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part1

A NOTE TO THE READER--COERCIVE
CONTROL , PHYSICAL AND MENTAL

Comprehensives,the public schools,
grammar traditions,streaming vs. _ :
setting prefect systems,assessment ! have relied heavily on recent
methods ,discipline techniques.R.I. gevelopments in Educational Ideas
compulsory games, school uniform, 1n fhe States,where thousands of
manpower investment,blah,blah,etc. students and "teachers are reailly
Take ydur seats for the next excited by what they see as a
round ! In the Red Corner we have complete breakthrough;I too see
Brian Simon and Brian Jackson... the new developments as a real
Hooray, Nooray! In the Black breakthrough; and my aim in this
Corner we have Messrs Cox and pamphlet is to turn people in thi

Dyson. . .Boo,Boo !

PART TWO attempts to answer the
question:"If you are so much
against the school system status
quo,what would you put in 1it's

3 of looking at education that the
And so the merry-go-round contin - breakthrough involves.

ues.Vital issues in some ways. o
But the goodies will never win IN PART THEEE I  .»cuss strategy
for changing our whole way of

until the debate is shifted away P :

from the ground laid down by the °© Eci,flg kids and adults . I do

enemy. Only when the fight centres P°V discuss tactics much, more--
+ the chief intermediate demands

round the cardinal issue of Free- , :
dom--freedom to learn--will the we might be making and the weak
various minor controversies fall EOIEt;hwe Sh;uld be attacking.
into place,into the bargain as it Farv 1lree a.sc contains a frat-
were. ernal but detailed criticism of
the Rank and File group and
This pamphlet-cum-book has Left-Progressives generally, and

the ambitious aim of comEIetelz
shifting the terms of the debate
in educational circles.

PART ONE begins by trying to dem-
\ olish the Big Name :n current ed-
ucational philosphy,R.S.Peters.

It is important to realise that
Peters is not a reactionary but a
| semi-liberal,semi-progressive,

some groping suggestions for
libertarian practice in a normal
college of education where rad-
icals are often pretty isolated.

Thig booklet is for all interest-
ed in education(obviously!), but

semi-technocrat-equalitarian,semi-lpartiCU1ar1y for practicing teach-

conservative elitist ! In other ers and teacher-trainees. More

words--a typacal example of the particularly still,it is'aimed at
current educational consensus, (horrible phrase!) all who hate
bogged down as it is in a mass of ¢©rporal punishment. (If you dig
contradictions,as we shall see. corporal punishment then I don't
The whole scene is stagnant and think there's much I can say.)
needs a bloody great bomb under 5

it to start things moving again Good,so you hate beating too.
in the directin of radical educat-Many student teachers do. But
ional reform. after a year of teaching, after

I chose to attack “ETHICS AND ten years.....what then? The per-
EDUCATION" merely because it was Centage of liberal teachers drops
compulsory reading in my educationdramatically.Many who have been
course ! But a similar critique 2rdent oppenents of corporal pun-
could have been done for Bantock IShmen? end up using the cane or
or any of the other sawdust gurus :§p9rt1?g boys for the Head to do
of the training colleges. Although elr dirty work.

they may differ on points,their Now for a confession:at school I
ideas are virtually %ndlstlngu15hrrefused to become a prefect,on
able when compa¥ed with the ideas the grounds thet it would involve
discussed in this pamphlet. beating boys.Then I went for a

place?" In suggesting alternative

<

»f the schoolin rocess,that I
country on to the totally new way, k2 4] -

year's voluntary service overseas-
the latest in finishing schools

for the English middle classes!
During my year I taught in a sec-
ondary school in Ghana.By the end
of my year I had physically assaul-
ted a boy for not doing what he

was told. I had threatened boys
with the Head (the stick). What's
more,l had so accepted the logic

pproved of the cane theoretically
as well !

So I'm not writing this from any
position of moral superiority. At
several points I will appear to
be making unreasonable attacks on
teachers for brutality,lack of
respect for young people,etc.But
I am fully aware of the fantastic
pressures of the classroom.l have

succumbed to them myself.I can
sympathise with frustrated and
unfriendly teachers,even as I
attack them.Because I am really
attacking their role. I will
really be attacking the crazy
idea of bottling thirty kids up
in one classroom with a Someone
in charge, and €xpecting either
him t@® remain liberal and pbo-
gressive or them to remain live-
ly and independent.

Oh,of course,some do retain
their integrity:5%,say, after
five years of teaching in a sec-
ondary school. Those with spec-
ial gifts for gaining the inter-
est and admiration of kids.
Another ten percent appear to
retain their values, but only
appear. They are the ones who are
teaching the 'bright' children,
the 'good'kids---the ones who
have been brainwashed into obed-
ience already ! '"Brainwashed
into obedience already'"--surely
that's a bit extreme?

I don't think so.There are always
two ways of controlling kids: one
way is physical,the ather is men-
tal. The physical way is cruder
but often more honest.Working
class mums use it wheén Johnny
plays in puddles.'Hey,Johnny,
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(bif) don't you go splashing 1in So decide now whether you are
the wet." Johnny doesn't any going to go through with tblS,
more,but he still knows who he please. By'going through with
is --basically a boy who likes it' I do not mean 'believe every
to play in puddles. And when mum yord of it'. I mean grapple with
! isn't looking...... it and criticise it ruthlessly.

Middle-class mothers use a more But first enter into it.--Because

| subtle form of control. By words. at times it will almost certainly
seem pretty fantastic, far too

"Johnny,you'll hurt mummy i$ you ol b : Frpar
get your nice shoes all muddy. idealistic,utopian science Il1CL-
ijon even. But keep reading and 1%

There are two ways of looking
at what somebody does: you can
see it either as process or
praxis(or a bit of both) Hy
process we mean the idea of
everything happening to you,
everything being caused by
something else, not being
able to help it: like getting
tubercolosis and having to
cough. Cogs in a machine.

which try(logically) to
reduce their personnel to
parts of a machine.

Peters' mntroduction of Kant's
"'situation of practical reason"
therefore makes sense. His
respect-for-persons principle
seems to tally closely with

seeipg people as agents of
praxis.

It also takes place in more
subtle ways: Reduction of a
Person to an interestsing
psychological case- aren't
children funny?- 1is exhibited
in the following little tale
by Paul Goodman:

e —

§2! Peters non-use of Kant
Peters'highly selective app-

Nice boys don't like playing in
nasty puddles. You really don't

like.playing in nasty puddles and
getting all horrid and wet,do you gtart out "progressive" in theory

now,Johnny.?"

it will come right back to you.
Will you be among the many who

but who end up reacaionary in

But there's also PRAXIS. Supp -
OSse you are standing guard in
a burglary job and along comes
a4 copper. What do you do. You

"When the child in the story
said, "but the Emperor has
no clothes!"™ the newspapers
and broadcasts surely devoted

lication o{ tpis P{incgEle
of respect forlperspng_js an
entirely different matter,

however.

With minor criticisms, Peters'
idea of education 1is easily
reconciled with the national
status quo in education.

many columns to describing
the beautiful new clothes and
also mentioned the interesting

psychological incident of the

This subtle form of emotional
| blackmail can often do more psy-

| practicé?Will you end up a tired cough. In this case a Sindnn
} | chological harm than any quick-

I

|

hack, aged forty, always complain- cough would be a sensible thing
ing in the staff room about how to do in the situation, it would

bad your kids are, with no pros- mean something, although with-

HHEATH

tempered cuff. The middle class

mother is able to put her con- pects except destructive boredom out understanding the child. Instead of being proud, . ’ Having basically accepted
ahead of you?Will you adopt the situation you wouldn't under - his parents were ashamad; I shall be glad when I've our whole hierarchical edu-

grown up.”

cational system in Part 1,
he then introduces his fine
principles in Part 2 to
justify some sets of
activities and relation-
ships within this set-up.
Instead of starting from the

her childs pemsonality. She

i 1 feated
ks 1 ¢ himself (a phony 'realism' of the de
o gl P ( ghat is really a mask for des-

paiep amd cynicism. (For'the opp -
osite of true idealism 1s not
realism, but cynicism.)

but on the other hand they
received $10,000 in sympa-

thetic contributions toward .
his rehabilitation, for he to "listen to reason and sub-
was a newsworthy case. But mit seriously to the conditions
he had a block in reading." of the discussion.'"(pl65)

stand the cough. Process can he
accounted for by impersonal
causes. But a piece of praxis
1S definable only by what it's
intended to achieve. It is
projected out into the world

nice boy) by redefining "nice
boys" as boys who don't play in.
puddles.

Later on, the teacher takes over.

trbls right into the centre of
|

"it can't happen to me". as the act (Who defines '"the conditi
He or she tells th la Don't say "1 or sees the world, : ; : ons . :
they really love pziﬁtiiz hgging It will probably happen to lota When your parents said, "Oh, of tpe discussion", who defines idea of treatin t?? otger
SuBs . or.whatever Re want; $4 of us --unless we fight !! Our . you're just going through a ""'seriously"?) According to éﬁ_an,quh%E_Blﬂﬁﬁf_féﬂ_.f
: ideals aren't enoughj; we've got ¥ .o phase", you probably protest- Peters this ability to lding his definition o%

get them to do next.So by the

time they gey older they no long-

er know what they
Their 'they', their ™ I's" have
been implanted with Authority's
1deas of who they ought to be.

And therfore, being "good" pupils,

they are easily controllable.

Grammer school teachers can teach

French and History without com-

pelling them physically, because
someone else has already done it

(mentally) for them ! Then the
products of this pathetic pro-
cess become neurotically fixat-

ed on the only thing they can do
well , pass exams in French lan-
guage.say, study it at university

and eventually go back again to

the safety of the school environ-
ment --to teach French language!

(A1l the time having to stifle

want any longex

to understand. We've got to act
against structures. And to help
us we need a theoretical under-

standing,both of the system we
are out to change, and of the sort

of system we propose to replace
it by.

process
and praxis

$

or"S'o €Xam musl J”'

oo * .,._off\
o™y ot

e

€d and said:"I can decide
for myself. When I need your
advece I'll ask for it. For

goodness sake, stop treating

me like a child."

In our society, '"being treated
like a child" means being re-

ified, having our praxis denied,

being explained out existence,

in short- NOT being treated
like a PERSON.

It will be the purpose of this
pamphlet to suggest that a
child shouldn't be treated
"like a child" either. Even if
they only decide to ask for
hekp from an adult, children
are persons and can decide

for themselves to do this.

we%gh and balance abstract
Principles means having been
educated into "worthwhile
activities." This Supposedly
won't happen naturally as the
child grows up but needs the

attention of people in authority
and therefore

this condition of being able
to listen to reason leads
(for Peters) to the principle
of Authority. Moreover, (2)

if A doesn't have or doesn't
receive reasons for a prop-
osed change of course then he
continues as before(the
principle of''no distinction
without relevant differencesy
from which Peters also draws
the principle of Equality.)
Also, (3) 1f A wants to be

ucation up from there, he
does exactly the opposite.
He starts from education-

or rather schooling- as it
is as an end in itself and
only imntroduces the idea of

respect for persons 1in
very limited contexts,

where its teeth are drawn
as i1t were.Peters' liberal
ideas function as a "nice"

gloss that everyone can
agree to i1n the abstract.
This is because Peters refu-
ses to apply his idea of
respect for persons whenever
1t comes up against the
status quo. In this way
Peters takes the sting out

of a highly critical concept.

For instance, Peters never has
the teacher asking his children

the uneasy semi-conscious realis-

: : helped, h st a
ation that they are missing some- Suddenly some men 1in white ped, he must accord B

" 211
freedom to say what he What am I to do?" Nor does he

thing,but all the time too insec-
ure to ditch all the self-image-

capital that they have invested

in theéir particular specialism.)

So,you see, if you are against
corporal punishment,you ought
also to be against mental co-

coats jump on you to take you
off to an asylum. You call for
help and resist- maybe even
violently. All to no avail: in
the eyes of the hospital
attendants it just proves what
a nut you really are.

"Hear that, Bill, say's

ercion, in my opinion. Either way,he's as sane as you or I; well
coercion of some sort is very muchyhy's he banging on the back

part of the school system, which

is what I'm out to criticise.

But please realise: THIS BOOK

HAS CONSEQUENCES FOR YOU ! Treat

this book as a letter from a

friend or from an enemy. Throw
it away, burn it,write and tell

me your objections, do anything;
Please don't

put it on a "Theory" pedestal of
unrealistic ideas,available some-

but please REACT !

where in your mind ready for

spouting back to fool '"progress-

ive" college tutors with ,until

such time as you have served your

of the van then i1f he's not a
luny?"

Nothing infuriates us more than
having someone discount our
reasons for doing something.

If your parents didn't like
your preference for pop music
or your staying ott late, then
what did they say? "Oh, you're
just going through a phase!"

Misunderstanding can be unin-
tentional(eg the policeman
thinking '""that chap's got a
bad cough") or it can be
intentional, if not conscious:
"he's just going through a

time and can enter the'real! WOXl(, . . "1, the latter case,

of 'practical' education with a
stupid piece of paper saying that

you're'qualified’'.

this very denial of your praxis
is itself the praxis of the
denier.

If someone wants to keep you
down or put you down the best
way of doing it is to make

non-sense of your praxis.
to take your meaning out of
your action and give it his own

meaning.

What separates humans from
dumb animals is our capacity
for praxis- meaningful action
appropriate to our situation,
intended either to change it
or to help us to adapt to it,
People like being treated as
persons and they know and hate
it when they are treated as
things. Wherever praxis is
reduced to process we can
speak of reification: thing-
ification, reducing a person
to the level of a dumb an-
imal or a thing; Reification
takes place in bureaucracies

:
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peters
and kant

1) Peters Use of Kant

In the first section of "Ethics
and Educatmon", Peters defines
what he sees Education as in-
volving. Among other things

it involves, Peters says,
respect for persons. In the
second section he attempts to
justify this and other moral
principles. After discussing
different theories of moral
jJustification, he finally
seeks a rational basis for
moral principles in what he

calls "The situation of
practical reason."

The situation of practical
reason is person A. asking
person B to give

him his reasons for doing or
not doing something.

For this situation to really
work (1) A should be seriously
committed to finding out what
he should do. He must be able

really thinks A should do
(Principle of Freedom).Finally,
(4 and B must respect each

other as persons (principle of
Respect for Persons) (p209)

This last principle is crucial
to the whole "what-am-I-to-do-
and-why?" situation. For in-
stance, suppose Peters asks

me how he should discipline
wayward students and I tell

him the whole concept of

formal educational "discipline"
is an abortion, giving reasons.
In this case, if he puts me
down as "just a child" or as

a "pathological rebel" with-
out countering my reasons

with his reasons, he is deny-
ing my praxis. If I sense that,
then I will be unwilling to

go on explaining my reasons,
which in any case he has
probably catejorized as un-
reason. By not ascribing praxis
to my reply, he shuts himself
off from the message my words
contain, and from the
pssibility they might be of use
to him in his situation.

allow the children to ask:

"Why should we do this?" Rather
the teacher first works out

his policies by talking with
people like Peters(who are
Educated and count) and then
applies them to his pupils

(who are uneducated and
therefore don't count).

Likewise, Peters doesn't apply
his ideas of treating persons
as ends in themselves outside
classroom. Factory Managers
see ""their" workers as so
many '"hands'". The State uses
its police and soldiers and
bureaucrats, treating them as
cogs in a big Machine. Pres-
ent day Industry and the
machinery of the State would
collapse if people were
treated as ends in themselves
for only five minutes.

Since we are living 1in a
society which treats people
as things, is it not likely
that the State will also want
to deal with schools for its
own ends? When we examine

the pressures of the envi-
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ronment on the schools, this
is exactly what we see.
Listen to this editorial
from "Teachers World",

(Jan. 65):

"It 1s no good expecting
children suddenly and spon-
taneously to adopt rigorous
standards of performance at .
school leaving age. We are
constantly told, by employ-
ers, that the schools are not
preparing children adequately
for work. Their complaints
concern simple things which
lie within our powers to
remedy.

"In industry and commerce,
good timekeeping matters,
and regular attendance at
work. Obedience matters; both
safety and efficiency requ-
ires that instructions are
obeyed. Will to work is
paramount; accuracy is
essential; perseverance
is desirable.

"The development of
necessary industrial quali-
ties is our job. It is too
late when youngsters enter
work. It is too late when
children move to secondary
schools. A lifetime of
work-habits has to be insti-

lled whilst children are of
primary school age."

Higher up the system we find
talk of education as a
"national investment!'" in
"human capital."

To be sure, Peters is unhappv
about many of the pressures of
the business men and the State
on education. Schools shouldn't
just teach what will be useful
to State or Business. Peters
insists that some activities
are worthwhile in themselves.

True, on page 145 he hints it
may be necessary to "sell"™
Higher Educaticn to "hard-
headed businessmen' on

grounds of how useful it is to
outside. ends. But he himself
believes that education is 1its
own end, that it is good in
itself.

Since the middle ages, more and
more subiject$S have split off
from the Arts and now justify
themselves by how useiul thevy
are, not by how true or
beautiful or good they are

in themselves.

As long as capitalism continues,
the Technocratic utility
perspective(everything reduced
to an instrument towards some
other goal) is gcing to

spread more and more. Suppose
the "hard-headed businessmen"
Peters mentions do a survey
which shows that "production'oi
more graduates 1. a foreign

literature doesn't really lead
to higher exports. What will
Peters do then? Liberal human-
ists like Peters are going to
have less and less room fr..:
which tc appeal against the

tide of Technocracy, because
it's the Technocrats who

"hold the purse strings. More-

over, Peters cannot go on the
offensive, because the social
base of Cambridge aristocrats
and Chelsea intellectuals
who might support him is so
tiny.

This is the reason why Peters
avoids asking the question
""Is the Government treating
the schools as ends in taem-
selves?" The question is
crucial because only 1f ed-
ucation is seen as an end 1n
itself, will the schools be
free to treat their child-
ren as ends in themselves.

Yet Peters never applies his
Kantian idea in this direction,

models of
education

(a) Pottery making

(b) Gardening

{c) Trainmng animals

{dj Initiation(Peters)

(e) Dialogue and Free Assc-
ciation.

sa) and gb[

Tn chapter one Peters deals with

different schools of education
with their different models.
Peters plays one model(the
potter with clay model) off
against another(the gardening
model ). He describes '"child
centred" education as merely
1 revolt against certain
excesses of the potters.
vaybe this is true. But to
discuss present day libe»
tarian education only in
terms of the gardening mode.

is quite false.

rirstly, the plant analogy o
misleading because of 1its
individualism: Plants can'ti
learn from each other, but
children definitely do.
generating their own sub-
~ulture which adults ere
varely aware of.

<scond’' v. the analogy creates

- nwerranted gulf between
aiuit and child. Big plants
and small plants or old

gardeners and young gar d-
enaxs: these distinctions are
of the right order. But gard-
eners and plants creates ar
infinite superiority and an
infinite inferiority,

Thirdly, plants are passive;
children are active. Tne
gardening model still leaves
the educator with all tn=
initiative-to respect or not
to respect, to help or not to
help. This ignores that al-
though plants can't make &
move vis-a-vis the gardener
children can. It is too easy
to feel holy attitudes of
respect towards plants. No-
thing is holier than the
sacrificial ram, bound just
before the slaughter. Respect

for persons is harder because
it involves respect for the
other's initiative over
against you. rhe .child is

(o SRR a1 . Fre
plain or depart. Plants just
have to wait to be watered

or not; but children can ask
for water and if you don't
give: them any or give them
poison- they can go and look
for water. The gardening model
emphasises growth which makes
it preferable to the clay
model. But children can also

grow as regards their wills;
their independence can grow.

The potter had his hands
constantly. controlling the
clay. Along came the horti-
culturalists and shouted-

MHands off"! This was an ad-

vance, but the model is still
inadequate.

Yes, the child should be "left
alone"in onesense. But he or ‘' -
will not let you alone.He wxxxks
will talk with you, and when
you can nc ionger help him he
will move on. If you try tc
control him, even in subtle
ways ("of course you enjoy
washing dishes, Hohnny"), he
will not be fooled. He will

be sensitive to your insens)-
tivity and has the right to
remove himself from your
company. The task of adults

1is not to have no influence

on the child, as the "hands
off" cry suggests. It is rather
to make sure that the child
can escape any influence you
may have on him if he wants
to.

‘(c) The third model is animal

training. It isthe basis of

.the i1ideas of writers such as

B F. Skinner. Skimner is a
“ehaviourist who has done a
Lot of work training rats.
Animals are mobile. Unlike
plants, animals can run
away. But not when Skinner
trains them! His basic piece
of apparatus is a box which

‘the animal is put intc and

.can't escape from.

All three models have this in
common. There is a reduction
of persons to the sub human

4

level. As we saw in the first
section, persons are agents of

praxis: they can have intentions

and can act on the world in
terms of their intentions.
Clay and plants can't. Rats
can have a kind of praxis only
when not imprisoned in

Skinner boxes.

Almost the only valuable idea
one gets from Skinner is the
importance of circumstances

1n the development of child-
ren. Skinner's ideas are found-
ed on the idea of '"condition-

ing" by means of rewards and
punishments. It is often

argued that just by being there
adults must be "conditioning"
the child. This is at once
true and misleading. In
Skinner's learning situations
the person doing the condition-
ing has sole control over the
rewards: the animal can't
choose which '"reinforcers" he
wants. Conditioning here means
total control. But "condition-
ing'" can also mean influence.
Influence means that the
animal or child can escape
from the learning situation.
Of course, adults cannot help
"'conditioning"(influencing)
children, but it does not
follow that therefore adults
may as well '"condition"
(control) children.

(d) Peters own model is the
Priest initiating the unin-
itiated into special know-
Toijs. Peterd several tinds
criticises animal training
models of education. Never-
theless when we explore re-
ligion we often find human/
animal metaphors: eg, fishers/
fish, shepherd/flock, etc.

The knowledge which the priest
has is revealed knowledge:

it is only priests whd have
access to such special know-
ledge. The position of the

rat in the Skinner box is quite
similar to the person being
initiated into religion: one
waits for pellets of food,

the other for'"spiritual
sustenance''. Neither has access
to these resources for himself

Super -human/human preserves
the same gulf as human/sub-
human. The implications of
revealed knowledge are that
the faithful could not have
worked it out on their own.
But for God and his priests
they would remain in benighted
ignofrance. The uninitiated may
be seen as agents of praxis
as regards everything else;
but intellectually their praxis
must always fall short. AIll

models which minimize the praxis

of the other are liable to
involve compulsion. Peters

stresses the intellectual

superiority of the teacher in
such a way as to justify con-
trolling the child(see the sec-
tion "Cognitive Wedge') His
position is somewhat like an
intellectual Behaviourism,
close to the rat model for all
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the apparent differenres.

(E)DIALOGUE AND PARTICIPATION

Finally we come to the only
model we think is adequate.
Surprise!Surprise! The child is
a PERSON. Unlike plants, people
are mobile: they can wander
into a zone of activity and
wander out. Unlike rats, un-
like congregations during
sermons and unlike students
in lectures, persons can talk
back.

One main way persons affect
each other 1s through talk.
Dialogue 1s the basis of all
worthwhile education. To be
sure, older persons may have
more to contribute than young-
er persons. But there 1is a
presumption in favour of
equality which i1s absent in the
trainer or priest models: the
child is presumed to have
something worthwhile to con-
tribute even if not very much
at first. His praxis is not
denied until after some
initiation rite such as gett-

ing a degree, when, hey presto!,

his praxis is suddenly recong-
nised. Right from the start
his praxis 1s recognised and
this helps it develop. Two-
way communication is possible
whenever the child wants to.
We have several times criti-
cised the other models for
their immobility: the child
must be ableto wander off
when he no longer wants to

be conditioned by any partic-
ular adult. Precisely because
he can't help being "shaped"
(modelled) by thase he meets,
he should be free to choose
those influences(models) that
are all the time shaping him.
He should be free to choose
gravitate wherever he needs
to, whenever he likes. He
should even be free to adopt
extra parents and go and live
with them. Children need a
multiplicity of models:warm
friendly adults who accept
having them around the place.
With dialogue we must
emphasize free association.

Here is Paul Goodman on ed-
ucation:

"My own bias is that edu-
cation is going on spon-
taneously anyway; it is
itself part of thekaleido-
scope of society. Young-
sters are imitating and
identifying, aspiring to
grow up, asking why, de-
manding show me how. Adults
are demonstrative, helpful,
ideal or seeking to mould,
exploit, or get a following.
Spontaneous learning-and-
teaching can be more or
less efficeent; 1t may be
better or worse for its
participants; but as with
any other exciting func-
tion, the burden of proof
of its degfects lies on
those who would interfere
with it? ( "Compulsory

Mi1s-education" and"The Comm-

unity of Scholars', Vintage,
1962). (!-s-_u)

Goodman 1s here invoking one
of Peters’ own principles-

''no distinction without rel-
evant differences'. Peters
restricts i1ts operation to the
question of equality, yet
fails/refuses to apply it in
any situation where it might
lead to anything faintly
radical. Again we see how
Peters non-use of Kant is more

significant than his use of
Kant.

It is important to realise that
the libertarian conception of
education is NOT child-centredi‘
This comes out 1in another piece
from Goodman in favour of what
he calls incidental education:

"To be educated well or badly,
to learn by a long process how
to cope with the physical en-
vironment and the culture of
one's society, is part of the
human condition. In every
society the education of . the
children is of the first
1mportance. But in all societies
botn primitive and highly
civilised, until quite recently
most education of most child-
ren has occurred incidentally.,
Adults do their work and other
social tasks; children are not
excluded, are paid attention
to, and learn to be included.

The children are not ''taught'".
In many adult institutions,
incidental education is

taken for * granteq as part of
the function: families and age-
statuses, community labour,
master-apprentice arrangements,
games and plays, prostitution
and other sexual initiation,
religious rites and churches.
In Greek paideia, the entire
network of institutions, the
polis, was thought of as
importantly an educator.

Generally speaking this in-
cidental process

suits the nature of learning
better than direct teaching.
The young see real causes
and effects, rather than
pedagogic exercises. Reality
Obviously "child-centred" is here
being used in a special way. I
have no objection to a general

other-centredness or sensitivit,
to _others as a moral precept.

However, most child-centredness is
not sensitive to the child in all
his or her needs for autonomy in a
safe environment--hence the reason
why people say child- centred educ-
ation and not normal living and rel-
ating. It is on these grounds that

I have identified the main-stream

of child-centred theory with the
Plant ahalogy and not with the
dialogue/participation/free assoc—
iation themes of general sensitivity,
However , the situation is confused
by the number of libertarians who
mean the latter, but who call them-
selves "child-centred" (Goodman. for
example ). (See also section 14,Part 1 )
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The Arts/Science split, the
work/play split is a product
of class society. The useful
and the beautiful need not

be opposed. Science and
Technology could be beaut-
iful. Art could express itself
in everday life and work for
ordinary people. The arts/
science split does not exist
in""human nature'" as such. In
a classless society(which does
NOT mean a society where we
would"all be the same'") the
individual would have ample
opportunitees to fulfill
himself in ways which helped
other individuals fulfill
themselves.

somehow balanced against the
interests of society. To
suppress a child's talents,
to suppress a child's person-
ality, is a crime against all
his contacts as well.

the other and co-operation. are not opposed prainciples

(as Peters paints them). There-
fore to harm individuals-

especially those individuals
who end up on ractory floors

being useful to oh-so-
cultured employers!- is to
harm all of society.

spent on training if the State

sets aside some time for "pure
education of the child for his

Oor her own sake. Peters accepts
that the aims of indivudal

development must be 'sef along-
side the State's requirement

for training in skills 1nd
citizenship.(pl35) (To avoid
a showdown with Technocracy,
he hastily adds that the two
goals are "not necessarily"
incompatible!)

( 1s often complex, but the
young can take it by their
own handle, at their own
times, according to their own
interests and initiative.MOST
IMPORTANT, THEY CAN IMITATE,
IDENTIFY, BE APPROVED OR DIS-
APPROVED, CO-OPERATE AND
COMPETE, WITHOUT THE ANXIETY
OF BEING THE CENTRE OF
| ATTENTION; there is social-
1sation with less fear, or

submission." ("Anarchy", (07,
| Jan. 1970)

" Therefore, children do not
need to be lectured at or
forced to co-operate. Co-

operation is the end goal of
healthy human functioning.

A.S. Niell said it best:

‘“ T believe that it is moral
instruction that makes e
the child bad, I find when
I smash the moral instruc-
tion a bad boy has
received , he becomes a

good boy....

Informal Communication:Many
children are scolded by teachers
when they help each éther in
class. This is quite wrona. Tn

many ways children learn far
more from each other than

from teachers. In '"The

Language and Lore of the Child"
and '"Children's Games 1in

Street and Playground'", the
Opies catalogue literally
thousands of rhymes and games |
which children teach each
other. Even now, the reader
will probably be able to
remember the chants he picked
up in the playground far

better than the pieces of verse
contained in his primary

The individual's interests
are not to be '"'set along-
side'"(Peters pl135) the inter-
ests of his community. They
should be seen as identical
with them. They are only in
opposition to the interests
of Bosses and Bureaucrats

(as are the inter ests of
society).

Peters writes that the schools
| should "consider the interests

Children are People and the of th%dren and what 1is in
Onl:: Satisfactory theair interest and have regard

also for the public interest"
(Pl67, my underlining)

To ask a child to be unsel-
fish is wrong. Every child

1S an egoist and the world
belongs to him. When he has
an apple his one wish is to
eat that apple. The chief
result of mother's encourag-
ing him to share it with his
'"i1ttle brother is to make him

1odels are participation and
dialogue in free face to
face situations. This is
precisely the scene set for the
jJuestion of practical reason.
Yet Peters does not see the

AR education system which
strikes the sort of bargain
R.S. Peters comes close to ad-
vocating (eg, morning: useful
work/ afternoon: beautiful
self-development) is liable

NOTE: Advance Warning!

As the argument goes forward
readers will several times
want to argue back at me:"But
that 1s to assume a utopian

1 would want to rewrite this
as follows: "education should
consider the interesB8of
children and what is in their
interest and, in so doing,

o — — e —
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situation he himself has
introduced. |

] full implications of the
|

'his is because he separates
his theory of education from
his justification of moral
brinciples: he plays off an
inorganic analogy(clay) with
an organic(plant) analogy,
''synthesizes'" the two to
arrive at an intellectual
sersion of the animal model
Priest with uninitiated).
Jnly then does he bring on a
human situation(two persons
face to face) to justafy
2ducationa’ theories worked out
1in terms of sub-humin "n8logies!
| Preest may ask his fellow
>sts what to do! But he

have regard also for soéfﬂty's
interest." Although the inter-
ests of the State may be ad-

vanced by compelling children
away from what interests them,
it 1s not possible to advance

Society's interests in this
way. It 1s only by concentra-
ting on the fullest develop-

ment of individual capacity
that, into the bargain as it

‘were, one 1s of any use to

''society". Some may think that
this will lead to individuals
developing themselves at the
expense of society.

'What guarantees'", they ask,''can
society have that they will not
grow into selfish isolated

tainly doesn't ask his "flock'.geniuses?" The answer is that

the state >

society,
and the
individual

We saw earlier, how ineffectual
liberals are in challeging

the Powers that be. Because of
this weakness, Peters is pre-
pared to do a sort of deal with
the Capitalist State: Peters
will agree to some time being

attempting to guarantee that by
compulsion people are unselfish
1s in fact the surest way of
making them selfish. Human
nature is not such that the
more the individual gets the
less society gets. Children do
not need to be made social.
They are social already,
inherently social, inescapably
social.

By leaving people in the freest
circumstances, their social
instincts can develop. This
ijoes not happen in a corner

on their own. Moral values
emerge in the members of a
playgroup in and out of

their day to day functioning
and relating. For example, the
child who knocks other

children's bricks over finds
that they knock his construc-

tions down in retaliation.
The child who doesn't share
his toys gradually learns that

others won't share their toys
with him. If a bully

emerges, the other children
band together and refuse to
play with him. However, when
adults intervene to make the
bully "behave'", it stops the
development of the children's
own powers to stick up for
themselves. When adults try
fo force their children to

share their toys, they in-
‘'hibit the children's own tend-

encies toward respect for

Aate his little brother.
Altruism comes later, comes
naturally-"1f the child is not
taught to be unselfish. It
probably never comes at all if
the child has taught to be un-
selfish. By suppressing the
child's selfishness, the
mother is fixating that self-
ishness for ever ."(Summerhill)
Man 1s a social animal. Peters
either ignores the part
children play in each other's
development, or suggests that

this part.is generally harmful.

People like to contribute to
the workings of their group
and to know that they are
valued by their group. Child-
ren who have learned to inter-
act well in small groups and
at school, will also come to
interact fruitfully with the
wider society. As their edu-
cation proceeds they will:
naturally begin to direct it
to helping society. They will
want to build dams and write
articles and care for sick
people when they grow up.
Because they are social indiv-
iduals, they will want to
fulfill their individual
talents 1in ways that benefit
society.

(The shift away from science
which so worries the techno-
crats does not prove that
people should be forced to be
useful to society. It may
prove the opposite since it
1s possible that it stems
from the consequences of
children being stuffed with
science "in the national
interest", when they them-
selves had no interest at that
oint i1n being useful to
society).

Peters sees the business of
developing oneself as mainly
the opposite to the business
of being useful to society.
This is indeed true of class
societ
and the lord are feeding off
the working class as they
develop their private talents.

to find the morning stretch-
ing until two, until three,
until four o'clock! Moreover,
1t can merely perpetuate the
sickness of class society,.

Society and the individual

society",

I can only assure the reader
that he is only partly right
and ask him to have the
matter out with me at a
later point.

where the intellectual

integration
through
diversity

The last section emphasised
that the individual is social,
tending naturally to contri-
bute to his society. It is now
time to emphasise that he
makes this contribution not by
suppressing or exploiting him-
self for the sake of society,

but by being most himself.

Personality development. The
individual 1is a slightly
different person vis-a-vis his
father, and vis-a-vis his
various friends. This is be-
cause in different relation-
ships different parts of our

personality can unfold. Quite

often, children get "crushes".
crushes occur when one part
of their personality has been
kept down in relationships
with persons A,B and C..Along
comes D with some of the
right qualities and the child
falls for him/her; the qual-

ities he admires in D are the
very qualities which the child
has within himself waiting to
emerge. If D doesn't come
along the child should be free
to move among a number of warm
friendly adults, so that he
can gravitate towards D.

Moreover, once the child develops

his relationship to D, he be-
comes more his (A,B,C,D,..Z)

self. People who are most them-

selves can allow others the
psychological space to become
most themselves as well. The
more the child individuates
himself, the more he con-
tributes to his group and soc-
iety, because the members of
his group or society can now
individuate themselves in
relation to him. So again we
see how wrong it is to think
of the interests of the
individual as having to be

school English books.(It 1is
significant how ignorant
teachers are about the

culture of children; children
are a conquered people, the
conquered peoples' culture 1is
always ignored/despised by the
Master Race).

Very often, to teach child-
ren as a class is a Jgreat
waste of all the informal
learning and teaching among
children. What's the point
of telling your chum about
the film you saw yesterday,
if he saw it yesterday too?
But if he was visiting a
factory, then you can swap
experiences.

Here again we see that, the
more diversity of experience
the group contains, the
the group contains, the more
all the members of the
group stand to gain. Each diff-
erent child expands the env-
ironment of the other children
by his own differentness. To
standardise a child's exper-
iences is to impoverish the
child's friends as well.

Let us conclude this sect-
ion and the previous one by
quoting from Sir Percy Nunn,
whose book "Education: Its
Data and First Principles",
for all its faults, shows up
the mediocrity of "Ethics and
Education" published fifty ye
years later.

"We shall stand
throughout on the position
that nothing good enters 1in-
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to the human world except 1in
and through the free act-

ivities of individual men and
women, and that educational F

practice must be shaped to
accbérd with that truth. This D
view does not deny or minim-

ise the responsibilities of a

man to his fellows; for the

individual 1life can develop

only in terms of its own

nature, and that is social as

truly as it is self-regarding.™
(Yol

"Developed conduct
almost always includes a

social reference, for it ; gﬁﬁﬁi

issues from a self perm- . Qb_qb ij}

eated with social factors." @@Q-s J
By, :

(P. 248)

This view (social individual-

in-society) runs completely
counter to Peters' individual-
and-society attitudes. The
only development or integ-
ration Peters can imagine
takes place as the result
of Authority (The State).

He completely lacks the
concept of society; that is -

of integration through
diver51tx.

o "

At Selby grammar school, Yorks,
100 pupils staged a sit-down strike
when a sixth-form concert which con-

tained swear words and double-
meanings was banned.

Headmistress Molly Blake said it
could not go on because it was
insufficiently rehearsed.

And at a secondary school in Liver-
pool, 50 children walked out of the
classrooms because, they claimed, they
were too cold.

Marlene Cadwallender, a 14-year-
old fourth-former, led a walkout of 78
pupils at High Cross school, Totten-
ham, London.

She alleged that “the standard of
education was poor and the lessons
were a drag.”

the definition
of the situation

words. The medium is the message!
What is meant by 'definition of
the situation'? Suppose when
teacher is talking,John at the
back is reading the Beano.

In that casd John defines the
situation as "Beano reading time.
Why won't he let us go out and

plaz. What a drag,ete.” But he is
reading the Beano under the desk. could do a project on just

His definition of the situation : : J sy
is private and suppressed. The thlng,l;ke . f?otball il
ruling definition of the situa-
tion is the definition of the real
ruler - the teacher! The teacher
defines the situation (effectively
but not conciously), as:"Educatior
is good for them. I am talking. I
am in control.™

(of course,different ways of org-
ganising classwork are being dev-
eloped,e.g. group projects. But
they often take place still with
the teacher firmly in the saddle
as Situation-Definer-in Chief:)
"now it's project time children;
get into your. groups." or "Yes

I know I said choose your own pro-

wedge

All initiatives in the room must
first be accepted as legitimate
by the official definer: "Put
your hand up if you have anything
to say." If all the pupils who
were bored acted on their defin- a - .
ition of the situation - boring tive side of educ§t10n- g
talk,let's go and play - the wedge for compulsion.

teacher would introduce punishmen- + (P) The cognitive side of ed-

to reinforce his definition of ?2§lggﬁective Truth. Priestly
the situation - interesting talk, asil B sardiiat T et ohis
sit and listen. v

(d) Knowledge and Praxis- the
Suppose that as a teacher talks, * real motivation to understand
Denis the Menace lands an ink the world.

blot on the teacher's shirt front, (e) Competence before Creativity
This is an act full of meaning. yes, but...

It is a political manifesto for
rebellion.What 1t says 1is clear:
"You bore me.Stop controlling me.

I want to be free!"™ It is an act

of praxis. It makes perfect sense
to the bored young person.

(a) Petexs' use of the cogni-

(a) Peter$' use of the cognitive
side of education- as a wedge

The cognitive side of education
plays a crucial part in Peters'
averall argument. In the

first section, he defines ed-
cation as initiation into
"worthwhile activities"™. In
the second section "worthwhile
activities" form the link bet-
ween the situation of pract-
ical reason and justification
of the principle of authority.
According to Peters, asking
someone for reasons only makes
sense if he has been initiated
into worthwhile activities
(pl154: such as philosophy!?)

Now in thes situation, the praxis
of the teacher will be to deny the
praxis of the child:the definition
of the situation is that there is
only one definition of the situat-
ion;therefore counter-definitons
will be defined out of existence.
Denis is defined as$ incagable of
classroom work, when i1n fact he

is unwilling for it.Throwing the

inkblot will be drained of social
sense by the teacher:"senseless

ject,Kenneth,but I didn't mean you

the cognitive

hooliganism" .Dennis will be pun-
ished,either physically by being
sént to the Head,or psychologic-
ally by being labelled as dis-
turbed" and sent to the school
psychologist and form there to a
special school probably.

Teachers in sixth for@s and defines the situation, so it is
colleges often complain how hard understandable that his ideas
it is to get their students to re-about history are taken to be

alise that there may be many definitive as well.
valid interptetations of,say,the

Russian Revolution. How is ig
that a whole class of Students

The teacher exerts a sort of Mon-
opoly of constructive initiative
in_the classroom.Children there-

fore have the choice:eithexr to

When the teacher is talking be-
fore thirty children,each in thei:

that are so different in other desks facing the front - that is

Because according to Peters,
they cannot initiate themselves
into worthwhile activities

they need to be constrained,

to be Disciplined. In this

way, Peters argues that disci-
pPlines(subjects) justify
discipline(authoritarian
coercion). He drives a wedge

in from an Authority(the
teacher may know more) to in

authoritz.

respects,can come to think that the medium. What he says is the
there is only one official versior@eSsSage.Supposd he saya: '"Now,I

the'Objective Truth'?
I say." In that case his medium

The reason why cbildren become and his message coincide. More
uncritical lies 1in the basic often he says: "Of course, I

classroom situation, which is as don't know everything; your

if the teacher knew it all. appreciation of the poem is just

A teacher comes into the class- as good as mine probably." And

room at the start of the lesson.
Who speaks first? Who makes the
first move? Normally it is the
person in authority who takes

for half an hour!

in that case the children will
still come away with the idea

the initiative. If he has all the that there is a "correct" interp-

power ,it is not surprising that
children come to think he is
omniscient as well. The teacher

retation of the poem really. The
social situation contradicts the

want you all 1 i : :
y to believe everythlngaccept the systematic denial of

then proceeds to lecture the class ©VeP talking to one's neighbour

grow up without initiative
("good pupils") ,or to refuse tc Peters is correct when he writes
that "judgement is passed on
people's wants in deciding what
is in their interest."™ But he
slides over from deciding in
one's own mind to deciding for
other EeoEIelwhether they

like 1t or not).

their independent praxis and to
grow up destructive(''bad pupils").
Initiatives such as reading ahead
in the class reader,going out to
play,foot-stamping when bored,and

will all alike be defined as des-
tructive or trouble-making by the
teacher's refusal/incapacity to

see that he is being destructive
of the child's impulses.Only the
teacher's viewpoint counts.This

is what is meant by definition of

b) m osition on the cogni-
tive side of education.

I am not anti-intellectual,
I'm not a Black Paper elitest
who wants to keep working class

message in the individual teachers the situation.
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..................

0
-----
L)
o)
'-'-': ':':' .c.s.n.:":':‘:':
iiiiiiiiii

kids down by keeping them
away from knowledge. I am all
for a "cognitive perspective."
In Section(a) I said we had
to understand education
theoretically. But not for
its own sake. We have to
understand education theor-
etically the better to with-
stand the pressures of the
school system. The better to
revolutionise it. Cognition
should serve people and their
intentions. Man was not made
for the Sabbath.

The same with children. I be-
lieve it is crucial that child-
ren should come to understand
themselves, their situation in
society, where they fit in
Nature and History. But I
think they can and will come
to real understanding much
better i1f they aren't forced
to do school work. If know-
ledge is personally relevant,
it tends naturally to be
fitted into a cognitive per-
spective. The person is the
natnral organising centre of
this perspective. All this
talk about getting children
to see that History and
Snglish and Science aren't

in wateraight compartments
ignores children's natural
tendency in the first place
to build up schemas of their
world. The only reason they
get to think that English

and Science don't tie up with
each other is that they were
taught in separate 40 minute
blocks of knowledge in the
first place.

At several points in the book
Peters puts the alleged con-
sequences of freedom side by
side with a highly idealized
version of what goes on 1in
normal schools. For instance,
he criticizes "progressive"
schools for the bullying that
supposedly goes on. Apart from
the fact that libertarians
don't think much of most so-
called "progressive" schools
either, bullying in these
schools would only be a
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criticism of progressive
education, IF bullying didn't
happen aplenty in ordinary
schools. But it does. Frus-
trated kids turn their frus-
trations against each other.

The same idealization of nor-
mal education lies behind
Peters' criticism of child-
centred education on grounds

of not providing children
with enough knowledge. Con-
sider the average school-
leaver. Has he or she really
learnt much personally rele-
vant knowledge?Has he or she
really achieved a cognitive
perspective? Most of the know-
ledge that he has will be ob-
solete in ten years time and
then he will be at the mercy
of the media. Moreover, his
ability to find things out for
himself will have probably
been spoilt in the course of
his being given the knowledge
he now has. When he was a
small kid, he had plenty of
desire and confidence to find
out about the world. Somewhere
along the line, the school has
made him stupid.

Or take Peters' idea of a
"subject", say Poetry, as being
worthwhile. Consider all the
teachers who teach poetry to
children. Peters may consider
poetry "worthwhile'", but do the
teachers? How many of them
pursue this "worthwhile
activity" in the school hali-
days or at the weekend(except
in the context of planning next
week's peetry lessons)? Only
poets and people for whom
poetry actually means a great
deal in their lives can infect
children with its relevance.
Three-guarters of poetry
teachers are gross hypocrites.
No wonder that most people

get the message that poetry is

not.for them. Art as a special
subject is dead.

Peters would admit that much
poetry teaching is done by people
who do not themselves experiene
poetry as a worthwhile activity.
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He might even accept my per-
centage of 75% hypocrisy.

He is clearly periurbed about
this kind of institutionalised
mediocrity. His solution is to
de-mediocritize-(eg better
teacher trainmng- they've been
saying that for years, etc., etc)
Mine is to de-institutionalize.
If some masochist who doesn't
really care for poetry wants to
give lessons in poetry, that's
fine if he can find any child-
ren who want to join his
lessons. But otherwise, let
children gravitate towards
people who live their poetry.
If there are too many child-
ren for too few poets, .then
th:t's sad, but it can't be
helped. At least, let us not
positively turn people off poetry
for life by the present organ-
ized hypocrisy.

(c) "Objective Truth'- Priestly

and Bureaucratic Versions.

Having established that I am
not against knowledge- and in-
deed that I use the present
level of ignorance in the
general population as an
argument against Peters'
support of the status quo-

we can now go on to discuss
Peters' ideas about knowledge
and truth.

Objective Truth means that it
is possible to know what is
happening as it is, instead

of as I or as you or as they
see and think it is happening.
The official definition of the
Truth is given by a Third
Person with an infinite wvan-
tage point(God). God then

lets a few people into the
secret, the Priests, who pass
on The Truth to the masses. If
uninitiates think differently,
then the Inquisition steps in.
Galileo was forced to take
back his theory about the
earth moving round the sun.
Dogmatism, backed by Authority
is bound to be self-defeating
in the lopgg run.

Very few academics now hold a
simple ideology of Objective
Truth. They recognize that there
may be many partial viewpoints
on any event. If they all get

In practice universities are
very different sorts of places
Academic Freedom is confined
to the few. With a certain
amount of room for manoeuvre,
most students have to learn
what they are told-kEhat is
why many of the most creative
students drop out- the very
Sstudents who could have most
to offer in expanding and
challenging the ideas of the
community. Instead of recog-
nising that evear yone(pot-
entially) can define truths
academics tend to say that only
a few people(Qualified Academ-
ics) know the Truth. Within
the priestly caste disagree-
ments may be allowed. The mass
of the people have to learn
the’ several theories. They can
only choose among the "appro-
ved" theories. Without a degree
one cannot buy one's way into
the closed shop. God may be
dead, but he lingers on in the
shape of Bureaucracy. Priests
may not dominate the universi-
ties, but hierarchy does
(hieros- a priest in Greek)
Monopoly definition of the
truth gives way to oligopo-
listic definition. Initiation
is still the basic model.
Peters has the world-view of
many Professors: a bureau-
cratic conceptiBn of truth.
But he admits that there 1is
still a great deal of argu-
ment about the content of
subjects. But he is com-
pletely rigid about there being
only certain "right" proce-
dures for getting at the
content. Objective Truth
gives way to objective pro-
cedures fixed from above. The
teacher's "basic task is not
to teach his students what

to think, but how to think"
(p201)

Three examples:

(1) A psychology Professor
may imsist that there only
a few'""objective" ways of
studying psychology. R.D.
Laing is too '"subjective"
to count as a '"proper" psy-
chologist, and Nietzsche

b

even more so. Their evidence
is(defined as) "private'.
Only public knowledge can
possibly count.

(2) A politics Professor may
insist that writer X is too
"subjective'", too "emotion-
ally biased" to write a "good"
history of, say, the Vietnam
War.

(3) Peters is a Philosopher.
If a student were to start
questioning Peters' courses
from the standpoint of East-
ern Philosophy or Existent-
ialism, Peters would define
such preoccupations as '"not
Philosophy". The student would
be failed in his examns, be-
cause he would be threatening
to break the oligopoly's hold
on what counts as respectable

Philosophy.

By controlling what counts as
"responsible scholarship"

and by controlling what will
be called "public knowledge!
the Top Academics still maintain
a considerable hold over
thought. The child rises from
pupil to student to post-
graduate to lecturer to
Professor by accepting the
rules of the academic game each
time he sits an examination.
Instead of an Intellectual
Community where all ways of
knowing count(including non-
verbal ways of knowing and
communicating) we have an aca-
demic Power Structure where
the definition of the Profe-
ssor 1s decisive. Instead of
freedom to learn for real,
there is freedom to be
academic. "The modern uni-
versity has forfeited its
chance to provide a simple
setting for encounters which
are both autonomous and
anarchic, focussed yet un-
planned and ebullient, and has
chosen instead to manage the
process by which so-called
research and instruction are
carried out"( ‘Il1lich)

(And training colleges are
even worse. They don't even

have the ideologz of the
academic community. Oh, I

—

together (academic ‘community)
their partial wvisions can
complement and correct each
other. No single scholar has a
corner on '""the Truth". To deny
someone else the right to de-
velop his viewpoint may be
suicidal for one's own de-
velopment in the. long run.
Consensuses cannot be imposed
from the Top by a few Super-
Academics. It can only emerge
through "letting a hundred
flowers bloom'"- integration
through diversity. Often the
most creative breakthroughs
have developed from unorthO-
dox academics following the
most unlikely leads. Academic
Freedom is what the Academic
Community is all about.

° ] GG'?‘- P@WGR?? o

W

1

Like Hell it is!

forgot- they call them colleges
of education n ow. But you know
you're being trained all the
same. )

Nowhere is Peters' Bureaucratic
conception of Truth more app-
arent than in his constant
emphasis on "standards". The
"standards" are what the
Establishment define and con-
trol, but Peters makes them
sound objective. Thus Peters
talks about the sculptor being
motivated by '"the urge to
give concrete expression to
certain standards of beauty."

But this is less than half the
story

The sculptor is mainly concer-
ned to express himself, to
communicate a vision to other
pedbple. He is not out to

gain credits for coming up to
certain fixed "'standards of
beauty". Those artists who have
worked out their own standards
of beauty, have almost invar-
iably been ridiculed

by the Art Critics, the Pro-
fessors of the World of Art.
These gentlemen were concerned
to maintain what they honestly

considered were the only tree
standards, the traditional
standards. But an additional
source of their antagonism to
the new artists was the threat
to their social predominance.

Throughout "Ethics and Educa-
tion" there is a constant
implicit emphasis on tradition
and language. But tradition and
language do not only pick out
They also screen out.

Peters(rightly) preaches the
duty of scholars to remain
open to the evidence. (But
what is "the evidence". '"The
evidence" is what counts
socially as evidence. What
couhts as "evidence'" depends
on who's Top Dog). Peters would
do nothing about the social
pesition of the scholars which
is the real trouble: the Gal-
ileo affair did not just happen
in the bad old days: in every
field of study there are
Galileo's whose heresies are
being either suppressed or
ignored by Establishment
Scholars. In Economics, Med-
icine, in Ecology, in Philos-
ophy, in Psychology, and in
every other branch of know-
ledge, heretics are being kept
down.

d) Knowledge and Praxis: The
real motiviation to understan
the world.

Peters is quite right to emph-
asise that to search for
truth means being open to
evidence against you, being
willing to change your ideas.

But for some reason, most people

are supposed not to have a
stake in really understanding
the world. According to Peters
few people are willing to sub-
mit to the "“discipline of

enquiry". Therefore profe-
ssors should standby to dis-
cipline the student into ad-
mitting contradictory evidence
But wait! Is not the Profess-
or himself a student?What
guarantees are there that he
will not also be unable or
reluctant to admit evidence
against him? Surely he needs a
Super-Professor to control
him! Surely the Super-Profess-
or needs a Super-Super-Profees-
or to check him!

o ——

Any attempt to develop guar-
antees that people will be
open to evidence is a waste of
time. The only situation which
works 1s a situation where sev-
eral people on a level have
some common interest, some
project they want to achieve
together. Here there are
checks, but not Authority-
checks. For instance, a group
of Alpine climbers might

share out responsibility

for planning differant parts
of an expedition. In this real
situation there would be
plenty of motivation to get the
preparations right and to
encourage other members to do
the same. If one of the mem-
bers of the team had an in-
veterate prejudice against

the Swiss, he would be more
likely to go against the
advice of the local Swiss
guides. If he corrected their
good advice; his correction
would itself be open for
correction from among the
members of the group itself.
But not if he was in Authority
over the group. In that case
the expedition would end in
disaster(unless a Sufer-
Authority could intervene!)

Desire for feedback can only
depend on whether one is
committed to achiewving the
goal to which the feedback
relates. One's willinghess
to take all the evidence

into account can only be as
strong as one's project in the
worlal Creating a caste of
official definers of reality

is no way to solve the problem

Of dogmatism. In fact it
worsens 1t; cut off from pro-

jects in the real world,

academics tend not to seek for
feedback from the real world;
their project must always be

liable to become confined to
rising in the academic world,
making them over-attentive to
the opinions of senior aca-
demics.(Note that I speak of
liabilities and tendencies only)

If Johnny says he can jump 14
feet across a stream and
teacher says he can't, there
isn't any point in teacher for-
bidding Johnny to jump. If the
teacher is wrong, then Johnny
won't get wet. If the teacher
is right, Johnny will learn
from realify Tteel¥ (and
incidentally come to value
good advice more). There are
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intrinsic motives towards
listening to all the
evidence. To create external
motives(such as Exams) is to
weaken, not strengthen, the
pupils own desire to really
unders¢tand the world.(Inci-
dentally, Peters never once
criticises Exams as such,as
an institution. Typically he
makes a few pathetic noises
at the level of individual
psychology, eg, what a shame
when some teachers subord-
inate their teaching to exams
to an unwarranted degree!)

Academic community in univer-
sities is a myth because
academic freedom does not
extend beyond the ruling caste
in universities. But, in
itself, intellectual freedom
for all is the only really
worthwhile basis for new
ideas to develop to the
ultimate benefit of the whole
community.

Peters does not believe that
students at universities and
training colleges should have
intellectual freedom. It is
threfore not surprising that
he does not really believe
children should or can make
sense of the world under their
own direction and for their
own, often social, purposes.
This writer, on the other
hand, would extend the idea
of intellectual community
right down to kindergartens.
From baby to professor, every-
one has ample motive to
understand the world. To mis-
understand the world is to be
unable to achieve one's
intentions in it. One's attempts
are blocked; lack of reason
means lack of freedom; reality
becomes a prison. Restricting
freedom(by exams and hier-
archy) runs clean contrary to
anv cooperative venture of
understanding the world.To
collect children into an
artificial environment
(school) is to cut them off,
not only from the '""real world"
but also from their having
projects"for real" and, hence,
from the only rational motive
for understanding the real
world.

To restrict freedom in the name
of reason is a nonsensical
exercise, since reason has
freedom as its goal and
freedom has reason as 1ts pre-
requisite. Enough motives exist
"naturally"for people to want
knowledge and to be able to
get at it. Correction can come
either through discussion or
through action in the world
whirh goes wrong and forces
one to rethink.

"Spare the exams and spoil the
child's knowledge" is as false
as '"spare the rod and spoil the
child". If people don't want
to be open to the Truth, they
can't be made to be. There are

no guarantees, and any attempt
to construct guarantees cannot
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i1tself be guaranteed. A dic-
tatorship of Professors and
Teachers 1s as self-defeating
on a large scale for many
people as '"cranky" or "biased"
ideas are self-defeating on a
small scale for the few who
hold them- that's if they
really are cranks and not
geniuses. At all events respect
for persons must mean respect
for their right to fall into
error in their own way. If
they do fall into error, one
gets them out not by compell-
ing them but by letting them
see you working out a better
way and NOT pressuring them.

(e) Competence before Cfeativitx—

yes, DRt .5

Peters emphasises that child-
ren need disciplined knowledge
before they can be creative
with it. There is much truth
in this. But it is

for the children to realise
this and to come to ask to

be initiated into this or that
topic or discipline. The
discipline must be for them
(and their interest in real
topics), not they for the
disciplines. At every point
any intellectual or creative
discipline must be accepted
because it makes sense to
EES_EEEEZ,'because 1t will
advance his project. Learning
when to learn is what educa-
tion ought to be all about.
Poeters argues against Rousseau-
type naturalism by suggesting
that there are very few
"primordial objects"(eg,.breast
sun, soil, etc.) Most objects
around the child are not
"natural'" but have been 'put
there for a purpose and have
the imprint of the public

mind upon them....most objects
with which the child is
surrounded are concretisations
of social purpose and belief."
Again we see how Peters gets
into error by arguing about

a static plant model and from
a static individual AND
society philosophy. For what
Peters says 1s not an argu-
ment for Authority at all:

it is only a problem for the
madman who argues that,
marooned on a desert

island, the infant would

grow up cultured and educ-
ated; the point 1is

that "this selective world of
social arfifice' is Still
directly explorable, like

the child exploring the

breast. Moreover society 1in
any case will do the select-

ing, it does not need
Authority to do it. The real
question is whether the child
is free to grawitate to richer
more interesting parts of the
verbal/cultural world within
the overall limitation of
beingy born into a particular
type of culture and language.
The i1dea that Authority is
necessary to provide the child
with the necessary social

verbal "gen" is quite simply

laughable. Rain falls all
around, and not just from the
Gardener's watering can(which
was in any case filled from
the previous rains and not
from the ministrations of

some older, wiser Super-
Gardener. )

As John Holt says, "The

sensible way, the best way,

1s to start with somethmng
worth doing, and then, moved
by a strong desire to do it,
get whatever skills are neededV

To say that children should be
allowed to direct their own
development does not mean

that a child can sit down in

a corner on his own and spin
an entire 20th century culture
out *of his head. A balance
needs to be struck between the
fact that a whole lot of clever
men have thought of things
before, and the fact that each
child is potentially able to
contribute to that culture,

to create meanings not just to
absorb them. But it is for the
child to come to strike this
balance by trial and error. It
cannot be struck for him.

A child's development can still
be self-directed, can only be
self-directed, i1f 1t takes
place in the social context

of a given culture. Only those
who picture human nature as
essentially like the child in
the womb will find the
occurence of socialisation
surprising. Authority appears
to be needed to integrate

the atomised pre-social
individual AND his society(see
Section 5). Those with a social-
individual-IN-societ
perspective can see that self
direction does not mean iso-
lation. A child does not

have to wait for Authority to
initiate him before he starts
picking up his society's
culture and the rules and the
skills of that culture. Prop-
onents of self-direction should
jJettison the model of Emile
wandering through the Garden of
Nature because of its mislead-
ing frills(rural setting and
neurotic child-centredness- 1f
Rousseau hadn't been of the
leisure classes we might have

had a healthier situation of
psychological breathing

space for Emile, while Rousseau
concentrated on making cloth

or farming). But the idea of
self-direction itself is still
perfectly relevant in our
socilety.

Even complex things like how a
radio works can be "picked up"-
and are, every day, as the
large number of amateur radio
enthusiasts testifies. Even such
obvious classroom activites as
learning to read are '"picked
up'" by thousands of children on
their own initiative before
going to school(I am not
talking of those who are

taught by their parents).

"I quite firmly believe that,
with the possible exception

of children in a very remote
rural environment most child-
ren would learn to read 1if
nothing was done about it at
all., With children living 1in
an environment full of print,
newspapers, magazines, writing
on television, signs,advertis-
ing, I cannot imagine how any
child who has not been made to
feel he was too stupid to learn
to read would not learn.''(John
Holt). In other words, the
"realities" of a Technological
environment do NOT lend any
support whatever to
Authoritarian Theories of
Education.

Reich

"The personality structure
of man today is character-
ised by an armouring again-
st nature within himself.
This armouring of the
character is the basis of

loneliness, helplessness,
craving for authority,

fear of responsibility,
mystical longing,sexual
misery, of impotent
rebellioasness as well as
the resignation of an
unnatural and patholo-
gical type. Human beings
have taken a hostile
attitude towards that in
themselves which is
living, and have
alienated themselves from
it. This alienation is not
of biological, but of
social and economic origin."

Peters

(P57)

"A person's character rep-
resents his own achievement,
his own manner of imposin

regulation on his inclin-

ations.™

Same- D ﬁ%ﬁeﬂce 1 /

authorityand

respect for

persons inthe

the school

We have seen how Peters "“just-
ifies'" Authority in terms of

the situation of practical
reason. We must now see (a)
how he manages to reconcile
it with respect for Persons.
We must also consider if his
reconciliation is feasible
given the real sociological
(b) and psychological(c)
consequences of educational
compulsion.

(a) Authority and Respect for

Persons.

Peters basic tactic is to
distinguish education as a
"task word" like listening
from education as an "ach-
ievement word"(like hearing)

“The implications of 'educa-
tion' as an achievement word
(ie, that in the end the over-
all process of 'education'

will involve the consent

and understanding of the
educated person-K.F.P.) do not
necessarily carry over to it

as a task word. The scientist
may have been forced, while he
was a boy, to do experiments

in which he had not the
slightest interest. But by
being trained to do them
repeatedly under rigorous super-
vision he may eventually
havecome to develop an interest
in doing scientific experiments
and gone out of his way to do
them irrespective of whether

he was made to do them or not"

(p38).

In other words, it is legitimate
to compel children for their own
good. Their own good as you
interpret it. Their own im-
pulses do not lead anywhere.
Apparently they are useless
evolutionary left-overs, like
appendices, which have no
function of guiding the
organism(see section 16). The
true guide lies outside the
organism. The Animal Trainer/
Priest/Philosopher-king knows
the narrow path towards ful-

fillment. Or, he thinks he
Knows it!

realcontext of

Peters admits that compelling
children may destroy interest
and creativity. But he maintains
that this is an empirical
question to be decided in the
future. In the meantime, the
children DO WHAT THEY ARE TOLD.
"Gifted educators are precisely
those who can get children
going on activities which

have no initial appeal to them"

(p39).

Peters must recognigse that this
sounds suspiciously like man-
ipulation, for he then writes:

"To teach is at some points
at least to submit oneself to
the understanding and independ-
end judgement of the pupil,
to his demand for reasons, to
his sense of what constitutes
an adequate explanantion"(p39)
The future scientist wants to
go and play, does he? Well
tell him what an adventure
science will be when he gets
older, and how much he will
help the nation. What's this?
He still doesn't want to
buckle down? Well make him.
(His "independent judgement™
can't have matured yet if he
disagrees with us!)

Peters does not write: "“To
teach is at every point to
submit onese to the under-
standing and independent
judgement of the child." This
would amount to full recogn-
ition of the child as an

agent of praxis vis-a-vis you.
Such recognition would conflict
wiEh‘Authority whose sole raison
d'etre is to deny praxis.
Denying the child's praxis is
necessary because the child
doesn't know what's good for it,
according to authority. There-
fore we will submit ourselves
to his "independent judgement"
only "'at some points"- ie

when his judgement isn't inde-
pendent, when we know we can
persuade him anyway! In other
words we give reasons to make
the child do more willingly

what we're going to make him
do anyway!

15

School Police State

Because he never forces a
showdown between respect for'
persons and authority, Peters
respect for persons principle
never really convinces one. In
practice it must dggenerate
into a rather superior

per sonnel approach: respect for
people in sofar as they are
"good" PUPILS is a phony respect
This phony respect is used to
solve the conflict between

(b) the pupil being put off

bv compulsory work and (cC

the need for the child to be
Involved voluntarily in that
e IF TT 15 To o any "good"

orx im.

(b) The Sociolo of educational
Compulsion. - the work o
wiIEarE Waller.

Waller began "The Sociology of
Teaching" with the fundamental

realisation that schools are
unfree places:

"The school is a despotism
in a state of perilous equi-
librium, threatened from
within and exposed to regulation
and interference from with-
out....the school is contin-
ually threatened because it
is autocratic, and it has
to be autocratic because it 1is
threatened."

The threats from without are
obvious: the latest most
spectacular example in this
country was Risinghill, but
such threats are operating
invisibly all the time.

The threats from within exist
as a consequence of the threats
from without. They are the
rebellion of the pupils:

"Pupils are the material
with which teachers are
supposed to produce results
(ie, not ends in themselves,
things not persons-KFP) Pupils
are yuman beings striving to
realise themselves in their own
Spontaneous manner, striving to
Produce their own results,

their own way".(recognition of

Praxis- incompatible with first
Sentence- KFP )
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"The subject is subject only
part of the time and with part

of himself. The King is all
King(It is unflattering to
one's ego to be a subject.
(KFP)

In schools the subordinated
>nes attempt to protect
themselves by psychologlc§l
vithdrawal from the relation-
ship, '"to suck the ju%ce-from
the orange of conformity be-

fore rendering it to the
teacher." "This is why students

are rebellious: they want toO
liveV

nwhatever the rulés the teacher
lays down, the tendency of the
pupils is to emptly them of
meaning"! The teacher says
"Wwalk faster" and so the child-
ren run. The teacher says
"gslower ,silly" and the children
crawl. "Many teachers learn to
cut through the rules to deal
with the mental fact of a
rebellion, eg, "What was that
Smith?" "Nothing sir, just a
cough'". Because the teac@er's
definition of the situation

is dominant, the child is .
forced to deny his own praxis.
The disaffected mutter becomes
"just a cough, sir."

The teacher has to get the
children to learn even when
they don't want to learn what
he says. There is a constant
conflict between making

the pupils submit(sit quiet)
and making them enthusiastic
(sit and listen and learn).

The Authority role of the
teacher has to be tempered
with a helpful nice-chap role
of "I'm on your side."™ All

well and good. But 1f the
teacher can be a person, the
children can be free to step
out of their role as well=-
especially as their role 1is
less pleasant for them.. When
the teacher gets friendly,

the pupils are always likely
to get friendly with him.

(This is labelled "getting
familiar", "abusing privileges"
"going too far™.) At this
point the children are no
longer "working". So the

teacher has to put on his
Authority role again. His own
personality contracts behind
his role again, only to
expand a little later again
with some more smiles and
jokes to get the kids inter-
ested again(or simply out of
common humanity at first).
The teacher needs to "jump
on and off his high horse
continually". Waller cont-
inues:

"This pulsation of the
teacher's personality with its
answering change of posture
on the part of the students
is usually reduced to a mere
conversation of gestures. This
conversation is the most

significant social process
of the classroom." At the point

where pupils threaten to begome
people again(agents of praxis

vis-a-vis teacher ), the adult

is forced back into his teacher
role since he is supposed to

be the sole controller of

initiatives.

Persaonal authority tends to be
inefficient as the slave system
showed. People resent having

to do something "because I

tell you." They tend to do it
slowly and reluctantly and
badly. This sort of personal
authority Peters is against.

He wants authority rationalised
so that it no longer seems to
come from anyone. The exam
system is a way of forcing
children to work without it
seeming that anyone 1is res-
ponsible. To the child,

exams must seem to be part

of his environment, like
mountains one can do nothing

to remove.

In fact of course, the exam
system is created by men, not
by God. It is maintained as
part of the praxis @f the
ruling class. To many children,
especially working class
children, examinations are

a drag and class work is
resented. Direct compulsion by
a person and compulsion by

seemingly impersonal
requirements to pass exams,
both feel equally bad. In-
attention is the least pain-
ful way of surviving.
Rebellion is always possible.

Peters recognizes that too much
discipline is liable to alien-
ate children as much as too
mcuh personal do-as-I-tell-
you discipline. It is impor-
tant for the Authority in
English literature not to
deride the child's first
efforts. Nevertheless, the
examinations are approaching
and you really will have to
improve your spelling,
Johnny. The requirements stand
over against the individual
and cannot be brought closer
to him. Taking the journey
in easy stages cannot make
mountains come nearer than
they are. On the day of
judgement, some will have
made it: others not. The
impact of the requirements
may not be as harsh as the
impact of the classroom
tyrant, but they can never
be softened away completely.
The teacher has to get
results after all. "Require-
ments" have requirers some-
where along the line. Here
is Paul Goodman summing up
the dilemma Peters sees, but

cannot solve.

"Traditonal motives(for
authority) have been to
domineer and be a big fish in
a small pond. The present
preferred posture seems to me
to be extremely dishonest: to
take a warm interest in the
young as persons while yet
getting them to perform
according to an impersonal

ichedule. Since from the
teacher's (or supervisor's)
point of view, the perform-
ance is the essence, with
failure the relation can
quickly degenerate 1o being
harsh for their own good or
hating them as incorrigible

animals".

The Sociology of the School 1is
summed up superbly by a 15
year old in "The School that
I'd Like": "The average boy
goes to school, becomes bored,
gets into mischief, 1s pun-
ished, 'takes it out' on
other boys, is crammed with
knowledge for the exams, passes
or fails his exams, forgets
and has learnt to hate that
subject through bad teaching.
The average teacher(even the
idealistic sort) has to foce
much knowledge on boys, tries
teaching without punishment,
boys '""take it out" on him

for the vicous masters,

he becomes a wvicous teacher.™

c) The Psycholo
al Compulsion. Or, Why Tommy

Really Isn't reaading.

For the young child, the au-
thority figure is a constant
threat. Everything depends on

approval from mummy or the
teacher. Not only 1s there

the task itself, but there 1S
the question of how to get
the teacher to say the magic
word "correct'". John Holt
claims that when they have
only to deal with reality
children have natural
'"learning strate%ies" built-
in as a result of mankind's
long evolution. These learning
strategies constitute an
evolutionary wisdom of the
mind, and are highly efficient.
Timothy Leary has provided a brill-

iant analogy for the schooling
process and its effect on our nat-

ural learning abilities :

"Your brain, like any other organ
of your body, is a perfect instrum-
ent., When you were born, you brought
into the world this organ which is
almost perfectly adapted to sense
what is going on around you and
inside you., Just as the heart
knows its job, your brain is ready
to do its job. But what education
schooling does to your head
would be like taking your heart and
wrapping it in rubber bands and
putting springs on it to make sure_

it can pump."(p200, The Polit-
ics of Ecstasy.

Leary then makes the same point in
a different way:

"Tts your trained mind, you rememb-
er, which prevents you from learn-
ing. If a professor of linguistics
who doesn't know any French goes 'to
France with his five-year-old son
and they both spend equal time with

French people, who is going to learn

French faster ? The five-year-old
son will quickly outstrip his dad,
even with that Ph.D.in linguistics.
Why ? Because Dad has stuffed hic

of Education-

mind with all sorts of censoring
and filtering concepts that pre-
vent him from grooving with the
French process." (p.205)

Leary then goes on claim that the
pschedelic experience can release
these learning blocks, citing the
example nf a brilliant woman &ho

had a block against learning lang-
uages. She learnt to speak Spannish
perfectly by being put in earphones
and flooded with spoken Spannish
for eight hours under the influence
of L.S.D. I do not think that here
Leary is exaggerating.

Children's minds seize
up when Authority comes along:
when Authority explains some-
thing(eg, the easiest way to
learn task X), it may not seem
the easiest way at all to
children from their position,
with their different back-
grounds.(R.F. Mager has shown
this in relation to the
sequencing of material in
prgrammed instruction, See
Mager, 1961, in "Educational
Technology, ed. De Cecco,
pl32. Se also Anarchy 111)

The children lose sight of the
problem-for-itself. The main
job becomes to do the task the
way teacher says, and not to
understand any longer. To this
end children abandon their
natural learning strategies
and adopt "producer 2
strategies" instead, such as
guessing or waiting for hints
from the teacher. Children
may exercise the most amazing
natural intelligence learning
how to produce the "right"
answer. The wrong ways. With
the result that they still
have not grasped the princ-
iples of the problem-‘'the
problem" for the teacher not
for them(the problem for them
was pleasing teacher ). When
the form of the official
problem is changed, they are
at sea; they get the answer
wrong.and are defined as
stupid. Once labelled stupid,
what they dc will be seen as
less intelligent than it is.
Expectations will be lowered
‘and subtly communicated to
the child. And so the child
will have been made stupid.

Wherever Authority intrudes
11tse1f, one problem becomes
t?o; in addition to the
(intrinsic) discipline of
ugders;anging_thg;world there
is the extraneous problem of
gaining approval. And there
is the anxiety that
approval may not be given.
This anxiety disrupts the
learning process, making the
child rigid, uncreative, less
bold and confident in his
thinking.

Later on the task of pleasing

teacher becomes the task of
Passing exams. But still the
interest is not the subject
for its own sake. Extrinsic
motivation leads to children
learning living theories as

OPERATION
A SUCCESS—

but man dies!

dead facts. When learnt that
way the children cannot
generate new ideas from they
know: their ideas do not en-
rich their everyday perceptions-
for instance in walking down a
street; their ideas are inert,
like stones. But unlike stones
they don't even last. Everyone
knows how material that is
swotted up the day before

an exam is forgotten the day
after it. Moreover, with an
instrumental orientation to
‘learning children will be
unlikely to make connections
between "subjects'" or with
their own experience. As a
result they will fail to
develop '"cognitive pers-
pective'. As Waller says:

""the learning product which is
assured by examination is of
the lowest and basest sort."™

And so we are forced into the .
conclusion that making child-
ren learn when they are unin-
terested is bound to fail, as
are phony attempts to generate’
interest. All attempts to
pressure children against the
grain of their own impulses

and interests are self-def-
eating in terms both of

personality and intellectual
growth.

"If theory is ever really to
be translated into practice,
theorists must learn to follow
through the social dynamics

of the school room."(Waller)
On this count Peters fails
utterly. He just does not

understand the way schools work.

Because of this he is naive
enough to imagine that class-
room Authority is reconcil-
eable with genuine Respect
for Persons. The conclusion. of
this section, on moral socio-
logical and psychological
grounds, is as follows: "To
be successful in our culture
one must learn to dream of
failure.”" Schools are for
"learning the nightmare."
(Jules Henry) All attempts to
liberalize and rationalize
educational authority must

| 1al rk £
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fail and deserve to fail. Exams
are for failing.

(See also Section 14, Note on
Compulsory Schooling)
Yyet again, just as the more
Reading Instruction Experts,
the more '"reading difficult-
ies", and just as the more
miracle drugs and wonder -
working surgeons, the less
positive health there is in
the community, so in agrxic-
ulture: the more Soil Scient-
ists, the more pollution and
soil destruction!

Indeed this process seems to
run through every part and
function of our bureaucrat-
ised Western , and doubtless,
Eastern,societies:

- Many students, especiulily
those who are poor, intuitiv-
2ly know what the schools do
for them. They school them to
confuse process and substance.
Once these become blurred,

a new logic is assumed: the
more treatment there 1is the
better are the results; or
escalation leads to success.
The pupil is thereby
"schooled" to confuse teach-
ing with learning grade
advancement with education, a
diploma with competence,and
fluency with the ability to
say something new. His imag-
ination is '"'schooled" to

aeeept service in place of

value. | Medical treatment is
mistaken for health care,

the imnraove-
of community life police

protection for safety, mili-

tary poise for national

security, the rat race for
productive work. Health,learn-
ing, dignity, independence
and creative endeavour are
defined as little more than
the performance of the insti-
tutions which claim to serve
these ends, and their improve-
ment is made to depend on
allocating more resources to
the management of hospitals,
schools, and other agencies in
question. Not only education
but social reality itself has
become "schooled". "

( I would say "bureaucratised"
as I see the schooling process
in education as a sub- aspect
of the general bureaucratisat-
ion of natural functions.)

A NOTE ON EDUCATIONAL
"BLOCKS".

The concept of the educational
"block" is of the utmost im-
portance.To begin with, unless
one is going to rely on the
unlikely supposition that e.g.
a block for Mathematics 1s
determined by our genes, one
has to admit that the only
way Tommy,or more likely,
Tommy's sister, could have
acquired it is from his envir-
onment, i.e. the adults try-
ing to get him or her to get
their sums right.

Secondly, "blocks'" are amaz-
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i r this state of affairs that through in drug medecine, more For the World 4s a sacred Oitimatelis s duedr Efasix about teacher-'human-nature'by age to artificial leadership,
i i friend of mine who has had and more people suffer from vessel : discounting as excesses and 1t 1s difficult for it to real-
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ingly widespread at all levels
of society. The writer's educ-
ation has left him with a
"block" for mechanical. and
many practical activities, as
has the education of many
other male students, and near-
ly all female students.Indeed,
the writer has a "block",or
potential for one, for almost
every learning situation other
than sitting down with a book
thinking, or talking with
someone about something I
ready know something about.

al-

The implicatons of this are
so shameful that I hesitated
to mention my own difficult-
ies, which I intend to work
on, However let us spell out
the mutilation a little:
schooling has incapacitated
me as thoroughly for most
foems of learning (and of
action)in direct proportion
as I have "succeeded" in the
forms of learning officially
designated as such. Compare

almost no formal education,
unless being incarcerated in
a reformatry at the age of
nine for playing truant be
counted education. Yet my
friend ,Peter, can sew and make
clothes better than a tailor,
deliver his own babies,deal
in scrap and junk, mend and
maintain motor-bikes, build
houses, do woodwork, mine coal
act as a steeple-jack, do
first aid, breed dogs, do
interior and industrial
painting, mend clocks and
sewing machines, and a host
of other skills. All this in
addition to having worked out
several sociological princ -
iples such as Parkinsons Law

just by keeping his eyes open,

having worked out the exact
rate of exploitation on sev-
eral jobs he was on, and
having learnt not just how to
deal with the Social Security
System for his own purposes,
but how to help others avoid
being diddled. When he heard
that I was writing a pamphlet
on educatien, he started to
attack orthodox educational
theory(child-centredness) for
messing kids around and never

allowing them enough independ-
ence.He'd even sassed out the

basic theory of libertarian
education in bringing up his
own numerous children !

Thirdly, the process 1s not

absolute or totally beyond the

control of the schooled pers-
ons to remedy. I must unlearn
a certain style of learning a
and get in touch again with

my own natural learning strat-
egies. We nearly all of us ha
have these learning difficult-
ies, and we are all of us res-

-

ational resourses are pumped
into Teaching, the more learn-
ing problems, '"blocks'",

seem to develop among the
"beneficiaries" of all this
compulsory shooling.

Educators can justify more
expensive curricula on the
basis of their observation
that learning difficulties
rise proportionately with the
cost of the curriculum. This
is an application of Parkin-
son's Law that work expands
with the resources available
to do it. This law can pe
verified on all levels of
school: for instance, reading
difficulties have been a major
isgue in French schools only
since their per capita
expenditures have approached
US levels of 1950- when
reading difficulties became
a major issue in US schools.

There is a somewhat parallel
development within medecine:

the illnesses of getting cured.
(Admittedly the wonder ugs

owe heed

etter
r non

Anybody who has been inside a
school staffroom will have not-

iced two topics of conversation
returning again and again:

(1) unruly classes --'3¢c is a
real terror' 'nmot as bad as 24!
(2) stupid children.

There is little direct evid-
ence of how schools make kids
unruly and stupid.However there
is a huge amount of near evid-
ence., For instance, it has been
observed over and over again
how "dull" children shoot ahead
when they once get a teacher
who loves and respects them.
Such evidence $s obviously un-
flattering to teachers. They

| have to be very except@onal
characters before they can acc-
ept evidence which suggests

tgadha%?

have saved millions of lives
as wall!) Iatrogenic disease,

‘as this 1is called, is now a

vast field of medecine cover-
ing everything from hospital
constipation to institutional
depression. The biggest prob-
lems centre round drug medec -
ines that knock out the body's
natural defences at the same
time as they hit(perhaps only
suppress temporarily) the in-
vading organism. (See Brian
Ingles : Fringe Medecine, for
a good account of the crisis
9f drug medecine and of poss-
%ble complementary approaches,
1f not complete alternatives

at this stage of our knowl -
ledge. )

The last word will be with the

sage, Lao Tzu, writing several
thousand years AgO ==~

""As for those who would take
the whole world

To tinker it as they see T1its

I observe that they never

Not made to be altered by man.
The tinker will spoil it
Usurpers will lose it."

can't read.
(The way Bernstein's work has

filtered down into the staff-
rooms is indicative here: Orig-
inally Bernstein set out to
show how children came to
school with different linguis-
tic codes;any kids who were
already operating in the same
codes as the school would poes-
ibly be favoured by the
teachers, not necessarily con-
cioasly . This message was dis-
torted until it now reads as
follows in the minds of many
teachers: ' Barnstein showed
how working class children
have a bad home emvironment as
regards their language. Their
homes disadvatage them for
school. ' 1In fact, of course,
Bernstein's message had radic-

ren in such a way that relative

to the middle-class schoolin

Iocess their homes became a
handicap for them.--see art-

icle by Bernstien in "Education

for Democracy'")

The centaal component in the
ideology of the teaching pro-
fession is the myth of the
"thick" child. {See next sec-
tion -a note on Intelligence.)
I once had a Head tell me that
his whole school were'as thick
as two planks'!

Peters would doubtless condemn
such an attitude, seeing it as
exceptional--due to a bad per-
sonality, etc. At several
points in the book he preaches
against "authoritarianism".But
he always sees attitudes and
ideas divorced foom the real
situation which gave rise to
them.(For instance, he is like
Harold Wilson in being keener

to moralize about snobbishness
then to attack wage-different-

attitudes of teachers are not
something to moralize about.
They should be understood as
the only way teachers are ahle

to protect themselves in a
hopeless situation. It is the
authority relationship,not its
by-product(authoritarianism),
that should be the target.

Teachers entering teaching

becaude they enjoyed being with
kids,have ended up hating them.

Many teachers with "progress
ive" ideals have ended up as
cynical hacks. If ideas and
attitudes were decisive, these

transformations would not occur.

Neither good will, nor better

teacher training,nor better pay,

nor new buildings can solve
the problem of "authoritarian-
ism", The social forces, the
wear and tear suffered by

class teachers daily, these are

what are decisive in determin-
ing teachers!'! attitudes 11l the

long run. THESE FORCES ARE IN=-
. SEPARABLE FORM THE TEACHERS

ROLE AS SUCH.

But here we come to a paradox.

The original justification oi

the teacher's role , according
to Peters, was that the trans-

mission of culture is A GOOD
THING. But whatif the disill-
usioning social situation of
teachers make them more and
nore philistine themselves?
According to Peters, teachers
are needed to stop bullying.
But what if the teacher tends
to become the biggest bully,
backed up by the Head?(Bif,
bif ,bid, "stop bullying,boy")

person in the classroom? Peters
maintains that academic auth-
orities Aught to be in auth-
ority to force people to keep
open minds towards the evid-
ence. But what if teachers
tend to become dogmatic, and
professors entrapped in a

dead academicism?

In other words, the reason for
setting up these forces for we
wear and tear in the first
place was the imperfectton of
children. Peters would call

Utopian dreamers those who see
children as able to direct the

themselves, individually and
socially.

BUT IS IT NOT MORE UTOPIAN TO
TO HOPE TO IMPROVE TEACHERS'
ATTITUDES BY MERE WORDS ,HOW-
EVER PIOUS, FLUNG AGAINST THE
HUGE TIDE OF REAL CLASSROOM
PRESSURES WHICH ARE EVERYDAY
OPERATING IN THE OPPOSITE
DIRECTION?

exceptions thase very teachers
who have been most shaped b

the authorltz Structure he
claims 1is imEgrative?

From the fact of human imper -
fection it does NOT follow
that Authority is needed. It
rather follows that "“NO MAN IS
FIT ENOUGH TO BE ANOTHER MAN'S
MASTER." When we consider the
way Power corrupts idealistic
teachers, we arrive at the
following conclusion: Author-
itarianism is not an accident
that can be discounted and elim-
inated with courses in Ethics
for Teachers. It is structural-
ly generated. It is not "better
teachers" that we should be
talking about therefore, but
the complete abolition of the
Teacher role itself, as we
know it. _
In place of the teacher and his
Leader(if not tyrant )Role, we
should advocate the leading
role, not fixed and tied to one
person, but leadership that 1s
constantly changing according
to the nature of the group's
tasks, a leadership that can
come from any quarter, there-
fore.

Listen to Michael Bakunin:

"T receive and I give-such
is human life. Each directs and
is directed in his turn. There-
fore there is no fixed and con-

If you think that Bakunin was

Just a dirty anarchist agitator

--he was --will you perhaps
accept the evédence of Dr..G.
Scott Williamson? Williamson
and his team of medical biol-
ogist were interested in human
ethology--and in particular in
the source of spontaneous
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action in man and in the notion

of positive health. They found

that the only way they could

study their subject was to cre-
ate entirely free conditions to |
see what people would naturally

tend to do. Any Authority or

control would spoil the condit-

ions of the experiment. And so

they started the Peckham Com-
munity Centre where ordinary
London families were free to
come and go as they liked in
theéir leisure hours(Like most

good experiments, this one was
also closed down by the State.)

Here is the evidence of the
Pechham Experiment:

ise the truth that leaders re-

quire no training of appointing,

but emerge spontanecusly when

conditions require them. Study-

ing their members in the free-
for-all af the Peckham Centre,

the observing scientists saw
over and over again how one
member instinctively became,
and was instinctively recog-
nised as leader to meet the
needs of some particular mom-
ent. Such leaders appeared and
disappeared as the flux of the
Centre required. Because they

were not consciously appointed,

neither were they consciously

overthrown when they had ful-

filled their purpose. Nor was

any particular gratitude shown
by members to a leader,either

at the time of his services or
after for services rendered.

They followed his guidance just

so long as his guidance was
helpful and what they wanted.

Yhey melted away from him with-

out regrets when some widening
of experience beckoned them on
to some fresh adventure, which
would in turn throw up its
spontaneous leader, or when
their self-confidence was such
that any form of continued
leadership would have been a
restraint to them. A society,
therefore,if left to itself,
spontaneously works out its
own salvation and achieves a
harmony of action which super-

imposed leadership cannot emul-

ate. "

that it maybe isnt all the
fault of William and his home
background if by the time he is
in class four, William still

stant authority, but a contin-
ual exchange of mutual, tempor-
ary, and above all, voluntary
authority and subordination."

Peters mamntains that teachers
are necassary to make children
work. But what if the teacher
tends to become the laziest

ponsible for overcoming them!

i Fourthly, Illich and Holt both
point out that the more educ-

al implications for schools:
that the schools were disad-
vantaging working-class child-
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a note on
intelligence

Since 'their things' are likely
to range from delivering news-

papers to playground insults,

from Saturday shoplifting exped-

itions to Woolworths to scroung-
ing for Guy Fawkes, we can see
that fair comparisons are not
necessarily measurable ones. It
is extremely unlikely that any
tests could be devised to meas-
ure across class boundaries with-
out introducing class bias. In
the middle class environment of
the schodl, "different from'" is
interpreted as "worse tham",and

praxis 1s reduced to process.

A comparison may help. It is as
if working-class kids developed
the practice of slouching in

full potential for development.
AND THAT'S AS MUCH AS WE NEED TO

- BEAR IN MIND.

Once we have rejected the myth of
of intelligence testing,we need

to go further and reject the idea
of any form of school or Auth-

ority testing whatsoever;

"The institutionalised val-
ues school instills are quantif-
ied ones. School initiates young
people into a world where every
thing can be measured, including
the imaginations, and indeed,
man himself.

"But personal growth is not
a measurable entity. It is growth
in disciplined dissidence, which
cannot be measured against any
rod, or any curriculum, nor com-
pared to someone else's achieve-
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seems astonishing for Peters to
claim that we adults are all liv-
ing without authority! It may not
seem obvious to a Professor of

Several timesPeter's mentions Bruner and Holt both attack the

"L0r§ of the Flies" by William idea that you can tell an educated
Golding. This he takes to demon- person by what he knows. Education

: strate what hgman nature is reallypeans learning to solve problems,
Education,but any factory worker like and why it needs governing. not learning facts.Therefore,you

could tell Peters that authority But surely the school children tell an educated man not by what
was a very real factor in his lifeare anything but pure examples of he knows so much as by what he
(And in the lives of Peters' stud-how human nature gets when it is does when he does not know.
ents! )Peters has got it exactly let off the leash. The children
wrong:the Au? ority of Parents andhave had a very specific upbring-
Teachers is necessary for another ing. They have been conditioned
generation to learn to live wibhh by conventional authoritarian
authority--under it!! education. "Lord of the Flies"

On page E70 Peters writes:"A moralgig iggaiéﬁszeiénzzsriidnzi Thgﬁ—
Judgement cannot be jugtified by ing children qovern the 1 g
an appeal to a generalisation 9 i gy

" " from birth.
about man." Fifteen lines later we . .
. - g ; - Many well-intention
find Peters inviting us to 1maglne1 4 - R RN &

. %4 start off trying to "t
the chaos resulting form abolition_ yiidren 1ik§ agults" r;ii iZ?
of the criminal law,'"men being «

what th 1yt cause the children have been (like Jack in Lord of the Flies).
ey are'l! conditioned by authority sttuc- Supposing tpe children stranded on
On pages 275 and 276 Peters talks tures. thev interpret friendliness the desert island had been used to

Likewise in the sphere of discip-
line: the criterion for moral educ
ation is not how children behave
vis-a-vis adults,but what they do
when adults are not present. Has
their educataon encouraged their
social instincts?their ability to
stick up for themselves? Have the
children had the opportunity to
learn to distrust demagogues and
leaders motivated by power urges?

school as a mark of class solid-
arity(some do).At the same time,
il middle-class parents send their
i The extent of innate differences children to depprtment classes
| is a politically loaded issue; if (some do). The tester from the
h inequality is not due to innate  physical education department
| differences,it must be due to ex- then comes to measure their heigh
ploitation somewhere along the and concludes that middle class
{ih line. However. just because elit- children are "innately" taller.
| ists use innate differances as a For left-wing critics to emphas- on st BlitabhationnT Heate e
i o 5P g T v St o £ ise the factor of enviromment ,,4 yomen who submit to the stand- _
i thing, egalitarians need not be would be legitimate up to a point _ .4 of athers for the measure of
il forced into denying that innate  (middle class children do have ). i own personal growth, soon
It differences may exist to some better diets.)The main objection ,,,1y the same ruler to themselv
w extent. to the tester's conclusions would  jyes. They no longer have to
!

be that the working class kids be put in their place, but put
. h__grefusin to-holG thensyives theiselves into their’ags_z'._%a_
upright against the measuring r?d1ﬂIﬁE:1TT__TT;EH—TITIEH:_"EEHSO1'
When all the objections Concernlnﬁ?ﬁfﬁiﬁe Ritual: of Progress"ﬁhy

past environment, the testing underlining)
situation and the content af the

tests had been met however, there
might still be a rather small
differential to be attributed to
innate endowment.(This line of
thought has been mostly cribbed
§traight from a remarkable art-
icle by David Ingelby in 'Human
Context',VolII,No.2(June '70)

called "Ideology and the Human
Sciences" .)

ment......The learning I prize
1S 1mmeasurable re-creation.
S 11 e —— 8 U S CONE o

"School pretends to break
up learning into subject-"matters!'
to build into the curriculum made
of these pre-fabricated blocks,
to build into the pupil a curric-
ulum made of these prefabricated
blocks, and to auage the result

of tfour blackboard jungles' as if 25 Weakness and start playing the general meetings on the Summerhill
they were mere accidental 'blots '®2cher up. In this situation the lines.Is it not probable that they
on our record!,removable by more teacher needs not just courage butwoul@ have fared better,at least?
time here and more money there. also space and time and freedom And if they still failed in the
"In our blackboard jungles,class fDom.the school authorities. end,would that be because
teachera are in an unenviable prac (Incidentally, space, time and of lack of adult authority or

- ical dilemma of which no philos- freedom are especially lacking lack of adult competence models,
opher can provide a satisfactory during teaching practice - which Practical know-how,etc?

dilemma of which no philosopher suggests that all you can practice?h'be sure, Peters recommends

can provide a satisfactory solut- ©°° T.P. 1s authority teaching. democratic procedures'.But the

ion."By treating conflict a ~x- Wh%ch 1S perhapg no accident. ) deg?cratlc processes he recomm-

ceptional ,Peters withdraws from Thl? b th? children GRn work En s as'phony e e

the very situations which show his thelr reaction to authority out of 19F Persons’ ha also advocates.

: their systems. But because the In this case,however,he is quite
hilosoph as so much bunkum. )
philosophy up u teacher himself is bound by the open that the Jemocracy he recomm

authority of the head, he cannot ends 1s one whose limits are nar-
go through with the experiment.lmar°W1Y set by authority:elections
blames the children for being tun- ©f blackboard monitors or elect-

reasonable', thus confusing their 10Nns of representatives to School
Councils which are without real

executive power.This sort of 'dem-
ocracy' is indeed a training for

What is really happening in such
a situation?

In 'The School that I'd Like',6Ed-
ward Blishen cites an example ; ’
which we can quote without accept-Ieactions with the spontaneous

ing all his interpretationSin fav- tendencies towards co-operation
our of 'liberal' authority). and order that would soon appear.

"School children hate being out ofHe is like the gold-digger who °“I.52°1?ty"f°r our undemocratic
control.....I remember during my Stops digging a few feet above a SOCieily .

own early teaching days when 1 rich vien and concludes that therepPeters admits that teacher-dictat
could provide farce and little isn't any gold in the ground. He ed order cannot be justified in
else,the notably ill-behaved boy 18 11 ke the man who takes his hand terms of the principle of free-
who came to me after a lesson L D R T ey DY dom(pl94).He rather justifies it
with a quiet complaint. 'Your ey o cqmplalns PE LS8 IPETAD- in terms of the principle of '
lessons, 'he said,'give me a head- 1lity when it bobs up. ' PROMOTION OF WHAT IS GOOD!' !!!

rmn . .
ache. When he reasserts his authority, .. .14 story:Teacher knows best!

a "Have this confirms the children in thei) y _
dn page 196 Peters asks _ e : T L Y Y
ou stopped beating your wife? attitude that the only sort of :
5 = ] : : for an orderly environment are?
estion! “Do children learn to freedom they are given 1s phony _
= 1tonomously without a freedom. And this makes them more 2R Order be imposed anyhow?--
1 xR e - Genuine order tather than the ex.

s po 1| un 1 di derly, when
course children don't develop 9 ly' classrooms.Is not the true

. When at
without a proper framework of ;izggei.igetEQthyeart( E order something that must arow
order. But what do we mean by EDRAS9 SRRCE LAMPCRENNSCES " Wen organieally if it is to exist at

order and how does it come about? 91Ven freedom by the Head,the all? Waller again:"There is a

J! whole school was just working :
Children want order, but is order through to real order when the need for a natural order 1in
schools.That does not mean a

roduced by enforcing Law and horiti i .
grder? Inythe blackgoard jungle apihorities CIUERG It tRem ;) chaotic order,or an uncontolled
one,but rather a social order

situation, the teacher is really This process aocesn't just happen :
enforcing chaos,conflict and wear in blackboard jungles in ghettoes. Which students and teachers(read
and tear, not order. To promote To some extent it happens in all --Children and adults§.F.P.)work
order he would have to let go of schools, because conflict between ©Out fOl‘_‘them§elveS in the dtfzvelf
his authority completely. In the teachers and children is a featurc 9P1ng situation,an order which is
short term this would just lead of all authority structures. The 1ntr1n§10 in the per§ona11t1es of
to intensified chaos which every whole tragic process is something those involved,a social order res- |
one would just have to ride out. Peters himself admits he cannot ulting from the spontaneous,inev-

But gradually the chaos would really offer much adviee on. And 1table and whole-hearted interact-
turn into spontaneous order. From yet it is the main dilemma faglng ion of personalities."(my emphasis)
being out of another's control teachers in their real situations Qnd.fUIther:?We see humap behav-
(chaos) the children would come "Liberals" and "Progressives" end 1our as ensuing form an intricate
to come to control themselves up abdicating in the face of the and subtle self-regulated process
(anarchy), Maintaining Law and crucial dilemma, because they re- ?f @yQamlc 1nterchange be?ween t@e
Order stops conflict and friction fuse to criticise the structures 1ndividual and the situation he is
working itself out and leads to of schools. Within authoritarian confront?d with....the schoo% must
EH‘EEHE?EEET‘EEEEEé of conflict structures, the discipline dilemma StOp trying to become a machine a
and friction.

is insoluble! and strive to realize its destiny
as a social organism."

Many left-wing critics miss the

i poing: they call intelligence a

{ reified (thing~like) concept.

'% But this is obvious: by definit-

W | ion intelligence is thought of

? as'the inert background against

which a person operates. It is

| something out of the realm of the

1 person's praxis, just as , by

i taking thought he cannot add a

i cubit to his stature. (There is
no reason to imagine mormal diff-

(i ernces in bodies may not be

paralleled by normal differences

between minds).

4 The trouble starts when varidt-

i ions in performance are wrongly
'* considered to show up variations
| in people's inert endowments,
Obviously children who for cult-
| ural or idiosyncratic Teasons
i think that marriage is a hang-up
| will find it difficult to answer
“ "correctly" such questions as
r "why do people marry?" Their ans-
i wers, stemming from their wills,
i will be reduced to evidence about
thier ability, which is beyond
H range of their wills. However the
[ trouble does not lie so much in
1 the content of the intelligence
| test. Rather it lies in the admin-
i istrative situation.

However the example of physique
and sloughing is unhelpful in an
important respect. Physique is
static. Mental performance is

dynamic. tyith the best education

‘Iaw d
available everyone could get far,

far closer to realising their o

— e e

*

er
or law

| To sit quiet and fill in the test
) to please the nice gentleman is
. already the sort of activity for
J which middle-class and conformist
fik children are better equipped
il regardless of what is in the test
I Middle-class children are motiv-
{ ated to do well in the testing
I situation. For working-class
children the activity holds less
| appeal. To get a famr comparison
I it would be necessary to get work
| ing-class kids 'doing thier thing
and to test how well they did 1it.

The closer Peters gets to dis-
cussing the structural libertarian

alternative to orthodox(liberal/re:
actionary)education, the more the
quality of the argument slips.

At one point Peters writes:'"The
authority (of parents and teachers)
is necessary for another generat-
ion to learn to live without auth-
ority".In a world of Bosses,Bureau-
crats,Commisars and Governments it

This is Jancet. This is John.
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Let @s close by summing up the gist

of this section with a tag by the

French thinker Proudhon:

WFREEDOM , THE MOTHER,NOT THE

DAUGHTER ,OF ORDER."

education and

social control

We saw earlier how that to
argue for self-directed growth
(intellectual and otherwise)
does not necessitate holding
any romantic view of every
child being a genius. Like-
wise to argue for a way of
organising education without
authority does not commit us
to pretending all children are
angels. We do not all need to
grow wings for the abolition
of school authority to be
workable. Anti-social acts
would certainly be fewer but
those that still occurred
would still be controlled.

We are not advocating the
abolition of social control.
We are merely advocating
building an education system
which recognizes the social
nature of children. To return
to our earlier analogy of the
man holding the cork just
under the water: If the man
thinks he is stopping the
cork from sinking it is not
necessary for us to pretend
that the cork will or ought
to jump in the air if he lets
go. It is enough for us to
direct attention to the prop-
erties of the cork itself to
refute the man's hypothesis
of sinking or instability
(unviability).

Freedom is not shown by any
specific activity that I or

any Authority decide free
individuals should show. Rather
"freedom is for each and all
things in the universe, to
follow their own natural
tendencies- and to fulfil

their own virtues, qualities

and capacities'"(Vanzetti)

Compare this with "The Way"
of LaoTse, for those inter-
ested in eastern ideas )(see
again at beginning of
Section 16)

The social control of which
we are speaking is not some-
thing exercised from a point
above society, but something
which results from the

respective adjustments of
fully formed egos: If my
rights are infringed I will
assert myself against the
infringer. Hopefully this
adjustment process would be
non-violent and extremely
sensitive. Hopefully too,
mature people would find
nothing threatening to them
(and therefore worthy of
repression) that was not
"objectively" so. E.g. they
wouldn't get up-tight about
other people going round
nude for example, and the
nudists wouldn't want to
force the others to conform
to them, either.

To advocate the abolition

of all social control would
be as ridiculous as to advocate
the abolition of gravity:
social control is part of
human nature: it is insep-
erable from the functioning
of all social groups. To think
otherwise is to start from an
abstract picture of humanity.
It would also be to start
from a doormat image of the
"teacher", who also has
rights as a member of the
community. This point is brought
out brilliantly throughout "The
Open Classroom", Herbert
Kohl's "handbook for teachers
who_want to work in an open
environment":

"It is difficult to say
exactly what an open
classroom is. One almost

has to have been in one and
feel what it is. However,
there are certain things
which it is not. It is imp-
ortant not to equate an

open classroom with a
"permissive”™ environment.

In an open classroom the
teacher must be as much
himself as the pupils are
themselves. This means that
if the teacher is angry he
ought to express his anger
and if he is annoyed he

ought to express that too.

In an authoritarian class-
room annoying behaviour is
legislated out of existence.

In apermissive' classroom
the teacher pretends that

.it isn't annoying. He also

permits students to behave

only in certain ways,
thereby retaining the

authority over their be-
haviour he pretends to be
giving up. In an open

situation the teacher

tries to express what he

feels and to deal with

each situation as a comm-

unal problem."

But John does not exist in a
vacuum. When John takes Will's
toys, Will gets his own back
and John develops respect for
other people. When fooling
around in the library dis-
tracts readers, they turn round
and say "shut up"! (Or rather
they ought to- In practice they
are liable to hand over their
own function of control to a
special official- in this case
a librarian. This sounds all
very peaceable but historically
the State has monopolised
social control functions by a
process of violent taking: in
this respect the librarian
example is slightly misleading).
Control from outside

weakens the control tendencies
generated from inside the

group itself. Likewise with
schools.

In Summerhill anti-social acts
are opposed in two ways:

(1) by direct opposition-gang-
ing up against the person
there and then, eg.

taking the bell off a boy's
bike if he is making a
nuisance of himself through
noise.

(2) by indirect control- through
the weekly general meeting
where the person has the
opportunity to reply to the
charges against him.

Contrary to what Peters suggests
children are shrewd and fair ’
judges if they are given real
responsibility- or at least
they are no more unfair than
adults. The punishments
Summerhill children give are -
generally "making-good" pun-
ishments not vindictive pun-
ishments. Moreover, because
they have been fully in-
volved in making and en-
forcing the few "basic rules"
they are much less liable to
break them themselves. A
further advantage is that
unnecessary rules don't get
passed, such as no eating in
class. When unnecessary rules
exist they tend to discredit
those few rules whose breach
is anti-social.

Peters would accept this

last point. On page 264
Peters pleads for the rat-
ionalisation of authority:
the teacher should derive his
authority from the tasks he
promotes by using his auth-
ority. He should not derive
it from the fact that He is
Teacher- "Because I say sol!l"

The model Peters proposes for
rational authority is the
policemen directing traffic.
But in that case, why can't
the children delegate their
own traffic co-ordinators?
Can't they make and enforce
their own rules, with the
teacher participating as a
respected but equal member

of the unit concerned? Peters'
advocacy of rational auth-
ority(co-ordination) leads
straight to the abolition of
personal Authority(Role
Authority of Teacher appoint-
ed by Role Head appointed

by Local Authority).

If the only function of a
policeman is to help old
ladies across the road and to
direct the traffic, then lets
do away with the police fcrce!
Lollipopmen and

traffic wardens are enough!
But the police also have the
function of protecting Capital
and reinforcing the Authority
of the State- these are their
main functions, the rest are
frills. Likewise the indust-
rialist isn't just out to
make things for people- his

real job is making surplus
(profit) for himself.(Where

the two tasks clas3 we get
built-in obsolescence).

Peters' ideal teacher doesn't
just aim to co-ordinate the
negotiation of social initia-
tives but to come out with a
profit, a constructive surplus,
a surplus of social inifiative.
If "his'" class does good work
it reflects well on him, over
and above the credit due to

the class-members.

Peters wants authority to be
rationalised but not abolish-
ed. Rational task- authority
for Peters 1s merely a front
for the old authority: "Nat-
urally he hopes that moral
persuasion will do the trick;
but often he 1s only too
aware that authority will
have to be exercised if the
moral appeal proves abortive'
(p265)

"Trick" is the word! If a child
is smoking, you don't just
punish him- you tell him how
harmful smoking is. But supp-
osing he weighs up the risks
and decides to continue, thanks
for the advice all the same...?
Or supposing he points to Mr. X
on the staff and asks the
teacher to discipline Mr. X
since he's more liable to get
cancer »~ being older...? "Do

as I say, BOY! There are RULES
against smoking!" With Peters,
rational persuasion is indeed

a trick, since it functions

as a"front" for the old co-
ercive authority.

But suppose that the boy doesn't

weigh up the evidence terribly
carefully: even in this case
the damage the boy would do to
his body is small compared
with the damage the teacher

does to the boy's mind and

-personality by over-ruling him.

(True, the body-damage over a
life-time may be considerable,
but we are only talking of

at the most six years: an
leaving school the boy will
return to the forbidden fruits
anyway- indeed they will have
that much more attraction for
being forbidden)

"Prima facie the institution
of authority is an affront to
rational man becagse it runs
counter to the presupposition

in favour of freedom that was
outlined in Chapter V11, and

because it involves the
institution of a system where
what 1is to be done 1s not
settled necessarily by an
appeal to reasons, but by an
appeal to a man who may or
may not have good reasons for
what he lays down"What wild
anarchist dreamer is this? It
is Peters(p249) Has he then
undergone a conversion? No,
for he now continues to
defend this "prima facie
affront to rational men"
(Authority) along three
related lines. "The defence of
such a system must be by ref-
erence to considerations de-
riving from the paradox of
freedom (see below C), or to
considerations connected with
the "effective implementation
of fairness(the rule of law,
etc) (see below A) or

to the Erincigle of the con-

sideration of interestp, sec-
urity being in the interest of
every rational being(see below
B)ll

A The effective imElementation

of fairness:

The '"rule of law" is weighted
in favour of those who owp cap-
ital. Similarly in schools: the
Teacher's main job i1s to make
an authority-surplus in the
day's trading with his child-
ren. How else are we to under-
stand a teacher's motives in

sending a EuEil home for
arriving late? His motive can-

not be concern at the pupil
not getting sufficient
schooling- else why would he
send him home? His motive can
only be to maintain HIS
authority. The signs of the
teachers' surplus of social
initiative are evident
everywhere. Where is the
"fairness" where staff can
arrive late, but not the
pupils; staff have common
rooms, but not pupils; staff
decide the rules, but not
pupils, Staff write
reports on children, but not
children on staff, etc.

B Consideration of Interests

and Security:
The security of a community

depends not on laws but on
its general morale and co-
hesiveness. This morale is
far more likely to<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>