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ABSTRACT

Coatemporary radical 1literature on education, drawing on a
variety of Marxist theories, holds the view that 'liheral theory

of education' has been successfully discredited. This thesis

challenges this wview, arguing that it is based on a mistaken Mfl A

characterisation of the liberal position. ;ﬂLy‘f¢

Having listed the objections, typical im the radical literature, ?‘,Kig

againgt 'liberal theory of education', the discussion moves to a

considerati¢n of how the liberal point of view should be : oi

characterised. Taking John Locke and Jobn Stuart Mill as B
examples from the liberal tradition, it is argued that what ‘~é’%
charasteriges the liberal point of view is that its central and
most fundamental Ffeature 1is the defence of the principle of ¥ e
individual freedom. This must be distinguished from particular |
expressions of the liberal point of view, which vary according to

o

historical circumstances. It is a mistake to treat one of these |

% o
particular expressions of liberalism, e.g. Mill's views on the ,&@“y
franchise, as a timeless atatement of the 1liberal position. %:u o
Similarly, 'liberal theory oi edugption' should not be identified e
with, for example, the cap+: 18t agsumption that schooling
contributes to 'economic growth'. : @‘m
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An examination of radical attacks on twe supposed areas of R

‘liberal theory of education' follows. TFirstly, the ideas of ‘° ?{

P. H. Hirst and R. 5. Peters, whom the radical critics treat as

'liberal philosophers of education',; are shown to be more

appropriately described as conservative than liberal, in the Qu?ijg

fundamental respect of the notion of education which they hold.

The alleged inadequacy of their mode of argument establishes

neither the deficlency of ‘analytic' philosophy nor the ‘~fuv;
inadequacy of ‘'liberal philosophy of education'. It is ‘;%Pt
demonstrated that P. S. Wilson and John White, in defending, in |
different ways, the central liberal principle of individual
freedom, are better examples of liberal philosophers of
education. Secondly, it 4is shown that, contrary to current

radical opinion, the dominant tradition in studies of education

in South Africa is not a liberal one. Most examples cited by the
radicals from this alleged 1liberal tradition are more - ' H\;1

appropriately described as conservative, and at least one as

reactionary. In the course of advancing this part of the ,<%;
argument mistaken assumptions and weaknesses of charascterisation ; 0;

. i .”‘{’J'
of 'liberalism' on the part of radical critics are exposed. -

What characteristicg would a liberal notion of education have,
given that the liberal position in theory of education has been
so mischaracterised? A formal account is given of a liberal

notion of education as primarily concerned with the development

‘o‘

of the autonomy of the individual. The kind of 'individualism®
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suggested by this notion is explored, and a liberal notion of
education is dissociated from the major strands in the history of
individualist ideas, although they themselves tended to reflect

liberal principles.

While radical attacks on 'liberal theory of education' prompt the R
assumption that liberalism and Marxism would offer very different ;é;z{%
notions of education, this is also mistaken. Analysis of the 17oe

Marxist notion of polytechnic education shows similarities

between most features of polytechnic education and the genuine e

liberal notion of education held by John White. Maving dispelled .
the assumption that liberalism and Mavxism are likely Lo genevate

very different notions of education, the discussion turns finally

to advance the argument that because of a tension between the

aims of democratic participation and revolutionary change, there o ;5

are grounds for holding that Marxism cannot offer a coherent ; ']§
notion of education, ‘*v“

|
It is misguided to assume that liberal theory of education should P
be abandoned din favour of Marxist theory. The latter's e
perceptive analyses of schooling in capltalist soclety are not ;’kng

necessarily incompatible with a liberal notion of education. It ”;‘47‘5
is misguided to assume, and to offer to students of education, a :
straightforward choice between these two positions, especially *oﬁ;
given the flawed and often unrigorous characterisation of o
'liberal theory of education' offered by those who posit such a

choice. s
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PREFACE

It is widely observed that schooling in South Africa is in a
state of crisis. Many of the injustices of South African society
coalesce around its schooling system; inferior schooling for
hlacks has been egsential to the perpetuation of a social system
in waich most have been denied all but the most menial and
low-paid work, with profound consequences in terms of their life
chances. While white children have had greater access to
schooling, the schooling they have received has tended more

towards indoctrination than education.

In the face of these and ohher aspects of the crisis the dilemmas
and responsibilities confronting those involved in teacher
aducation and the study of education in South Africa are
particularly awesome. One way of facing these problems has been
the suggestion that in both the academic study of education and
in teacher education what is required is a radical approach,
ingpired by a wariety of Marxist positions, which would provide
better conceptual tools for vesearchers and future teachers, as
well as a praxis appropriate to changlog South African society.
Some who have taken this stance have advanced the associated
argument that 'liberal theory of education' has failed and must
be rejected in favour of a myre progressive, radical theory of
education. This thesis is a response to this view, with which I

wish to take issue. vi
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Has liberal theory of education anything to contribute to the
study of education in South Africa today? Or is it, as some
argus, discredited and passé? In the face of the continuing
crisis in education in South Africa one of the issues confronting
those engaged in the atudy of education concerns the choice of
appropriate directions for the enterprise of theory of
education. Here three broad possibilities present themselwves,
each of which gives strong emphasis to the significance of
education in this country, They could be desceribed as the
paradigme offered by liberal theory, Fundamental Pedagogics and
radical theory of education. In debates about education at South
African universities these are the three most obviously

distinguishable, but not easily characterisable, possibilities.

Fundamental Pedagopics, which shares the anti«liberal position of
the radical view, has been pursued in isolation From the other
two paradigms within some of the Afrikaans-medium universities,
at the University of South Afrlea and at the tiribal
universities., It has been subject to deserving critiecism,(l)
centrally on the grounds of its role, in spite of its claims to

be a 'science'y in defending the ideology of apartheld and the

L TN P . Rl I "




unjust wochooling system which is an integral part of the gtatus
quo. But Fundamental Pedagoglcs 1is mnot part of my subject of
interest lhere. My councern, rather, 1s with some matters at
issue between what I broadly describe as radical and liberal
approaches to theory of education. More specifically, I am
interested in a position advanced from a broad radical
perspective against what 1s described as 'liberal theory of
education', This is the wview that liberal theory of education
has been discredited, and is of no relevance to the study of
education, or at best is simply a well-meaning but fundamentally
misguided enterprise. Hand in hand with this stance goes the
claim that the methods and insights offered by a radival theory
inspired by a range of Marxist inputs is better equipped and more
successful than liberal theory, in the study of education no less
than in a variety of other filelds. This thesis will address
itself to this rejection of liberal theory of education, which it
will defend, given a certain account of the notion of liberal

theory of education.

I will begin, in Chapter 2, by ske!~hing the main arguments
marshalled by the radical critics against what is called 'liberal
theory of education'. In doing so I will indicate how and where,

in subsequent chapters, I intend to deal with these arguments.

Chapter 3 takes up the problem of characterising the concept
'1iberal', by examining some aspects of the liberal tradition,
It aghows how examination of the ideas of John Locke and John

Stuart Mill reveals thal liberal ideas are characterisable in
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terms of the essential, central concern for individual freedom,
while particular expressions of the liberal point of view vary,
depending on the historical context in which they are developed.
The argument questions the wvalidity of didertifying the liberal
point of view with particular expressions of liberal ideas, like

calls for equality of opportunity, or ideas which at times have

been defended in association with liberalism, e.g. the defence of

capitalism and certain brands of individualism.

The radical tendency to adopt simplistic characterisations of
liberal ideas is exposed further in the two subsequent chapters. oéy§

Chapter 4 is an examination of the radical argument that the work

of P, H. Hirst and R. S. Peters(2) as ‘'liberal philosophers of

education' is fundamentally conservative, and that this C f
conservatism is reflected din  their methodology, their ~‘;:
epistemology and their theory of schooling. It argues both that
this radical argument is gonfused; in that there are significant
differences between liberalism and conservatism, and that if one &}
takes into account critiecisms of Hirsc and Peters from within .
analytic philosophy, their work should not be seen as
repressntative and uncontroversial statements of ‘'liberal
philosophy of education', Chapter 5 challenges the radical view .
that the dominant traditlon in studies of education in South | E
Afrdca is a liberal one. It congiders the orguments against, and F‘ .
implied ~riteria of, certain studies of educatlon in South Africa
alleged by the radicals to be 'liberal'. It shows that the ‘
criteria in question are inadequate and that, taking into account

the examples c¢ited by the radicals, it is siwply wrong, with one
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or two individual exceptiony, to hold that the dominant tradition
in question is a liberal omne. This tradition, like the work of

Hirst and Peters, is on the whole more aptly described as

congervative.

If the argument is that the radicals are mistaken in the examples
they offer of ‘'liberal theory of education' in the two cases
discussed in Chapters 4 and 5, what counts as a correct example?
Chapter 6 argues that while Hirst and Peters are more
appropriately described as conservative, P. S. Wilson and John
White are better examples of liberal philosophers of education.
By contrast with Hivst and Peters, for whown education is szen as
initiating pupils into worthwhile activities, identified in terms
of public traditions and modes of understanding, Wilson's concern
is that the individual should be enabled to discover her
interests and to choose for horself to pursue activities
appropriate t¢ those interests. His emphasis on individual
freedom in this sense 4is evidence of a classical liberal
position. John Wh e's defenck of a compulsewy curriculum,
paradoxical as it may seem, is also a statement of a liberal
position in that White sees this as being in the interests of
increasing the frecdom of the individual. It 4g further argued
that Wilson's, and particularly White's ideas, have revolutionary

rather than reformist lmplications.

While Chapter 3 establisghes that the central characteristlc of
the liberal tradition has been 1its defence of the principle of

freedom, and while the definitive presence of this principle in a
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genuinely liberal notion of education is emphasised in discussing
Wilson and White, the theme of emphasis on the individual will
also emerge in Chapter %. This raises explicitly the radical
attack, pointed to in Chapter 2, on the alleged individualism
assumed and defended in liberal theory of education. In taking
up this issue in Chapter 7, I will show how most threads in the
history of individualist ideas are incompatible with a genuinely
liberal notion of education. But I will argue that a rationally
justifiable notion of education is fundamentally concerned with
the geood of the individual, which consists primarily in helping
her to exercise autonomy. In its concern for the development of
the individual's potential such a liberal notion of education has

much in common winn 4 Marxist notion of education.

This issue of a Marxist notion of education is the central focus
of Chapter 8. Here an examination of Marx's mnotion of
polytechnic education and of Freire's theory of dialogical
education shows that such notions have much in common with the
gernuinely liberal view of education found in the ideas of White,
but a sharp contrast can be drawn between the Fformer and the
notion of education offered by Hirst aand Peters. Further, it is
argued in Chapter 9 that there is an dincompatibility in the
Marxist notion of education between the aim of revolution and the
aim of developing each individual's capacity for autonomy. The
ultimate agnosticism of the liberal view enables it to avoid such
difficulties, and thus to develop a more coherent notion of

education.
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Setting the boundaries of this wundertaking is of wvital
importance, given that debates and opinions on these two
apparently competing models underlie much of what has taken place
over a wide variety of disciplines over the last decade or so.
4s a broad spectrum of disciplines and issgsues is raised when
liberal and Marxist paradigms come into conflict, it is wvital to
keep the limits of the exercise I have in mind both clear and
modest. I do not propose to take on in any global sense the wide
range of matters at issue between liberalism and Marxism. My
central focus is a specific issue in theory of education, as

outlined above.

One needs also to be cautious in using terms like 'liberal' and

'Marxist'. Such terms cannot be taken for granted. I do not use
them as transparent labels for positions whose features are given ;;jag
or uncontroversial. Indeed one of the major thrusts of my ;:“Q
argument is that there are no simple recipes or brief formulae

which can successfully encompass the meaning of the term

'liberal’, or the term 'Marxist'. The radical tendency is to be

more sympathetic to the latter than to the former. Furthermore,
it is obvious that within the range of views which could be
described as 'liberal' on the one hand and 'Marxist' on the other e
there are debates about what these positicns can and should
involve. The identity, then, of both 'liberalism' and 'Marxism' e
is controversial. My main interest is in the identity of the
liberal position, as it is an attack on this position which is S

the subject of this thesis. I am therefore going to pay more
attention to the problems of characterising the liberal point of 5

view.
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My goal is not to settle once and for all the basic disagreements
between liberal and Marxist ideas. It is, more modestly, to

challenge the particular radical view of liberal theory of

education which I have raised and the presuppositions on which
this view rests. It calls for a serious re-examination of the

relevance of liberal ideas to the study of education, and hence

of what has become one of the dominant orthodoxies of the moment.

foes

(L) See: P. N. G. Beard and W. E. Morrow (eds.), Problems of
Pedagogics (1981); Penny Enslin, 'The Role of Fundamental
Pedagogics in the Formulation of Educational Policy in
South Africa‘' (1984).

(2) Criticisms of the work of Hirst and Peters are directed
at: Paul H. Hirst, ‘'Liberal Education and the Nature of
Knowledge' (1974); R. S. Peters, Ethics and Education
(1966).
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CHAPTER 2

304

THE ALLEGED POVERTY OF LIBERAL THEORY OF EDUCATION

W

In challenging the relevance of liberal theory of education to 5;§
the study of education, radical ecritics(l) attribute to it I !
certain mistaken assumptions and arguments, vhose mistakenness is aa
alleged to establish that liberal theory of education is passé, ,
and that it has far less to offer than a radical theory. In
setting about the task of defending liberal theory of education, '.iQ
I shall begin by making a reasonably comprehensive catalogue of 1%:
the arguments and assumptions which radicals attribute to liberal
theorists. The purpose of this catalogue is not to provide a ! s
programme for the remainder of the thesis. I shall not discuss §§\;
all these items in the thesis. The purpcse of the catalogue is ““Q
simply to display the range of the radical eritique. I will ‘
gather these arguments and assumptions under seven headings in
gsection 2 below, sketching the grounds on which the critics

object to them.

Before moving on to this catalogue of alleged features of liberal ¢ X
theory of education, tvo remarks are in order. Tirstly, while I R

will diundicate the central radical assumptions about both theory S
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of education and liberal theory of education, I do not want to
suggest that I am handling here a unified radical view. The
attacks on liberal theory of education have been gathered from
various comtemporary sources. Secondly, what I tackle here is
not a 'review of the literature’ but an attempt to pick out the
major radical arguments in question and to sketch them from the
inside. The aim is to set up the central issues at stake in the
chapters which follow. In section 3 I will indicate where and
how in those chapters 1 intend to respond to the radical view of
liberal theory of education and its main assunptions and
arguments. Some of the seven headings below will be treated in
more detail then others in subsequent chapters, and I will

indicate why,

(1) The economic growth argument

According ro liberal theorists, theilr critics argue, schooling
contributes to economie growth, to the benefit of all. It can be
seen to do so in two ways. Firstly, efficient schooling
contributes directly to the growth of technology by providing the
necessary expertise and skills for its development and use. Thig
in turn determines the level of ceconomic and therefore social
progress in a soclety. Secondly, the role of mass schooling in
modern society 1s to help citizens to adjust to the industrial

system by teaching them the necessary norms and by integrating
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them into occupational roles appropriate to their abilities. In
these ways schooling promotes economic progress and so raises the

quality of life for all members of society.

But the reality behind this 1liberal rhetoric dis that in
capitalist liberal democracies(2) the main function of schooling )
is to provide not technical expertise, but particular types of y;ﬂllﬁi
people,(3) The social relations of production determine the )

nature of the technology to be empioyed. Besides which, the myth

of economic progress for the benefit of all is but an element of Q‘cufi
liberal ideology, disguising the fact that technological and ;  'Q§
economic growth benefit not the masses, but the owners of the

means of production. And teaching the masses the ‘'necessary

norms' would be more accurately described as maintaining the Tl 5

existing social relations of production. The function of R @
EE q
Ly

achooling is control, not economic and social progress.

(ii) The equality argument o ;

The liberal view of education argues that some redress for life's
wnequal chances may be achieved through  educational
opportunities. By providing equality of opportunity, those with

ability, assisted hy objective selection procedures, have the

[t

chance to succeed, and cach is allocated to her appropriate role 5
in life. According to this meritocratic view, children with
ability from poor backgrounds may enter the growing middle
class, Thus the educational system provides for gocinl mobility,

dependent on individual talent and industry.
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But, far from providing equal opportunity, educaktion in
capitalist liberal democracles ensures effective social control.
Schooling slots children into the occupational hierarchy, which
reflecty the class structure. In the vast majority of cases,
occupation is determined by class, prevailing notions of ability
being mere reflections of dominant middle clasp values., Indeed
it has been demonstrated(4) that ability is less relevant than
class in determining a child's place in the occupational
hierarchy. Furthermore the role of pgychology and its various
selection procedures, and of ‘'educational experts' in general,

have now been shown to be far from neutral and objective.(5)

Liberal theory has failed to understand the nature and
significance of cultural and class differences in attempting to
account for the failure of working-class children compared with

middle~class c¢hildren.(6)

(ii1) The liberal view of knowledge and education

The Liberal view of knowledge, which according to sgome Marxist
critics(7) has become dominant in universities and colleges of
education, 18 excemplified dn the work of the 1iberal
philosophers, Hirst and Potora, The criticas focus on Hirst's
notion of formg of knowledge and Peters's view of education as
initiation dnkto worthwhile activities, and on the broader
theoretical implications of these two focal points of liberal

philosophy of education.
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Hirst's forms of knowledge thesis is rejected. It is argued that
Hirst underestimates the difficulties which arise from his
attribution of independent criteria and distinctive procedures
and tests of validity to the various forms. His position is sgeen
as evidence of the belief that knowledge is objective, absolute
and given, rather than socially and culturally situated. It also
indicates a tendency to regard only propositional knowledge as
knowledge, and ko see the abstract and theoretical as superior to

practical knowledge.(8)

These errors aboubt the nature of knowledge are incorporated into
the consequent view Chat education is dinitiation into publis
traditions and modes of understanding, which can be identified in
terms of the forms of knowledge. Liberal education derives
objectivity from knowledge associated with these public criteria
and modes of understanding. The curriculum reflects this given
objective structure of knowledge, and consists of disciplines
into which the child is to be initiated.(9) By definition
liberal eaducation jJustifies itself -~ it has no extrinsic aim.
This absolute view of knowledge and education assumes that the
knowledge and theordsing of the teacher 1s superior to that of
the pupil.(10) In dinitiating the child dinto ‘'worthwhile
activities' it dimposes on her a particular congtruction of

meaning to the exclusion of others.
The liberal philosophers' view of knowledge fails to take into

account the factor of ideolagy. It ignores questions congerning

the historleally and soclally determined production, reproducticn
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and legitimation of knowledge. In assuming that knowledge is
absolute and autonomous the liberal philosophers fail to realise

that knowledge reflects the interests of the dominant group in a

gsociety at a particular time. Hirst makes the mistake of taking
the very question of the nature of knowledge as his starting

point in trying to determine the nature of educacion.(1l) A

materialist analysis of knowledge, by contrast, enables the

theorist te analyse the ways 4in which prevalent ideas of SRR

knowledge are determined by class interests. It provides the §  SQS
conceptual tools to enable one to demonstrate how the dominant
ideology in a society distorts reality in the interests of the

ruling class. These interests are further served by the division

of knowledge reflected in the structure of academic practice,(12)

which in turn fragments and dissipates the thrust of professional ;J$ f;l
academic work,(1l3) and in the distinction between mental and E
manual labour. The liberal philosophers £ail to see that ¥ ﬁ'@
knowledge and schooling are not neutrsl, Far from promoting
kuowledge, education serves prevailing ideologies, thus promoting i o
ignorance,(l4) By agsuming that education is autonomous, nsutral | |
and apolitical the ldiberal philosophers support the existing

power structure. ck\i‘m

(iv) Analytic philosophy as a method by

N
L @;
Not only do the lLiberal phlilosophers of education err in failing g‘
to take into account the relevance of iddeology to a theory of %
i knowledge., In addition thelr very activity as theorists requires ! L
| R analysis in terms of the production of ideology. But they do not %

;
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I
I
1
}




ko L SO

14

sea their work as ideological,(l5) as supporting the existing
structures of power. Instead Hirst and Peters claim to use a
method ~ analytic philosophy ~ which 1is detached and
neutral.(16) From powerful positions as professors at
respectable universities, and in the Philosophy of Education
Society of Great Britain, they set the parameters for a method
which develops the supportive rhetoric which legitimates the
gtatus que, and which has provided hardly any genuine insights
into education.(l?7) By favouring analysis Hirst and Peters
support a method which is now discredited.(18) Working within
the Anglo-American tradition of philosophy, they ignore or
dismiss the Euvopean phenomenoclogical and Marxist traditions,
each of which has offered considerable insights inte
education,(19) From the Marxist point of view liberal philasophy
of education makes the basic mistake of focussing, as if they are
free of context, on the inner processes of education,(20) taking
ethics and epistemology as their starting point,(21) rather than

the relations of production, which are primary.

(v) Liberal defence of the status quo

Education 1s a political act. Like the state, the law, the
family and other institutiong in capitalist liberal democracies,
it serves the ruling elements in soclety. This 1t does by
providing the skills appropriate to the prevailing wmode of
production, and by securing prevailing ideologies. Liberal
theory of education makes a fundamental mistake in its perception

of the relationship between education and politics, and thus
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between education and social change. Failing to see that
schooling in capitalist liberal democracies, far from being a
neutral enterprise, independent of polities, is but a reflection
of the political and economic conditions in a society, the
liberal theorists migtakenly believe that education can bring

about social change.

While liberal rhetoric refers to education as a tool for reform,
the introduction of mass schooling, for example, has not in the
vast majority of cases extended equal opportunities to working
class  children. Liberal reformism is a strategy for
incorporation, where working class demands are acceded to in the
modification of some unjust social conditions precisely in ordex
to reduce demands for genuine change. Thus the prevailing power
relations are strengthened.(22) The liberal rhetoric of gradual
social change without conflict serves an essentially conservative
and reactionary purpose, supporting the existing power

structure.(23)

(vi) Education is for individual development

According to the liberal account, education promotes the personal
growth and fulfilment of the individual. This aspect of the
:uberal philosophy receives particular emphagis in the work of
John Dewey, for whom one ¢f the functions of the school is the
development of the moral, cognitive and aesthetic potential of

the individual child,
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But in gpite of this emphasis, and because of the very nature of

schooling in capitalist liberal democracies, education serves to

i @ ‘?
alienate rather than develep the individual. Its function is to VT §
control her, and to prepare her for a place in the occupational %

hierarchy. What is more, this emphasis on the dindividual is
symptomatic of further more deep~seated theorebtical errors in the
liberal wview. It reinforces the notion of the individual as
logically prior to society, assumed for example in 1Q theories,
which attribute properties like intelligence to individuals, in
isolation from social structures.(24) And it emphasises a

dangerous commitment to individualistic competitiveness, rather

g s e A A R, oy i AN S S R
3

than soeial co~operation.(25)

(vii) Liberal theory of education in South Africa : ”6’

Taking 4its inspiration from ravisionist historiography, the o
radical agsessment of the state of theory of education in South ;,$~q

Africa 18 highly critical of what it regards as the 'dominant ; (R

liberal education tradition'.(26) This liberal tradition is s
characterised by a neglect of black education, a tendency to be e
descriptive and to lack critique, and a failure to see education

in the context of South African socicty as a whole.(27) It is

also argued that Liberals have been mistaken in attributing i :
oppression in South Afrdca to raclal prejudice on the part of %V
Afrikaners, rather than to capitalist development. Similarly, %
radical theoriats stress that 1t ils the needs of capital, rather ;
than mere racial oppression, which provides an explanation for g%f o

the establishment of Bantu Education. The essential pattern in }; .
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black education in South Africa, before and after 1948, has been
to school blacks for semi~ and unskilled jobs (except where
manpower needs dictate otherwise) and the relations of production

appropriate to such a dispensation. Persistent  liberal

assumptions about the nature and function of education continue

to lie behind the view that education and extended eéducational

facilities can act as a neutral agent for change in South i“*ﬁ i

Africa. Such a view is theoretically incapable of providing

tools for understanding schools as sites of struggle, i

particularly since 1976.

(&S )

A S il e

While my dintention in the chapters which follow is to show that
none of the features attributed to liberal theory of education in
the arguments sketched above establishes the radical view that
liberal theory of education is discredited, my position holds
neither that radical theory of education has nothing to offer us,
nor that none of the arguments above is correct, once detached l |
from Lts mistaken association with liberalism. I must agree with i, .§
the radicals that schooling cannot be geen as detached from i

political and aconomie features of a socilety, and that schooling

on the whole fails to promote economic growth, equality or

individual development. And theories of dideology, though not

without their own problems, have contributed enormously to our

i\

understanding of schooling. The radicals also point to some

gslgnificant problems in the work of Hirst and Peters.

X
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But to concede these arguments to the radicals is not to accept
that they discredit liberal theory of education, because
underlying these arguments is a characterisation of liberal

theory, of society in general and of liberal theory of education,

which is itgelf mistaken. The radical arguments must stand or

fall on their characterisation of ‘liberal'., In showing that ‘.

this characterisation is inadequate, Chapter 3 will argue that fé*ﬁp
the liberal point of view is characterised by its central concern S’

e
to defend the principle of individual freedom. This the radicals e

fail to acknowledge. While I will argue further that this y :f%

defence of the principle of individual freedom takes different

forms, depending on the particular context, and informed by

various associated principles like that of equality, the argument

about equality of opportunity attributed by the radicals to kY

liberal theory of education is not necessary to a liberal wview of L «g

education. Nor is a defence of “capitalism.

Resting on my characterisation of “ie liberal point of wview will ; A

be the argument in Chapter 3 that Hirst and Peters should not be
seen as uncontroversially representative of liberal philosophy of
education. This will raise gevere doubts about whether the

problems attributed by the radicals to Hirst and Peters's views

O S

are problems of liberal theory of education. I will argue that K

b A R

i

Hirst and Peters are in respect of their notion of education more
appropriately described as conservative, and that P. S. Wilson
and John White ought to have been included in radical discussions
of liberal philosophy of education. And in the light of my

characterisation of the liberal point of view I will show that e
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the centrsl features of a liberal notion of education must be a

concern to develop individual autonomy. I need hardly point out

that the radical critics of 1literal theory of education are
gceptical towards the notion of autonomy. And although
'individualism' is a feature of liberal education as recounted by
the radicals, I will show in Chapter 7 that the radical
characterisation of this notion in education is also inadequate.
Similarly, Chapter 5 will question the radical attack on liberal
theory of education in South Africa largely on the grounds of its
characterisation of 'liberal', although other problems will also
be exposed in the local radical position. To complete the
picture: Chapters 8 and 9 are not direct responses to the
radical views which have been sketched in this chapter. By
contrast with the depth and dinsights of the critique which
radical theorists have developed of schooling in capitalist
societies, they have paid 1little attention to the task of
offering a positive account of the notion of education. Chapters
8 and 9 will compare liberal and radical notions of educatien.
The similarities which will be revealed will draw further
attentlon to  the  simplistic  nature of the  radical

characterisation of liberal theory of education.

In its challenging of the radical characterisation of the liberal
point of view it 4s clear that this thesis is fundamentally about
the use of the word 'liberal'., It sets out to show that, in the
argunents attributed to liberal theory of education by the
radicals, this and other words are used carelessly, with a lack

of sensitivity to their complexity. While vradical theory offers
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strengths of the kinds acknowledged above, it would do well to
look to the strengths of liberal philosephy of education in

particular in order to overcome some of ite conceptual weaknesses.
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CHAPTER 3

THE LIBERAL POINT OF VIEN

Whather the radical critics are correct in holding that liberal
theory of education is discredited depends crucially on the
gquestion of how the word 'liberal' {s to be characterized. In
this chapter I focus on the problem of characterizing the concept
"liberal' by examining some aspects of the liberal tradition. Im
dodng so I set out to illustrate some of the difficulties
involved in giving an account of what the liberal point of view
is. The essential point I wish to make 1s that characterizing
what makes a view 'liberal' is not a simple matter, for reasons I
hope to make clear. My aim is to expose two mistakes, the first
being that made in the radical arguments sketched in Chapter 2,
which identify ‘'liberalism' with capitalism. The sccond is that
made by those who idantify 'liberalism' with specific examples of
views cxpressed by spokesmen for the liberal point of view like
John Locke or John Stuart Mill, whosc liberalism I will discuss
in gections 2 and 3 respectively. In what follows I do not set
out to gilve a comprehensive account of the rich and variable
liberal tradition. Nor is it my aim in this chapter to develop a

defensible vergsion of the liberal point of viaew.
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In order to understand the nature of Locke's contribution to the
liberal tradition we mneed to take note of the political and
intellectual climate in late seventeenth century England. There
were two dominant elements in this climate. First, the struggle
for religious toleration and intellectual freedom in the wake of
the Reformation and Counter-Reformation, encouraged by the
development of philosophy and science in the seventeenth
century. And  second, opposition to absolute monarchy,

culminating in the Glorious Revolution of 1688.

Locke, who did not descrihe his ideas as liberal,(l) spoke for
those opposed to the Stuarts' attempt to extend thelr authority
by ralsing a tax on property without the consent of Parliament,
in violation of the Common Law tradition. This defence of the
right of the individual to his property is a crucial aspect of
Locke's argument., Significantly, his notion of property includes
the idea of the individual's right to the fruits of his own
labour; ‘'every man has property in his own person. This nobody
hag any zight to but himself. The labour of his body and the

work of his hands, we may say, are properly his'.(2)

For Locke, according to the Law of Nature, all men have a natural
right to life, liberty and property. The Law of Nature consists
of a self-evident set of rules, which are rationally justified,
and which all social beings must oaccept. Locke argued that

reason 1s 'the common rule and measure God hath glven to
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mankind'.(3) Presupposed by such rational justification is a
minimum level of dimpartiality and respect for the rights of

others, and for their property. This emphasis on rational

justification, on the model of demonstrating mathematical axioms, ﬁq
stands in contrast to the appeal to supernatural authority or - » “o
tradition, )

#

According to Locke's version of social contract theory, society

koAt
c

had been established by free and equal individuals in a state of

nature who, because of the insecurity of the state of nature,

Ereely agreed to leave it and enter into civil society in order
to better sorve thedr rights. The individual men who consent te

anter society give up the £freedom, equality and independence

whish they had in the state of nature in exchange for the greater

security of civil society, the waln purpose of which is the b
preservation of its members' property. In a society established F
In this way, the legislature is the supreme power. Foxr although o o
men agreed to form a society for mutual advantage, all suates are A?i/ Lg
potentially tyrannical. In this respect the main encmy iz the ;%”;n;
axecutive, which must be kept subject to the lav and held in '¥% o“

check by the legislature. Locke thus anticipates Montesquicu's I Sy

e¢laboration of the theory of the separatiocn of powers, P

Sovereign cocrclve powers must in civil soclety be conatrained by

law:

The end of law is, not to abollsh or restrain, but to
preserve and enlarge freedom. TFor in all the sabtates of
created baings capable of laws, where there is no law there
is no freedom. For Llilberty ig to be free from restraint
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and violence from others; which cannot be where Lhere 1s
no law: and is not, as we are told, a liberty for every
man to do as he lists.(4)

Locke argued against Sir Robert Fllmer's defence, in his

Patriarcha, of absolute royal authority, which was made on the

grounds of an analogy with patriarchalism. Filmer saw society £ ')§
as an extended family in which paternal authority is exercised in | a;¥ﬂ
the hereditary right of kings to evxereise the authority given to L
Adam over his children by God. In Filmer's opinion Adam's %
original authority as father of mankind is inherited by all ° |

kings, who are descendants of 4dam, and who therefore carry the s ~°g

authority of nature and of God. ‘Thus kings exercise author.ty by

divine right and are respongible in doing so only to God.

Locke's response is that while Adam had paternal authority over
his c¢hildren in their dnfancy, this ended once they wreached

adulthood.

As was the case with his opposition to royal absolutism and AT
attempts to justify it, Lockc's defence of religious toleration [P,
was a response to the circumstances of the time in whiech he
wrote. At that time the churches, Lutheran, Calvinist, Catholiec ,fmkc‘

and the Church of England, as well ag secular rulers saw it as L‘K;§
thedlr right and duty to force people to accept what the o |
particular church or leader regorded as the true Ffaith., In his |
'‘Letter on Toleration' freedom of rveliglous bLelief is argued to _%~‘.g¢
be one of kthe chief liberties whose presorvation is the purpose
of socloty and government, Locke argues that church and state

are separate on the grounds that their Ffunctious are different, S
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And he argues for freedom for the individual in private spheres

like religious belief:

«+» Seeing one man does not violate the right of another,
by his erroncous opinions, and undue manner of worship, nor
ig his perdition any prejudice to another man's affairs;
therefore the care of each man's salvation belongs only to
himgelf ... Anyone may employ as many exhortations and
arguments as he pleases, towards the promoting of another
man's salvation. But all force and compulsionn must be
forborn. Nothing is to be done imperiously. Nobody is
obliged din that mamer to yield obedienze unto the
admonitions or injunctions of another, farther than he
himself is persuaded. Every man, in that, has the supreme
and absolute authority of judging for himself; and the
reason is, because nobody ¢lse is concerned in it, nor can
receive any prejudice frowm his conduct therein.(5)

Having sketched the egsential features of Tocke's arguments for
Iiberty, I turn now to the question: what is it about Locke's
ideas which leads us to describe them as an expression of the
liberal point of view? Aad, if Locke's avguments are part of the
liberal tradition, what makes them so wien, as I shall show,
liberals writing at later stages in history are noct concerned
about religious toleration oxr royal absolutism, but with other
lssues? This problem points us in the right direction for
developing an understanding of what characterizes the liberal
point of view., I suggest that we must differentiate bLetween the

central principle or essontial characteristic which distinguishes

Locke's dideas oas liberal, and his particular expression or
specific application of the Lliberal point of wview.(6) The
central and most fundamental characterdstiz of liberal dideas is
that they defend the principle of individual liberty or freedom,
which I am golng to treat as synonymous.(7) But of course an

argument for liberty or freedom is not necessarily a statement of
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the liberal point of view. For example, one mway call for freedom
from exploitation or from colonial rule, without being a
liberal. What distinguishes the 1liberal point of wview is both

that individual freedom is fundamental and the assumptions or

associated principles which give meaning to this Eundamental
principle of individual liberty. Locke's argument in defence of “ ‘ %
the principle of Lliberty rests on the following assumptions or
principles: that individuals are autonomous agents capable of et
conducting their affairs rationally, and that individuval rights _
and tolerance are of central importance. These aasumptions and
the central characteristic must be distinguished from the , :U%
particular ecxpressions of the liberal point of view, for example | ‘:'\5
Locke's defence of religlous liberty, or of the w»right to . @

property. My argument is that the particular expressions of the -

liberal point of <view change according to historical ¢

circumstances, while the central characteristic remains constant e

as fundamental and definitive, although the assumptions and e

principles which give meaning to the principle of individual

Ll D

liberty are not entirely static and unghifting.

On the basis of this distinction Dbetween the central .

characterizing elements of a statement of the liberal point of | o

view on the one hand and its particular oxpressions on the other, o

4Ji”;«' 5; we can galn a proper pergpective on €. B. Macpherson's : v
éﬁé‘%ﬁ;j‘ controveraial  but notable analysis of  Locke's  ideas,
'w'ﬁ {"' Macpherson's Marxist Interpretation 1s that the theorctical o
Q\ ’ underpinning of lLocke's work, and of subsequent liberal o

i democratic theory, is possessive individualism. Locka's theory
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of property ‘'provides a moral foundation for bourgeois
appropriation ... the whole theory of property is a justification
of the natural right not only to unequal property but to
unlimited individual appropriation'.(8) Locke 'justifies, as
natural, a class differential in rights and in rationality, and

by doing 8o provides a positive moral basis for capitalist

gsociety'.(9)

While Macplerson may well be right in his criticism that Locke's
gsoclal theory can bhe seen to underpin these social
consequences,(10) we should not make the mistake of extending
Macpherson's insights so as to see them as ddentifying the
essential characteristics of the liberal point of wview.
Macpherson's work should be seen as concerned with eritical
evaluation of the content of Locke's particular expression of the
liberal point of wview. The relationship between particular
instances of the liberal point of view and criteria for this

point of view is aptly deseribed by D. J. Manning:

What we can say is that Locke's political theory is one of
the faces that libexalism can pull, and occasionally does.
It is compatible with its bone structure. But is is not an
appearance that liberalism has always presented or must
again present to rctain its identity. The identity of
liberalism is to be found 4dn the limits of dits
tranafigurations, not in the persistence of a collecticn of
individual expresgions.(ll)

My distinction Dbetween the «central characterdstic and the
particular expressions of the liberal point of view can be
developed further hy closer examination of Manning's metaphor.

The faces that 'liberalism' can pull are analogous te the varying
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particular expressions of the liberal point of view. The bone
gtructure is comparable with the more constant central
characteristic and associated assumptions and principles of the
liberal point of wiew. But we can also note that the bone
structure of the face does not remain rigid. It too changes and

grows.

In examining further examples from the liberal tradition we
encounter other faces which it pullg. The discussion of these
below will illustrate my argument that the tradition is
characterized by its central ..+ steristic, defence of

individual freedom, and that it has vy single spokesman.

The liberal point of view as expressed by John Stuart Mill is a
reflection of the changed circumstances in England by the o

nineteenth century. Although, like Locke. Mill was concerned to

defend intellectual liberty, the threat of religious persecution

and absolute monarchy had by this time been checked. Mill ©

addresged himself to new threats to liberty from, as he saw it,

e B N S o g,

the potential tyranny of the majority posed by the development of e

popular government, and the growing powers of the bureaucracy. &

0
3

In his essay On_Liberty Mill states that his objective is to R

assert the principle

that the sgole end for which mankind are warranted,
individually or collectively, in interfering with the .

N
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particular expressions of the liberal point of view. The bone
structure i1s comparable with the more constant central

characteristic and associlated assumptions and principles of the

liberal point of wiew. But we can also note that the bone ‘ %

structure of the face does not remain rigid. It too changes and o
grows. | S
4

P s

Z%ﬂ?ffz . In examining further examples from the liberal tradition we S |
encounter other faces which it pulls, The discussion of these
below will illustrate my argument that the tradition is

characterized by its central characteristic, defence of ) ]

individual freedom, and that it has no single spokesman. -

% ; ;
; The Lliberal point of wview as expressed by John Stuart Mill is a
ffxw"f\{, reflection of the changed circumgtances in England by the

nineteenth century. Although, like Locke, Mill was concerned to ;

£E3°“  N defend intellectual liberty, the threat of religious persecution Fg .
?} ‘ R and absolute monarchy had by this time been checked. Mill ET{
addresged himself to new threats to liberty from, as he saw !,
3? 4 the potential tyranny of the majority posad by the development of

i ?f'ﬂ popular government, and the growing powers of the bureaucracy. _—

In his essay On_Liberty Mill states that hkis objective is to “ oL

assert the prineciple 5

that the sole end for which mankind are warranted,
individually or collectively, in interfering with the
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liberty of action of any of their number, is
gself-protection. That the only purpose for which power can
be rightfully exercised over any member of a civilized
community, against his will, ids to prevent harm to
others... The only part of the conduct of any one, for
which he is amenable to society, is that which concerns
others. In the part which merely concerns himself, his
independence ig, of right, absolute. Over himself, his own
body and mind, the individual is sovereign.(12)

Thus Mill makes a c¢rucial distinction between an area of the

individual's 1life which is essentially private and should be free

of interference from others, and the public sphere, where the
interests of others are involved and where coercion may be oy
justified. In a free society three spheres of individual liberty

will be respected. Freedom, argues Mill,

comprises, first, the inward domain of consclousness,

demanding liberty of ccnscience in the most comprehensive § e
sense; liberty of thought and feeling, absolute freedom of N

opinion and sentiment on all subjects, practical or . ,
speculative, sclentific, wmoral, or theological. The PR
liberty of expressing and publishing opinions... Secondly, : )

the principle requires liberty of tastes and pursuits, of
framing the plan of our life to suit our own character; of
doing as we like, subject to such conseyuences as may
follow: without impediment from our fellow-creatures, so
long as what we do does not harm them, even though they
should think our conduct fooldsgh, perverse, or wrong.
Thirdly, from this liberty of each individual, follows the
liberty, within the same limits, of combination among
individuals; freedom to unite for any purpose not

[y}

Involving harm to uthers: the persons combining being R
supposed to be of full age and not forced or deceived.(13) st
©
These Introductory considerations in On_Liberty are followed by pﬁ7
the development of two related themes. The first is a defence of T

freedom of thought and discuasion, and the second an argument for
the ideal of individuality. In arguing for freedom of thought

and discussion, Mill passionately defends freadom of opinion:
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If all mankind minus one were of one opinion, and only one
person were of the contrary opinion, mankind would be no
more justified in silencing that one person than he, if he
had the power, would be justified in silencing mankind.(14)
Mill defends not only the right of the individual to his own

opinions, but also the view that to allow a diversity of opinions

is to promote the search for truth.

The second major theme of On Liberty, the argument for the ideal
of individuality, rests on Mill's admiration for the type of
individual who is energetic, spontanecus and originai, intent on
developing his potential to the highest degree. Such a person
could escape from the unthinking conformity of the masses and has
the ability to exercise choice autonomously. Mill saw human
nature 'not as a machine to be bullt after a model and set to do
exactly the work prescribed for it, but a tree which requires to
grow and develop itself on all sides according to the tendency of
the inward forces which make it a living thing'.(15) Modifying
the utilitarianism of Jeremy Bentham and James Mill, he gave to
the principle of utility a qualitative interpretation, arguing
that certain kinds of pleasure, those based on 'the higher
faculties of man', are more desirable than others.(16) The type
of individual which Mill had in mind would freely exercise his
higher faculties as parts of happiness, rather than merely as
means to happiness. TFor Mill ‘individuality is the samo thing
with development, and... it dis only the cultivation of
individuality which produces, or can produce, well-developed

human beings'.(17)

ER
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Such individuality is not only of worth to the individual, 'In
proportion to the development of his individuality, each person
becomes more valuable to himself, and is therefore capable of
being more valuable to others.'(18) Mill posits the idea of an
élite of individuals whose originality would enable them to
discover new truths and to experiment, with the possibility of
improving on accepted practices, to the benefit of «.l. Such
individuals are described as ‘'the salt of the earth, without them

human life would become a stagnant pool'.(19)

Although Mill shares with Locke the defence of dintellectual
freedom and dindividual autonony, their reasons for defending

these principles were not the same. While Locke's defence of

liberty wag based on his theory of Natural Law and of one's
natural right to liberty, for Mill the individual's right to

liberty was founded on the principle of utility, although he did

) E not adhere consistently to utilitarianism, This is partly o

explained by the immediazte background to Mill's presentation of ,‘ o6

his defence of liberty. While the intellectual climate at the F
: time of Locke was one of scepticism, Mill's dideas were Lo s
,   SN influenced, although he departed from them to a considerable
B degree, by the philosophlcal radicalism of Bentham and James

Mill, who rejcected both the natural law tradition and soclal

) writings were utilitarianism and the materlalism of the pleasure

i

|

s contract theory. Instead, the dominant features of their L
| o
‘

! principla.

i

Mill's position as a prominent member of the liberal tradition is
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not only undzrpinned by different influences from other

defendonts of liberty. He also embraces issues which were not
concerns of others 1like Locke. IHe was a champion of women's

rights, arguing, controversially in the eyes of many later

critics, that 'nothing more is needed for the complete removal of
the evil [of the almost degpotic power of husbands over wivesl)

than that wives should have the same rights, and should receive

the protection of the law in the same manner, as all other

persons'.(20) He Favoured the extension of the vote to women and
the working classes. However, he expressced scepticism about the
prospects for society of the growth of popular government, and so
supported the extension of the suffrage with certain
qualifications, for example that access to the franchlge sghould
be denied to those receiving parish relief, to bankrupts, to

those who persistently fail to pay their taxes, and to the
illiterate. As Locke had opposed absolute monawchy, Mill saw the
claims to absolute soverelgnty on behalf of the common man as an
equally dangerous threst to individual 1liberty. He suggested
that the effect of universal suffrage would be ‘to make one
narrow mean type of human nature universal and perpetual, and to
crush every Influence whiech tends to the further improvement of

man's intellectual and moral nature'.(2ly While he belloved that

most adult members of soclaty should have the vote, lie argued for

provision to eunsure that reason and educatlon should have a

gtronger influorce, by defending the ildea that the more educated

members of soclety should have more than one vote. Mill argued

in favour of representative government, in the hands of the

middle class, whom he regarded as the most encrgetic and able at
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that times the aristocracy he considered to have 'fallen off in

energy and intellect and strength of will',(22)

Mill's argument on ropresentative government is clearly a
controversial one. It has been criticised as a defence of middle
clags interests. This may well be an appropriate criticism, but
its validity does not concern me here. The crucial significance
of this feature of Mill's work is that it leads us back to my
argument that the liberal point of view 1s to be characterised by
its central principle as opposed to specific applications of that
principle. Mill's writings, including his ideas on
representative govcrnment, are, like Locke's, a defence of the
prineiple of 1liberty of the individual. In defending this
fundamental principle, which is the necessary feature of all
expressions of the liberal point of view, Mill appeals to a sect
of principles and assumptions such ag individuality and the
privacy of the individual in matters which coneern only himself,
freedom of opinion, the rights of women ond minorities, the role
of law in estabiishing and protecting such rights, and belief in
the role of education and reagon in directing human affairs.
However, Mill's views on repcesentative government are an example
of the varying cxpressions of which the liberal point of view is
capable. They arc not essential to all expressions of the
liberal point of view; clearly the common liberal view on the
franchise today i1is that dic sghould be extended to all adult
citizona, possibly with a few exceptions, but these are unlikely

to resemble theoue suggested by Mill.
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For these reasons I am not much impressed by the move made by

eritics of liberalism and liberal theory of education to tar the

liberal point of wview with the capitalist brush. One of the

manifestations of this crude understanding of the Lliberal

tradition is the attempt to dismiss Mill's ideas, and the liberal
point of view in general, as centrally a daefence of capitalism,
through Mill's association with the classical economists of

eighteenth and nineteenth century England, I will consider this

issue briefly.

The doctrine of alassical economics subscribed to by Adam Smith,
Thomas Malthus, Jeremy Bentuam, Davig Ricardo, the two Mills and

others must be understood higtorically as a reaction against

mazcantilism, Mercantilist policy was aimed at fostering

domestic trade and industry, dirccting private enterprise to the
public advantage and sccuring a favourable balance of trade. In
rejecting mercantilism, the classical occonomists argued that

econemic freedom would maximise wealth. The collective wealth

would be increased by allowing each individual to pursue his own

intereata. Government cannot, and should not try to, produce

cconomle growth by intervention. Competition, the division of

labour and the accumulation of capital were regarded as essential

to growth.

It ds all tono easy to lose perspective on this association

between c¢lassical economics, the Llibaral point of wiew, ond

nineteenth century capitalism. The association may exist in a

certain form dn the case of Mill, but there are some
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qualifications of which we ought to take note. First, Mill
rojected Bentham's view that people are always motivated by
geli-interest.(23) A central assumption of the capitalist
position is that if all individuals are left free to pursue thedir
owa interest, the result will be the benefit of all. Secondly,

Mill was sympathetic towards certain brands of socialism.(24})

Thirdly, he suggested a number of possible exceptions to the
principle of Llaissez-faire, for example government action to
provide better aducation for more people, and the protection of

children from exploitation in the work place. He wrote in his

Autobiography: o

The social problem of the Ffuture we consldered to be, how .
to unite the greatest individual liberty of action, with a b
common ownership in the raw materials of the globe, and an
equal participation of all in the benefits of combined .
labour.«« [Employers and the labouring masses]] must learn i
by practice to labour and combine for generous, or at all R .
ovents for publie and soclal purposes, and’ noty, as S
hitherto, solely for narrowly Inkerested oncs,(25)

Mill‘s economic theory and his opinions in gencral should not be
geen as esgentially a defence of capitalisms While mavy people
in the nineteenth and twentleth centuries who have regarvded

themsslves as liberal may have favoured capltalism, this does not

o

establish that support for capitalism is an essontial feature of

the liberal point of view. The liberal point of view is only o ;L
contingontly, not logically connected with capitalism. What was |
AW
essential to Mill's oexpression of the liberal point of view was
fundamentally its defence of the principle of individual liberty,
‘ developed through the assumptions and principles listed above.
‘ ; n : Mili's more controveraial ideas are evidence not that the liberal N
o N
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point of wview is 'wrong' but that it is capable of generating
variable expressions. At thig level of variable expression the
liberal point of wview is compatible with a variety of substantive
policies particular to particular historical econditions, as I
have shown in the cases of Locke and Mill. And as with Locke, to
designate Mill ag a spokesman for the liberal point of view whose
content 18 viewed ahistorically as constant and unvarying is

gimplistic. FEach expressed the liberal concerns of his age.

My observation on the contingent relationship between the
liberal point of wview and capitalism, or ony other particular
content, iy borne out by a glence at the development of the
liberal tradition after the period of ‘'classical' liberal ideas
associated with Mill.(26) Liberal concerns subsequent to Mill
become more and more centred on aconomic igsues, and gocial

problems gencrated by industrialization,

There can be observed in modern cxpressions of the liberal point
of view a variety of strands of liberalism. F. A. Hayek, for
e¢xample, defends the  competitive economy and  economie
individualism against what he pexceives as the threat posed to
individual freedom by central planning and collectivism./(27)

Milton Fricdman argues that copitalism preserves frcadom.(£8)

Karl Popper dofends the notlon of the ‘'open society' against
brands of 'utopianism' like Marxism.(29) L. T. Hobhouse, on the
other hand, argues that the state must accept responsibility for

the welfare of dts c¢ltlzens, Hobhouse observes a change in
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direction in liberal thinking, arguing that

men of the keenest liberal sympathles heve come not merely
to accept but eagerly to advance the extonsion of public
control in the dindustrial sphere, and of collective
regpongibility in the matter of the education and even the
feeding of children, the lhousing of the industrial
population, the care of the sick and aged, the provision of
the means of regular employment.(30)

That the liberal point of view is capable of generating such
variable substantive policies supports my argument that it is its
central concern for the principle of individual Freedom which

distinguishes it from other points of wview., While the content

may wary, it is this central principle which gilves unity to the

liberal tradition. To fall to recognise this leads radieal
eritics to make the mistake c¢f idontifying 'liberalism' with
'capitalism', or of treating the iddeas of Locke or MLll as
timeloss statements of the liberal point of view, abstracted from
the circumatances in which they were located. Such a lack of
historival pervspactive ir surprisiug, coming from those who claim

to express the Marxist point of view.

This chapter can now ba eoneluded by locating its main argument
in my argumont as a whole. Reflecting firstly on  its
gignificance for the issues set up in the previous chapter, I
have suggested that the radleal erdtles are wrong to assume a
necessary aasoclation between liberalism and capitalism, I will
show later thot Jjust as 1liberal social theory is contingently

related to capitalism, capitalist assumptions are not an
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indispensable feature of Lliberal theory of education. Indeed,

they may well be a threat to it.

Secondly, looking ahead now to the chapters which follow, I am
going to show, in Chapters 4 and 5 respectively, that the radicul
attack on liberal philosophy of education and liberal studies of
education in South Africa does not establish a case against
libegral theory of education, centrally because the radical view
of what dis ‘'liberal' 4is mistaken, in ways which I will
demonstrate. While Chapter 6 will show that F. S. Wilson and
John White do reflect, in their notion of =ducation, the central
liberal concern with individual freedom, they are not considered
in radical attacks on liberal philosophy of education., In

Chapter ¢ ~ 11 develop o formal account of what is dmplied by

the conce. « freedom in a liberal notion of educatien, while
Chaptexr 7 ° -ond a notion of liberal individualism which isg

differeat %o thoe individualism attributed bty radicals to

'liberal’ theory of education,

In defending these arguments [ will continue to contest the
radical use of the word ‘*liberal'. In doing so it is noccecssary
to distinguish threce different senscs in which the notion of
'liberaliem' will be referred to from now on. Firstly, there is
the mistaken radical refercnce to 'liberalism'. Secondly, the
word ‘'liberal' can be used in the way defended in this chapter,

in the context of referwing to the broad liberal tradition, with

its variety of expressionas which share a common concern to defend

individual freedom. There is also a thiprd sense whose use will
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indispensable feature of liberal theory of education. Indeed,

they may well be a threat to it.

Secondly, looking ahead now to the chapters which follow, I am
going to show, in Chapters 4 and 5 respectively, that the radical
attack on liberal philosophy of education and liberal studies of
education in South Africa does not establish a case against
liberal theory of education, ecentrally because the radical view
of what dis 'liberal' is mistaken, in ways which I will
demonstrate. While Chapter § will show that P. S. Wilson and
John White do reflect, in their notion of education, the central

liberal concern with individual freedom, they are not considered

in radical attacks on liberval philosophy of education. In
Chapter 6 I will develop a formal account of what is implied by
the concern for freedom in a liberal notion of education, while

Chapter 7 will defend a notion of liberal individualism which is  km§;j

different to the individualism attributed by radicals to

'liberal' theory of education.

In defending these arguments I will continue to contest the gg,“g

radical use of the word 'liberal'. In doing so it is necessary

to distinguish three different sgenses in which the notion of
'liberalism' will be referred to from now on. Firstly, there is - ~
the wmistaken radical reference to 'liberalism'. Secondly, the

word ‘'liberal' can be used in the way defended in this chapter, :wg

in the context of referring to the broad liberal tradition, with o

its variety of expressions which share a common concern to defend ’ 7;§

individual freedom. There is also a third sense whose use will T;.Ag
wg
Y

S & P .. WP R M ram




40

become more important ag I proceed in Chapters 6 and 7 to defend
a liberal notion of education. I will use this third sense of

'liberal' wheun arguing for a defensible liberal position. It is

necessary to introduce this third sense in view of the diversity
of expressions which there may be of the liberal perspective on a
certain issue at a particular time, Because the wmeaning of
liberalism is, beyond its central principle, dependent on
historical circumstances, we cannot expect it to offer recipes
for exactly what is an important issue and how to deal with it.
It is, for example, pogsible for a 1liberal to disagree with
Milton Friedman's defence of capitalism as the best means of
defending individual freedom, on the grounds of an argument which
we will encounter later, to the effect that Friedman is wrong in
holding the view that capitalism can protect the freedom of all,

rather than of the few.

Having distinguished between three senses in which the word
‘liberal' will be used from now on, we turn from the task of
characteriging liberal social theory to the more specific context
of theory of szducation, beginning with the radical arguments

against Hirst and Peters as 'liberal' philosophers of education.

Hotes
(1) The term firat came into use in the Spanish Cortes of 1820,

(2) Second Treatise on Civil Government, (1683), section 27.

(3)  Ibid., section 11,
(4) Ibid., section 57.
(5) John W. Yolton (ed.), The Locke Reader (1977), p. 271.
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(6) Here I adopt a Jistinction similar to that of John Rawls in
A Theory of Justice (1971), pp. 5-6, where he distinguishes
between ‘the concept of justice as distinect from the
various conceptions of justice', the latter comprising
various interpretations to which the concept is liable.

(7) This Isaiah Berlin does in 'Two Concepts of Liberty'
(1969), p. 121,

(8) ©. B. Macpherson, The Political Theory of Possessive
Individualism (1962), p. 220.

(9) Ibidq, pn 2210

(10) It could be argued that Macpherson pays insufficient
attention to Locke's inconsistency on the prinsiple of the
right to property. While Macpherson emphasises Locke's
tendency in the later stages of the argument in the Second
Treatise on Civil Government to emphasise the wxight to
protection of property (e.g. in sections 94, 124, 136 and
139), the oprinciple as discussed in Chapter V, 'Of
Property', if carried through consistently, is radically in
econflict with capitalist property arrangements.  Locke
writes in gection 27: 'Whatsoever, then, he removes out of o
the state that nature hath provided and left it in, he hath »'8
mixed his labour with it ... and thereby makes it his B
property'. R

(11) Liberalism (1976), p. 1.

(1978), p. 43.

| ; ?iff (12) On Liberty (1859), pp. 72-73. °
| S ka (13) Ibid., p. 75. )
| - (14) Ibid., p. 79.
7§‘»5'ff:~ (15) 1Ibid., p. 117, ) Q,ﬁ
jkw'ﬁy' | (16) It must boe acknowledged that opinion is divided on :
‘Q; , *A; interpreting Mill on this issue. » t
Ii (17) Mill, op. cit., p. 121 ’ D%
s (18) 1bid. |
= “”“ (19) Ibid., p. 122,
;i R (20) 1Ibid., p. L60. :
32 : (21) Dissertations and Dlscussions (1859), Vol. I, pp. 379-380, @
{ quoted in E. K. Bramsted and K. J. Melhuish (eds.), Western
(l Liberalism: A History in Documents from Locke to Croce o

| (22) ‘'Spizit of the Age', in Gertrude Himmelfarb (ed.), Essays
{ o Qn Pﬂlitjpﬂs and Culture (lgﬁa)t B &30 o
)
i

¥ T ‘
ke k6 ik P dl TN B n;ﬂ} .«m ulh A0 it e ez e st ey denerDe




L2

(23) See R. J. Halliday, John Stuart Mill (1976), p. 82.

(24) See Gerpint L. Williams, John Stuart Mill on Politics and
Society (1976), p. 48; Steven Lukes, Individualism (1973),

p. 32,

(25) Autobiography, quoted in Bramsted and Melhuish, op. cit.,
p. 255,

(26) My discussion has focussed on the liberal tradition in |
England. The variability of the liberal point of view !
would be {llustrated Ffurther by an examination of C
continental trends. Here, most notably, o
national-liberalism is a central theme in the nineteenth g
century, e.g. in Germany. The obvious point to make in the
light of this 1s that nationalism ls not, as a result, a o
eriterion of the 1liberal point of view, although in .o
instances Like this the two are associated. L
National-liberalism is but one expression of the principle v ]
of liberty, in response to particular historical conditions. o

P

(27) F. A. Hayek, The Road to Serfdom (1944).

(28) #ilton Friedman, Capitalism and Freedom (1962).

(29) ¥. R. Popper, The Open Society and its Bnemies (1966).

(30) L. T. Hobhouse, Liberalism (1911), p. 36.
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CHAPTEN 4

RE P, H HRST AN R, S, DETERS LIBORAL PHILOSOPHERS OF )
BDUCATION? :

L
,
In Chapter 2 I dindicated that part of the radical attack on E (2!
‘liberal® theory of education is directed against the work of {
Hirst and Peters, who are eriticized for their views of knowledge i Lo
and education, and of the nature of theoxry of education. As the ‘ DM
Qo8

first of the two examples of radical arguments against 'liberal!
theory of cducation which I propese to examine in detail, I will
agsess in this chapter the radisal critique of the work of Hirst

and Peters., The ideas I am going to examine are those expressed

mainly by Michael Matthews, Kevin Harris, and also by Madan

Sarup,(l) who share a rejection of the kind of philosophy of R

ER—/ N

education exemplified in the work of Hirs? and Peters, which all
three agsociate with liberalism. Sarup describes Hirst and
Peters as ‘the liberal philosophers',(2) while Harris assoclates .
Hicst and Peters with liberal {deas by treating thedr work as
'liberal rhetoric' and Peters as an apologist for 'the liberal | # Jf@
tradition',(3) Matthews, who offers the most systematic critical
treatuent of Hirst and Peters, describes tha analvtic philosophy - o

of education of which he regards Hirst and Peters as the chief
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proponents, as 'the  educational repregentative uf a

liberal=rationalist world view'.(4)

In examining the criticisms which are made of Hirst and Peters
from a radical standpoint, I wum centrally interested in the
extent to which these criticisms succeed in establishing the

alleged poverty of liberal ideas in philosophy of education, as

part of o generpl attack on the place of liberal ideas in theory
of education. I am going to argue that, far from establishing .

such a conclusien, the radical critics of Hirsc and Peters make

two Fuudamental errors. Firstly, they mistakenly take Hirst and \
Peters to Dbe uncontroversially representative of analytic | )
philosophy of education, which dn turn is treated as ! %
unombiguously ‘'liberai'. And secondly, apparently assuming the \:
meaning of 'liberal' to be either irrelevant or unproblematic, : ”

B

they treat the ideas of Hirst oand Peters as representing an

uncontroversially liberal position. Here I will show that in

b certain crucdal respects it would be more appropriate to describe i
Hirst and Poters as congervative, which, ambiguously, the radical |
 ;” G"‘* critics do at times, In discussing these issues it is not my

; - "a intention to undertake cither a defence of the ideas of Hirst and &
* Poters, or a comprochensive eritical treatment of thedr work and S = 6

lts saignilficance, My concorn is with the issue of whether a

succegsful case has been made for the view that liberal ideas .
y ghould be dismissed as diseredited and of no further uge in s
theory of education, with apecial reference to philosophy of
"4
1 IR education,
1‘: : : \
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Radical eriticisms of Hiest and Peters, as analytic philosophers
of educntion, or 'APEs', as Matthews calls them, adopting Jim
Wallwr's acronym, £focus on three sagpects of thedr work., In
Matthews's treatment these are thelr shilosophical method, their
epistemology and their concept of schooling and education. Each
of these aspects in turn contributes to the overall judgement
that the work of Hirast aund Peters is fundamentally o defence of
the gtatug quo. I will deal with the eriticiams of each of Lhese
agpeets in turn, and then proceed to a consideration of the

rejection of thoir work as defending the stakus guo.

Concerning the d4ssue of philosophical method, Matthews(5) is
eritieal, fEirstly, of anclytic philosophy of education's
commitment to concoptual analysis as the corrcet mothod. KHe
allegos that analysis as a method in  philosophy has been
diseradited and that its tide has ebbed. The first reason for
this, he suggosts, iz that the quality of the practitioners hag
dateriozated since Austin. The gecond is thot, according to
Matthews, Popper's view that science and philosophy should bz
concernad with gearching for truth rather thon for wmeanings, {s
gadning wider acceptance., While there is a legitimate place for
analysing concopta wit '2 particular theories, analysis alone is

rajected by Matthews.

One could quarrel here with Matthews's superficial and summory

trcatment of analytic philosophy,(6) but although I will indicate

L
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the inadequacies in the radical characterization of lingulstic
philosophy offered by Matthews, this is not my primary interest.
Generally, however, Matthews might bhave «haracterized what he
calls ‘'analytical philosophy' more adequately if he had chosen to
use the term ‘'linguistic philosophy', thus focussing on ite
concern with analysing the structures and proper-ies of language
as a way of coming to understand the world.(7) Neverthelegs I
will use with veservation (it is possible for a philosopher to
use onalytic methods without being part of the ‘'school' of
linguistic philosophy) the term ‘analytic philesophy' in my
account and assessment of the roadical coritieisms in question.
But my enterprisae is concerned primarily with whether thare is o
cage for dofending the velevance of 1libaeral ideas in philosophy
of educaticn. And the erucial point here is that Matthews's
rejoction of analysis as a philosophical method does unothing to
astablish a casc againat Liberallsm, for it is clear both that
liberal ideas predate the emergence of aualysis as a mothod, and

that n commitment to analysis 48 not at the same time a

commitment to liberal 1deas. A similar observatlon can be made
of Sarup's objection that, operating within the Anglo-Americen ro @
tradition of philosophy, the 'liberal philosophors' ignore the 05

inaights offered by the phenomenologleal and Marxian traditiona.

20
1

While analytic philesophy of education may bave tended to be I

provincial in thils reogpect, the point I wish to make in rosponse ¢
to this obaervation dis that this tondency {s cortainly not a ,

necengary feature of a liberal position.

Matthewa's second criticiem of the method of analytic philosophy

i B
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of education 1 that the distinction between science and
philosophy has been discredited. He refers as cexamples to
Peters's distinction betweon secientific and philosophical
questions, as involving different kinds of procedurss, or as
involving Eirst-order and second-order activities respectively,

and to what he describes as Higst's endorsement of such

separatisn in doscribing science and philosophy as different
forms of knowledge. For Matthews the distinction between
concepts and the phenomena to whieh they are applied cannot be °o
maintained. ‘'The raw materials of sclentiflc production are
already theorized materianls, thoy are not real objects; when

they arc worked over into theoratical products they can be raw | h 9[

materials for ano“her productien process.'(8) Again, while there \} : g

may be intereating issues which could be takan up here,(9) in the

P context of this diseusgsion I will simply point out that Matthews e

12
o0
e

15 ;- Y haa not domonstrated that the kinds of distinetion in quostion

?a

{ I are nocessary features of a liboral position.

fi Matthews's third criticism of the mathod of analytic philosophy

i of education ia one which he ghares with Harris, both attacking T
i 2 e the claim that analytic p}xilnaophy of oducation, by concerning
l‘ ltself with socond-order quostions, is ethically and politically

L | neutrals  Hirst and Poters are criticised fovr describing | o,
| ﬁ phdlosophy as concornad with second-order as againat Eirst-order
| questions, claiming to pursue the analysis of concepts and the
grounds for and preguppositions of varlous forms of discourse as “
J detached and neutral spectators, whoae role 4s not te pronounce .

’-;‘;.‘ SEAR on isaues of polisy.
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Pointing ko the dimpossibility of such detachedness 'in both
theory and practice', Matthews argues that the ideological

content of ordinary language has clear implications for

second~order analysis:

e 4iF  the flrst-order discourse embodies political R
choices, class interests and ethical prejudices, then the PR
role of the philosopher aw portrayed by Poters ecements .

these. Far from being ncutral, philosophy on the APE model : }

is guaranteed to be political, at least to the extent that \
the Ffirst-order discourses are not value=free... Analysis e
takes language, everyday theory and commoa sense as gilven -
and falls to comprochend the ensemble as a product of o
certain practices whieh are historically contingent, and ,
politically and cconomically ordered.(10) -

Harris sees the detached analysis claimad for this second-order
By
activity as 'a fiction'. He suggests that, contrary to the B é%

claims made on behalf of this sccond-order activity, KR

The ¢nd product, howaver, wag to determine practical
policy; the practical poliey of leaving everything as it ,
is, This was achicved negatively by not prescribiog poliey PR
igsuos: and  positively through the  ideologieal 5
justificatory=doscription of certain policy issues already o
in practice. Hirst and Peters, for instance, managed te o
"jugtdfy" in their collected works virtually every aspoct
of the social and educational status quo that might serve
the intorests of thosc wishing to proserve the status quo,
and to present those justifications as rational, logiecal ) .
and disinterecsted. The ond rosult wgs to scerve and satisfy [
not only a large number of people av the docision-makiong :
level, but also to Fulfil a necessary general ideologlcal ¢ N
function of producing "interost-free" justifications for R
the continuancz of goelal practices which astually secrve °
particular politieal intercsts.(1l) |

There are hore again digsues which arxe not part of my : :5gf‘
undertaking.(12) Keeping this {a mind I have two dssuca to S
ralse.  Flratly, although doubts about the second=order and h }

neutral nature of Hirvat and Peters's work are well=founded,(13)
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this is neither a claim made universally by 'APEs' en behalf of
their work, nor does it necessarily have anything to du with the
alleged liberal nature of Hirst and Peters's analyses. Secondly,
and more importantly, there ds the question of the identification
of the interests which Hirst and Peters, in gpite of their claims
to detachedness and veutrality, are alleged to express or sexve.
Both Harris(lé) and Matthews(l5) suggest, specifically of Peters,
that here we have the ideas of the ruling class. Harris also, as
quoted above, seces the work ot Hirst and Peters as serving the
status _gquo. Oritielsing, with justification, the use of the
metaphor of the State as umplre by Potors and Stanley Benn,
Matthews suggests that they ‘'yrovide a clear ingtance of just
such  supposedly ncutral analysis  disgulning  substantive

judgements of a consorvative kind'.(my emphasis)(l6)

The probiem whieh omerges here is the apparent identification of

'ruling class', ‘atatus quo', und ‘conservative'y with the

g iy R

:{%o liberalism which the radical critics attribute to Hirst and
g§‘ k'1§§i Peters. This isgue I will take up later. What I have pointed to
W so far, in conaideriung tho objoctions by the radlcal crities to :
. tho mothod of analytic philosophy of education, is that their
i : criticisms do not ostabliish a case againet liberal philosopby of o 0
| education, ¢
i Moving on to the dssue of the opistomology of analytiec philosophy O .
L of aducation, wo uote that Matthews declares that 'Paul Hirgt's »
] "Forms of Knowledge" thesis is the eplstemology of APE'.(17) o
Radical erities weojoct ¢he Forms of knowlodge theais and its
) 7 3
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implications for education, curricula decisions and teacher~pupil
relationships. The critics muster a number of arguments in thedr
attack on Hirst's claim that there are seven forms of knowledge,

distinguishable in terms of specific concepts, logical structure,

digtinctive tiuth tests, and distinctive methodologies for

formulating truth claims. These arguments are Ffamiliar and I RIS

NG

will not dwell on them at length.

Matthews suggests(18) that there is some equivocation and
ambiguity in Hirst's Fformulation of the ariteria for and :the ! _5
classes named ag formg of kaowledge, and also that Hirst uses the
term ‘forms of knowledge' in  both & atructural and a ‘JA
propositional sense.(19)  Further, Hirst underestimates the VW ;E

difficulties which ardse from his attempt ko attribute

digtinctive conecepts, logical structure, tests of truth and e
, |
procedures to the geven forms of knowledgo. Hirst's position is §

seen as evidence of & bellef that knowledge is objective(20) and, * ﬁﬁ“

for Sarup, absolute,(21) rathor than socially and culturally

sltuated. It also indleates a tendency to vregard only .
propogitional knowledge as knowledge,(22) and ta see the abstract

and theoretical ap ruperior to practical knowledge.(23) ¢

That most arguments of this kind have aome cogeney is widaly o
accoptod, although [ quostion Sarvup's claim, in suwwnarising

Michael Young's theais in Knowledgoe and Gontrol, that Hivat and

Peters, by falling to acknowladge the socie-historical context in
which knowledge 16 ronstructed, commit themselves to an

‘absolute' conception of knowladge, As Matthews emphaslzes,
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Hirst himself has modified his own position since the early
formulation of the thesis. But it is striking that criticisms of
the forms of knowledge thesis are by no means the monopoly of
radical critics. John Watt, didentified as an 'APE' by Matthews,
raises problems about the number of forms cof knowledge proposed
by Hirst and about the way in whigh the wvarious forms are
jistinguished from one another,(24) Richard Pring, another 'APE’
named by Matthews, makes more radical criticisms of the forms of
knowledge thesis.(25) Pring objects to what he sees as Hirst's
over-emphasis on the cognitive component of 'knowledze', which
neglects practical knowledge and concentrates on propositional
knowledge. He also objects to the reductionism involved in
proposing seven fundamental forms of knowledge and suggests thsat
Hirst's nharacterization of the forms is confused. Yet another
'APE', John White, argues(26) that there are difficulties of
formulation, justification and completeness in the forms of
knowledge thesis (althoughk he acknowledges an indebtedness to
it). While Matthews may be right in asserting that much of this
criticism is 'intraparadigm discussion' or ‘'normal science', it
does raise a question about the accuracy of his sveeping claim
that the forms of knowledge thesis is the epistemclogy of

analytic philosophy of education.

One does not, Ghen, need a radlcal analysis to see the problems
in the forms of knowledge thesis as an epistemological position.
Nor, in the light of the criticism of the thesis from within
analytic philosophy of education, ought wz to view Hirst, or

Peters, as representing, in any simple or straightforward way,

PV ... N0 TP e~ " P LT TR R B e tiwio e s e

"Q F

kK

o o

VPR

e

e s gt

w



@

the work of other analytic philosophers of education. In any
case, to revert to my main interest in this discussion, the
crucial point is that Hirst's forms of knowledge thesis should

not be identified as the epistemology of a liberal philosophy of

‘w

education. It has not bheen demonstrated that the thesis is

necessary to a liberal position in philosophy of education. TR

I shall now turn to the question of Hirst and Peters's concept of ;»557
schooling and education. Hirst's forms of knowledge thesis 1is %;fJ
criticised by his vradical opponents, both as an epistemology and -
for its role in his exegesis and defence of ’'liberal education'. -
Attempting to develop a positive notion of liberal education, ‘ 1ﬂ~§

Hirst takes as his starting point the idea 'of an education based

fairly and squarely on the nature of knowledge itself'.(27) This SR

very starting point, together with the view which he implicitly Q  &(;
shares with Peters that education is dinitiation irmip public ‘5fuv‘

3

traditions and modes of understanding, which can be identified in

terms of the forms of knowledge, is rejected by the radical n‘ -
critics. Although Hirst does mnot use the word ‘'initiation' in B
hiis account of the forws of knowledge, Sarup is correct in g v

attributing a notion of initjation to Hirst's view of education. - i

Also rejected is Hirst's view that liberal education derives ﬁig «g

objectivity from the knowledge polated with these public modes | |

of understanding.(28) By ine. srating his mistaken epistemology %*:;;;C

into his notion of education, and by defending a curriculum based |

on these forms of knowledge, Hirst, according to the radicals, Y
o

legitimaitey the assumption that the treditional middle class

subjects of the grammar school represeut 'knowledge'. By ‘7~ ©
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favouring propositional, abstract and theoretical knowledge over
practical knowledge,(29) Hirst's liberal education serves to
perpetuate the distinction between mental and manuat labour. His
absolute view of knowledge and education presumes that the
knowledge and theorising of the teacher is superior to that of
the pupil.(30) In initiating her into the public traditions and
modes of understanding it dimposes on her a particulsy
congtruction of meaning, to the exclusion of others. Let us
examine Hirst's own explanation of his view of ‘'liberal
education' in order to see whether these charges stick, and, to
the extent Lhat they might, what their significance is for the

present discussion.

In developing his positive notion of ‘'liberal education' Hirst
turns to the Greek notion of liberal education 'as a process
concerned simply and  directly  with the  pursuit of"
knowledge'.(31) Various doctrines about the mind, knowledge and
the good 1life in ancient Greece give ‘'particular meaning and
significance' to this general idea. In terms of these doctrines
the distinguishing activity of the mind is to pursue knowledge,
the achievement of which enables the mind to attain its
appropriate end, the pursuit of knowledge being an element of the
good life. Through vreason, the mind comes to know ultimate
reality, This knowledge develops into a structured scheme, which
determines the structure and content of education, the
justification of which is the development of the mind, not some

use to which it may be put.
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Altiiough he refines somewhat the original Greek formulation,
Hirst reasserts the Greek idea that 'A liberal education is,
then, one that, determined in scope and content by knowledge X

itself, is thereby concerned with the development of mind'.{32)

This idea of an education that aims 'at the cultivation and

development of the mind in the full range of man's understanding'’

is preferred to one based on 'the predilections of pupils, the

demands of scciety, or the whims of politicians'.(33)

While maintaining the general Greek fortulation, Hirst argues 0

that ‘'adequate definition and juskification are not only not o
dependent on the classical doctrines, but can in fact be based ‘fq”
directly on an explication of the concepts of ‘'mind" and | :wgﬁ
"knowledge" and by their relationships'.(34) But while Hirst bk

claims to articulate a more contemporary version of the notion of

liberal education, 'no longer supported by epistemological -and ‘k“ s
metaphysical doctrines that result in a hierarchical organization e
of the various forms of knowledge',(35) he retains a feature of e

the Greek version which justifies one attack on his theory by the

radicals. This attack highlights the problem of favouring v
- propositional over practical knowledge, and so sanctioning the oot

distinction between mental and manual labour. In discussing the ; N ¢§
planning and conduct of 'liberal education' Hirst remarks ‘ mh&’;
.f "k“dik parenthetically, 'Certainly liberal education as is here being ’ S
.ﬁ'm{ 5. understood is only one part of the education a person ought to

have, for it omits quite deliberately for instance a specialist

s educatilon, physical education and character training'.(36)
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What are the implications of this omission? Firstly, it seems
that here we do have the suggestion that 'other' aspects of
education, those supposedly not ipvolved in the development of
mind by means of initiation into the forms of knowledge, are not,
centrally, 'education'. This suppocts the criticism that Hirst's
'liberal education', favouring propositional over practical
knowledge, contributes to the perpetuation of the distinction
between mental and manual labovr. Secondly, Hirst's omission
does provide us with evidence for saying that the traditinnal
subjects or disciplines of middle class schooling are the model
for Hirst's formulation of his notion of liberal education.(37)

But thirdly, as for the allegation that Hirst's view assumes that
'the teacher's knowledge and theorising' is superior to that of
the pupil, and imposes on her a particular construction of
meaning, to the exclusion of others, the position is less clear.
There is something odd about the idea of 'the teacher's
knowledge', as if knowledge is a commodity which can be possessed
by some individuals, There is the Further prohlem that, as I
will show in Chapter 9, the radicals do not succeed in their
accountt of education, where they offer one, in avoiding the

dangers of imposing a particular view on the learner.

But returning to the main issue in this discussion, what are the
implications, for the viability or otherwise of a liberal notion
of education, of Hirst's account of ‘'liberal saducation'?
Firstly, to put Hirst in a falr perspesctive on the issues in
question here, I guggest that the Fundamental move which he

makes, that is to argue that education is the development of mind
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through the acquisition of knowledge, is correct (is it
conceivable that education c¢ould not be concerned with such
development?). The cruecial problem is the kind of account which
is given of knowledge so described. Once Hirst proceeds beyond
this initial formulation his theory runs into trouble, as both

radical critics and 'APEs' have argued.

Secondly, and more centrally, have the radical criticisms of
Hiret's notion of liberal education demonstrated that the notion
of liberal education has no place in an acceptable theory of
education? It 4is suriking that the radical critics see the use
of the term ‘'liberal' in this context as unproblematic. The
question which must be asked here is whether Hirst's is indeed a
liberal view of education. An alternative way of casting the
question is to ask whether this use of the term 'liberal
education' exnausks the possible meanings which the expression
could have.(38) I showed in Chapter 3 that the expression
'liberal' does not have a fixed and given meaning. Similarly
there is no simple answer to the question of what a liberal
educstion is, or what a genuilnely liberal view of education would
be. A case will be made in Chapter 6 for the argument that, in
their emphasis on individual freedom, which is central to
liberalism, P. S. Wilson and John White,(39) who c¢an also be
described as 'analytic' philosophers of ecducation, offer a more
clearly Lliberal starting point for an alternative notion of
'liberal education'. Had the radicals taken the work of Wilson
and White into account, they might have taken into conaideration

two liberal views of education which, albeit in diffevent ways,
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emphasize the centrality of individual freedom of choice. Wilson
is concerned with the definitive importance in education of the
individual being allowed to discover what interests her and to
choose to pursue activities which enable her to develop those
interests. White, on the other hand, is concerned with ensuring
that the individual pursues those activities which will increase
her freedom to choose activities which she finds to Dbe
intrinsically valuable., I shall take up this grgument in more
detail in Chapter 6, having made the point here that radical
objections to Hirst's notion of 'liberal education' should not be
taken as the last word on the nature and desirability of liberal
education, which raises Ffurther doubts about whether Hirst, or
Peters for that matter, can be taken as straightforwardly
representative of analytic philosophers of education. My point
here will be strengthened by the argument below that Hirst's
notion of education, like that of Peters, is more appropriately

described as conservative than liberal.

Similarly, we need to ask whether Peters's notion of ‘'liberal
education', which he sees as almost dindistinguishable from the

notion of education which he develops in Ethics and Education(40)

is indeed a liberal one. In raising this quastion 1 note,
firgtly, that Paters cites three features as tradltionally lying
behind the demand Ffor 'liberal education'. These are that
education should not be confined to serving extrinsic ends, that
it should not be too specialized, and that 1t should mnot
congtrain beliefs in a doctrinaire way. Secondly, and

problematically, Peters develops a notion of education as

e e o B g, - L a4 r\a,‘,@:@sﬁ,‘.‘_‘_mﬁh LA, ANrna et

A

o~ asser

-




58

initiation into traditional modes of understanding which, I am
going to argue in the following section, reflects a conservative
rather than a liberal outlook. While Peters appears to see his
account of the three features of 'liberal education' as
compatible with his notion of education as initiation, I
maintain, on the grounds that his notion of education as
initiation is a conservative one, that there is an
incompatibility here. While the three features which Peters
attributes to the notion of ‘'liberal education' may well be
compatible with and even necessary to a liberal view of
education, this does not entitle one to conclude that Peters is
here providing us with the definitive account of 1liberal

education or a liberal view of education,

Matthews raises two major objections against Peters's concept of
schooling, which we should note here. His first objection is

that Peters has a conception of schooling which is idealist and

mistaken, Peterr, observes Matthews, sees schools as concerned

with initiation into a worthwhile form of 1life. 'The schools et

share with churches and other instituzlons the 'function of
ty
preserving ond transmitting the ultimate values of society".
Their raison d'8tre 48 to "transmit what a community s.%

values",.'(41) In addition to this primary function of schools,

Peters acknowledges that society must produce goods and reproduce

labour power. For Matthews, Peters is radically mistaken in !
referring to the training and selection funation of schools as an S
instrumental functdon which is subsidiary to the primary function itn

as he identifies i1t. According to Makthews, the primarvy and
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subsidiary functions as identified by Peters are the reverse of
what is really the case; 'The selection and training of labour
power is the main concern of a school system: education fits in

where it can'.(42)

Matthews's second objection is that not only is Peters's view of
schooling idealigt and mistaken but that it is also, in spite of
Peters's methodological claimg, evaluative and prescriptive of a

liberal view of schooling and of society.

Now regardless of the merits or otherwise of Matthews's two
objections here, and bearing in mind that I have raised and will
pursue later the problem of Peters's supposed commitment to a
liberal view, I will again suggest that here we have criticisms
of Peters's ideas which do not necessarily apply to liberal ideas
in philogsophy of education. It has, in other words, not been
demonstrated that It is neceasary to a liberal view that it

should make the two evrors pointed to here by Matthews.

In sketching the central radical objecticns to the i1deas of
Peters and Hirst, as ‘representatives' of analytic philosophy of
education, 4t has not been part of my task to undertake any
detailed agscasment of the work of Hirst and Peters or ko deal
comprehensively with the criticdsms made of it by the radicals.,
Instead, I bave suggested that the radical atisck on the method,
the apistemology and the views of schooling and education
attributed to Hirst and Peters does not establish a case against

liberal dideas in phllosophy of education. My argument has

ORI ... 10 S VNP . I ﬁMﬁk ot ;mmmmmm“mm

s

e
oy

g Cae -

2Tx Wt e



60

pivoted on two considerations. The first has been to raise
doubts about whether irst and Peters are either

uncontroversially  liberal or  representative of  analytic

philosophy of education. The second has been to point to the
ambiguous description by the radicals of Hirst and Peters's work
as both Iliberal and conservative. This second consideration I
will take up in the next section. But before this, a brief

remark about 'ideology'.

Each of the three aspects of 'APE' criticised by the radicals is
seen, crucially, to be open to analysis in terms of a theory of
ideology. For Harris, the kind of work produced by Hirs: and
Paters fails to perceive that education, far from promoting
knowledge, serves prevailing ideologies, thus  promoting
ignorance.(43) From a radical standpoint, for example, Hirst's
view of knowledge ignores questions concevning the historically
and socially determined production, reproduction and legitimation
ot knowledge, and fails to realize that knowledge reflects tbe
intereats of the dominant group in a society at a particular
time, While claiming to use a detachied and neutral method, and
working from powerful positions as professors at respected
universlities, Hirst and Peters set Lhe parameters for a method
which developed a supportive rheotoriec which legitimates the
status quo.(44) But Hirst and Peters do not sce thedr work as
ideological,(45) and that their wvery activity as theorists

requires analysls of the production of ideology.

I do not propose to be drawn into discussion of these issues, or
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to question the congiderable relevance of theovies of ideology to
an understanding of the function performed by schooling. Instead
I will suggest that, while these criticisms of Hirst and Peters
may be correct, it has not been demonstrated that ic is a
necessary feature of a liberal view of education or of philosophy
of education that theories of ideology could not be taken into

consideration, rather than ignored.

It is time to take up the question of whether Hirst and Peters
cax indeed be described as 'liberal', and I am going to qﬁestion
whether they should be. In doing so I shall show how the radical
critics tend to contradict themgselves by attributing both a

liberal and a conservative positlon to Hirst and Peters.

% We have noted how, while their radical critics associate the
:é; sk ; ideas of Hirst and Peters with Lliberailism, they also describe f'
’ fiyjni them as expressing ruling clags interests, and those of the

ib;3 f:,;a status quo, as well as alleging that they are conservative, But e
there is a contradiction in this set of labels, for while one may h

,ﬁ? e associate a ruling class view and defence of the gtatus quo with

{
& gt conservatism (and this too can be seen to be problematic), this
; U is not « feature of liberalism., Liberalism and conscrvatism can B
be seen as basically incompatible points of view. This is ! g
certainly so for Roger Scruton, for whom ‘'the philosophy of |
liberaliem' is 'the principal encmy of conservatism'.(46) I will

return to a poss&ible objection to this position later. ;“\

T
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Matthews appears not o consider the possibility of such a
clear-cut distinction between liberalism and conservatism as
relevant to his considerations on Hirst and Peters. He points to
the admiration of Hirst and Peters for the dideas of Michael
Oakeshott, of all people, as evidence that they hold a liberal
world view. Yet a reading of Oakeshott's essays,(47)
particularly and obvicusly 'On Being a Conservative', does not
bear out the assumption that his is a liberal world view. For
Oakeshott the ygeneral characteristics of th. conserwaiive

disposition 'centre upon a propensity to use and to enjoy what is

available rather than to wish for or to look for something else;
to delight in what is present rather than wiat was or what may

be'.(48) For Oakeshott, congervatism

is a disposition appropriate to a man who is acutely aware
of having sgomething to lose which he has learned to care

fory; a man in some degree rich in opportunities for e
enjoyment, but not so rich that he can afford to be o «'@
indiffevent to loss «.. e
To be conservative, then; is to prefer the familiar to the g
unknown, to prefer the tried to the untried, fact to kﬁ,
mystery, the actual to the possible, the limited to the N
unbounded, the near to the distant, the sufficlent to the e

superaisindent, the convenlent te the perfect, present : }
laughter to utopiar blisas.{49) RO

Distinguishing between change, to whichy, he axrgues, the

3,
2

congervative disposition is averse, and innovation, which may
offer improvement and is more cautious and plecemeal, Oakeshott - e
maintains that 'The man of conservative tewperament believes that
a knows good is not Llightly to be sgurrendered for an unknown L
better',(50) Writing on political education he accepts the

}\; .

maxim, which I take to be central to the conservative position,
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'The world is the best of all possible worlds, and everything in
it is a necessary evil'.(51) Emphasizing continuity, Scruten
shares this outlook, writing that 'conservatism arises directly
from the sense that one belongs to some continuing, and
pre-existing social order, and that this fact is all-important in
determining what to do'.(52) Scruton stresses that an existing
social organism is presupposed in conservatism, whose politics is

concerned with sustaining it.

I argued in Chapter 3 that the liberal position is to be
understood as deriving ils meaning from its cenfral concern with
the principle of ‘udividual freedom. At this point din the
discugsion we have twu possible central characteristics of
conservatism, concerning its attitude to the status quo, and to
change. In the 1light of my characterization of the 1liberal
position we san note that to emphasize, firstly, the virtues of
what we have at present, which I am going to take as comprising
what the radicals call the gtatus quo, contrasted secondly with
the uncertainties and risks of change, are not definitive
features of liberalism, as they appear to be of conservatism. It
is not a necessary feature of liberalism to endorse the present,
which I am going to take as comprising what the radicals call the
'status quo'. A glance at examples from the liberal tradition

illustrates thisg.
What was distinctive of Locke's liberalism was, firstly, his

defence of religidus toleration, and secondly his defence of the

individual's right to his property in the face of the Stuarts'
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attempts to raise taxes on it without the consent of parlianment.
Locke rejected arguments which tried to justify the Stuarts' ‘
actions by appealing to the traditional notion of the divine

right of kings. Mill's Liberalism expressed itself in reaction

chiefly to what he perceived as the tyranny of the majority and
threats to freedom of speech and opinion, There is in these

examples no simple relationship between the ideas in question and

u’(g)
the status quo. Locke's liberalism is expressed in opposition to S ey
two elements of the status quo of his time: religious o

intolerance and the tradition of the divine right of kings. In
Mill's case the position is not as straightforward, as the major

source of his concern to defend freedom of speech and opinion was S

the issue of the extension of the franchise, and he saw universal

suffrage as a threat to individual liberty. But, although Mill

was sceptical about such change, endorsement of the status quo is

not central to the liberal ideas which he expressed. Of course

it could be argued that both Locke and Mill were defending ruling o

class interests, but my response to this would be that it is not

a necessary feature of the liberal point of view that it should

be either an expression or a defence of ruling class interests.

e i e

This can be seen in the examples of liberal feminism and the

African National Congress in South Africa before it entered its

radical phase in the early 1960s.

The notions of defending the gtatus quo and of opposition to
change, which are the main tocus of interest here, do not offer
cut and dried formulae for distinguishing between consexvatism

and liberalism. There were, as we have noted, features of the
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status quo which Mill would have preferred to retain. Nor is
defence of the status quo unproblematically characteristic of
conservatism, For some conservatives - Thatcher and Reagan
spring to mind -~ there may well be features of the gtatus quo
which require quite radical action for change. Although, as
Oakeshott argues, we can attribute to the conservative position a
preference for dinnovation rather than change, we have to take
this as a common but not necessary feature of the conservative
position. And we cannot draw a clear contrast on the criteria of
either defence of the status quo or opposition to change, between
liberalism and conservatism, for it is not the desire for change
per se which is distinctive of the liberal position (or absent
from the congservative). The Iliberal may regard retention of

certain aspects of the status quo as vital.

We need to look rather at the dissue of what concerns are
fundamental to conservatism and liberalism in order %o grasp the
contrast between the two positions, I have already made it clear
that for the liberal it is the defence of individual freedom
which is central and definitive of her position. To this I
should now add the observation that defence of this principle
will in general be more fundamental to the liberal position than
defence of any other. I have argued that there are various
agssocilated principles in terms of whiech the 1liberal will
interpret the central, and I now add fundamental, one of defence
of individual freedom. The possibility of one of the former
overriding the latter will be discussed in Chapter 7, but will

not undermine my argument here, What i fundamental, by
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contrast, to the conservative position is a feature emphasised by
both Oakeshott and Scruton, namely the value attached by
conservatives to the present, not simply as the status quo, but
as embodying a continuing social order comprising institutions
and conditions with a continuity with the past. It is worth
noting that to value these institutions and traditions is not the
gsame as endorsing all aspects of the status quo, for example the
conservative position thus described is not necessarily committed’

to the current distribution of wealth in a society.

In the 1light of these considerations it is simply confused to

guggest that Peters is both a liberal and a conservative., But

perhaps the most serious mistake which the radicals make here is
to use labels like 'liberal! and 'conservative' too
simplistically. A virtue of conceptual analysis is, at least,

that it encourages us to be sensitive to such distinstions. I am

not going to make the same mistake by suggesting that Peters is a

e e

conservative. But I would agree with the observation that in R
certain respects Peters is conservative in outlook. Matthews is S
correct in deseribing as 'typically conservative'(53) the S

concluding statement of [Ethics and Education, 'The most

worthwhile features of politleal 1ife are immanent in the ]
institutions which we din fact Thave'.(54)  Peters shares }
Oakeshett's appreciation of the tried and famlliar as part of an ; :

exlsting social order. This emphasis on the value of the present

ingtitutions in society i1s the presupposition underlyiung Paters's o .
notion of education as initiation, to which we now turn, via a 3 5 ﬂj
look at Matthews's treatment of Hirst as also both ‘'liberal' and

|
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Just as Peters's admiration for Oakeshott must sgooner establish
conservative rather than liberal leanings, &40 too with Hirst.
Matthews describes Oakeshott's 'liberal! world view as having led

Oakeshott to title the essay, from which Hirst chooses an exiract

to conclude 'Liberal Education and the Nature of Knowledge', 'The
Voice of Poetry in the Conversation of Mankind'. Matthews points
in particular to Hirst's quoting Oskeshott's opinion that
'Education, properly speaking, is an dinitiation into the skill ;;j~f”

and partnership of this conversation in which we learn to g :
recognise the voices, to distinguish the proper occasions of Eo
utterance'.(55) Again, I would suggest that Matthews is on shaky "
ground in taking evidence of an admiration for a conservative
thinker as evidence that Hirst adopts a liberal view, But .

further, Matthews points to an issue here which brings us to the f i g

core of Hirst and Peters's notion of education, and of their BRI

conservatism in this respoct. e

o ]
In the passage quoted by Hirst, to which Matthaws refers, e
Oakeshott advances a notion of 'education as initiation inta g W‘uo”\

civilization', 'It is', he writes, 'the ability to participate
in this conversation ... which distinguishes the huwan being from

the animal and the civilized man from the barbarian'.(56) There

I

is much in common here with, and an ingpiration not only for e
Peters's mnotion of ecducation as dnltiation into worcawhile K
activities, understood in terms of traditional modes of g

understanding. This notion of education as ‘indtiation into a L

civilization' can also be seen as an ingpiration for the notion

implicit in Hirst's didea of education as initiation dinto the

K g :
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traditional ‘'ways in which human knowledge has come to have
shape',(57) which Hirst articulates in his forms of knowledge
thesis. Matthews is correct in describing such a view of
education, which both Hirst and Peters share with Oskeshott, as
‘conservative', emphasizing as 4t does the value of current
ingtitutions and traditions, and of continuity. Matthews draws

thig emphasis out when he refers to

Paters' image of teachers as taking the role of the priests
who used to introduce successive generations of individuals
into the "various aspects of a culture within which the
individual has eventually to dJetermine where he standg”.
Far from viewing this as a threat to the gtatus quo, Peters
indeed overtly supports it. He sgees our "current political
and cultural institutions as embodying the very values of
civilization which teachers should be striving to uphold
and create".(58)
This conservative feature of Peters and Hirst's work is crucial
to the position which I wish to defend in this discussion, that
their work, and the criticisms of it by the radical critics in
question, cannot be taken as demonstrating the failure of liberal
ideas in philosophy of education. A notion of education as
initiation is mnot, however, peculiar to a congervative view of
education. I will show in Chapter 9 bow, in spite of their
attack on the wview of education held by Hirgst and Peters, the
radicals thzmselves adopt a view of education which involves
initiation, albeit into ‘'worthwhile activities' of a different
kind. I must emphasise that as with the notions of defence of
the gtatus quo and resistance to change, that of inltiation is
not the central and definitive characteristic. What dis

distinctive of a conservative notion of education is the ldea of

initiation dinto traditions of understanding, reflecting the

O
RO 5.« 5 2 VNN S

R

[0




69

conservaltive preoccupation with the wvalue of traditions as

reflecting continuity with the past.

I must now return to a possible objection, raised but not
discussed above. This objectlon questions my argument that
liberalism and conservatism are basically incompatible points of
view, and it could be advanced by arguing that examples could be
cited of wviews or opinlons on particular issues which are not
clearly identifiable as either liberal or conservative., For
example, it could be possible to defend certain kinds of freedom,
say freedom of opinion and expression, with some restriction; on
libel or obscenity, on both liberal oand conservative grounds.

S0, it might be argued, i1t is misleading to suggest that

liberalism and consexvatism are clearly distinguishable positions.

In response to this move, I would agree that examples can be
found, like this one, where both a liberal and a couservative
could advance a sgimilar opinion. But such examples could not
carry the weight of an objection to the argument that liberalism
and conservatism are distinguishable and ultimately incowpatible
positiong. My vcason for arguing this 4s that at the core of
liberalism and conservatism are, as I have suggested, very
different idens of what is fundamental. It is the ideas which
are fundamental which characterise these positions. But
nonctheless these positions can produce particular opinions or
views of quite similar content, e.g. on freedom of opinion and
expression. But while it d1s possible to hold fairly similar

opinions on such issues, the reasons for holding such opinions,

R
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as either a liberal or a conservative, are different. I have
already suggested that the central and characterizing feature of
the liberal point of view is a fundamental concern for the
principle of individual freedom, while for the conservative it is
the value attached to present institutions, of being part of a
social organism with a continuity with the past. Beyond these
two central and definitive features, each position may comprige a
constellation of Ffurther particular ideas, which are related
differently to other principles. Thus while the principle of
freedom is central to and definitive of liberalism, where it is a
good in itself, it occcupies a different kind of place in
conservatism. For Scruton the concept of freedom 'caunot occupy
a central place in conservative thinking' but is 'comprehensible
as a social goal only when subordinate to something else, to an
organizaticn or arrangement which defines the original aim',(59)
The freedom that Englishmen enjoy 'ds a specific personal
freedom, the result of a long process of soeial evolution, the
bequest of ingtitutions without whose protection it could not
endure. Freedom in this sgense ... is not the precondition but
the consequence of an accepted social arrangement'.{(60) Thus,
while Peters pays some attention to the notion of freedom,

devoting a chapter to it in Ethies and Education, this does not

establiah that his is a Lliberal view of cducation. Hls notion of
education, like MHirst's, 1s more appropriately described as

conservative.

But another way that the objection to the distinction betwean

liberalism and conservatism might run could be to argue that in
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their effects the twoe positions are not different from one
another, that there is a phoney digpute between them. From a
certain radical point of view the ecriterion according to which
positions are to be distinguished and judged is whether they do
or do not bring about revolutionary change, in other words
whether they are or are not part of a revolutionary praxis. But
the problem Ffor those involved in any theoretical consideration
of these matters 1ls that to be involved in serious consideration
of the issues in question must surely be to commit oneself to
taking seriously conceptusl distinctions 1like that Dbetween
Liberalism and conservatiem. Besides, it is doubtful whether the
effects of liberalism and conservatism are the same. To hold
that they are would be to pretend that there was little
difference between, say, the roles of the middle class and the
old aristocracy in the JIndustrial Revolution. To hold that the
effects of liberalism and conservatism are the same is
illegitimately to run together two political stances which
represent two poles of continuing political struggles. While
within a radical approach to political theory political practice
is a central preoccupation, this certainly should not be taken to
mean that political theory can be collapsed into political
practice., This way of objecting to the distinction between

liberalism and conscrvatism is not worth further consgideration.

I have challenged in this chapter the popular radical stance
which holds that liberal ldeas in philosophy of education have
been effactively disuredited. This radical position rests on the

assumption that the work of Hirst and Peters exemplifles and
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represents ‘liberal' analytic philosophy of education. My
challenge to this assumption has been to argue, firstly, that
Hirst and Peters are more accurately described as, in certain
fundamental respects, conservative in outlook. Secondly, I bave
questioned whether Hirst and Peters are, as is assumed by their
eritics, representatives of analytic

radical philosophy of

education. Examination of the work of Wilson and White in
Chapter 6 will show them to be much better examples of Liberal
philosophers of education, because they are each fundamentally,
unlike Hirst and Peters, concerned with defending the central
liberal prinsiple of individual freedom. Before taking up that
argument, I will deal in the next chapter with the radical
argument that the dominant tradition in studies of education in

South Africa is a liberal one.
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quarrelling about wouds and questions of terminology, is a
matter of seeing langunge as our access to the world.
Austin made this clear by arguing that ordinary language is
not the last word, ‘'only it is the first word'. Quoted in
S. Cavell, 'Austin at Criticism' (1968), p. 87.

(7) See R, F. Dearden's use of the term 'lingulstic philosophy'
in 'Philosophy of Education, 1952-82' {1982), pp. 60~61.

(8) Matthews, op. cit., p. 163,

’f%'?*’_nﬁﬂ 28

[ TR A PSR




(9)

(10)
(11)
(12)

(13)

(14)
(15)
(16)
(17)
(18)
(19)
(20)
(21)
(22)
(23)

73

For example, while one must agree with Matthews that
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contrary, one of Wittgenstein's concerns was with what he
expressed as the bewitchment of our intelligence by
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case, we cannot dispense with ordinary language if we are
to engage with problems of ideology at all.
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and 119.
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CHAPTER 5

IS THE DOMINANT TRADITION IN STUDIES OF EDUCATION IN SOUTH AFRICA
A LIBERAL ONE?

My task in Chapter 4 was to show that the radical critics are
wrong to take Hirst and Peters as representatives of liberal
philosophy of education. Hirst and Peters, I argued, are in
respect of the notion of education they hold more appropriately
described as conservative. 7 .ming to radical criticisms of
'liberal' studies of educai.on in South Africa, I will now
discuss my second major example of an area of theory of education

where the radicals mistakenly describe the views in question as

'liberal' rather than 'conservative'.

The growth of a radical literature on education in South Africa
is an exciting and welcome development. Scuth African work
within this paradigm is in an embryonic state by comparison with
the more extensive radical literature elsewhere, in Australia for

example. (1) Peter  Kallaway's collection, Apartheid and

Education(2) is therefore a significant and overdue addition to

published work on education in this country.
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A clear tendency in the growing radical literature on South
African education is its rejection of 'the whole '"liberal"
education tradition that is dominant in South African society at
large'.(3) It is argued that 'the study of education in this
country has to date been dominated by the liberal convention, and
has in consequence taken place within the context of a set of

unquestioned ideological presuppositions'.(4) I am going to take

it that those who adopt the radical stance, in holding the view
that the ‘dominant tradition' in studies of education in South

Africa is a 'liberal' one, maintain that most of the influential . \;&1

texts on education in South Africa have been written from a o

*liberal' stance. In response to this position I intend to argue
that the radical critics are mistaken in suggesting that the %

dominant tradition in studies of education in South Africa is a

liberal omne. In doing so I shall show that there is some

" confugsion in radical cirecles about the use of the term 'liberal’
o - and that the criteria of the liberal tradition implied in the o

radical e¢riticisms of it are inadequate.

§ In examining the radical arguments against the 'dominant liberal

OB tradition' I am gouing to take the arguments in question as

?(‘%‘\
J’x

oG Bty

suggesting three criteria of ‘'liberal' studies. Although the Lo

radicals are mistaken in thinking that these criteria can be used

to characterise a liberal position, I shall for the sake of the
'fg argument adopt these c¢riteria in dinvestigating the arguments L

which reflect them. I shall also suggest, in section 2, that two

L'a§ additional more central criteria need to be considered and, in

i v L i
1 T section 3, that the examples of writers cilted by the radicals
: I
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generally fall to satisfy these additional criteria. Section 4
will illustrate further the lack of rigour in the radical attack

on 'liberal' studies of education in South Africa by focussing on

the alleged overemphasis by the 'liberals' on the significance
for black education of the coming to power of the National Party
in 1948, As with my treatment of the radical arguments against
Hirst and Peters, I set out to show in the present chapter that - |
the radicals have not established that 1liberal theory of .

education has been discredited. ”Q ,

Let us establish first the argunents against 'liberal' studies of

education in South Africa asserted by the radicals and the .

criteria of 'liberal' 4implicit in these arguments. Commenting on | 1@
the standard texts on the history of South African education, w

Kallaway notes

&

a picture of neglect and indifference regarding black
education. B G Pells allocated the subject some 22 out of
152 pages (or 15 per cent of his text), Ruperti about 12 7
per cent and J C Coetzee 20 per cent. Belir represents some o
improvement with over 50 per cent of his book heing devoted !
to black education (20 per cent to African education), and P
Brian Rose's collection of essays moves conclusively o
towards a more balanced presentation with more than 75 per
cent of his section on South Africa being concerned with
black education.(5)

Kallaway comments further that published work in this field

has been almost exclusively descriptive and empiricist in
conception. Liberal writers on the history of education in
South Africa have tended to take education policy
statemenits and statements of dintent by politicians and
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officials at face value. TFor example, the citing of the
notorious statements by Dr H F Verwoerd on the nature of
Bantu Education have never been matched by detailed
research dinto the nature of the schooling system to
ascertain whether these policy statements really did
reflect the practice in the schools during the 1950s.(6)

Commenting similarly,(7) Mary Crewe writes that studies in this
tradition are

works which are predominantly descriptive, catalogues of

#

ifgé disparities in educatfon and information collecting rather Lo
g than critical. Where they are analytical the analysis a

g o remaing on an introverted level and doesu't yield proposals
| S | for alternatives. Further they are almost all oriented

B towards White education, emphasising the split between
English and Afrikaans and referring to the other education
systems in passing. Virtually no works exist which wview e
the education systems in an interrelated way as parv of S
South African society as an integrated whole.(8) o

AP

R | Crewe identifies as works within the paradigm in question . gg

A T 4 0 Wb es e s

E G Malherbe, Education in South Africa, £ G Pells, Three
- Hundred Ycars of Education din_South Africa, and more o
° recently the works of a small group of writers such as oy
e A Behr and R MacMillan, B Rose, D A Duminy, R Tunmer, and :
i «+s works from outside education Ffacultias produced by ‘
Sprocas and the SAIRR.(9) : ;

A problem in setting out to evaluate the validity of the , 5%§W

@

3 i.i i criticiams in question 18 that the critics of the dominant
k oA '1iberal paradigm' are clearly not unanimous in citing the works
E ‘ \6“3‘7% which they regard as part of this paradigm. It is worth noting, af
o ol however, that Colin Collins(l0) also cltes Pells as such an
| example, while Pam Christie and Colin Coilina(ll) also refexr to Ca

i Brlan Rose and Raymond Tunmer, and to Muriel Horrell who worked Lo 5"

‘ T f undexr the auspices of the SAIRR. But bearing in mind these s

PR problems of ddentifying examples, we can discern so for three

common accusations against the dominant ‘'liberal' tradition of

<

gstudying education: first, that the emphasis has Dbeen on white
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education, while black education hag been neglected; second,
that such studies have been largely descriptive and lacking in

analysis and critique; third, that their superficiality in

analysis has resulted in a fallure to see education as
interrelated with other features of South African society.(12)

There is a Ffurther eriticlsm of 'liberal’ studies of education

which is of a different order, which I shall take up in section 4
below. In the absence of further specific attempts to identify o
the features of the 'liberal tradition' in question we shall have . "

to take these three criticisms as implicitly reflecting also the

alleged characteristics or criteria of the 'liberal' tradition.

This is the 'liberal’ tradition as characterised from within the

paradigm of radical historiography. A more complete account of

the liberal tradition must include reference to the ideas or

principles in terms of whieh the liberal tradition, in its

broadest sense, not merely in South Africa, has expressed

itself. Centrally, liberal ideas have in commou the defence of

ey

i
.

R, the principle of dndividual freedom: As I have shown in
: ‘ ;fﬁ‘ ‘f Chapter 3, this has taken different forms at different times,
f? é % a.g+ the defence of Freedom of ideas or expression, or of certain é
'5 ,i j rights, a call for tolarance, or an emphasis on the principle of .%
| o equality, depending on the historical context in which they are F

expressed. .

In the South African context liberal ideas have a conplex

;33 history, reflecting a pecullar character of their own. I am now

1 going to give a brief indlcation of the character of liberal
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ideas in this context but must emphasise that my intentilons are
modest, in that I do not propose to give the subject detailed
treatment. Considering the record of liberalism in the decades
following the National Party's election wvictory in 1948 (the
period in which the 'liberal' studies in question were written),
we find the peculliar echaracter of South African liberalisgm
reflected in the policies and actions of the United Party. The
U? was cast, in the years following 1948, as the ‘'liberal'
opposition to the National Party government. Janet Robertson
points out that 'The United Party stood for the preservation of
principles and methods historically associated with the Western
liberal tradition =~ minimum government interference with the
rights of the individual, the rule of law, the inviolability of

the constitution, and the independence of the judiciary'.(l3)

But while these prineiples for which the United Party stood can
be seen to place it within the 1liberal teadition as I have
characterised it, it is necessary at this polnt to invoke the
third of the three senses in which, as I guggested at the close
of Chapter 3, the word ‘'liberal' can be used. It will be
recalled that I suggested there that we need to distinguish
between 'liberal' in the mistaken sense in which the radicals use
ity and liberal {n the sgense of the liberal tradition,
characterized by i1ts central concern té defend individual
freedom, with variations 4n 1ts expression depending oun the
contoxt, While it is the use of 'liberal' in the sccond sense
which I have been mainly concerned to defend, I pointed also to a

third sense, in which, accepting the broad characterization of

o
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the liberal tradition which I have defended, and from within a
liberal framework, one considers what a defensible wversion of
liberalism could be. The best example of this kind of
deliberation in my argument will be the discusgion of Milton
Friedman's liberaldism in Chapter 7. It is in this third sense
that we can appraise the peculiar expressions of the liberal
point of view in both the United Party and the Liberal Party in
South Africa. TFor while the United Party paid lip-service to the
prineiples of the Western liberal tradition, its 'liberalism' was
corrupted by its wish to maintain white political control, and it
was opposed to the extension of full equality to blacks in an
integrated society. While it defended the existing privileges of
the coloureds, it did not press for integration, or an extension
of their rights. Iks 'liberalism' was thus highly ambiguous and
largely a function of its opposition to the Government's methods

of maintaining whike supremacy. Robertson observes that

the ways by which the government proposed to enforce
apartheid aroused non-Nationalist fearxs for the freedoms of
whites in South Africa. And consequently the defence of
liberal methods scemed as important to non-Nationalists as
the pursuit of liberal aims. Thug, in the lengthy debates
on apartheid leglslation in the Eirst term of Nationalist
rule, non=-Nationalists were encouraged to see the United
Party, in contrast with the Natlonalists, as the defenders
of liberty.(14)

Even the Liboral Party, although the gencral prineiples for which
it stood wore clearly iiberal ones, e.g. human dignity, human
rights and dJdemogratic participation, did not cmbrace universal
adult suffrage untdl 1960. It adopted the principle of a

qualified franchise at dts first National Conference in 1953,(15)

thus calling into question its commitment to the principle of

Fow w i srer Bt

ey




Author Enslin P A
Name of thesis In defence of liberal theory of education 1986

PUBLISHER:
University of the Witwatersrand, Johannesburg
©2013

LEGAL NOTICES:

Copyright Notice: All materials on the University of the Witwatersrand, Johannesburg Library website
are protected by South African copyright law and may not be distributed, transmitted, displayed, or otherwise
published in any format, without the prior written permission of the copyright owner.

Disclaimer and Terms of Use: Provided that you maintain all copyright and other notices contained therein, you
may download material (one machine readable copy and one print copy per page) for your personal and/or
educational non-commercial use only.

The University of the Witwatersrand, Johannesburg, is not responsible for any errors or omissions and excludes any
and all liability for any errors in or omissions from the information on the Library website.





