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Preface 

This book presents a philosophy of education that
requires capitalism for its full realization.

Laissez-faire capitalism is the social system in
which all means of production, including roads, schools, and
hospitals, are privately owned and operated. The only function of
government is to protect individual rights, not to run or regulate
businesses, including those in the field of education. I assume
that this system is morally and economically unassailable.

My initial ambition was to project the mechanism by
which a free market in education might operate, if such were to
exist. Today, of course, we have nothing that remotely resembles
competitive free markets in education.

By "free market in education" I mean the complete
separation of education and state, in the same way and for the same
reasons that we now have the complete separation of church and
state. All formal schooling would be provided by profit-making
entrepreneurs competing with one another for the same
parent-student dollar, and the government, whether federal, state,
or local, would be completely out of the education business. My
aim, therefore, was to describe in broad strokes what a truly
free--politically free--educational system would be like. Only by
holding a clear vision of the goal, so my assumption stated, can
one define the steps required to establish a free market in
education. And that would require a thorough understanding of its
nature.

By "mechanism" of a free market in education I mean
the specific structure of the educational market. How would a free
market in education differ from that of the state controlled system
we now have? Would there be evaluative grades, examinations, and
degrees? What different kinds of educational goods and services
would be marketed? And how would such educational businesses
operate in terms of aims, teaching methodology, curriculum, and
management? In other words, what would a free market in education
be like in practice? These are some of the questions I had planned
to attempt to answer.

The present work has not strayed too far from this
original goal, especially in chapter 5, but in the course of my
research I discovered that my interests were more fundamental than
the concrete projection and description initially conceived. My
reading of history, the history of education, and, especially, the
history of educational thought led me to realize that no philosophy
of education existed explicitly advocating capitalism for its
implementation. John Dewey and his progressive colleagues and
predecessors unambiguously advocated the state as the proper
provider of education, but advocates of capitalism for the most
part argue that the state should get out of education and leave the
issue at that. Some of the latter, and I fall into this group, have
harshly criticized progressive education and have generally assumed
that a form of traditional education would be prominent in a
capitalist system; such an education, it was assumed, would be
better under capitalistic entrepreneurship than under past and
present state control. I no longer hold this assumption, for the
following reasons.

My long-time admiration of Maria Montessori
was shaken somewhat when I read that she considered herself to be a
progressive educator. My criticism of Dewey turned to a guarded
admiration after I read several of his major works on both
education and philosophy.[1] My reading of the history of educational thought then put
Montessori and Dewey together as the culmination of a trend that
has been evolving since at least the Enlightenment. This trend
urges educators to respect the child as a unique individual. It
argues that tender guidance, not coercion and control, will
embolden children to seek the knowledge, values, and skills they
need to grow and become independent. The attitude of forcing
children to bow to the will of adults, says this trend, along with,
more generally, a pervasive insensitivity toward the young, kills
the energy and curiosity that otherwise would naturally
flourish.

In this trend, however, I noticed a significant
problem, especially as it was put into practice in the twentieth
century. Progressive educators attempted to respect the uniqueness
of individual children by dispensing with coercion in the
classroom. At the same time, they coerced the delivery of the
classroom itself. They coerced the funds to pay for education by
forcibly expropriating money from some parents for the benefit of
the children of others. And they compelled all children to fill the
seats of the coercively provided classrooms. When I recognized this
inconsistency in the policies of the progressives, I realized that
there existed a philosophy of education for a free market in
education, one that emphasized individual uniqueness and
independence but was confusingly commingled with the philosophy of
socialism. From this point on I focused my research on development
of the purpose, method, and content of education that would imply
capitalism. The correct connection between society and
child-centered learning is not "democracy and education," as
Dewey's major educational work is titled--democracy for Dewey and
his progressive colleagues being euphemism for unlimited majority
rule that supports interventionist economics (if not Fabian
socialism) and socialized education.

The correct connection is capitalism and
education.
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Chapter
1 

Capitalism and Education

In the university of Oxford, the
greater part of the public professors have, for these many years,
given up altogether even the pretence of teaching.

The discipline of the colleges and
universities is in general contrived, not for the benefits of the
students, but for the interest, or more properly speaking, for the
ease of the masters. Its object is, in all cases, to maintain the
authority of the master, and whether he neglects or performs his
duty, to oblige the students, in all cases to behave to him as if
he performed it with the greatest diligence and ability.

 --Adam Smith[1]

THE PURPOSE OF EDUCATION is to prepare the young for
adult life as independent human beings.

One form of education is parenting, and a major
purpose of parenting is to teach children to become independent by
the time they reach adulthood. The process of parenting gradually
shifts from total care for wholly dependent infants to decreasing
care for increasingly independent children and adolescents. By the
time children reach adulthood, they should be able to minister to
all of their needs, physical and mental, without aid from the
parents. In a division-of-labor society, formal education assists
parents in this progression toward independence.

The concept of independence, however, means more
than providing one's own food, shelter, and clothing. It means
independent judgment, a first-hand perception and evaluation of the
facts of one's world--and oneself--unbiased by the judgments of
parents, friends, workgroups, clubs, television reporters,
political parties, or governments. It means the confident
self-assertiveness to look out at the world, to process what is
seen, and to act without also first having to look over one's
shoulder to seek approval. Independent judgment requires a fund of
knowledge, values, and skills from which to make intelligent
decisions and to take intelligent actions. It requires the skill of
reasoning to arrive at objective conclusions by adhering to the
laws of logic. More importantly, it requires integrity and courage
to act on those conclusions. Formal education, therefore, is not
just cognitive; it is also normative, psychological, and
behavioral.

Thinking and acting intelligently, and with
integrity and courage, is not automatic or flawless. Children and
adolescents must be taught how to do so, but they must also be
allowed to make mistakes without threat of punishment. That is,
they must be free to grow on their own without interference from
authoritarian parents or teachers; the proper relationship of adult
to child or adolescent is one of nurture, not coercion or neglect.
When the children and adolescents become adults in society, they
must also be allowed to make mistakes without threat of punishment,
but because there is no societal parent, they must be allowed to
correct the mistakes themselves and to do so without interference
from other adults, especially those who work in the government.
That is, as adults they must be politically free to grow on their
own, testing their conclusions in the marketplace of ideas and
pursuing their own values in the marketplace of goods and services.
An education that aims at independence in adulthood is one that
requires freedom in the home, in the classroom, and in society.

The purpose of formal education is to prepare the
young for adult life as independently thinking and acting
individuals in a capitalist society.






THE PHILOSOPHY OF EDUCATION

No philosophy of education exists, however,
that explicitly requires capitalism for its implementation.
Contemporary theories, including those formulated since the
Enlightenment, either advocate the state as provider of education
or do not discuss who is to provide the education. John Dewey's
theory of undivided interest exemplifies the former, Maria
Montessori's theory of concentrated attention the
latter.[2] Some contemporary writers, usually economists, do advocate
free markets in education, but often do not promote a particular
philosophy of education; their contention is to "let the market
decide" when it comes to determining the proper theory of
education. Sometimes they denounce the theories of the progressive
educators and assert that a free market would gravitate toward a
better theory, such as Montessori's, ignoring or ignorant of the
fact that Montessori herself was a progressive educator. In any
event, the economists do not tie their arguments for free markets
in education to a specific philosophy of
education.

This book presents a philosophy of education that
unites a theory of concentrated attention and independent judgment
with free-market capitalism. It argues, in part, that since the
Renaissance and, especially, the Enlightenment, the trend in
educational philosophy has been gradually to recognize the freedom,
creative power, and value of the individual mind. The book's theme
is that the distinctive nature of human consciousness--namely, that
it is volitional and conceptual, yet natural--requires
uninterrupted concentration and autonomy, or reason and freedom, in
education. This means nurturing the young, not coercing or
neglecting them. It means encouraging the development of an
intensive and sustained interest or purpose in life along with the
ability to exercise independent judgment. It means finally that
only a competitive marketplace of private, for-profit educational
service businesses in a system of laissez-faire capitalism can
fulfill these requirements.

Philosophy of education is a derivative science that
rests on psychology, economics, and philosophy; it consists of
three interrelated areas: purpose, method, and content. The purpose
or aim of education describes the kind of adult or end result that
the educational system is to produce. For example, in ancient
Greece and Rome, the purpose of education was to train good (moral)
men who were skilled at public speaking, civic or state life being
the ultimate achievement of a male person in classical
civilization; in the medieval world, the aim of education was to
train clerics for the church.

By implication, the purpose of education indicates
which persons are entitled to an education. Everyone? Or certain
privileged classes, races, or genders? Only in the last two hundred
and fifty years, with the rise of a commitment to universal
education, has the question of which persons not been an issue for
the philosophy of education. Prior to the Enlightenment, education
was restricted to a small percentage of the earth's
population--usually sons of aristocrats. While education to this
day has not become truly universal worldwide, the premise remains
unquestioned in the developed world. Every human being morally
deserves to be given an opportunity for education. Thus, the
purpose component of a theory of education rests on the branch of
philosophy known as ethics.

Exactly how the education is to be
delivered--in organizational structure and in teacher-student
contact--is the issue of method. Whether the church, state, or
private enterprise is to provide the education and whether it is to
be provided as formal schooling or by private tutors is the
organizational question of method. In the classical world, the
state played only a minor role in the delivery of education, not
becoming involved in a significant way until the latter part of the
Roman Empire. For nearly a thousand years, private tutors and
entrepreneurial teachers were the means of educational delivery. It
would be anachronistic, however, to assert that the ancient world
practiced capitalism in education.[3]
In the medieval world, the church provided the
education.

Teacher-student contact specifies the activities
performed by each in the teaching and learning process. It is here
in recent decades that some of the bitterest debates in the
philosophy of education have occurred. Is lecturing the correct
method of teaching or the group discussion? What is the value of
memorization and recitation, if any? Which is the best method of
teaching reading: phonics or whole word? And what is the place of
physical punishment? In the ancient world, where books were rare
and expensive, the instructor lectured and children memorized,
recited, and repeated. If the children made mistakes, they were
beaten, sometimes quite harshly. This method continued, essentially
unchanged, throughout the Middle Ages.

Method of education rests on the philosophic
branches of metaphysics, epistemology, and politics. Politics (or
social philosophy and, by extension, economics) determines the
organizational structure of an educational system because politics
determines the types of institutions a society will ultimately
support. A socialist or interventionist political philosophy calls
for state-run education, a church-dominated society calls for
church-run schools, and a capitalist theory calls for a free market
in education. Metaphysics in conjunction with psychology
(specifically, philosophical psychology) provides the theory of
human nature and of the human being's place in the universe on
which to base a theory of the proper method of education.
Epistemology (and the philosophy of mind) provides the theory of
knowledge and mind on which the specific teaching and learning
methods are based.

The content of education derives from the culture in
which the education occurs and refers most particularly to
curriculum. Wide latitude, however, exists among different theories
as to how much of or in what way the culture is to be transferred
to the young. In ancient Greece and Rome, the content was
essentially reading, writing, and speaking. In the absence of the
zero, arithmetic was difficult to learn. Students read the
literature of the epic poets and playwrights of their time period
and practiced public speaking based on the best orations of the
day. In the Middle Ages, students studied the Bible and, sometimes,
a sanitized ancient literature. Not until two hundred years after
the scientific revolution of the seventeenth century did science
find its way into the curriculum of most modern European and
American schools. Today, progressive education downplays the
significance of content, emphasizing the skill of thinking as more
important than any particular content.

Philosophies of education present distinct
views of children. In the ancient world, children were seen as
ignorant beings who must memorize, recite, and repeat in order to
acquire the culture, and be beaten if they failed to do so. In the
Middle Ages children were seen as evil small adults--few
differences between adulthood and childhood were recognized or
respected at that time--who must passively absorb the
authority-based rules of the church and be severely punished if
they misbehaved or failed to learn their
lessons.[4] This view of children as evil small adults persists to this
day--albeit in less extreme form than occurred in the Middle
Ages--in what is often labeled "traditional" or "conservative"
educational theory.

The theory presented in this book holds a different
view of children. It sees them as energetic beings that possess a
seemingly unstoppable drive for maturity, an unquenchable thirst
for knowledge, and an insatiable curiosity, all of which,
unfortunately, are too often crushed by autocratic adults. It sees
them as beings that possess a volitional consciousness but the
development of their minds and free will is a nurturing process
that must occur in distinct stages progressing to adulthood. The
aim of education is psychological as well as intellectual
independence. Psychologically independent children--and subsequent
adults--pursue their values with neither timidity nor aggression,
but with confident self-assertion, free of the anxiety that drives
others to pursue defense values and other defensive maneuvers to
compensate for their lack of self-esteem. Intellectually
independent children become self-aware adults who possess the
ability to think conceptually and to feel their true emotions
without the fear of interference from either internal or external
censors.

The method of education advocated in this book is
that of a free market of educational entrepreneurs who guide and
stimulate children to learn further. The children, however, must
choose their particular learning activities within a range of
options that are provided by the teacher. The content of education
is the essentials of the culture's accumulated knowledge and the
values and appropriate skills required to pursue a career and
personal life in a capitalist society.






UNSOLVED PROBLEMS OF MODERN EDUCATION



A number of problems in modern education
remain unsolved. They can be
summarized in a single statement: How to provide
mass, in-depth, economical education that
cultivates individual differences
and produces independence.

Of these five problems, only mass education has been
achieved with any certainty. In-depth education is precisely what
many critics today claim has not been achieved. Economical
education in the form of "free" public schools is euphemism when
the actual tax costs per child are calculated; it is also euphemism
to assert that public schools have been free of political
interference. A longtime goal of progressive education has been the
cultivation of individual differences but such an attainment has
been elusive. And the fostering of independence in children also
has not been achieved; rather, dependence on a variety of persons
and institutions has been imbued in children by our bureaucratic
educational system.

Each of these points requires elaboration.

Mass education today means universal, popular
education. This means that all children, whatever their station in
life, as opposed to a small upper-class elite, are entitled to an
education. Mass education has been achieved today, to the extent
that it has been achieved, through compulsion. Guided by the
premise that democracy requires an educated populace and that the
free market allegedly cannot provide mass education on a fair and
economical basis, compulsory, universal education has been
advocated since the eighteenth century.

In-depth education refers to more than
fragments of information, smatterings of conventional values, or
crude familiarity with technique. It means the acquisition of
detail in a particular subject that is organized into essential
categories. It means the absorption and integration of values that
are truly one's own. It means the ability to perform certain tasks,
including mental tasks, with confidence and effectiveness. In-depth
education consists of knowledge, values, and skills that, once
acquired, are retained and readily recalled for competent use. It
is mastery learning, in the sense that all students should possess
the same accomplished level of knowledge, values, and skills
appropriate to age and interests.[5]
It is not the kind of C- or D-level education
common today that says "I did Plato last year" or "I kinda know
when the American Civil War was fought" or worst of all: "I kinda
know how to multiply eight times nine" (using a
calculator).

 Economical education
refers to the price parents must pay to buy a year's worth of
education for their child. It is true that government-provided
schooling has furnished this education to parents either "free" or
at nominal cost. When tax expenditure per child, however, is
calculated, when schooling expenditures are compared to the rate at
which consumer prices have increased in past years, and when
for-profit private schooling becomes competitive in quality--and
almost in pricing--with the public schools, the boast of having
achieved economical education becomes laughable.[6] Justice is an issue
that also must be raised here, for some people are being coerced
into paying for the education of others. The problem of how to
provide an economical education that does not infringe on the
rights of others has not been solved and the epithet of a "free"
education also carries with it the premise that such an education
is absent political influence. This premise has been challenged in
recent decades; today, there is little pretense about the
politicization of government-run education.[7]

Individual differences refers to the different
abilities, paces of learning, and interests that we all possess and
exhibit. The private tutorial is the teaching method that best
caters to these differences; the classroom lecture does not.
Child-centered learning has long been one of the themes of
progressive education, meaning that the child and his or her
uniqueness, not the subject matter or teacher, are what are focused
on. Success in catering to individual differences while at the same
time providing in-depth learning is one of the major challenges to
modern education--and progressive education has achieved neither.
Throughout recent history, educators have swung back and forth
between the two poles of sameness or standardization (the
traditionalists) versus tailoring to the individual child (the
progressives). The task is to combine the two.

On a superficial level, universal, popular education
does produce a kind a physical independence, in the sense that high
school and college graduates can find work and support themselves
throughout their lives. Full-scale psychological and intellectual
independence, however, has not been achieved. In fact, the present
educational system of government-provided schooling generates
dependence by breeding a bureaucratic mentality. When a product is
provided by the government, in accordance with strict rules and a
budget, as opposed to in accordance with the needs of the market
and the requirements of profit, customers become passive and
cynical about the quality of service to be expected. They become
resigned to their inability to fight city hall and they become
dependent on city hall to provide certain services, never
considering that there might be other options. The extreme of this
dependency could be seen in the fear that some Russian citizens
experienced with the collapse of the Soviet Union. Bureaucratic
education breeds dependence; free-market education would breed
independence.






THE THEORY OF CONCENTRATED ATTENTION AND
CAPITALISM

The purpose of this book is to present a theory of
education that will most effectively achieve the transition from
helpless infant to mature, independent adult, while providing the
maximum of knowledge, values, skills, and confidence required to
flourish in a modern, free society. The means to the end of
independence is the power of concentrated attention, that is, the
ability of children, as they mature, to focus their minds
uninterruptedly for increasingly longer periods of time and with
greater intensity. The value to mature adults of concentrated
attention is the ability to set and pursue long-range goals, the
significance of which is the achievement of a purpose in life. This
is exhibited as a productive career.

Many adults, however, have not achieved the power of
concentrated attention, as shown by their lack of purpose in life,
their short-range planning, and their psychological dependence on a
variety of people and institutions. The premise of this book is
that concentrated attention must be developed in the young from the
earliest time in order properly to nourish the child toward
independence.






Montessori and Dewey

 The notion of
concentrated attention is not new--Maria Montessori first used the
phrase in 1917 in her book Spontaneous
Activity in Education.[8] Montessori's concept,
however, does not differ in essence from John Dewey's theory of
undivided interest.[9] Indeed, the idea has been evolving in educational theory and
practice since the seventeenth century, as will be highlighted in
the next chapter.

Montessori and Dewey agree in essentials on
how concentrated attention and undivided interest are to be
achieved in the process of formal schooling: the instructor
provides materials and guidance to the children who then choose, in
Dewey's terms, which to experience or, in Montessori's terms, which
to work with. A carefully structured setting, consisting of
learning materials, gently directs the children, within a range of
options, to develop their powers of directed focus. Thus, in the
jargon of experimental science, the dependent variable (or
criterion) of educational success is concentrated attention or
undivided interest; the independent (or predictor) variables are
materials in a structured setting that teach the knowledge, values,
and skills the children will need as mature
adults.[10]

 Montessori
identified the fundamental fact that underlies her method by
observing the behavior of a three-year-old girl. The little girl, she
reports, was "deeply absorbed in a set of solid insets, removing
the [differently sized] wooden cylinders from their respective
holes and replacing them. The expression on the child's face was
one of such concentrated attention that it seemed to me an
extraordinary manifestation; up to this time none of the children
had ever shown such fixity of interest in an object; and my belief
in the characteristic instability of attention in young children,
who flit incessantly from one thing to another, made me peculiarly
alive to the phenomenon." The child continued to work with the
insets for forty-four repetitions, during which time Montessori
"picked up the little arm-chair in which [the girl] was seated, and
placed chair and child upon the table."[11] The child's
concentration was unbroken, despite singing by other children
nearby.

In subsequent experiments Montessori
observed: "Each time that such a polarization of attention took
place, the child began to be completely transformed, to become
calmer, more intelligent, more expansive."[12] The child's separate
energies, in other words, began to function together in a
purposeful way. The polarization of attention, then, became
Montessori's standard by which teaching activities and materials
were judged: to the extent that activities and materials produced a
polarization of attention and repetition of actions related to the
sustained attention, to that extent the activities and materials
were judged appropriate for use in her schools.

This concentration of attention, Montessori
noted, varies with the age of the child. The three-year-old
concentrates for thirty minutes at a time, but the six-year-old may
concentrate for two hours without interruption or fatigue, and the
still older child may work on a single project, with many
repetitions, for seven or eight days.[13] By extension, we may
say that an adult will have learned to concentrate for perhaps
weeks, months, or even years at a time on a single
project.

Dewey's doctrine of undivided interest holds
that genuine interest is the identification of self with the object
or end that one is pursuing. Anything that stands between the self
of the child and the object to be learned divides the child's
attention and thereby leads to a "disintegration of character,
intellectually and morally." In traditional education, the tasks
given to children are so uninteresting that their minds focus
initially on what is required to complete the tasks, and to please
the instructors; then, the children immediately switch to thoughts
or imaginations that are more pleasing. Attention, focus, and
interest are split between schoolwork that the children do not like
and daydreams that please them much better. Their energies are
dissipated and dependence is bred.[14]

"Genuine interest," says Dewey, "is the
accompaniment of the identification, through action, of the self
with some object or idea, because of the necessity of that object
or idea for the maintenance of a self-initiated activity." Or, as
he also puts it: "interest means a unified
activity."[15] When we are interested in something, there is no separation
between the means and end of the activity; each step of the way
toward the end is seen by the genuinely interested person as part
of the end or, as it were, as a fragment of the end. When
schoolwork is forced on children without their choice or
cooperation in the selection of tasks, no relationship can be seen
between the tasks that the instructors want performed and the
selves of the children; the end is to please the instructors, the
means is to perform the tasks. Interest has been transformed into
an external system of rewards and punishment.

For Montessori, concentrated attention is
encouraged by what she calls the "prepared environment." This
includes the classroom itself--the way it is designed and set
up--and the "didactic materials" with which the children work; the
instructor gives lessons on the materials and guides the children
to the materials' most effective use. The function of the
theoretician in education is to determine the elements of the
prepared environment that will produce concentrated attention and
independence. The task of the environment is to nourish the
children and to define the limits of their liberty--which is to say
that the children are not let loose to do literally anything they
please, but to experience those activities that have been
demonstrated to advance their development. Children choose, within
a range of options, those tasks that will both interest and educate
them.[16]

Similarly, Dewey states that the job of the
instructor is to discover the kinds of experiences that will
stimulate and sustain genuine interest and then make those
experiences available to the children. Interestingly, Dewey is not
a foe of subject matter, as critics--and supporters--frequently
portray him. "The important question," he states, "is what specific
subject-matter is so connected with the growth of the child's
existing concrete capabilities to give it a moving
force."[17] The goal of education for Dewey is growth of the individual
child. Thus, Dewey offers an objective standard by which to judge
the selection of experiences, activities, materials, and
books.

 Contrary to the way he has been remembered,
John Dewey is neither an opponent of subject matter nor a proponent
of method over content. Method, Dewey says, is the ordering of
subject matter for its most effective use. "Never is method
something outside of the material." He refers to knowledge or
information as the necessary "working capital" with which thinking
conducts its business. "The problem of teaching is to keep the
experience of the student moving in the direction of what the
expert already knows."[18] Dewey, indeed, in one of his last writings on education, was
highly critical of his progressive colleagues who were
"contemptuous of the organization of facts and
ideas."[19] "Good teaching," he states, "is teaching that appeals to
established powers while it includes such new material as will
demand their redirection for a new end, this redirection requiring
thought--intelligent effort."[20]

 The primary
difference between the Montessorian and Deweyan approaches to
education is that Montessori was a practitioner who developed many
specific concrete activities to be used in her schools. Dewey was a
practitioner for a short time, but spent most of his career writing
on philosophical topics, which sometimes included educational
theory. Montessori emphasized repetition of the action that causes
polarization of attention; Dewey did not. Indeed, Dewey, commenting
on Montessori's system, cautioned that her "additional technical
knowledge" could, if not watched carefully, degenerate into
"isolated mechanical exercises," a dangerous tendency, he pointed
out, that is "attendant upon the spread of every definitely
formulated system."[21] In Dewey's case, the abstruseness of his writing style
contributed, at least in part, to causing followers who were
charged with putting his ideas into practice to do so, ironically,
without much of what he would have called "intelligent effort."
This lack of "intelligent effort" by educators, in turn, led to
decades of less-than-satisfactory experiments in the public school
system.[22]






The Contradiction in Progressive Education

Montessori's explicitly stated goal of education is
independence. Dewey's goal is growth of the individual organism in
society. While Montessori does not deny the significance of the
social, such as cooperative learning activities, Dewey goes so far
as to assert that the school should be an instrument of social
policy and a means of social change. In the tradition of social
liberalism, Dewey emphatically advocates the state as the only
proper institution to own and operate the schools.

Social liberalism--or progressive
liberalism, as it is more familiarly known--evolved in the late
nineteenth century, emphasizing that self-realization or
self-actualization of the individual human mind is the essence of
liberty, that reason, not religious scripture, is the source of
morality, and that science and technology, not capitalism, are the
source of modern material civilization. Hearkening back to its
origins in the Enlightenment, social liberalism advocates that the
mind must be free to develop on its own without
interference--mainly from the church, but also from the government;
this placed emphasis on the freedom of speech and press, the
separation of church and state, and a strong undercurrent of
secular naturalism. As social liberalism continued to evolve in the
latter part of the nineteenth century, big business was added to
its list of threats to liberty.[23]

Several policies followed from this conception of
liberalism. Physical wants must be satisfied first; thus, social
legislation was justified to put victims, real or imagined, on a
level playing field, to uphold the value of equality. Slavery, of
course, had to be abolished. The alleged privileged classism of the
industrial capitalists had to be opposed and regulated. And most
significantly, the lasting power and stability of a democratic
society required state-run education. For the social liberal,
education is necessary primarily to remove religious prejudice and
to encourage personal enhancement. Secondarily, especially in the
United States, education is required to provide common values to
immigrants and lower classes, that is, to "Americanize" them. Thus,
a proper function of government, according to the social liberal,
is to provide an education to all. Further, because a minimal
literacy is required to maintain a democratic society, education to
a certain level of attainment must be compulsory.

Dewey and his followers in the progressive
education movement never questioned the idea of state-provided,
compulsory education. This idea, of course, pre-dates Dewey in the
United States by many decades and originated in the Enlightenment
just prior to and at the time of the French
Revolution.[24] The notion, however, of a state-provided progressive education
contains a glaring contradiction to its theoretical premise of
concentrated attention and undivided interest; there also are
contradictions in the social liberal's conceptions of liberty and
equality, especially as they apply to education.

The notion of a self-directed, mentally active
education--one that encourages personal enhancement by providing a
nurturing environment for the free pursuit of interests--is
completely nullified by having such an education provided by the
state. The environment is one of coercion because the state holds
the legal monopoly on the use of physical force. Any activity the
state administers, and this includes education, is backed by its
police powers. The notion that the coercive powers of the state can
provide a free, self-directed, nourishing education is tantamount
to saying kidnappers can provide love and care to their victims.
Superficially, the love and care, as well as a free, self-directed,
nourishing education, may appear to be present, but freedom and
coercion are opposites and any attempt to merge the two is a
contradiction; the outcome will be failure, perhaps tragedy. That
such an education should be compulsory is just one additional
contradiction.

Ideas that contain contradictions cannot
succeed when put into practice; sooner or later, they will fail.
The notion that humans can fly by flapping their arms while jumping
off a cliff is a crude example in which failure is immediate. The
notion that socialism can succeed without resort to market prices,
however, is more sophisticated; it required many decades to reveal
its failings. Nonetheless, socialism's inevitable collapse was
predicted in 1920 by economist Ludwig von Mises, who argued that
socialism lacked a means of economic calculation and thereby a
method of allocating resources to their most productive
uses.[25] Socialized education also lacks a means of economic
calculation, especially cost control, as seen annually by the
expenditures and tuitions that far outrun increases in consumer
prices and, generally, by its enormous waste of resources. In a
free market, real prices decline while innovation flourishes; in a
free market in education, the quality of service over time would
improve while the real cost to students and parents would
fall.

As an experiment in freedom at the point of a gun,
progressive education has run its course. Failed learning is
rampant, as evidenced by the extensive remediation required for
first-year college students and the inability of college seniors to
compute decimals using a calculator. Authoritarian demands for
obedience continue to be heard from teachers and administrators
alike, nearly all of whom today claim to be progressives; this, of
course, stems from the bureaucratic and authoritarian nature of
state-provided education, as well as from the ingrained, unchanged
attitude that young people should slavishly obey the dictates of
adults. Progressive education has failed because it said to the
young, "You choose what you want to learn," then figuratively and
literally slapped their hands when bureaucratic rules were not
followed. There is no better way to silence a mind than by sending
these confusing signals.

As a political monopoly and massive bureaucracy,
state-provided education works solely for the comfort of those who
run the system--the teachers and administrators--at the expense of
those they allegedly serve--the students and parents. The point
here is not that the ideas per se of progressive education are
false or corrupt, but that the essence and spirit of them clash
with their means of implementation. Rigid and regimented--that is,
traditional--education can and is provided successfully by the
coercive powers of the state, successfully at least in the sense
that A students seem to learn what is taught. Japan today and the
United States prior to the introduction of progressive ideas are
good examples. But just as an authoritarian state can boast about
its lawful, orderly society, at the price of freedom, so also can
traditional, bureaucratic education boast about its knowledgeable
students, at the price of timidity, rebelliousness, dependence,
and, above all, the repression of interests.






The Contradictions in Social Liberalism

The social liberal argues that liberty is the
absence of interference by the church, government, or business and
that equality is equality of opportunity. Education supposedly
unites both because freedom to develop the human mind requires
education and equality demands that everyone be given the same
opportunity for education. Thus, the government provides education
for all and, to insure that everyone has the same opportunity, the
education is made compulsory. This line of reasoning, however, is
filled with contradictions.

 Economist Mises has referred to the social
version of liberalism, alternatively, as "moderate socialism" or as
"partly socialist and partly interventionist."[26] And so it is. The
problem with the traditional version of liberalism, that is,
classical or market liberalism, is that it has never had an
unambiguous criterion by which to distinguish acceptable from
unacceptable social behavior. The novelist-philosopher Ayn Rand has
offered a precise formulation, namely that no one--individual or
government--may initiate the use of physical force against others
and that the only proper use of force is in retaliation against
those who initiate its use. Except in emergency situations, the
retaliatory use of force is delegated to the
government.[27] At the political level, this criterion means that all acts
resulting from the mutual consent of adults--whether moral or
immoral--must be legal. At the fundamental level of ethics, it
means that each person's life is an end in itself, not a means to
the ends of others. Direct or indirect initiation of physical force
is the only way in which human rights are
violated.[28]

 This criterion, then, sustains the essence
of liberty as the power of self-realization--because each person is
an end in him- or herself. Freedom is the power of each individual
to develop his or her mind and to act without interference from
others. Big businesses, contrary to what the social liberals imply,
do not initiate physical force against competitors, consumers, or
workers and, consequently, do not deprive them of their freedom.
The power of big business is economic, not political, and it derives
from repeated successes in the marketplace of satisfying customers
better than the competition.[29]
In the nineteenth century, some industrialists did
act like privileged royalty and farmers and laborers did seem to be
victims of these "privileged classes," but market
entrepreneurs--that is, those who held no privileges from the
government--did not acquire their wealth unjustly by denying
anyone's liberty. Political entrepreneurs, on the other hand, who
did hold governmental privileges, did cause
harm.[30]

Rand's criterion also clarifies the meaning
of equality. By being an end in him- or herself, each individual
possesses the same rights--in any social context, including before
the law. Equality does not mean the same ability, the same wealth
and income, or the same opportunities. Equality of opportunity is a
confused concept that on the surface may sound appealing, because
it proposes to give everyone the same chance of success in society
by giving each person the same "opportunities," for example,
education. On examination, however, the concept is just a more
general term for the equality of wealth and income, which is
another name for the redistribution of wealth. This is because the
same chance of success in society, according to advocates of the
equality-of-opportunity doctrine, requires not just the same
education, but also the same (or equivalent) income, food, shelter,
clothing, car, and so on. Genuine equality, however, means each
individual possesses the same freedom to
take action without fear or threat of harm
from others. It means the freedom to see and seize opportunities,
not to be given them.[31]






Market--Not Social--Liberalism

 The theory of
concentrated attention and independent judgment calls for the
elimination of coercion in education. When the state takes money
from some citizens in order to educate the children of others,
force is initiated and some citizens benefit at the expense of
others; those taxed are treated as means to the ends of those
educated by the state. Indeed, the notion of a state-provided
education deserves to be labeled illiberal because it promotes and
maintains the very thing liberalism in the Enlightenment, and
later, fought to eliminate, namely privilege. As Mises defines it,
"Privilege is an institutional arrangement favoring some
individuals or a certain group at the expense of the
rest."[32] Compulsory education is blatantly illiberal, because it makes
children wards of the state. The theory of concentrated attention
requires market liberalism, or capitalism.[33] Indeed, at the risk of
oversimplification, one might say that the fundamental premises of
progressive education, as they have evolved since the
Enlightenment, require laissez-faire
capitalism.

Market and social liberalism share certain premises:
self-realization of the individual human mind as the essence of
liberty, which demands the freedom of speech and press; strong
value placed on reason, science, and technology as the source of
modern material civilization; and the complete separation of church
and state, with an emphasis on secular naturalism, including the
naturalization of consciousness. Market liberalism, however, holds
that genuine freedom requires the complete separation of business
and state, in the same way and for the same reasons as the complete
separation of church and state. It holds that consistent respect
for individual rights, especially property rights, leads to private
ownership of the means of production, which, in turn, leads to
laissez-faire capitalism. Laissez-faire also means the complete
separation of education and state.

Social liberals are mistaken. Reason, science, and
technology did not by themselves create modern, material
civilization. Freedom to enjoy the fruits of one's labor and to
trade with others without interference from the government is the
cause of material progress. This freedom, which necessitates an
uncompromised recognition of property rights, led to the extensive
division of labor we have today, in which each individual,
especially each market entrepreneur, is able to use reason,
science, and technology to his or her most productive and
profitable ends. Without capitalism, reason, science, and
technology at the end of the eighteenth century would have
remained, respectively, little more than a mental exercise, a
curiosity, and a hobby. Instead, capitalism unleashed their
creative and productive powers. Socialism destroys all such
powers.

 Religious
conservatives are equally mistaken. They feign a belief in
capitalism but do not hesitate to advocate governmental coercion to
control everyone's personal life, especially the bodies of women.
They seek to regulate speech and press to sanitize it of "unworthy"
language; they even explicitly seek to regulate business--we have
antitrust laws, after all, thanks to the conservatives. They aim to
annul the Enlightenment's accomplishment of separating church and
state. And above all, they want the state (or church) to provide
education in order to control what is taught; they, of course,
adamantly advocate traditional and coercive methods of
education.[34] In this sense conservatives are pre-Enlightenment, for they
value neither reason nor freedom in social life in general or in
education in specific. They are, in fact, enemies of both
capitalism and the theory of concentrated
attention.[35]

Market liberalism holds that genuine freedom must be
pushed to its rational limit: the complete separation, not just of
church and state, but also of business and state and, most
importantly, of education and state. The theory of concentrated
attention--as a truly progressive education--requires these
separations. Only then can there be an unhampered moral,
psychological, economic, and political progress.






****






Chapter 2


Historical Origins

None of the things [children] are
to learn should ever be made a burden to them or imposed on them as
a task. Whatever is so proposed presently becomes irksome: the mind
takes an aversion to it, though before it were a thing of delight
or indifferency.

 --John Locke[1]

In fact, self and interest are two
names for the same fact; the kind and amount of interest actively
taken in a thing reveals and measures the quality of selfhood which
exists. Bear in mind that interest means the active or moving
identity of the self with a certain object. . . .

 --John Dewey[2]

ALTHOUGH SUGGESTION of the theory of concentrated
attention can be found in antiquity, most of the notion's
development has occurred since the Enlightenment.

From ancient Greece to the present, traditional
education has operated, and continues to operate, essentially on
the premise of coercion. Fear is the motivator and a passive and
sometimes rebellious child is the result. The core idea behind the
theory of concentrated attention, on the other hand, is the
doctrine of interest. At its broadest level, this notion says that
interest--student desire and choice, rather than coercion--is the
most effective motivator of learning. Student needs and wants, not
teacher dictates, are the proper guides to education.

 In the traditional
view, children are expected to face the front of the classroom, put
folded hands on desktop, and be totally obedient to the teacher. If
they fail to recite a memorized lesson accurately, they are
punished, sometimes physically. Children are given little or no
choice about what they will learn, how they will learn it, or when
they will learn it. In the Middle Ages, the notion of original sin
added an extra ferocity to the coercion and punishment, a ferocity
that is still with us today.[3]
Until quite late, perhaps the sixteenth century,
children were routinely grouped together regardless of age, stage
of development, or pace of learning.[4] In traditional
education, children's needs and wants are
irrelevant.

Against this backdrop of traditional education, the
present chapter outlines the evolution of the theory of
concentrated attention.






PLATO AND QUINTILIAN

In ancient Greece and Rome, Plato and Quintilian
provide the first suggestions of the theory of concentrated
attention.

 Plato (c. 428-c. 348
BC) is an unlikely source, given his totalitarian theory of
society, and indeed his statement of the idea does seem out of
context with his overall political philosophy. In the
Republic, after stating
that subjects such as arithmetic and geometry should be introduced
in childhood, Plato says that these should not be introduced "in
the guise of compulsory instruction, because for the free man there
should be no element of slavery in learning. Enforced exercise does
no harm to the body, but enforced learning will not stay in the
mind. So avoid compulsion, and let your children's lessons take the
form of play."[5] Plato here is arguing that if knowledge is to be retained,
learning must be an enjoyable process, not a chore. And it is
compulsion that destroys the desire to learn.[6]

In the Laws, Plato defends the value of play
in education, but undercuts it by demanding that education be
compulsory. His totalitarianism also destroys any chance of freedom
in education. Compulsion is justified "on the ground that the child
is even more the property of the state than of his parents. And,
mind you, my law will apply in all respects to girls as much as to
boys."[7] Plato, at least, was the first philosopher of education to
recognize the educational needs of women--by dictating that girls
and boys both should be slaves of the state!

 Aristotle (384-322 BC) points out the
importance of pleasure in the performance of an activity, but does
not promote this idea in his educational theory.[8] In his theory of
self-actualization, Aristotle can be said to have implicitly laid
the foundations of the organic metaphor--the notion that the child
is an unfolding flower that must be left free to blossom. The next
education writer of significance who provides indications of the
theory of concentrated attention is Quintilian (AD c. 35-c. 96).
Writing on the education of an orator in the early Roman Empire,
Quintilian probably represents the best of the ancient world.
Isocrates (436-338 BC) before him, as well as Cato the elder
(234-149 BC) and Cicero (106-43 BC), all describe the aim of
education as the development of a moral man who speaks well, and
Quintilian does not disagree with them.[9] He does, however, offer
additional insights that are relevant to the theory of concentrated
attention.[10]

 Developing Plato's
embryonic thought, Quintilian emphasizes the need for relaxation
and play in the educational process. "Thus pupils refreshed and
restored by recreation bring more energy to their studies and a
keener mind whereas the mind as a rule refuses tasks imposed by
harsh compulsion."[11] Indeed, Quintilian was one of the first education writers to
oppose corporal punishment, because of the shame and humiliation it
causes. Careful supervision, he says, is what is needed to effect
learning, not physical punishment. Teachers, he concludes, must
find ways to motivate students to learn.[12]

Quintilian further acknowledges that
effective education requires adaptation to age and ability. For
example, lessons in the early years are given in the form of play,
emulation, and competition. Quintilian opposes the ancient world
practice of teaching the names and order of letters before the
children can recognize them. Thus, he first suggests giving carved
ivory letters of the alphabet to the children to play with. Then,
he suggests giving them cut-out letters on a board so they may
trace the letters with their styluses; this provides motor training
for the hand that will be needed subsequently to learn how to
write, a technique not used again until Montessori. Quintilian also
sees no reason why children should not be taught basic skills at
home before the traditional school-entering age of seven, an idea
that foreshadows the modern preschool.[13]

Quintilian was the first education writer to
focus on the individual student; consequently, his theory can be
described as child-centered. The child-centeredness stems probably
from his many years' experience as a teacher, rather than from
philosophical commitment. Like many rhetoricians in the ancient
world, Quintilian frowned upon philosophy as hopelessly
impractical. William Smail summarizes Quintilian's achievements by
highlighting two qualities that any good instructor should possess:
"His success as a teacher was mainly due to the sweet
reasonableness of his nature and his untiring devotion to the
welfare of his pupils."[14] What was unusual about Quintilian was that these two qualities
were not possessed by many teachers in the ancient
world.






THE JESUITS

For the next fifteen hundred years no educational
theory appears that reflects ideas related to the theory of
concentrated attention.

 Educational
practice throughout the Middle Ages was thoroughly traditional,
with original sin added to it to make the treatment of students
especially harsh. Teachers assumed that children were evil and
likely to do evil things before they walked into the classroom.
Thus, Charlemagne, leader of the Carolingian renaissance during the
late eighth and early ninth centuries, is said to have "personally
whipped a boy who made a mistake in Latin
grammar."[15] It was indeed not a good time to be a slow or ungifted
student. Stories from the medieval years also tell of boys between
six and ten being "imprisoned on frosty nights," left "naked in an
unheated cellar,flogged daily "until the blood flowed," and
"suspended for hours in a well."[16]

By the late Middle Ages and early
Renaissance, however, progress in educational practice was
occurring. During the fourteenth century, students for the first
time were organized into eight grades, to allow for different
abilities and paces of learning. Books became easier to read, as
the florid medieval manuscript style was replaced by modern book
design, standardized with wide margins and spacing between lines.
In the fifteenth century, the first use of individual exercise
books occurred in Europe, although the practice apparently
originated in Constantinople. Moveable type, of course, and the
development of Roman typeface culminated in the pocket-sized book
that made the diffusion of learning unstoppable.[17]

 The Middle Ages
produced little in the way of educational theory. Quintilian's work
was lost throughout the entire period, an incomplete manuscript not
rediscovered until the 1350's. The full text was found in 1416.
After their reintroduction, Quintilian's ideas immediately
influenced a number of Renaissance writers, including Vergerio
(1349-1420) and Thomas Elyot (c. 1490-1546). Vergerio argued that
quick and slow children may be equally intelligent and that
knowledge must be organized into smaller units so that the slower
child may more readily grasp the material.[18] Elyot introduced the
organic metaphor into modern thought.[19] The aim of education
for Renaissance writers was to produce a Christian gentleman or, as
it has also been described, to instill in the student a lettered
piety--"lettered" meaning a knowledge of the Greek and Latin
languages and literature, "piety" meaning a knowledge and practice
of the tenets of Christianity.

 And lettered piety was the goal of Jesuit
educational theory, the next doctrine that contains seeds of the
theory of concentrated attention.[20]
In fact, Jesuit theory is believed to be a
systematization of Renaissance educational
practice.[21] For example, the prelection, an extended lesson assignment,
and concertation, a contest among students, are adaptations of
methods used in the universities.[22]
As a result, Jesuit theory and practice is viewed
today as fundamentally traditional, as indeed it is. Like Plato's
theory, Jesuit educational doctrine is an unlikely source of the
theory of concentrated attention. Nonetheless, the Jesuits did make
a few innovations.

 The Society of
Jesus, founded by Ignatius Loyola (1491-1556) in 1539, placed
profound emphasis on education. It was the first organization to
train teachers and to provide teachers with a thoroughly detailed
how-to manual, the Ratio Studiorum
or Plan of Studies, which was adopted in 1599. In
catering to student needs, Jesuit education divided schooling into
at least thirteen grades, to enable all levels of ability and paces
of learning to be recognized.[23]
Slower students repeated courses as needed; faster
students were promoted to the next level. Teachers were encouraged
to learn the everyday common language and to remain fifteen minutes
after a lecture to answer student questions--both practices
uncommon in the sixteenth century. Supervision and governing by
love, rather than by compulsion and punishment, were the
recommended means of correcting student errors; corporal
punishment, specifically, if needed at all, was to be disassociated
from teaching.[24]

 The Jesuits
suggested for the first time that natural science be included in
the curriculum--insofar as science supported and enhanced Christian
theology. Later revisions of Jesuit doctrine provided for the
teaching of modern literature in the vernacular, that is, in the
local dialect of the common people, rather than in the more formal
medieval Latin; mathematics and the methods of the natural sciences
were included in these revisions.[25]
The techniques of emulation and competition--the
contests, for example, in which one group of students seeks to find
and correct the errors of another group--are much criticized today
by the progressives, but must be mentioned as an important concern
by the Jesuits for motivation. The premises of traditional
education ignore positive motivation altogether; the Jesuits
recognized its importance. Further, the subjects that the Jesuits
taught during this time period were presented in-depth and in
succession, rather than simultaneously as they are today; this can
be viewed as a primitive approach to concentrated attention,
because the purpose was to have students focus on and learn well
one subject at a time.[26]

As traditional as Jesuit doctrine may seem, it does
have its elements of modernity.






COMENIUS, LOCKE, AND ROUSSEAU

The development of the theory of concentrated
attention begins in earnest with the work of Comenius, Locke, and
Rousseau. Comenius states the basic premise of adapting instruction
to the child, not the child to instruction. Locke refutes original
sin and emphasizes the primacy of nurture. And Rousseau develops
the notion of the organic child who must be left free to
unfold.

 The modern idea of universal
education--which includes the education of girls--was first
expressed by Martin Luther and promoted widely throughout the
Protestant Reformation. If each individual can access God directly,
rather than through the intermediary of a priest, said the
Protestants, then this access will be improved by a vernacular
Bible and universal education.[27]
John Amos Comenius (1592-1670), Czech education
reformer and Protestant minister, furthered the notion of universal
education with a fully developed plan for learning from preschool
to university. In addition, as a follower of Francis Bacon, he
strongly rejected the scholastic, rationalistic approach to
education and advocated empiricism. It is here that Comenius'
contributions to the development of concentrated attention can be
observed. The guiding premise of Comenius was always to follow
nature, for "nature," he says, "observes a suitable time. For
example: a bird that wishes to multiply its species does not set
about it in winter, when everything is stiff with cold, nor in
summer, when everything is parched and withered by the
heat."[28] A suitable time, therefore, must also be observed in children
in order successfully to teach them; children develop in distinct
stages, so some basic knowledge, values, and skills must be taught
before other more difficult material. The vernacular language, in
particular, must be taught before Latin. "To attempt to teach a
foreign language before the mother-tongue has been learned," says
Comenius, "is as irrational as to teach a boy to ride before he can
walk."[29]

 Comenius was first to probe the subject of
developmental stages and to apply the notion to writing textbooks.
He argued that knowledge must be properly ordered from the easier
and more concrete to the more difficult and abstract. Practicing
what he preached, he proceeded to write graded textbooks for
children to use at different ages.[30]
His crowning achievement, a work that continued to
be published and used for two centuries, was Orbis Sensualium Pictus or The
Visible World in Pictures, published in 1658. This was the world's
first illustrated picture book. Printed side by side beneath each
picture is a description of the illustration in both Latin and a
vernacular language.[31] The principle ultimately is Aristotle's, by way of Bacon: if
there is nothing in the mind that first did not come through the
senses, then sensual, concrete objects are what first must be shown
to children so they may acquire knowledge in a properly ordered
manner. In The Great Didactic
Comenius boldly asserts that examples must "come
before rules."[32]

 In addition to the premise that instruction
should be adapted to the child, Comenius anticipated the doctrine
of interest. He argues: "The desire to know and to learn should be
excited in boys in every possible manner" and: "Every study should
be commenced in such a manner as to awaken a real liking for it on
the part of the scholars...."[33]
Reflecting the thought of the Jesuits, Comenius
suggested that emulation and competition be used to stimulate
interest. Corporal punishment and interest being opposed to one
another, he argued that the former must never be used on children
who fail to learn, because it is the teacher who is at fault, not
the children.[34] A "musician," he says, "does not strike his lyre a blow with
his fist or with a stick, nor does he throw it against the wall,
because it produces a discordant sound; but, setting to work on
scientific principles, he tunes it and gets it into
order."[35] So also should teachers set to work on scientific principles
to tune their students and to get them into
order.

 A significant advance in educational thought
occurred when John Locke (1632-1704) rejected the doctrine of
innate ideas, the notion that we are born already possessing
certain concepts and principles, including moral principles; our
minds at birth, says Locke, are tabula rasa. In the same vein,
Locke demolishes the doctrine of original sin, major underlying
premise of traditional education for over a thousand years. The
child's mind, he says, is like a sheet of "white paper or wax to be
molded and fashioned as one pleases."[36] Thus, Locke adopts the
view known as the primacy of nurture, often illustrated by
this statement: "I think I may
say that of all the men we meet with, nine parts of ten are what
they are, good or evil, useful or not, by their education. 'Tis
that which makes the great difference in
mankind."[37]

 Locke's approach to
education is aristocratic and favored home tutoring to group
teaching. In this way, though, Locke emphasizes the importance of
catering to individual differences, which last is inevitably
compromised in a group setting. He opposes teaching Latin or Greek
in the early years, arguing that if any foreign language is to be
taught to an Englishman, it should be French, and the language
should be taught directly through conversation, rather than through
the bookish and punitive methods of the
Scholastics.[38] Indeed, reading in the vernacular should be taught as soon as
possible after the child learns to talk.[39]

Since it is not possible to learn all
knowledge in existence, Locke promotes the frequency-of-use
principle as guide to selecting subjects of study. He states, "And
since it cannot be hoped [the pupil] should have time and strength
to learn all things, most pains should be taken about that which is
most necessary, and that principally looked after which will be of
most frequent use to him in the world."[40] Here we have one of
the first modern statements of learning for practical,
consequential reasons, rather than for its own sake. Locke even
suggests that young gentlemen learn two or three manual trades as a
hobby, especially bookkeeping, which is essential to managing an
estate.

Locke rejects the notion that learning must
be drudgery and advocates play and recreation as an essential part
of the process. Forcing a boy to learn at one particular moment
when he is not ready, says Locke, simply creates an aversion to
learning. "He that loves reading, writing, music, etc. finds yet in
himself certain seasons wherein those things have no relish to him;
and if at that time he forces himself to it, he only pothers and
wearies himself to no purpose. So it is with
children."[41] Thus, the tutor must observe the child carefully and wait for
the critical moment in which to begin a particular
subject.

"The great skill of a teacher is to get and
keep the attention of his scholar," says Locke. Whatever teachers
offer to pupils, anticipating the theory of concentrated attention,
it must be "as grateful and agreeable as possible." Harsh
statements and corporal punishment are not the way to a child's
mind. As Locke puts it: "Passionate words or blows from the tutor
fill the child's mind with terror and affrightment, which
immediately takes it up and leaves no room for other impressions."
And, anticipating Dewey's theory of undivided interest, he states:
"'Tis impossible children should learn anything whilst their
thoughts are possessed and disturbed with any passion, especially
fear, which makes the strongest impression on their yet tender and
weak spirits."[42]

 According to one
writer, the significance of Locke's ideas lies "not so much in
[his] rejection of innate ideas as in [his] rejection of original
sin."[43] Historian Peter Gay picks up on this assessment and argues
that the eighteenth century's rejection of original sin combined
with the Enlightenment's "recovery of nerve" to create a
"pedagogical optimism" never before enjoyed.[44] Locke's ideas indeed
made possible the educational thought of
Rousseau.

 Jean-Jacques
Rousseau (1712-1778) revolutionized educational thought by
encouraging adults to see the child as a
child, not as a miniature adult. As
Rousseau puts it in his preface to Émile: "The wisest writers devote
themselves to what a man ought to know, without asking what a child
is capable of learning. They are always looking for the man in the
child, without considering what he is before he becomes a
man."[45] Or, to state it differently: just as it is not precisely
correct to refer to a tadpole as a miniature frog, so also it is
not appropriate to describe a child as a small and ignorant adult
who needs to be stuffed with what the adult knows. As the tadpole
and frog are functionally different organisms possessing unique
needs, so also are the child and adult human
being.[46]

 Rousseau's two main
educational influences are Plato and Locke; the integration of the
two in Rousseau provides the foundations of modern progressive
education. Of Plato's Republic, Rousseau says, "It is the
finest treatise on education ever written."[47] Thus, in his
Considerations on the Government of
Poland, Rousseau advocates a strong,
publicly financed national--as in nationalistic--educational
system.[48] Consistent with his Protestant background, Rousseau advocates
universal, compulsory education. Critics have sometimes overlooked
this aspect of his views, emphasizing Rousseau's "back to nature"
appeals in Émile.
Rousseau, however, is a man of the Enlightenment who advocates the
necessity of a strong national education.

According to Peter Gay, the key to
understanding Rousseau is to appreciate that he is "not wholly in
the Enlightenment, but he [is] of it."[49] Essentially, Rousseau
is a Protestant living in Catholic France, caught between the
secularism of the philosophes and the intolerance of the church.
Thus, he opposes the rationalistic, mechanistic materialism of the
scientific revolution that was spreading rapidly throughout the
Enlightenment and stresses the cognitive value of emotions, as well
as the presence in humans of a self-determined will and
spirit--influential ideas that eventually spawned the romantic
revolt against the Enlightenment. In his political writings,
notably the Social
Contract, Rousseau introduced his own form
of intolerance, namely that personal desires must be subordinated
to the General Will, which is universal law or moral principle that
has been handed down by God.

Though a Protestant, Rousseau is still a man
of the Enlightenment, which means that he is strongly influenced by
Locke, especially Locke's rejection of original
sin.[50] Rousseau extends this notion further to assert that humans are
born good, which makes them equal at birth, but are corrupted by
society. Since we cannot go back to nature--and Rousseau does not
advocate such an idea--the aim of education is to prepare children
for living in the uncorrupted society of the Social Contract, where
all citizens subordinate their wills to the General
Will.

In early education, the goal is to develop the
original, uncorrupted nature of the child. Children, says Rousseau,
must be allowed to unfold or develop their latent powers naturally.
They must be freed of the constraints of the bookish, scholastic
education prevalent at the time--that is, they must be left free to
use their senses, to enjoy first hand the experiences of nature,
and to discover knowledge on their own without having it told to
them by someone else. Rousseau states, referring to the imaginary
pupil, Émile:

 Put the problems before him and let him
solve them himself. Let him know nothing because you have told him,
but because he has learnt it for himself. Let him not be taught
science, let him discover it. If ever you substitute authority for
reason he will cease to reason; he will be a mere plaything of
other people's thoughts.[51]

Here is the first statement of modern educational
theory.

A few pages later, referring to the stage of early
adolescence and anticipating the theory of concentrated attention,
Rousseau continues:

It is not your business to teach
him the various sciences, but to give him a taste for them and
methods of learning them when this taste is more mature. That is
assuredly a fundamental principle of all good education.

 This is also the time to train him
gradually to prolonged attention to a given object; but this
attention should never be the result of constraint, but of interest
or desire . . . .[52]

Acknowledging that children progress through
distinct stages of development before they reach maturity, Rousseau
argues that each stage requires a different approach to education.
Not until the last stage--later adolescence, or about age
fifteen--do children begin to learn from others through instruction
and reading.

Throughout this education, one guiding
premise stands out. "Present interest," says Rousseau, "that is the
motive power, the only motive power that takes us far and
safely."[53] Stimulate a desire to learn in children and no other method or
gimmick will be required. Critics of Rousseau have made much of his
"negative" or "natural" education, especially his desire to put off
learning to read or reason until adolescence, but the value in
Rousseau's theory as it relates to the theory of concentrated
attention is his insistence on knowing the child before attempting
to teach. And knowing the child means freeing the child from the
rationalistic constraints of traditional education. It is this
point that has influenced nearly all subsequent education writers,
including Montessori, earning Rousseau the appellation "father of
modern education."






PESTALOZZI, HERBART, AND FROEBEL

Rousseau's influence was immediate and extensive. In
the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries, three education
writers studied the psychology of the child and consequently
further developed the foundations of modern education, especially
the theory of concentrated attention. Pestalozzi emphasized the
inductive approach to learning through his "object lesson." Herbart
stressed conceptualization in learning, but not in the
rationalistic manner of the Scholastics; he also formally proposed
for the first time the doctrine of interest as essential motivator
of student learning. And Froebel, father of the kindergarten,
extended the doctrine of interest to the doctrine of play. All
three endorsed the organic metaphor, viewing the child as a bud
that must be allowed to unfold and blossom.

 Johann Heinrich
Pestalozzi (1746-1827), a practitioner who operated several schools
in Switzerland, modeled his approach to education on the ideas of
Rousseau. He assumed, as did Rousseau, that the child is born good
and that education must follow the child's nature. He also
emphasized catering to the uniqueness of each child, acknowledging
that there are differences from one individual to the next and that
each child develops through distinct stages to adulthood. Unlike
Rousseau, he sought a means of educating all children, including
the poor and orphaned. Drawing on the organic metaphor, he states
that the child is "endowed with all the faculties of human nature,
but none of them developed: a bud not yet
opened. When the bud uncloses, every one of
the leaves unfolds, not one remains behind. Such must be the
process of education."[54] Because of his efforts, Pestalozzi is credited with laying the
foundation for modern public schools that are open to
everyone.[55]

 The question for
Pestalozzi is, what are the faculties of human nature and how
should education be adapted to them? Since human faculties are
sense-based, all knowledge comes through the senses. Pestalozzi's
approach to education therefore is inductive, broken into steps
that match the process by which we acquire knowledge. Vague sense
impressions confront us initially, he says, but gradually we find
distinct impressions standing out from the others; as the
impressions grow clearer, they eventually become definite ideas.
Through the process of Anschauung--direct or personal
experience of facts--we are able to make sense out of these vague
impressions and begin to know the essential nature of
things.[56] As William Boyd puts it, "A lesson in which the child sees,
handles or otherwise makes direct acquaintance with an object is
an Anschauung lesson." Thus, geography is better learned by seeing rivers
and mountains first hand than by reading about them in a
book.[57] Comenius provided objects to the child by way of pictures;
Pestalozzi argues that the objects themselves should be brought to
the child (or the child should be taken to the
objects).

In English Pestalozzi's Anschauung became well known as the
"object lesson," after the much reprinted text Lessons on Objects by Henry and
Elizabeth Mayo. The point of Anschauung is that learning must be
grounded in concrete facts in order for the child to acquire clear
and definite ideas. The teacher who possesses already definite
ideas must carefully divide them into their fundamental components,
then order and illustrate them with concrete objects in order to
give the child an Anschauung
lesson. Reading, observes Pestalozzi, presupposes
speaking, writing presupposes drawing, and arithmetic presupposes
objects that can be added and subtracted. The path to teaching
reading is through the sounds of letters, vowels, and
syllables--Pestalozzi thus developed a phonics-based method of
teaching reading.[58] For writing, the child is taught first to draw lines and
curves, foreshadowing Montessori's approach to teaching writing.
For arithmetic, concrete objects are used to illustrate why nine
plus seven equals sixteen.

On teaching arithmetic, Pestalozzi states:

 The elements of number, or preparatory
exercises of Calculation, should always be taught by submitting to
the eye of the child certain objects representing the units. A
child can conceive the idea of two balls, two roses, two books; but
it cannot conceive the idea of "Two" in the abstract. How would you
make the child understand that two and two make four, unless you
show it to him first in reality? To begin by abstract notions is
absurd and detrimental, instead of being conducive. The result is,
at best, that the child can do the things by rote without
understanding it; a fact which does not reflect on the child but on
the teacher, who knows not a higher character of instruction than
mere mechanical training.[59]

Thus, instruction, in Boyd's summation, must
"follow the order of the mind's growth," which means that a correct
order of learning must be developed.[60]

As the result of one of his early
experiments, Pestalozzi noted that his method "quickly developed in
the children a sense of capacities hitherto unknown. They realized
their own power and the tediousness of the ordinary school tone
vanished like a ghost. They wanted to learn, they found they could
do it, they persevered, they succeeded, and they laughed. Their
tone was not that of learners. It was the tone of unknown
capacities roused from sleep."[61]
This empowerment of children by matching
educational materials to their ages and abilities foreshadows
Montessori's "discoveries of the child," which occurred by
unleashing the child's natural drives through concentrated
attention.

 Johann Friedrich
Herbart (1776-1841), professional philosopher and successor to Kant
at the University of Königsberg, was influenced by Pestalozzi but
went well beyond Pestalozzi's Anschauung. Indeed, Herbart was first
to develop the philosophy of education--or "pedagogics," as he
called it--into a distinct science. In psychology, he coined the
phrase "threshold of consciousness" and was one of the first to
acknowledge the existence of a dynamic conscious and subconscious
mind.[62] Applying psychology to education, Herbart was among the first
to describe learning as a conceptual process that consists of
distinct steps; failure to follow the steps correctly or at all, he
said, would produce blocks or inhibitions in learning. A modest
practitioner--not unlike Dewey--Herbart founded a demonstration
school in Königsberg with which to test and implement his
educational ideas; the school eventually became an institution for
training teachers.[63]

 "Pedagogics as a
science," according to Herbart, "is based on ethics and psychology.
The former points out the goal of education; the latter the way,
the means, and the obstacles."[64]
The aim of education is to instill virtue, and
because virtue requires a many-sided interest, effective teaching
means stimulating interest. "Mere information," says Herbart, "does
not suffice; for this we think of as a supply or store of facts,
which a person might possess or lack, and still remain the same
being. But he who lays hold of his information and reaches out for
more, takes an interest in it."[65]
Herbart, then, for the first time in the history
of educational ideas, fully elaborates the doctrine of interest; to
stimulate interest a specific technique of teaching is called for
and Herbart proceeds to provide one. First, the concept of
interest.

 States Herbart,
"Interest means self-activity" and self-activity takes place when
ideas arise spontaneously in the child's mind. This means
essentially that the ideas are generated internally by the child's
own choice, not forced in by an external agent.[66] In the typical
recitation, Herbart points out, where the child is merely
reproducing material previously memorized, the activity is imposed
from outside by the instructor. "It is the teacher's business,
while giving instruction, to observe whether the ideas of his
pupils rise spontaneously or not. If they do, the pupils are said
to be attentive; the lesson has won their interest." Interest
determines attention and attention for Herbart means "readiness to
form new ideas." "Apperceiving activity" cultivates both interest
and attention.[67]

Apperception is the process of acquiring and
understanding new ideas in the context of one's already existing
knowledge. When a child, for example, who has seen many real horses
suddenly recognizes a horse in a picture book, apperception has
occurred. An older student who, while working hard on a mathematics
assignment, just as suddenly sees the solution to the problem has
also experienced apperception. Apperception is a kind of bursting
forth of subconscious material that unites "with whatever [new,
but] similar elements present themselves. Now this apperceiving
activity," says Herbart, "must be exercised constantly in all
instruction."[68] Self-activity, in other words, and therefore interest and
attention, result from apperceiving activity.

 To promote
apperceiving activity in children Herbart proposes a specific
technique of teaching that consists of four steps: clearness,
association, system, and method.[69]
Clearness means that new material should be
presented to children broken into small, easily digestible chunks
so the children may fully understand the new before continuing.
Association means that new material must be related to the current
knowledge and context of the children; to improve association
Herbart encourages informal conversations with the children to draw
out what they already know in relation to the new material. System
means generalization, that is, the identification of relevant
principles that cause or explain the new material; this step
enables children to organize the new ideas in their minds for best
retention. Finally, method means application of the new material in
assigned exercises, performed by the children. Herbart cautions
against the mechanical use of these steps, noting that they must be
adapted to different subjects and to different
ages.[70]

The goal of furthering a many-sided interest
is what today would be called a well-rounded education. It means
that a single-sided interest is too narrow a preparation for
success in later life. For Herbart, single-sided interest tended
toward selfishness (as the concept does in the minds of numerous
advocates of well-roundedness today). Since Herbart's primary aim
in education was to instill virtue, his concept of a many-sided
interest was important as a counter to egoism (as it is in the
minds of numerous advocates of well-roundedness today).
Specifically, what Herbart considered necessary for a many-sided
curriculum were the subjects of history and natural science. In
short, he advocated a standard liberal education, which included
the study of Latin and Greek languages and
literature.[71]

Friedrich Froebel (1782-1852) used
Pestalozzi's educational findings as part of an elaborate
metaphysics (based on German idealism) and applied the metaphysics
to education to develop what he eventually called the kindergarten.
The aim of education, according to Froebel, is to acquire knowledge
of the eternal law of unity of all things and to find one's place
within this unity. The theory of education is "the system of
directions, derived from the knowledge and study of that law" that
will guide "thinking, intelligent beings in the apprehension of
their life-work." Practice is "the self-active application of this
knowledge in the direct development and cultivation of rational
beings toward the attainment of their destiny."[72] Behind the abstruse
language, this is an early statement of the link between education
and productive work.

Froebel pushes the organic metaphor to its
limit. He states, "We grant space and time to young plants and
animals because we know that, in accordance with the laws that live
in them, they will develop properly and grow well; young animals
and plants are given rest, and arbitrary interference with their
growth is avoided, because it is known that the opposite practice
would disturb their pure unfolding and sound development; but the
young human being is looked upon as a piece of wax, a lump of clay,
which man can mold into what he pleases." Modifying Locke's premise
of tabula rasa, Froebel argues that while children do not possess
innate ideas, they do--like plants and animals--possess innate
capacities that must be allowed to develop. Interference with this
development, through an "interfering education," can only
"annihilate, hinder, and destroy."[73]

Following Rousseau, Froebel recognizes four stages
of development: infancy, childhood, boyhood, and youth. He is most
remembered for his discussion of childhood, which he considered to
be the most important of the four. The most significant activity at
the stage of childhood is play. According to Froebel, play is not a
purposeless activity.

 [It] is the highest phase of
child-development--of human development at this period; for it is
self-active representation of the inner . . . . A child that plays
thoroughly, with self-active determination, perseveringly until
physical fatigue forbids, will surely be a thorough, determined man
. . . . Play, at this time is not trivial, it is highly serious and
of deep significance. . . . The plays of childhood are the germinal
leaves of all later life; for the whole man is developed and shown
in these, in his tenderest dispositions, in his innermost
tendencies.[74]

Play lays the foundation for work, the most
significant activity of later life. Thus, the seriousness and
concentration of the child who engages in play must not be
interrupted, lest the child's development be thwarted.

 To enhance
development, Froebel created a number of objects, called "gifts,"
to be given to children throughout the stage of childhood. The
first was a wooden or woolen ball, the second a sphere, a cube, and
a cylinder, all made of wood. The third was a wooden cube, divided
into eight smaller cubes. And so on. The gifts were symbolic of his
metaphysics, as well as illustrative of geometrical figures, and
have been controversial.[75] Nonetheless, the pattern of giving materials to children to
play with that at the same time are educative was taken up with
enthusiasm by Montessori. Froebel also created materials and
activities, called "occupations," to be given and performed
throughout the stage of boyhood. The purpose of such occupations as
sewing, paper weaving, and building a hut--activities that
foreshadow the Dewey school--was to develop manual skills and to
stimulate work. Froebel's distinction between play and work also
foreshadows Dewey's: "What formerly the child did only for the sake
of the activity, the boy now does for the sake of the result or
product of his activity."[76] Froebel further introduced into his schools activities such as
drawing and gardening, as well as instruction in religion,
language, mathematics, and natural science.

 Froebel coined the
term "kindergarten" late in life when he realized that something
was needed to differentiate his schools of natural growth from the
traditional German "state-machines" that were "cutting out and
shaping" children as if in a factory.[77] Even the word "school"
sounded too negative and coercive for Froebel, so he came up with a
long German word that literally meant "a place where small children
can be fully engaged [in creative activity]." This was too long and
clumsy, so he shortened it to kindergarten, a garden for
children.[78] Today, the kindergarten has been relegated to preschool, but
for Froebel it was school.






DEWEY AND MONTESSORI

With Dewey and Montessori, this historical sketch
arrives finally at the modern foundations of the theory of
concentrated attention. Dewey and Montessori, as has been suggested
in previous pages, each had their own influences and catalysts. For
Dewey, springboards for the development of his ideas were the
American Herbartians. For Montessori, her immediate influences, in
addition to the several education writers discussed above, were the
French physicians Itard and Séguin.

John Dewey (1859-1952) began writing on
education in the 1890's during the American Herbartian movement.
Herbart's ideas were not widely accepted in his lifetime, but were
revived in the late nineteenth century by the German educators
Ziller, Stoy, and Rein.[79] Dispensing with Herbart's metaphysics, Tuiskon Ziller
(1817-1882) accepted Herbart's principles of teaching, developed
pedagogy as an applied science, or "pedagogical technology," as it
might be called, and used the principles to train future teachers.
Karl Volkmar Stoy (1815-1885) and Wilhelm Rein (1847-1929)
continued this tradition.

 Rein expanded
Herbart's four formal steps of instruction into five and renamed
all but one of them, making the steps more descriptive of the
teaching process and therefore more readily grasped by and taught
to prospective teachers. Herbart's first step, clarity, was divided
into two by Rein and named "preparation" and "presentation."
Herbart's second step, association, remained the same in Rein's
scheme. System was renamed "generalization" and method became
"application." These five steps of lesson planning then became the
model of teacher education and, consequently, of teaching. Charles
de Garmo and Charles and Frank McMurry spawned the Herbartian
movement by bringing the ideas to the United States in the
1890's.[80] The Method of the Recitation by the
McMurrys was a delineation of the five steps to be used by
prospective teachers; the work was hailed as a demonstration of
scientific pedagogy.[81]

 Dewey's
response to Herbartianism was to present his own
five steps of a complete
act of thought and to develop a doctrine of interest. Dewey's five
steps consist of the following: "(i) a felt difficulty; (ii) its
location and definition; (iii) suggestion of possible solution;
(iv) development by reasoning of the bearings of the suggestion;
(v) further observation and experiment leading to its acceptance or
rejection; that is, the conclusion of belief or
disbelief."[82] This process is said to be a generalization of scientific
method, the problem-identification and hypothesis-testing procedure
used by experimental scientists. Dewey, however, did not like such
labels. Today, we understand the process as problem-solving
thinking.

 Dewey acknowledges
"obvious resemblances" between the Herbartians' five steps and his,
specifically the movement from inductive to deductive reasoning.
The primary difference, according to Dewey, is that the Herbartian
procedure lacks a difficulty or problem as "origin and stimulus of
the whole process." Thus, Dewey concludes that the Herbartian
method seems to deal with "thought simply as an incident in the
process of acquiring information, instead of treating the latter as
an incident in the process of developing
thought."[83] He also argues that the Herbartian steps should not be
followed rigidly; although excellent for a teacher to follow when
preparing a recitation, they "should not prescribe the actual
course of teaching."[84] Flexibility, he says, is the key to the correct implementation
of any formal steps of instruction.

 For the Herbartians
interest is self-initiated activity that is stimulated by the five
steps of effective teaching. For Dewey, undivided interest in which
the self is identified with the object or end being pursued is
stimulated by Dewey's five steps of a complete act of thought. "The
problem of instruction," states Dewey, "is thus that of finding
material which will engage a person in specific activities having
an aim or purpose of moment or interest to him, and dealing with
things not as gymnastic appliances but as conditions for the
attainment of ends."[85] It is the teacher's responsibility to develop these materials
and experiences and to match them to the child's age and interests.
Following Froebel, the activities of the younger child (under seven
years old, usually) are called play; for the older child, they are
called work.[86] Both activities, for Dewey, are occupations.

 The difference
between play and work, according to Dewey, is a matter of
degree, not kind; essentially, the distinction is based on
time-span. While playing with a toy boat, for example, the means
and end are simultaneous; the enjoyment felt during the activity is
an end in itself, with no further end to pursue other than the
enjoyment of playing with the boat. Making a boat, on the other
hand, requires one or more steps that constitute a means to the end
of playing boat. Thus, making a boat is work and this requires
forethought and patience. Younger children do not foresee an end
beyond the activity of playing boat; older children project and
hold the specific results of their actions--the finished
boats--while exerting time and effort to find materials with which
to make the boats.[87]

 In a proper school the teacher provides
occupations to engage the student's interest. Occupation, for
Dewey, is "a mode of activity on the part of the child which
reproduces, or runs parallel to, some form of work carried on in
social life."[88] That is, the school should be a microcosm of the larger
society into which the child will eventually move. Education,
therefore, is not a preparation for later life; it is an adaptation
of life to the needs and interests of the child in the
present.[89] Thus, the Dewey School at the University of Chicago from 1896
to 1904 taught children from the ages of four to thirteen by means
of such practical occupations as woodworking, gardening, weaving
and sewing, and cooking.[90]

These occupations were not exercises in manual
training to prepare the child for later skilled work; rather, they
were vehicles by which the traditional subject matter of reading,
writing, arithmetic, science, geography, and history were taught.
The purpose of the occupations was to maintain interest through
problem solving thinking, of the kind the original explorers,
scientists, and pioneers might have had to perform, thereby moving
the child's mind from the concrete problem of building, say, a
small playhouse to the more abstract issues of number, measurement,
and arithmetic. Gradually, the child moves into the more
traditional areas of subject matter and eventually to the level of
learning from traditional textbooks.

Dewey, it must be emphasized once again, did
not abandon subject matter nor did he disvalue learning from
textbooks. His ideas are merely the culmination of the modern trend
away from abstract, rationalistic book learning in the child's
early years to learning from concrete, problem-solving experience.
Dewey's long-term plan for his school at the University of Chicago
was stated quite explicitly. In a report to the President of the
University of Chicago, he said that the goals of the school were to
identify the child's interests so as to select appropriate subject
matter and methods, to organize subject matter for each year, to
gradually separate "the subject matter into its more specialized
phases," i.e., to separate "history from science, biological
science from physical science, etc.," and "to provide demand and
opportunity for the continuous introduction of symbols in reading,
writing, and number, and the necessity for an increased use of
books as auxiliaries."[91]

Indeed, Dewey was highly critical of his
progressive colleagues for not developing a proper subject matter.
When progressive teachers failed to provide guidance or goals to
their students, Dewey responded pointedly: "Now such a method is
really stupid. For it attempts the impossible, which is always
stupid; and it misconceives the conditions of independent thinking.
There are a multitude of ways of reacting to surrounding
conditions, and without some guidance from experience these
reactions are almost sure to be casual, sporadic and ultimately
fatiguing, accompanied by nervous strain." As carpenters guide
their apprentices, says Dewey, so must teachers their elementary
school pupils.[92]

More specifically, Dewey's fundamental
criticism of educational reforms that were often made in his name
focused on the educators' failure to develop a progressively
organized subject matter appropriate for age and maturity of the
children being taught. Traditional educators, said Dewey, tended to
emphasize the external conditions of learning, such as subject
matter, at the expense of the internal needs for growth, but the
progressives were committing the opposite error. "The organized
subject-matter of the adult and the specialist cannot provide the
starting point" of education, says Dewey, but it does provide the
goal. And it is toward this goal that subject matter--in the form
of occupations for younger children and books and other aids to
inves tigation for older ones--must be organized and directed. "The
prob lem of teaching," to repeat a quotation from chapter 1, "is to
keep the experience of the student moving in the direction of what
the expert already knows."[93]
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