economic
problem from the late 19th century—particularly ghoattributed to an ignorant,
unschooled citizenry—it was widely viewed as “asurance against civil disorder”
(Campbell, 1941, p. 10) and a means to prepareesmiior their respective positions
in an expanding workforce. Yet, despite these $@rid vocational roles, there was a
definite limit to the State’s professed generositghe schooling domain throughout
the 19th century, because Charles Bowen (the dmaualf the 1877 Education Act)
had not endorsed fregost-primary schooling for the nation’s youth in his 1877
legislation NZPD, Vol.24, 1877, pp.32-37). Echoing this sentimelihn Mackey
concluded that politicians in 1877 had “conceivddite function of the common
school as an instrument for imparting merely tlemants of literacy,” in their general
desire to enhance the “usefulness” of the burgephiwer middle class (1967,
p.284).

Schools, Citizenship Training, and the World of ¥Wor

That education has been concerned more with pupigational preparation,
economic contributions and citizenship trainingrtiveith their personal, intellectual
and other flourishing is also clearly in evidenckew one explores New Zealand’s
“educational” past. Because pupil retention at N&galand primary schools post-
1877 had increased to an extent and at a ratentiotpated by the architects of the
1877 Act, parents and other groups began lobbyosi-primary school authorities
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and government to “open up” these fee-chargingitutgtns—district high school
secondary departments and technical high and sepprsdhools—to appropriately
certificated youth (McKenzie, Lee, & Lee, 1996; @pkaw, Lee, & Lee, 1993). More
schooling meant more opportunities and time forilsup be groomed for the world
of work and to receive the requisite amount ofzeitiship training. A “free place”
post-primary schooling system was subsequentlpdiiced between 1901 and 1905.
Although the move to extend free schooling to tkeosdary level began in rural
communities, chiefly because the bulk of New Zedlspopulation was located in
these districts, free places were eventually offeneurban centres.

The notion that schooling was an unconditional ‘@jowas certainly a message that
became reinforced in the civics textbooks apprdeetboth primary and post-primary

schools by the Department of Education. In one workulated to thousands of Form
3 and 4 (first- and second-year post-primary) pupsdm the early 1920s the authors,
Edward and Alan Mulgan, described the relation$l@fween “education” and “good

citizenship” in a young, socially and politicallprservative democracy as follows:

[It] benefits the individual by giving him knowledgand mental and moral
training, which make him a more efficient unit betcommunity and generally a
better citizen...because the community is made ua e@imber of units, which
act and react on one another. It also benefitsdliatry as a whole by making its
workmen (using the term to include all who work lwhand or brain) more
efficient and better able to compete with the waekmof other countries
(Mulgan & Mulgan, 1922, pp.70-71).

Five years later, in another civics textbook forrR@ and 4 pupils, Nellie Coad chose
to adopt a more utilitarian and conformist stancesthools and schooling. She
informed readers that “the real reason of the déhwas to show all pupils “how to
work and how to employ their leisure” (1927, p.@).Coad’s opinion, boys and girls
needed to show more gratitude for the excellenv@aig they received and for the
taxpayers’ generosity in ensuring they had freeesgdo all that the New Zealand
schooling system could offer them.

In spite of the pervasiveness of this instrumesitadipproach to schools and their
purpose, the Thomas Committee showed a clear sadter this orientation in their
1944 Report. Recommending that post-primary schatiorities and teachers should
revisit their activities and orientation to enstivey were properly educational in word
and deed (Department of Education, 1944), the Cdameniprioritised “the full
development of the adolescent as a person” (p.Bj prxeparing boys and girls for
their future roles of “worker, neighbour, homemalard citizen” (p.5). Although the
latter objective could never be completely ignordéide Committee nonetheless
outlined their educational philosophy in more gah&rms, declaring:

All post-primary pupils, irrespective of their vamg abilities and their varying
occupational ambitions, [should] receive a generamsl well balanced
education... In practice both personal needs andilsneieds have all too often
been pushed into the background, especially by @uan pressures...the
educative process has been restricted and distaedeithe result of economic
pressure, to the ultimate disadvantage not onlihefindividual, but of society
also. (p.5)
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Maintaining that for too long “attainments that ceeadily be marketed” (p.5)—

school qualifications—had governed teachers’ angilgulives to the detriment of

“[those] personal and intellectual qualities thaarknthe live...student” (p.8), the
committee declared that a change of direction wgenily needed. In this and other
respects they had undoubtedly been influenced dylitheral” views of the energetic

Director of Education, C. E. Beeby (1940-1960). kiep to emphasize the

educational potential of schools rather than theill-known ability to coach students
to pass high status public examinations in respadieseexternal demands, the
Committee concluded that education differed fromditional schooling

...in such things as intellectual curiosity and sty for ideas, in tenacity
and drive, in clarity and precision of thinking,flaxibility of mind, and capacity
of adjustment to novel needs and situations...[andrevipeople are not] denied
experiences that are needed for full and healtowtr. (p.8)

While historical and sociological research cleatgmonstrates that the Committee
were rather optimistic in their thoughts and recandations (see, e.g., Lee, Hill, &
Lee, 2004; McKenzie, 1983; Nash, 1980; O’Neill, 20@penshaw, Lee, & Lee,
1993), their report nonetheless stimulated debbtautaschool activities and their
respective educational merit. Sadly, despite then@ittee’s pleas that “educators”
ought generally to adopt a more political, phildsicpl, and sociological perspective
towards schooling, it would be accurate to say #hegtreat from such questions has
characterised the last sixty years of our educatitdevelopment.”

Evidence for this conclusion is not difficult tanfl. Given that the recently retired
Secretary for Education, Howard Fancy, was an ailtic and long-term advocate
of an outcomes-based approach to education, mankisofstatements reveal an
unassailable faith in a quantitative schooling nidkat allowed accurate “objective”
comparisons to be made between students’ attaismerdifferent OECD countries
(Fancy, 2004). Fancy’'s policy statements reveal the Ministry of Education saw
no alternative but to specify in detail the skillgJues, attitudes, and knowledge that
students needed to live successfully in the premedtfuture global society (see, e.g.,
Ministry of Education, 2002). That such statemeavese indispensable to high quality
education was further presupposed. Sentiments asithese are captured openly in
the Ministry of Education’s (2004) schooling stigte

Schooling Strategy Goal—Excellence and equity dtomes for all students:
To this end all students will leave school with #trwledge, skills, attitudes,
values, and sense of identity they need to entielir town lives and become
contributors and leaders in a 21st century wogdL{).

What seems to have been ignored in most officedalirse is the inevitable tendency
for policymakers in an age of perceived and/or feldnge” to privilege the tangible
and pragmatic, and whatever is more easily meayraber what can and ought to
be considered educational (see, e.g., Lee & Le89;1®arshall, 2000). In other
words, a thesis of passive accommodation effegtim@litates against the possibility
of educational restoration or recovery, with prémlide consequences for Freirean or
similar approaches to education. This was what Maksneant when he wrote about
“the subsumption of education” (2000, p.13) to exa forces. It was also what
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Christian Cole, a University of Sierra Leone academmay have had in mind when
he warned readers over 30 years ago:

[It is recognised that] society is going througpeaiod of rapid changes propelled by
advances in technology. The rapidity of changegmaat as it is with the desire for
an increase in material benefits, may tend to ewephasize the utilitarian much
more than other aspects of national [and persaealopment. This dilemma carries
with it the threat of dehumanisation....(1972, p.21)

Conclusion

It is against this background that we suggest tastudents the reasons why they have
found it so difficult throughout the course to thimf education in other than
schooling terms has been because of this contindoginance of both a
commodified and institutionalised concept of ediocatthroughout their own
upbringing. As we also point out to them, giventteach a definition has been
consolidated in practice for such a long perioodtlghout New Zealand’s history, it is
certainly by no means coincidental that their cadi be an “educator” has been cast
narrowly in schooling terms. In our experience eddhing this course however, by
prompting students to discuss the reasons thley have had so much trouble in
considering education in a broader onto-formatiaaner, particularly during the first
more philosophical section of the course, they camea heightened sense of
awareness of the legitimacy of these concerns.

It would not be an exaggeration to say that thecilpesponse we initially elicit from
our students is one of anger—anger that they haverrbefore been challenged to
interrogate these normative assumptions, and ahgethe very institution in which
one would expect this challenge to have occurratieatertiary level has chosen the
(easy) pathway of accommodation instead. Ironicaityis the students’ own
developing self-awareness of the nature of theléateal struggle that they have
experienced throughout the course which ultimatieiyes home to them the saliency
of these ideas.

Note
The present paper is an updated version of a hgdeered in various venues within
Australia, England, and Malta while on sabbatioa2006.
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