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alternatives. As such, it would be wrong to perceive
autonomy as some sort of excuse for anarchic, self-
indulgent and licentious behaviour as some positions in
their fear of freedom are wont to do.(4) In tre same way
that there can be no freedom of choice withcut
authority, so there can be no autonomy without liberty;
the two (i.e. autonomy and authority) are closely
related, sharinc the same conceptual framework, in

contrast to power.

It would, nevertheless, not be sufficient for an
autonomous person to equate authority with what is
naturally right; instead s/he would need to evaluate its
appeal in terms of impartial criteria and personal
standards of morality. Winch gives an illuminating
illustration of this point. He considers the absolute
authorlty of the Pope over Roman Catholics in religious
matters and suggests that were the Pope to issue a
decree denying the existence of God, his papal authority
would probably no longer be recognised. From this he
concludes that the Pope's authority is not completely
beyond the possibility of criticism and that is‘so
because all authority is essentially bound up with
systems of ideas which are always open tq discussion and
criticism. Acceptance of authority presupposes an
identification with what it represents as just and

moral.
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In some areas such as politics, this openuness for
negotiation creates difficulties in ascertaining the
right ways of proceeding. 1In cases of non-agreement
Winch concedes that appeals in deciding what is correct
must be directed to individuals whose decisions may be
regarded as authcritative only in so far as they are
made in the belief of what is perceived as right.
Otherwise, an appeal to individuals as individuals is
iikely to degenerate into undisguised power or the
ability to influence, as opposed to genuine authority.
There is a conceptual link between who decides and what
is decided upon via the exercise of authority. Aside
from the controversy surrounding what actually
constitutes right or wrong, in order to maintain any
credibility, ‘authority' must be concerned about what it
sees as right or wrong i.e. whether 'authority' is right
or wrong'is not as important as whether it can claim to

be acting morally.

There are twc senses in which the word 'authority' is
most often used, associated with the adjectives,
‘authoritative' and 'authoritarian'. The former coin-
cides with Peters's description of 'an authority' and
the latter corresponds to being 'in authqrityhts} The
way in which these meanings are connected will be more

clearly illustrated in the discussion which follows.
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Paradoxically, it is the role of the teacher which
combines both of these functions out of which contra-

dictory consequences emerge.

As 'an authority', the teacher is equipped in a specia-
lized field of knowledge which s/he is employed to
transmit. An individual's position as 'an authority' is
established according to the recognition of his/her
expertise, usually in a restricted area of knowledge,
and is correspondingly reinforced in proportion to the
number of previous successes, but it can never be final
in that it emanates from knowledge which is constantly
changing and developing. An individual may be recog-
nised as 'an authority' by others within the discipline
who share an agreement concerning criteria of approp-
riate acceptability. 1In order to challenge such an
authority, it would be necessary to share an under-
standing of the seme standards on which that discipline
rests and to offer new knowledge and/or a re-interpre-

tation of existing knowledge in terms of reasons.

Various positions sensitive to the operation of power
relations in society are critical of the notion of
knowledge implicit in 'an authority'; these include,

for example, Michael Young and Kevin Harris.
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A brief look at some of their objections and the way in
which these may be countered will serve to clarify what
is involved in being 'an authority', as distinct from

exercising power.

Young (6) claims that knowiedge reflects the dominant
relations of power in society. As such, he associates
high status knowledge with the following general
characteristics: literacy, where reading and writing
skills are elevated above the oral tradition; indivi-
dualism, such as encouraged through the pursuit of
solitary activities and fostered by the competition
inherent in examinations; abstractness of knowledge
that is structured and presented independently of the
learner and a separation of academic curricula from
common experience. Conversely, low status knowledge
stresses oral pres tation, group work, concreteness of
content and a relevance to daily life and lived sltua-
tions, Since the stratification of knowledge into high
and low status follows the distribution of rewards and
power in society, Young concludes that knowledge is

socially constructed and therefore, subjective.

Harris (7) adopts a similar standpoint, arguing that
formal education in capitalist liberal democracies
provides a structural misrepresentation of reality which

serves the interests of the ruling class. He is
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critical of emviricism and he shows that the way in
which we come *)» know and interpret the world is
influenced by 2us theoretical position. Knowledge,
which it is the businers of education to transmit,
instead »f being 'out-there' and neutral, is selected
according to a particular point of view so that educa-
tion becomes a political activity: those with power in
the system determine what constitutes worthwhile
knowledge and then succeed in imposing their definition

of reulity on others.

Influenced by Althusserian thinking, both Young and
Harris have difficulties in distinguishing between
knowledge and ideology. They tend to locate the source
of all knowledge in ideology so that there can be no
appeal outside the realm of ideology in validating or
talsiffing any of its propositions. Knowledge emerges
within thought, without reference to experience and/or
empirical investigation of what is external and
objective. The only reasons for behaving in one way as
opposed to another can ba offered in terms of ideology.
Thus, instead of reasons deriving their sense from
rational principles of behaviour embedded in rules,
about which there is agreement, thex may well be
explained in terms of the irrationality inherent an

ideology. Not only does this raise doubts about the
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veracity or validity of the reasons, but also about the

integrity of the individual expressing them.

Furthermore, as illustrated earlier, without rules which
imply reasons, there can be no freedom and consequently,
no autonom). Always located in ideology, the
individual's freedom of choice is restricted as is the
opportunity for understanding behaviour through notions
such as purpose, agency and moral responsibility., The
only conception of behaviour possible through an account
of ideology is in terms of a power relation, which must
discount an important way in which human, as opposed to

animal, behaviour is explained.

Ia ejquating all knowledge with ruling class ideology,
Young and Harris limit the opportunities for change in
terms of authority by ignoring the potential of
knowledge to expose contradictions and induce critical
awareness. While Young's account is open to criticisms
of relativism, Harris avoids these by adopting a Marxist
research programme which according to his interpretation
of Lakatos's criteria of a good theory, is 'objectively'
better than other alternatives. Although this

'progressive' perspective allows Harris to be critical
of the role of education in capitalist liberal

democracies, it also blinds him to the contradiction

.
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inherent in perceiving the ends of education as fixed
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and prescribed in terms of a particular set of social
arrangements. As such, the liberating potential of
change implied by the concept 'authority' is diminished
in favour of that which is analogous to the natural
processes corresponding to power, where change merely
secures the subordination of the working class to a new

ruling class.

Richard Pring (8) shows that in any intellectual
discipline there are standards for deciding what is
acceptable, true or false according to a shared set of
meanings. The development of knowledge arises out of
challenging rules and convincing others of the value of
modifying their inter-personal agreement. Social change
occurs in relation to authcrity, not merely as a
response to power. There are factors outside the
control of an individual or group in which agreement is
not negotiable as it derives its sense from the context
of rule-governed activities. Conseguently, it is
impossible to decide to change a whole tradition of
thought without reference to the limits by which we

conceptualize experience.

Furthermore, that knowledge is socially constructed and
constantly changing does not imply the denial of
objective criteria because there are always logical

reasons for deciding between rival theories. In order
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to appreciate what is incorrect, one must have an idea
of what is correct., Thus, the cruth, for Pring, must
remain as a conceivable ideal against which to juxtapose
what might count as a falsification of belief.
Conscquently, he refutes attacks which propagate the
subjectivity of 'an authority' in favour of objective
and binding standards which must fulfil the requirements
of logic. On this view, an appeal to general principles
of rationality i, of crucial importance in accapting and

maintairing a notion of authority.

In acddition to being 'an authority', t’- teacher, 'in
authority', appointed by the school board or national
education department according to standard, prnfessional
criteria, is expected to function as a representative of
social control in transmitting and preserving the values
and culture of society. S/He is invested with the right
to supervise and control behaviour within the jurisdic-

tion of the schoul.

Following the distinctions made by Weber betwecn
traditional, legal-rational and charismatic authority,
Peters wants to distinguish between formal/'de iure' and
actual/'de facto' authority. The former occurs where
someone has the right to exercise authority in a
particular situation, but whether s/he is actually

successful in exerting such authority will be a measure
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of the latter. The two are not necessarily dependent on
each other, for example, one may exert 'de facto'
authority without having the right to do so: although
'de iure' authority may sometimes facilitate the
exercise of 'da facto' authority. Peters suggests that
whether an individual actually exerts authority is
related to personal characteristics such as bearing,
voice of command, personal magnetism, "the outward signs
of inner certitude".(9) He associates 'de facto'
authority with the ability to influence others without
recourse to force, bribes, propaganda etc. and claims
txrat it is a way of regulating human behaviour distinct

from power.

Winch 1is quite rightly sceptical of this way of
perceiving authority as there is no clear distinction
between 'de facto' authority and power/authoritarianism.
In order to distinguish between 'de facto' and 'de iure'
authority, Peters attributes its operation not to rights
but rather to personal characteristics, claiming there
is something about the wielder of 'de facto' authority
"which people recognize In virtue of which they do what
he says simply because lie says it".(10) This sounds
very much like a causal relation with the wielder of 'de
facto' authority exerting 3ome sort of influence

(power?) over the will3 of others: whereas authority is






























