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Prolo ue 

At  the  turn  of  the  century  the  British  educator  Michael  Sadler  observed 

that  "the  American  school  is  radiant  with  a  belief  in  its  mission,  and  it 
works  among  people  who  believe  in  the  reality  of  its  influence,  in  the 

necessity  of  its  labors,  and  the  grandeur  of  its  task."  Americans  have 
long  had  faith  in  the  power  of  education  to  shape  the  future.  The 
architects  of  public  schooling  took  literally  the  motto  on  the  Great  Seal 
of  the  United  States,  Novus  Ordo  Seclorum,  believing  that  their  crusade 
for  common  schools  was  part  of  a  providential  design  to  make  America 

a  new  order  for  the  ages.1 
After  the  American  Revolution  a  deep  vein  of  millennial  thought  in 

religion  became  suffused  with  republican  aspirations.  Many  of  the  pub- 
lic-school promoters  of  the  mid-nineteenth  century  were  convinced 

that  America  was  literally  God's  country,  the  land  He  had  chosen  to 
bring  about  the  redemption  of  mankind.  The  version  of  millennialism 
they  most  commonly  shared  was  not  that  of  an  apocalyptic  Second 
Coming,  but  rather  the  gradual  creation  of  the  Kingdom  of  God  on 

earth  and  the  triumph  of  Christian  principles  in  government  and  soci- 
ety. This  process  of  redemption  was  not  passive  or  deterministic,  how- 

ever;' the  common-school  crusaders  regarded  themselves  as  God's  cho- 
sen agents.  This  sense  of  being  part  of  a  larger  providential  plan  infused 

even  ordinary  tasks  with  a  larger  meaning.  In  the  Progressive  era, 
school  leaders  retained  much  of  this  earlier  moral  earnestness  and  sense 

of  mission,  but  they  lost  much  of  the  specifically  religious  content  of 
millennialism.  Instead,  they  drew  on  a  newer  aspiration  to  control  the 
course  of  human  evolution  scientifically  through  improving  education. 
Each  group  had  a  firm  sense  of  its  place  in  the  trajectory  of  human 
events.  Each  felt  qualified,  in  different  ways,  to  be  managers  of  virtue. 

Today  both  a  sense  of  the  past  and  hopes  for  the  future  are  in  disarray 

in  public  education.  Few  would  now  affirm  that  the  teacher  is  "the 
prophet  of  the  true  God  and  the  sharer  in  the  true  kingdom  of  God" 
or  would  recall  that  John  Dewey  wrote  those  words  in  My  Pedagogic 
Creed.  Today  the  media  focus  on  pathologies:  violence  in  classrooms, 
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falling  test  scores,  warring  interest  groups,  tax  revolts,  and  discord 
within  the  educational  profession  itself.  Public  education,  traditionally 
an  expanding  enterprise  based  on  a  consensual  ideology,  has  begun  to 
constrict  and  become  litigious.  Older  histories  portraying  the  emer- 

gence of  the  common  school  as  the  result  of  providential  design  or 
progressive  evolution  of  a  unified  profession  have  given  way  to  revision- 

ist accounts  that  stress  the  gaps  between  aspirations  and  achievements. 
People  are  uncertain  about  the  forms  and  direction  that  educational 

leadership  should  take  or  even  whether  leadership  is  possible.2 
In  the  present  period  of  disarray,  conflict,  and  diminished  sense  of 

potential,  we  think  it  worthwhile  to  understand  how  leaders  of  public 
education  thought  and  acted  in  the  past,  especially  with  regard  to  the 
social  meanings  they  and  their  contemporaries  brought  to  the  work  of 
building  and  reconstructing  public  schools.  An  institution  like  public 
education  gains  coherence  not  only  from  organizational  forms  but  also 
from  the  social  meanings  that  people  attribute  to  it.  The  study  of  history 
provides  insight  into  how  these  forms  and  meanings  emerged  in  the 
past  and  how  they  may  continue  to  shape  the  present  and  future. 

The  public-school  manager  of  today  resembles  an  heir  receiving  a 
handsome  legacy  from  a  distant  relative  whose  purposes  now  seem 

unclear  or  even  quaint.  Both  nineteenth-  and  twentieth-century  educa- 
tional reformers  shared  an  evangelical  confidence  in  their  mission,  their 

certainties  grounded  in  either  the  revelation  of  God's  will  or  the  assur- 
ance of  expert  knowledge.  Today  the  only  certain  people  are  critics 

who  know  what  is  wrong  with  public  schools.  School  officials  are  likely 
now  to  keep  a  low  profile,  out  of  the  crossfire  of  conflicting  demands. 

Traveling  across  the  United  States  one  can  find  school  buildings  that 
exemplify  diverse  legacies  from  the  turning  points  in  our  educational 

history.  In  a  country  landscape,  the  one-room  school,  with  its  steeplelike 
bell  tower,  remains  the  symbol  of  the  common-school  movement  of  the 
nineteenth  century,  reflecting  its  chiefly  rural  character,  its  affinity  with 

the  family  farm,  its  unbureaucratic  nature,  and  its  Protestant-republi- 
can ideology  of  creating  the  nation  in  the  hearts  and  minds  of  individual 

citizens.  Like  a  church  with  its  Bible,  the  rural  school  with  its  McGuffey 
Readers  was  to  be  a  small  incubator  of  virtue.  Today  many  of  the 
founders  of  the  fundamentalist  Christian  Day  Schools  yearn  for  the 
certainties  of  their  evangelical  forebears. 

In  the  heart  of  the  older  cities  is  the  quintessential  legacy  of  the  early 

twentieth-century  professional  managers:  the  urban  high  school,  often 
looking  like  a  hard-edged  factory  with  pilasters,  visually  representing 
the  union  of  an  attenuated  traditional  culture  with  a  dominant  utilitari- 
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anism.  Planned  and  staffed  by  specialists,  sorting  students  into  programs 
that  would  profoundly  influence  their  life  chances,  the  high  school  was 

an  archetype  of  the  ideal  of  social  efficiency  that  dominated  the  think- 
ing of  the  new  professional  managers.  Inside  one  would  have  found  in 

1915  an  imposing  office  for  the  principal,  secretaries  busy  typing  memos 
and  filing  reports,  a  gymnasium  and  assembly  hall,  counselors  talking 
with  students,  and  young  people  in  classrooms  studying  algebra  or 
metalwork  or  domestic  science.  The  school  conveyed  an  air  of  certainty 

then;  one  knew  that  it  was  a  portal.  Today,  run-down  and  often  full  of 
students  who  have  no  desire  to  be  there  but  no  jobs  beckoning  them 
either,  it  resembles  a  fortress  overrun  by  the  very  people  it  was  meant 
to  arrange  in  serried  ranks. 
And  moving  to  an  expanding  suburb  today,  one  is  not  quite  sure 

whether  that  new,  sprawling  one-story  complex  is  going  to  be  a  shop- 
ping and  service  center  or  a  school.  Soft-edged,  divided  into  segments, 

united  mostly  by  a  common  parking  lot  and  heating  system,  both  school 
and  shopping  center  are  eclectic  in  offering  something  to  everybody, 
blurred  in  purpose,  adapted  to  the  anomic  consumerism  and  possessive 
individualism  of  a  postindustrial  middle  class.  The  complex  of  buildings 
articulates  individual  tastes  and  interests  clearly,  but  what  does  the 
whole  add  up  to? 

Like  the  architecture  of  the  schools,  the  tasks  that  educational  leaders 

faced  and  the  social  order  within  which  they  worked  changed  dramati- 
cally from  the  early  nineteenth  century  to  the  present.  The  central 

challenge  for  common-school  crusaders  of  the  mid-nineteenth  century 
was  to  mobilize  the  people  in  support  of  public  education  and  to  con- 

struct an  educational  system.  They  worked  within  an  overwhelmingly 
rural  nation.  State  departments  of  education  were  small  and  weak,  and 
the  federal  government  exerted  little  influence  over  public  schools. 
Schooling  was  largely  unbureaucratized  and  unprofessionalized.  For 
the  most  part,  these  leaders  did  not  devote  their  entire  careers  to 
education,  but  treated  it  as  one  among  several  occupations  and  causes 
that  engaged  their  attention.  They  saw  public  schooling  as  crucial  to  the 

development  of  the  United  States  as  a  capitalist  nation  and  were  them- 
selves often  members  of  local  elites,  but  the  economy  they  knew  was 

mostly  small-scale  and  decentralized.  Largely  Protestant  in  religion  and 
Anglo-Saxon  in  ethnic  background,  they  shared  a  common  religious  and 

political  conception  of  the  role  of  public  education  in  shaping  a  Chris- 
tian nation.  Because  the  school  promoters  tended  to  see  themselves 

linked  by  a  common  moral  earnestness  and  civic  activism,  we  have 

called  them  an  "aristocracy  of  character."  Although  they  turned  to  state 
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governments  for  assistance  in  carrying  out  their  educational  plans,  they 

relied  heavily  on  the  consciousness-raising  and  institution-building  ac- 
tivities of  voluntary  associations.  These  school  reformers  associated  in 

regional  and  even  national  networks.  We  suggest  that  a  useful  way  to 

conceptualize  their  leadership  is  to  see  it  as  mobilizing  a  vast  institu- 
tion-building social  movement  akin  to  the  religious  movement  that 

spread  Protestant  churches  across  a  far-flung  rural  nation.  We  discuss 
this  phase  of  leadership  in  Part  I  of  this  book. 

By  contrast,  the  educational  leaders  of  the  period  1890-1954,  de- 
scribed in  Part  II,  were  social  engineers  who  sought  to  bring  about  a 

smoothly  meshing  corporate  society.  In  some  respects  their  optimism 
about  the  potential  of  education  was  as  Utopian  as  that  of  the  earlier 
crusaders,  but  their  version  of  a  millennial  society  was  far  more  secular. 

Their  task  was  not  to  create  but  to  redesign  the  public-school  system, 
not  to  arouse  public  participation  in  education  but  to  constrain  it,  not 
to  campaign  for  a  common  denominator  of  education  so  much  as  to 
differentiate  it  according  to  the  needs  of  a  complex  society  (as  they 
interpreted  those  needs).  Most  of  these  leaders  made  education  a  life- 

long career  and  were  pioneers  in  its  professionalization.  They  wished 
the  state  to  take  an  active  role  in  transforming  public  education. 

Their  lives  encompassed  a  period  of  rapid  consolidation  of  corporate 
capitalism  and  concentration  of  wealth  among  urban  elites.  It  was  also 

a  period  when  work  in  America  was  being  transformed  and  class  divi- 
sions were  intensifying.  Workplaces  were  growing  sharply  in  size,  the 

planning  of  production  was  increasingly  being  divided  from  its  execu- 
tion, the  nonproduction  sector  was  growing  at  a  fast  pace,  and  the 

"visible  hand"  of  management,  as  Alfred  Chandler  has  shown,  was 
revolutionizing  the  way  in  which  American  business  was  controlled.  At 

the  same  time,  strikes,  labor  turnover,  and  other  forms  of  working-class 
unrest  were  threatening  the  new  order.  To  complicate  the  social  equa- 

tion, immense  numbers  of  immigrants,  from  southeastern  Europe  in 
particular,  were  pouring  into  the  cities  and  augmenting  the  industrial 
work  force.  The  new  social  division  of  labor  transformed  the  character 

of  decision  making  in  education  as  in  many  other  domains,  substituting 

administrative  discretion  for  governance  by  elected  lay  representa- 

tives.3 
The  members  of  the  "educational  trust"  (as  the  administrative 

progressives  were  sometimes  called)  embraced  the  new  managerial 
models  developed  in  business.  Rarely  self-conscious  about  their  cultural 
assumptions,  they  incorporated  many  of  the  values  of  their  small-town 

pietist  upbringing  into  what  they  regarded  as  an  objective  "science  of 
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education."  They  sought  legitimacy  through  expertise  rather  than 
through  deference  to  character  or  through  broad  public  participation 
in  policy  making.  Linked  in  networks  that  combined  university  leaders 
with  influential  superintendents  and  foundation  officials,  these  leaders 
sought  a  form  of  private  power:  they  gained,  as  did  leaders  in  other 

occupations,  authority  to  define  what  was  normal  or  desirable.  Trans- 
muting numbers  into  norms,  they  shaped  their  preferred  policies  into 

a  standard  template  of  reform  which  they  applied  to  state  after  state, 
district  after  district,  in  their  school  surveys  and  legislative  proposals. 
They  successfully  changed  the  structures  of  decision  making  and  sought 

to  turn  political  issues  into  matters  for  administrative  decision,  confi- 

dent that  the  schools  could  rise  "above  politics."  They  believed  that 
school  leaders  could  do  their  part  in  shaping  the  smooth  and  conflict- 
free  evolution  of  a  complex  urban-industrial  society.  This  was  their  own 
version  of  managing  the  millennium. 
Whereas  school  leaders  in  the  nineteenth  century  tended  to  see 

themselves  as  constituting  an  aristocracy  of  character,  in  the  twentieth 
century  they  began  to  regard  themselves  as  a  distinct  group  of  experts, 
certified  by  specialized  training,  linked  into  exclusively  professional 
associations  like  the  American  Association  of  School  Administrators 

(AASA),  sponsoring  and  being  sponsored  by  fellow  experts,  elaborating 
legal  and  bureaucratic  rules,  and  turning  to  science  and  business  as 
sources  of  authority  for  an  emergent  profession. 

The  earlier  religious  legacy,  with  its  sense  of  providential  purpose  to 
reform  society,  was  not  abandoned,  however.  Local  leaders,  like  district 

superintendents,  often  continued  to  regard  schools  as  "museums  of 
virtue,"  to  use  sociologist  Willard  Waller's  phrase.  The  nineteenth-cen- 

tury social  movement  for  the  common  school  had  given  educational 
leaders  much  of  their  moral  capital,  a  lasting  fund  of  metaphors,  an 
overarching  sense  of  purpose  to  animate  work  that  was  often  mundane. 
Yearbooks  of  the  AASA  reflected  this  blend  of  science  and  missionary 

zeal.  In  1933  the  yearbook  said  that  the  task  of  the  educational  leader 

was  nothing  less  than  "to  mold  character  and  to  ameliorate  the  whole 
intellectual,  moral,  social,  civic,  and  economic  status  of  their  fellows." 
Such  incantations,  like  inspirational  speeches  at  conventions,  may 

sometimes  have  been  soothing  background  music  for  harried  bureau- 
crats. But  until  the  last  generation  the  rhetoric  of  moral  charisma  and 

millennial  hope  complemented  the  dream  of  professionalism  and  the 

language  of  science  and  evolutionary  social  efficiency.4 
Since  i960  much  of  this  composite  ideal  of  educational  leadership  has 

come  under  attack  for  being  a  "closed  system"  of  governance  by  educa- 



Prologue 

tional  experts.  Traditional  leaders  have  been  assaulted  by  dispossessed 

groups  and  delegitimized  by  competing  elites.  Educational  policy  mak- 
ing has  become  politicized  and  fragmented.  Beginning  with  blacks  and 

their  white  allies  in  the  civil-rights  campaign,  successive  groups — femi- 
nists, Hispanics,  the  handicapped,  native  Americans,  and  many  others 

— have  mounted  powerful  protest  movements  to  win  practical  and 
symbolic  gains.  Within  the  educational  system,  an  older  professional 

consensus  has  eroded  and  internecine  battles  have  erupted.  Many  fac- 
tions have  found  the  law  a  ready  instrument  of  challenge  and  reform, 

and,  as  a  result,  a  new  kind  and  degree  of  litigiousness  has  emerged. 
Federal  and  state  governments  have  created  a  kaleidoscope  of  new 
programmatic  reforms,  each  with  its  own  regulations  and  accounting 

system. 
One  result  of  these  changes — most  of  them  long  overdue  attempts 

to  achieve  social  justice — has  been  fragmentation  and  discord  in  edu- 
cational governance.  Leaders  have  lost  the  ability  to  command  se- 

curely either  as  aristocrats  of  character  or  as  experts.  Indeed,  amid  the 
litigiousness,  the  competing  claims  of  protest  groups,  the  infighting 

within  a  once  united  educational  profession,  the  confusing  and  some- 
times conflicting  requirements  of  the  new  paperwork  empire  of  cate- 

gorical programs,  people  have  sometimes  wondered  if  anyone  was  in 

charge.  Amid  the  claims  of  single-issue  reformers  it  has  been  hard  to 
find  a  common  ground,  a  belief  system  that  could  make  the  parts  of 
public  education  coherent.  The  older  notion  of  the  common  school 

as  a  public  good  has  come  to  seem  as  antiquated  as  the  one-room 
school. 

Both  the  common-school  crusaders  and  the  administrative  progres- 
sives believed  in  public  education  as  an  instrument  of  progress.  In 

retrospect,  the  belief  systems  that  undergirded  their  optimism  may 
appear  to  be  merely  myths,  but  myths  are  not  the  same  as  falsehoods. 

Organizational  myths  are  a  way  of  making  vivid  a  sense  of  what  institu- 
tions can  be;  by  elaborating  a  heroic  past,  they  direct  people  toward 

an  equally  potent  future.  Embedded  in  myths  are  images  of  potential- 
ity. 

Myths  change,  and  the  sacred  beliefs  of  one  generation  may  simply 

become  mystifications  to  the  next,  to  be  dismissed  with  polite  in- 
credulity or  angry  polemics.  The  revisionist  historians  of  the  past  gener- 

ation have  been  more  angry  than  politely  incredulous,  for  they  have 
seen  earlier  myths  as  barriers  to  social  justice  and  excuses  for  not  engag- 

ing in  basic  societal  change.  They  have  termed  their  predecessors' 
views  of  educational  policy  "elitist"  and  "self-serving,"  designed  to  blur 
fundamental  class,  racial,  sexual,  and  ethnic  divisions  in  American  soci- 

8 
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ety  and,  in  so  doing,  to  obscure  the  role  schools  have  played  in  per- 
petuating inequalities. 

In  recent  years  some  radical  historians  have  written  a  version  of  the 

educational  past  almost  diametrically  opposed  to  the  traditional  inter- 
pretation. They  have  sought  to  demystify  public  education,  to  scatter 

the  fog  of  sentiment  that  covered  harsh  realities.  They  have  argued  that 
its  basic  structure  was  hierarchical  and  elitist,  not  democratic;  that  its 

operation  was  class-biased,  racist,  and  sexist;  that  it  was  imposed  by 
elites,  not  created  democratically  by  educational  statesmen  and  their 

allies;  that  its  ideology  was  suffused  with  notions  of  social  control,  often 

covert;  that  tinkering  with  minor  improvements  would  not  set  it  right; 

and  that,  most  important,  its  claim  of  being  able  to  right  the  basic 

inequities  of  American  life  was  a  legend. 
The  radical  attack  on  the  traditional  and  optimistic  faith  has  made 

both  historians  and  policy  makers  wary  of  grandiose  claims.  People  who 

desire  basic  social  change  will  not  be  likely  now  to  think  that  it  can 

readily  be  accomplished  through  schooling.  Revisionism  has  clearly 

raised  new  issues  for  analysis  (although  some  of  these  had  earlier  been 

raised,  in  somewhat  different  form,  by  such  scholars  as  Merle  Curti  and 

George  Counts).  Many  people  (ourselves  included)  have  become  newly 
aware,  thanks  to  the  radical  analysis,  of  ideological  frameworks  and  class 

interests  too  much  taken  for  granted.5 
It  would,  of  course,  be  a  serious  mistake  to  suppose  that  the  loss  of 

faith  in  schools — and  in  other  key  institutions — is  primarily  the  result  of 
critical  scholarship  about  education,  including  the  work  of  revisionist 
historians.  Such  national  traumas  as  the  Vietnam  War,  assassinations, 

Watergate,  ghetto  riots,  and  the  oil  squeeze  have  altered  the  percep- 
tions and  expectations  of  Americans  and  dashed  hopes  for  peace  and 

prosperity  shared  by  all.  David  Cohen  and  Bella  Rosenberg  wrote  in 

1977  that  it  was  in  the  previous  decade  that  Americans  began  to  suspect 

that  their  faith  in  the  mythology  of  "the  redeeming  power  of  science, 

formal  learning,  and  modernity"  might  have  been  misplaced.  Ameri- 
cans witnessed  in  the  media 

extraordinary  visions  of  the  destructive  power  of  things  modern  and  Ameri- 
can: visions  of  massive  technological  and  scientific  warfare  on  innocent  peas- 
ants; visions  of  the  democratic  American  state  become  devious  and  oppres- 
sive, its  effectiveness  enhanced  by  electronic  technology;  visions  of  modern 

industry  and  technology  out  of  control,  wreaking  havoc  on  the  countryside; 
and  visions  of  angry  poor  and  minority  youth  for  whom  stories  about  the 
power  of  knowledge  and  the  economic  fruits  of  schooling  had  become  a 
frustrating  trick — a  great  promise  which  the  very  institutions  of  hope  seemed 

incapable  of  redeeming.6 
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The  disarray  of  earlier  ideals  and  a  related  feeling  of  powerlessness  and 
lack  of  leadership  arose  from  many  sources,  some  of  them  far  from 
public  education. 
Now  that  conflicts  arising  in  the  larger  society  have  turned  public 

schools  into  a  more  obvious  battleground  of  contending  social  and  polit- 
ical forces,  leaders  in  education  often  find  themselves  ill-equipped  by 

training  and  professional  ideology  to  cope  with  the  new  conditions. 
Those  who  shaped  public  schools  in  the  past  would  have  regarded  the 
conflict  of  the  recent  years  as  pathological,  for  they  believed  that  the 

common  school  should  be  "above  politics,"  a  noncontroversial  and  inte- 
grative institution.  The  builders  of  Horace  Mann's  generation  sought  a 

common  denominator  of  belief  as  a  means  of  persuading  citizens  to 
create  the  system,  while  the  experts  of  the  Progressive  era  tried  to 

buffer  schools  from  lay  influence,  to  keep  the  politician's  nose  out  of  the 
professional  tent.  Although  public  education  has  in  fact  always  been  an 
arena  where  different  groups  have  contended  for  benefits,  it  has  never 
developed  a  consistent  ideology  to  justify  such  conflict.  Both  lay  and 
professional  leaders  have  sought  common  ground  and  accommodation 
and  regarded  conflict  as  abnormal  and  undesirable. 

In  this  respect  public  education  has  differed  from  other  sectors  of 
society  where  competition  and  conflict  have  been  taken  for  granted 
and  treated  as  part  of  the  natural  order.  Religious  denominations,  for 
example,  confident  that  their  own  version  of  truth  and  virtue  would 
triumph  in  the  end,  have  competed  freely  for  souls  and  funds.  The 

market  system  of  capitalism  has  relied  in  theory  on  economic  competi- 
tion, however  imperfect  actual  competition  has  been.  Clashes  of  inter- 

est between  organized  labor  and  management  have  been  based  on 
adversarial  principles.  Political  parties  have  fought  one  another  with 
ritualistic  regularity. 

With  few  exceptions,  public  educators  have  believed  in  the  basic 

soundness  of  the  American  social  order  and  the  belief  systems  support- 
ing it,  including  the  value  of  controlled  competition  in  such  domains  as 

politics,  religion,  and  the  economy.  Within  public  education,  however, 

they  have  sought  to  prevent  organized  opposition  by  stressing  consen- 

sus, by  claiming  schools  should  be  "above  politics,"  or  by  absorbing, 
co-opting,  or  deflecting  outside  forces>^A  sign  of  their  success  in  defusing 
conflict  has  been  that  the  major  American  political  parties,  unlike,  for 

example,  their  counterparts  in  England  or  Germany,  have  rarely  diff- 
ered substantially  about  educational  policy/Another  sign  has  been  the 

fact  that  competing  Protestant  sects  have  generally  called  a  truce  at  the 

schoolhouse  door.  The  genius  of  the  public-school  establishment,  like 
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that  of  the  Roman  Catholic  Church  during  much  of  its  history,  has  been 
its  ability  to  absorb  dissidence  and  to  accommodate  demands  from 
influential  groups,  ruling  only  a  few  claims  beyond  the  pale  (and  those 
usually  stemming  from  groups  that  lacked  power).  Some  leaders  have 
actually  believed  their  own  claims  that  schools  were  apolitical,  while 
others  have  simply  regarded  the  rhetoric  as  a  smart  policy  strategy. 

One  reason  that  schools  have  been  able  to  absorb  outside  demands 

for  change  is  that  they  have  been  steadily  expanding  during  most  of 

their  history  and  could  reform  by  accretion.  This  kind  of  incremental- 
ism  has  made  it  possible  to  smother  conflict  by  acquiescence — to  say, 

yes,  we'll  have  that,  too.  Educators  such  as  Ellwood  P.  Cubberley  wrote 
histories  glorifying  the  system's  ability  to  accommodate  the  constant 
addition  of  new  structures  and  functions.  People  who  opposed  incre- 
mentalism  could  be  dismissed  as  ignoramuses  or  opponents  of  the  dem- 

ocratic mission  of  public  education. 
In  a  time  of  retrenchment  and  hard  choices,  declining  consensus,  and 

open  conflicts,  the  old  habits  of  reform  by  accretion,  of  dealing  with 
conflicts  by  absorption,  and  of  blurring  basic  social  cleavages  no  longer 
offer  an  easy  way  out.  But  if  the  older  myths  of  the  origin  and  destiny 
of  public  schools  no  longer  seem  persuasive,  Americans  still  need  to  find 
a  common  ground  of  thought  and  action  that  does  not  deny  the  validity 
of  conflict  or  the  pluralism  of  values  and  interests. 

Although  we  believe  that  it  is  important  to  recreate  a  community  of 
commitment  to  public  schooling,  we  do  not  propose  a  remystification 
or  bogus  consensus.  We  believe  that  it  is  possible  to  move  beyond 

simple  celebration  or  recrimination.  A  history  of  public-school  leader- 
ship that  is  simply  a  tale  of  injustice  and  elite  imposition  and  not  also 

a  story  of  generous  ideals  and  common  effort  lacks  the  complexity  and 

texture  of  actuality.  The  present  fragmentation  of  belief  and  govern- 

ance endangers  what  Michael  Walzer  calls  "civism,  the  citizen's  sense 
of  being  a  participant  in  a  common  enterprise.'*'  As  Walzer  notes,  the 
term  "civism"  can  mean  to  conservatives  "little  more  than  the  ideology 

through  which  self-restraint  is  to  be  taught  to  the  working  class."  That, 
he  says,  "is  a  lesson  that  won't  be  learned  and  shouldn't  be.  The  result- 

ing social  order  would  not  have  the  form  of  a  common  enterprise. 
Civism  depends  on  equality,  or,  at  least,  much  greater  equality  than  we 

have  today."  It  was,  in  fact,  to  such  an  egalitarian  ideal  that  recent 
protest  groups  appealed  and  on  which  they  based  their  claims  for  social 
justice.  Revisionist  history  has  taught  much  about  how  schools  failed  to 

fulfill  ideals  of  equality  and  inculcated  a  noninclusive  civism.  But  with- 
out civism  in  Walzer's  sense  it  is  hard  to  see  how  citizens  can  weather 
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a  time  of  scarcity  without  resorting  to  a  narrow  privatism,  a  possessive 

individualism.7 
Of  the  many  possible  approaches  to  writing  a  book  on  the  history  of 

educational  leadership,  we  have  chosen  to  focus  on  the  people  who 

created,  managed,  and  reshaped  the  public-school  system.  Our  study  is 
on  three  levels:  that  of  individuals  and  the  personal  networks  they 
formed;  of  the  institutions  they  built;  and  of  the  transformations  in  the 
larger  society  that  acted  as  preconditions  and  precipitants  of  change  in 
public  education.  Since  our  intent  is  exploratory,  we  first  develop  a 
general  argument  in  each  of  the  major  parts  of  the  book  and  then  send 
out  historical  probes  in  the  form  of  case  studies  of  individuals  and 
organizations. 

By  looking  at  the  work  of  individuals  within  the  broader  matrix  of 

organizations  and  societal  change  we  are  rejecting  both  the  great-man 
theory  that  sees  leaders  essentially  as  unconditioned  actors,  and  a  deter- 

ministic viewpoint  that  argues  that  individuals  are  simply  pawns  of  vast 
historical  forces.  We  argue  that  there  have  been  effective  leaders  in 
American  education  who  achieved  much  in  one  period  but  would  have 

been  misfits  or  failures  in  another.  Horace  Mann's  evangelical  style  was 
well  suited  to  his  era,  for  example,  but  could  have  appeared  stiff-necked 

and  priggish  in  a  later  time.  We  agree  with  Karl  Marx's  aphorism  that 
"men  make  their  own  history,  but  they  do  not  make  it  just  as  they 
please;  they  do  not  make  it  under  circumstances  chosen  by  themselves, 
but  under  circumstances  directly  encountered,  given,  and  transmitted 

from  the  past."  Those  conditions  are  always  specific  to  time  and  place 
— that  is,  historical  and  particular.8 
We  take  a  broad  view  of  the  kinds  of  circumstances  that  shaped 

educational  leadership.  We  blend  different  modes  of  interpretation — 
the  economic  with  the  cultural,  the  biographical  with  the  organiza- 

tional. We  seek  to  integrate  different  ways  of  seeing.  History  has  split 

into  separate  compartments  called  "intellectual"  or  "social"  and  into 
topical  specialties  like  "church  history,"  "family  history,"  "business  his- 

tory," and  "educational  history."  Such  specialization  tends  to  obscure 
the  actual  coherence  of  experience  of,  say,  a  person  in  a  Michigan  town 
in  1880  who  was  a  Presbyterian  lawyer,  a  major  property  holder,  a 
temperance  reformer,  a  father  of  two  daughters,  a  Republican,  and  a 
school  board  member. 

We  believe  that  the  study  of  broadly  held  and  influential  ideologies 
is  one  way  to  erase  the  boundaries  separating  the  intellectual,  political, 
and  social  history  of  public  schooling.  Such  belief  systems,  John  Higham 

writes,  "give  large  bodies  of  people  a  common  identity  and  purpose,  a 
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common  program  of  action,  and  a  standard  for  self-criticism."  They 
give  resonance  and  meaning  to  the  ordinary  work  of  ordinary  people. 
In  this  book  we  examine  such  widespread  belief  systems  rather  than 

writings  of  sophisticated  theorists  or  avant-garde  experimenters  (there 
is  already  a  rich  vein  of  scholarship  on  such  intellectual  leaders  and 
pedagogical  pioneers).  Focusing  on  leaders  who  built  and  transformed 
the  operation  of  institutions,  we  seek  to  understand  two  related  but 
separable  issues:  how  they  made  sense  of  their  lives,  and  what  sense  we 

as  historians,  looking  backward,  can  make  of  their  work.  We  take  seri- 
ously, for  example,  the  millennial  Protestant-republican  beliefs  of  the 

common-school  crusaders,  since  it  formed  an  essential  part  of  their 
world  view  and  is  a  key  to  their  success  in  persuading  their  fellow 
citizens  to  build  schools.  But  this  does  not  mean  that  we  must  take  at 

face  value  their  claims  that  they  were  creating  classless  and  universally 

acceptable  institutions.  Similarly,  it  is  useful  to  understand  the  assump- 
tions, goals,  and  methods  of  the  administrative  progressives  without 

accepting  their  belief  system  as  an  accurate  transcription  of  social  real- 
ity. Ideologies  do  not  float  in  the  air;  they  are  rooted  in  complex  ways 

in  the  social  structure.  They  reveal  social  strains  and  serve  the  interests 

of  particular  groups  (normally  those  dominant  at  the  time).  Groups 
compete  with  each  other  to  have  their  particular  ideology  accepted  as 

authoritative.9 
Initially  drawn  from  belief  systems  that  were  powerful  in  the  larger 

society,  rationales  for  public  education  became  institutionalized  over 
time  as  organizational  creeds  or  professional  litanies.  This  narrowing 
gave  stability  and  a  sense  of  common  purpose  to  educators,  but  the 
dampening  of  public  debate  about  education  and  the  avoidance  of 
conflict  that  attended  the  rise  of  expertise  in  management  gradually 
eroded  an  earlier  common  ground  of  support  for  the  common  school. 
A  broad-based  public  philosophy  of  education  may  be  regarded  as  a 

community  of  commitment  linking  the  people  and  their  schools,  ar- 
ticulated by  leaders  but  giving  citizens  a  strong  voice.  We  believe  that 

a  central  task  of  leaders  today  is  to  reformulate  the  common  purposes 

of  public  education  in  a  manner  tough-minde*d  enough  to  encourage 
controversy  and  broad  enough  to  foster  pluralism. 
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PART  I 

An  Aristocracy  of 

Character,  1820-1890 
Through  costly  experiments,  splendid  failures,  and  baffled 
hopes,  we  make  our  way  toward  the  Augustan  age.  As  the 
Israelite  awaits  the  readvent  of  the  lost  glory  of  his  race,  the 
Christian  the  dawn  of  the  millennial  day,  and  the  millions  the 
coming  of  that  good  time  when  the  earth  shall  be  greener  and 
the  skies  brighter,  so  we  believe  in  the  golden  age  of  schools  and 

teachers.  But  for  this  inspiring  hope,  this  vague  but  indistin- 
guishable faith  and  longing  for  something  worthier  and  better, 

who  of  us  would  not  be  at  times  ready  to  drop  the  oar  and  in 
hopelessness  to  drift  any  whither? 

Newton  Bateman 

Illinois  state  superintendent  of  public  instruction 
Addresses  and  Proceedings  of  the  NEA 

1.  THE  PILGRIM'S  PROGRESS 

"Educate  the  rising  generation  mentally,  morally,  physically,  just  as  it 
should  be  done,"  Senator  Henry  Blair  told  his  colleagues  in  the  capitol 
in  1882,  "and  this  nation  and  this  world  would  reach  the  millennium 
within  one  hundred  years."  Across  the  nation  in  a  white  schoolhouse 
planted  among  the  hills  of  Ashland,  Oregon,  Alice  Applegate  sat  writing 

a  theme:  "Addam  was  the  first  man  that  looked  out  upon  the  face  of  the 
earth  and  he  was  then  in  the  garden  of  eden.  Around  him  were  all  kinds 
of  fruits  and  flowers  and  in  the  center  of  the  garden  grew  the  tree  of 

the  Knowledge  of  Good  &  Evil  To  be  continued."  To  Alice,  to  the 
teacher  (her  brother  Oliver  Cromwell  Applegate),  and  to  her  school- 

mates the  Bible  explained  and  ordered  the  universe.  Twice  daily  they 

read  the  Scriptures  aloud.  In  their  textbooks  Christianity  merged  im- 
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perceptibly  with  Americanism.  A  generalized  Protestantism  was  part  of 
the  accepted  wisdom  of  the  common  school,  and  both  were  part  of  a 

divine  plan  that  led  from  Eden  to  a  millennial  future.1 
Many  of  the  educational  leaders  of  the  nineteenth  century  found 

meaning  for  their  labors  in  this  larger  providential  conception  which 
looked  both  backward  and  forward.  Consciously  or  unconsciously, 

many  educators  who  wrote  autobiographies  echoed  The  Pilgrim  s  Prog- 

ress (John  Bunyan's  tale  was  the  second  most  popular  book,  after  the 
Bible,  in  the  childhood  homes  of  school  superintendents).  Like  Chris- 

tian tangling  with  Apollyon  in  the  Valley  of  Humiliation,  schoolmen 

wrote  of  contests  with  bullyboys  in  one-room  schools.  They  told  of  the 
Pliables  or  Obstinates  who  lost  faith  when  they  encountered  the  peda- 

gogical Slough  of  Despond.  Mr.  Worldly  Wiseman  often  appeared  in  the 
guise  of  textbook  salesman  in  the  autobiographies.  The  city  school  board 
sometimes  resembled  the  jury  in  Vanity  Fair,  with  its  Mr.  Blindman, 

Mr.  Nogood,  Mr.  Malice,  and  Mr.  Hate-light.  Fiery  darts  came  from  the 
wicked  in  every  quarter,  while  deceptive  bypaths  distracted  School- 

man from  his  quest  for  the  Celestial  City.  One  superintendent  spoke  of 

his  fellow  pioneers  who  had  pursued  their  pilgrimage  "thru  devious 
ways,  against  tremendous  obstacles,  and  over  the  trail . . .  with  vigorous 
opposition,  in  contest  and  in  conflict  to  the  end.  One  and  another 

languished,  fell,  died,  and  are  buried  by  the  side  of  the  road."  But  the 
goal  was  clear,  the  dream  of  common  schooling  announced  by  the 

evangelist  Horace  Mann.2 
For  many  years  the  Department  of  Superintendence  of  the  National 

Education  Association  (NEA)  printed  "necrologies"  or  brief  biographies 
of  its  departed  pilgrims.  Here  one  finds  important  clues  to  the  self- 
image  of  nineteenth-century  school  leaders,  for  certain  key  words 

recur:  "earnest,"  "Christian  character,"  "pure,"  and  "true  scholar."  A 
fitting  inscription  for  most  of  them  would  have  been  Longfellow's 
"Psalm  of  Life":  "Life  is  real!  Life  is  earnest!/  And  the  grave  is  not  its 
goal!"  Here  was  an  aristocracy  of  character  whose  worth  was  certified 
by  church  membership  and  social  service.  Rarely  did  biographers  dwell 

on  educational  background  or  professional  training;  the  age  of  special- 
ization and  certification  did  not  come  until  the  twentieth  century. 

Rather,  leadership  in  public  education  was  often  seen  as  a  calling  simi- 

lar to  that  of  church  missionary,  and  in  teachers'  institutes  superinten- 
dents were  sometimes  as  interested  in  converting  to  religion  as  in 

evangelizing  for  schooling.  Their  belief  in  an  "All-Seeing  Eye" — God 
witnessing  all  human  behavior — invested  even  the  commonplace  with 

cosmic  significance.3 
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It  takes  some  effort  of  historical  imagination  to  reconstruct  the  con- 
text— both  material  and  ideological — within  which  Americans  of  the 

mid-nineteenth  century  embarked  on  their  most  ambitious  and  suc- 
cessful social  movement,  the  crusade  to  create  a  common-school  sys- 

tem. Today,  when  people  take  for  granted  the  complex  organizational 
structures  of  schooling,  large  government  bureaucracies,  big  cities,  an 
immense  industrial  base,  intense  division  of  labor,  and  pluralism  of 

values,  it  is  easy  to  forget  that  mid-nineteenth-century  America  was 
four-fifths  rural,  had  a  minuscule  government,  possessed  only  a  rudi- 

mentary industrial  system  composed  mostly  of  small  firms,  and  had  only 
begun  the  bureaucratization  that  would  later  mark  a  mature  corporate 

society.  It  is  even  harder  to  understand  the  world  view  that  gave  coher- 
ence to  the  decentralized  campaign  for  public  education.  Much  of  the 

rhetoric  of  the  school  builders — the  millennial  hopes,  the  Bunyonesque 

self-conceptions — strikes  readers  today  as  quaint,  like  the  illustrations 

and  evangelical  diction  of  the  McGuffey  Readers.  Yet  this  social  move- 
ment produced  by  the  end  of  the  century  more  schooling  for  more 

people  than  in  any  other  nation  and  resulted  in  patterns  of  education 
that  were  remarkably  uniform  in  purpose,  structure,  and  curriculum, 
despite  the  reality  of  local  control  in  hundreds  of  thousands  of  separate 

communities.4 
The  mainstream  of  American  public  schooling  during  most  of  the 

nineteenth  century  was  rural,  chiefly  unbureaucratic  in  structure,  ex- 
hibiting only  rudimentary  professionalism,  and  dependent  on  the  ac- 

tions of  hundreds  of  thousands  of  lay  promoters  and  school  trustees. 

The  model  nineteenth-century  school  was  a  small  one-room  building. 
Nineteenth  century  America  had  a  predominantly  rural  and  dispersed 
population.  In  i860,  80  percent  of  Americans  lived  in  places  defined  by 
the  census  as  rural  (under  2,500),  and  as  late  as  1890,  71  percent  were 

rural.  Rural  enrollments  typically  were  higher  than  urban.  One-room 
schools  dotted  the  landscape  from  Maine  to  Oregon.  The  census  of  1850 

reported  about  80,000  public  schools  and  only  90,000  teachers;  the  cen- 
sus of  1890  tallied  more  than  two  times  more  school  buildings  than 

existed  almost  *a  century  later  in  1970,  despite  the  vast  increase  in  the 
numbers  of  pupils.  This  indicates  that  in  1890  schools  were  mostly  small 

in  size.5 
Teachers  in  such  rural  schools  could  hardly  be  considered  members 

of  a  profession  or  even  bureaucratic  employees.  They  were  young, 
poorly  paid,  and  rarely  educated  beyond  the  elementary  subjects. 

Hired  and  supervised  largely  by  local  lay  trustees,  they  were  not  mem- 
bers of  a  self-regulating  profession,  however  much  school  reformers 
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tried  to  make  it  such.  Turnover  of  teachers  and  administrators  was 

extremely  high.  In  Massachusetts,  for  example,  which  was  a  leader  in 
the  campaign  to  make  teaching  a  stable  occupation,  there  was  such  high 
mobility  out  of  teaching  that  in  i860  one  out  of  five  adult  women  had 
at  one  time  been  a  teacher,  according  to  one  estimate.  Even  the  most 
notable  school  promoters  and  administrators  tended  to  pursue  educa- 

tion as  only  one  among  several  careers.  Until  the  end  of  the  century 

there  was  little  formal  training  for  educational  specialties  beyond  "nor- 

mal" (or  teacher  training)  classes;  in  1890  a  survey  of  education  depart- 
ments in  twenty  leading  universities,  for  example,  uncovered  only  two 

courses  in  educational  administration.  The  major  national  professional 
association,  the  National  Education  Association,  never  had  more  than 
355  members  until  1884.  Its  conventions  took  on  the  character  more  of 
an  evangelical  camp  meeting  for  education  than  of  a  specialized  and 

powerful  professional  agency.6 
Federal  and  state  governments  exercised  little  direct  control  over 

public  education,  unlike  educational  agencies  in  many  other  nations. 
The  United  States  Office  of  Education,  founded  in  1867  with  a  staff  of 
six  and  a  budget  of  $13,000,  did  little  more  than  collect  statistics  and 
diffuse  information.  As  late  as  1890  the  median  size  of  state  departments 

of  education  was  two,  including  the  superintendent — or  roughly  one 
state  official  per  100,000  students  enrolled  in  public  schools.  State  officers 
complained  that  they  had  little  power  to  compel  local  districts  to  do 

anything,  even  though  states  did  provide  funding  and  sought  to  encour- 
age and  standardize  education.7 

In  this  part  of  our  study  of  educational  leadership  we  focus  on  the 
middle  of  the  nineteenth  century  and  seek  to  analyze  how  public 
schooling  spread  so  quickly  and  then  developed  in  such  uniform  ways. 
We  concentrate  on  what  we  take  to  be  the  mainstream:  rural,  un- 
bureaucratic,  locally  created  schools,  controlled  by  lay  people  and  per- 

meated with  a  Protestant-republican  ideology.  Much  recent  scholarship 
on  the  history  of  education  has  stressed  instead  the  origins  of  urban 

schools,  the  processes  of  bureaucratization,  incipient  professionaliza- 
tion,  the  enlarging  role  of  the  state  in  educational  affairs,  and  the  rela- 

tionships between  schooling  and  the  new  social  relationships  of  produc- 
tion in  mercantile  and  industrial  capitalism.  We  have  written  on  these 

themes  ourselves  and  believe  them  to  be  important  both  in  themselves 

and  for  understanding  how  schooling  developed  in  the  twentieth  cen- 
tury. It  is  surely  valuable  to  analyze  such  major  transformations  in 

society  during  their  formative  stages,  when  their  structure  and  dynam- 
ics were  not  yet  obscured  by  decades  of  accumulated  rhetoric  and 
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vested  interests.  Thus,  Michael  Katz,  for  example,  has  argued  that  bu- 
reaucracy can  best  be  understood  by  examining  its  emergence  when  it 

was  only  one  among  several  competing  forms  of  school  organization. 
According  to  this  view,  it  is  justifiable  to  focus  on  industrial  states  like 
Massachusetts,  or  on  cities,  since  in  such  places  one  can  find  harbingers 

of  the  future.8 
Historians  know  how  things  turned  out.  This  is  both  an  advantage  and 

a  disadvantage.  It  is  an  advantage,  because  hindsight  makes  it  easier  to 
distinguish  between  the  basic,  underlying  forces  of  change  and  the 
ephemeral.  The  disadvantage  is  that  concentrating  on  developments 

that  later  became  crucial  may  obscure  the  mainstream  of  past  experi- 
ence as  seen  through  the  eyes  of  contemporaries. 

Although  we  are  interested  in  harbingers  of  future  developments — 
and  deal  with  them  in  section  8 —  we  argue  that  the  mainstream  public 
schools  of  the  mid-nineteenth  century  were  the  product  of  an  institu- 

tion-building social  movement  led  by  men  and  women  who  shared  a 
similar  ideology  and  interests  and  who  helped  to  build  a  common- 
school  system  by  persuading  and  mobilizing  their  fellow  citizens, 

mostly  at  the  local  level.  In  many  respects  the  common-school  move- 
ment resembled  the  institution-building  crusade  that  dotted  the  land 

with  Protestant  churches.  It  was  not  government,  but  the  actions  of 
voluntary  groups  and  individuals  that  prompted  the  phenomenal 
growth  of  church  membership  during  the  nineteenth  century.  Uniting 
both  movements  was  a  common  belief  that  the  United  States  was  a 

redeemer  nation  entrusted  with  a  millennial  destiny.  Schools  and 
churches  were  institutions  designed  to  produce  a  homogeneous  moral 

and  civic  order  and  a  providential  prosperity.9 
The  voluntary  and  decentralized  character  of  institution-building 

in  America  fascinated  European  visitors  accustomed  to  the  large 
government  bureaucracies  of  continental  nations,  their  established 
churches,  their  surviving  feudal  institutions,  and  their  police  and 
standing  armies.  Arriving  here  after  his  unsuccessful  efforts  in  the 

revolution  of  1848,  the  German  immigrant  Carl  Schurz  said:  "Here 
in  America  you  can  see  how  slightly  a  people  needs  to  be  governed. 
In  fact,  the  thing  that  is  not  named  in  Europe  without  a  shudder, 

anarchy,  exists  here  in  full  bloom."  The  Swedish  observer  Per  Adam 
Siljestrom  wrote  in  1853  mat  Just  when  old-world  governments  were 
becoming  more  centralized  and  were  attacking  the  rights  of  volun- 

tary associations,  in  America  local  self-government  and  private 
groups  were  flourishing.  He  cited  public  education  as  a  case  in 
point,  for  here  leaders  relied  not  on  the  force  represented  by  the 
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state  so  much  as  "upon  the  power  of  persuasion  and  on  the  activity 
of  the  people  itself,  when  it  shall  have  been  raised  to  consciousness." 

"Being  raised  to  consciousness"  was  the  key,  he  believed.  While 
ministers  of  education  in  Europe  wrote  their  fiats  in  "Egyptian  dark- 

ness," American  reformers  worked  in  the  broad  daylight  of  public 
opinion,  visiting  schools,  talking  with  local  school  boards,  addressing 

groups  wherever  they  might  be  found,  and  gathering  and  dis- 
seminating information.  The  result  of  all  this  activity  was  not  thirty 

different  state  systems,  nor  prodigious  variation  in  local  districts,  but 

instead  a  great  uniformity,  said  Siljestrom,  for  "nothing  is  more  com- 
mon in  America  than  imitation  and  repetition,  carried  so  far  as  to 

give  a  character  of  monotony  to  the  public  institutions,  viewed  as  a 

whole."  A  quarter  of  a  century  later  an  English  educator  still  found 
local  control  the  most  conspicuous  feature  of  schooling  in  the  United 

States  and  resistance  to  central  supervision  still  strong.10 
Although  the  common-school  movement  was  decentralized,  it  would 

be  a  mistake  to  see  it  as  some  sort  of  bucolic  grass-roots  event  in  a  stolid 
and  unchanging  rural  society.  Increasingly,  even  remote  family  farms 

were  becoming  part  of  a  worldwide  capitalist  market  system.  People  in 

nineteenth-century  America  were  highly  mobile  geographically,  and 
communication  between  like-minded  groups  was  rapid  and  extensive. 
School  reformers  were  in  touch  with  one  another  and  formed  associa- 

tions that  shared  the  latest  pedagogical  ideas  and  political  strategies. 

Benevolent  societies — such  as  the  American  Sunday  School  Union, 

which  we  shaU-examine — developed  highly  sophisticated  methods  of 

operation.  The  reformers  inextricably  mixed  religion,  politics,  and  eco- 
nomics in  their  vision  of  a  redeemer  nation.11 

The  consciousness  sought  by  school  promoters  was  not  the  separatist 

mentality  of  a  sect,  but  a  consensus  that  could  lead  to  common  action. 

The  reformers  of  Horace  Mann's  generation  did  not  believe  that  they 
were  so  much  discovering  new  truths  as  that  they  were  reminding  their 

fellow  citizens  of  convictions  they  all  shared.  What  distinguished  the 
educational  reformers  was  that  they  took  these  ideals  more  seriously 

and  worked  harder  than  most  people  to  put  them  into  effect,  to  square 

the  society  with  its  professed  articles  of  faith.  Like  William  McGuffey, 

they  believed  that  their  world  view  was  one  that  could  be  shared  by  all 

right-thinking  people,  properly  reminded  (in  the  case  of  adults)  or  in- 
structed (in  the  case  of  the  young).  Their  task  was  didactic,  to  make  sure 

that  all  citizens  acknowledged  the  practical  dictates  of  a  common  value 

system.12 The  consensus  behind  the  creation  of  public  education  in  the 
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nineteenth  century  was  based  in  large  part  on  a  belief  system  that 

John  Higham  has  called  a  Protestant-republican  ideology,  a  source  of 
unity  in  a  highly  decentralized  nation.  It  had  strong  millennial  ele- 

ments shared  by  many  of  the  Protestant  sects,  a  conviction  that  God 

had  selected  America  as  a  redeemer  nation:  "By  giving  the  millen- 

nium a  temporal  and  secular  character,"  Higham  has  observed,  "the 
Protestant  clergy  identified  the  Kingdom  of  God  with  the  American 
Republic;  and  the  Protestant  ideology  thereupon  attached  itself  to 

American  nationalism."  Just  as  Protestants  located  salvation  in  the 
individual's  relationship  with  God,  most  school  reformers  saw  good 
citizenship  as  individual  righteousness.  Their  conception  of  the 
polity  was  atomistic.  Lord  Bryce  noted  this  when  he  wrote  in  1888 

that  "Americans  conceive  that  the  religious  character  of  a  govern- 
ment consists  in  nothing  but  the  religious  belief  of  the  individual 

citizens,  and  the  conformity  of  their  conduct  to  that  belief.  They 
deem  the  general  acceptance  of  Christianity  to  be  one  of  the  main 
sources  of  their  general  prosperity,  and  their  nation  a  special  object 

of  the  Divine  favour."13 
Although  the  millennial  vision  of  the  Protestant-republican  ideology 

gave  coherence  and  resonance  to  the  rhetoric  of  the  common-school 
crusaders,  they  freely  mixed  economic  arguments  with  the  religious 
and  political  case  for  public  education.  They  were  confident  that  within 
the  consensual  vision  of  a  providential  universe  there  could  be  little 
incongruity  among  patriotism,  godliness,  and  prosperity.  Out  of  this 
confidence,  the  contagious  certainty  of  the  institutions  builder,  grew  an 

aversion  to  conflict  and  controversy.  Many  of  the  leaders  in  the  com- 
mon-school crusade  were  only  part-time  educational  reformers,  earn- 

ing their  livings  as  ministers,  lawyers,  farmers,  businessmen,  editors, 
politicians,  and  college  presidents  and  professors.  They  were  skilled 
rhetoricians  who  cast  their  arguments  not  in  narrowly  professional 

terms  but  in  broadly  persuasive  language.  Their  contemporaries  consid- 
ered oratory  not  only  an  important  art  form  and  common-place  enter- 

tainment, but  also  a  source  of  civil  unity,  a  means  of  discovering  har- 
mony amid  apparently  discordant  parts.  No  small  part  of  the  consensus 

in  favor  of  public  education  grew  from  the  rhetoric  of  speakers  like 
Horace  Mann  whose  secular  sermons  called  for  a  large  loyalty  that  could 

dissolve  apparent  conflicts.14 
School  promoters  were  typically  British-American  in  origin,  Protes- 

tant in  religion,  and  entrepreneurial  in  economic  outlook.  Although 
they  tried  to  speak  for  all  Americans,  they  wore  the  blinders  of  their 
class,  religion,  and  ethnic  background.  They  were  intolerant  of  the 
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Roman  Catholic  Church  and  so  alienated  Catholics  that  they  hastened 

the  growth  of  a  separate  parochial-school  system.  They  wanted  to  assim- 
ilate foreigners  to  their  own  version  of  Americanism.  As  citizens  near 

the  economic  apex  of  their  local  communities,  attuned  to  the  values  and 
economic  interests  of  a  burgeoning  capitalism,  they  praised  the  United 
States  as  a  land  of  economic  opportunity  and  justice  and  tended  to 
blame  the  poor  for  their  plight.  The  majority  of  the  leaders  took  their 
own  values  for  granted,  assuming  them  to  be  the  basis  of  a  righteous 
moral  order. 

Conflicts  did  arise  despite  the  quest  for  consensus.  While  all  groups 
shared  a  commitment  to  formal  education  and  moral  training  of  the 

young — to  character  formation  through  schools — they  differed  over  the 
content  or  orientation  of  that  education.  Precisely  because  most  groups 
did  believe  that  education  was  vital,  they  fought  over  whose  values 
would  be  legitimized,  whose  views  would  prevail.  Conflicting  groups 
generally  did  not  cast  issues  in  economic  terms,  though  clearly  the 
controversies  had  class  overtones.  A  lawyer  in  the  Cincinnati  Bible  case 

described  such  "status-group  competition"  succinctly:  "In  my  judg- 
ment, the  contest  is  not  about  religious  education  at  all.  It  is  about 

denominational  supremacy,  the  right  to  be  higher,  to  be  better,  to  be 

more  powerful  than  your  neighbor;  the  right  to  say  to  one:  'You  are 
nothing  but  an  unbelieving  Jew,'  and  to  another,  Tou  are  the  slave  of 
a  Roman  bishop,'  and  to  both,  'What  rights  of  conscience  that  a  Protes- 

tant need  to  respect  have  you?'  "  The  issue  in  Cincinnati  was  the  use 
of  the  Bible  as  the  basis  of  moral  instruction  in  public  schools.  Other 
issues  provoking  conflict  at  the  time  were  the  use  of  public  funds  to 

support  Catholic  schools  and  instruction  in  languages  other  than  Eng- 

lish in  schools  serving  immigrant  children.15 
In  reading  the  debates  over  such  issues  one  is  struck  by  how  much 

both  sides  talked  past  one  another,  perhaps  because  the  values  they 
expressed  were  so  deeply  embedded  in  their  own  cultures  that  they 

believed  them  to  be  the  only  ones  reasonable  people  could  hold.  Eth- 
nocultural  conflicts  in  education  entered  the  courts  for  adjudication; 
they  were  widely  debated  in  educational  and  religious  associations; 

they  sometimes  split  political  parties;  but  rarely  were  they  settled  au- 
thoritatively during  the  nineteenth  century.  Few  people  saw  them  at 

the  time  as  issues  of  constitutional  rights.  Rather,  they  were  typically 
regarded  as  questions  of  who  had  the  most  power.  Educators  were  most 
apt  to  accommodate  demands  when  protesters,  like  Germans  or 

French,  had  political  and  economic  clout.16 
Because  the  common  school  so  rapidly  became  the  mainstream  of 
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American  education  in  the  nineteenth  century,  it  is  tempting  to  assume 
that  its  hegemony  was  inevitable  and  hence  to  lose  a  sense  of  surprise 
at  its  triumph.  But  one  can  easily  imagine  a  counterfactual  history  in 
which  the  divisions  that  marked  education  early  in  the  nineteenth 
century  persisted  unabated,  and  schooling  remained  as  separatist  as 
Protestant  churches.  Before  the  common-school  crusade  of  the  mid- 

nineteenth  century,  educational  institutions  had  often  reflected  differ- 
ences of  class,  ethnicity,  and  religion.  To  the  crusaders  themselves  it 

was  by  no  means  a  foregone  conclusion  that  they  would  be  able  to 
attract  rich  and  poor,  Baptists  and  Unitarians,  Germans  and  Yankees  to 
the  same  common  school.  Free  schools  in  cities  had  often  been  designed 

for  the  lower  classes  and  carried  a  pauper  taint.  Groups  like  the  Ger- 
mans in  Pennsylvania  had  kept  apart  in  their  own  schools  for  genera- 
tions. In  other  English-speaking  nations,  Protestant  denominations  had 

created  their  own  elementary-school  systems,  much  as  Catholics  did  in 
this  country.  In  the  South  the  common  school  did  not  become  estab- 

lished until  after  the  Civil  War,  and  then  was  supported  only  grudg- 
ingly: before  Reconstruction,  blacks  were  denied  formal  education, 

while  whites  who  could  afford  private  schools  generally  preferred  to 

attend  them.17 
Separatism  is  one  way  to  avoid  conflict.  The  absence  of  an  established 

church  in  the  United  States  had  permitted  each  new  group  of  dissenters 
to  withdraw  to  form  its  own  new  denomination.  Ethnic  groups  have 
often  preserved  their  distinctiveness  and  avoided  conflict  with  other 
subcultures  by  creating  their  own  neighborhoods  and  even  separate 

communities.  People  had  different  tastes  in  education  as  in  other  do- 
mains and  had  been  accustomed  to  buying  the  kind  of  schooling  they 

wanted  for  their  children  if  they  had  the  money  to  do  so.  Why  should 

a  common  school  for  people  in  all  walks  of  life  have  become  the  domi- 
nant form  of  education?  How  did  the  school  promoters  persuade 

Americans  to  support  public  education? 

As  we  have  said,  the  common-school  movement  was  led  mostly  by 
citizens  who  were  notables  in  their  communities,  people  who  both 
shaped  and  represented  a  widespread  ideology  that  stressed  civic  and 

moral  values  that  they  claimed  could  only  be  maintained  through  pub- 
lic education.  The  nation  could  fulfill  its  destiny  only  if  each  rising 

generation  learned  those  values  together  in  a  common  institution.  This 
was  the  dominant  theme  in  the  rhetoric  of  consensual  persuasion.  But 
the  leaders  of  the  movement  also  were  canny  about  framing  their 
arguments  and  programs  to  bring  possible  dissenters  into  the  common 
school.  By  stressing  the  similar  elements  of  faith  among  most  Protestant 

23 



Managers  of  Virtue 

denominations,  they  persuaded  Protestants  to  cooperate.  By  playing  on 
the  fears  of  the  prosperous  about  social  instability  and  by  building 
palatial  high  schools  for  their  children  in  cities,  they  tried  to  demon- 

strate that  public  education  was  respectable  and  a  guarantee  of  order. 
They  assured  the  common  people  that  public  schools  were  a  portal  to 
economic  opportunity  and  a  right  of  citizenship. 

Closely  integrated  with  the  religious  and  political  case  for  the  com- 
mon school  was  the  economic  folklore  of  nineteenth-century  capital- 
ism. Public  education  was  designed  to  do  more  than  produce  moral 

citizens.  By  training  children  to  be  literate,  temperate,  frugal,  hard- 
working, and  good  planners  it  also  taught  them  to  make  their  way  in 

the  small-scale  capitalism  idealized  in  the  textbooks.  The  same  virtues 
that  made  a  young  person  a  good  employee  could,  with  appropriate 
modifications,  be  translated  into  entrepreneurial  assets.  Long  before 

economists  developed  their  theories  of  "human  capital"  American  citi- 
zens believed  that  investment  in  education  paid  off  both  in  individual 

and  collective  economic  benefits.18 
Historians  have  analyzed  the  relationship  between  bureaucratic 

schooling  and  the  new  hierarchical  social  relationships  of  production  in 

large-scale  industrial  and  commercial  capitalism.  What  is  sometimes 
forgotten  in  such  analyses  is  that  during  the  mid-nineteenth  century 
most  schooling  took  place  in  one-room  or  small-town  schools  and  that 
the  economy  was  composed  mostly  of  small-scale  enterprises.  In  many 
parts  of  the  nation  the  family  farm  was  the  chief  system  of  economic 
production,  while  in  many  industries  old  work  techniques  and  shop 

cultures  persisted.  Thus  in  looking  at  the  connection  between  capital- 
ism and  public  schooling  it  is  useful  to  focus  on  more  than  the  new  social 

relationships  of  production  in  large-scale  industry.  Capitalism  not  only 
entailed  new  and  exploitative  relations  between  employer  and  em- 

ployee, important  though  these  were;  it  also  meant  an  unbound  and 
mobile  labor  system,  a  complex  system  of  markets,  protection  of  private 

property,  and  a  supportive  ideology.19 
It  was  through  inculcating  this  ideology — and  a  related  set  of  behav- 

ioral traits — that  public  education  of  the  mid-nineteenth  century  proba- 
bly contributed  most  to  American  capitalism.  By  making  the  republican 

political  system  seem  inextricable  from  a  system  of  free  labor  and  open 
markets,  by  rationalizing  wealth  or  poverty  as  the  result  of  individual 
effort  or  indolence,  and  by  making  the  political  economy  seem  to  be  not 

a  matter  of  choice  but  of  providential  design,  the  common  school  but- 
tressed capitalism.  A  large  proportion  of  twentieth-century  economic 

leaders — like  the  school  managers  of  that  era — grew  up  in  rural  com- 24 
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munities  where  they  learned  the  folklore  of  capitalism  taught  in  text- 

books like  McGuffey's.  It  is  perhaps  no  accident  that  one  of  the  industri- 
alists who  did  most  to  change  the  organization  of  production,  Henry 

Ford,  so  idealized  the  one-room  school  and  McGuflFey  that  he  enshrined 
them  in  a  museum  near  Detroit. 

In  the  public  schools  of  small  communities  in  nineteenth-century 
America  no  sharp  lines  separated  religion,  citizenship,  and  economic 

enterprise.  In  one  such  school  Alice  Applegate  sat  unself-consciously 
writing  about  Eden. 

The  World  According  to  Oliver  Cromwell  Applegate 

The  one-room  school  in  Ashland,  Oregon,  was  more  palatial  than 

most  rural  schools  in  the  state.  The  balloon-frame  building  measured  28 
by  32  feet,  was  painted  white  on  the  outside,  sheathed  with  boards  on 

the  inside,  and  had  several  windows  looking  out  on  steep  brown  hills 

and  rolling  valleys.  Its  master,  Oliver  Cromwell  Applegate,  was  no 

ordinary  teacher.  The  son  and  nephew  of  prominent  trailblazers  and 

men  of  political  and  social  influence  in  southern  Oregon,  Oliver  was 

equally  at  home  in  the  drawing  room  as  on  the  bear  hunt.  Witty,  a 

talented  artist,  knowledgeable  about  politics,  a  humorous  rhymer  if  not 

a  poet,  a  skilled  penman  in  an  age  when  elegant  script  was  a  mark  of 

refinement,  Applegate  was  able  to  raise  the  cultural  horizons  of  his 
students  at  the  same  time  that  he  knew  firsthand  their  rustic  life.  One 

of  the  boys  in  his  class  envied  "a  gun  that  would  shoot  fifteen  times  like 

Mr.  Applegate  has."20 
The  Ashland  school  in  1865  had  thirty-three  pupils  ranging  from 

ages  six  to  eighteen.  There  were  four  Applegates,  four  Grubbs,  four 

Helmans,  three  Millions,  six  Walkers,  and  two  Smiths — all  in  all,  a  fam- 

ily affair.  School  began  with  reading  and  geography,  arithmetic  and 

spelling,  and,  for  the  older  scholars,  recitations  in  history  and  natural 

philosophy.  Applegate  posted  a  list  of  school  rules  on  the  wall  and 

apparently  enforced  them,  if  a  pious  essay  by  his  sister  Alice  is  to  be 
taken  seriously: 

ORDER  IN  SCHOOL 

There  is  nothing  like  Order  in  School.  Students  should  always  be  orderly, 
and  when  any  one  is  Speaking,  they  should  pay  strict  attention  to  all  that 
is  said  and  be  as  quiet  as  possible.  They  should  sit  facing  their  teacher  and 
not  be  turning  around  and  looking  at  those  behind  them,  and  doing  things 
to  attract  their  attention  and  make  them  laugh.  They  should  try  to  get  their 
lessons  and  if  they  do  not  get  them  very  well,  what  more  can  they  do  but 
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try. . . .  They  should  try  to  obey  all  the  rules  and  be  able  to  answer  perfect 
every  evening. 

All  was  not  grim  propriety  in  the  Ashland  School.  Applegate  emu- 
lated the  young  literati  of  Santiam  Academy,  Willamette  University, 

and  other  cultural  centers  by  writing  and  staging  plays  and  helping  the 
students  to  write  ambitious  manuscript  newspapers.  Frequently  the 
children  performed  for  their  parents  and  neighbors,  declaiming  the 
themes  they  had  written  (or  sometimes  copied).  In  these  themes  and 
newspapers  the  pupils  reflected  what  the  textbooks  and  Mr.  Applegate 
were  teaching  them  about  the  world  beyond  the  village  of  Ashland.  In 
Ashland,  as  in  other  rural  schools,  pupils  read  books  written  by  men 
from  afar  who  told  of  distant  lands,  who  painted  gaudy  panoramas  of 
virtue  and  vice,  who  talked  in  language  never  heard  on  the  playground 
or  in  the  country  store.  For  millions  of  children  who  would  migrate  to 
cities,  the  Sunday  School  or  the  weekday  school  was  the  first  taste  of  life 
outside  their  small  circle.  There  they  might  study  the  geography  of  the 
Holy  Land,  the  Hanging  Gardens  of  Babylon,  the  character  of  George 

Washington,  or  scenes  from  Shakespeare's  plays.21 
The  incongruity  between  the  correct  diction  and  monumental  moral- 

ity of  the  textbooks  and  the  actual  life  of  rural  communities  was  the 
source  of  humor  in  a  comic  play  called  The  Country  School,  which  was 
written  to  be  performed  in  settings  like  the  Ashland  school.  The  play 
revealed  what  the  ideal  graduate  of  a  rural  school  was  not.  The  roles 

of  the  linguistic  delinquents  and  n'er-do-wells  "should  be  played,"  said 
the  author,  "by  prominent  citizens  of  your  town,  if  such  can  be  pre- 

vailed upon  to  appear — the  more  dignified,  staid,  and  incongruous  in 
years  and  bearing  the  better.  Dignified  professors,  judges,  doctors,  law- 

yers, teachers,  etc.,  should  be  prevailed  upon  to  forget  their  present 

greatness,  don  the  costumes  and  revive  the  scenes  of  their  youth."  The 
men  who  never  escaped  Aunt  Sally  became  Huck  Finns — truants,  ig- 

noramuses, liars,  and  dunces — when  judged  by  the  official  standards  of 
the  school.  Underlying  the  drama  was  the  clash  of  the  provincial  ways 

of  the  countryside  and  the  highfalutin  culture  of  the  curriculum.  "Next, 
tell  me  the  meaning  of  excruciating,"  asked  a  committeeman  of  a  girl: 
"Excruciating  means  that  natural  and  peculiar  prohibition  of  undula- 
tory  and  molecular  attraction  which  encompasses  the  plausibility  of 

capillary  promulgation  and  gelatinous  hyperbole,  while  giving  an  enal- 

lage  of  paradigms,"  she  glibly  replied.  Education,  the  play  seems  to  say, 
may  seem  unreal  and  even  ridiculous;  but  moral  instruction  and  linguis- 

tic propriety  may  fit  one  for  the  world  outside — for  the  city,  for  success, 
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for  greatness  as  represented  in  those  figures  who  condescended  in  the 

play  to  return  to  their  youth  in  the  country  school.22 
Above  all,  the  textbook  writers  were  careful  not  to  confuse  the  pupils 

with  wishy-washy  morality.  Schools  were  to  be  what  Willard  Waller 

would  later  call  "museums  of  virtue."  The  rules  were  always  clear: 
Never  Drink,  Never  Smoke,  Work  Hard,  Tell  the  Truth,  Obey  Authority, 

Trust  Providence.  And  the  message  got  across,  at  least  in  the  official 

themes  of  Applegate's  students: 

IDLENESS 

Idleness  is  a  sin,  yet  there  are  a  great  many  who  will  idle  away  their  time; 
and  what  do  they  gain?  What  kind  of  men  and  women  will  boys  and  girls 
make  if  they  give  themselves  up  to  idleness?  I  will  tell  you  what  I  think: 
They  will  be  lazy  good-for-nothing  men  and  women.  The  men  the  boys 
will  become,  will  sit  in  the  Bar  room  while  their  families  are  left  in  dark 
cellars  to  starve.  Think  of  it.  Thousands  have  perished  in  this  way.  I  warn 
you  to  guard  against  this  evil,  hoping  that  you  will  never  spend  your 

precious  time  at  the  gaming  table.  For  remember  "time  flies  on  Eagle's 
wings,"  and  if  you  lose  it  once,  you  can  never  catch  it  again.  A  great  many have  written  on  this  subject,  but  I  do  not  think  too  much  can  be  said  about 
so  great  a  sin  as  Idleness. 

That  rule  was  absolute:  no  loafing.  Another  rule  was  equally  firm:  "to 
be  happy  you  must  never  taste  strong  drink  it  is  very  wrong  to  taste 

strong  drink  always  take  water  in  the  place  of  it  and  you  will  feel  much 

better."23 
Follow  the  rules,  work  hard,  be  temperate,  be  frugal — these  were 

simple  enough.  But  what  about  ambition — was  it  a  good  quality?  Here 
the  Ashland  scholars  were  ambivalent.  One  of  the  boys  greeted 

"Friends,  Teacher  and  Parents"  at  the  Friday  declamation  by  saying: 
"I  have  determined  to  be  somebody  when  I  come  to  be  a  man.  I  don't 
think  I  can  ever  consent  to  be  tied  down  to  a  yard  stick  or  watch  the 

tiresome  motions  of  a  sawmill.  I'll  clime  the  ladder  of  fame.  I  may  go 

away  up,  and  then  come  down  'kerspat.'  But  what  of  that,  we  are  bound 

to  have  our  ups  and  downs  in  this  world  any  way."  If  it  was  fine  to  be 

a  self-made  man,  it  was  not  fine  to  be  one  of  the  haughty  rich:  "If  a  man 

is  rich,"  wrote  one  pupil,  "he  is  no  better  than  a  poor  man.  Some  folks 
think  if  they  are  wealthy  they  are  the  wisest  and  do  not  notice  the 

poor." All  agreed  that  there  was  work  to  do,  a  continent  to  be  conquered, 

fortunes  to  be  made.  Despite  his  flowery  diction,  the  scholar  who  de- 

claimed on  the  "Resources  of  Our  State"  saw  hard  cash  ahead  and  lost 
no  sentiment  over  mastered  nature: 
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Oregon  is  yet  young.  Her  'shadow  scarce  reaches  to  her  father's  knee.'  Her 
resources  are  undeveloped,  her  mighty  accomplishments  of  the  future  are 

'veiled  in  obscurity.'  But  they  must  become  known.  Who  that  has  beheld  the 
rising  magnificance  of  the  states,  presided  over  by  the  Godess  of  Liberty,  can 
doubt  for  an  instant  the  grandeur  she  will  attain.  .  .  .  Every  land  however 
barren  or  unsightly  it  may  appear,  will  unfold  to  the  industrious  laborer, 
whose  deeds  are  presided  over  by  freedom,  the  rich  fruits  of  glory  and  glow 
with  grandeur  and  sublimity.  .  .  .  Ere  long,  when  our  youthful  state  shall 
behold  the  unfolded  wings  of  time,  mighty  changes  will  meet  our  gaze  on 
every  hand.  .  .  .  And  the  whole  land  will  glow  with  the  smile  of  plenty  and 
satisfaction. 

These  mid-century  themes  suggest  how  deeply  the  absolutist  moral- 
ity of  the  evangelical  movement  became  interwoven  with  a  work  ethic 

and  ideology  favoring  the  development  of  capitalism.  Just  as  Christian- 

ity was  inseparable  from  Americanism,  so  the  entrepreneurial  eco- 

nomic values  seemed  so  self-evidently  correct  as  to  be  taken  for 
granted.  The  school  gave  everyone  a  chance  to  become  hardworking, 

literate,  temperate,  frugal,  a  good  planner.  From  then  on,  success  was 

up  to  the  individual,  and  in  America  the  potential  for  the  person  "to  be 

somebody  "  was  almost  infinite.  Or  so  it  seemed  in  the  millennial  future 
the  schools  predicted  for  the  righteous.24 
Americans  had  rarely  lacked  enthusiasm  for  education.  What  the 

common-school  crusaders  did  was  to  translate  that  quest  for  enlighten- 
ment, economic  opportunity,  moral  improvement,  and  a  new  kind  of 

citizenship,  into  support  for  a  particular  institution,  the  common  school. 

Not  separatism,  but  a  consensus  based  on  schooling  as  a  common  and 

public  good  became  an  enduring  legacy  of  that  millennial  faith. 

2.  THE  ASCENDANCY  OF  THE  COMMON  SCHOOL 

The  American  faith  in  education  did  not  originate  with  the  common- 
school  movement  of  the  mid-nineteenth  century,  nor  did  widespread 

popular  schooling  begin  with  what  we  would  now  recognize  as  public 

education.  After  the  Revolution  the  majority  of  the  early  state  constitu- 
tions expressed  a  common  conviction,  that  education  was  essential  to 

civil  peace  and  prosperity  as  well  as  to  individual  morality.  Hence 

education  was  in  the  public  interest,  and  many  forms  of  schooling  de- 
served the  favor  of  government.  Alexis  de  Tocqueville  was  only  one  of 
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many  foreign  observers  who  commented  on  the  zeal  of  Americans  for 
diffusing  knowledge.  It  has  been  estimated  that  at  the  time  of  his  visit 

in  the  1830s  about  one-third  of  children  from  ages  five  to  nineteen  were 

attending  some  sort  of  school.1 
One  sign  of  the  effectiveness  of  the  many  forms  of  education  in  the 

United  States  was  that  Americans  were  among  the  most  literate  people 
in  the  world.  In  the  1840  census,  about  90  percent  of  white  adults  were 
listed  as  literate.  A  recent  study  of  a  sample  of  the  i860  census  shows 
that  94  percent  of  free  males  were  literate,  and  among  these  the  older 
men  were  only  slightly  less  literate  than  the  younger  ones,  indicating 
that  instruction  had  been  widespread  even  early  in  the  nineteenth 

century.2 
What  was  the  pattern  of  education  that  produced  such  results?  It  was 

highly  diverse.  In  the  early  nineteenth  century  citizens  tended  to  have 

an  attitude  toward  education  that  Americans  today  have  toward  reli- 
gion: attend  the  school  of  your  choice.  The  choices  largely  reflected 

differences  of  class,  religion,  ethnicity,  race,  sex,  and  regional  tastes  and 
needs.  They  not  only  reflected  these  differences,  but  also  perpetuated 
them,  often  deliberately.  One  prominent  kind  of  education  was  the 
private  school  run  as  a  business  by  a  teacher  who  would  instruct  pupils 
in  whatever  parents  would  pay  to  have  them  learn.  In  such  ventures  the 

controls  were  those  of  the  market — the  same  as  a  cobbler's  shop,  for 
example — because  the  private  teacher  either  satisfied  the  customers  or 
went  out  of  business.  Parents  and  students  who  could  afford  to  do  so  also 

patronized  the  rapidly  multiplying  academies  and  colleges,  schools  that 
were  usually  chartered  by  the  state  and  more  permanent  in  form  and 

structured  in  program  than  the  proprietary  schools.  Benevolent  soci- 
eties and  churches,  sometimes  aided  by  governments,  established  char- 

ity schools  for  children  whose  families  were  too  poor  to  afford  schooling. 
In  settled  parts  of  the  Northeast  there  were  also  forerunners  of  the 

common  school,  "district  schools"  that  were  supported  by  local  taxation 
or  state  school  funds  and  governed  by  locally  elected  trustees.3 

The  line  between  "public"  and  "private"  was  blurred  in  the  early 
nineteenth  century,  however.  State  governments  and  cities  gave  public 
funds  to  many  kinds  of  institutions  from  Harvard  University  to  church 

schools  for  street  urchins.  Parents  in  "public"  district  schools  often  had 
to  supplement  public  funds  with  private  tuition  for  their  children — 

called  "rate  bills."  Students  in  academies — especially  those  planning  to 
teach — sometimes  received  scholarships  from  the  state.  Americans 
thought  education  a  worthy  cause,  but  they  did  not  have  united  opin- 

ions about  who  should  control  or  pay  for  it.  All  sorts  of  motives  impelled 
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Americans  to  found  schools:  the  desire  to  spread  the  faith,  to  retain  the 
faithful,  to  maintain  ethnic  boundaries,  to  protect  a  privileged  class 
position,  to  succor  the  helpless,  to  boost  the  community  or  sell  town  lots, 
to  train  workers  or  craftsmen,  to  enhance  the  virtue  or  marriageability 

of  daughters,  to  make  money,  even  to  share  the  joys  of  learning.  How- 
ever effective  the  hodge-podge  of  schools  may  have  been,  at  least  for 

those  who  had  the  resources  to  make  choices,  its  unsystematic  and 
nonuniversal  character  troubled  the  common-school  crusaders.4 

During  the  middle  decades  of  the  nineteenth  century  the  common- 

school  crusaders  like  Horace  Mann  sought  to  translate  Americans' 
diffuse  faith  in  education  into  support  for  a  particular  institutional  form, 
the  public  school.  In  their  vision  the  common  school  was  to  be  free, 
financed  by  local  and  state  government,  controlled  by  lay  boards  of 

education,  mixing  all  social  groups  under  one  roof,  and  offering  educa- 
tion of  such  quality  that  no  parent  would  desire  private  schooling.  The 

common  school  was  to  be  moral  and  religious  in  impact  but  it  was  not 
to  be  sectarian;  it  was  to  provide  sound  political  instruction  without 
being  partisan.  Perhaps  more  than  any  other  reformers  in  a  seedtime 

of  social  change,  the  mid-century  evangelists  for  public  education  suc- 
ceeded in  their  campaign.  So  sharp  were  the  outlines  of  public  educa- 

tion by  1875  tnat  Francis  Adams  could  call  his  book  The  Free  School 
System  of  the  United  States,  for  system  it  was.  Funds  spent  on  public 
schools  comprised  only  47  percent  of  total  expenditures  for  education 
on  all  levels  in  1850,  but  by  1900  they  had  become  79  percent.  By  1890 
the  portion  of  rural  elementary  students  in  public  schools  had  risen  to 
98  percent,  while  in  the  cities  the  only  major  competitors  to  public 
grammar  schools  were  the  growing  Roman  Catholic  parochial  schools. 

Free  education  became  almost  entirely  a  monopoly  of  public  school- 

ing.5 To  a  surprising  degree,  given  the  contentiousness  of  party  politics  and 

the  competition  of  religious  sects,  the  leaders  o.f  the  common-school 
movement  succeeded  in  making  public  education  appear  to  be  not  only 
nonsectarian  but  also  politically  nonpartisan.  Although  disputes  did 
arise  among  political  parties  over  Bible  reading  in  the  public  schools 

and  over  issues  like  the  use  of  foreign  languages  in  elementary  class- 
rooms, in  general  the  parties  did  not  have  separate  educational  plat- 

forms or  different  educational  principles,  as  did  conservative  and  liberal 
parties  in  England. 

And  although  public  education  was  often  so  Protestant  in  orientation 

that  it  repelled  Catholics,  its  pan-Protestant  compromise  of  teaching 
the  Bible  without  comment  encouraged  most  denominations  to  support 

a  common  school.  "Strength  in  unity"  was  the  motto  of  the  American 
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Institute  of  Instruction.  In  contrast  with  the  bitter  Protestant  conten- 

tion found  in  other  English-speaking  societies  such  as  Canada  and  Aus- 
tralia, Protestants  in  the  United  States  were  unified  in  support  of  the 

common  school,  for  it  embodied  important  elements  of  the  "culture 
religion"  described  by  Winthrop  Hudson.  The  system  of  public  educa- 

tion expressed  an  ideological  coherence  represented  by  established 

churches  or  centralized  governments  in  other  nations.6 
Common-school  crusaders  faced  quite  different  tasks  in  the  devel- 

oped states  of  the  Northeast  than  they  did  in  the  expanding  new  states 
of  the  West  or  the  slave  culture  and  caste  system  of  the  South.  School 
enrollments  in  Massachusetts  and  New  York  had  already  been  high 
before  the  1840s,  especially  in  rural  areas.  About  60  percent  of  children 
up  to  the  age  of  nineteen  years  old  were  enrolled  in  schools  in  New  York 
state  from  1820  to  1850,  while  in  Massachusetts  in  1826  an  astonishing  80 
percent  of  the  same  age  group  were  listed  on  school  registers  in  towns 
of  under  2,500,  according  to  Carl  Kaestle  and  Maris  Vinovskis.  It  was 
thus  not  quantity  of  enrollment  but  standardization  and  quality  of 
schooling  that  reformers  in  Massachusetts  were  seeking.  There  was 

actually  a  decline  in  the  percentage  of  school-aged  children  enrolled  in 
Massachusetts  schools  from  1840  to  1880  following  the  establishment  of 
the  state  board  of  education;  this  decline  reflected  a  deliberate  policy 
to  limit  the  number  of  very  young  children  in  the  public  schools,  but 
it  was  also  a  result  of  new  employment  opportunities  for  older  youth, 
especially  in  industrial  cities.  Educational  leaders  in  the  Northeast  were 

eager  to  improve  regularity  of  attendance,  lengthen  the  school  term, 
professionalize  teaching  (in  part  by  creating  normal  schools  to  train 
teachers),  improve  schoolhouses,  introduce  structural  innovations  like 
the  graded  school  and  supervision  of  teachers,  eliminate  rate  bills,  and 
unify  and  improve  the  curriculum  by  standardizing  textbooks  and  in- 

troducing new  subjects  and  methods.  Above  all  they  were  concerned 

about  effective  moral  and  civic  training.7 
For  Horace  Mann  the  main  challenges  to  a  standardized  common 

school  were  private  education  and  the  enormous  variability  in  decen- 
tralized district  schools.  The  percentage  of  pupils  attending  private 

schools  did  decline  from  14  to  8  percent  between  1840  and  1880  in 
Massachusetts.  But  traditions  of  local  control  in  Yankee  towns  remained 

strong  despite  attempts  to  strengthen  the  role  of  the  state  by  coupling 
fiscal  support  with  state  standards  and  by  enacting  a  compulsory  attend- 

ance law  in  1852.  As  we  shall  indicate,  the  formal  powers  of  state  leaders 
were  relatively  weak.8 

Leaders  in  public  education  in  the  expanding  West  and  South  tried 
not  so  much  to  improve  and  elaborate  existing  schools  as  to  build  new 
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ones.  Despite  some  success  in  states  such  as  North  Carolina  and 

Tennessee,  the  South  as  a  whole  did  not  significantly  expand  the  com- 
mon schools.  The  1840  census  reported  only  16  percent  of  southern 

school-aged  children  enrolled  in  all  schools,  a  figure  that  increased 
only  to  31  percent  by  i860.  The  elites  who  dominated  the  economy 

and  politics  of  the  South  had  little  interest  in  educating  poor  whites 

and  forbade  teaching  slaves  to  read.  Prosperous  parents  sent  their 

children  to  private  schools.  The  southern  failure  to  create  a  system  of 

universal  public  schooling  similar  to  that  in  the  North  did  not  stem 

from  poverty.  The  region  spent  almost  double  the  national  average  on 

pupils  actually  enrolled  and  had  more  surplus  wealth  than  did  the 

West  in  1850.  But  by  i860,  on  the  eve  of  the  Civil  War,  the  South  was 

paying  for  only  10.6  days  of  schooling  for  each  white  child  of  school 

age,  compared  with  63.5  days  in  New  England.  The  ideology  and  in- 
stitutional form  of  the  common  school  did  not  match  either  the  eco- 

nomic interests  or  the  cultural  values  of  the  planter  class,  and  it  was 

only  in  a  few  cities  and  piedmont  areas  that  the  public  school  took 

hold.9  (We  shall  explore  the  postwar  development  of  southern  public 
education  in  section  8.) 

The  story  was  far  different  in  the  West.  In  the  North  Central  states 

enrollment  of  school-aged  children  swelled  from  29  percent  in  1840  to 
69  percent  in  i860.  Beginning  with  the  comparative  figures  first  issued 

by  the  United  States  Office  of  Education  (USOE)  in  1870,  the  North 

Central  states  consistently  outperformed  the  North  Atlantic  states  in 

enrollments  throughout  most  of  the  century,  while  the  enrollments  in 

the  Far  West  jumped  from  55  percent  in  1870  to  73  percent  in  1890. 

The  common  school  became  almost  the  only  form  of  elementary  school- 
ing in  rural  areas  of  the  West,  while  western  cities  rapidly  emulated  the 

urban  reforms  pioneered  in  the  East.  During  the  latter  half  of  the 

nineteenth  century  regional  variance  in  enrollment  declined  markedly 
in  the  East  and  West,  while  the  South  began  its  long  slow  climb  toward 

parity.10 Statistics  agregated  by  region  or  state  do  not  reveal  an  important 
set  of  distinctions,  however.  Enrollments  in  northern  rural  schools 

were  generally  higher  than  in  urban  schools,  and  patterns  of  public 

education  in  the  two  environments  were  different.  The  one-room 

common  school  was  a  practical  form  of  education  for  scattered  popu- 
lations. The  facts  of  demography  render  another  alternative  hard  to 

imagine,  whatever  the  religious,  ethnic,  or  class  diversity  of  rural  peo- 
ple, for  sparse  settlement  made  it  almost  impossible  to  have  schools 

segregated  by  religion,  ethnicity,  class,  or  sex.  Indeed,  the  dual  racial 
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system  of  the  rural  South  enormously  retarded  its  postwar  educational 

development.11 
Accounts  of  rural  education  indicate  that  the  common  school  was 

generally  an  important  source  of  social  cohesion  for  communities,  a 
place  not  only  where  the  young  received  instruction  but  also  where 
families  gathered  for  entertainment,  for  religious  services,  for  political 

meetings,  and  to  hear  news  of  the  outside  world,  whether  of  agricul- 
tural prices  in  Europe  or  the  evil  doings  of  railroad  magnates.  Despite 

the  many  purposes  it  served,  the  rural  school  was  cheap.  The  school 
calendar  complemented  the  seasonal  farm  labor  of  children  so  that 
parents  would  not  miss  them  when  they  needed  them  most.  Rural 
schools  enrolled  a  wider  age  range  of  students  than  did  urban,  in  part 
because  they  offered  older  children  a  sociable  way  to  spend  long  winter 

months.  A  local  man  or  woman  could  be  hired  cheaply  in  the  oflf-season 
as  teacher.  Although  rural  schools  enrolled  over  70  percent  of  the  chil- 

dren in  1890,  only  43  percent  of  the  dollars  spent  on  public  schools  went 
to  rural  education.  County  superintendents  of  schools  complained 

incessantly  about  the  parsimony  of  rural  patrons.12 
Urban  schools  presented  contrasting  patterns.  There  pupils  encoun- 

tered a  far  more  structured  form  of  education  in  graded  classrooms. 
Educators  insisted  on  daily  attendance  and  punctuality.  Because  school 
terms  were  longer  in  cities  and  average  daily  attendance  was  higher, 
urban  children  generally  received  more  days  of  schooling  than  their 
rural  counterparts.  While  rural  pupils  attended  schools  over  a  longer 
range  of  years,  starting  younger  and  continuing  into  late  adolescence, 
urban  children  concentrated  their  attendance  during  the  years  from 
seven  to  thirteen.  After  thirteen,  students  (especially  of  the  working 
class)  began  to  leave  school  for  work,  unable  to  alternate  school  and 
work  as  could  their  rural  counterparts  because  of  the  long  school  term 

and  the  nonseasonal  character  of  most  city  jobs.13 
The  direct  costs  of  educating  children  in  cities  and  in  the  countryside 

differed  sharply,  as  did  expenditures  by  state.  Urban  schools  often  cost 
two  or  three  times  more  per  pupil  than  did  rural.  But  beyond  the  direct 
costs  of  paying  for  buildings,  teachers,  and  other  necessities,  Americans 

demonstrated  their  support  for  schooling  by  what  economists  call  "op- 
portunity costs,"  or  the  potential  income  lost  to  the  family  when  chil- 

dren attended  school.  Such  a  subsidy  by  families  constituted  58.2  per- 
cent of  the  total  costs  of  schooling  in  1880;  it  is  an  eloquent  testimony 

to  the  conviction  of  Americans  that  education  did  matter.14 
By  1880  attending  a  public  school  had  become  a  standard  part  of  the 

life  cycle  of  all  but  a  small  proportion  of  American  children.  Merely  one 
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among  several  forms  of  educational  institutions  at  the  beginning  of  the 
century,  public  schools  became  the  standard  means  for  educating  the 

young  in  nearly  all  American  communities.  There  was  no  federal  minis- 
try of  education  to  structure  schooling  by  fiat.  The  tiny  state  depart- 

ments of  education  could  do  little  to  police  compliance  at  the  local 
level.  The  creation  of  common  schools  and  everyday  decision  making 
rested  with  hundreds  of  thousands  of  local  people,  but  the  result  of  their 

actions  was  what  could  be  regarded  as  a  "national  system." 

3.  THE  BUREAUCRATIZATION  OF  REDEMPTION 

Protestant  activists  were  a  driving  force  in  the  common-school  crusade, 
especially  on  successive  frontiers.  Missionaries,  settled  ministers,  and 
devout  men  and  women  took  a  prominent  place  in  the  ranks  of  school 
promoters  and  regarded  public  education  with  proprietary  interest  as 

a  pan-Protestant  establishment.  Fired  with  the  enthusiasm  of  the  prose- 
lytizer,  they  saw  the  common  school  as  only  one  among  many  agencies 

to  carry  out  God's  will.  Distrustful  of  ephemeral  party  politics,  they 
were  nonetheless  profoundly  political  in  their  conception  of  society. 

They  wanted  nothing  less  than  to  bring  about  God's  government  on 
earth. 

European  visitors  were  puzzled,  John  Higham  notes,  that  Americans 

"could  be  so  intensely  religious  in  a  setting  that  seemed  so  largely 
secular.  In  actuality,  secular  life  was  suffused  with  a  pan-Protestant 
ideology  that  claimed  to  be  civic  and  universal. ...  It  infused  a  general- 

ized piety  in  school  textbooks  and  civic  oratory."  This  outlook  gave 
Protestant  activists  a  feeling  of  "praetorian  responsibility  for  the  whole 
society,"  for  they  "identified  the  kingdom  of  God  with  the  American 
Republic"  and  saw  its  destiny  as  "manifest."1 

The  religious  awakening  of  the  early  nineteenth  century  and  a  con- 
tinuing series  of  revivals  released  great  social  energy,  much  of  which 

became  channeled  into  educational  reform  movements.  This  evangel- 
ical quickening  in  the  mainstream  northern  Protestant  churches — no- 

tably the  Presbyterian,  Congregational,  Baptist,  and  Methodist — not 
only  stimulated  concern  for  personal  salvation  through  an  experience 

of  conversion  but  also  inspired  social  activism  designed  to  purify  soci- 
ety. Not  all  denominations  or  factions  within  churches  shared  this 

sense  of  "praetorian  responsibility,"  of  course,  and  members  of  non- 
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evangelical  sects  like  the  Unitarians  were  also  prominent  in  social  re- 
form. But  the  quickening  of  religious  faith  produced  a  powerful  im- 

pulse to  educate  Americans  to  carry  out  their  millennial  destiny.  As  a 

result,  individual  churches  and  interdenominational  voluntary  associa- 
tions created  a  host  of  agencies  that  became  forerunners  of  the  public- 

school  system.2 
Of  these  institutions,  perhaps  the  most  revealing  was  the  Sunday 

School.  At  first  there  was  little  difference  either  in  ideology  or  practice 

between  the  nondenominational  Sunday  School  and  the  "public"  but 
actually  pan-Protestant  common  school  (often  called  the  "weekday 
school").  The  American  Sunday  School  Union  (ASSU),  founded  in  1824, 
illustrates  the  purposes  and  methods  of  the  evangelical  educational 
reformers.  Although  Sunday  Schools  later  became  sectarian  agencies  to 

train  children  in  the  doctrines  of  particular  faiths — as  they  typically  are 
now — at  first  the  ASSU  had  a  broader  purpose.  The  early  Sunday 
Schools  often  reached  adults  as  well  as  children  and  frequently  taught 

illiterates  to  read.  They  were  pan-Protestant  rather  than  denomina- 
tional. Similar  in  their  purposes  and  even  in  their  curriculum  to  many 

of  the  "public"  schools  of  the  time,  they  were  often  held  in  the  same 
building  as  the  free  "weekday"  public  schools  and  were  taught  by 
"weekday"  teachers  on  Sundays.  The  purposes  of  the  ASSU  were  "to 
concentrate  the  efforts  of  existing  Sabbath-school  societies  in  the  differ- 

ent sections  of  our  country;  to  strengthen  the  hand  of  the  friends  of 

religious  instruction  of  the  Lord's  Day;  to  disseminate  useful  informa- 
tion, circulate  moral  and  religious  publications  in  every  part  of  the  land, 

and  to  endeavor  to  plant  a  Sunday-School  wherever  there  is  a  popula- 

tion." In  spreading  the  gospel  the  ASSU  used  whatever  means  were 
necessary,  including  teaching  people  to  read  and  stimulating  the  found- 

ing of  churches,  but  it  saw  its  program  as  an  auxiliary  to  the  public 
school  and  the  various  Protestant  denominations.  Its  main  concern  was 

to  reach  the  neglected,  those  who  had  not  the  means  of  grace,  the 
unchurched  and  untaught  wherever  they  might  be  found,  in  city  slum 
or  in  the  open  countryside.  It  was  a  missionary  enterprise  that  united 
rather  than  divided  the  lay  leaders  of  evangelical  denominations.  Such 

interdenominational  cooperation  in  founding  a  "union"  of  nonsectarian 
Sunday  Schools  prepared  the  way  for  similar  Protestant  cooperation  in 

founding  public  schools.3 
The  ASSU  was  an  extraordinarily  efficient  enterprise.  By  1828  it  had 

branches  in  most  states  and  enrolled  about  one-seventh  of  all  children 
aged  five  to  fifteen.  This  was  just  the  beginning,  for  in  1829  the  Union 

vowed  to  place  a  Sunday  School  "in  every  destitute  place"  in  the  Missis- 
sippi Valley  from  Michigan  to  Louisiana,  from  the  Alleghenies  to  the 
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Rockies.  Its  promoters  did  not  think  small.  Designed  by  prosperous 

merchants  and  lawyers  in  eastern  cities,  the  Union  was  a  complex  bu- 

reaucracy of  redemption  and  a  marketing  system  as  well  as  a  decentral- 
ized missionary  enterprise.  The  headquarters  in  Philadelphia  housed  an 

elaborate  organization  consisting  of  a  lay  board,  president  and  vice- 

president,  and  several  "managers"  each  responsible  for  tasks  broken 
down  by  function  and  geographical  regions.  The  managers  supervised 

agents  in  the  field  who  were  each  assigned  to  particular  territories  and 

who  numbered  322  by  1854.  The  staff"  conducted  research  and  kept 
accounts  of  souls  reached:  surveys  of  the  churched  and  unchurched, 

questionnaires  collected  from  local  Sunday  School  superintendents, 

records  of  how  many  miles  the  missionaries  traveled,  the  audiences 

they  addressed,  and  the  numbers  of  books  and  tracts  they  distributed. 

Such  records  helped  them  to  plan  their  strategies  and  win  funds  from 

hardheaded  businessmen.  Financier  Jay  Cooke  was  a  fiscal  manager  at 

the  Union  before  he  went  on  to  bigger  things  in  the  1860s.4 
Before  any  business  firm  in  America  had  a  middle  manager,  the 

Union  had  its  own  intermediate  officials  and  had  pioneered  a  national 

marketing  system.  Charles  Foster  writes  of  the  lay  trustees  and  paid 

leaders  who  designed  this  advanced  organization:  "Their  objective 
was  not  merely  to  produce  and  distribute  religious  material  efficiently 

but  to  bring  the  Kingdom  of  God  to  the  United  States — by  driving 

every  other  form  of  literature  off  the  market  by  price  competition." 
They  used  methods  far  "in  advance  of  current  business  practice.  It 
was  undoubtedly  the  first  American  experience  of  mass  production  for 

a  national  market  at  the  lowest  possible  price;  it  was  not  merely  pro- 
duction at  a  low  profit  but  at  a  deliberate,  calculated  loss  to  be  made 

good  by  the  faithful."  The  Sunday  School  books  and  other  tracts  were 
standardized  in  appearance  and  price,  allocated  through  warehouse 

managers,  and  promoted  by  salesmen  (missionaries)  all  over  the  na- 
tion. Later  the  Union  developed  uniform  lessons  to  be  used  on  the 

same  day  all  over  the  world.  Because  of  its  centralized  corporate 

structure,  the  ASSU  was  far  more  bureaucratized  in  operation  than 

any  state  public-school  system,  at  least  until  the  Progressive  era.  In- 
deed it  anticipated  the  bureaucratization  of  city  schools  in  the  latter 

part  of  the  nineteenth  century.5 
Standardization  proceeded  quickly  at  the  local  level.  Long  before 

public-school  systems  acquired  their  superintendents,  the  Sunday 
School  superintendent  was  a  familiar  male  authority  figure  organizing 

the  work  of  his  unpaid,  mostly  female  teachers.  One  of  the  best  known 

of  these  was  the  merchant  John  Wanamaker,  who  superintended  the 
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largest  Sunday  School  in  North  America,  using  the  latest  techniques  of 

advertising  and  management  of  large  groups  of  people.  "When  Wana- 
maker  was  appointed  Postmaster  General  by  President  Harrison  in 

1889,"  wrote  Robert  Lynn  and  Elliott  Wright,  "he  was  willing  to  let 
others  run  the  store  but  not  to  give  up  a  weekly  trip  to  Philadelphia  to 

supervise  activities  at  Bethany."  John  D.  Rockefeller  ran  a  Sunday 
School  in  Cleveland.  To  such  men  there  was  nothing  contradictory 

about  amassing  wealth  and  being  pious,  between  the  hectic  pace  of 

industrial  expansion  and  the  salvation  of  souls.  A  Sunday  School  hymn 
ran  thus: 

As  you  roll  across  the  trestle, /Spanning  Jordan's  swelling  tide, 
You  behold  the  Union  Depot /Into  which  your  train  will  glide; 

There  you'll  meet  the  sup'rintendent,/God  the  Father,  God  the  Son, 
With  the  hearty,  joyous  plaudit, /"Weary  pilgrim,  welcome  home."6 

The  elite  architects  of  the  Sunday  School  movement  had  definite  no- 
tions of  what  a  standard  American  Christian  should  be  like,  and  from 

their  positions  of  power  in  the  metropolis  they  tried  to  shape  the  men- 
tality of  people  in  the  countryside  to  this  design.  There  was  nothing 

haphazard  or  decentralized  about  their  technology  or  their  ideology  of 

reform.  But  when  one  looks  at  the  experience  of  the  missionaries  in  the 

field,  one  sees  that  even  such  a  businesslike  Christian  venture  finally 

depended  on  local  people  who  shared  a  common  evangelical  ideology. 

Many  were  the  barren  and  stony  fields,  and  tales  of  the  ordeals  of 

Sunday  School  missionaries  often  rivaled  those  of  evangelists  in  foreign 
lands;  not  all  barbarians  lived  across  the  ocean,  nor  did  all  Americans 

agree  about  the  terms  of  God's  government.  Crossing  icy  streams  or 
brushy  mountain  passes  was  not  so  trying  as  encountering  frontier 

families  who  seemed  to  revel  in  their  ignorance,  their  Sabbath-break- 

ing, and  their  corn  whisky.7 
The  ASSU  fieldworkers,  like  those  of  the  tract  and  Bible  societies, 

worked  in  ways  quite  similar  to  the  county  and  state  public-school 
superintendents  who  traveled  about  on  horseback  from  community  to 

community  trying  to  rouse  the  consciousness  of  the  local  people  about 

educating  their  children.  An  ASSU  missionary  would  usually  seek  out 

an  influential  local  person  as  an  initial  contact,  perhaps  sending  him 

tracts  or  some  promotional  literature  in  advance.  This  local  notable 

would  assist  in  calling  a  meeting  of  his  fellow  citizens  at  which  the 

missionary  would  exhort  the  congregation  to  set  up  Sunday  Schools  or 

improve  the  ones  they  had  (improvement  usually  included  buying 
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ASSU  school  books  and  a  predigested  curriculum).  If  the  residents  were 
poor,  often  the  rich  merchants  in  the  metropolis  would  donate  the 
tracts.  After  all,  said  one  enthusiast,  Francis  Scott  Key,  it  was  a  bargain 

if  the  Union  "gives  a  child  a  testament  and  teaches  him  to  read  it  for 
37. cents."  Many  of  the  books  provided  by  the  ASSU  and  the  tract 
societies  found  their  way  into  public  schools  in  parts  of  the  country 
where  reading  matter  was  scarce.  And  in  1859,  of  the  50,000  libraries 

that  were  classified  as  "public,"  30,000  were  in  Sunday  Schools.  The 
ASSU  advanced  toward  its  bluntly  stated  goal  of  being  "dictators  to  the 
consciences  of  thousands  of  immortal  beings."  That  was  a  far  better  way 
to  achieve  God's  government  than  to  trust  to  political  parties.  Not  far 
beneath  the  surface  of  "voluntary"  societies  lurked  an  impulse  to  co- 

erce.8 
Alexis  de  Tocqueville  expressed  the  difference  between  the  coercive 

but  "voluntary"  moral  consensus  sought  by  the  evangelicals  and  the 
tumultuousness  of  secular  politics:  "In  the  moral  world,  all  is  classified, 
coordinated,  foreseen,  decided  in  advance.  In  the  political  world,  ev- 

erything is  agitated,  contested,  uncertain;  in  the  one,  passive  obedi- 
ence, although  voluntary;  in  the  other,  independence,  mistrust  of  expe- 

rience, and  jealousy  of  all  authority."9 
Cooperation  in  the  pan-Protestant  Sunday  School  movement  and  in 

similar  campaigns  gave  Protestants  in  the  united  evangelical  front  a 

precedent  for  supporting  a  similar  "nonsectarian"  public  school  rather 
than  competing  with  one  another  in  establishing  separate  denomina- 

tional schools.  There  were,  of  course,  other  reasons  for  creating  a  com- 
mon school  at  public  expense.  One  was  the  dispersion  of  the  rural 

population,  which  would  have  made  separate  church  schools  almost 

impossible  to  support.  Public-school  advocates  also  believed  that  the 
democratization  of  the  suffrage  made  it  desirable  for  the  young  to 
undergo  the  same  civic  indoctrination  in  school  at  an  impressionable 

age.  But  schools  were  not  to  be  "political"  in  a  partisan  sense,  at  least 
in  theory,  for  they  were  part  of  God's  government,  above  secular  con- 

tests and  devoted  to  producing  individuals  worthy  of  a  redeemer  na- 
tion. American  Protestants  united  in  support  of  the  common  school,  for 

it  embodied  important  common  elements  of  a  shared  millennialism.* 
One  of  the  groups  with  the  clearest  mandate  to  found  common 

schools  was  the  corps  of  home  missionaries  sent  West  to  the  new  territo- 
ries by  groups  like  the  American  Home  Missionary  Society  (AHMS). 

*In  section  6  we  discuss  ethocultural  opposition  to  the  political-religious  common 
denominator  prompted  by  the  united  evangelical  front. 
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Indeed,  the  influence  of  these  missionaries  illustrated  the  seminal  work 

of  evangelical  schoolmen  in  the  institution-building  that  was  taking 
place  in  public  education.  This  role  was  epitomized  in  many  respects 
by  the  career  of  George  Atkinson,  an  AHMS  missionary  who  went  to 
Oregon  to  work  for  the  Lord  in  1848. 

In  Search  of  Huck  Finn:  George  Atkinson 

Nancy  Atkinson  sat  alertly  in  her  Boston  rocking  chair  as  Indians 
rowed  her  and  her  missionary  husband,  the  Reverend  George  Atkinson, 

up  the  Willamette  River  from  Fort  Vancouver  to  Oregon  City.  Remem- 
bering the  fate  of  other  missionaries  (the  Whitmans,  who  had  been 

murdered  recently  in  Washington),  the  Atkinsons  were  entering  a  new 
and  possibly  threatening  world.  They  had  no  doubts  about  their  task, 
however.  It  was  to  recreate  on  the  distant  Oregon  frontier  the  kind  of 
Protestant  civilization  they  had  known  in  New  England.  A  graduate  of 

Dartmouth  College  and  Andover  Theological  School  and  a  Congrega- 
tional minister,  Atkinson  knew  that  his  native  New  England  should  be 

"a  model"  for  the  West.  He  and  his  wife  had  never  left  New  England 
in  spirit.  With  the  stubborn  ethnocentrism  of  an  Englishman  donning 
his  dinner  jacket  nightly  in  the  tropics,  Atkinson  carried  an  elm  tree 

around  Cape  Horn  and  planted  it  in  his  yard  amid  giant  firs — the  first 
in  Oregon.  He  preferred  dried  cod  to  fresh  salmon  and  brought  along 
$200  worth  of  Yankee  school  books.  A  neighbor  watching  Atkinson 
clearing  the  brush  and  decaying  logs  from  his  front  yard,  warned  him 

that  "if  you  have  as  great  a  work  to  do  in  the  moral  world  in  Oregon 
as  yoii  have  in  the  natural  world,  you  have  a  great  work  before  you."10 

So  he  did.  When  Atkinson  arrived  in  Oregon  there  were  only  a  few 
struggling  private  schools.  When  he  died  in  1889,  public  education  was 
flourishing,  and  for  his  arduous  crusading  he  became  known  as  the 
father  of  the  common  school  in  the  state.  His  commission  by  the  AHMS 

had  instructed  him  to  attend  to  common  schools  as  part  of  the  mission- 

ary program  to  create  "churches,  schools,  whatever  would  benefit  hu- 
manity— temperance,  virtue;  the  industrial,  mental,  moral  and  religious 

training  of  the  young,  and  the  establishment  of  society  upon  sound 

principles  by  means  of  institutions  of  religion  and  learning."  Accord- 
ingly, Atkinson  called  on  Governor  Lane  in  March,  1849,  to  plead  the 

cause  of  public  education.  Lane  asked  Atkinson  to  draft  the  substance 

of  his  legislative  message  on  education.  On  5  September  1849,  the 
legislature  passed  a  law  also  largely  designed  by  Atkinson.  Somewhat 
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revised  by  subsequent  legislation,  this  law  remained  in  force  during 

Atkinson's  lifetime.  It  provided  for  a  "uniform  and  general  system  of 

common  schools"  and  a  hierarchy  of  school  directors,  commissioners, 
and  a  superintendent,  as  well  as  a  common-school  fund.  Atkinson  was 
appointed  first  school  commissioner  for  Clackamas  County  and 

promptly  drew  the  school  district  boundaries.  The  law's  reach  exceed- 
ed its  grasp:  some  of  the  school  districts  in  that  vast  county  had  no 

inhabitants.11 
Sparseness  of  settlement  handicapped  the  founding  of  churches  as 

well  as  of  schools.  Like  township  land  speculators,  ministers  often  tried 

to  predict  where  the  population  would  settle  in  order  to  occupy  the 
strategic  sites  of  future  cities.  Men  like  Atkinson  sensed  that  the  river 

towns  in  Oregon,  like  those  in  the  Ohio  and  Mississippi  River  Valleys, 

would  soon  dominate  the  commercial  and  transport  system  of  the  terri- 

tory. In  such  accessible  settlements  one  might  rapidly  transplant  civi- 

lized institutions.  "Settlements  are  the  foundations  of  our  social  and 

moral  edifice,"  wrote  Atkinson.  "Roving  teachers  and  roving  ministers 
make  moving  schools  and  wandering  churches,  and  these  produce  a 

people  of  like  disposition."12 
If  frontiersmen  were  individualistic,  skeptical,  barbaric,  ignorant — so 

many  Huck  Finns  who  had  lit  out  for  the  territories — then  this  simply 
increased  the  need  to  civilize  them.  Atkinson  recalled  that  when  the 

western  fever  hit  Vermont  "a  distinguished  clergyman  spoke  disparag- 
ingly of  the  movement,  and  remarked  that  those  who  left  their  eastern 

homes  and  churches,  could  well  be  spared,  as  they  were  an  unstable 

class,  who  could  not  be  relied  upon."  Unstable  they  were,  and  powerful 
means  had  to  be  devised  to  bring  them  to  Christ.  Scattered  settlers 

were  bereft  of  "all  educational  and  religious  privileges."  Uninstructed 

parents  felt  that  "they  have  got  on  well  enough  and  their  children  can," 
thereby  tending  "to  lower  the  standard  of  education  and  convert  the 
children  to  barbarism. "  Fathers  went  hunting  on  the  Sabbath,  young 

men  lurched  down  the  streets  of  the  town,  cheeks  flushed  by  "the 

intoxicating  cup,"  and  children  ran  wild.  Many  pioneers  were  willing 
to  practice  total  abstinence — from  church  and  school.13 

The  missionaries  hoped  they  could  at  least  reach  the  children.  "Multi- 
tudes of  children  and  youth,  some  orphans,  need  to  be  rightly  trained 

in  S.  Schools  and  in  week  schools  and  Academies,"  Atkinson  com- 

mented. Parents  must  be  taught  "the  advantage  of  disciplining  and 

storing  the  minds  of  their  children."  This  reconstruction  of  the  family 
and  through  it  the  redemption  of  the  society  was  no  easy  task.  Atkinson 

lamented  that  parents  had  no  religious  training  "and  therefore  ...  no 
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capacity,  purpose  or  desire  of  giving  it"  to  their  own  children.  "We  have 
a  class  who  have  no  attachments,  religiously  or  hardly  in  family  or 
society,  who  will  not  assume  responsibility  unless  they  are  made  to  feel 

their  obligations."14 
Ministers  in  Oregon  feared  that  settlers  would  fall  prey  to  Roman 

Catholics  who  were  rapidly  building  schools  and  churches.  Through 

their  correspondence  runs  a  common  note  of  anti-Catholic  hysteria, 
which  was  also  a  staple  item  in  the  fund-raising  literature  of  the  mis- 

sionary societies.  The  minister  who  had  preached  Atkinson's  ordina- 
tion sermon  in  Vermont  had  warned  of  the  wicked  ways  of  the 

"mother  of  abominations,"  of  "crowds  of  Catholics,  of  priests  and  bish- 
ops, sent  out  by  the  Pope  and  emptied  upon  our  shores,  their  institu- 

tions of  learning — their  monasteries  and  nunneries — their  churches 
and  cathedrals  scattered  over  the  land  .  .  .  even  upon  the  shores  of  the 

Pacific."  Did  not  Oregon  City  demonstrate  the  fact?  Since  the  arrival 
of  two  priests  in  1838  the  Catholic  establishment  had  grown  until  the 

province  included  three  bishops,  twenty-seven  priests,  thirteen  sis- 
ters, and  two  schools.  Atkinson  glumly  recorded  that  Catholics  were 

building  a  girls'  school  right  next  to  his  house  and  that  fickle  Protes- 
tants were  sending  their  daughters  there.  He  became  obsessed  with 

the  idea  that  "by  education  .  .  .  the  Catholics  will  get  their  influence." 
Ezra  Fisher,  a  Baptist  missionary  who  was  trying  to  build  a  school  in 
Oregon  City,  implored  eastern  donors  to  send  a  Protestant  bell  to 

clang  in  competition  with  the  papal  bells;  "the  Romans  regulate  the 
time  of  our  city,"  he  wrote  in  despair.15 

For  ministers  like  Atkinson  who  depended  on  support  from  eastern 

missionary  bureaucracies,  founding  schools — both  public  and  private — 
was  a  vital  way  to  justify  the  funds  poured  into  their  work.  Partly 
because  he  had  such  high  standards  of  piety  for  admission  to  church 
membership,  after  fifteen  years  of  laboring  in  the  Oregon  vineyard 
Atkinson  had  only  about  twenty  active  church  members  (he  did  not 
compute  the  per  capita  cost  of  conversion).  But  setting  up  academies 
and  colleges,  establishing  Sunday  Schools,  selling  Bibles  and  textbooks, 

and  above  all  establishing  public-school  systems  helped  to  persuade 
eastern  donors  that  the  missionaries  were  earning  their  keep.  In  ex- 

plaining why  they  admired  their  minister,  the  trustees  of  Atkinson's 
congregation  chose  this  order  of  priorities:  "the  labors  of  our  pastor 
have  been  greatly  instrumental  in  advancing  the  cause  of  education  in 

our  midst;  in  maintaining  a  firm  and  consistent  opposition  to  intemper- 
ance; in  laying  the  foundations  for  moral,  religious  and  intelligent  com- 

munity; and  in  dissemination  of  sound  piety."  They  saw,  as  he  did,  that 
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Atkinson  and  his  fellow  ministers  had  a  unified  strategy  of  creating  a 
Protestant  paideia,  a  gathering  of  people  into  communities  in  which 

family,  church,  and  school  could  reinforce  each  other.16 
Most  of  the  Protestant  institution  builders  did  not  draw  sharp  distinc- 

tions between  public  and  private  education  except  for  Roman  Catholic 
schools.  Ministers  were  eagerly  sought  as  teachers  of  public  as  well  as 

sectarian  schools  and  welcomed  as  leaders  in  teachers'  associations.  In 
communities  that  had  chosen  to  support  public  elementary  schools, 
they  rarely  tried  to  duplicate  the  common  school  with  religious  schools. 

Instead  they  concentrated  on  founding  academies  and  "colleges" 
(mostly  secondary  schools  at  best),  often  in  rural  areas  where  there  was 
no  alternative  to  boarding  schools.  In  order  to  attract  pupils  these 

denominational  schools  were  largely  pan-sectarian  in  practice,  trying  to 
appeal  to  all  Protestant  families.17 

Atkinson  saw  little  difference  between  public  education  and  Protes- 
tant schools  open  to  all  children.  His  experience  illuminates  this  easy 

shifting  from  private  to  public  education.  Although  he  had  written  the 

public-school  bill  and  was  superintendent  of  schools  for  Clackamas 
County,  he  did  not  hesitate  to  establish  the  Clackamas  Female  Semi- 

nary when  he  realized  that  the  citizens  of  Oregon  City  would  procrasti- 
nate about  starting  a  public  school.  After  a  decade  Oregon  City  pur- 

chased the  seminary's  building  and  used  it  as  a  public  school,  hiring 
Atkinson  and  his  wife  as  teachers.  They  graded  the  school  on  the  model 

of  Boston's  Quincy  School.  Later,  Atkinson's  daughter  taught  in  an 
Episcopal  parochial  school  in  Portland.  At  the  very  time  that  Atkinson 
was  defending  the  Portland  public  high  school  from  attacks  by  private 
schoolmen  and  other  enemies,  he  was  founding  sectarian  academies  in 

the  Washington  territory.  Moreover,  he  was  a  trustee  of  sectarian  insti- 

tutions while  serving  as  a  public-school  superintendent.18 
His  description  of  the  role  of  county  school  superintendent  resem- 

bled his  own  later  work  as  general  missionary  inwthe  Northwest  for  the 
American  Home  Missionary  Society: 

No  office  has  proved  more  important  to  our  public  schools  than  this.  Its 
direct  and  frequent  contact  with  the  people  in  personal  speech  and  by  the 
press,  enables  the  faithful  officer  to  watch  every  feature  of  the  school  system 
in  its  practical  working  in  every  district,  and  to  flash  the  light  of  the  best 
experience  and  the  warmth  of  earnest  conviction  upon  every  little  company 
of  co-workers,  to  stimulate  their  interest  and  cheer  their  progress.  It  is  just 
to  say  that  the  office  of  County  Superintendent  can  be  the  local  inspiration 
of  the  system  or  the  dead  weight  upon  its  vitality.  It  can  be  the  radiant  light 
of  full  reports  for  all  the  people,  or  the  center  of  darkness. 
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The  formal  duties  of  the  county  superintendents  were  simply  to  exam- 
ine and  certify  teachers,  to  disburse  school  money,  and  to  visit  and 

report  on  the  schools.  Those  familiar  with  Atkinson's  work  testified  that 
he  was  "the  local  inspiration  of  the  system,"  a  person  who  persuaded 
citizens  to  put  their  ideals  into  practice.  As  superintendent  in  Clack- 

amas and  Multnomah  counties,  he  visited  remote  corners  of  the  county 

where  log  schoolhouses  nestled  among  Douglas  firs.  He  advised  teach- 
ers about  the  best  textbooks.  He  preached  to  the  public  about  the  need 

for  good  schools  and  wrote  hortatory  articles  about  "school  morals  and 
discipline,  primary  instruction,  the  selection  of  teachers,  and  other  sub- 

jects" in  the  newspaper.  He  persuaded  "several  young  men  of  good 
education  who  were  out  of  employment  or  disheartened,  to  teach,  and 

in  this  way  several  successful  teachers  were  made."  He  helped  grade 
Portland  schools  and  examined  the  achievement  of  the  scholars.  On  his 

trips  East  he  studied  educational  improvements  and  publicized  this 
information  on  his  return  to  Portland.  A  leader  among  teachers  in  the 

county,  he  was  chosen  president  of  the  Multnomah  County  Teachers' 
Association  when  it  was  formed  in  1871.  He  wrote  a  history  of  public 
education  in  Oregon  for  the  1876  International  Centennial  Exhibition 
in  Philadelphia  and  regularly  reported  on  education  in  Oregon  and 

Washington  to  John  Eaton,  United  States  Commissioner  of  Education.19 
In  1888,  shortly  before  his  death,  George  Atkinson  spoke  at  the  Na- 

tional Education  Association's  convention  in  San  Francisco,  urging 
educators  to  use  the  Bible  as  a  textbook  in  the  public  school.  He  argued 

that  "the  right  training  of .  . .  future  citizens  takes  precedence  of  every 
other  question."  The  school  must  reach  those  whom  home  and  church 
do  not  train  and  "compel . . .  youth  to  be  law-respecting  and  law-abiding 
citizens."  As  the  influence  of  family  and  minister  diminished,  the  public 
school  had  to  take  over  an  increasing  share  of  moral  indoctrination. 

There  was  a  "pressure  of  necessity  upon  the  guardians  of  the  public 
welfare  now"  to  avert  catastrophe.  Secular  history  and  civics  were  not 
enough;  the  school  must  teach  Christian  sanctions  that  buttressed  recti- 

tude. "These  principles  are  axioms,  self-evident  truths,"  he  said,  "need- 
ing only  to  be  stated  in  order  to  be  admitted."20 

Reconciled  to — indeed  proud  of — the  voluntary  system  in  their 
churches,  many  Protestant  ministers,  like  Atkinson,  saw  no  incongruity 

in  urging  the  majority  to  make  the  common  school  a  pan-Protestant 
establishment.  People  of  proper  conscience  would  recognize  the  need 
for  public  education;  others  must  have  the  chance  to  acquire  a  proper 
conscience. 

Atkinson's  intense  concern  for  the  afterlife  and  religious  doctrine  did 
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not  preclude  strong  interest  in  worldly  affairs.  He  was  an  enthusiastic 
promoter  of  the  economic  development  of  the  Northwest.  He  ad- 

vocated the  planting  of  wheat  in  Washington's  "Inland  Empire"  and 
welcomed  commerce  and  the  railroads.  He  spoke  to  the  New  York  City 
Chamber  of  Commerce  about  investment  opportunities  in  the  West.  It 

was  said  of  him  that  "he  spoke  of  commerce  as  a  merchant  might  speak, 
of  railroads  like  a  corporation  president,  of  resources  like  a  capitalist." 
Like  his  fellow  missionary  Josiah  Strong,  he  had  no  doubt  that  the 

Anglo-Saxons  held  the  key  to  ordered  liberty  and  were  the  keepers  of 
the  American  political  tradition.  In  him  the  Victorian  trinity  of  entre- 

preneurial economic  outlook,  evangelical  Protestantism,  and  Ameri- 

canism found  characteristic  expression.21 

4.  LEADERSHIP  IN  A  DECENTRALIZED 
SOCIAL  MOVEMENT 

Social  movements  are  deliberate  attempts  to  modify  the  social  order  by 

mobilizing  opinion  and  action.  Joseph  Gusfield  defines  them  as  "socially 
shared  activities  and  beliefs  directed  toward  .  .  .  change."  The  leaders 
of  the  public-school  movement  sought  to  excite  a  sense  of  common 
purpose  among  their  fellow  citizens  in  order  to  renew  or  build  a  system 
of  common  schools.  In  the  settled  regions  of  the  East  their  task  was  not 
so  much  to  create  as  to  reinvigorate  a  system  of  public  schools.  In  the 

West  and  South  they  sought  to  build  new  systems.1 
Their  strategy  was  in  a  sense  a  didactic  one,  for  they  generally  lacked 

strong  official  power  or  the  sanctions  of  bureaucratic  authority.  As  Rob- 

ert Wiebe  has  written,  the  educational  "reformers  believed  that  they 
spoke  for  the  nation  rather  than  to  it.  They  assumed  that  community 

leaders  everywhere  shared  the  same  ethical  system,  the  same  dedica- 

tion to  public  service  and  the  same  aspirations  to  unity."  For  that  rea- 
son, they  endeavored  "not  to  convince  people  but  simply  to  rouse  them, 

and  like-minded  legions  across  the  land,  community  by  community, 

would  translate  their  dream  into  practice."  Not  all  could  be  easily 
aroused  to  consciousness,  of  course,  but  the  movement  was  predicated 

on  the  belief  that  citizens  could  recognize  their  duty  if  properly  re- 

minded. "It  was  fitting  that  Victorian  opinion  leaders  should  place  such 
a  premium  on  persuasion  rather  than  strong  government,"  writes  Dan- 

iel Walker  Howe,  for  with  the  proliferation  of  voluntary  groups  and 
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inexpensive  printing  "they  possessed  far  greater  access  to  the  opinions 
of  multitudes  than  had  ever  been  possible  before."2 
Who  were  the  reformers?  How  did  they  proceed  to  promote  the 

common  school?  By  and  large  the  prominent  educational  reformers 
resemble  the  more  general  picture  Howe  has  given  of  Victorian  opinion 
leaders:  they  were  of  British  origin,  Protestant,  and  professionals  or 

small-scale  entrepreneurs.  There  were,  of  course,  common-school  cru- 
saders who  were  German-American  or  black,  not  British-American; 

there  were  working-class  educational  reformers  who  shared  some  simi- 
lar values  with  their  bosses;  there  were  Catholics  or  Jews  who  helped 

to  build  a  common-school  system  even  though  it  generally  had  a  pan- 
Protestant  ethos.  But  the  roster  of  names  of  the  best-known  leaders  is 
mostly  British,  their  religious  backgrounds  mostly  Protestant,  and  their 
status  comfortably  middle  class. 

Most  of  the  prominent  school  crusaders  of  the  mid-century  had  very 
fluid  careers,  moving  from  one  occupation  to  another.  Very  few  picked 
education  as  a  lifelong  calling.  Their  alternate  occupations  give  some 
clue  to  their  location  in  the  economic  and  social  structure.  Consider  the 

occupational  histories  of  the  fourteen  educational  leaders  singled  out  by 
Ellwood  Cubberley  and  Lawrence  Cremin  as  key  reformers:  Henry 

Barnard,  Robert  Breckinridge,  James  Carter,  Isaac  Crary,  Ninian  Ed- 
wards, Samuel  Galloway,  Samuel  Lewis,  Charles  Mercer,  Caleb  Mills, 

John  Pierce,  Calvin  Stowe,  John  Swett,  and  Calvin  Wiley.  Collectively 

they  paralleled  Mann's  multi-faceted  career  as  lawyer,  state  and  federal 
legislator,  secretary  of  the  Massachusetts  Board  of  Education,  president 
of  Antioch  College.  Eleven  of  the  fourteen  were  elected  to  political 
office;  nine  were  lawyers;  ten  (like  Mann)  edited  journals;  six  were 
college  presidents  or  professors;  and  four  were  ministers  (almost  all,  like 
Mann,  were  deeply  religious  men).  Only  Swett  was  a  career  educator, 
and  even  he  went  in  and  out  of  school  work  as  a  result  of  changing 

political  fortunes.3 
Using  a  larger  sample  of  seventy-four  prominent  state  leaders  in 

education  in  the  years  from  1840  to  1890,  compiled  from  John  Ohles's 
Biographical  Dictionary  of  American  Educators,  Michael  Imber 

found  similar  multiple  career  patterns.  Thirty-four  percent  were  also 
ministers;  40  percent  were  lawyers  or  judges;  30  percent  were  college 

presidents  and  22  percent  college  professors;  18  percent  were  busi- 
nessmen; 14  percent  were  farmers;  and  a  number  of  them  worked  at 

other  jobs,  including  physician,  diplomat,  and  journalist.  (Because  the 
same  individuals  had  several  jobs,  the  totals  exceed  100  percent.)  In 
that  group  of  74  leaders,  only  12  percent  were  educators  all  their  lives 
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and  only  41  percent  of  the  74  had  ever  been  teachers  and /or 

principals.4 
For  many  of  the  educational  leaders — as  for  Mann — their  real  career 

was  promoting  reforms.  It  was  that  intensity  of  concern  that  gave  co- 
herence to  occupational  histories  that  to  twentieth-century  eyes  might 

appear  haphazard  or  even  dilletantish.  And  the  diversity  of  their  skills 
as  preachers,  writers,  politicians,  scholars,  and  lawyers  proved  to  be 
valuable  resources  in  their  work  as  reformers  in  multiple  causes. 

In  addition  to  the  career  fluidity  of  educational  promoters,  many 
were  highly  mobile  geographically.  Nine  of  the  fourteen  men  we 

named  above — who  pursued  their  educational  campaigns  in  seaboard 
states  ranging  from  Massachusetts  to  North  Carolina — came  from  New 

England.  Seventy-three  percent  of  Imber's  1840-1890  sample  came 
from  New  England  and  the  Middle  Atlantic  states  but  worked  all  over 
the  nation.  In  1842  Henry  Barnard  traveled  to  every  state  but  Texas, 

"preaching  the  gospel  of  common  school  reform,"  writes  Vincent  Lan- 
nie,  "to  eleven  legislatures  and  sixty  municipalities."  Horace  Mann, 
likewise  campaigned  for  public  education  in  states  ranging  as  far  west 

as  Iowa,  where  he  helped  to  write  a  new  school  law.5 
The  obituaries  of  pioneer  educators  published  in  the  NEA  Proceed- 

ings gave  dozens  of  examples  of  similar  Johnny  Appleseeds  of  the  com- 
mon-school movement.  One  active  superintendent,  Francis  Parsons, 

was  born  in  New  York  in  1840  and  ran  schools  in  Wisconsin,  Illinois, 
Kansas,  Missouri,  Nebraska,  Texas,  and  Alabama  before  he  died  in  1889. 
Joseph  Baldwin,  born  in  1827  in  Pennsylvania,  taught  in  public  schools 

and  normal  schools  in  Missouri,  Pennsylvania,  Indiana,  and  Texas,  ac- 
tively promoting  public  education  in  each  state.  Such  habits  of  transi- 

ency were  by  no  means  unusual.  Americans  were  a  migratory  people 
in  the  nineteenth  century  as  in  the  twentieth.  From  a  variety  of  census 
studies  of  American  cities,  towns,  and  rural  areas,  Stephan  Thernstrom 
estimates  that  40  to  60  percent  of  residents  moved  away  each  decade, 

and,  in  newly  opened  farming  areas  in  the  West,  only  about  one-third 

of  the  people  remained  in  the  same  place  from  one  census  to  the  next.6 
Migratory  as  many  of  the  common-school  promoters  may  have  been, 

most  of  them  had  a  distinct  image  of  their  task  as  bearers  of  civilized 
order  and  morality.  The  NEA  obituaries,  as  we  have  suggested,  laid  far 
more  stress  on  indices  of  character — such  as  coming  from  Puritan  New 
England  stock,  active  church  membership,  superintending  Sunday 
Schools,  or  promoting  causes  like  temperance — than  on  pedagogical 
expertise  or  specialized  training.  In  the  eulogies  the  school  leader  was 
an  expert  mainly  in  the  formation  of  moral  character.  Such  traditional 
qualities  legitimized  his  leadership,  as  they  would  that  of  a  minister.  It 
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was  hardly  accidental  that  many  of  the  eulogized  leaders  had  either 
been  clergymen  or  had  intended  to  enter  the  ministry.  Coming  largely 

from  respectable  but  hardly  affluent  middle-class  families — like  the 
twentieth-century  school  superintendents  who  succeeded  them — they 
saw  themselves  as  upholders  of  stern  standards  of  individual  morality 

and  a  common  denominator  of  civic  virtue  in  a  mobile,  rapidly  chang- 

ing economic  and  social  order.7 
In  many  ways,  Newton  Bateman  exemplified  the  type.  Migrating 

from  New  Jersey  to  Illinois  at  the  age  of  eleven,  he  attended  Illinois 
College,  and  under  the  powerful  religious  influence  of  its  founders  he 
intended  to  become  a  minister.  When  his  health  failed,  he  turned  in- 

stead to  education  and  became  principal  of  the  high  school  in  Jackson- 
ville, Illinois.  For  fourteen  years,  beginning  in  1859,  he  was  state  su- 

perintendent of  public  instruction  for  Illinois.  It  was  a  turning  point  in 

the  state's  history,  wrote  a  eulogist:  "The  history  of  the  world  is 
marked  by  significant  epochs,  decisive  crises.  If  the  right  work  is  done 

at  such  times,  then  follows  great  prosperity  or  happiness  to  the  indi- 
vidual or  the  state;  if  the  right  work  is  not  done,  the  progress  of  the 

individual  or  the  state  is  hindered."  Bateman,  he  said,  had  the  vision 
to  translate  weak  laws  into  effective  institutions  and  the  power  to  per- 

suade a  conflicting  and  confused  public  sentiment  to  support  a  public 
system  of  common,  high,  normal,  and  higher  schools.  Recognized  as 

"by  divine  right  the  leader  of  the  educational  army,"  Bateman  ex- 
pressed a  characteristically  millennial  hope  in  his  last  address  to  the 

state  teachers'  association:  "In  the  rapt  visions  that  come  to  me,  as 
they  come  to  all,  I  sometimes  seem  to  see  the  apocalyptic  gate  swing 
open,  and  far  down  the  aisles  of  the  future,  brightly  revealed  in  the 
soft  clear  light,  there  stands  the  incarnate  idea  of  the  coming 

teacher."8 
How  did  such  reformers  win  support  for  public  education?  Preachers, 

teachers,  lawyers,  politicians,  businessmen,  professors — these  aristo- 
crats of  character  who  spearheaded  the  common-school  movement 

used  a  variety  of  means  to  arouse  consciousness  and  to  form  networks 
of  peers  and  supporters.  Drawing  on  the  full  resources  the  culture 
provided,  they  employed  the  tested  methods  of  revival  religion,  the 
ideological  marketing  techniques  of  the  ASSU  and  Bible  and  tract  soci- 

eties, the  nationalistic  appeals  of  the  Fourth  of  July  convention  and 

political  campaigns,  and  the  communal  logrolling  mode  of  institution- 
building  common  in  rural  America.  They  made  full  use  of  the  voluntary 
associations  by  which  Americans  transacted  so  much  of  their  civic  busi- 

ness. They  edited  dozens  of  educational  journals  to  spread  their  ideas 
both  within  their  states  and  outside.  Those  who  moved  geographically 

47 



Managers  of  Virtue 

kept  in  touch  with  developments  in  other  parts  of  the  nation  and  sought 
to  reproduce  familiar  institutions  in  new  settlements  or  to  introduce 

innovations  pioneered  elsewhere.  Corresponding  with  one  another, 

exchanging  journals  and  school  reports,  they  quoted  one  another  freely 

and  felt  themselves  part  of  the  difficult  but  achievable  quest  for  Bate- 

man's  "golden  age  of  schools  and  teachers."  Mann  voiced  the  conviction 

of  many  of  his  peers  when  he  wrote  to  Barnard:  "You  and  I  and  others 
have  to  work  . . .  with  harassment  and  obstruction,  but  when  I  look  into 

the  future  and  see  the  beautiful  and  glorious  development  it  shall  have 

in  other  hands,  I  find  not  satisfaction  in  my  toils,  merely,  but  I  feel  a 

pride,  in  being  stationed  at  this  more  honorable  post  of  labor."  Public 

education,  he  wrote  his  friend,  "is  the  greatest  of  earthly  causes.  It  is 

part  of  my  religion  to  believe  that  it  must  prevail."9 
The  religious  revival  provided  one  important  model  in  spreading  the 

gospel  of  education,  a  technique  used  by  state  and  county  superinten- 
dents as  well  as  home  missionaries.  Like  the  itinerant  ministers  or 

Sunday  School  agents,  education  officials  in  the  early  stages  of  school- 
building  traveled  about  from  community  to  community  to  energize  the 

local  citizens.  They  would  typically  try  to  find  local  supporters — notable 

citizens  sympathetic  to  the  cause — who  would  help  them  set  up  public 
meetings  to  inspire  the  faithful  and  convert  the  dubious.  Often  using 

a  cadre  of  influential  organized  into  informal  local  networks,  school 

promoters  set  up  and  advertised  their  talks  on  school  improvement  well 
in  advance.  In  a  letter  to  Mann,  Barnard  described  the  work  of  one  such 

"school  missionary"  in  Connecticut: 

I  write  you  at  the  request  of  Mr.  W.L.  Baker,  a  teacher  who  on  my  invitation 

has  spent  the  last  four  or  five  months  in  visiting  schools,  selling  and  distribut- 
ing books  on  education,  addressing  assemblages  of  children,  of  teachers  & 

parents,  &  in  every  way  in  his  power  promoting  the  improvement  of  educa- 
tion in  this  state.  ...  He  is  anxious  to  enter  in  the  same  work — of  school 

missionary — in  Barnstable  County — to  visit  schools,  hold  meetings  in  each 
town,  dispose  of  books,  get  subscribers  to  your  Journal,  &  will  do  so  at  the  rate 

of  $30  a  month.  ...  He  makes  himself  very  acceptable  to  the  people.10 

An  important  part  of  the  work  of  early  state  and  county  superinten- 

dents was  to  conduct  "teachers'  institutes"  or  short-term  conventions 
to  train  teachers.  These  often  followed  the  format  of  religious  revivals, 

not  the  primitive  frontier  camp  meeting  with  its  hellfire  sermons  and 

writhing  sinners,  but  the  more  dignified  denominationally  sponsored 

revivals  of  the  1830s  and  1840s.  Carefully  planned  and  publicized  in 

advance,  as  Paul  Mattingly  notes,  these  "educational  revival  agencies" 
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not  only  focused  on  pedagogy,  but  also  sought  to  weld  "a  congregation 
of  individuals  into  a  conscious  moral  body  with  its  own  special  tone  and 

spiritual  goal."  Institutes  often  began  and  ended  with  prayer  and 
hymns,  and  ministers  were  often  employed  as  "conductors"  or  instruc- 

tors. Sometimes,  as  in  Wisconsin,  the  teachers  attending  experienced  a 

religious  as  well  as  a  pedagogical  conversion.11 

Educational  associations,  those  serving  educators,  lay  "friends  of  edu- 
cation," as  well  as  those  more  exclusively  composed  of  professional  state 

teachers,  were  an  important  means  of  carrying  on  the  crusade  for  com- 
mon schools.  One  of  the  earliest  and  most  prestigious  of  these  voluntary 

groups  was  the  American  Institute  of  Instruction.  Founded  in  1830,  this 
organization  helped  to  give  direction  to  a  national  movement  of  school 

reform,  although  its  membership  was  overwhelmingly  from  New  En- 
gland (180  of  its  250  founding  members  were  from  Massachusetts).  Most 

of  these  Massachusetts  members  were  teachers,  but  not  from  the  rank 
and  file  of  district  school  instructors,  who  were  young,  female,  and  with 

only  modest  training.  Instead,  they  were  all  men,  almost  all  were  col- 
lege graduates,  and  a  majority  taught  in  academies — a  group  that  re- 

garded itself  as  expert  in  the  training  of  character  and  as  the  elite  of  the 
educational  profession.  A  clan  with  a  similar  concern  for  traditional 
morality  was  the  large  contingent  of  ministers  in  the  Institute,  people 

who  supported  the  common  school  from  their  pulpits,  as  they  did  tem- 
perance and  other  reforms.  Public-school  teaching,  said  one  of  these 

minister  members,  was  clearly  "a  domestic  field  of  labor,  which  pro- 
mises .  .  .  much  for  the  advancement  of  the  Redeemer's  kingdom." 

Many  of  these  ministers  and  lay  reformers  were  also  active  in  the  other 
evangelical  agencies  such  as  the  ASSU  and  tract  societies;  indeed,  some 

of  them  sponsored  a  system  of  public-school  agents  that  closely  paral- 
leled the  work  of  the  ASSU,  traveling  about  as  circuit  riders  to  hold 

educational  revivals  and  to  give  training  sessions  to  district  school 

teachers  in  New  England,  New  York,  Ohio,  and  Illinois.12 
In  their  speeches  and  journal  the  members  of  the  Institute  sounded 

the  themes  that  dominated  the  rhetoric  of  school  promoters  during  the 

Victorian  era.  They  worried  about  the  alleged  decline  in  parental  disci- 
pline, the  alien  beliefs  and  habits  of  immigrants,  the  prevalence  of 

poverty  and  crime,  the  insolence  of  the  rich  and  the  violence  of  the 
mob,  and  the  danger  of  an  uneducated  electorate. 

Similar  associations  cropped  up  elsewhere  to  inspire  both  lay  people 
and  educators  to  support  educational  reform.  In  the  early  stages  the 
state  educational  associations  tended  to  be  dominated  by  the  state  su- 

perintendents, who  used  them  to  extend  their  own  influence  in  stand- 
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ardizing  educational  practice.  One  prominent  regional  society  was  the 

Western  Literary  Institute  and  College  of  Professional  Teachers  in  Cin- 
cinnati, which  boasted  such  luminaries  as  William  Holmes  McGuflFey, 

Lyman  Beecher,  and  Calvin  Stowe  (husband  of  Harriet  Beecher 

Stowe).13 
Educational  journals  tended  to  follow  the  same  pattern  as  the  state 

and  regional  associations.  At  first,  the  periodicals  devoted  to  education 
bore  titles  like  the  Free  School  Clarion  or  the  Illinois  Common  School 

Advocate  and  advanced  arguments  designed  to  appeal  to  citizens  in 

general.  Eighteen  journals  had  the  word  "advocate"  in  the  title.  The 
Monthly  Advocate  of  Education,  for  example,  announced  that  educa- 

tion was  "the  sheet  anchor  of  our  political  hopes  as  a  Nation  . . .  the  great 
lever  to  be  employed,  under  Providence,  for  the  political  and  moral 

regeneration  of  the  world."  General  and  inspirational  in  content,  draw- 
ing on  history  and  European  experience  for  rationales  for  reform,  their 

purpose  was  to  mobilize  public  opinion  in  favor  of  free  schooling.  Over 
time,  however,  as  the  common  school  became  institutionalized,  the 

educational  periodicals  became  more  narrowly  professional:  some 

stressed  how-to-do-it  classroom  procedures;  some  were  organs  of  state 
superintendents  in  which  the  officials  passed  on  new  state  regulations 
to  school  boards  and  teachers;  and  some  offered  news  of  the  activities 

of  county  or  state  teachers  reminiscent  of  the  fare  of  small-town  news- 

papers. With  the  important  exception  of  Barnard's  scholarly  American 
Journal  of  Education,  few  journals  during  the  nineteenth  century  were 

aimed  at  sophisticated  audiences  or  provided  specialized  knowledge. 

Such  journals  would  await  the  growth  of  the  field  of  education  as  a 

university  study,  which  did  not  flourish  until  the  turn  of  the  century.14 
Although  Barnard,  like  others,  dreamed  of  creating  a  national  center 

for  school  reform — what  he  called  a  "Central  Agency  for  the  Advance- 
ment of  Education  in  the  United  States" — and  wished  to  use  his  journal 

as  the  national  exchange  network  of  ideas  on  education,  no  periodical 

or  educational  association  won  preeminent  national  influence  during 

the  mid-nineteenth  century.  School  reformers  were  more  loosely 
linked  together,  less  subject  to  bureaucratic  controls,  than  were  the 

agents  and  missionaries  of  the  ASSU  or  the  missionaries  sponsored  by 

fund-raising  associations.  While  the  National  Education  Association 
tried  to  become  the  arbiter  of  national  policy,  its  real  influence  in  the 

early  years  was  hortatory  and  social;  it  was  a  place  where  the  pilgrims 

could  gather  to  share  ideas  and  to  comfort  one  another.15 
Typically,  the  early  state  superintendents  of  schools  had  little  formal 

power,  low  pay,  and  a  status  that  depended  heavily  on  their  qualities 
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of  character  and  personality.  Often  they  had  no  staff  and  worked  only 

part-time.  Like  the  Sunday  School  missionaries,  they  often  became 
circuit  riders,  traveling  from  place  to  place  to  give  speeches  to  citizens, 
visit  schools,  conduct  institutes  for  teachers,  and  collect  and  diffuse 

information.  Their  leadership  in  state  educational  associations  and  edi- 
torship of  state  education  journals  gave  them  some  influence  over 

teachers.  Their  location  in  the  state  capital  and  their  access  to  informa- 
tion usually  helped  them  to  shape  school  legislation,  particularly  if  they 

were  astute  politicians.  But  they  had  almost  no  real  leverage  over  the 

elected  county  superintendents,  who  usually  did  the  job  part-time 
while  pursuing  another  main  occupation.  State  leaders  also  frequently 
complained  that  local  boards  of  education  complied  with  legislation 

only  when  they  agreed  with  it.  Energetic  and  eloquent  state  superin- 
tendents could  and  did  make  a  difference — John  Swett  in  California,  for 

example,  did  much  to  raise  the  standards  of  training  and  certification 

of  teachers — but  the  most  successful  reformers  relied  most  heavily  not 
on  the  authority  of  their  official  position  but  on  alliances  with  local 

supporters  in  the  communities  of  their  states.16 
Sometimes  state  laws  or  directives  about  public  schools  operated  not 

as  a  stimulus  to  local  effort  but  as  a  drag  on  it.  Lloyd  Jorgenson  writes 
that  such  was  the  case  in  Wisconsin,  where  local  educational  reformers 
chafed  under  the  spending  limitations  imposed  on  school  districts  by 

the  territorial  lawmen:  "The  movement  for  free  schools  was  essentially 
a  local  one.  Tax-supported  schools  were  not  created  by  the  territorial 
legislation;  it  would  be  much  nearer  the  truth  to  say  that  they  devel- 

oped in  spite  of  the  legislation."  Indeed,  many  local  communities  in 
Wisconsin  moved  aggressively  to  create  schools.  Samuel  Luce,  a  Ver- 
monter  who  became  a  newspaper  editor  and  county  school  superinten- 

dent in'  Galesville,  Wisconsin,  reported  that  in  one  week  the  families  of 
a  district  had  organized  themselves  politically,  hired  a  teacher,  erected 
a  school,  and  started  enrolling  pupils.  He  observed  that  settlers  had 
much  work  to  do  in  clearing  land,  planting  crops,  and  building  shelters, 
but  he  believed  that  many  of  the  pioneers  feared  a  loss  of  familiar 
standards  of  education  and  civilization  and  hence  worked  hard  to  arrest 

a  possible  slide  into  Dogpatch.  German  immigrants  to  Wisconsin,  com- 
ing generally  from  places  where  literacy  and  school  attendance  rates 

were  high,  typically  tried  to  reproduce  the  educational  standards  of  the 
old  country  and  had  longer  school  terms  and  paid  teachers  better  than 
did  the  average  Wisconsin  district.  Places  where  evangelical  influences 
were  strong  also  tended  to  have  well-developed  schools  as  well  as 
churches  and  other  agencies  of  Protestant  socialization.  Often  it  took 
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some  time  for  leaders  at  the  state  or  territorial  level  to  bring  state 

standards  up  to  the  level  of  these  local  communities.17 

The  career  of  Michael  Frank,  sometimes  called  the  "father"  of  public 
education  in  Wisconsin,  illustrates  how  school  promoters  moved  back 
and  forth  between  the  local  and  state  levels  of  reform.  Frank  was  born 

in  New  York,  the  son  of  a  German  immigrant,  and  became  editor  of  the 

Southport  Telegraph  in  Kenosha  County,  Wisconsin,  in  1839.  An  advo- 
cate of  temperance  and  free  soil  as  well  as  public  education,  he  worked 

successfully  to  secure  a  territorial  school  law.  He  later  returned  to 

Southport  to  organize  meetings  of  residents  to  promote  a  local  free- 
school  system.  Succeeding  there  after  much  controversy,  he  returned 

again  to  the  state  level  when  Wisconsin  held  a  constitutional  conven- 
tion. With  the  help  of  Henry  Barnard  and  other  reformers,  Frank 

helped  to  write  the  clauses  that  embedded  a  system  of  public  schools 

in  the  constitution  of  the  state.  There  was  little  opposition  to  the  princi- 
ple of  the  common  school.  The  Racine  Advocate  expressed  a  widely 

held  conviction:  "Assure  the  gradual  progress  of  solid  and  enlightened 
education,  and  take  no  other  heed  for  the  morality  of  the  people."18 

In  a  study  of  the  role  of  local  newspapers  in  promoting  the  growth 
of  public  schooling  in  Ohio,  Edward  Stevens  notes  that  newspapermen 
like  Frank  and  Luce  were  catalysts  in  arousing  public  interest  in  the 
common  school.  While  attuned  to  local  events  and  tastes,  they  were 
often  sophisticated  men  aware  of  what  was  happening  in  the  rest  of  the 

world,  and  they  provided  vital  communication  links  for  people  in  geo- 
graphically isolated  communities.  They  had  a  vested  interest  in  literacy, 

for  it  helped  them  to  sell  their  product;  the  number  of  newspapers  and 

circulation  rates  increased  dramatically  during  the  first  half  of  the  nine- 
teenth century.  In  1810  there  were  359  papers  and  an  annual  circulation 

rate  of  3.81  per  capita  of  the  total  white  population;  by  1850  the  number 
had  grown  to  2,526  and  a  circulation  of  21.81.  Newspaper  publishers 
frequently  sold  school  textbooks,  too.  Newsmen  published  speeches 
given  by  the  reformers,  covered  state  legislation  on  education,  and 
argued  for  improved  local  schools.  Frequently,  to  prick  local  pride,  they 
described  the  advances  made  elsewhere.  The  geographically  mobile 
and  entrepreneurial  leaders  who  joined  the  westward  movement 

wanted  to  stay  in  touch  with  the  politics,  the  markets,  and  the  intellec- 
tual life  of  the  rest  of  the  country.  Newspapers  in  Ohio,  for  example, 

give  vivid  accounts  of  the  educational  reforms  sweeping  the  nation.  To 
be  out  of  contact  with  the  outside  world  was  to  subject  oneself  to  scorn, 

to  be  a  hick.  In  1853  the  Michigan  state  superintendent  said  that  the 
only  places  in  his  state  where  common  schooling  was  not  established 
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were  a  few  communities  "not  favored  with  conveniences  for  the  speedy 
transmission  of  news,  and  where  people  are  still  voting  for  General 

Jackson."19 Every  time  people  moved  into  new  regions  to  establish  settlements, 
leaders  among  them  emerged  to  prompt  the  building  of  churches  and 
schools,  bridges  and  roads,  banks  and  land  offices,  and  a  host  of  other 
community  needs.  Stanley  Elkins  and  Eric  McKitrick  argue  that  this 

recurring  process  of  institution-building  and  the  election  of  public  offic- 

ers helps  to  give  "a  meaning  for  Turner's  frontier,"  namely  that  the 
formation  of  new  settlements  did  call  forth  "wide  participation  in  pub- 

lic affairs,  a  diffusion  of  leadership,  a  widespread  sense  of  personal 

competence  to  make  a  difference."  New  communities  in  the  midwest- 
em  frontier  had  to  develop  their  own  cadres  of  leaders.  Local  influen- 
tials  rallied  their  townspeople  through  voluntary  associations  and 
sought  their  votes  for  public  office.  Often  one  person  moved  easily  from 

venture  to  venture.  James  Lathrop  of  Canton,  Ohio,  for  example,  be- 

came a  lawyer,  was  the  town's  first  librarian,  led  a  campaign  to  start  an 
academy,  turned  to  banking,  became  town  president,  and  then  was 

elected  to  the  Ohio  legislature,  where  he  was  chairman  of  the  commit- 

tee that  wrote  the  state's  first  law  requiring  school  taxation.20 
While  these  local  leaders  had  to  prove  themselves  to  their  fellow 

citizens,  it  would  be  questionable  to  assume  that  they  were  a  cross 

section  of  the  population.  In  analyzing  twenty-six  leaders  of  early  Trem- 
peauleau  County,  Wisconsin,  Merle  Curti  found  that  they  were  consid- 

erably wealthier  than  other  settlers,  that  they  were  almost  all  old-stock 
Yankees  (nineteen  were  born  in  New  England  and  New  York),  and  that 

they  continued  to  predominate  in  county  affairs  even  after  non-English- 
speaking  immigrants  had  become  a  majority  of  the  citizenry.  Patricia 
Graham  discovered  that  school  board  members  in  the  midwestern  com- 

munities she  studied  were  generally  prosperous  and  prominent  citi- 
zens. And  Frederick  Wirt  found  that  school  board  elections  in  nine- 

teenth-century Illinois  were  rarely  contested  and  showed  very  low 
rates  of  voter  turnout.  Such  conclusions  are  consistent  with  twentieth- 

century  studies  of  school  boards  and  other  forms  of  small-town  leader- 

ship that  show  that  "notables"  or  "contributors"  tend  to  come  from  the 
upper  reaches  of  the  social  structure  of  their  communities.21 

Although  the  governance  of  education  was  largely  decentralized  and 
the  task  of  creating  or  reforming  schools  was  largely  the  responsibility 

of  local  leaders  and  their  co-workers,  it  is  important  to  recall  that  the 
notables  in  these  local  communities  were  linked  together  with  state  and 
national  leaders  in  many  ways:  through  religious  associations  and 
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churches;  through  participation  in  regional  or  national  market  econo- 
mies; through  printed  media;  through  geographical  mobility;  and 

through  similar  political  interests,  ideologies,  and  organizations.22 
The  arguments  for  public  education  advanced  by  reformers  suggest 

the  complexity  of  their  motivations  and  interests.  We  have  already 
suggested  how  the  crusade  reflected  the  fears  and  aspirations  of  Protes- 

tants. Revival  religion  provided  much  of  the  social  energy  and  some  of 
the  motivational  and  organizational  techniques  used  by  school  promot- 

ers. Robert  Wiebe  suggests  a  pattern  to  be  found  in  the  ritualistic  ser- 
mons of  sin,  possible  damnation,  and  potential  salvation  preached  by 

many  of  the  educational  leaders:  "Both  speaker  and  listener  knew  that 
they  could  walk  the  edge  of  damnation  in  the  early  part  of  the  ritual 

with  assurance  that  the  path  would  ultimately  lead  them  to  safety."23 
Political  arguments  were  also  a  salient  part  of  the  case  for  the  com- 

mon school,  both  among  those  who  pointed  out  the  dangers  of  an 
uneducated  mob  and  among  those  who  argued  that  political  equality 
demanded  trained  intelligence  in  order  to  protect  the  rights  of  the 
common  man.  Of  special  concern  were  the  immigrants  who  needed, 

thought  the  reformers,  to  be  taught  Anglo-American  political  values 
and  institutions.  The  metaphors  and  similes  the  promoters  used  for  the 

process  of  political  incorporation  betrayed  their  biases  toward  the  vari- 
ous streams  of  immigrants.  Thus  Calvin  Stowe  in  Cincinnati,  on  the 

favored  Germans:  "Let  us,  then,  make  the  most  of  the  German  mind 
that  is  among  us;  and  from  the  mixture  produce  a  compound,  which, 

like  the  Corinthian  brass,  shall  be  more  precious  than  the  purest  gold." 
By  contrast,  a  writer  in  Massachusetts  regarded  the  Irish  as  similar 
to  the  muddy  Missouri  that  polluted  the  pure  upper  Mississippi  of 

Protestant  Yankees.24 
Whether  by  blending  strengths  of  immigrant  and  native  groups  or  by 

purifying  the  children  of  the  newcomers  of  their  parents'  imperfec- 
tions, the  common  school  was  expected  to  inculcate  the  Protestant- 

republican  ideology  in  the  newcomers.  Nothing  less  was  at  stake, 
thought  the  reformers,  than  the  perpetuity  of  the  republic.  Only  by 

reaching  the  young  and  shaping  their  individual  characters  could  God's 
government  survive  the  vagaries  of  secular  politics.  The  French  visitor 
Ferdinand  Buisson  declared  that  the  political  case  for  education  was 

made  both  by  those  who  hoped  and  those  who  feared:  "The  optimists, 
those  who  are  still  too  proud  of  their  country  to  let  anything  shake  their 
confidence  in  the  great  destinies  of  the  Union,  see  in  the  public  school 
one  of  the  glories  of  America  which  it  is  of  importance  to  preserve  in 
its  splendor.  Others,  who  feel  anxious  for  the  fate  of  the  Republic,  also 
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take  an  interest  in  the  school;  it  is  the  last  cherished  hope  they  will  part 

with."25 
Common-school  promoters  also  used  a  variety  of  economic  argu- 

ments designed  to  appeal  to  different  constituencies.  Conservatives 

fearful  for  the  security  of  their  wealth  claimed  that  schooling  was  a 

defense  against  mobs  and  thieves,  a  better  and  cheaper  cure  than  heavy 

locks  and  policemen.  Such  arguments  were  voiced  during  the  years 

following  the  Panic  of  1837  and  were  resurrected  in  the  depression 

years  of  the  late  1870s.  In  1877  the  president  of  the  National  Education 

Association  quoted  a  citizen  who  said  that  "  'it  was  the  good  sense  of  an 
immense  majority  of  working  people,  created,  fostered,  and  developed 

by  public  education,  that  saved  us  from  the  terrors  of  the  French 

Commune.'  "26 
Horace  Mann  advanced  arguments  similar  to  those  elaborated  by 

economists  of  the  human-capital  school  in  the  twentieth  century,  at- 
tempting to  prove  by  questionnaires  that  educated  workers  were  more 

productive  and  better  paid.  To  employers  he  claimed  that  schooling 

made  workers  more  industrious,  obedient,  and  adaptive,  thereby  in- 

creasing their  output;  to  working  people  he  held  out  the  hope  of  in- 
creased earnings.  Buisson  observed  that  Yankee  families  were  acutely 

aware  of  the  cash  value  of  education  in  a  complex  market  economy: 

Education  has  a  double  value:  it  has  besides  its  real  value  a  kind  of  surplus 
value,  resulting  from  its  practical  and  commercial  usefulness.  The  whole 
political  economy  of  the  United  States  takes  this  for  granted.  .  .  .  We  some- 

times think  that  the  eagerness  of  Americans  to  support  and  improve  schools 
is  a  kind  of  national  pride,  vanity,  or  show.  Not  at  all.  It  is  a  calculation,  and 
a  sound  one;  enormous  advances  are  made,  but  it  is  known  that  they  will  be 
returned  a  hundredfold. 

In  addition  to  socializing  workers  to  their  tasks,  protecting  property, 
and  creating  collective  wealth  and  individual  earnings,  promoters 

claimed  that  building  schools  in  new  communities  would  raise  property 

values  and  attract  settlers.  Local  boosterism  was  also  a  potent  force  in 

spreading  the  common  school,  part  of  the  contagion  of  land  speculation 

that  penetrated  most  of  the  nation.27 
These  and  other  arguments  reflected  the  diverse  purposes  of  leaders 

in  the  common-school  movement.  Idealistic  rationales  intersected  with 

private  motivations  and  class  interests  of  school  reformers  in  ways  al- 
most impossible  to  disentangle.  Indeed,  the  vision  of  a  providential 

universe  shared  by  many  educational  crusaders  blurred  the  lines  of 

distinction  between  religious,  political,  and  economic  concerns.  As  we 

55 



Managers  of  Virtue 

have  seen,  the  career  of  George  Atkinson  illustrates  such  overlapping 
values.  He  saw  the  common  school  as  the  creator  of  moral  character, 

"the  local  educator  in  the  principles  of  self-government,"  and  an  accler- 
ator  of  economic  development.  A  newspaper  obituary  summed  up  his 

life  thus:  "In  all  the  industries  and  activities  of  life  Dr.  Atkinson  saw 

forces  that  contributed  to  the  growth  of  the  kingdom  of  God."  Alexis 
de  Tocqueville  remarked  of  such  missionaries  that  when  you  met  a 

minister,  you  encountered  "a  politician  where  you  expected  to  find  a 
priest."  And  perhaps  it  would  be  equally  true  to  say  that  if  one 
scratched  a  politician,  one  might  have  found  an  entrepreneur.  The  local 
booster  was  often  an  avid  social  reformer.  Industrialists  no  doubt  ex- 

pected to  increase  their  profits  and  to  obtain  dependable  workers  by 
supporting  the  common  school,  but  many  of  them  were  also  inspired 

by  the  millennial  visions  of  evangelical  Protestantism.  Public-school 
teachers  and  administrators  had  a  vested  interest  in  persuading  legisla- 

tors to  increase  tax  support  and  to  upgrade  educational  standards,  but 

educators  promoted  the  Protestant-republican  ideology  of  schooling 
with  as  much  conviction  as  did  the  home  missionaries.28 

No  one  better  expressed  the  range  of  arguments  for  public  education 

or  better  symbolized  the  idealism  of  the  social  movement  for  the  com- 
mon school  than  did  Horace  Mann.  Crusades  require  heroes  that  per- 

sonify their  values.  In  the  ranks  of  the  aristocrats  of  character  of  public 
education  Mann  occupied  the  premier  place. 

The  Celestial  City  of  Horace  Mann 

Horace  Mann's  career  mirrored  the  tensions  of  the  Victorian  era.  A 
lawyer  who  glorified  railroads  and  economic  development,  he  also 

recognized  some  of  the  negative  results  of  industrial  capitalism,  espe- 
cially the  growth  of  class  conflict  and  extremes  of  poverty  and  wealth. 

Both  optimistic  and  fearful,  he  claimed  that  America  started  out  a 
thousand  years  ahead  of  European  nations,  freed  from  the  tyranny  and 

vice  of  old-world  feudalism,  yet  he  depicted  vivid  panoramas  of  the 
social  evils  he  saw  around  him.  Both  a  panegyrist  and  a  prophet  of  doom 
in  politics,  he  saw  the  republic  as  a  noble  yet  precarious  experiment  in 

self-government.  Converted  to  Unitarianism  after  years  of  paralyzing 
religious  anguish  and  doubt,  he  retained  most  of  the  moral  absolutism 
and  sense  of  cosmic  drama  he  inherited  from  his  Calvinist  upbringing. 
Earnest,  certain  of  his  values,  ready  at  any  instant  to  battle  his  foes,  he 

sought  to  be  "a  fluid  sort  of  man,"  a  pragmatist  in  reaching  his  goals. 
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Convinced  that  fragmentation — religious,  economic,  professional,  ra- 
cial, and  political — threatened  American  society,  he  was  a  bitter 

polemicist  against  those  who  disagreed  with  him.  A  person  who  be- 
lieved that  moral  suasion  and  voluntary  action  were  mainsprings  of 

social  reform,  he  led  a  movement  that  eventually  expanded  the  role  of 

the  state  in  everyday  life  and  prepared  the  way  for  the  bureaucratiza- 
tion of  the  public  school.  A  compulsive  worker  for  the  public  interest, 

he  prized  the  ideal  of  domestic  quiet  and  childhood  play  while  driving 

himself  to  labor  fifteen  hours  a  day.29 

Mann's  early  years  profoundly  shaped  his  personality  and  later  ca- 
reer, even  though  intellectually  he  rejected  many  doctrines  he  learned 

then.  Son  of  a  farmer  in  the  town  of  Franklin  in  western  Massachusetts, 
his  earliest  recollections  were  of  endless  labor  in  the  fields  in  summer 

and  braiding  straw  hats  with  his  sisters  in  winter.  ■"Industry,  or  dili- 

gence/' Mann  i  ecalled,  "became  my  second  nature;  and  I  think  it  would 
puzzle  any  psychologist  to  tell  where  it  joined  on  to  the  first.  Owing  to 

these  ingrained  habits,  work  has  always  been  to  me  what  water  is  to  a 

fish."  Both  his  parents  and  his  teachers  in  the  one-room  school  regarded 

play  as  suspect  and  "a  snare  to  virtue."  One  day  young  Horace  wrote 
ornately  in  his  school  copybook  that  "when  the  devil  catches  a  man  idle, 

he  generally  sets  him  to  work."30 

The  Mann's  family  pastor,  Reverend  Nathaniel  Emmons,  had  strong 
and  precise  opinions  about  the  devil  and  God,  for  he  was  a  latter-day- 

advocate  of  the  strictest  "willing  to  be  damned"  version  of  Calvinism. 
Not  only  in  the  pulpit  on  Sunday,  but  also  in  the  weekly  catechetical 

sessions  in  the  schoolhouse,  Emmons  impressed  his  theological  \iews  on 

people.  "He  expounded  all  the  doctrines  of  total  depravity,  election, 
and  reprobation,  and  not  only  the  eternity,  but  the  extremity,  of  hell- 

torments,  unflinchingly  and  in  their  most  terrible  significance,"  Mann 

recalled,  "while  he  rarely  if  ever  descanted  upon  the  joys  of  heaven, 
and  never,  to  my  recollection,  upon  the  essential  and  necessary  happi- 

ness of  a  virtuous  life."  As  a  child,  Horace  believed  it  all,  and  his  faith 

"spread  a  pall  of  darkness"  over  his  whole  life,  for  he  did  not  know 
whether  he  or- those  he  loved  were  saved.  He  could  not  bear  the 

thought  of  souls  destined  by  an  unforgiving  God  to  live  forever  in  "the 

bottomless  and  seething  lake  filled  with  torments."31 
At  the  age  of  twelve,  after  countless  sleepless,  sobbing  nights  of  men- 

tal anguish  bordering  on  insanity,  he  finally  broke  with  Emmons's  doc- 

trines. Two  years  later  Mann's  brother  drowned  while  swimming  in  a 
pond  on  the  Sabbath.  Emmons  preached  a  funeral  sermon  on  the  evil 

of  "dying  unconverted."  In  rebellion  against  God  as  the  Infinite  Malig- 
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nity  who  took  pleasure  in  others'  pain,  Horace  chose  to  suffer  instead 
with  the  damned.  As  time  went  on  he  sought  to  make  "a  heaven  of 

society  around  him,"  but  the  effect  of  the  Puritan  teachings  on  his 
nerves  and  moral  absolutism  never  totally  disappeared.  For  Mann  the 
world  would  always  be  composed  of  a  fixed  right  and  wrong,  of  an 
ethical  calculus  that  was  not  for  mortal  stakes.32 

Mann's  career  as  an  educational  reformer  started  in  1837  after  he  had 
already  established  a  promising  reputation  as  a  lawyer  and  Whig  legisla- 

tor in  Massachusetts.  As  assemblyman  and  later  as  president  of  the  state 
senate  he  had  argued  that  the  state  should  assist  both  in  economic  and 
moral  development  (his  perception  of  the  two  domains  as  closely 
related  is  shown  in  a  temperance  pamphlet  he  wrote  arguing  that 
grocers  would  make  more  money  if  their  customers  did  not  drink  alco- 

hol). He  pressed  not  only  for  favorable  charters  for  railroads  but  also  for 

state  and  municipal  support  for  their  construction.  Active  in  the  volun- 
tary temperance  organizations  and  believing  that  moral  persuasion  was 

the  best  way  to  correct  alcohol  abuse,  he  nonetheless  sponsored  a  li- 
cense law  to  shut  Boston  grogshops  catering  to  the  working  class.  He 

was  a  pioneer  in  improving  prisons  and  mental  hospitals.  An  ardent 
humanitarian,  later  an  abolitionist,  he  believed  that  both  voluntary 
action  in  associations  and  state  intervention  were  essential  for  effective 

social  reforms.  Like  many  other  Whig  politicians  he  believed  it  a  virtue 

to  mind  other  people's  business.33 
When  the  Whig  legislature  created  the  state  board  of  education,  it 

was  by  no  means  clear  how  the  new  body  was  to  operate.  Massachusetts 
citizens  valued  their  decentralized  control  of  schools,  and  Democrats 
stood  ready  to  attack  the  new  agency  as  yet  another  instance  of  Whig 

bureaucracy.  The  ten-man  board — composed  of  the  governor;  lieuten- 
ant-governor; and  eight  ministers,  businessmen,  and  legislators  (includ- 

ing Mann) — had  power  only  to  gather  information  on  the  public  schools 
and  recommend  changes  to  the  legislature.  It  was  clear  that  this  group, 
like  voluntary  associations,  needed  an  able  executive  secretary  in  order 
to  have  any  impact  on  policy.  Despite  the  claims  of  others  to  priority 
in  advancing  the  cause  of  the  common  school — notably  the  educator 
and  legislator  James  Carter,  also  a  member  of  the  board — Horace  Mann 
was  selected,  for  he  had  become  known  for  his  political  skill,  his  deter- 

mination, and  his  ability  to  rouse  the  unconverted.34 
When  Mann  began  his  career  as  secretary,  he  admitted  that  he  knew 

little  about  the  schools  of  the  state — or  about  education,  for  that  matter. 

After  a  month's  reading  of  books  on  the  subject,  he  entered  upon  his 
campaign  of  visiting  schools,  addressing  teachers,  and  trying  to  per- 
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suade  communities  to  support  a  common-school  system  of  instruction 

that  could  train  moral  citizens  for  a  world  being  transformed  by  rail- 

roads, the  red  brick  factories  next  to  river  falls,  the  influx  of  Irish  immi- 

grants, and  new  networks  of  transportation  and  communication  radiat- 
ing from  the  growing  cities.  As  he  went  about  the  state,  riding  more 

than  500  miles  by  horseback  on  his  circuit,  he  tried  to  reassure  his 
audiences  that  he  and  the  state  board  of  education  did  not  want  to 

replace  local  initiative  but  to  stimulate  it.  All  over  the  state  he  urged 

local  citizens  to  create  their  own  local  committees  to  improve  the 

schools.  The  board  had  no  authority  "as  to  the  amount  of  money  to  be 

raised,"  he  declared,  "the  teachers  to  be  employed,  the  books,  appa- 
ratus, or  other  instruments  of  instruction  to  be  used,  the  condition  of 

the  houses  in  which  the  schools  are  taught,  nor,  indeed,  as  to  any  subject 

which  can,  in  the  slightest  degree,  abridge  the  power  or  touch  the 

property  of  towns  or  districts"  where  the  responsibility  has  always 

rested,  "and  where,  it  is  to  be  hoped,  it  always  will  rest."35 
The  key  to  improvement  of  schooling,  then,  lay  with  public  senti- 

ment at  the  local  level,  and  Mann  approached  the  task  of  rousing  opin- 

ion as  a  trial  lawyer  might  convince  a  jury  ("Let  the  next  generation  be 

my  client,"  he  said  on  assuming  the  position);  as  a  muckraking  journal- 
ist, exposing  child  labor  or  poor  school  buildings  or  incompetent  teach- 

ers; as  a  pioneer  political  economist,  collecting  statistics  on  the  cash 

value  of  schooling  to  the  state  and  to  individuals;  and,  above  all,  as  a 

minister,  taking  his  congregation  to  the  brink  of  a  social  hell  and  then 

pointing  the  way  to  the  celestial  city  by  the  path  of  universal  education. 
A  bureaucrat  in  the  modern  sense  he  was  not,  for  he  had  no  staff,  he 

had  obscurely  defined  roles  and  powers,  and  he  relied  mostly  on  force 

of  personality  rather  than  rules  and  organizational  sanctions.  Mann  and 

other  reformers  liked  to  use  the  language  of  self-sacrifice,  even  martyr- 
dom, seeing  themselves  as  passively  driven  by  duty  rather  than  acting 

through  ambition.36 

Although  from  Mann's  point  of  view  he  and  the  board  had  too  little 
power  and  posed  no  threat  to  local  control,  some  disgruntled  Whigs  and 

most  Democrats  in  the  legislature  thought  otherwise.  A  Democrat  was 

elected  governor  in  1839,  partly  because  the  Whig  legislature  had 

enacted  a  bill  that  prohibited  the  sale  of  spirituous  liquors  in  quantities 

less  than  fifteen  gallons.  This  temperance  law  was  aimed  at  saloons  and 

was  widely  seen  as  class  legislation,  the  kind  of  elite  moral  intervention- 
ism  by  the  state  that  said  it  was  fine  for  the  rich  to  enjoy  their  drinks 

at  home  but  not  right  for  the  poor  man  to  take  his  whiskey  at  the  local 

grogshop.  Popular  animus  against  this  law  and  against  Whig  use  of  the 
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state  to  accelerate  economic  development  spilled  over  into  opposition 

to  the  state  board  of  education  as  a  Prussian-inspired  "system  of  central- 
ization and  of  monopoly  of  power  in  a  few  hands,  contrary,  in  every 

respect,  to  the  true  spirit  of  our  democratical  institutions."  A  committee 
of  the  legislature  recommended  abolition  of  the  board,  saying  the  new 
state  normal  schools  were  unnecessary  since  academies  and  high 
schools  furnished  adequate  teachers  and  arguing  that  responsibility  for 

directing  education  should  rest  with  the  parents  in  each  district.  "Dis- 
trict schools,  in  a  republican  government,  need  no  police  regulations, 

no  systems  of  state  censorship,  no  checks  of  moral,  religious,  or  political 
conservatism,  to  preserve  either  the  morals,  the  religion,  or  the  politics 

of  the  state.  'Let  them  ever  be  kept  free  and  pure.'  "  Opponents  of  the 
board  were  committed  to  improving  the  common  school,  but  the  way 

to  do  this,  they  insisted,  was  to  subdivide  the  responsibility:  "Diffuse  and 
scatter  this  interest  far  and  wide  .  .  .  not  only  into  towns  and  districts, 

but  even  into  families  and  individuals."37 
The  legislature  voted  245  to  182  to  retain  the  board,  but  the  debate 

did  raise  issues  of  great  significance  for  the  future  governance  of  public 

education.  Characteristically,  Mann  dismissed  his  protagonists  as  "polit- 
ical madmen,"  but  in  hindsight  their  prediction  that  the  "power  of 

recommendation"  might  one  day  be  turned  into  "a  power  of  regula- 
tion" was  to  prove  accurate,  first  in  the  crowded  states  of  the  Northeast 

in  the  nineteenth  century  and  then  more  generally  in  the  American 
states  during  the  twentieth.  Massachusetts  became  a  pioneer  in  the  use 
of  state  power  in  education,  passing  the  first  compulsory  attendance  law 
in  1852  and  slowly  proceeding  to  more  minute  regulation  by  legislative 

or  administrative  law.38 

But  this  lay  in  the  future,  after  Mann's  twelve-year  tenure  as  secre- 
tary. Actual  enforcement  of  state  laws  on  education  remained  haphaz- 

ard in  most  places,  partly  because  of  minuscule  state  departments  of 

education.  In  fact,  democratic  localism  (to  use  Michael  Katz's  useful 
categories)  was  more  prevalent  in  most  parts  of  the  nation  than  was 
incipient  bureaucracy,  except  in  the  larger  cities  (a  point  to  which  we 

shall  return).  As  late  as  1889,  most  state  superintendents  of  public  in- 
struction said  that  compulsory  schooling  laws,  for  example,  were  dead 

letters  unless  local  public  opinion  supported  them.39 
Mann,  of  course,  did  not  disagree  with  the  basic  belief  that  obedience 

to  laws  depended  in  large  measure  on  public  opinion.  In  his  report  on 
the  enforcement  of  the  1836  law  on  child  labor  he  found  that  some 
communities  and  employers,  particularly  the  ones  who  employed  large 

numbers  of  workers,  like  the  Boston  Manufacturing  Company,  care- 
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fully  obeyed  the  law  while  others  flagrantly  ignored  it.  Prominent 

among  the  lawbreakers  were  transient  private  individuals  or  small  cor- 
porations that  sought  quick  profits  in  rented  quarters.  Such  people, 

Mann  wrote,  "may  be  supposed  to  feel  less  permanent  interest  in  the 
condition  of  the  people  who  are  growing  up  around  them  .  .  .  and 

.  .  .  are  less  under  the  control  of  public  opinion  in  the  vicinity."  Much 
of  the  state  legislation  of  moral  interventionism  and  social  reform  was 
merely  hortatory  in  its  effect  It  attempted  to  put  sanctions  of  majority 
rule  behind  those  who  sought  to  preserve  a  social  consensus  on  right 
action  in  local  communities.  This  seems  especially  to  have  been  the  case 

with  respect  to  causes  like  temperance  and  compulsory  education.40 

Indeed,  one  of  Mann's  key  goals,  as  Jonathan  Messerli  has  noted,  was 
to  prevent  fragmentation  of  the  society  through  improvement  of  com- 

mon schooling.  Mann  worried  about  signs  of  social  disintegration:  mob 

violence  on  the  streets,  bitter  political  partisanship,  sectarian  strife  (es- 
pecially between  Catholics  and  Protestants),  ill  will  and  rivalry  between 

the  native-born  and  the  immigrants  flocking  to  Yankee  cities,  and  eco- 
nomic conflict  between  rich  and  poor,  employers  and  employees.  Mann 

told  a  friend  that  "as  population  increases,  and  especially  as  artificial 
wants  multiply,  and  temptations  increase,  the  guards  and  securities 

must  increase  also,  or  society  will  deteriorate."  He  believed  that  public 
education  was  equal  to  all  these  challenges,  but  that  to  win  the  support 
of  all  citizens  it  must  not  reflect  or  contribute  to  the  fragmentation  of 
the  larger  society.  This  meant  that  it  must  bypass  all  sectarian  quarrels, 
all  partisan  issues  in  politics,  and  instead  concentrate  on  just  those  moral 

and  civic  values  that  all  Christian  republicans  could  support.41 
Naturally  most  Catholics,  some  Protestant  leaders,  and  a  scattering  of 

nonbelievers  could  not  accept  Mann's  version  of  pan-Protestant  teach- 
ing— reading  the  King  James  Bible  and  prayers  without  comment — as 

actually  neutral.  And  in  practice,  as  Ruth  Elson  has  shown,  the  actual 

teaching  of  political  and  moral  principles  through  common-school  text- 
books showed  a  marked  conservative  and  often  nativist  bias.  But  in 

order  to  win  public  support  for  this  presumed  consensus,  Mann  was 

willing  to  ban  controversy  from  the  public  school.  Though  against  slav- 
ery himself,  he  even  condemned  a  normal-school  principal  for  taking 

future  teachers  to  an  abolitionist  meeting  and  withheld  his  own  support 
for  desegregation  of  the  Boston  schools  for  fear  it  might  damage  the 

common-school  cause.  His  doctrine  of  neutrality  beyond  the  realm  of 
commonly  approved  opinions,  while  seductive  and  politically  apt, 
would  prove  a  dubious  legacy  for  future  leaders,  while  his  version  of 
civic  morality  contributed  to  turning  the  common  school  into  a  place 
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where  teachers  preached  virtues  that  few  adults  cared  to  practice.42 

Mann's  taut,  earnest  personality  and  absolutist  cast  of  mind  drove  him 
into  fierce  encounters  with  his  opponents,  despite  his  counsel  to  himself 

when  he  took  the  job:  "I  must  not  irritate.  I  must  not  humble,  I  must 
not  degrade  any  one  in  his  own  eyes.  ...  I  must  be  a  fluid  sort  of  man, 
adapting  myself  to  tastes,  opinions,  habits,  manners,  so  far  as  this  can 

be  done  without  hypocrisy  or  insincerity,  or  a  compromise  of  princi- 

ple." Indeed,  Mann  did  appeal  to  all  sorts  of  motives:  shame,  humanitar- 
ian concern,  desires  of  employers  for  profits  and  workers  for  higher 

wages,  status  anxieties  of  an  older  middle  class,  national  pride,  and  fear 
of  social  disorder.  He  did  adapt  to  his  audience,  as  when  he  sent  an 
ingeniously  propagandists  questionnaire  to  manufacturers  asking 
them  about  the  economic  benefits  of  schooling.  But  on  some  subjects 

his  temper  flared.43 
One  of  these,  not  surprisingly  in  the  light  of  his  traumatic  Calvinist 

upbringing,  was  sectarian  dogma.  When  attacked  by  preachers  for 

abandoning  sound  religious  instruction,  or  for  favoring  books  of  Unitar- 
ian bias,  he  retorted  violently  with  pamphlet  after  pamphlet  and 

speech  after  speech.  The  same  overkill — Theodore  Parker  compared  it 

to  shooting  a  mosquito  with  a  64-pound  shot — characterized  Mann's 
attack  on  Boston  schoolmasters  who  objected  to  his  approving  report 

on  mild  discipline  in  Prussian  schools  and  saw  it  as  an  assault  on  them- 
selves. Mann  objected  to  corporal  punishment  of  children,  but  he  ver- 

bally flailed  orthodox  ministers  or  stick-in-the-mud  teachers.  Primed  by 
his  childhood  terror  that  there  was  a  satanic  fiend  behind  every  bush, 

Mann  was  incapable  of  taking  Benjamin  Franklin's  advice  that  the  best 
response  to  criticism  was  to  let  the  spot  on  one's  coat  dry  and  then  dust 

it  off.44 Mann  lacked  an  ability  to  put  his  values  in  perspective,  to  see  the 
world  with  a  sense  of  humor,  to  lose  a  few  battles  gracefully.  But  his 
extraordinary  moral  energy  and  commitment  made  him  the  great 
proselytizer  for  public  education.  When  he  looked  back  on  his  twelve 
years  as  secretary  he  could  take  pride  in  the  founding  of  state  normal 

schools  to  train  teachers,  on  the  creation  of  school  libraries,  on  im- 
proved schoolhouses,  on  more  regular  school  attendance,  on  enlarged 

public  expenditures  for  education,  on  the  beginning  of  graded  class- 
rooms in  cities,  on  more  responsible  supervision  by  local  committees. 

Above  all,  he  could  see  about  him  a  new  sense  of  purpose,  a  stabilized 
ideology  and  a  model  of  public  schooling.  Whether  he  would  have 
approved  of  the  ways  in  which  these  reforms  became  institutionalized 
in  the  decades  to  come  is  open  to  question.  Whether  his  overselling  of 
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the  benefits  of  education  was  to  prove  a  boon  or  a  bane  is  still  debated. 

But  he  remains  the  archetype  of  the  mid-century  school  reformer. 

5.  FEMALE  NETWORKS  AND  EDUCATIONAL  REFORM 

Thus  far  we  have  been  discussing  male  leadership  in  the  common- 
school  movement.  In  the  nineteenth  century — and  since — men  have 
received  most  of  the  credit  for  creating  and  running  public  education. 
In  part  this  resulted  from  the  widespread  assumption  that  leadership  in 
the  public  sphere  was  a  male  prerogative.  In  part  it  also  stemmed  from 
the  fact  that  the  very  important  ways  in  which  women  contributed  to 
the  common  school  were  less  apparent  because  they  were  largely 

confined  to  women's  sphere.  But  networks  of  women  leaders  and  their 
widening  circles  of  co-workers  were  central  forces  in  the  rapid  spread 
of  public  schooling  in  America.  In  the  campaigns  of  leaders  such  as 

Catharine  Beecher,  Emma  Willard,  Mary  Lyon,  and  Zilpah  Grant  ap- 
peared many  of  the  central  themes  that  characterized  Victorian  educa- 

tional leadership  more  generally:  a  fervor  for  moral  homogenization,  an 
effective  use  of  oratory  and  writing  to  mobilize  voluntary  action,  a 

blend  of  apocalyptic  fear  and  millennial  hope  so  characteristic  of  reli- 
gious and  political  evangelism,  and  a  commitment  to  use  nongovern- 

mental associations  to  promote  "national"  purposes. 
Because  of  the  constraints  on  women's  public  activity,  female  leaders 

•devised  their  own  strategies  of  influence.  They  drew  on  their  access  to 
other  women  through  the  bonds  of  sorority,  the  resources  of  time  and 

(through  their  families)  funds  available  to  middle-class  women,  and  a 
common  commitment  to  bringing  about  a  millennial  future  through 

the  proper  upbringing  of  the  young.  Essentially  what  most  female  lead- 

ers did  was  to  enlarge  women's  sphere  rather  than  to  question  it,  using 
the  moral  authority  and  social  prestige  accorded  to  women,  but  not 
directly  challenging  the  view  that  power  in  the  public  domain  belonged 
to  men.  Among  women  the  female  leadership  was  direct  and  powerful, 
but  when  they  moved  among  men  they  took  care  to  preserve  the 
appearance,  if  not  the  reality,  of  deference.  Even  the  most  ambitious 
and  effective  female  leaders  often  needed  men  to  front  for  their  activi- 

ties and  to  persuade  males  to  grant  the  resources  of  money  and  power 

they  required  to  pursue  their  work.1 
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In  the  churches  men  preached  while  women  filled  the  pews.  In  reli- 
gious benevolent  associations  men  generally  held  the  paid  jobs  and 

positions  of  official  leadership,  while  women  taught  the  Sunday  School 

classes  and  formed  "auxiliary"  associations  that  provided  logistic  sup- 
port. In  public  schools  women  rapidly  became  the  majority  of  teachers, 

but  men  continued  to  run  the  system  as  school  board  members  and 

superintendents.  There  were  some  exceptions — a  few  female  school 
board  members  or  superintendents — but  they  were  rare  except  in  the 

far  western  states  that  were  the  first  to  permit  women's  suffrage. 
Women  pioneered  in  the  professional  preparation  of  teachers,  but  men 

typically  received  the  credit  for  instituting  normal  schools.2 
The  most  prestigious  educational  associations  at  first  banned  women 

members  and  then  reluctantly  admitted  them  when  membership 

began  to  erode;  but  women  rarely  achieved  prominent  positions  in  such 

groups.  Ella  Flagg  Young,  who  became  the  NEA's  first  woman  presi- 
dent in  1910,  recalled  that  when  she  first  attended  a  meeting  in  1867, 

women  were  simply  "permitted  to  sit  in  the  gallery  and  listen  to  discus- 

sions carried  on  by  the  men."  The  typical  attitude  of  the  male  leaders, 

who  persisted  in  addressing  their  mixed  audiences  as  "gentlemen," 
appeared  in  this  resolution  of  the  NEA:  "That  we  are  encouraged  in  our 
work  by  the  approving  smiles  and  encouraging  words  of  women,  and 

that  we  regard  her  as  the  most  accomplished  and  successful  teacher; 

that  we  hail  as  honored  co-laborers  every  'Lady  Pilgrim'  who  with  'High 

and  Holy  aims  and  Calm  and  Happy  mind'  produced  'by  the  perusal  of 

God's  Holy  Word'  and  'with  healthful  and  robust  body'  devotes  her 

powers  to  the  noble  work  of  education."3 
Lady  Pilgrims  were  to  be  seen  and  not  heard;  they  were  to  appreciate 

and  not  criticize.  Rare  were  the  women  who  openly  protested  male 

dominance  of  professional  associations  and  public  leadership  of  the 

educational  crusades.  One  such  outspoken  feminist  was  the  Quaker 

teacher  Susan  B.  Anthony.  In  a  teachers'  convention  in  1853  she  listened 
with  rising  anger  as  men  debated  for  three  days  about  why  teachers 

lacked  the  respect  accorded  doctors,  lawyers,  and  ministers.  Finally  she 

asked  to  speak.  The  men  argued  for  half  an  hour  about  whether  to  hear 
her  and  then,  while  she  stood  waiting,  reluctantly  gave  her  permission. 

"It  seems  to  me,  gentlemen,"  she  said, 

that  none  of  you  quite  comprehend  the  cause  of  the  disrespect  of  which  you 
complain.  Do  you  not  see  that  so  long  as  society  says  a  woman  is  incompetent 
to  be  a  lawyer,  minister,  or  doctor,  but  has  ample  ability  to  be  a  teacher,  that 
every  man  of  you  who  chooses  that  profession  tacitly  acknowledges  that  he 64 
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has  no  more  brains  than  a  woman?  . . .  Would  you  exalt  your  profession,  exalt 

those  who  labor  with  you.4 

A  few  radical  feminists  confronted  the  assumptions  of  patriarchy 
head  on,  as  did  Anthony.  Encountering  sexual  discrimination  in  salary 
and  power  helped  to  radicalize  a  number  of  women  teachers  and  to 

convert  them  to  the  cause  of  women's  rights.  A  far  more  common 
strategy  for  women  educational  leaders,  however,  and  one  that  con- 

formed with  their  values  and  belief,  was  not  openly  to  question  the 

dominant  ideology  that  woman's  true  vocation  was  to  be  wife  and 
mother,  but  rather  to  seek  to  enlarge  woman's  sphere  to  encompass  the 
entire  education  of  children.  They  argued  that  women  should  take  an 

active  interest  in  common  schools  because  their  role  as  "mothers  of  the 

republic"  and  shapers  of  the  Christian  character  and  civic  virtue  of 
future  citizens  required  it.  They  claimed  that  women  were  destined  by 

God  to  be  teachers  of  the  young  because  they  were  more  moral,  pa- 
tient, understanding,  inventive,  and  nurturing  than  men.  Teaching  in 

district  schools  was  not  a  substitute  for  motherhood,  they  argued,  but 
an  ideal  preparation  for  it.  The  most  famous  of  the  women  educational 

leaders — Emma  Willard,  Catharine  Beecher,  Mary  Lyon,  and  Zilpah 
Grant — rooted  their  campaign  to  train  women  teachers  and  uplift  pub- 

lic education  in  a  deeply  held  Protestant  world  view  that  in  fact  ex- 

panded women's  functions  in  society.  God  had  designated  crucial  roles 
for  women  to  play  in  the  school,  as  in  the  family,  to  bring  about  the 

regeneration  of  the  world.5 
Though  these  leaders  sometimes  chafed  at  the  restrictions  on  their 

actions  posed  by  the  narrow  stereotypes  of  proper  female  behavior, 

they  generally  avoided  antagonizing  traditional  males,  for  they  de- 
pended on  them  for  funds  and  political  support  in  their  enterprises. 

Sometimes,  as  in  the  case  of  Beecher,  they  chose  complaisant  males  to 
be  public  spokesmen  for  their  voluntary  groups  while  pulling  the 
strings  behind  the  scenes.  Willard,  an  excellent  speaker,  typically  asked 
a  man  to  read  her  public  lectures  or  talked  to  mixed  groups  sitting 
down,  so  as  to  create  the  atmosphere  of  a  conversation  rather  than  a 
public  address.  They  often  achieved  power  through  indirection.  Emma 
Willard  traveled  about  the  country  to  organize  in  many  communities 

the  "Female  Association  for  the  Common  Schools"  that  she  had  estab- 
lished as  school  superintendent  in  Kensington,  Connecticut.  To  legiti- 

mize the  work  of  the  mothers — often  former  teachers — she  proposed 
that  there  be  two  resolutions  signed  by  the  friends  of  education.  The 
first  was  for  men  only: 
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Resolved:  That  we  will  forward  the  cause  of  the  common  schools  by  inviting 
the  ladies  of  the  districts  to  which  we  severally  belong — as  we  may  have 
opportunity — to  take  such  action  in  the  common  schools  of  each  district,  as 
may  seem  to  us,  that  they  are  peculiarly  fitted  to  perform;  and  such  as  we 
regard  as  properly  belong  to  their  own  sphere  in  the  social  system. 

The  second  was  for  the  women: 

Resolved:  That  if  the  men,  whom  we  recognize,  as  by  the  laws  of  God  and 
man,  our  directors,  and  to  whose  superior  wisdom  we  naturally  look  for 
guidance,  shall  invite  us  into  the  field  of  active  labor  in  the  cause  of  common 
schools — that  we  will  obey  the  call  with  alacrity,  and  to  the  best  of  our 
abilities  fulfill  such  tasks  as  they  may  be  judged  to  be  suitable  for  us  to 
undertake. 

As  Anne  Firor  Scott  observes  in  her  perceptive  essay  on  Willard,  "hav- 
ing thus  taken  care  of  the  social  mores,  she  urged  the  women  to  take 

responsibility  for  everything  having  to  do  with  the  schools."6 
Willard,  Beecher,  Lyon,  and  Grant  chose  to  work  chiefly  through 

networks  of  women  created  among  alumnae  of  the  seminaries  they 

founded  and  the  women's  associations  they  helped  to  build.  Long  be- 
fore Horace  Mann  and  Henry  Barnard  discovered  the  virtues  of  women 

teachers  and  advocated  public  normal  schools,  these  women  had  de- 

signed highly  effective  curricula  to  prepare  young  women  to  be  teach- 
ers and  efficient  networks  to  place  them  in  jobs.  The  demand  for  their 

graduates  as  teachers  far  exceeded  the  supply,  a  demand  stimulated 

partly  by  local  ministers  who  applauded  the  religious  zeal  of  the  alum- 
nae. The  female  seminary  founders  had  made  a  conservative  case  for 

employing  women  rather  than  men,  stressing  that  the  virtues  God  had 

given  women  in  their  special  sphere  as  mothers  also  adapted  them  to 

teaching  young  children.  Just  as  evangelical  religion  justified  missionary 

adventure  for  those  women  who  went  as  ministers'  wives  and  helpers 
to  foreign  parts  or  to  the  unchurched  frontier,  so  teaching  provided  a 

secret  passageway  to  greater  autonomy  for  many  young  women  com- 

mitted to  the  gospel  of  the  common  school.7 
As  a  pioneer  in  the  systematic  formal  education  of  women,  Willard 

generated  a  network  of  graduates  who  went  all  over  the  country  estab- 
lishing female  seminaries  and  building  up  the  common-school  system. 

As  Scott  has  shown,  Willard  deliberately  organized  and  kept  alive  a 

network  composed  of  a  "series  of  concentric  circles,"  with  herself  at  the 
center  and  formalized  in  the  Willard  Association  for  the  Mutual  Im- 

provement of  Teachers,  which  had  200  members  in  the  year  of  its 
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founding,  1837,  and  many  more  "honorary  members"  who  supported 
the  purposes  of  the  organization.  The  hub  of  the  group  was  the  small 
circle  of  faithful  teachers  at  Troy  Female  Seminary;  next  came  the 

women  who  had  themselves  founded  or  taught  in  girls'  academies;  and, 
finally,  there  were  thousands  of  former  students,  scattered  across  the 
nation  and  often  active  in  common-school  associations  in  their  local 
communities  while  raising  families  or  pursuing  careers.  A  woman  of 
great  social  energy  as  well  as  brilliance,  Willard  kept  in  close  touch  with 
her  band  of  disciples  by  correspondence  and  travel.  In  1846  she  traveled 
8,000  miles  and  visited  almost  every  state,  staying  with  former  pupils, 

organizing  common-school  associations,  and  lecturing  on  education.  In 
this,  she  was  a  female  Henry  Barnard,  quite  as  effective  in  her  organiza- 

tional talents  as  he.8 
The  best  female  seminaries — places  like  Ipswich,  Troy,  Abbot,  Mount 

Holyoke — gave  young  women  a  strong  sense  of  the  strength  of  their 
minds,  the  duties  imposed  on  them  by  religion,  and  the  empowering 
ideal  of  sisterhood.  The  women  who  ran  them  were  models  of  one  kind 

of  effective  leadership,  a  style  that  sought  to  extend  the  scope  of 

women's  contributions  to  society  and  to  employ  their  talents  wisely 
while  still  preserving  Victorian  notions  of  women's  sphere.  That  this 
task  was  rarely  easy  is  illustrated  in  the  career  of  Catharine  Beecher. 

Domesticating  the  Nation:  Catharine  Beecher 

A  friend  of  Horace  Mann,  Catharine  Beecher  had  much  in  common 

with  him.  Although  raised  in  a  New  England  Calvinist  family,  she  ques- 
tioned much  of  its  austere  theology  and  never  had  the  experience  of 

spiritual  conversion  her  father  thought  essential  to  salvation.  Like 

Mann,  she  remained  convinced,  however,  that  there  was  a  "true  stan- 

dard of  rectitude,"  and  that  it  was  her  duty  to  spend  her  life  teaching 
it  to  others.  In  common  with  Mann,  she  was  brilliant,  articulate,  ener- 

getic, doughty,  and  dogmatic.  As  did  many  Victorian  reformers,  both 
tended  to  project  their  own  anxieties  outward  and  to  treat  their  fears 
as  objective  characteristics  of  society.  Both  educators  realized  that  an 
ability  to  define  social  reality  gave  an  eloquent  person  great  influence 
upon  the  behavior  of  others.  They  mastered  the  revivalistic  technique 

of  alternating  apocalyptic  visions  of  social  doom  with  millennial  rheto- 
ric of  national  salvation  through  schooling.  Both  thought  that  a  major 

way  to  improve  public  education  was  to  recruit  and  produce  and  train 
women  teachers.  They  based  reform  on  the  heightened  consciousness 
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of  the  individual,  family,  and  voluntary  group  more  than  on  the  bureau- 

cratic action  of  the  state.  While  they  talked  of  a  "national"  system  of 
schooling,  it  was  to  result  from  emulation  of  a  common  model,  repeated 
over  and  over  again  in  local  communities.  Both  ended  their  careers  as 
institution  builders  in  the  West,  Mann  as  first  president  of  Antioch 
College  in  Ohio  and  Beecher  as  founder  of  Milwaukee  Female  College. 
Both  were  convinced  that  they  were  helping  to  civilize  a  culturally 
barren  western  territory  that  one  day  would  shape  the  destiny  of  the 

nation.9 
But  there  was  an  important  difference:  Catharine  Beecher  was  a 

woman.  This  meant  that  she  could  not  become  a  politician  like  Mann 
or  follow  the  normal  vocation  of  the  formidable  Beecher  male  clan,  the 

ministry.  It  meant  that  she  had  to  struggle  all  her  life  to  defend  her  role 
as  an  independent,  unmarried  woman  in  a  culture  that  denigrated 
women  who  did  not  become  wives  and  mothers.  It  meant  that  she  had 

to  disguise  her  assertiveness,  often  asking  men  to  front  for  her  in  ven- 
tures that  she  designed  and  led. 

Since  she  did  not  reject  the  central  values  of  Victorian  culture,  she 
was  forced  to  bargain  with  the  men  who  held  power.  If  women  could 
not  vote,  they  could  at  least  create  the  character  of  future  citizens  as 
mothers  and  teachers.  If  they  could  not  run  the  government  or  the 

economy,  they  could  be  "prime  ministers"  of  the  home  (at  times  in  her 
scheme  the  father  seemed  to  be  a  figurehead  king).  They  could  assure 
the  stability  of  society  by  fulfilling  their  supreme  roles  as  wives  and 
mothers.  What  they  might  fail  to  gain  by  confrontation,  they  could  win 

by  indirection.10 To  Beecher  the  creation  of  careers  for  women  could  be  reconciled 

with  the  general  interests  of  society  as  well  as  with  the  special  concerns 

of  women.  Writing  to  the  former  governor  of  Vermont  about  her  pro- 
ject to  train  teachers  for  western  common  schools,  she  asserted  that  it 

would  appeal  to  "all  patriots,"  because  it  would  promote  "popular  edu- 
cation as  the  only  means  of  saving  our  nation  from  ruin,"  would  interest 

those  of  religious  persuasion  because  it  was  "a  missionary  effort  to  save 
not  only  from  temporal  evils  but  from  perils  of  the  future  life,"  and 
would  satisfy  "those  who  are  laboring  to  secure  women's  rights  and 
remedy  her  wrongs"  since  it  was  "the  shortest,  surest,  and  safest 
method"  of  uplift.  What  was  good  for  women  was  also  good  for  the 

country.11 
As  Kathryn  Kish  Sklar  shows  in  her  biography  of  Beecher,  the  key 

influence  in  her  early  life  and  on  her  later  style  as  an  educational  leader 
was  her  father,  the  charismatic  Lyman  Beecher,  a  Calvinist  preacher 
who  was  the  sulphurous  superintendent  of  beliefs  and  behavior  in  the 
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town  where  she  spent  her  childhood.  He  called  her  his  "best  son."  Even 
Horace  Mann,  foe  of  orthodoxy  in  religion,  was  impressed  with  the 

restless  spontaneity  and  drama  of  Lyman's  sermons,  his  compelling  tale 
of  social  decline.  Catharine  Beecher  shared  her  father's  vigor,  his  high 
spirits  and  moments  of  deep  depression,  his  knack  for  acquiring  power 

over  people's  thoughts  and  actions.  But  she  was  not  able  to  experience 
the  spiritual  awakening  Lyman  thought  essential  to  the  salvation  of  her 

soul.  She  could  not  find  in  herself  the  agonized  sense  of  sin,  the  repent- 
ance, and  emotional  submission  to  God  that  true  conversion  required, 

and  this  led  first  to  discord  within  her  family  and  then  to  her  lifelong 
interest  in  metaphysics  and  moral  philosophy  as  well  as  her  quest  for 

a  moral  regeneration  of  this  world.12 
At  the  same  time  that  she  was  undergoing  this  religious  trauma, 

Beecher  also  became  engaged  to  a  professor  of  science  at  Yale,  Alex- 
ander Fisher.  Unable  to  submit  to  the  will  of  God,  she  was  also  reluctant 

to  submit  to  matrimony.  Her  suitor  seemed  at  first  to  be  a  cold  fish — 

lacking  "sensibilities  of  the  heart,"  as  she  put  it — compared  to  her  own 
affectionate  and  lively  family.  But  pressed  by  her  father's  insistence  and 
Fisher's  determined  attentions  she  changed  her  mind  and  set  a  date  for 
the  marriage.  Shortly  thereafter  Fisher  died  in  a  shipwreck.  Beecher 
never  married,  but  public  knowledge  of  her  tragic  engagement  helped 
to  shield  her  against  the  popular  prejudice  of  the  time  against 

spinsters.13 
Beecher 's  religious  crisis  and  the  loss  of  her  fiance  "instilled  in  her  a 

strain  of  resistance  to  her  inherited  cultural  patterns,"  Sklar  observes, 
"and  forced  her  to  begin  the  search  for  alternative  social  forms."  One 
of  these  forms  she  developed  when  she  moved  to  Hartford  in  1823  at 

the  age  of  twenty-three  and  founded  the  Hartford  Female  Seminary. 
Forbidden  by  her  gender  to  be  a  minister  or  a  politician,  constrained 

in  her  influence  on  the  larger  society,  she  created  a  small  society  com- 
posed mostly  of  women — teachers  and  pupils — which  provided  her 

with  a  supportive  community  where  she  exercised  social  influence  com- 
parable to  that  of  her  father  in  the  broader  community.  She  insisted  that 

girls  should  acquire  not  only  polite  accomplishments  but  also  solid 
knowledge  comparable  to  that  taught  in  the  best  schools  for  boys.  She 
developed  a  course  in  moral  philosophy  and  a  program  to  prepare 
young  women  to  become  teachers.  She  even  led  religious  revivals 

within  the  circle  of  the  all-female  community,  making  sure  that  the 
socially  prominent  were  among  the  first  to  be  saved.  Finding  that  the 
elite  men  of  Hartford  thought  her  ambitions  farfetched,  even  ridiculous 
(she  had  designed  an  elegant  new  structure  for  her  endowed  seminary), 
she  turned  successfully  to  their  wives  for  support.  It  was  a  pattern  of 
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school  founding  and  female  sponsorship  that  she  would  repeat  in  other 
communities.  To  both  the  students  and  to  mature  women  in  her  circle 

she  became  the  model  of  a  self-sufficient,  independent,  unmarried 
woman,  while  their  admiration,  friendship,  and  financial  support 

fulfilled  her  own  needs.14 
But  the  sphere  of  a  small  seminary  proved  to  be  too  small  for  a  woman 

of  her  aspirations  and  talents.  She  became  a  prolific  writer  on  moral 
philosophy  (including  a  moral  primer  for  children),  domestic  economy, 

and  education.  She  believed  that  the  nation  was  beset  by  "vice,  infi- 
delity and  error"  and  that  only  women  could  save  it.  They  could  do  this 

partly  by  being  pious  and  effective  mothers.  But  equally  important,  she 

believed,  God  had  "designed  woman  to  be  the  chief  educator  of  our 
race"  and  thus  women  teachers  could  redeem  a  fallen  nation.  Teaching 
would  also  provide  them  an  honorable  profession,  "a  respectable  alter- 

native to  marriage,"  as  Sklar  writes,  in  case  they  remained  single.15 
Beecher  believed  teaching  children  to  be  distinctly  a  female  role,  one 

in  which  a  woman  "need  not  outstep  the  prescribed  boundaries  of 
feminine  modesty."  It  was  also  an  occupation  that  would  make  women 
better  mothers,  their  chief  destiny.  Replying  to  Beecher's  plan  to  re- 

cruit women  in  the  East  to  teach  in  the  West,  Mary  Lyon,  founder  of 

Mount  Holyoke,  wrote  that  it  was  especially  important  to  seek  "young 
ladies  scarcely  out  of  their  teens  whose  souls  are  burning  for  some 
channel  into  which  they  can  pour  their  benevolence,  and  who  will 
teach  two,  three,  or  four  years  and  then  marry  and  become  firm  pillars 

to  hold  up  their  successors"  as  educational  missionaries  to  the  West. 
Lyon's  plea  underlined  an  important  fact  about  the  status  of  women  in 
the  nineteenth  century.  There  were  precious  few  ways  in  which  re- 

spectable women  could  leave  the  confines  of  Victorian  family  life  and 
venture  alone  to  the  frontier.  In  the  case  of  sending  women  teachers 
to  the  West,  however,  both  religion  and  national  need  sanctioned  an 
independent,  humanitarian  adventure.  Ideally,  the  adventure  was  to 

end  in  matrimony;  in  fact,  it  usually  did.16 
It  was  while  she  was  in  Cincinnati  with  her  family,  where  she  founded 

the  Western  Female  Institute,  that  Beecher  developed  her  plan  to 
uplift  the  common  school  throughout  the  nation  by  educating  female 
teachers.  Cincinnati  was  a  center  of  educational  reform  in  the  Ohio  and 

Mississippi  Valleys.  But  its  Western  Literary  Institute  and  College  of 
Professional  Teachers  was  closed  to  women  (though  men  might  on 
occasion  publicly  read  essays  women  wrote),  and  Beecher  found  their 
views  on  the  education  of  women  tame  and  unimaginative.  Instead  she 
turned  to  elite  women  in  the  East  to  support  her  ambitious  goals  of 

saving  the  nation.17 
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Like  her  father  in  his  fiery  Plea  for  the  West,  Catharine  Beecher 

decried  the  frontier's  moral  and  educational  degeneracy,  which  she 
described  in  lurid  terms.  Multitudes  of  children  were  growing  up  with- 

out schooling,  without  religious  influences,  prone  to  "insubordination, 
anarchy,  and  crime."  Lower-class  youngsters  ran  wild;  "degraded  for- 

eigners, and  their  ignorant  families  are  pouring  into  this  nation  at  every 

avenue."  It  was  idle  to  hope  that  men  could  be  hired  to  teach  in  the 
thousands  of  classrooms  needed,  for  they  had  other,  more  lucrative 
opportunities.  The  only  way  to  stem  the  tide  of  ignorance  and  vice  was 
to  recruit  women  to  seminaries  where  they  could  learn  the  principles 

of  instruction  and  become  teachers.  "Moral  and  religious  education 
must  be  the  foundation  of  national  education,"  she  asserted.  The  way 
to  accomplish  this  herculean  task  was  to  appeal  to  private  donors,  by 

hiring  an  agent  "to  arise  and  awaken  the  people."18 
Although  little  came  from  this  early  plan,  Beecher  revived  it  a  decade 

later  in  the  mid-i840s  and  added  arguments  to  appeal  to  Protestants. 
Quoting  school  reports  that  told  of  degenerate  teachers,  dilapidated 
schoolhouses,  and  neglected  western  children,  she  saw  that  there  was 

a  challenge  for  self-denying  and  idealistic  Protestant  women.  If  they 
had  been  Catholic  they  could  have  been  nuns  and  served  the  needy,  but 
as  Protestants  they  had  few  outlets  for  their  religious  and  humanitarian 
sentiments.  Would  not  teaching  provide  a  worthwhile  career  for  poor 
women  exploited  in  factories  and  prosperous  young  ladies  whose  souls 

were  starved  by  elegant  leisure?  Their  task  as  teachers  would  be  noth- 
ing less  than  to  build  a  Christian  nation.  As  well-trained  and  dedicated 

teachers  took  up  their  stations  in  the  one-room  schools  of  the  West,  they 

would  teach  the  young  the  "principles  of  morality,"  the  three  Rs,  and 
religious  truths.  This  would  destroy  sectional  feelings  and  frontier  isola- 

tion and  create  truly  national  feeling.19 

Sending  out  circulars  in  Calvin  Stowe's  name,  lecturing  in  most  major 
eastern  cities,  securing  endorsements  from  leading  educators  such  as 
Mann,  gaining  the  local  sponsorship  of  the  most  prominent  citizens, 
Beecher  was  a  consummate  propagandist  for  her  cause.  She  raised 
enough  money  to  hire  Governor  William  Slade  as  a  permanent  agent, 
and  together  they  successfully  recruited  and  placed  450  women  in 
teaching  jobs  in  the  West.  Beecher  herself  gave  normal  school  training 
to  70  women  in  1847,  telling  them  how  to  cope  with  inadequate  books 
and  facilities,  how  to  deal  with  sectarian  squabblings  yet  provide  moral 
instruction,  and  how  to  serve  as  exemplars  of  virtue.  These  missionary 
teachers  sent  her  vivid  letters  about  their  experience  with  people  who 
spent  the  Sabbath  hunting  and  fishing,  about  boarding  in  families  with 
eight  children  living  in  two  small  rooms,  about  illiterate  parents  so 
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eager  for  their  children  to  read  that  they  built  a  schoolhouse  for  the 

teacher.  "The  people  seem  to  like  me,"  wrote  one,  "say  their  children 
never  behaved  so  well  before,  visit  the  school,  were  present  at  my 

examination,  and  like  the  Eastern  way  of  keeping  school."20 
Although  450  teachers  were  a  tiny  cadre  dispersed  far  and  wide 

across  a  vast  frontier,  these  women,  like  Beecher,  were  adventurous, 

committed  people  who  exemplified  the  self-sufficiency  and  moral  influ- 

ence she  advocated.  Siljestrom  was  impressed  with  the  "firmness  of 
character,"  the  "superior  degree  of  independence  and  decision"  of 
American  female  teachers  in  comparison  with  women  in  Europe.  The 

result  was  a  "combination  of  manly  earnestness  and  womanly  gentle- 
ness" that  he  found  exceptionally  effective.  Although  Beecher 's  plans 

to  reform  the  nation's  schools  through  women  teachers  were  grandiose, 
the  practical  results  went  well  beyond  the  small  cadre  she  trained  and 
sent  out.  She  publicized  teaching  as  a  career  that  prepared  women  for 
marriage  and  thereby  made  it  compatible  with  Victorian  ideals  of 
domesticity.  She  also  gave  moral  sanction  for  a  policy  of  feminization 
that  was  financially  advantageous  to  taxpayers,  since  women  were  paid 
only  about  half  of  the  salary  of  male  teachers.  The  effect  of  women  on 
the  expansion  of  public  schooling,  not  to  mention  the  effects  of  teaching 

on  them,  was  a  drama  in  which  Beecher  played  a  leading  role.21 

Sklar  has  pointed  out  that  in  Beecher 's  old  age,  in  the  1870s,  some  of 
her  "millennial  glow"  changed  into  a  more  professional  view  of 
women's  work  and  social  roles,  as  she  responded  to  "society's  increas- 

ingly specialized"  occupations  and  organizational  complexity.  Whether 
as  moral  reformer  or  as  professional,  Beecher 's  experience  had  taught 
her  that  gender  was  a  dividing  line  in  American  society,  more  pervasive 
and  important,  in  her  opinion,  than  divisions  based  on  class  or  religion 
or  ethnicity.  Even  within  the  enlightened,  comfortable,  influential 
upper  reaches  of  Victorian  society,  life  was  bicultural:  male  and  female. 

It  had  been  her  life's  work  to  make  education  a  means  for  creating  new 
social  definitions  and  sources  of  power  for  women  within  their  own 

sphere.22 

6.  DISCORD  AND  DISSENT 

In  the  middle  of  the  nineteenth  century  the  chief  goal  of  common- 
school  crusaders  was  to  attract  citizens  to  support  and  send  their  chil- 
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dren  to  public  schools.  They  sought  to  adapt  their  arguments  to  many 
groups  and  to  avoid  alienating  people.  Thus  they  sought  a  common 
denominator  of  values  and  interests.  In  this  task  they  succeeded  with 

one  major  exception:  Catholics  decided  to  form  their  own  common- 
school  system,  the  only  major  competitor  to  the  public  school  by  the 
end  of  the  nineteenth  century.  But  in  a  society  that  was  ethnically  very 

diverse,  split  by  religious  contention,  divided  by  partisan  political  loyal- 
ties, and  rent  by  deep  divisions  of  class,  conflicts  did  arise.  No  one 

ideology  was  broad  enough  or  set  of  interests  so  universally  compelling 

that  consensus  on  them  could  smother  protest  arising  from  social  divi- 
sions. Public-school  leaders  and  their  opponents  often  failed  to  under- 
stand differences  of  opinion,  for  their  values  were  so  self-evident  to 

themselves  that  they  took  them  for  granted.  Accordingly,  much  of  the 
controversy  is  a  study  in  noncommunication. 

Apart  from  local  squabbles  over  the  location  of  school  buildings  or  the 
level  of  tax  support,  most  of  the  arguments  concerned  questions  of 

ethnicity  and  religion — that  is,  debate  over  whose  cultural  values  would 
be  legitimized  in  the  public  schools.  On  the  surface  there  was  little 
explicit  class  conflict,  though  that  did  emerge  in  some  places.  Rather, 
issues  of  class,  religion,  and  ethnicity  were  crosscutting  and  intertwined 
in  complex  ways.  The  growth  of  commercial  and  industrial  capitalism 

produced  an  intense  concentration  of  wealth  and  power  in  the  ad- 
vanced sectors  of  the  economy,  created  new  and  conflicting  relation- 

ships between  employers  and  employees,  and  disrupted  traditional  pat- 
terns of  social  interaction.  When  entrepreneurs  and  workers  discussed 

the  meaning  of  the  emerging  political  economy,  however,  they  more 
often  used  a  language  of  religious  and  ethnic  division  than  of  class. 

In  education  as  in  other  domains  ethnocultural  conflicts  often 

crossed  class  lines.  Group  consciousness  based  on  common  religion  or 
ethnicity  frequently  allied  employer  and  employee,  the  prosperous 

and  the  poor.  It  is  likely  that  the  working-class  people  who  most  en- 
thusiastically supported  educational  reform  were  those  who  shared 

the  Protestant-republican  ideology  of  the  school  promoters.  In  a  study 

of  conflicts  in  -Philadelphia,  David  Montgomery  has  argued  that  "the 
political  behavior  of  workingmen  in  the  1840s  was  fashioned  not  so 

much  of  the  economic  impact  of  industrialization  as  by  the  workers' 
reactions  to  the  political  demands  made  by  evangelical  Protestantism: 

the  moral  content  of  education,  liquor  licensing  and  prohibition,  Sab- 

bath closing  and  the  suppression  of  'lewd  and  tumultuous*  conduct." 
Many  Protestant  workers  joined  forces  with  middle-class  and  elite  re- 

formers who  demanded  the  use  of  the  King  James  Bible  in  schools  and 
the  prohibition  of  alcohol.  By  contrast,  temperance  and  Bible  reading 
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were  red  flags  to  Irish  Catholic  workers  who  wanted  religious  and 

ethnic  autonomy.1 
To  say  that  different  ethnocultural  world  views  energized  the  politics 

of  the  mid-nineteenth  century  is  not  to  deny  the  importance  of  eco- 
nomic issues.  Rather,  the  evangelists  who  promoted  religious  revivals 

and  the  reformers  who  fought  intemperance  or  immorality  had  their 
program  for  responding  to  the  problems  induced  by  the  new  forms  of 

capitalism.  Basically  they  were  saying  that  social  evils  were  an  aggrega- 
tion of  individual  sins.  Those  on  the  top  of  society  bore  a  responsibility 

to  purify  society  by  giving  individuals  the  means  of  self-improvement. 
As  Paul  Johnson  notes,  this  form  of  radical  individualism,  in  which 

"every  man  was  spiritually  free  and  self-governing,"  enabled  employers 
to  deny  an  older  Christian  ideal  of  communal  interdependence.  And  for 
the  worker  who  accepted  the  evangelical  vision,  the  key  to  personal 

advance  as  well  as  to  salvation  was  self-control  and  self-help.  Methodist 
Sunday  School  books  exemplified  this  approach.  Contained  in  the  reli- 

gious ideology  was  a  vision  of  an  ideal  political  economy.2 
The  members  of  those  denominations  that  Paul  Kleppner  and  Rich- 

ard Jensen  have  called  pietist  believed  that  individual  conversion  was 
not  enough,  however.  It  was  also  necessary  to  mobilize  against  sin  and 

ignorance  in  all  their  forms.  The  major  Protestant  denominations — 
Baptist,  Methodist,  Presbyterian,  and  Congregationalist— fell  mostly 
into  the  evangelical  pietist  camp.  By  contrast,  liturgicals — Roman  Cath- 

olics and  certain  branches  of  Protestantism,  such  as  the  confessional 

Lutherans — believed,  Kleppner  says,  that  "salvation  was  imparted 
.  .  .  through  the  mediation  of  the  church  and  the  sacraments."  Such 
beliefs  led  pietists  to  try  to  create  the  Kingdom  of  God  on  earth  by 
aggressive  reformism,  while  liturgicals  were  more  concerned  with  the 
preservation  of  their  own  corporate  integrity.  The  political  result  was 

a  "crusading  moralism"  among  pietists  as  opposed  to  tolerance  of  cul- 
tural pluralism  among  liturgicals.  The  major  issues  of  contention  be- 

tween the  two  groups  were  matters  like  temperance,  Sabbath  observ- 
ance, Bible  reading  in  the  public  schools,  and  the  use  of  foreign 

languages  in  the  common  school.  For  the  most  part,  pietists  were  active 
in  the  Whig  and  Republican  parties,  while  the  Democrats  reflected  the 

tolerant  pluralism  of  the  liturgicals.3 
Public-school  leaders  were  overwhelmingly  of  the  pietist  persuasion. 

The  NEA  enthusiastically  supported  Bible  reading,  temperance,  and 

moral  training  based  on  the  knowledge  that  there  was  an  All-Seeing 
Eye.  The  forerunner  of  the  NEA,  the  National  Teachers  Association, 

resolved  in  1869  that  "the  Bible  should  not  only  be  studied,  venerated, 
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and  honored  as  a  classic  for  all  ages,  people,  and  languages  .  .  .  but 
devotionally  read,  and  its  precepts  inculcated  in  all  the  common  schools 

of  the  land."  Immediately  thereafter  they  voted  "that  the  teaching  of 
partisan  or  sectarian  principles  in  our  public  schools,  or  the  appropria- 

tion of  public  funds  for  the  support  of  sectarian  schools  is  a  violation  of 

the  fundamental  principles  of  our  American  system  of  education."  The 
membership  seemed  unaware  of  any  contradiction  between  the  two 

resolutions,  probably  because  it  was  a  fairly  homogeneous  middle-class 

Protestant  group  to  whom  Horace  Mann's  solution  of  letting  the  Bible 
"speak  for  itself  was  self-evidently  nonsectarian.  Indeed,  one  of  Mann's 
successors  as  secretary  of  the  Massachusetts  State  Board  of  Education 

ridiculed  the  "croakings"  of  the  men  who  would  "turn  all  the  Christian- 
ity of  the  Bible  out  of  the  schools."  Anyone  opposed  to  "nonsectarian" 

religion  in  public  education  was  automatically  on  the  defensive  at  NEA 

sessions.4 
The  very  people  who  made  the  public-school  leaders  nervous  in  the 

first  place  about  the  state  of  the  nation — Catholic  and  Jewish  immi- 

grants in  particular  and  urban  "politicians"  in  general — led  the  assault 
on  religion  in  public  education.  Priests  and  party  bosses  catering  to  the 

new  immigrants  sought  to  dampen  controversy  by  eliminating  all  reli- 
gious teaching  from  the  schools.  Joining  the  battle  were  the  secular 

advocates  of  evolution  who  would  cull  "the  conscience  of  a  saint  from 
the  pleasant  titillations  of  contiguous  lumps  of  jelly  at  the  bottom  of  a 

preadamite  sea."5 
Either  explicitly  or  implicitly,  Catholics  were  the  target  of  several 

NEA  speakers.  In  1889  John  Jay  attacked  the  Roman  Church,  accusing 
its  hierarchy  of  a  conspiracy  to  defraud  the  common  school,  aided  in  its 

dirty  Work  by  "the  foreign  element,  uninstructed  in  American  civiliza- 
tion." When  Archbishop  John  Ireland,  a  liberal  Catholic,  addressed  the 

NEA  the  next  year,  he  felt  he  had  to  preface  his  remarks  by  saying  that 

he  was  not  and  never  had  been  un-American  or  an  enemy  of  public 
education.  More  genteel  than  the  pornographic  pamphleteers  of  the 

Know-Nothing  days  of  the  1850s  or  the  street  vigilantes  of  anti-Catholi- 
cism, the  NEA  spokesmen  nonetheless  believed  with  missionary  Josiah 

Strong  that  America  was  Our  Country — that  is  to  say,  Protestant.6 
Although  school  leaders  who  spoke  at  NEA  meetings  were  dogmatic 

in  their  demand  for  biblical  sanctions  for  moral  education,  they  were 
somewhat  evasive  in  describing  actual  practice  in  the  schools.  In  a 

number  of  cities — as  in  Cincinnati  in  1869 — Catholics  and  liberals  cam- 
paigned against  the  use  of  the  King  James  Bible  in  schools,  thereby 

undermining  the  consensus  sought  by  the  school  promoters.  By  1880, 
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however,  a  speaker  could  observe  that  the  tide  of  "ultra-secularism  in 
public  instruction"  had  turned.  Seven  years  later  one  schoolman  es- 

timated that  80  percent  of  public  schools  used  the  Bible.  But  a  county 

superintendent  wanted  to  keep  the  matter  out  of  the  public  eye:  "As 
a  fact  the  Bible  is  in  the  classroom.  .  .  .  We  want  no  legislation  on  the 

subject."  Clarence  Darrow  recalled  that  in  his  boyhood  school  in  Ohio, 
religion  "was  taught  to  us  children  in  the  same  and  direct  way"  as  was 
good  conduct.  Far  from  Ohio,  in  Portland,  Oregon,  a  final  examination 

in  the  high  school  asked  students  to  "write  and  punctuate  the  Lord's 

Prayer."7 From  the  1840s  onward  many  Catholic  leaders — especially  in  cities 
with  large  numbers  of  immigrants — protested  the  use  of  the  King  James 
Bible,  the  slurs  against  their  religion  or  ethnic  groups  in  school  readers, 

and  the  added  injustice  of  being  forced  to  pay  taxes  for  pan-Protestant 
schooling  while  being  denied  public  funds  for  their  own  parochial 

schools.  In  turn,  Protestants  accused  Roman  Catholics  of  trying  to  de- 
stroy the  common  school  by  demanding  the  ejection  of  the  Holy  Scrip- 
tures and  the  division  of  the  school  tax.8 

Such  bitter  arguments  were  not  limited  to  big  cities,  although  it  was 

in  pluralistic  districts  that  opponents  of  pan-Protestantism  had  their 
greatest  successes.  Even  in  Kansas,  where  Catholics  never  exceeded  8 
percent  of  the  population  during  the  nineteenth  century,  the  sectarian 

battle  over  the  common  schools  raged  for  decades.  Comments  by  citi- 
zens in  the  local  newspapers  showed  how  deeply  ingrained  were  the 

pietist  millennial  assumptions  about  education.  A  resident  of  Atchison, 

Kansas,  wrote  in  Freedom 's  Champion  that  "this  age  is  purely  Ameri- 
can  Americanism  is  Protestantism   Protestantism  is  Life,  is  Light, 

is  Civilization,  is  the  spirit  of  the  age.  Education  with  all  its  adjuncts,  is 

Protestantism.  In  fact,  Protestantism  is  education  itself."  The  state  su- 
perintendent expressed  the  conventional  wisdom  of  his  peers  when  he 

wrote  that  the  Bible  was  the  "best  textbook  on  moral  instruction  ever 

published."  Kansas  educators  deplored  controversy  over  religion  in 
other  states  and  vowed  to  defend  their  little  red  schoolhouses  from 

infidels  and  papists.  Catholics,  in  turn,  argued  that  justice  demanded 
the  division  of  the  school  fund  since  sending  their  children  to  public 
schools  would  endanger  their  faith.  They  failed  to  win  public  funds,  and 
in  1904  the  Kansas  Supreme  Court  upheld  the  constitutionality  of  Bible 

reading  without  comment.9 
The  campaign  to  enforce  a  pan-Protestant  morality  through  the  com- 

mon school  moved  to  the  national  level  in  the  1870s  and  1880s  and 
divided  the  Republican  and  Democratic  parties.  In  1875  President 
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Ulysses  S.  Grant  declared  that  "if  we  are  to  have  another  contest  in  the 
near  future  of  our  national  existence,  the  dividing  line  will  not  be  Mason 

and  Dixon's,  but  it  will  be  between  patriotism  and  intelligence  on  one 

side  and  superstition,  ambition,  and  ignorance  on  the  other."  He  went 

on  to  urge  "that  every  child  in  the  land  may  get  a  common  school 

education  unmixed  with  atheistic,  pagan,  or  sectarian  teaching."  Cath- 

olics did  not  doubt  that  they  were  the  target  of  Grant's  remarks.  Demo- 
crats retorted  that  the  Republicans  were  raising  an  emotional  anti- 

Catholicism  in  the  Congress  as  a  new  kind  of  bloody  shirt.10 
In  1875  Republican  presidential  hopeful  James  G.  Blaine  introduced 

a  constitutional  amendment  in  the  House  of  Representatives  banning 

the  use  of  state  funds  for  sectarian  schools.  It  passed  the  House,  but  by 

the  time  it  reached  the  Senate  a  new  clause  had  been  added  saying  that 

the  article  "shall  not  be  construed  to  prohibit  the  reading  of  the  Bible 
in  any  school  or  institution."  A  fierce  debate  ensued  in  the  Senate, 
continuing  into  the  early  hours  of  the  morning,  pitting  the  Republicans, 

who  saw  pluralism  as  a  threat,  against  the  Democrats  who  defended 

decentralized  political  decision  making  and  portrayed  the  new  amend- 
ment as  an  attack  on  Roman  Catholics.  The  vote  on  the  Senate  versions 

of  the  amendment  followed  party  lines,  the  Republicans  for  and  the 

Democrats  against,  and  failed  to  achieve  the  two-thirds  required.11 
This  defeat  did  not  deter  Henry  Blair,  senator  from  New  Hampshire, 

where  the  state  constitution  until  the  twentieth  century  urged  "the 
support  and  maintenance  of  public  Protestant  teachers  of  piety,  reli- 

gion, and  morality."  Blair  saw  Jesuit  conspirators  everywhere.  In  1888, 

supported  by  the  pietist  press  and  self-announced  "leading  citizens,"  he 
submitted  a  new  and  unsuccessful  constitutional  amendment  forbid- 

ding public  funds  to  sectarian  schools  but  requiring  instruction  "in  the 
common  branches  of  knowledge,  and  in  virtue,  morality,  and  the  prin- 

ciples of  the  Christian  religion."  He  used  the  old  logic:  an  embattled 
society  needed  moral  education;  morality  depended  on  religious  sanc- 

tions; only  the  common  school  could  reach  all  future  citizens;  therefore, 

religious  instruction  in  the  public  school.  "The  preservation  of  the  State 

demands  it,"  said  Blair,  "and  self-preservation  is  the  first  law  of  nature 

to  the  State  as  to  individuals."  Blair  was  the  chief  friend  of  public 
education  in  the  Congress  of  his  time,  trying  again  and  again  to  pass  a 

law  granting  federal  aid  to  the  common  schools  of  the  nation.12 

To  Blair,  to  the  majority  of  public-school  people,  and  to  pietist  minis- 
ters and  lay  people,  the  common  school  was  a  symbol  of  patriotism,  an 

emblem  of  a  government  rooted  in  the  virtue  of  free  individuals.  The 

place  of  education  in  the  Catholic  liturgical  world  view  was  quite  differ- 
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ent.  For  Catholics,  wrote  the  prominent  editorialist,  Isaac  Hecker,  in 

the  Catholic  World  in  1871: 

The  education  needed  is  not  secular  education,  which  simply  sharpens  the 

intellect  and  generates  pride  and  presumption,  but  moral  and  religious  edu- 
cation, which  trains  up  children  in  the  way  they  should  go,  which  teaches 

them  to  be  honest  and  loyal,  modest  and  unpretending,  docile  and  respectful 
to  their  superiors,  open  and  ingenuous,  obedient  and  submissive  to  rightful 
authority,  parental  or  conjugal,  civil  or  ecclesiastical;  to  know  and  keep  the 
commandments  of  God  and  the  precepts  of  the  church;  and  to  place  the 
salvation  of  the  soul  before  all  else  in  life.13 

Only  the  Catholic  church  could  give  such  education,  he  added. 

Agreeing  with  Protestants  about  the  need  for  moral  instruction,  Cathol- 
ics differed  about  its  content  and  form,  in  particular  the  importance  of 

church  doctrine  versus  individual  conscience,  the  sacraments  versus 

individual  experience  of  conversion,  and  the  maintenance  of  the  corpo- 
rate life  of  the  Catholic  community  versus  the  redemption  of  the  whole 

society.  Rightly,  Catholics  rejected,  Hecker  said,  the  attempts  of  evan- 

gelicals in  Congress  and  outside  to  train  "our  children  up  in  the  way  of 

Evangelicalism"  and  to  mold  "the  whole  American  people  into  one 
homogeneous  people,  modelled  . . .  after  the  New  England  evangelical 

type."14 For  a  majority  of  the  pan-Protestant  school  promoters  and  Catholic 
leaders,  compromise  on  religion  in  public  education  proved  impossible. 

Despite  some  experiments  in  public  funding  of  parochial  schools,  Cath- 
olics failed  in  their  attempts  to  gain  tax  money.  Even  when  school 

districts  banned  all  Bible  reading,  Catholic  clergy  and  prelates  were 

instructed  to  require  parents  to  send  their  children  to  parochial  schools 

— though  in  fact  many  Catholic  children  did,  of  course,  attend  public 

schools,  in  part  because  of  the  enormous  effort  required  for  working- 

class  parishes  to  build  their  own  schools  while  paying  taxes.  The  paro- 

chial-school system  that  emerged  by  the  second  half  of  the  nineteenth 

century — reaching  a  total  enrollment  of  626,496  by  1890 — was  the  larg- 

est "alternative  school  system"  in  the  United  States  and  testified  to  the 
inability  of  contending  groups  to  meet  halfway  on  such  fundamental 

differences  of  educational  and  religious  outlook.15 
Public-school  leaders  were,  for  the  most  part,  more  willing  to  com- 

promise on  ethnic  differences  than  on  religious,  though  they  preferred 

an  education  in  American  principles  conducted  in  the  English  lan- 
guage. They  had  to  respond  to  demands  from  prosperous,  politically 

self-conscious  and  educationally  advanced  concentrations  of  immi- 
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grants  like  the  Germans  who  insisted  on  using  their  native  language  in 
the  schools  their  children  attended  and  who  retained  great  pride  in 

their  ancestral  culture.  The  issue  arose  not  only  in  cities — such  as  Cin- 
cinnati, Cleveland,  Baltimore,  St.  Louis,  and  Chicago,  where  Germans 

settled  in  large  numbers — but  also  in  rural  areas  of  the  Midwest,  where 
Germans  or  Scandinavians  often  predominated. 

State  laws  in  Wisconsin  indicated  that  English  should  be  the  language 

of  instruction  but  permitted,  by  implication,  the  teaching  of  another 

language  as  an  additional  "branch  of  education."  De  facto  if  not  de  jure, 
immigrants  dominated  public  schools  where  they  constituted  sizable 

enclaves  in  Wisconsin.  There  were  15,000  Belgians  across  three  Wiscon- 
sin counties  who  effectively  controlled  their  own  rural  schools  with 

French-speaking  teachers  only.  In  many  German  settlements  only  Ger- 
man was  used  in  the  classroom,  in  school  board  meetings,  and  in  keep- 

ing records — a  practice  that  persisted  in  some  places  down  to  World 

War  I.  As  late  as  1893  tne  German-born  made  up  37  percent  of  the 

population  of  Wisconsin.16 
When  English-speaking  families  moved  into  such  districts,  they  some- 

times withdrew  their  children  from  the  public  school.  Forcing  com- 
munities to  conduct  public  schools  in  English  would  have  been  an 

impossible  task,  many  leaders  concluded;  it  would  simply  have  driven 

immigrants  to  a  private  alternative.  One  Wisconsin  county  superinten- 

dent wrote  in  his  annual  report  that  "public  money  may  be  sometimes 

appropriated  for  a  school  that  might  not  be  exactly  a  legal  school" 
because  it  was  not  conducted  in  English,  but  should  not  the  Germans 

be  indulged? 

Knowing  as  I  do  that  these  Germans  keep  more  school  than  the  Americans, 
that  their  children  attend  more  days  and  that  they  take  greater  interest  than 
do  our  countrymen,  the  question  presented  itself  in  this  manner  to  me;  shall 
I,  by  my  action,  kill  these  schools,  create  a  feeling  against  the  common  school 
system  and  cause  the  establishment  of  private  schools;  or  shall  I  take  what 
I  can  get,  knowing  that  the  next  generation — after  the  old  stock  is  out  of  the 
way,  and  they  come  to  associate  more  with  us — will  work  into  the  English 
schools  entirely? 

By  the  late  1880s  eight  states  had  statutes  permitting  bilingual  instruc- 
tion in  public  schools;  in  1872  Oregon  legalized  monolingual  German 

schools.17 

School  boards  and  superintendents  in  cities  with  large  numbers  of 

Germans  generally  followed  a  similar  course  of  action.  They  feared  that 

public  education  would  be  endangered  if  this  politically  and  economi- 
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cally  potent  group  could  not  be  included  in  the  common  school.  They 
were  willing  to  compromise  with  this  powerful,  respected  ethnic  group, 
to  include  German  in  some  schools  as  the  language  of  instruction  or  as 

a  separate  subject;  and  they  developed  elaborate  pedagogical  argu- 
ments and  cultural  rationales  to  justify  their  decisions.  They  claimed 

that  bilingualism  did  not  impede  the  learning  of  common-school  sub- 
jects, but  advanced  it.  They  proclaimed  the  glories  of  German  scholar- 

ship and  culture.  Respecting  the  ancestral  culture,  they  argued,  would 
strengthen  families  and  ease  the  long-term  assimilation  of  Germans  into 
American  society.  City  school  boards  were  not  generally  so  ready,  how- 

ever, to  make  concessions  to  other  less  numerous  or  prosperous  groups 
who  protested  the  attention  given  to  Germans.  In  St.  Louis,  for  exam- 

ple, angry  Irish  demanded  that  if  the  Germans  could  use  their  language 
in  the  public  school,  the  Irish  should  learn  in  Gaelic.  The  board  re- 

garded that  as  a  rhetorical  gesture.  Typically,  except  in  a  few  politically 
pluralistic  cities  like  San  Francisco  and  Milwaukee,  school  teachers 

ignored  the  language  maintenance  claims  of  groups  less  politically  pow- 
erful and  socially  favored  than  the  Germans.  But  in  ethnically  mono- 
lithic small  communities,  diverse  languages  continued  to  be  used  in  the 

common  schools.18 
When  states  attempted  to  eradicate  foreign  languages  as  a  medium 

of  instruction  in  public  and  private  schools,  such  laws  led  to  great 
conflict  and  generally  proved  to  be  political  donnybrooks  for  their 
proponents  until  the  avid  patriotism  of  World  War  I  and  the  fear  of 
internal  fifth  columns  created  a  xenophobic  climate  sufficiently  strong 
to  carry  the  day  for  nativism.  The  Republican  party  was  generally  in  the 

forefront  in  pushing  legislation  banning  foreign  languages  in  elemen- 
tary schools  during  the  nineteenth  century.  In  Massachusetts  anti-Cath- 
olic and  anti-immigrant  elements  of  the  party  focused  much  of  their 

attention  on  the  parochial  schools  founded  by  French-Canadians  and 
taught  in  their  native  tongue.  In  1888  some  legislators  introduced  a  bill 
requiring  all  private  schools  to  be  approved  by  local  school  committees, 

one  requirement  for  approval  being  that  "teaching  shall  be  in  the 
English  language."  The  next  year  a  new  bill  added  a  provision  to  punish 
by  fine  anyone  hindering  parents  from  sending  their  children  to  public 

schools  "by  any  threats  of  social,  moral,  political,  religious,  or  ecclesiasti- 

cal disability."19 
The  first  person  to  testify  at  a  hearing  on  the  bill  was  an  ex-Catholic 

newsman  who  claimed  that  priests  coerced  parents  to  send  children  to 

parochial  schools  by  telling  them  that  "teachers  in  the  public  schools 
were  mistresses  of  the  school  committee,"  that  public-school  graduates 
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were  "imps  of  hell,"  and  that  families  would  be  denied  the  sacraments 
if  their  children  went  to  common  schools.  The  superintendent  of  the 
Haverhill  Public  Schools  complained  that  Father  Boucher,  leader  of  the 

French-Canadian  community,  "was  not  an  American  citizen  and  knew 
nothing  of  the  Massachusetts  school  system"  but  instead  "would  teach 
his  school  in  his  own  way  and  in  his  own  language."  In  their  schools  the 
immigrant  children  studied  a  French  history  of  Canada  but  no  history 
of  the  United  States;  little  wonder  was  it  that  a  French  newspaper 
reported  that  French  Canadians  should  owe  no  allegiance  to  George 

Washington  "  'who  began  his  career  by  the  massacre  of  a  French  officer 
in  Ohio.'  "  The  Republican  candidate  for  governor  in  1891  declared  that 
"the  public  school  is  needed  to  Americanize  our  youth.  It  is  the  great 
digestive  apparatus  by  which  the  many  nationalities  in  our  state  will 

become  assimilated."20 
Republican  anti-popery  and  opposition  to  the  French-Canadian 

schools  boomeranged,  however.  Enough  of  the  French-Canadians 
shifted  their  votes  to  the  Democrats  (whom  they  had  formerly  dis- 

trusted since  the  party  was  dominated  by  the  Irish)  that  the  Republican 
gubernatorial  candidates  lost  in  1890,  1891,  and  1892.  Although  it  was 
tempting  to  Republican  politicians  to  draw  on  the  deep  reservoirs  of 

anti-Catholic  and  antiforeign  sentiment  that  lay  close  to  the  surface  of 
the  political  consciousness  of  evangelical  nativists,  the  Massachusetts 
experience  demonstrated  that  this  strategy  had  its  dangers.  Both 
Republicans  and  Democrats  endorsed  public  education,  but  their  styles 
of  promoting  it  differed.  Republicans  favored  homogenization  while 
Democrats  embraced  a  tolerance  for  cultural  differences.21 

In  two  other  states,  battles  to  eliminate  foreign  languages  in  elemen- 
tary schools  overturned  Republican  rule.  Both  the  Bennett  Law,  passed 

in  Wisconsin  in  1889,  and  the  Edwards  Law,  passed  in  Illinois  that  same 

year,  required  pupils  to  attend  "some  public  or  private  day  school"  and 
defined  an  acceptable  school  as  one  in  which  English  was  the  language 

of  instruction.  The  legislatures  themselves  were  predominantly  Repub- 
lican, but  the  measures  had  bipartisan  support  and  their  passage  hardly 

stirred  debate.22 

When  the  laws  began  to  be  enforced,  however,  the  Democrats  at- 
tacked them  in  a  campaign  designed  to  arouse  voters  against  the 

Republicans.  German  Catholics  and  Lutherans  alike— joined  by  vigor- 
ous ethnic  secular  associations — denounced  the  Republicans  as  pater- 

nalists  who  invaded  family  prerogatives  and  the  German  heritage,  en- 
dangering their  religious  and  ethnic  autonomy.  Democrats  portrayed 

themselves  as  the  defenders  of  cultural  autonomy  and  religious  liberty. 

81 



Managers  of  Virtue 

In  turn,  Republican  leaders  argued  that  their  opponents  were  enemies 

of  that  potent  symbol  of  patriotism,  the  "little  red  school,"  and  foes  of 
assimilation.  Republican  Governor  William  Hoard  of  Wisconsin  told 

teachers  that  "unprogressive  elements"  were  conspiring  "against  poor, 
ignorant,  and  defenseless  children."  There  was  only  one  way  to  save 
these  "poor  German  boys,"  he  said:  "that  unrivalled,  that  invaluable 
political  and  moral  institution — the  New  England  system  of  free 

schools."  Appropriately,  his  Democratic  opponent  was  George  Peck, 
author  of  Peck's  Bad  Boy.  Republican  professionals  quickly  saw  that 
disaster  lay  ahead  at  the  polls  for  true  believers  who,  like  Hoard, 
thought  that  extremism  in  defense  of  nativist  virtue  was  not  vice.  After 
the  Republican  routs  at  the  polls  in  Wisconsin  and  Illinois,  one  of  them 

wrote  a  friend  that  "defeat  was  inevitable.  The  school  law  did  it — a  silly, 
sentimental  and  damned  useless  abstraction,  foisted  upon  us  by  a  self- 

righteous  demagogue."23 
Educators  were  bewildered  and  outraged  by  the  ethnic  and  religious 

opposition  to  these  two  laws.  Ambitious  "bi-lingual  politicians"  were 
fomenting  dangerous,  un-American  ideas,  complained  school  leaders. 

In  Illinois  the  state  teachers'  association  passed  a  resolution  declaring 
that  the  Edwards  Law  "was  a  measure  calculated  to  promote  intelli- 

gence, humanity,  and  liberty"  and  vowed  to  defend  it  "against  the 
assaults  of  demagogues  and  dogmatists."  The  assertion  that  compulsion 
to  attend  schools  in  which  the  language  was  English  could  be  a  guaran- 

tee of  liberty  sounds  Orwellian.  The  assumptions  underlying  that  be- 
lief, however,  become  clear  when  one  reads  the  discussions  of  Ameri- 

canization in  the  self-appointed  policy-making  body  of  the  NEA,  the 
National  Council  of  Education  in  1891.  A  committee  had  just  reported 
to  the  council  that  the  idle  and  vicious  were  filling  the  jails  of  the  nation, 

corrupt  men  were  getting  the  ballot,  and  "foreign  influence  has  begun 
a  system  of  colonization  with  a  purpose  of  preserving  foreign  languages 

and  traditions  and  proportionately  of  destroying  distinctive  American- 

ism. It  has  made  alliance  with  religion."24 
The  committee  was  really  saying  that  there  were  two  classes  of  citi- 

zens, we  and  they.  An  educator  in  the  audience  asserted  that  "the 
report  assumes  that  when  the  people  established  this  government  they 

had  a  certain  standard  of  intelligence  and  morality;  and  that  an  intelli- 
gent and  moral  people  will  conform  to  the  requirements  of  good  citi- 

zenship." Things  have  changed,  he  added:  "People  have  come  here 
who  are  not  entitled  to  freedom  in  the  same  sense  as  those  who  estab- 

lished this  government."  The  question  was  whether  to  raise  those  in- 
ferior newcomers  to  the  standards  of  the  Anglo-Saxon  forefathers  or  to 
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"lower  this  idea  of  intelligence  and  morality  to  the  standard  of  that 
class"  of  new  immigrants.  Republican  liberty  depended  on  a 
homogeneity  of  virtue  and  knowledge  that  only  compulsion  could  cre- 

ate in  those  who  did  not  fit  the  mold.25 
Almost  without  exception  native-born  and  Protestant,  NEA  leaders 

in  the  nineteenth  century  took  naturally  to  the  notion  that  real  citizens 
were  those  who  fit  the  American  pietist  mold.  Part  of  the  dominant 
culture  themselves,  they  could  not  see  their  own  clannishness.  In  a 
society  growing  more  and  more  heterogeneous,  they  could  not  so  easily 

count  on  a  similar  "consciousness"  to  rouse.  Failing  to  persuade,  they 
turned  finally  to  laws  to  compel  attendance,  harbingers  of  a  new  corpo- 

rate order  to  come  in  public  education. 

7.  THE  SPECIAL  CASE  OF  THE  SOUTH 

The  South  was  a  Protestant  land,  a  seedbed  of  revivalism.  Most  southern 
states  prior  to  the  Civil  War  had  a  tax  base  as  strong  as  those  in  the  old 
Northwest.  In  Thomas  Jefferson  it  had  a  great  spokesman  for  public 
schooling.  Like  northern  rural  states,  it  had  a  dispersed  population  that 

might  have  been  served  more  economically  and  efficiently  by  a  com- 
mon school  than  by  institutions  segregated  by  class,  religion,  or  race. 

Yet  the  South  was  the  great  exception  to  the  patterns  we  have  de- 
scribed thus  far.  In  public  education  as  in  so  many  other  domains  it  was 

another  country,  at  least  during  most  of  the  nineteenth  century.  In  1859 

about  one-fifth  of  the  whites  in  slave  states  were  illiterate,  compared 
with  about  one  in  twenty  in  the  North.  School  attendance  rates  in  the 
South  were  far  lower  as  well.  More  than  nine  out  of  ten  blacks  were 

then  illiterate — hardly  surprising  in  view  of  the  widespread  laws  mak- 
ing it  a  crime  to  teach  slaves  to  read.  In  certain  cities  and  in  a  few  states 

— notably  North  Carolina,  Kentucky,  and  Louisiana — educational  lead- 
ers succeeded  in  founding  rudimentary  networks  of  public  schools.  But 

throughout  the  antebellum  South  education  was  mostly  a  private  mat- 
ter, not  a  civic  concern,  and  only  those  who  could  pay  received  much 

schooling.  Until  1870  the  majority  of  all  the  pupils  enrolled  were  in 

private  schools.1 
The  people  who  did  finally  create  and  reform  public  education  in  the 

South  were  a  strange  mixture:  ex-slaves  mobilized  in  a  vast  social  move- 
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ment  to  educate  themselves,  northern  soldiers  and  federal  bureaucrats, 
missionary  teachers  paid  by  Yankee  benevolent  societies,  southern 

moderates  who  shared  many  of  the  goals  of  the  northern  school  promot- 

ers of  Mann's  generation,  foundation  officials,  and  rich  northern  capital- 
ists. As  a  colony  of  the  North,  first  political,  then  economic,  the  postwar 

South  experienced  a  series  of  upheavals  in  its  social  structure  that  pro- 
duced waves  of  educational  change.  The  history  of  southern  educa- 
tional leadership  is  a  complex  interweaving  of  the  familiar  northern 

themes — religious  enthusiasm  and  economic  self-interest,  private 
power  and  public  action,  millennial  political  hopes  and  everyday  work 

— with  the  South's  tortured  racial  history,  its  glorification  of  its  "feudal" 
past,  and  its  peculiar  economic  structure. 

Here  we  shall  focus  on  a  few  shifting  patterns  of  educational  leader- 
ship: on  the  small  minority  of  antebellum  crusaders  who  tried  to  create 

public  schooling  in  a  political  economy  in  many  ways  hostile  to  the 

northern  concept  of  the  common  school;  on  the  grass-roots  social  move- 
ment of  blacks  after  emancipation  striving  to  educate  themselves  to  the 

full  meaning  of  freedom,  and  the  whites  who  helped  them;  on  the 
southern  white  leaders  after  Reconstruction  who  tried  to  refashion  a 

nascent  public-school  system  to  serve  their  interests  in  a  poor,  rural 
society  sharply  divided  by  caste;  and  finally,  on  leaders  in  the  educa- 

tional awakening  at  the  turn  of  the  twentieth  century  that  transformed 
white  schools  while  it  starved  those  for  disenfranchised  blacks — an  odd 
mixture  of  southern  educators,  politicians,  and  ministers  allied  with 
northern  capitalists  and  their  philanthropic  agents. 

The  antebellum  South  was  barren  ground  for  promoters  of  the  com- 
mon school.  Those  few  crusaders  who  did  succeed  to  a  degree,  like 

Calvin  Wiley  of  North  Carolina  or  Robert  Breckinridge  of  Kentucky, 
were  men  similar  to  their  northern  counterparts:  religious,  committed 

to  the  Protestant-republican  ideology,  eager  to  empower  their  fellow 
citizens  through  enlightenment  of  the  kind  that  Jefferson  had  said  was 

essential  to  self-government.  A  large  proportion  of  these  were  ministers 
or  academy  teachers  and  graduates  of  Presbyterian  seminaries  and 
colleges.  They  were  most  successful  among  the  white  yeomen  of  the 

Piedmont — people  whose  economic  circumstances  and  religious  world 
views  were  more  similar  to  those  of  northern  rural  populations  than 

they  were  to  those  of  prosperous  slaveholders.  But  the  men  who  con- 
trolled the  political  economy  of  the  slave  South  for  the  most  part  had 

patrician  values  and  different  economic  interests  from  those  of  the 

school  promoters.2 
In  the  debate  that  took  place  from  1830  to  the  Civil  War  about  the 
84 



The  Special  Case  of  the  South 

proper  nature  of  southern  education  it  was  the  ideology  of  the  slave 

owners  that  triumphed.  Afraid  of  attacks  on  slavery  and  the  undermin- 
ing of  their  privilege,  eager  to  construct  a  special  southern  form  of 

education  to  defend  their  orthodoxies,  patricians  looked  on  public 

schooling  more  as  a  threat  to  the  social  order  than  as  a  buttress  of  it, 

especially  when  the  textbooks  and  teachers  came  from  the  North.  The 

public  school  of  the  North  was  predicated  on  the  notion  that  all  men 

might  be  citizens,  part  of  the  campaign  to  create  the  millennial  King- 
dom of  God.  The  South,  by  contrast,  had  a  class  of  noncitizens — the 

slaves — and  large  slaveholders  had  doubts  about  the  value  of  education 

even  for  whites,  if  they  were  poor  and  powerless.  The  southern  reform- 

ers who  shared  Horace  Mann's  vision  and  turned  to  him  for  advice  and 

support  came  increasingly  to  feel  like  outcasts  in  their  own  land.3 
When  regional  hostility  increased  in  the  1840s  and  1850s,  William 

Taylor  writes,  the  debate  over  schooling  moved 

away  from  a  commitment  to  education  as  a  matter  of  public  responsibility, 
as  a  matter  of  general  concern  to  the  states  in  question,  toward  the  definition 
of  education  as  a  private,  or,  at  best,  a  local  question.  .  .  .  One  can  say  with 
a  good  deal  of  justice  that  the  prevailing  view  changed  from  regarding 
education  as  providing  an  electorate  that  could  control  the  machinery  of 
democratic  government,  to  regarding  it  as  providing  an  electorate  that  the 
machinery  of  government  could  control. 

The  southern  brand  of  Protestantism  reinforced  this  conservative  polit- 
ical stance,  for  the  evangelical  leaders  of  the  South  stressed  individual 

salvation  far  more  than  collective  action  to  improve  society.4 
Emancipation  of  the  slaves  and  the  radical  phases  of  Reconstruction 

opened  a  new  and  tumultuous  chapter  in  the  history  of  American  edu- 
cation. Both  the  freedmen  and  the  Yankee  missionary  teachers  who 

flowed  South  after  the  Civil  War  saw  schooling  as  a  badge  of  freedom, 

a  means  of  asserting  political  identity.  "Freedom  and  school  books  and 

newspapers,  go  hand  in  hand,"  announced  the  New  Orleans  Black 

Republican  in  1865.  "Let  us  secure  the  freedom  we  have  received  by 
the  intelligence  that  can  maintain  it."  As  Carter  Woodson  established 
long  ago,  free  blacks  before  the  Civil  War  made  enormous  sacrifices  to 

establish  schools  for  their  children  and  to  win  their  admission  to  public 

schools  in  the  North.  New  research  by  James  Anderson  and  Herbert 

Gutman  demonstrates  how  central  emancipated  slaves  were  in  estab- 
lishing systems  of  Sunday  Schools  and  universal  public  education  in  the 

South  during  Reconstruction.  Churches  and  ministers  in  the  black  com- 
munity were  often  the  nucleus  from  which  such  campaigns  spread  in 
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a  social  movement  that  took  in  all  of  the  former  Confederate  states.  By 
1868  the  African  Methodist  Episcopal  Church  had  already  enrolled 

40,000  pupils  in  Sabbath  Schools;  the  numbers  swelled  to  200,000  chil- 
dren by  1885,  instructed  almost  entirely  by  black  teachers  not  only  in 

church  doctrines  but  also  in  basic  literacy.  Such  schools  represented  a 

grass-roots  system  of  popular  education  hardly  distinguishable  from  the 

"public"  schools  of  the  time.5 
Booker  T.  Washington  gave  a  classic  description  of  this  social  move- 

ment in  his  autobiography,  describing  the  excitement  of  "a  whole  race 
beginning  to  go  to  school"  and  the  envy  his  neighbors  felt  for  the 
accomplishments  of  a  young  Ohio  black  who  could  read  the  newspaper. 

John  Alvord,  who  was  "inspector  of  schools"  for  the  Freedmen's  Bu- 
reau, found  that  all  over  the  South  the  ex-slaves  were  engaging  in 

"self-teaching"  in  what  he  called  "Native  schools."  When  the  Freed- 
man's  Bureau  cut  off  funds  it  had  given  to  a  large  number  of  such 
schools  created  by  blacks  in  Louisiana,  the  black  families  protested 

bitterly.  "I  saw  one  [petition]  from  plantations  across  the  river,"  Alvord 
wrote,  "at  least  30  feet  in  length,  presenting  10,000  negroes.  It  was 
affecting  to  examine  it  and  note  the  names  and  marks  (x)  of  such  a  long 
list  of  parents,  ignorant  themselves,  but  begging  that  their  children 
might  be  educated,  promising  that  from  beneath  their  present  burdens, 

and  out  of  their  extreme  poverty,  they  would  pay  for  it."  Similarly, 
urban  blacks  pressed  hard  politically  for  adequate  schools  and  urged 
school  boards  to  hire  black  teachers.  Giving  political  expression  to  such 
hopes,  black  and  white  Reconstruction  legislators  did  more  to  establish 

the  legal  principle  of  universal  education  in  a  few  years  than  the  south- 

ern states  had  accomplished  in  the  previous  five  decades.6 

The  Union  Army,  the  Freedmen's  Bureau,  and  northern  missionary 
associations  gave  vital  assistance  to  southern  blacks  in  this  crusade, 
believing  that  education  was  an  essential  means  of  remaking  the  South 

along  the  familiar  lines  of  the  Protestant-republican  ideology  that  had 
shaped  nation  building  in  the  North.  Northern  evangelical  ministers 
and  educators  of  abolitionist  leanings  had  long  believed  that  the  Civil 
War  might  have  been  averted  and  the  South  redeemed  had  it  enjoyed 

a  Yankee-style  educational  system.  After  the  war,  the  American  Mis- 
sionary Association  and  several  individual  denominations  joined  the 

federal  government  in  pouring  money  into  efforts  to  educate  the  freed- 
men.  These  groups  sent  teachers  to  the  black  common  schools  and 
founded  dozens  of  secondary  schools  and  colleges  designed  especially 
to  train  black  teachers.7 

Northern  teachers,  most  of  them  women,  went  South  full  of  zeal  for 
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the  gospel  and  their  task  of  helping  blacks  to  achieve  full  citizenship. 
They  held  evangelical  revivals  in  their  schoolrooms  and  sought  to  help 
blacks  reverse  the  effects  of  decades  of  slavery.  Here  is  the  transcript 

of  a  lesson  in  one  of  these  early  "Freedom  schools"  of  1866: 

Now  children,  you  don't  think  white  people  are  any  better  than  you  because 
they  have  straight  hair  and  white  faces? 
No,  sir. 
No,  they  are  no  better,  but  they  are  different,  they  possess  great  power,  they 
formed  this  great  government,  they  control  this  vast  country.  .  .  .  Now  what 
makes  them  different  from  you? 
MONEY,  (unanimous  shout) 
Yes,  but  what  enabled  them  to  obtain  it?  How  did  they  get  money? 

Got  it  off  us,  stole  it  off  we  all!8 

Put  in  the  long  perspective  of  history,  the  educational  achievement 

of  the  southern  blacks  and  their  white  allies  (both  northern  and  south- 
ern) was  little  short  of  revolutionary.  In  i860  according  to  the  United 

States  census,  fewer  than  2  percent  of  all  blacks  of  school  age  were 

enrolled  in  school,  in  1870  about  10  percent,  in  1880  about  34  percent, 

and  in  1910  about  45  percent.  The  illiteracy  of  blacks  dropped  from  82 

percent  in  1870  to  30  percent  in  1910.  Considering  the  extreme  poverty 

of  the  group,  the  starvation  diet  of  schooling,  the  oppressiveness  of  the 

caste  society  within  which  most  of  them  lived,  and  the  low  job  ceiling, 

this  is  a  triumph  without  parallel  in  the  history  of  American  education. 
This  educational  revolution  did  little  to  lessen,  however,  the  racial 

structuring  of  opportunity  in  the  economy  or  to  create  the  political  and 

social  equality  that  schooling  was  theoretically  designed  to  foster.9 
Until  well  into  the  twentieth  century,  southern  blacks  were  able  to 

obtain  secondary  or  higher  education  chiefly  in  the  private  institutions 

created  by  northern  missionary  associations  and  in  the  private  schools 

founded  by  their  own  black  churches.  W.  E.  B.  DuBois  wrote  that  "the 
teachers  in  these  institutions  came  not  to  keep  Negroes  in  their  place, 

but  to  raise  them  out  of  the  defilement  of  the  places  where  slavery  had 

wallowed  them.  The  Colleges  . . .  were  social  settlements;  homes  where 

the  best  of  the  sons  of  the  freedmen  came  in  close  and  sympathetic 

touch  with  the  best  traditions  of  New  England."  In  time,  as  James 
McPherson  has  shown,  blacks  began  to  take  control  of  these  schools. 

From  the  black  colleges  came  a  large  proportion  of  the  leaders  of  the 

race  in  education,  the  professions,  in  business,  and  in  civil-rights  organi- 
zations (although  the  approach  of  most  of  them  to  race  relations  tended 

to  be  accommodationist  in  the  mold  of  Booker  T.  Washington).10 
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After  the  brief  experiment  of  radical  Reconstruction,  southern 
white  Redeemers  took  over  the  state  governments  and  mostly  starved 

the  nascent  public  schools.  This  group — primarily  men  "of  middle- 
class,  industrial,  capitalist  outlook"  and  with  close  ties  to  railroad  in- 

terests— found  ways  to  "compose  their  differences  amicably  and  to 
rule  by  coalition"  with  the  old  planter  class,  C.  Vann  Woodward  ob- 

serves. Even  had  they  been  deeply  committed  to  effective  public 

schools,  the  southern  political  leaders  would  have  faced  severe  prob- 

lems, for  the  South 's  tax  base  after  emancipation  of  the  slaves  and 
wartime  destruction  of  property  was  skimpy,  its  public  credit  in  dis- 

array, its  population  widely  dispersed,  and  its  ratio  of  children  to 
adults  larger  than  in  other  sections  of  the  country,  thereby  increasing 
the  burden  on  adults  of  working  age.  Reconstruction  legislators  and 

educational  leaders  had  fallen  short  of  their  ambitious  goals  of  provid- 
ing free  schooling  to  both  blacks  and  whites  (in  segregated  schools). 

But  the  Redeemers  generally  put  a  low  priority  on  public  education, 

were  determined  to  create  a  rigid  caste  system,  and  tried  to  econo- 
mize in  government.  They  redesigned  the  governance  of  schools  to 

delegate  most  important  decisions  to  the  county  level,  replaced  the 
mostly  Yankee  state  superintendents  with  southerners  (often  former 
Confederate  officers),  and  generally  required  that  blacks  and  whites 
fund  their  schools  separately  from  their  own  property  tax  bases. 

Where  schools  for  either  race  thrived — and  they  did  in  some  places — 
it  was  often  the  result  of  the  efforts  of  dedicated  state  and  county 
superintendents  and  concerned  parents  and  teachers,  sometimes 

aided  by  agents  of  northern  philanthropists.11 
Table  7.1  ignores  important  variations  among  communities — the 

great  urban-rural  differences,  for  example — but  indicates  the  degree  to 
which  the  South  remained  educationally  distinct  from  the  rest  of  the 
nation  well  into  the  twentieth  century.  Considering  the  inaccuracies  of 

educational  statistics  in  the  nineteenth  century — great  discrepancies 
between  census  and  USOE  figures  are  only  one  sign  of  the  problem — 
the  comparisons  can  only  be  gross  at  best.  But  the  results  of  southern 
parsimony  were  appalling:  in  1900  there  were  1,198,774  white  illiterates 
and  2,637,774  black  illiterates  in  the  South,  not  surprising  in  a  region 

that  at  that  time  was  providing  instruction  in  public  "schoolhouses 
costing  averages  of  $276  each,  under  teachers  receiving  an  average 

salary  of  $25  a  month,"  and  "giving  the  children  in  actual  attendance 
5  cents  worth  of  education  a  day"  for  three  months  a  year.12 

At  the  turn  of  the  twentieth  century,  southern  educators,  ministers, 

and  political  leaders  joined  forces  with  northern  capitalists  and  philan- 
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TABLE  7.1 

School  Attendance,  Per-Pupil  Expenditures,  and  Pupil  Enrollment  in  the 
North  and  South,  1870-1910 

1870 
1880 

1890 

1900 1910 Mean  length  of  school  term 
(days) 

North  and  West 

■3> 

140 142 
!52 168 

South 
86 

76 

89 

97 

121 

Mean  expenditures  per  pupil 
(in  current  $) 

North  and  West 10.8 10.2 

158 
18.1 

36-7 South 

5-8 

3-3 

4.2 

4-5 
11.2 

Enrollments  as  percentage 
of  school  age  group 

North  and  West 

76 

75 
73 

78 

79 
South 

29 

45 

57 

63 

68 

SOURCES:  United  States  Commissioner  of  Education,  Reports,   and  adopted  from  a  table  in  Meyer 
et   al.,    Public  Education   as   Nation-Building,    pp.    594,   597. 

thropists  to  bring  about  a  massive  educational  awakening.  The  pattern 
for  this  North-South  collaboration  had  already  been  set  in  the  work  of 
the  Peabody  Education  Fund  and  its  agents.  Founded  in  1867  with  a  gift 
of  $1  million  (later  augmented  to  about  $2  million),  the  Peabody  staff 
sought  to  stimulate  the  growth  of  public  schooling  in  the  South  largely 
through  exhortation,  dissemination  of  information,  and  small  matching 
grants  to  schools.  As  for  the  ministers  and  teachers  who  went  South  to 
teach  the  freedman  during  Reconstruction,  the  South  was  missionary 
territory  to  the  agents  of  the  Peabody  Fund,  but  with  a  difference:  they 
accepted  the  racial  caste  system  and  sought  to  rouse  the  consciousness 
of  white  southerners  in  terms  they  could  appreciate  and  make  their 

own.13 
The  first  Peabody  agent  was  Barnas  Sears,  Mann's  successor  as  secre- 

tary of  the  Massachusetts  State  Board  of  Education  and  previously  a 
professor  of  theology,  but  the  most  influential  agent  was  a  southerner, 
Jabez  Lamar  Munroe  Curry.  A  man  of  great  zeal  and  eloquence,  he 

declared  that  "my  life  is  a  ministry  of  public  education."  Traveling  all 
over  the  South,  speaking  in  churches  and  courthouses  and  to  legisla- 

tures, he  and  his  disciples  addressed  the  people  in  the  language  of  a 

revivalist.  "The  free  school  supported  by  all  the  people  was  carried 
before  the  people  as  the  Ark  of  the  Covenant,"  school  reformer  Charles 
Dabney  wrote  of  Curry.  The  new  gospel  preached  was  summed  up  in 

the  utterance,  "Every  child  has  the  same  right  to  be  educated  as  he  has 
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to  be  free;  the  one  right  is  as  sacred  as  the  other."  One  of  Curry's 
listeners  in  a  North  Carolina  town  described  his  impact: 

Curry  . . .  pleaded  with  passion  and  power  for  the  children  of  the  community. 
I  remember  how  he  seized  a  little  child  impulsively,  and  with  dramatic 
instinct  placed  his  hand  on  his  curly  head,  and  pictured  to  the  touched  and 
silent  throng  the  meaning  of  a  little  child  to  human  society.  It  was  the  first 
time  I  had  ever  heard  a  man  of  such  power  spend  himself  so  passionately  in 
such  a  cause.  I  had  seen  and  heard  men  speak  in  that  way  about  personal 
religion  and  heaven  and  hell,  and  struggles  and  wrongs  long  past,  but  never 
before  about  childhood.  It  seemed  to  me,  and  to  all  the  young  men  who  heard 
him,  that  here  was  a  vital  thing  to  work  for,  here  indeed  a  cause  to  which  a 
man  might  nobly  attach  himself,  feeling  sure  that,  though  he  himself  might 

fall,  the  cause  would  go  marching  grandly  on.M 

The  revival  pattern  pioneered  in  the  South  by  Curry  was  repeated 

over  and  over  again,  community  by  community,  as  the  campaign 

gained  momentum  after  1900.  Missionaries  converting  the  people  to 
education  had  to  seek  out  citizens  in  rural  areas.  Governor  Charles 

Aycock  of  North  Carolina  told  his  fellow  school  reformers:  "When  a 
man  is  hungry,  he  will  come  to  you  for  bread,  but  the  ignorant  man  will 

not  come.  We  have  to  go  to  him  and  insist  that  he  educate  his  children." 

Dabney  agreed  that  schools  should  grow  from  the  grass  roots:  "the 
schools  should  be  born  out  of  the  home,  grow  out  of  the  community 

which  they  are  intended  to  serve,  and  be  the  result  of  local  effort  and 

local  work."  But  where  folk  were  unconverted,  there  the  educational 
evangelist  had  to  bring  the  gospel  so  that  the  awakening  could  proceed. 

In  1902,  under  Aycock's  direction,  speakers  held  over  350  rallies  over 
North  Carolina,  where  families  arrived  at  the  courthouse  or  town 

square,  their  wagons  muddy  from  arduous  treks  over  country  roads, 

ready  to  listen  to  orators  and  to  respond  as  to  a  traveling  evangelist  in 

their  plain  churches.15 
Much  of  the  educational  revival  in  the  South  stemmed  from  the 

initiative  of  state  and  local  leaders,  but  northern  capitalists,  like  mer- 

chant Robert  Ogden,  railroad  man  William  Baldwin,  and  Standard  Oil's 
John  D.  Rockefeller,  also  promoted  the  movement  both  by  funding  the 

chief  propaganda  agency — the  Southern  Education  Board — and  by 
planning  strategies  with  southern  educators,  ministers,  and  politicians. 
A  large  number  of  the  board  members  of  the  Southern  Education  Board 

were  also  directors  of  a  foundation  created  by  Rockefeller  called  the 

General  Education  Board  and  to  which  he  gave  $53  million  between 

1902  and  1909.  This  philanthropic  agency  funded  many  new  ventures  in 
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public  schools  in  the  South.  Earlier  eastern  elites  had  supported  the 
missionary  associations  that  sought  to  Christianize  and  civilize  the  West, 
in  part  to  bring  it  more  into  the  ideological  orbit  of  the  Northeast.  Now, 
on  a  grandiose  scale,  northern  entrepreneurs  took  an  active  interest  in 
improving  the  education  of  southerners.  They  chartered  trains  to  bring 
together  their  capitalist  friends,  educators,  and  ministers  to  confer 
about  strategy;  opened  their  mansions  to  meetings  of  the  Southern 
Education  Board;  and  held  meetings  at  the  Waldorf  Astoria  Hotel. 
Individual  philanthropists  such  as  Julius  Rosenwald,  John  F.  Slater, 
Anna  Jeanes,  and  Andrew  Carnegie  poured  millions  into  southern 

schools.16 
Economically,  the  South  had  become  in  many  respects  a  colony  of 

northern  business  interests.  Baldwin  took  a  special  interest  in  training 
blacks  so  that  they  would  be  more  efficient  and  docile  railroad  workers. 
His  mentor  in  such  matters,  General  Samuel  Armstrong  of  Hampton 
Institute,  encouraged  him  to  support  industrial  schooling,  saying  that 

"an  able-bodied  student  represents  a  capital  of  perhaps  a  thousand 
dollars . . .  [but]  when  they  learn  a  trade,  they  are  worth  three-fold  more 

in  the  market."  Baldwin  concluded  that  "in  the  Negro  is  the  opportu- 
nity of  the  South."  Rockefeller  and  other  investors  built  company 

schools  in  the  iron  and  coal  regions  of  Alabama.  They  played  black  and 
white  workers  off  against  each  other,  hoping  to  forestall  unionization. 
The  broader  campaign  for  schools  enlisted  their  interest  and  support, 

for  it  promised  to  modernize  a  population  that  was  increasingly  impor- 
tant to  the  national  economy  and  to  their  profits.  The  Du  Pont  family 

gave  funds  sufficient  to  build  and  equip  a  school  in  every  black  commu- 
nity in  Delaware.  But  their  motivation  was  also  religious.  Rockefeller 

and  Ogden  both  ran  Sunday  Schools  and  were  ardent  churchmen  who 

preached  "business  idealism."  They  believed  that  they  were  doing  the 
Lord's  work  as  well  as  serving  their  own  interests.17 

Thus  the  movement  combined  the  capital  and  organizational  skills  of 

northern  entrepreneurs  with  the  evangelical  rhetoric  and  grass-roots 
revivals  of  southerners.  The  chief  propaganda  arm  of  the  Southern 
Education  Board,  its  Bureau  of  Information  and  Advice  on  Legislation 
and  School  Organization,  reflected  a  mixture  of  efficiency  and  revival- 

ism, incongruous  in  hindsight  but  natural  to  an  industrious  Protestant 

of  the  era,  such  as  Dabney,  its  director.  One  of  the  bureau's  pamphlets 
noted  why: 

The  campaign  of  education,  as  being  conducted,  has  already  awakened  in 
many  communities  educational  enthusiasm  amounting  to  religious  fervor. 
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But  unless  this  emotion  can  be  transformed  into  quiet  intelligent  interest  it 
cannot  last,  neither  can  it  construct  efficient  schools  unless  it  be  guided  by 
sane  educational  statesmanship.  This  statesmanship  cannot  be  adequately 
supplied  by  a  few  minds  capable  of  taking  the  larger  view,  for  in  a  democratic 
community  schools  and  school  systems  must,  in  the  last  resort,  be  constructed 
by  the  people. 

What  the  South  needed,  he  argued,  were  both  "missionaries"  to  reach 
the  isolated  population  and  superior  leaders  of  schools  who  could  be 

sophisticated  "educational  engineers."  Thus  in  its  publications  the  bu- 
reau made  statistical  studies  of  southern  education,  disseminated  infor- 

mation about  new  conceptions  of  schooling  in  the  North  as  well  as  the 

South,  and  sought  to  build  an  economic  case  for  investment  in  public 

education,  including  estimates  about  how  much  more  productive  edu- 

cated citizens  were  than  ignorant  ones.18 
But  the  potent  religious  themes  by  no  means  disappeared.  At  annual 

summer  schools  for  thousands  of  teachers  from  all  over  the  South,  held 

at  the  University  of  Tennessee  and  designed  to  "fill  them  with  our 

gospel  and  make  them  missionaries  for  the  cause,"  its  director  gave 
talks  on  the  social  teachings  of  Jesus,  bringing  to  the  Gospel  a  more 

collective  interpretation  than  was  common  in  the  individualistic  reviv- 
alism of  southern  Protestantism.  And  on  4  July,  1902,  a  day  to  reaffirm 

the  millennial  character  of  the  nation,  the  1,700  teachers  in  attendance 

at  the  summer  school  declared:  "Conscious  of  our  dependence  upon  the 
God  of  our  fathers,  and  believing  that  the  highest  and  truest  civilization 

can  be  attained  only  by  following  the  precepts  of  the  great  teacher, 

Jesus  Christ,  we  favor  the  recognition  of  the  Bible  in  our  public 

schools."19 
The  strategists  for  the  crusade  to  improve  southern  education — 

educators,  entrepreneurs,  and  ministers — agreed  at  their  third  confer- 

ence in  1900  that  "the  best  way  to  provide  training  for  the  Negroes  was 

first  to  provide  adequate  schools  and  training  for  the  neglected  whites." 
And  helping  whites,  but  not  blacks,  was  what  happened,  as  Louis  Har- 

lan has  abundantly  documented.  The  Christian  logic  was  hard  to  follow, 

but  the  political  pragmatism  was  clear  enough.  By  the  time  the  south- 
ern crusade  to  upgrade  the  public  schools  began  in  earnest,  in  the  early 

twentieth  century,  blacks  had  been  effectively  disenfranchised  and  re- 
stricted by  Jim  Crow  laws  in  most  southern  states.  Thus  they  could  not 

fight  inequality  at  the  ballot  box.  The  resulting  distribution  of  school 

funds  was  predictable.  In  Alabama,  for  example,  the  annual  reports  of 

the  state  superintendent  ceased  reporting  expenditures  by  race  at  just 

about  the  time  when  whites  were  pressing  to  deny  blacks  the  vote,  in 
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1891-92.  Before  then  the  per  capita  expenditures  per  year  for  teachers' 
salaries  had  been  roughly  equal — and  low,  ranging  from  $.82  to  $1.30 — 
blacks  typically  receiving  a  dime  to  a  quarter  less.  When  the  superinten- 

dent resumed  reporting  by  race,  in  1907,  whites  were  receiving  $5.05 
per  capita  and  blacks  $.89.  The  allotment  for  whites  continued  to  climb 

rapidly,  while  blacks  were  frozen  at  very  low  levels.  In  1930,  for  exam- 

ple, whites  had  $19.66  and  blacks  $4.8o.20 

An  observer  of  the  southern  scene  wrote  in  1907  that  "passionate 
and  rapidly  developing  enthusiasm  for  white  education  is  bearing 
sharply  and  adversely  upon  the  opportunities  of  the  negro.  There  is 
not  only  no  chance  to  help  the  situation  of  the  negro  educationally, 

but  it  is  steadily  growing  worse."  White  county  superintendents  ap- 
pointed "good  Negroes"  (sometimes  faithful  house  servants)  to  princi- 

palships;  school  boards  in  the  black  belt  systematically  deprived  black 
communities  of  rightful  funds  in  order  to  give  white  schools  the  latest 

improvements;  and  "public"  education  gave  once-hopeful  blacks  yet 
another  lesson  in  their  powerlessness,  a  feeling  not  alleviated  by  the 
need  to  appeal  for  help  to  northern  philanthropists  who  sent  agents  to 

instruct  them  and  funds  to  build  schoolhouses.  "Deep  down  we  dis-' 
trust  the  schools  that  the  Lords  of  the  Land  build  for  us,"  wrote  Rich- 

ard Wright,  "and  we  do  not  really  feel  that  they  are  ours.  In  many 
states  they  edit  the  textbooks  that  our  children  study,  for  the  most 
part  deleting  all  references  to  government,  citizenship,  voting,  and 

civil  rights.  .  .  .  They  say  that  'all  the  geography  a  nigger  needs  to 
know  is  how  to  get  from  his  shack  to  the  plow.'  "  In  studying  a  rural 
community  in  Alabama,  Charles  Johnson  discovered  that  those  black 
farmers  who  had  more  than  five  years  of  schooling  fared  worse  than 

those  who  were  barely  literate.  The  white  man's  arithmetic  at  the 
store  or  cotton  gin  was  always  right,  his  guidance  on  other  matters 

absolute.  Too  much  schooling  was  of  questionable  value  to  blacks  "in 
the  shadow  of  the  plantation."21 

But  for  whites  the  educational  awakening  at  the  turn  of  the  twentieth 
century  was  their  own  version  of  the  crusade  that  had  swept  the  rest 

of  the  country  a  half-century  earlier.  Private  power  and  public  purpose, 
industrial  productivity  and  godliness,  grass-roots  support  generated  by 
the  agents  of  New  York  millionaires,  talk  of  universal  education  and 

democratic  purpose  in  a  caste  society — these  seem  contradictory  if  not 
hypocritical  in  retrospect.  But  in  the  special  millennialism  of  the  day  in 
the  South,  the  awakening  brought  to  whites  a  dream  of  Progress  that 
combined  a  Protestant  social  evangelism  with  the  promise  of  modern 
efficiency,  a  union  of  missionaries  and  social  engineers. 
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8.  HARBINGERS  OF  A  NEW  EDUCATIONAL  ORDER 

The  relationships  between  the  material  conditions  of  life  and  culture 
are  complex  and  constantly  shifting  in  modern  societies.  People  screen 

"facts"  through  the  culture  of  their  societies,  and  it  is  thus  that  facts 
acquire  significance.  As  Herbert  Gutman  reminds  us  in  his  studies  of 

working-class  cultures,  traditions  of  thought  and  patterns  of  class  cul- 
ture often  persevere  even  when  outward  patterns  of  life  change 

abruptly.  Cultural  consciousness  is  normally  continuous  for  groups, 

changing  slowly  as  does  memory  for  an  individual.1 
Thus  far  we  have  examined  the  interplay  between  the  spread  of  a 

decentralized  but  fairly  uniform  common-school  system  and  the  ac- 
tions and  ideology  of  nineteenth-century  leaders.  We  have  stressed 

the  connections  between  religious,  political,  and  economic  elements 

of  that  ideology,  believing  that  the  millennialism  of  the  crusaders  can- 

not be  dismissed  simply  as  atavistic,  quaint,  or  a  cover  for  "real"  eco- 
nomic interests.  We  have  not  argued  that  their  world  was  composed 

of  isolated  primordial  communities,  but  rather  that  they  were  mobile, 

well-informed  people  who  saw  the  United  States  as  part  of  a  world 
economy  and  a  dynamic  Western  civilization.  The  Protestant  belief  in 
voluntarism  in  religion  matched  a  political  faith  in  decentralized 

power  and  balanced  spheres  of  governmental  action.  Both  the  reli- 
gious and  political  visions  presented  the  nation  as  redemptive.  In- 
deed, it  is  perhaps  more  accurate  to  talk  of  a  civil  religion  rather  than 

a  separate  religious  and  political  conception  of  the  nation.  Both 
fcoused  responsibility  on  the  individual.  The  common  school,  like  the 
Fourth  of  July  oration,  inaugural  address,  or  revival  sermon,  provided 

symbols  and  rituals  that  strengthened  patriotism  and  pan-Protestant 

piety.2 As  this  religious-political  ideology  waned,  however,  harbingers  of 
another  system  of  integration  gradually  emerged.  Higham  calls  this 

new  system  "technical  unity,"  by  which  he  means  "a  reordering  of 
human  relations  by  rational  procedures  designed  to  maximize  effi- 

ciency. Technical  unity  connects  people  by  occupational  function 
rather  than  by  ideological  faith.  It  rests  on  specialized  knowledge  rather 

than  general  beliefs."  He  points  out  that  this  new  system  of  integration 
transformed  most  sectors  of  life.  "As  a  method  of  production,  technical 
integration  materialized  early  in  the  factory  system.  As  a  structure  of 
authority  it  has  taken  the  form  of  bureaucracy.  As  a  system  of  values, 
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it  endorses  a  certain  kind  of  interdependence,  embodied  in  the  image 

of  the  machine.  Technical  relations  are  machinelike  in  being  imper- 

sonal, utilitarian,  and  functionally  interlocking."  As  we  have  seen,  even 
evangelical  voluntary  groups  of  the  1820s  like  the  ASSU  showed  some 

of  these  features,  and  as  we  shall  suggest,  much  of  the  Protestant- 
republican  ideology  persisted  well  into  the  twentieth  century.  But 
slowly  the  older  foundations  of  belief  and  action  in  education  began  to 

shift  in  reaction  to  changes  in  the  economic  system  and  the  reorganiz- 
ing of  relationships  in  other  spheres  of  society  during  the  late  nine- 

teenth century.3 
The  growth  of  cities  and  industrial  organizations,  the  development 

among  some  educators  of  a  consciousness  of  belonging  to  a  distinct 

national  occupation,  the  conception  of  scientific  study  and  expert  man- 
agement in  education,  and  a  willingness  to  use  the  state  to  regulate  and 

expand  the  domain  of  public  schooling — these  elements  of  technical 
unity  shaped  the  theory  and  practice  of  educational  leadership.  In  this 
section  we  will  discuss  some  harbingers  of  the  educational  order  that 
became  dominant  during  the  twentieth  century:  the  bureaucratization 

of  urban  schools,  an  early  argument  for  scientifically  trained  superin- 
tendents, pioneer  efforts  of  leaders  in  the  NEA  to  set  professional  stan- 

dards and  arbitrate  conflicts,  and  attempts  by  Republican  politicians  to 
use  the  federal  and  state  governments  in  new  ways  to  support  and 

control  schooling.4 
Big-city  school  systems,  like  police  departments,  were  among  the  first 

examples  of  hierarchically  organized  public  bureaucracies  in  the 
United  States.  As  the  studies  of  Michael  Katz,  Stanley  Schultz,  and  Carl 

Kaestle  have  documented,  Boston  and  New  York  were  leaders  in  creat- 
ing complex  school  systems  with  distinct  roles  and  rules,  standardized 

curricula  and  procedures,  and  an  administrative  ideology  of  efficiency, 
rationality,  precision,  continuity,  and  impartiality.  Initially,  most  cities 
had  small,  relatively  uncoordinated  schools  controlled  by  lay  board 

members.  But  reformers  became  fascinated  with  the  possibility  of  ap- 
plying to  education  some  of  the  norms  of  technical  unity  they  observed 

in  factories  where  one  "superintendent"  and  a  few  foremen  supervised 
the  work  of  hundreds  of  operatives.  Would  it  not  be  possible  to  hire  such 
a  superintendent  to  oversee  and  rationalize  the  process  of  teaching  the 
thousands  of  children  crowded  into  heterogeneous  city  schools?  The 
district  superintendent  began  as  a  hired  agent  of  the  school  board  in  a 
few  cities  in  the  1830s,  and  the  practice  of  hiring  such  administrators 
rapidly  spread  across  the  nation  in  most  sizable  communities  after  mid- 
century.  This  was  the  origin  of  a  group  of  educational  leaders  that 
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probably  came  to  have  more  impact  on  the  everyday  management  of 
education  than  any  other  set  of  individuals — the  local  superintendents 

of  schools.5 
In  practice,  however,  the  real  powers  and  performance  of  city  super- 

intendents often  fell  far  short  of  the  bureaucratic  ideal.  Typically  they 
had  few  or  no  supporting  staff  members,  save  in  the  largest  or  most 
advanced  districts.  They  were  the  agents  and  factotums  of  the  boards 
they  served  and  performed  a  vast  array  of  tasks  such  as  arranging  pupils 

into  age-graded  classrooms,  examining  them  for  promotion  to  the  next 
class,  supervising  teachers,  arranging  repairs,  setting  clocks,  compiling 
statistics,  writing  reports,  and  buying  supplies.  Essentially  they  were 
the  hired  hands  of  the  boards,  often  subject  to  ouster  as  newly  elected 
members  gave  the  spoils  of  office  to  their  friends.  Turnover  was  high, 
and  superintendents  came  from  and  went  to  a  variety  of  occupations. 
Their  powers  were  obscure  since  lay  board  members  were  accustomed 
to  deciding  substantive  questions  and  even  details  like  the  choice  of 
desks.  Typically,  school  boards  divided  themselves  into  subcommittees 
that  dealt  with  such  functions  as  the  hiring  of  teachers,  the  budget,  or 
the  shaping  of  the  curriculum.  The  pattern  of  governance  was  often 
labyrinthine  in  large  cities;  there  might  be  a  large  central  board  of 
dozens  of  members,  local  ward  boards  added  as  the  city  expanded  into 
outlying  areas,  and  a  further  division  of  responsibility  among  these 
groups  and  city  councils  and  boards  of  public  works.  Opportunities  for 
graft  as  well  as  administrative  confusion  abounded.  Superintendents 
frequently  shared  information  with  one  another,  but  there  were  no 

training  programs  or  uniform  management  techniques.  Often  adminis- 
tration was  primitive:  in  Los  Angeles  in  the  1890s,  for  example,  the 

superintendent  of  schools  assembled  his  teachers  at  the  end  of  the 
month,  gave  them  a  peptalk,  and  handed  each  a  paper  bag  containing 

a  month's  salary.6 
The  educational  press  of  the  nineteenth  century  resounded  with 

complaints  about  the  faults  of  chaotic  and  unprofessional  urban  school 
governance.  How  could  the  city  superintendency  become  a  profession 
rather  than  a  procession?  A  first  step  would  be  to  allow  school  leaders, 

armed  with  the  appropriate  skills,  to  achieve  clear  authority.7 
But  did  the  actual  superintendents  of  the  day  deserve  greater  author- 

ity? Charles  Francis  Adams,  grandson  and  great-grandson  of  U.  S.  presi- 
dents and  a  railroad  executive,  favored  expertise  in  school  administra- 

tion, for  he  had  seen  the  dramatic  improvement  in  the  schools  of 
Quincy,  Massachusetts,  after  Francis  Parker  became  superintendent 

there.  But  he  had  a  low  opinion  of  the  general  run  of  school  superinten- 
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dents,  who  tended  to  be  (he  thought)  grammar  school  teachers  gone  to 

seed  or  ministers  and  politicians  out  of  a  job.8 
Adams  was  one  of  a  post-Civil  War  generation  of  leaders  George 

Frederickson  describes  as  having  largely  abandoned  the  expansive  style 
of  reform  of  the  prewar  period  and  having  turned  instead  to  science 

and  specialized  expertise  as  the  best  means  to  reform  and  control  soci- 

ety. Believing  that  "the  future  of  our  country  is  in  the  hands  of  our 
universities,  our  schools,  our  specialists,  our  scientific  men,  our  writers," 
Adams  urged  that  such  an  elite  was  more  to  be  trusted  than  centralized 
power  in  the  federal  government.  To  him,  the  process  of  evolution, 

which  he  defined  (following  Herbert  Spencer)  as  "the  tendency  of 
things  to  pass  from  lower  and  simpler  to  higher  and  more  complex 

forms  of  organization,"  had  outmoded  the  early  phases  of  school  super- 
vision and  demanded  a  new  stage  in  which  universities  would  prepare 

scientific  experts  who  alone  should  have  the  authority  to  administer 

schools.9 
In  1880  Adams  explained  his  plan  for  educational  reform  through 

expertise  in  a  speech  to  the  NEA.  He  had  already  irritated  many 
school  people  by  his  attacks  on  the  alleged  inefficiency  of  the  common 
school  and  obtuseness  of  its  leaders.  His  address  did  little  to  soothe 

feelings,  for  his  history  of  the  first  two  stages  of  the  superintendency 
was  hardly  flattering.  At  first,  he  said,  the  task  of  the  untrained  school 

administrators  was  simply  to  improve  the  school  plant,  and  their  mon- 

ument was  "the  four-square  school-hous  and  the  separate  desk."* 
School  boards  were  suspicious  of  their  power  and  tended  to  make 

them  "mere  purchasing  agents  and  superintendents  of — repairs."  The 
second  phase  he  called  the  "pseudo-intellectual,"  one  which  still 
reigned.  Its  dominant  characteristic,  like  that  of  the  American  people 

generally,  was  organization:  "As  everyone  knows  if  two  Americans 
meet  together  for  the  transaction  of  business  they  instinctively,  as  it 

were,  organize; — one  of  them  is  appointed  chairman  and  the  other 

secretary,  and  they  make  a  record  of  their  proceedings."  The  result  of 
this  "drill-sergeant  stage"  in  urban  schooling  was  mindlessness,  an 
educational  machine  that  combined  "the  principal  characteristics  of 
the  cotton-mil  and  the  railroad  with  those  of  the  model  state's  prison." 
Knowledge  was  chopped  up  into  portions  to  be  memorized  by  stu- 

dents and  regurgitated  at  examinations.  Pupils  and  teachers  alike 
were  tyrannized  by  a  superintendent  who  prized  himself  on  rigid  ad- 

*As  the  quotations  from  Adams  illustrate,  the  NEA  was  then  in  the  grip  of  a  phonetic 
spelling  craze. 
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herence  to  his  timetable  and  program,  smugly  and  ignorantly  pleased 

with  his  pedagogical  machine.10 

What  was  wrong  with  this  was  not  only  the  "prison  chil"  it  induced 
in  the  schoolchildren  but  also  the  fact  that  students  did  not  learn  any- 

thing useful.  Adams  was  no  anarchist,  however,  nor  one  who  would 
advocate  a  return  to  an  unsupervised  and  loose  kind  of  schooling. 
Rather,  he  believed  that  the  only  correct  principle  of  authority  for  the 
common  school  was  science,  that  is  the  study  of  how  children  actually 
learned,  and  that  a  new  breed  of  superintendent  should  be  trained  in 
leading  universities  in  this  science,  just  as  modern  lawyers  or  doctors 
were  educated  in  rigorous  postgraduate  study.  He  berated  Harvard  and 
Yale  for  bypassing  the  study  of  pedagogy,  pretentiously  assuming  that 

anyone  could  teach.  "We  thus  turn  over  our  children  to  those  whom  we 
would  never  dream  of  entrusting  with  our  potato  patch."  Only  when 
universities  take  the  science  of  education  seriously,  he  argued,  can  "a 
higher  walk  of  the  profession"  be  created,  a  new  "class  which  shall  be 
to  the  teacher  what  the  staff  officer  is  to  the  line  officer, — what  the  jurist 
is  to  the  attorney, — what  the  physician  is  to  the  pharmacist.  They  must 

be  imbued  with  the  science  of  their  calling."11 
Adams  stated  an  ideal  which  was  to  become  highly  influential  at  the 

turn  of  the  century,  but  during  the  nineteenth  century  few  took  his 

advice  seriously.  Only  a  relative  handful  of  institutions  created  profes- 
sorships in  education,  and  none  a  full-fledged  program  in  school  ad- 

ministration until  Teachers  College,  Columbia,  began  one  in  1905.  Not 

until  the  1930s  was  it  common  for  states  to  require  specialized  creden- 
tials and  substantial  training  for  administrators.12 

During  the  1880s,  however,  a  number  of  leaders  in  the  NEA  worried 
about  a  disarray  in  the  ranks  of  school  people  which  made  it  difficult  to 
develop  an  authoritative  consensus — or  to  reply  to  lay  critics  such  as 
Adams.  Insofar  as  there  was  any  national  center  of  influence  in  Ameri- 

can education  during  the  nineteenth  century,  it  was  probably  the  NEA, 

an  organization  in  which  city  and  state  superintendents  and  normal- 
school  and  college  people  predominated.  The  membership  was  tiny:  in 

1870,  170;  1880,  354;  1890,  5,474;  and  1900,  2,332.  NEA  members  gath- 
ered yearly  to  hear  earnest  speeches  on  such  topics  as  moral  education, 

supervision,  curriculum,  and  a  smattering  of  educational  theory.  Reli- 
gious beliefs  provided  an  important  source  of  authority  and  group  cohe- 

sion. It  was  a  place  for  educators  to  meet  their  peers  and  to  exchange 
information,  but  it  lacked  effective  professional  sanctions,  political 

clout,  and  ways  to  counteract  decentralization  of  governance  and  con- 

flicting lay  and  professional  opinions  about  education.13 
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Thomas  Bicknell  was  an  energetic  entrepreneur  who  had  been 
Rhode  Island  commissioner  of  schools  and  was  editor  of  the  Journal  of 

Education.  He  decided  in  1879  that  what  the  NEA  and  American  edu- 
cation needed  was  a  policy-forming  group.  He  appealed  to  his  col- 

leagues in  the  Department  of  Superintendence  to  set  up  an  inner  sanc- 
tum within  the  NEA,  a  National  Council  of  Education.  He  argued  that 

the  "hurried  reading  of  essays"  to  "a  restless  audience"  at  the  NEA 
hardly  provided  the  "consistent  and  weighty  discussions"  needed  for 
"valuable  conclusions  on  many  of  the  complex  questions  and  interests 
of  modern  education."  Since  universities  had  not  taken  "the  science  of 

didactics"  seriously,  little  help  could  be  expected  from  them  "to  reach 
and  control  the  teaching  profession."  Teachers  stayed  in  the  occupation 
only  a  short  while,  and  nine-tenths  of  them  were  "in  no  way  profession- 

als." Yet  schooling  was  in  their  hands  and  subject  only  to  the  control  of 
local  "school  committees  .  .  .  whose  fitness  to  form  a  consistent  system 

of  education  and  supervise  its  workings  is  not  asserted  by  anybody."14 
The  contrast  with  Europe  was  striking,  he  said,  for,  there,  govern- 

ment supervises  higher  education  and  "through  boards  of  experts, 
elaborates  the  methods  of  organization  and  instruction  and  enforces 

compliance  with  all  the  weight  of  centralized  power."  Local  autonomy 
and  mobility  in  America  had  its  advantages,  he  admitted.  "Every  year 
a  swarm  of  energetic  teachers  is  transferred  from  the  old  fields  of 

routine  work  to  newly  settled  communities  of  active-minded  people, 
where  the  new  foundation  of  the  school  can  be  laid  by  the  help  of  all 
previous  experience,  and  every  aspiration  for  superior  work  have  full 

opportunity  for  experiment."  As  a  result,  "within  the  past  twenty  years, 
a  vast  system  of  instruction  has  come  up  in  the  new  states  between  the 
Alleghenies  and  the  Pacific,  in  which  the  most  advanced  ideas  and 
effective  modes  of  instruction  from  all  countries  have  often  been  incor- 

porated with  remarkable  success."  But  this  very  experimentation  also 
produced  "furious  pedagogic  partisans,"  people  of  small  vision  and 
large  egos,  who  urged  their  particular  innovations  as  panaceas  for  all  to 

adopt  and  who  failed  to  appraise  their  work  in  broad,  scientific  perspec- 
tive. What  was  needed  was  a  national  elite,  a  sort  of  pedagogic  supreme 

court,  which  could  decide  disputed  educational  issues,  assess  the  merits 

of  reforms,  and  discipline  members  of  the  profession  prone  to  "heated 
controversy"  and  "undignified  intrigue."15 

The  members  of  the  Department  of  Superintendence  in  the  NEA 
had  mixed  reactions  to  this  idea.  William  T.  Harris,  aware  of  political 
realities  as  superintendent  in  St.  Louis,  reminded  his  colleagues  that 

Americans  were  "jealous  of  any  centralization  of  authority"  and  that 
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beleaguered  schoolmen  hardly  had  time  to  spend  in  long  philosophical 

discussions,  so  likely  were  they  to  be  hit  by  a  "backhanded  blow"  from 
the  state  legislature  or  city  council  when  they  returned  home.  The 

secretary  of  education  in  Pennsylvania  asked  what  value  its  delibera- 
tions would  have  since  it  had  no  authority  to  enforce  its  decisions.  But 

others  thought  it  might  help  to  neutralize  upstart  critics  writing  in  the 

newspapers  and  might  overthrow  "heresies  and  false  notions  of  educa- 
tion." On  balance  they  thought  it  worthwhile  and  created  the  National 

Council  of  Education  in  1880. 16 

As  Edgar  Wesley  has  observed,  the  Council  "was  founded  to  a  consid- 
erable extent  upon  a  belief  in  authority  and  also  upon  a  widespread  and 

persistent  faith  in  eternal  verities.  The  prevailing  assumption  was  that 
there  were  such  entities  as  good  taste,  trust,  correct  thinking,  right 

answers,  and  "the  best  that  has  been  thought  and  said."  It  was  the  task 
of  members,  with  their  Prince  Edward  coats  and  impressive  beards,  to 
declare  these  principles  to  the  country.  It  irked  some  of  them  that  the 

group  was  merely  advisory  and  not  authoritative,  for  "here  lies  the 
weakness  of  our  educational  and  of  our  political  system,"  said  one 
would-be  panjandrum;  "there  is  need  of  a  spinal  column  somewhere." 
But  a  fellow  educator  admitted  that  "the  authority  of  the  council  at  first 
would  be  only  such  as  the  character  of  its  members  and  the  wisdom  and 

justice  of  its  conclusions  would  give  it."  Although  they  longed  for  the 
final  word,  for  a  centralization  of  doctrine,  most  of  them  still  conceived 

of  the  leader  as  an  aristocrat  of  character,  not  a  scientific  expert.17 
The  Council  probably  had  its  greatest  impact  on  its  own  membership, 

who  could  go  home  from  meetings  with  a  confirming  glow  of  consensus 
on  basics.  One  superintendent  welcomed  an  important  report  of  the 

Council  on  high  schools  as  "the  cloud  by  day  and  the  pillar  of  fire  by 
night  that  is  to  lead  us  into  the  promised  land."  Then,  changing  the 
metaphor  significantly,  he  called  the  report  "the  superintendents' 
armor,  offensive  and  defensive."  It  was  useful  back  home  to  be  able  to 
say  that  the  experts  agreed  on  what  constituted  a  good  secondary- 
school  program.  As  Prince  Edward  coats  and  Victorian  homilies  in  the 

style  of  McGufFey  went  out  of  fashion,  and  as  a  new  university-based 
science  of  education  gained  influence,  the  Council  endured  slow  de- 

cline and  finally  death.  But  in  its  desire  to  regulate  practice  and  dictate 
taste  this  agency  was  a  harbinger  of  the  much  larger  and  more  powerful 
American  Association  of  School  Administrators  of  the  twentieth 

century.18 
During  the  latter  half  of  the  nineteenth  century  an  increasing  num- 

ber of  Americans  began  to  lose  faith  in  the  voluntary  and  decentralized 
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approach  to  solving  problems  and  turned  to  the  federal  and  state  gov- 
ernments to  enforce  their  vision  of  a  redeemer  nation.  Some  thought 

that  the  problems  posed  by  immigration,  industrialization,  and  the  rein- 
tegration of  the  conquered  South  into  the  Union  were  beyond  the  reach 

of  the  old  voluntaristic  groups.  As  an  earlier  consensus  eroded,  they 
believed,  reform  by  persuasion  should  perhaps  give  way  to  coercion  by 
the  state. 

No  one  expressed  the  new  mood  of  government  intervention  better 
than  Senator  Henry  Wilson  of  Massachusetts,  the  Republican  national 

party  chairman.  In  an  essay  in  1870  on  "New  Departure  of  the  Republi- 
can Party,"  he  recounted  the  story  of  the  previous  decade  of  war  and 

turbulence,  the  emancipation  and  enfranchisement  of  millions  of 

slaves,  the  rise  of  a  new  "money  power"  which  manipulated  govern- 
ment at  all  levels,  the  influx  of  crowds  from  Europe,  the  rush  to  the 

western  territories,  the  degradation  of  workers  in  factories  and  mines, 

and  the  increasing  employment  of  young  people.  These  all  were  creat- 
ing a  crisis  for  the  nation  that  could  not  be  solved  by  old  familiar 

voluntary  means:  "those  scattered  efforts  of  individuals,  churches,  and 
voluntary  association  for  the  public  good,  which  have  hitherto  so 
grandly  illustrated  and  adorned  American  history,  and  which  have, 

through  home  missions,  tract,  Bible,  and  Sabbath-school  associations, 
and  aid  to  colleges  and  schools,  done  so  much  for  civilization  and  repub- 

licanism on  this  continent."  No,  the  old  work  of  public  betterment  is 
now  so  vast  that  "the  government  should  .  .  .  recognize  a  responsibility 
of  its  own  which  it  has  heretofore  left  entirely  to  others.  .  .  .  The  two 
great  necessities  of  the  country,  at  the  present  time,  are  UNIFICATION 

and  EDUCATION."  These  should  be  central  planks  in  the  Republican 
platform.  Americans  should  learn  the  value  of  compulsory  schooling 
from  the  victory  of  Prussia  in  the  recent  war.  Republicans  should  unite 

in  strengthening  the  United  States  Bureau  of  Education  and  in  support- 

ing "the  establishment  of  a  system  of  national  education."19 
Wilson's  remarks  were  not  mere  campaign  rhetoric,  although  they 

were  that  too.  Both  in  the  national  government  and  in  the  states,  num- 
berous  Republicans  sought  to  centralize  public  policy  in  education.  In 
1864  Congress  passed  a  law  to  make  school  attendance  compulsory  in 

the  District  of  Columbia.  Prodded  by  like-minded  educators,  Republi- 
can congressmen  passed  a  resolution  in  1865  saying  that  the  Civil  War 

was  traceable  "in  a  great  degree,  to  the  absence  of  common  schools" 
in  the  South  and  calling  for  an  inquiry  into  forming  "a  national  bureau 
of  education,  whose  duty  it  shall  be  to  enforce  education,  without  re- 

gard to  race  or  color,  upon  the  population  of  all  such  States  as  shall  fall 
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below  a  standard  to  be  established  by  Congress."  Education  was  a  vital 
element  in  the  Radical  Republican  campaign  to  reconstruct  the  south- 

ern people,  both  white  and  black.  The  use  of  national  power  during  the 
war  encouraged  Republicans  to  use  compulsion  by  the  states  to  spread 
schooling  where  local  people  did  not  build  common  schools  and  send 
their  children  to  them.  In  1867  Congress  created  the  Department  of 
Education  (later  demoted  to  Bureau)  on  the  model  of  the  Department 
of  Agriculture,  as  an  agency  to  collect  data  and  diffuse  information 

about  new  educational  developments.20 
Because  of  fears  of  centralization  of  power  and  the  political  and 

administrative  weakness  of  the  first  commissioner,  it  soon  became  clear 

that  the  Bureau  would  not  have  influence  except  as  gatherer  and  dis- 
penser of  information  about  schooling.  During  the  1870s  and  1880s, 

however,  Republican  congressmen  from  New  England  advocated 
granting  federal  aid  for  public  schools  under  different  plans  of  federal 
accountability.  In  1870  George  Hoar  introduced  a  bill  into  the  House 
that  would  not  only  have  granted  money  to  states  but  would  have  given 
the  federal  government  authority  to  set  standards  and  inspect  schools, 
supervise  production  of  textbooks,  and  even  run  schools  where  states 
were  delinquent.  It  went  too  far  even  for  most  of  his  Yankee  Republican 

colleagues  and  was  condemned  by  the  NEA  as  well.21 
Later  bills  concentrated  on  allocating  aid  to  states  with  a  minimum 

of  federal  control  and  proposed  grants  in  proportion  to  illiteracy  in  the 
states.  Several  of  these  passed  either  the  House  or  the  Senate,  but  none 
passed  both;  Gordon  Lee  attributes  this  defeat  to  Democratic  legislators 
responsive  to  southern  and  Catholic  opposition  to  federal  aid.  Since 
funds  for  schools  would  have  come  largely  from  revenues  from  the 

tariff,  opponents  of  the  tariff  tended  to  vote  against  aid  to  public  educa- 
tion. Whereas  Democrats  had  platform  planks  attacking  Republican 

policies  in  education  as  undue  centralization,  Republicans  repeatedly 

called  for  federal  aid,  arguing  that  "the  free  school  is  the  promoter  of 
that  intelligence  which  is  to  preserve  us  as  a  free  nation."  President 
Grant  even  advocated  a  constitutional  amendment  requiring  states  to 

establish  enough  public  schools  for  all  the  children  and  making  "educa- 
tion compulsory,  so  far  as  to  deprive  all  persons  who  cannot  read  and 

write  from  becoming  voters  after  the  year  1890.  "22 
In  the  states  as  well  as  the  federal  government,  Republicans  often 

took  the  lead  in  using  government  to  coerce  those  who  disagreed, 
departing  from  the  older  tradition  of  reform  by  persuasion.  During  the 
last  three  decades  of  the  nineteenth  century  almost  all  northern  states 
passed  compulsory  attendance  laws.  From  data  compiled  by  Walter 
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Dean  Burnham  on  the  party  composition  of  state  governments  we  have 

found  that  Republicans  usually  were  governors  and  constituted  a  major- 
ity of  legislators  in  both  houses  in  those  years  when  individual  states 

passed  compulsory  schooling  legislation.  During  the  most  active  period 

of  passage  of  such  laws — from  1874  to  ̂ 92 — tne  governorships  were 
nearly  equally  divided  between  Republicans  and  Democrats,  but  twice 
as  many  compulsory  schooling  laws  were  passed  under  Republican 

governors  as  under  Democratic.  Republican-dominated  legislatures 
passed  over  five  times  as  many  compulsory  schooling  laws  as  did  Demo- 

cratic. While  only  close  study  state  by  state  could  untangle  the  specific 
contributions  of  the  two  parties,  it  is  highly  likely  that  compulsion  was 
predominantly  a  Republican  initiative.  In  California,  for  example,  there 
was  a  straight  party  vote  in  1874  on  a  compulsory  schooling  law,  the 

Republicans  for  and  the  Democrats  against.  By  contrast,  the  only  re- 
peals or  vetoes  of  compulsory  schooling  laws  we  have  been  able  to  find 

were  carried  out  by  Democratic  governors  or  legislatures.23 
It  is  important  to  put  the  Republican  actions  in  perspective,  however, 

for  they  were  at  most  a  foreshadowing  of  a  new  state-dominated  and 
bureaucratic  educational  order.  The  laws  for  federal  aid  did  not  pass. 

States  had  no  effective  ways,  generally,  to  enforce  the  compulsory  at- 
tendance laws;  in  fact,  most  superintendents  said  they  were  dead  let- 

ters, at  least  until  the  1890s  in  most  states.  But  by  invoking  the  state, 

political  leaders  hastened  the  time  when  a  member  of  the  later  "educa- 
tional trust" — Ellwood  P.  Cubberley,  in  1909 — could  say  that  "each  year 

the  child  is  coming  to  belong  more  to  the  state,  and  less  and  less  to  the 

parent."24 The  men  and  women  who  created  the  new  educational  order  of  the 

twentieth  century  were  the  children  of  the  mid-century  leaders.  As 
Gregory  Singleton  has  observed,  there  was  no  abrupt  discontinuity 
between  the  outlook  and  mode  of  operation  of  the  Victorian  leaders — 
who  accomplished  reforms  through  voluntary  associations,  who  used 
evangelical  rhetoric,  and  who  operated  on  a  simpler  and  smaller  scale 

— and  their  children  who  came  to  maturity  at  the  turn  of  the  twentieth 
century,  a  time  of  organizational  revolution  when  historians  discern  a 

vast  growth  of  corporate  power  and  government  regulation  and  a  pe- 

riod when  "technical  unity"  became  the  dominant  pattern.  The  parents 
developed  new  forms  of  association  that  gave  Americans  a  national 
perspective  and  scope,  while  many  of  the  older  pietist  attitudes  per- 

sisted into  the  Progressive  era.  "To  assume  that  there  is  no  important 
relationship  between  the  world  of  the  voluntaristic  fathers  and  the 

social  and  economic  world  of  the  corporate  sons,"  Singleton  writes,  "is 
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to  introduce  an  ahistorical  notion  that  a  child  is  nurtured  by  the  social 

trends  of  his  adulthood  rather  than  by  the  existing  social  world  of  his 

parents."25 To  that  world  of  the  corporate  sons  and  daughters  we  now  turn, 

aware  that  much  of  the  culture  they  shared  was  still  continuous  with 

that  of  the  mid-nineteenth  century,  even  though  the  material  condi- 
tions of  life  had  changed  greatly.  It  will  be  no  surprise  to  find  that  in 

a  group  of  superintendents  who  were  asked  in  the  late  1920s  what  they 

did  to  improve  themselves  professionally,  three-quarters  wrote  that 

they  read  religious  literature  weekly  (this  was  number  eight  in  fre- 
quency in  a  long  list  in  which  number  nine  was  participation  in  national 

professional  meetings).  Nor  is  it  surprising  that  a  leading  urban  educator 

should  tell  his  colleagues  in  1899  that  "it  is  left  to  you  to  be  the  only  true 
superintendents,  superintendents  of  the  moral  well-being  of  the  uni- 

verse." For  it  was  such  a  millennial  conception  that  gave  their  ordinary 
work  extraordinary  significance.26 
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Schooling  by  Design 

in  a  Corporate  Society, 

1890-190. 
Through  the  knowledge  of  the  science  of  human  nature  and  its 

work  in  the  industries,  professions  and  trades,  the  average  grad- 
uate of  Teachers  College  in  1950  ought  to  be  able  to  give  better 

advice  to  a  high  school  boy  about  the  choice  of  an  occupation 
than  Solomon,  Socrates,  and  Benjamin  Franklin  all  together 
could  give. 

Edward  L.  Thorndike 

"The  University  and  Vocational  Guidance" 

9.  ENGINEERING  A  NEW  ORDER 

Frank  Whitney  was  superintendent  of  schools  in  Collinwood,  Ohio,  in 

1908  when  a  terrible  fire  claimed  the  lives  of  162  elementary-school 
children  and  two  teachers.  The  tragedy  did  not  dim  his  faith,  however, 

that  the  public  school  was  "at  the  heart  of  all  progress.  It  was  the  key 
to  the  future.  It  was  the  focus  of  all  those  wild  and  entrancing  dreams 

of  what  seemed  the  coming  golden  age,  no  longer  dim  and  remote  but 

just  around  the  corner."  He  reflected  that  "just  to  be  alive  in  that  period 
and  to  have  a  sense  of  sharing  even  in  some  small  way  ...  in  the  great 

adventure  called  education  was  a  privilege  beyond  price."1 
Superintendent  William  Maxwell  of  the  New  York  Public  Schools 

faced  staggering  problems  at  the  beginning  of  the  twentieth  century, 

but  his  optimism  was  no  less  sturdy  than  Whitney's.  Steamers  every 
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week  discharged  thousands  of  immigrant  children  who  turned  up  at  the 
doors  of  schools  already  overcrowded.  Inside  the  classroom  teachers 
tried  to  instruct  as  many  as  seventy  pupils  who  spoke  dozens  of  different 
languages,  who  often  arrived  without  having  had  breakfast,  and  who 
lacked  facilities  to  bathe  in  their  fetid  tenements.  In  fifteen  years  the 
number  of  students  swelled  by  60  percent.  Beset  by  scanty  financing 
and  conflicting  political  pressures,  Maxwell  nonetheless  tried  to  expand 
and  systematize  what  he  regarded  as  a  chaotic  collection  of  schools.  He 

created  a  whole  new  range  of  services:  special  classes  for  the  handi- 
capped, school  lunch  programs,  medical  inspections,  vocational  train- 

ing, vacation  schools,  and  rooftop  playgrounds  for  children.  Truculent 

and  grouchy  by  temperament,  still  he  believed  that  education's  role  in 
social  evolution  was  ineluctably  progressive:  "The  trials  to  which  public 
education  has  been  subjected  are  doubtless  the  means  by  which  the 
system  will  be  moulded  to  better  and  nobler  things.  .  .  .  The  Wheels  of 

Progress  can  no  more  stop  than  the  earth  can  stand  still."2 
By  the  turn  of  the  twentieth  century  leadership  in  American  public 

education  had  gravitated  from  the  part-time  educational  evangelists 
who  had  created  the  common-school  system  to  a  new  breed  of  profes- 

sional managers  who  made  education  a  lifelong  career  and  who  were 
reshaping  the  schools  according  to  canons  of  business  efficiency  and 

scientific  expertise.  These  new  leaders — whom  we  shall  call  administra- 

tive progressives  or  (in  a  term  of  the  time)  the  "educational  trust" — 
believed  that  they  lived  at  a  critical  juncture  in  the  evolution  of  Ameri- 

can society  and  of  public  education.  Though  more  secular  than  the 
earlier  crusaders,  they  had  their  own  images  of  a  millennial  future  and 

their  own  sources  of  certitude.  The  reformers  of  Mann's  generation  had 
believed  that  they  were  the  chosen  agents  of  a  providential  deity.  The 

administrative  progressives  were  certain  that  they  possessed  the  instru- 
ments of  scientific  progress  that  would  enable  them  to  shape  society 

toward  "ever  nobler  ends." 
By  a  selective  interpretation  of  the  history  of  the  public  school,  the 

educators  of  the  Progressive  era  were  able  to  create  a  sense  of  inspiring 

tradition  for  the  new  generation  of  full-time  professional  leaders.  They 
were  building,  they  thought,  on,  foundations  laid  down  by  the  genera- 

tion of  Horace  Mann.  Indeed,  they  did  share  many  concerns  with  the 
Victorian  school  promoters,  especially  their  interest  in  moral  and  civic 
training,  their  passion  for  efficiency,  their  earnestness,  their  desire  to 

combine  new  bureaucratic  techniques  with  traditional  ideals  of  charac- 
ter. But  there  were  significant  differences  in  the  outlooks  and  strategies 

of  the  later  educational  leaders.  Whereas  the  educational  evangelists  of 
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the  mid-nineteenth  century  aroused  the  citizenry  against  evils,  the 
administrative  progressives  talked  increasingly  of  problems  to  be 

solved  by  experts.  The  rhetoric  of  reform  shifted  slowly  from  a  revivalist 

Protestant-republican  ideology  to  the  language  of  science  and  business 

efficiency.  Instead  of  trying  to  mobilize  local  citizens  to  act,  the  twen- 

tieth-century managers  sought  to  "take  schools  out  of  politics"  and  to 
shift  decision  making  upward  and  inward  in  hierarchical  systems  of 

management.3 
Believing  that  the  basic  structure  of  society  was  just  and  progressive, 

the  new  leaders  thought  they  knew  how  to  bring  about  a  smoothly 

running,  socially  efficient,  stable  social  order  in  which  education  was  a 

major  form  of  human  engineering.  Society  would  control  its  own  evolu- 

tion through  schooling;  professional  management  would  replace  poli- 
tics; science  would  replace  religion  and  custom  as  sources  of  authority; 

and  experts  would  adapt  education  to  the  transformed  conditions  of 

modern  corporate  life.  One  day,  in  this  dream,  political  conflict  over 
education  would  become  as  futile  and  unnecessary  as  witch  trials;  the 

experts  would  run  everything  to  everyone's  benefit.  This  was  their  own 
version  of  a  millennial  future. 

The  ideal  of  a  society  planned  by  experts  and  run  by  scientific  manag- 
ers rested  on  assumptions  not  only  about  how  to  govern  but  also  about 

who  should  govern.  It  was  a  conception  of  leadership  designed  to  con- 
solidate power  in  large  and  centralized  organizations,  whether  steel 

mills,  large  department  stores,  or  city  school  systems.  The  process  of 

concentrating  decision-making  power  and  delegating  it  to  a  manager 

in  public  education  is  most  apparent  in  the  campaign  of  the  administra- 
tive progressives  to  alter  the  governance  of  urban  education.  There  the 

new  advocates  of  professional  management  and  their  allies  among  elite 

business  and  professional  groups  waged  political  battles  to  destroy  the 

old  ward-based  and  lay  management  of  schools  and  to  replace  it  with 
a  new  corporate  model  of  decision  making.  Under  that  corporate 

model,  small  central  school  boards  elected  at  large  from  the  city  and 

composed  of  "successful  men"  were  expected  to  act  as  policy-making 
bodies  that  delegated  actual  management  to  trained  superintendents. 

When  administrative  progressives  succeeded  in  doing  this  by  changing 

city  charters — which  they  usually  did — they  often  blocked  the  political 

channels  by  which  the  cities'  working-class  and  ethnic  communities  had 
traditionally  expressed  their  political  interests  in  education.  In  the  pro- 

cess they  also  enhanced  the  power  of  cosmopolitan  elites.4 
The  goal  of  such  structural  changes  in  urban  school  governance  was 

to  turn  controversial  political  issues — formerly  decided  by  large  num- 

107 



Managers  of  Virtue 

bers  of  elected  representatives  on  ward  and  central  committees — into 
matters  for  administrative  discretion  to  be  decided  by  experts  claiming 
objectivity.  This  was,  of  course,  not  depoliticization  at  all;  it  was  another 

form  of  politics,  one  in  which  authority  rested  not  on  representa- 
tiveness or  participation  but  on  expertise. 

The  decline  of  lay  participation  in  school  governance — creating  buff- 
ers between  the  people  and  their  schools — was  part  of  a  much  larger 

transformation  in  the  way  Americans  conducted  their  public  business. 
As  Walter  Dean  Burnham  has  shown,  the  high  rates  of  voter  turnout 
common  in  the  United  States  in  the  late  nineteenth  century  dropped 
sharply  during  the  first  three  decades  of  the  twentieth  century,  the 

period  when  the  administrative  progressives  were  seeking  to  "take 
schools  out  of  politics."  Despite  much  talk  about  democracy,  an  increas- 

ing number  of  citizens,  the  bulk  of  them  at  the  bottom  of  the  social 
system,  were  sufficiently  apathetic  or  alienated  to  stay  away  from  the 
ballot  box — or  were  actually  disenfranchised,  as  in  the  case  of  southern 
blacks.  Contributing  to  this  decline  in  participation  was  a  sectional 

realignment  of  the  parties  in  1896  that  gave,  says  Burnham,  "immense 
impetus  to  the  strains  of  anti-partisan  and  anti-majoritarian  theory  and 
practice.  ...  By  the  decade  of  the  1920s  this  new  regime  and  business 
control  over  public  policy  in  this  country  were  consolidated  .  .  .  the 
functional  result  .  .  .  was  the  conversion  of  a  fairly  democratic  regime 

into  a  rather  broadly  based  oligarchy."5 
The  decline  in  voting  and  party  competition  and  the  submergence 

of  older  forms  of  ethnocultural  conflict  was  accompanied  by  a  signifi- 
cant increase  in  the  size  and  complexity  not  only  of  local  and  state 

school  bureaucracies  but  also  of  federal,  state,  and  local  governmental 

agencies,  increasingly  managed,  as  were  businesses,  by  university- 
trained  people.  Samuel  Hays  has  observed  that  there  was  an  upward 
shift  in  levels  of  responsibility  for  educational  decision  making  in  states 

and  counties:  "professionals  with  cosmopolitan  rather  than  local  per- 
spectives were  extremely  influential  in  shifting  the  scope  of  interest  and 

level  of  decision  making."6 
In  seeking  to  depoliticize  education,  in  moving  the  regulation  of 

education  upward  and  inward  in  urban  and  state  bureaucracies,  in 
basing  legitimation  for  new  authority  on  scientific  expertise,  the  new 
managers  in  education  were  following  patterns  of  action  and  thought 
pioneered  in  the  corporate  sector  of  business  and  in  the  politically 
influential  professional  and  trade  associations.  Within  such  functional 

groups  there  emerged,  as  Corinne  Gilb  has  observed,  "hidden  hierar- 
chies" of  established  influentials  who  did  much  to  shape  both  private 
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and  public  policies  in  their  domains.  Through  the  interaction  of  key 

educational  policy  circles  in  the  universities,  the  foundations,  and  in  key 

city  and  state  superintendencies  there  emerged  what  was  called  at  the 

time  the  educational  trust.7 
Members  of  this  educational  trust  were  acutely  aware  of  how  changes 

in  the  economy  had  transformed  American  society.  They  were  worried 

about  the  potential  for  class  conflict  and  eager  to  use  schooling  to  pre- 

serve— but  improve — the  existing  social  order.  One  of  their  number, 
Ellwood  P.  Cubberley  of  Stanford,  wrote  in  1909  that  the  last  decade 

had  been  "a  period  marked  by  the  concentration  of  capital  and  business 

enterprise  in  all  fields  .  .  .  'trusts',  combinations,  and  associations  were 
formed  in  all  lines  of  business;  the  specialization  of  labor  and  the  intro- 

duction of  labor-saving  machinery  took  place  to  an  extent  before  un- 

known." As  urbanization  accelerated,  "a  more  cosmopolitan  attitude 

began  to  pervade  our  whole  life."  Small-scale  capitalism  gave  way  "to 
large  mercantile  and  industrial  concerns.  No  longer  can  a  man  save  up 
a  thousand  dollars  and  start  in  business  for  himself  with  much  chance 

of  success.  The  employee  tends  to  remain  an  employee  .  .  .  the  worker 

tends  more  and  more  to  become  a  cog  in  the  machine  and  to  lose  sight 

of  his  place  in  the  industrial  process."  As  a  result  of  "the  ever  increasing 

subdivision  and  specialization  of  labor,"  he  warned,  "the  danger  from 

class  subdivision  is  constantly  increasing."8 

Recent  scholarship  has  confirmed  Cubberley's  contemporary  portrait 

of  the  changes  in  the  economy.  Alfred  Chandler's  detailed  studies  of  the 
managerial  revolution  in  the  leading  sectors  of  corporate  capitalism, 

Daniel  Nelson's  analysis  of  changes  in  the  scale  of  factories  and  in  the 

organization  of  work,  Harry  Braverman's  critique  of  the  deskilling  of 
labor  and  the  divorce  of  the  planning  of  work  from  its  execution,  Daniel 

Rodgers's  tracing  of  the  tortured  course  of  the  work  ethic  under  these 

new  conditions,  and  Samuel  Haber's  study  of  scientific  management — 
these  have  probed  the  far-reaching  changes  in  the  social  relationships 

of  production.9 
So  concentrated  was  ownership  of  industry  that  by  1920  the  top  5 

percent  of  all  industrial  corporations  earned  79  percent  of  total  corpo- 
rate income.  The  major  beneficiaries  of  this  were  the  wealthy;  in  1910 

the  top  1  percent  of  the  population  received  33.9  percent  of  all  personal 
income  in  the  United  States,  while  the  bottom  20  percent  earned  only 

8.3  percent.  By  very  high  rates  of  turnover,  by  absenteeism,  strikes,  and 

record-breaking  votes  for  Socialist  candidates  in  1912  and  1920,  indus- 
trial workers  protested  the  degradation  of  work  into  mindless  routines 

and  the  loss  of  control  over  the  work  process.10 
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How  did  the  new  professional  school  managers  respond  to  this  revo- 
lutionary transformation  of  the  economy?  How  did  business  influence 

public  education?  The  linkages  between  educational  and  business  elites 

and  the  nature  of  "influence"  are  both  complex,  all  the  more  so  since 
both  groups  worked  within  a  larger  culture  and  took  for  granted  many 

of  its  values  and  structural  arrangements.  As  Thomas  Cochran  has  ob- 

served, "on  the  fundamental  level  the  goals  and  values  of  a  business- 
oriented  culture  established  the  rules  of  the  game:  how  men  were 

expected  to  act,  what  they  strove  for,  and  what  qualities  or  achieve- 
ments were  rewarded."  This  does  not  mean  total  consensus  or  absence 

of  conflict.  It  does  mean  that  what  was  not  on  the  agenda — what  was 
not  discussed  or  decided — was  often  as  important  as  what  was.  Norms 

of  "scientific  management"  became  a  basis  for  a  new  consensus,  in 
education  as  in  other  domains.11 

From  1890  to  1930,  no  other  lay  group  had  as  much  an  impact  on 
public  education  as  did  businessmen.  Charles  E.  Lindblom  has  shown 

that  American  business  was  not  simply  another  "interest  group"  con- 
tending pluralistically  with  other  organized  segments  of  society;  it  was 

a  predominant  force.  Businessmen  were  active  in  the  political  move- 
ment to  abolish  ward  school  boards  and  to  refashion  urban  systems  on 

the  corporate  model;  they  and  their  wives  pushed  hard  for  such  reforms 

as  vocational  schooling  and  the  kindergarten;  they  served — together 
with  professional  people — disproportionately  on  city  school  boards; 

they  lavishly  supported  educational  research  and  educational  cam- 
paigns, such  as  the  movement  to  upgrade  education  in  the  South;  and 

their  language,  techniques,  and  ideology  permeated  the  new  "science" 
of  educational  management.12 

In  the  nineteenth  century,  ministers  and  evangelical  lay  leaders  had 
provided  public  education  with  a  justification  and  with  networks  of 
followers  in  the  common-school  crusade,  thereby  tapping  into  the  great 
reservoir  of  social  energy  unleashed  by  revivalism.  In  similar  ways, 
businessmen  in  the  early  twentieth  century  promoted  education  and 

reform  by  investing  them  with  their  prestige  and  power  and  by  publi- 
cizing the  need  for  change  through  such  organizations  as  the  National 

Association  of  Manufacturers  and  the  National  Civic  Federation. 

The  textbook  teachings  of  the  nineteenth-century  common  school 
had  undergirded  the  small-scale  capitalism  of  the  time  with  an  ideology 
that  taught  that  hard  work,  loyalty,  and  good  character  led  to  success, 
while  poverty  and  failure  were  the  results  of  personal  defects.  The 
individual  and  not  the  social  order  were  on  trial.  A  modest  amount  of 

schooling  would  prepare  all  for  equality  in  the  race  of  life.  In  the 
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twentieth  century,  by  contrast,  most  educators  and  businessmen  agreed 
that  character  and  the  three  Rs  were  not  enough;  extended  schooling 

(often  through  the  university)  led  to  extended  career  ladders.13 
All  children,  according  to  the  theory  of  the  administrative  progres- 

sives, should  be  given  through  public  education  a  fair  chance  to  acquire 

the  knowledge  and  skills  necessary  for  success  in  a  specialized,  creden- 
tial-oriented society.  Hierarchy  and  inequality  in  the  economy  were 

justified  by  the  twin  notions  of  equality  of  opportunity  and  meritocracy. 

If  all  had  equality  of  initial  access  to  schools,  then  the  doctrine  of  meri- 
tocracy— that  the  best  made  it  to  the  top — assured  the  justice  of  hierar- 

chy. Although  many  educators  were  aware  of  actual  inequalities  of 
opportunity  in  schooling  and  sought  to  correct  them,  they  had  a  vested 
interest,  as  did  their  professional  and  business  colleagues,  in  advocating 

the  concept  of  "contest  mobility"  through  education.  This  form  of  indi- 
vidual competition  was  legitimate;  other  forms  of  conflict  stood  outside 

a  consensus  that  denied  differences  of  class  interest. 

The  literature  on  vocational  education  is  a  fascinating  index  of  the 

way  in  which  the  new  educational  managers  could  perceptively  diag- 
nose the  severe  problems  created  by  the  new  forms  of  corporate  capi- 

talism and  then  provide  paltry  remedies.  It  also  exemplifies  their  faith 
in  the  power  of  public  schooling  to  correct  structural  inequities  by 
improving  individuals,  to  reform  the  society  not  by  direct  means  but  by 
teaching  youth.  Advocates  of  vocational  schooling  wrote  study  after 

study  documenting  the  ill-paid  and  deadening  character  of  the  subdi- 
vided and  routinized  work  available  to  those  on  the  bottom  of  the 

system.  They  argued  that  it  was  so  exploitative  that  child  labor  should 

be  forbidden  by  law.  But  at  the  same  time  few  suggested  any  funda- 
mental changes  in  the  character  of  work  for  adults  or  thought  of  alter- 

ing the  balance  of  power  between  workers  and  employers  in  industries. 
They  placed  their  hopes  on  a  better  system  of  vocational  training  that 
would  help  workers  to  be  more  productive  and  to  understand  the  larger 

significance  of  the  work  they  performed.14 

A  particularly  revealing  reform  was  the  "continuation  school,"  a  plan 
whereby  youthful  workers  would  attend  schools  for  four  or  five  hours 
during  their  workweek.  Its  proponents  made  extravagant  claims  for  the 
power  of  the  continuation  school  to  improve  the  lives  of  young  workers 
and  to  give  them  opportunities  for  social  mobility  and  self-help.  It  was 
to  do  this  by  improving  the  individual,  by  providing  skills,  knowledge 
of  the  industrial  system,  and  stronger  motivation — not  by  changing  the 

structure  of  the  workplace.15 
This  behavior  developed  into  a  quintessential^  American  pattern  of 
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postponing  immediate  reform  by  improving  the  next  generation.  Al- 
though the  impetus  for  reforms  often  came  from  business  and  other 

groups  outside  the  schools,  faith  in  schooling  was  flattering  to  educators 
and  provided  jobs  for  hosts  of  new  experts.  It  enabled  them  to  redefine 
problems  in  such  a  way  that  they  could  engineer  solutions.  And  it  gave 
concerned  citizens  the  reassuring  feeling  that  something  was  being 

done — however  symbolically — about  real  problems.  As  new  demands 
were  made  upon  the  schools  by  different  constituencies,  educators 
could  and  often  did  respond  by  simply  adding  yet  another  function.  In 

the  process,  schools  became  pedagogical  conglomerates,  again  parallel- 
ing the  business  sector. 

Educators  were  aware  of  conflicts  and  cleavages  in  the  larger  society 
in  the  years  from  1890  to  1920.  The  most  dramatic  were  those  induced 
by  the  rapid  change  in  the  nature  of  work,  by  a  surge  of  immigration 
(especially  from  southeastern  Europe),  and  by  social  problems  in  the 
teeming  cities.  School  leaders  wanted  to  buffer  the  schools  politically 
and  ideologically  from  these  conflicts,  confident  that  they,  as  experts, 
were  the  best  persons  to  devise  solutions.  For  the  most  part  they  were 
enthusiastic  Americanizers  who  believed  that  they  understood  the 

principles  of  American  society  well  enough  to  impose  them  on  immi- 
grants. Finding  businessmen  useful  allies  in  their  plans  for  reform — 

though  sometimes  also  critics  of  public  education — the  new  profes- 
sional managers  enthusiastically  emulated  what  they  understood  to  be 

"business  efficiency,"  assuming  that  it  served  all  people  impartially. 
In  the  mid-nineteenth  century,  ethnic  and  religious  conflict  had 

threatened  the  consensus  that  educators  sought  to  achieve.  At  the  turn 

of  the  twentieth  century,  religion  had  diminished  as  a  source  of  conten- 
tion because  Catholics  had  created  a  separate  system,  and  changes  in 

school  governance  had  restricted  the  influence  of  immigrant  groups. 
But  the  revolutionary  transformation  of  the  economy  had  sharpened 
antagonisms  between  workers  and  owners,  threatening  a  political  split 
along  class  lines.  Cubberley  believed  the  public  school  could  meet  this 

challenge:  "The  task  is  thrown  more  and  more  upon  the  school  of 
instilling  into  all  a  social  and  political  consciousness  that  will  lead  to 

unity  amid  diversity."  This  was,  he  insisted,  "a  social  consciousness  as 
opposed  to  class  consciousness."  Cubberley  and  most  of  his  colleagues 
in  the  educational  trust  believed  that  the  existing  political  economy  was 

natural  and  proper  and  that  it  was  the  schools'  duty  to  convey  this 
message.  If  left  free  to  develop  their  science  of  education  and  program 
of  social  efficiency  through  schooling,  educators  might  one  day  bring 
about  a  nearly  conflict-free  society.  Education  was  too  important  a 
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matter  to  leave  to  parents  or  politicians.  It  was  "a  phase  of  political 
science — that  of  a  study  of  means  of  improving  the  state  and  of  advanc- 

ing the  public  welfare."  Politicians,  with  their  penchant  for  conflict, 
need  not  apply.  It  was  a  job  for  experts— for  the  educational  trust.16 
We  will  examine  the  backgrounds  and  ideology  of  those  new  leaders 

and  analyze  how  they  carried  out  their  work  in  a  corporate  society. 
Most  of  the  lay  members  of  the  educational  trust  came  themselves  from 

small-town  pietist  backgrounds  and  thus  experienced  personal  continu- 
ity with  the  experience  and  values  of  an  earlier  American  society.  They 

were  pioneers,  however,  in  creating  a  new  kind  of  career  for  scientific 
managers  in  education.  Closely  linked  in  private  networks,  they  were 
enthusiastic  entrepreneurs  and  gained  an  awesome  influence:  the 
power  to  define  what  was  normal  and  desirable  in  education.  They 

developed  programs  to  train  managers  and  carved  out  regional  or  na- 
tional spheres  of  influence  as  sponsors  of  their  graduates.  Through  the 

survey  movement  they  spread  their  reforms,  measuring  actual  district 
or  state  programs  of  schooling  against  a  template  of  approved  practice. 

Deliberately  they  chose  to  do  "research"  on  precisely  those  matters 
that  could  most  quickly  make  a  practical  difference,  such  as  school 
finance,  governance,  or  curricular  differentiation;  they  also  believed 
that  an  important  part  of  their  task  was  to  persuade  others  to  adopt  the 
innovations  such  applied  research  highlighted.  They  saw  themselves  as 

problem-solvers,  not  philosophers,  but  they  subtly  transmuted  their 
numbers  into  norms.  They  were  interested  in  the  what  and  how,  and 
in  examining  their  work  we  also  concentrate  on  how  they  influenced 
American  education,  for  we  believe  that  they  had  more  impact  than 
many  other  educators  whose  thought  was  more  profound  or  whose 
practice  was  more  subtle. 

In  school  districts  the  individual  leaders  who  exerted  the  most  influ- 

ence on  public  schools  were  the  local  superintendents.  In  their  profes- 
sional training  or  reading  or  in  association  meetings  most  of  these  ad- 

ministrators came  in  contact  with  the  program  of  the  educational  trust, 
and  it  was  the  superintendents  who  served  as  conduits  for  the  new 
professional  norms  in  communities  scattered  across  the  nation.  Some  of 

the  more  prominent  superintendents — especially  in  the  big  cities — 
were  themselves  members  of  the  inner  circle  of  administrative  progres- 

sives, or  were  at  least  their  students  and  allies.  The  converging  set  of 

practices  and  professional  norms  of  "educational  executives"  in  the 
twentieth  century  owed  much,  wrote  Jesse  Newlon,  to  "a  small  group 
of  educational  thinkers"  who  created  "revolutionary  changes  in  the 
schools"  as  a  result  of  emulation  of  their  ideas  by  local  superintendents. 
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But  the  work  of  local  administrators  also  reflected  their  social  back- 

grounds, their  occupational  socialization  in  the  schools,  and  the  local 

demands  of  the  communities  they  served.  Thus  they  were  both  carriers 

of  a  cosmopolitan  set  of  professional  standards  and  also  persons  who  had 

to  respond  to  local  constituencies.  We  examine  these  aspects  of  educa- 

tional leadership  in  our  group  biography  of  local  superintendents.17 
While  our  focus  is  on  the  work  of  the  educational  trust  and  the  local 

superintendents,  it  is  important  to  recall  that  people  both  inside  and 

outside  the  educational  system  challenged  the  new  cadre  of  leaders  and 

their  programs.  Organized  teachers  protested  the  undemocratic  and 

hierarchical  quality  of  the  "reforms"  they  advocated  and  protested  the 
separation  of  the  management  of  education  from  classroom  practice.  At 

times  opposition  to  the  trust  took  on  the  character  of  a  war  between  the 

sexes  as  women  claimed  their  share  of  administrative  jobs  and  de- 
manded more  democratic  decision  making.  Lay  groups  objected  to 

innovations  such  as  intelligence  testing.  And  thinkers  like  John  Dewey 

proposed  philosophies  of  education  quite  different  from  those  ad- 
vocated by  the  administrative  progressives. 

Such  dissent  was  important,  but  to  a  large  degree  the  educational 

trust  was  successful  in  persuading  other  educational  leaders  to  accept 
their  definition  of  what  was  normal  and  desirable  in  education.  As  the 

school  leaders  of  the  early  twentieth  century  tinkered  toward  their 

particular  version  of  Utopia,  they  were  not  so  much  conscious  servants 

of  corporate  power  as  they  were  unself-conscious  celebrants  of  the 

small-town  values  of  their  youth,  emulators  of  the  most  successful  mod- 
els of  the  age — businessmen — and  people  hard  at  work  building  systems 

of  schooling  while  they  created  their  own  new  careers  as  scientific 

educational  entrepreneurs. 

10.  NEW  CAREERS:  THE  BLENDING  OF  SMALL-TOWN 
PIETISM  AND  SCIENCE 

When  Ellwood  P.  Cubberley  applied  for  the  superintendency  of  schools 

in  San  Diego  in  1896,  the  chairman  of  the  school  board  was  worried 

about  his  qualifications  for  the  job.  Cubberley  had  never  had  a  course 
in  education,  but  that  was  not  the  problem.  He  did  not  have  a  graduate 

degree,  but  that  was  not  the  problem  either.  The  sticking  point  for  the 

chairman  was  the  question  of  Cubberley 's  piety,  his  religious  orthodoxy, 114 
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for  he  was  a  scientist  who  had  written  about  geology  and  was  known 

to  be  a  believer  in  evolution.  What  was  his  view  of  religion,  the  chair- 
man wanted  to  know,  and  what  were  the  guarantees  of  his  good  charac- 
ter? Cubberley  replied  to  this  inquiry  with  a  strong  testimonial  from  his 

Indiana  minister  and  his  own  affirmation  that  "I  believe  firmly  in  God 

and  the  principles  of  the  Christian  religion."  He  continued,  "I  am  in  the 
strongest  sense  a  harmonizer  of  Religion  and  Science;  there  is  no  con- 

flict in  my  mind  between  the  two."  For  most  of  the  leaders  of  Cubber- 
ley's  generation  it  took  no  contortions  of  intellect  or  conscience  to  graft 

scientific  conceptions  of  education  onto  the  evangelical  but  nonsec- 

tarian  legacy  of  Horace  Mann's  generation.  While  he,  like  many  others, 
turned  away  from  the  doctrinal  content  of  Protestantism  (diluted  as  it 
had  become  in  the  late  nineteenth  century)  and  rarely  used  explicitly 
religious  language,  the  implicit  values  he  took  for  granted  as  the  basis 
of  individual  character  and  social  morality  were  largely  those  he 

learned  in  his  childhood  and  youth  in  pietist  small-town  America.  Sci- 
ence gave  him  and  many  others  a  new  source  of  certainty  that  sat 

comfortably  alongside  the  old.1 
This  self-assurance  about  their  values  gave  many  members  of  the 

educational  trust  much  of  their  energy.  Robert  McCaul  writes  of 

Charles  Judd — dean  of  the  School  of  Education  at  the  University  of 

Chicago — that  "his  moral  and  intellectual  world  contained  no  shadows 
or  dark  places;  his  mind,  his  attention,  his  temperament,  his  views  were 

always  in  sharp,  hard  focus  . . .  throughout  his  life  he  exhibited  a  profes- 
sional militancy  and  fervor  that  betrayed  his  evangelical,  pietistic  up- 

bringing." Judd  was  only  one  of  a  cadre  of  leaders  in  education  whose 
fathers  were  Protestant  clergymen;  so,  too,  Edward  Thorndike,  Leon- 

ard Ayres,  Sydney  Pressey,  William  Kilpatrick,  Paul  Monroe,  Lewis 
Terman,  and  Bruce  Payne.  Like  G.  Stanley  Hall,  Judd  had  originally 
planned  to  become  a  minister  before  shifting  to  psychology.  Many  other 
key  educators  testified  to  the  importance  of  their  early  evangelical 

training  in  their  later  careers,  whether  they  remained  as  church  mem- 
bers or  abandoned  formal  religion.  Once  at  a  convention  some  scholars 

were  debating  the  sources  of  the  ideology  of  George  Counts.  A  distin- 
guished old  man  in  the  back  of  the  audience  stood  up  to  say  that  it  had 

been  an  interesting  session  but  that  the  historians  had  missed  the  major 
inspiration,  indeed  the  one  true  religion.  Puzzled,  the  chairman  asked 

what  that  might  be.  The  white-haired  visitor — George  Counts  himself 

— replied  "the  Methodist  Church  and  its  social  gospel."2 
The  first  dean  of  Teachers  College,  who  served  for  thirty  years  from 

1897  to  1927,  understood  the  pietist  frame  of  mind  very  well.  "I  was 
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brought  up  in  the  strictist  sect  of  the  Pharisees,"  he  wrote,  "a  Scotch 

Presbyterian  community  in  upstate  New  York."  In  his  work  he  sought 

"the  modern  significance  of  the  old  theological  doctrines  of  original  sin 

and  salvation  by  grace."  Man,  he  wrote,  "is  the  only  animal  capable  of 
being  converted  by  the  stimulation  of  new  ideals.  .  .  .  His  pedagogical 

savior  is  the  teacher  who  understands  his  personal  problems,  who  has 

a  personality  that  embodies  high  ideals,  who  exhibits  in  his  daily  con- 
tacts attitudes  that  are  contagious,  and  who  has  the  knowledge  and  skill 

— in  a  word,  the  saving  grace — to  bring  forth  works  meet  for  repent- 

ance." He  believed  that  Teachers  College  could  "have  no  greater  mis- 

sion than  to  equip  its  students  for  such  missionary  service"  and  that  it 

had  been  under  a  "providential  guidance."3 
Protestant  churches  and  families,  of  course,  conveyed  different  mes- 

sages to  children  as  they  grew  up  in  the  late  nineteenth  century.  Some 

stressed  social  justice  and  charity,  some  individual  uprightness,  some  a 

duty  to  rise  on  the  ladder  of  success,  some  a  blend  of  these  and  other 

lessons.  The  young  men  who  became  the  movers  and  shakers  of  educa- 
tion in  the  twentieth  century  responded  to  the  messages  in  different 

ways.  By  and  large  the  part  of  their  religious  upbringing  that  seems  to 

have  left  the  deepest  mark  on  them  was  the  conventional  stress  on  hard 

work,  duty,  order,  thrift  in  time  and  money,  and  a  pietist  imperative  to 

set  the  world  straight.  When  the  new  leaders  admired  efficient  organi- 

zation, "scientific"  facts,  methodological  planning,  they  were  not  turn- 
ing away  from  religious  values  but  selectively  emphasizing  certain  parts 

of  their  heritage.  As  we  have  shown,  as  early  as  the  1820s  Protestant 

benevolent  associations  were  already  using  highly  sophisticated  organi- 

zational techniques,  collecting  detailed  statistics,  and  demanding  ac- 
countability from  their  missionary  employees.  In  Our  Country,  Josiah 

Strong  emblazoned  his  pages  with  census  figures  and  exalted  social 

science  and  public  schools  as  means  of  creating  the  Kingdom  of  God  in 

America.4 
Jean  Quandt  has  shown  how  much  the  earlier  millennial  character  of 

Protestantism  became  fused  with  the  evolutionary  thought  of  many 

social  scientists,  imparting  to  the  latter  group  a  continuing  faith  in 

moral  absolutes,  an  optimism  about  social  destiny,  and  an  energizing 

call  to  action.  "The  process  of  secularization,"  she  observes,  "entailed 
a  partial  transfer  of  redemptive  power  from  religious  to  secular  institu- 

tions." In  the  case  of  the  new  educational  scientists,  the  older  providen- 
tial view  of  redemption  became  subtly  transmuted  into  a  view  of  social 

evolution  which  held  that  people  could  control  and  improve  their 

world  by  conscious  means,  notably  through  education.  Interdepend- 
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ence  coupled  with  the  rational  planning  of  experts  might  soon  usher  in 
a  new  form  of  social  order.  Such  a  vision  saw  piecemeal  reforms  as  part 

of  the  crusade  to  redeem  society.5 
Growing  up  almost  entirely  in  small  towns,  exposed  to  the  pietism  of 

public  school  and  Sunday  School  readers,  the  educators  of  Cubberley's 
generation  absorbed  clear-cut  standards  of  individual  and  civic  virtue 
that  they  rarely  questioned.  Clyde  GriflFen  has  observed  of  the  middle- 

class  political  progressives  that  they  "grew  up  with  a  moral  consensus 
so  clear  and  unquestioned  that  they  tended  to  assume  this  consensus 

was  characteristic  of  human  nature  wherever  it  was  permitted  to  de- 

velop freely."  Assuming  these  standards  to  be  the  norm,  they  had  little 
hesitation  in  using  powerful  agencies  to  shape  others  to  their  mold. 
Cubberley  and  his  colleagues  often  wrote  nostalgically  of  the  older 

village  patterns  of  child  raising — the  cohesive  families,  the  churches, 

the  powerful  force  of  public  opinion  that  kept  the  young  "in  the  path 
of  rectitude."  They  believed  that  changes  such  as  urbanization,  immi- 

gration, and  industrialization  required  public  schools  to  devise  effective 
patterns  of  socialization  for  those  not  favored  by  growing  up  in  an 

Anglo-American  village.  It  was  precisely  their  confidence  in  the  older 
norms — largely  unquestioned — that  encouraged  them  to  use  the  strong 
hand  of  the  state  to  enforce  their  values.  Since  the  new  immigrants 

were,  wrote  Cubberley,  "illiterate,  docile,  often  lacking  in  initiative, 
and  almost  wholly  without  the  Anglo-Saxon  conceptions  of  righteous- 

ness, liberty,  law,  order,  public  decency  and  government,"  they  must 
be  compelled  to  adapt  to  American  ways.6 

No  one  expressed  the  small-town  Protestant  norms  more  clearly  than 
Frank  Spaulding,  a  prominent  member  of  the  educational  trust  who 

held  five  city  superintendencies  before  becoming  a  professor  of  educa- 
tional administration  at  Yale  University.  He  agreed  with  his  teacher  and 

fellow  New  England  farm  boy,  G.  Stanley  Hall,  that  "the  best  education 
we  can  now  give  in  industry,  civics,  physical  culture,  economics,  morals 
and  the  rest,  does  not  begin  to  equal  that  afforded  by  the  old  New 

England  farm  as  it  existed  a  few  generations  ago."  Growing  up  on  a 
hilltop  farm  in  Dublin,  New  Hampshire,  in  the  1870s,  Spaulding  learned 
to  hoe  and  hill  potatoes,  to  scythe  hay  and  lift  it  to  the  barn  loft,  to  care 
for  the  animals,  to  bank  the  farmhouse  against  the  winter  winds.  In 
school  he  learned  to  read  and  write  and  cipher,  though  work  at  home 
left  little  time  to  practice  his  skills.  He  came  to  know  every  boulder  and 
woodlot  within  walking  reach  of  Spaulding  hill.  On  Sundays  he  at- 

tended church  and  Sunday  School  with  his  parents  and  prayed  and  read 
— — 
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wrong,  echoed  by  both  his  parents  and  his  teachers.  He  learned  about 
politics  by  attending  town  meetings  and  reading  newspaper  accounts 
of  Republican  victories.  Images  of  the  outside  world  came  from  visiting 
uncles:  one  had  traveled  to  Louisiana  and  described  slaves  working  on 

plantations  (for  Spaulding  had  never  seen  a  black);  another  was  a  jew- 

eler in  distant  San  Francisco.  Spaulding's  was  a  coherent,  homogeneous 
world  that  taught  him  his  "most  important  ideals,  objectives,  values, 
ambitions,"  a  set  of  habits  and  beliefs  that  guided  him  and  a  great 
majority  of  his  peers  in  educational  leadership:  independence,  thrift, 

self-reliance,  foresight,  obedience  to  authority,  self-confidence,  indus- 

try, ambition,  and  "belief  in  the  religion  of  right  conduct."7 
Nostalgia  for  the  virtues  of  country  life  was  a  recurring  theme  in  the 

writings  and  speeches  of  educators  at  the  turn  of  the  century,  as  William 
Bullough  has  shown.  A  superintendent  at  the  NEA  meeting  in  1896 
declared  that  the  strong  and  individualistic  leaders  of  America  had 

been  "born  and  bred  in  village  and  rural  homes,  away  from  the  turmoil 
of  city  life,  in  quiet  communion  with  nature  in  her  grand  and  ennobling 

forms."  Many  urban  educators  self-consciously  devised  ways  to  expose 
the  city  child  to  nature  and  to  the  discipline  provided  by  rural  nurture, 

whether  through  school  kitchen  gardens,  nature  study,  or  manual  train- 
ing. Henry  Canby  recalled  of  his  schooldays  in  Wilmington,  Delaware, 

that  the  moral  principles  taught  "were  agrarian  ethics,  and  we  town 
dwellers  already  felt  their  frequent  inapplicability  and,  without  realiz- 

ing the  cause,  wearied  of  similes  drawn  from  agriculture."8 
At  the  same  time  that  they  glorified  rural  childhood,  few  educators 

wanted  to  spend  their  professional  lives  in  the  countryside.  City  school 
systems  lured  ambitious  men  like  Cubberley  and  Spaulding,  for  there 
one  could  find  career  ladders,  decent  pay  (for  administrators,  at  least), 
and  prestige.  Ambitious  educators  at  the  turn  of  the  twentieth  century 

were  more  and  more  coming  to  treat  school  work  as  a  lifelong  occupa- 
tion, not  one  in  a  series  of  jobs;  they  saw  it,  in  other  words,  as  a  career 

with  a  distinct  trajectory,  one  that  required  training,  planning,  special- 
ization, and  identification  with  a  cohort  of  peers.  Indeed,  the  generation 

of  Cubberley,  Spaulding,  and  George  Strayer  created  the  specialty  of 
educational  administration  in  the  same  way  that  men  like  Thorndike, 
Terman,  and  Judd  created  the  discipline  of  educational  psychology. 

Like  so  many  other  occupational  groups  at  the  time,  leaders  in  educa- 
tion sought  to  professionalize  their  work.9 

No  one  better  expressed  the  mixture  of  personal  ambition  and  public 

service,  efficiency  and  uplift,  of  these  village-bred  educational  entre- 
preneurs than  did  Cubberley.  Invited  to  become  a  professor  of  educa- 
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tion  at  Stanford  University,  he  exclaimed  to  a  friend  on  the  faculty  that 

"the  department  should  strive  to  have  an  ennobling  influence"  on  the 

whole  state.  "I  will  be  the  happiest  boy  in  California,"  wrote  Cubberley, 

school  superintendent  and  ex-college  president.  "It  will  be  my  ambition 
to  make  the  Department  of  Education  at  Stanford  famous,  and  this  I 

believe  I  have  the  power  in  time  to  do."  Cubberley 's  biographer,  fellow 
country  boy  and  colleague  of  many  years,  Jesse  Sears,  observed  of  this 

letter:  "How  American  the  tone  of  it  is:  Where  is  there  a  grown-up  boy 
from  farm  or  village  in  this  country  who  has  not  felt  something  like  it 

and  who  would  not  understand  the  drive  behind  its  words?"  Educa- 
tional leadership  was  a  career  that  could  bring  out  the  best  in  noble  men 

"with  red  blood  in  their  veins,"  Cubberley  would  say  in  1907.  He 

wanted  leaders  who  "know  the  world,  its  needs,  and  its  problems,"  who 

had  "largeness  of  vision,  and  the  courage  to  do  and  to  dare,"  and  who 

could  "train  the  youth  with  whom  they  come  in  contact  for  useful  and 

efficient  action."  Boyish  vigor  and  trained  expertise,  muscular  Christi- 
anity and  entrepreneurial  zeal — these  merged  easily  in  the  age  of  Theo- 
dore Roosevelt  and  in  the  dreams  of  success  of  the  new  generation  of 

educational  leaders.10 

The  educational  entrepreneurs  who  sought  to  create  these  new  ca- 
reers and  to  refashion  American  education  in  the  process,  the  leaders 

we  call  the  administrative  progressives,  came  to  maturity  at  a  time  of 

enormous  structural  changes  in  the  economy,  the  polity,  and  the  society 

as  well  as  in  the  ideologies  by  which  people  explained  their  lives.  The 

small-scale  capitalism  of  the  nineteenth  century  was  changing  to  a 

nationwide  and  large-scale  corporate  capitalism.  Public  bureaucracies 
were  growing  rapidly  in  size  and  influence  as  government  came  to  be 

used  increasingly  as  a  coordinator  of  private  interest  groups  and  func- 
tional associations  (for  example,  business  and  professional  groups).  More 

and  more  issues  were  defined  as  matters  for  expert  adjudication  rather 

than  "political"  settlement.  Society  was  becoming  more  urbanized, 
more  ethnically  diverse,  and  more  sharply  divided  into  distinct  occupa- 

tional groups. 

Undergirding  these  structural  changes,  as  Magali  Sarfatti  Larson 

argues,  were  "new  forms  of  the  legitimation  of  power"  which  appealed 

"to  the  rationality  of  science — science  as  a  method  and  as  a  world  view, 
more  than  as  a  body  of  knowledge — and  to  the  rationality  of  scientifi- 

cally trained  experts  who  act  in  the  bureaucratized  institutions  of  the 

new  social  order."  Such  an  appeal  to  science  and  to  scientific  manage- 
ment of  both  private  and  public  business  obscured  the  conflict  gener- 

ated by  basic  economic  changes,  and  it  justified  the  increasing  power 
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of  elites  in  various  domains  to  set  the  terms  of  public  debate  and  to 

make  critical  decisions  affecting  the  public  interest.11 
It  was  on  scientific  expertise — coupled  with  new  notions  of  business 

management — that  the  new  administrative  progressives  in  education 

placed  their  chief  reliance  for  professionalizing  their  careers,  con- 
solidating their  power,  and  influencing  public  schooling.  The  prestige 

and  objectivity  of  science  promised  them  a  claim  to  status  as  experts 

similar  to  those  in  other  fields,  an  opportunity  to  raise  schooling  above 

political  conflicts,  and  an  end  to  armchair  theorizing  and  neighborhood 

disputes  that  seemed  to  make  everybody  an  authority  on  education. 

Furthermore,  to  base  educational  leadership  on  science  would  link  it 

closely,  as  in  other  professionalized  bureaucratic  occupations,  to  the 

universities  that  increasingly  guarded  the  gates  to  specialized,  high- 

paying  work. 
What  did  these  new  leaders  in  the  administration  of  public  education 

mean  by  "science"?  In  brief,  they  saw  educational  science  as  applied 
social  science,  the  systematic  collection  of  facts  for  the  purpose  of  policy 

formation.  Many  founders  of  systematic  training  in  school  administra- 
tion— for  example,  George  Strayer  at  Teachers  College,  Columbia;  Paul 

Hanus  at  Harvard;  Edward  Elliott  at  Wisconsin;  and  Cubberley  at  Stan- 
ford— had  been  teachers  of  natural  science  before  turning  to  education 

as  a  field  of  study.  They  sought  to  develop  an  applied  technology  of 

decision  making  similar  to  the  technologies  of  production  and  manage- 
ment that  were  transforming  the  bureaucratized  corporate  economy. 

Insofar  as  their  science  of  education  dealt  at  all  with  questions  of  values 

and  political  power,  it  reflected  the  evolutionary  presuppositions  of  the 

new — and  avowedly  scientific — fields  of  educational  history  and  educa- 
tional sociology.  Dorothy  Ross  has  noted  that  one  way  social  scientists 

attempted  to  reconcile  science  and  value  conflicts  was 

to  root  values  directly  in  scientific  evolutionary  laws.  Within  an  evolutionary 
framework,  the  disparate  ideals  of  the  older,  agrarian  and  commercial  society 

and  the  newer  heterogeneous,  urban  one,  and  the  countercurrents  of  emo- 
tional expression  and  rational  control  that  the  Victorian  culture  had  orga- 
nized into  sexual  and  class  roles — all  these  could  be  hierarchically  arranged 

and  pinned  down  on  a  scale  of  races,  classes,  sexes,  and  historical  stages, 

rooted  in  nature  itself  and  organized  to  display  the  future  triumph  of  tradi- 
tional virtues.12 

In  his  own  career  and  evolutionary  view  of  history,  Cubberley  exem- 
plified the  traditional  virtues  of  the  small  town  in  which  he  was  raised, 

the  lure  of  science,  the  tendency  to  accept  the  new  social  order  as 
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natural  and  proper  (including  its  arrangement  of  "races"  and  classes), 
and  the  romance  of  scientific  management — all  of  which  linked  him 
with  his  colleagues  in  the  educational  trust. 

The  Gospel  of  Efficiency: 
Ellwood  Patterson  Cubberley 

"Those  knowing  Dr.  Ellwood  Patterson  Cubberley,  or  'Dad  Cubber- 
ley' as  he  is  known  to  all  the  boys  who  studied  with  him  at  Stanford, 

think  of  him  first  of  all  as  a  delightful  friend  whose  chief  characteristic 

is  his  unbounded  enthusiasm  for  education."  So  wrote  the  president  of 
the  Colorado  State  Teachers  College  at  the  time  of  Cubberley 's  retire- 

ment in  1932.  The  New  York  commissioner  of  education  saw  him  as  a 

"real  educational  evangelist"  on  his  "gospel  tours  to  the  East."  Others 
testified  in  School  Executives  Magazine  that  he  had  changed  their  lives, 
converting  them  to  careers  in  education  rather  than  in  law  or  other 
fields.  At  the  age  of  twenty  he  had  won  a  prize  for  oratory  with  a  speech 

that  declared,  with  the  conventional  rhetoric  of  Protestant-republican 

ideology,  that  "if  we  are  to  live  as  a  nation,  the  people  must  be  intelli- 
gent, the  people  must  be  virtuous,  the  people  must  be  free.  This  in- 

volves a  conquest  for  the  teacher."  Converted  to  a  view  of  education 
as  a  means  of  directing  social  evolution  when  he  studied  with  biologist 
David  Starr  Jordan,  he  joined  what  he  and  others  saw  as  a  deliberate 
movement  to  remake  the  school  through  the  use  of  science  and  business 
efficiency  in  administration.  He  was  both  a  symbol  and  catalyst  of 
the  managerial  and  ideological  revolution  that  took  place  during  his 

lifetime.13 
Cubberley  was  one  of  a  small  band  of  leaders  who  professionalized 

school  administration,  a  field  that  hardly  existed  as  a  specialization  in 
1900.  Linked  into  a  network,  these  men  tended  to  share  common  social 
backgrounds,  similar  views  of  what  constituted  good  training  and  good 

school  programs,  and  similar  reform  strategies.  At  the  time  of  his  retire- 
ment he  was  himself  so  much  an  institution  that  it  was  hard  not  to  see 

his  achievement  as  foreordained:  at  his  retirement  dinner  he  claimed 

that  he  represented  a  cause  rather  than  a  person.  When  he  began, 
however,  the  shape  of  things  to  come  was  uncertain  to  say  the  least.  Out 
of  a  nearly  nonexistent  field  and  an  inchoate  occupation  Cubberley  and 
his  peers  created,  with  enormous  energy  and  entrepreneurial  talent,  a 
conventional  wisdom  and  numerous  professional  empires. 

Like  the  majority  of  educational  leaders  of  his  lifetime — both  univer- 
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sity  professors  in  education  and  city  superintendents — Cubberley  was 
raised  in  a  rural  community.  He  was  glad  to  have  escaped  the  petty 
moralisms,  muddy  streets,  and  constricted  tastes  of  the  small  town 
when  he  entered  the  cosmopolitan  world  of  higher  education,  but  to  a 

large  degree  he  still  accepted  the  Protestant,  Anglo-Saxon,  middle-class 
perspectives  of  his  upbringing  as  quintessentially  normal  and  hence 

American.  This  extraordinary  entrepreneur  lacked  a  sense  of  the  rela- 
tivism of  cultural  values,  and  his  understanding  of  educational  science 

did  little  to  make  him  more  self-conscious  about  those  value  assump- 
tions. 

Growing  up  in  Andrews,  Indiana,  Cubberley  worked  in  his  father's 
drugstore,  attended  the  local  high  school  (the  upper  three  grades  in  a 

one-building  school  system),  and  entered  the  college  preparatory  de- 
partment of  Purdue  University.  His  parents  hoped  that  he  would  study 

pharmacy  and  come  home  to  run  the  family  business.  In  1886,  however, 
a  talk  by  David  Staff  Jordan,  then  president  of  Indiana  University,  gave 
Cubberley  a  vision  of  an  exciting  world  of  scholarship  and  service,  of 
scientific  idealism,  of  actually  shaping  the  evolution  of  society,  that 

made  small-town  life  and  the  drugstore  seem  narrow  and  parochial. 
Jordan  became  his  freshman  advisor  and  later  employed  him  as  his 
assistant  in  giving  stereopticon  slide  lectures  across  the  state.  Cubberley 

took  Jordan's  course  in  "bionomics" — a  blend  of  natural  and  social  sci- 
ence with  old-fashioned  pietist  religion — and  had  many  opportunities 

to  talk  with  the  dynamic  president  when  they  rode  together  in  trains 

or  shared  hotel  rooms.  Jordan  became  his  mentor  and  sponsor,  recom- 
mending him  for  three  positions  and  eventually  inviting  him  to  the  new 

university  he  created  at  Stanford.  Cubberley  majored  in  physics  and 

received  his  degree  in  1891,  after  spending  a  year  teaching  in  a  one- 

room  school.14 
Cubberley  remained  in  Indiana  for  the  next  five  years.  After  teaching 

briefly  at  a  Baptist  college  in  Ridgeville,  he  became  professor  of  physical 
science  at  Vincennes  University,  where  despite  a  heavy  teaching  load 
he  found  time  to  publish  two  papers  on  geology.  In  1893,  at  me  a8e  °* 

twenty-five,  he  became  president  of  Vincennes.  He  was  already  demon- 
strating the  focused  energy  and  powers  of  organization  that  would 

make  him  a  legend. 

In  1896,  through  Jordan's  influence,  he  received  an  offer  to  become 
superintendent  of  schools  in  San  Diego,  California.  He  accepted  and 

immediately  found  himself  in  the  midst  of  a  political  controversy;  sev- 
eral board  members  had  wanted  to  hire  a  local  person  and  saw  no 

reason  why  a  businessman  was  not  preferable  to  an  educator.  It  was  the 
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board  rather  than  the  superintendent  that  controlled  the  school  ad- 
ministration through  subcommittees  that  determined  the  hiring  and 

firing  of  teachers,  the  choice  of  curriculum,  and  the  management  of 

finances.  Aggressive  and  hardworking,  Cubberley  tried  with  only  par- 
tial success  to  convince  his  superiors  that  the  board  should  delegate  the 

running  of  the  schools  to  him. 
The  San  Diego  experience  persuaded  him  that  urban  school  boards 

should  be  "nonpolitical,"  small  committees  elected  at  large  rather  than 
by  wards.  The  same  logic  demanded  that  county  and  state  educational 

officials  should  not  be  elected  but  rather  "appointed  solely  with  regard 
to  educational  and  executive  ability."  The  best  person  should  be  hired, 
regardless  of  geography:  "Local  pride  is  too  often  used  as  a  shield  for 
incompetence."  Throughout  his  career  Cubberley  advanced  these 
ideas,  drawing  on  his  experience  in  San  Diego.  And  in  his  inspirational 

talk  to  Stanford  students  on  how  to  become  a  superintendent — later 
included  as  a  chapter  in  his  Public  School  Administration — he  was 

largely  autobiographical.15 

The  superintendent,  he  was  to  say,  "must  seize  intelligent  hold  of  the 
conception  that  education  stands  for  the  higher  evolution  of  both  the 

individual  and  the  race."  The  job  offered  great  scope  "to  men  of  strong 
character,  broad  sympathies,  high  purposes,  fine  culture,  courage,  exact 

training,  and  executive  skill"  who  were  willing  to  prepare  themselves 
for  the  cause.  In  a  footnote  he  said  that  the  male  pronoun  was  used  "for 
the  simple  reason  that  nearly  all  of  our  city  superintendents  are  men," 
but  of  course  what  he  said  was  "equally  applicable  to  women."  That  the 
latter  was  dubious  became  clear  when  he  said  that  "manliness"  was  an 

essential  virtue  and  pointed  out  the  "dangerous  pitfalls"  that  lay  in  the 
path  of  the  ambitious  schoolman.  "On  the  streets  the  men  call  him 
'Professor',  and  pretty  grade  teachers  and  women  with  marriageable 
daughters  seek  him  out  and  flatter  his  vanity.  His  daily  work  in  superin- 

tending women  and  children,  who  usually  accept  his  pronouncements 

as  law,  perhaps  give  him  an  added  importance  in  his  own  eyes."  Being 
a  big  frog  in  a  small  puddle,  being  "spoiled  by  too  easy,  too  small,  and 
too  early  successes"  could  endanger  his  ascent  up  the  long  ladder,  as 
could  "local  social  obligations,  which  are  wasteful  of  time  and  energy 
and  have  little  in  them  of  permanent  profit."  No,  "he  must  learn  to  lead 
by  reason  of  his  larger  knowledge  and  his  contagious  enthusiasm,"  an 
educational  Teddy  Roosevelt,  energetic,  honorable,  square,  mixing 

with  men  of  affairs,  a  person  who  displays  "the  manners  and  courtesy 
of  a  gentleman,  without  being  flabby  and  weak."16 

In  1898  Cubberley  decisively  shaped  his  future  by  accepting  an  ap- 
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pointment  as  assistant  professor  of  education  at  Stanford  University, 
where  his  mentor  Jordan  was  president.  In  his  letter  of  acceptance  to 

Professor  Edward  Griggs,  a  friend  of  student  days  at  Indiana,  he  ex- 

pressed some  self-doubts  about  his  ability  to  "do  work  satisfactorily  at 
first,"  for  he  had  no  training  in  education.  But  he  asserted  his  belief  in 
his  own  "potential  strength"  and  his  conviction  that  the  field  of  educa- 

tion would  give  him  far  more  scope  than  geology,  where  "one  must 
specialize  with  all  his  power,  if  he  wishes  to  do  anything  great."  Al- 

ready, he  told  Griggs,  he  had  in  mind  a  dozen  courses  he  could  teach 

on  such  subjects  as  "school  administration,  school  problems,  school  or- 
ganization, school  statistics,  secondary  schools,  history  of  education, 

relation  of  ignorance  and  crime  to  education,  etc."17 
When  Cubberley  arrived  at  Stanford,  however,  he  found  that  the 

faculty  did  not  share  his  sanguine  hopes  for  the  field.  Indeed,  shortly 
after  he  arrived,  Jordan  called  him  into  his  office  and  told  him  that  the 
faculty  wanted  to  abolish  the  department.  You  have  three  years  to 

make  the  field  respectable,  he  warned;  if  you  fail,  you  and  the  depart- 

ment will  be  dropped.  "That  was  a  challenge  that  called  upon  all  the 
fighting  blood  in  me,"  Cubberley  later  recalled,  "and  I  told  him  I  was 
very  glad  to  accept  the  appointment  on  those  terms."  Over  the  years, 
he  reminisced,  "I  may  have  had  to  carry  the  ball  on  the  front  lines,  but 

there  has  been  a  good  supporting  column  from  the  rear."18 
During  his  first  year,  Cubberley  had  to  teach  five  courses  in  adminis- 

tration and  history  of  education,  though  he  had  never  taken  a  course 
in  either  field,  and  his  only  work  in  history  had  been  one  undergraduate 

course  in  European  history.  The  available  literature  in  the  field  of  edu- 
cation was  very  thin:  books  by  a  few  European  education  theorists, 

school  reports,  a  few  histories,  commonsense  handbooks  by  practition- 
ers, and  some  work  in  psychology.  In  a  time  before  rigorous  certification 

standards — requirements  that  Cubberley  strongly  advocated — it  was 
unclear  to  students  why  they  should  study  education.  Faculty  members 
attuned  to  specialization  did  not  believe  that  a  professor  could  teach  a 
subject  he  had  not  studied  and  thought  that  anyone  who  knew  his  field 

could  teach  it  in  high  school  without  training  in  pedagogy.19 
The  determined  Cubberley  set  about  to  discover  what  it  was  he 

should  be  teaching.  Fired  by  his  vision  of  public  education  as  an  institu- 
tion necessary  for  the  survival  of  the  state  and  the  welfare  of  society, 

he  managed  to  attract  good  enrollments.  He  was  not  impressed  with 
the  virtues  of  specialization  by  academic  disciplines  within  education; 
rather,  he  saw  broad  teaching  obligations  as  a  way  of  training  new 

professors  and  insisted  that  almost  all  of  them  take  a  stint  at  teaching 124 
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the  history  of  education.  But  he  did  believe  in  specialization  by  applied 

categories  such  as  vocational  guidance  or  secondary-school  administra- 

tion. Jordan  was  impressed  by  Cubberley's  view  of  education  as  "social 
engineering,"  his  ability  to  attract  students,  and  his  yeoman  service  in 
publicizing  the  university  more  broadly  in  the  state  at  a  time  when  it 
needed  to  attract  students.  He  judged  that  the  education  department 
won  the  struggle  for  survival. 

But  Cubberley  did  not  succeed  in  convincing  most  of  the  faculty  that 
education  was  a  respectable  discipline.  For  years  the  old  condescension 
remained,  often  producing  friction  in  the  university  committees  that 

set  standards  for  majors  and  other  administrative  requirements.  Enroll- 
ments dropped  when  only  experienced  teachers  and  normal-school 

graduates  could  major  in  education  (others  were  required  to  major  in 
the  subjects  they  were  preparing  to  teach).  Despite  the  support  of  some 

colleagues,  Cubberley  was  never  elected  to  the  university's  "advisory 
board"  of  professors  because,  as  a  friend  wrote  him,  "  'Education'  was 
hardly  considered  to  be  up  to  the  dignity  of  a  'Science'  or  an  'Art',  and 
.  .  .  the  head  of  the  Education  Department  was  thereby  disqualified 

from  receiving  the  suffrages  of  a  majority  of  his  associates."  Members 
of  the  department  were  not  appointed  to  major  committees.  Faculty 

members  in  other  fields  objected  to  Cubberley's  successful  campaign  to 
raise  the  educational  requirements  for  certification.20 

Cubberley's  response  to  the  low  status  of  the  department  was  three- 
fold. First,  he  tried,  not  entirely  successfully,  to  persuade  his  liberal  arts 

colleagues  that  education  was  solid  because  it  was  scientific.  Second,  he 
sought,  with  zeal  and  excellent  results,  to  create  an  esprit  de  corps 
among  the  department  faculty  and  the  students  in  education.  Here  he 
employed  the  history  of  education  much  as  a  Marine  commander  might 
teach  the  history  of  the  Marine  Corps,  to  inspire  the  troops  with  the 
nobility  of  the  enterprise.  He  invited  students  to  parties  at  his  house. 
He  created  an  efficient  placement  network  to„move  graduates  ever 
onward  in  their  careers.  He  inspired  strong  personal  loyalties,  imbuing 
young  men,  in  particular,  with  his  vision  of  ambitious  service.  As  faculty 
he  employed  mostly  young  alumni  of  the  department,  attaching  them 
by  ties  of  personal  loyalty.  He  also  sought  to  link  the  department  to  the 
educational  profession  in  the  state  and  to  make  it  part  of  a  national 
movement,  tying  it  into  the  network  of  other  university  scholars  who 
were  training  administrators,  doing  surveys,  serving  as  consultants  on 
important  commissions,  and  attempting  to  professionalize  the  field. 
These  activities  forged  a  power  base  outside  the  university  among  the 
leading  public-school  administrators. 
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All  this  status-politics  within  the  university  and  frenetic  activity  out- 
side was  not  without  its  psychic  costs:  Cubberley  suffered  serious  ulcers. 

Some  colleagues  thought  that  he  was  a  man  free  from  "inner  conflicts," 
and  he  did  appear  so  to  people  dazzled  by  his  habitual  appearance  of 
certainty,  but  such  was  probably  not  the  case.  Compulsory  optimism 
takes  its  toll,  both  personally  and  intellectually.  A  student  who  took  his 

class  in  1906  recalled  that  Cubberley  assigned  John  Spargo's  angry  tract 
The  Bitter  Cry  of  the  Children  and  used  it  not  to  illustrate  "that  our 
government  is  iniquitous  for  its  shameful  neglect  of  our  children,"  but 
to  point  "out  how  much  better  our  record  was  becoming  year  by 

year."21 Cubberley  worked  assiduously  to  extend  the  influence  of  the  depart- 
ment into  the  state  and  nation.  In  his  first  year  he  gave  77  lectures,  and 

by  retirement  he  estimated  that  he  had  given  almost  1,000  addresses. 

"I  am  never  so  miserable  as  when  I  have  nothing  to  do,"  he  wrote  his 
cousin,  "and  work  like  this  gives  one  a  consciousness  of  being  of  use  in 
the  world  and  perhaps  helping  to  advance  civilization."  When  he  went 
to  Teachers  College  to  obtain  his  M.A.  and  Ph.D.,  he  came  in  touch  with 
other  young  men  who  shared  his  vision  of  education  as  a  professional 

field.  "It  was,  in  fact,  an  historical  movement  that  was  then  being 
initiated  in  American  education,  at  Teachers  College  especially,"  wrote 
Sears.  Teachers  College  was  the  West  Point  of  the  educational  trust. 

Cubberley  came  to  know  Dean  James  Russell,  another  young  entrepre- 
neur who  became  a  lifelong  friend  and  ally,  took  courses  with  evolution- 

ist historian  Paul  Monroe,  psychologist  Edward  L.  Thorndike  and  oth- 
ers, and  graduated  in  a  class  in  1905  which  included  a  striking  number 

of  the  key  figures  of  modern  education.  True  to  form,  he  wrote  his 
dissertation  on  school  finance  in  less  than  three  months  from  start  to 

finish.  Thorndike  commented  after  his  oral  examination  that  Cubberley 

was  "a  good  man  but  not  a  good  scholar."22 
In  addition  to  his  multitude  of  speeches,  Cubberley  conducted  sev- 

eral city  surveys  and  served  as  member  or  consultant  on  numerous  state 
and  federal  commissions.  He  wrote  model  state  education  codes  and 

advised  extensively  on  school  finance  and  structural  changes.  But  per- 
haps his  greatest  influence  outside  Stanford  came  as  writer  and  editor 

of  textbooks  in  Houghton  Mifflin's  education  series,  the  largest  and  most 
successful  set  of  professional  books  published  to  the  time  of  his  death. 
He  edited  103  of  the  110  books  in  the  series  and  wrote  10  of  them  himself. 

Here  Cubberley  was  able  to  carry  out  a  longstanding  ambition:  to  dem- 
onstrate that  education,  like  other  sciences,  was  developing  its  own 

practical  specializations.  He  published  works  in  history,  psychology, 
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statistics,  administration,  methods  of  teaching,  sociology,  and  many 

other  fields.  But  equally  important,  he  legitimized  by  his  textbooks  the 

new  reforms  in  schooling:  vocational  guidance,  school  hygiene  pro- 
grams, the  junior  high  school,  play  and  recreation,  junior  colleges,  and 

other  favored  innovations.  By  finding  young  scholars  and  commission- 
ing their  work,  he  also  helped  to  create  scholarly  reputations  and  to 

establish  his  position  as  elder  statesman  of  the  field  of  education. 

Through  the  series  he  gained  the  power  to  annoint  the  new  and  make 

it  respectable,  to  define  the  new  science  of  education.  And  in  the  pro- 
cess he  built  up  a  fortune  which  he  increased  by  wise  investment  in  the 

stock  market.  In  turn,  he  used  his  wealth  to  fund  a  new  education 

building  and  other  worthy  causes  at  Stanford,  an  amount  which  came 

to  the  then  amazing  total  of  $772,332.03-23 
In  his  long  career,  Cubberley  followed  the  social  and  educational 

ideology  he  had  sketched  in  Changing  Conceptions  of  Education  in 

1909.  His  prejudices,  apparent  today,  subjected  him  to  little  criticism  in 
his  lifetime,  so  much  were  they  shared  by  his  students  and  readers  and 

by  educators  generally.  He  assumed,  and  in  his  era  did  not  have  to 

prove,  the  inherent  superiority  of  white,  male,  Anglo-Saxon,  native- 
born  Americans.  About  southeastern  European  immigrants  he  wrote: 

"Their  coming  has  served  to  dilute  tremendously  our  national  stock, 

and  to  corrupt  our  civic  life."  So  little  criticized  was  he  for  such  biases 
that  he  repeated  this  statement  in  a  revised  edition  of  his  Public  Educa- 

tion in  the  United  States,  published  in  1934,  after  using  it  already  in 
several  works  before.  He  believed  that  unassimilated  immigrants  were 

a  menace  and  thought  that  the  federal  government  should  force  all 

schools  to  teach  in  English;  he  abhorred  the  Supreme  Court  decisions 

that  overturned  such  requirements.  Apparently  teachers  and  adminis- 

trators (mostly  native-born  and  Protestant)  found  nothing  objectionable 
in  his  nativism.24 

He  was  an  elitist  who  could  write  that  "one  bright  child  may  easily 
be  worth  more  to  the  National  life  than  thousands  of  those  of  low 

mentality."  By  and  large  he  thought  that  genetic  endowment  explained 
success  and  failure  in  the  social  order.  In  an  ideal  state  code  for  a 

northern  state  he  advocated  the  segregation  of  black  students  in  sepa- 
rate schools,  assuming  that  they  were  mentally  different  if  not  inferior. 

In  his  classification  scheme  for  the  new  Cubberley  Library  at  Stanford 

he  listed  Negro  education  along  with  education  for  the  blind,  retarded, 

and  crippled  as  part  of  "education  of  special  classes."25 

Cubberley 's  version  of  educational  history  was  a  mixture  of  selective 
memory  and  professional  hopes  and  fears.  His  interpretation  increas- 
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ingly  became  an  orthodoxy  as  the  twentieth  century  wore  on.  He  ar- 
gued that  a  vast  increase  in  industrial  production  transformed  politics, 

family  life,  religion,  and  education.  Concurrent  with  this  economic 
revolution,  and  in  large  part  because  of  it,  came  rapid  urbanization  and 
the  influx  of  southeastern  European  immigrants.  These  developments 
weakened  the  older  village  modes  of  child  rearing  that  had  controlled 
the  young  and  taught  them  the  attitudes  and  skills  they  needed  to  be 

productive  citizens.  The  school  now  must  take  up  the  slack,  while  "each 
year  the  child  is  coming  to  belong  more  and  more  to  the  state  and  less 

and  less  to  the  parent."  Within  the  school  system  Cubberley  had  an 
intensely  hierarchical  view  of  leadership,  seeing  the  superintendency 

as  "the  central  office  in  the  school  system,  up  to  which  and  down  from 
which  authority,  direction,  and  inspiration  flow."  He  praised  democ- 

racy abstractly  but  scorned  the  notion  that  teachers  should  participate 

democratically  in  determining  school  policies.  To  increase  "social  effi- 
ciency" Cubberley  argued  that  the  schools  should  "give  up  the  exceed- 

ingly democratic  idea  that  all  are  equal,  and  that  our  society  is  devoid 
of  classes,  as  a  few  critics  have  in  large  part  done,  and  to  begin  a 
specialization  of  effort  along  many  new  lines  in  an  attempt  to  adapt  the 

school  to  the  needs  of  these  many  classes  in  the  city  life."  At  the  same 
time  that  it  differentiates  the  curriculum  to  meet  the  different  destinies 

of  these  classes,  the  school  must  create  loyalty  to  the  existing  political 

economy.  The  school  curriculum  is  effective  only  insofar  as  it  is  "closely 
related  with  the  needs  and  problems  of  our  social,  civic,  and  industrial 

life."26 By  present-day  standards  it  would  be  easy  to  decry  his  ideology  as 
atavistic,  reactionary,  and  undemocratic.  It  is  questionable,  however, 
whether  either  Cubberley  or  his  followers  were  even  aware  of  their 

biases,  any  more  than  the  librarian  who  accepts  bias-laden  categories 
for  classifying  books.  Much  of  what  now  appears  as  garden  variety 

prejudices  then  seemed  confirmed  by  such  "scientific"  studies  as  those 
conducted  by  psychologists  like  Stanford's  Kimball  Young  on  groups 
like  "Latin"  immigrants.  School  leaders  who  believed  as  ardently  as 

Cubberley  in  the  superiority  of  business  practice — "the  boldness  and 
vision,  and  the  demonstration  of  efficiency  in  organization,  direction, 

coordination,  and  control"  exhibited  in  the  new  corporations — might 
well  see  the  superintendent  as  a  business  executive.  And  to  one  who 
believed  in  an  evolution  of  society  in  which  the  latest  stages  were  the 

most  "progressive"  ones,  the  distribution  of  status  and  power  in  existing 
institutions,  giving  white  males  of  native  stock  the  greatest  power, 
seemed  to  argue  that  what  had  evolved  was  mostly  right,  though  still 

in  need  of  improvement.27 
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11.  THE  "EDUCATIONAL  TRUST":  REFORM  FROM 
THE  TOP  DOWN 

Private  Networks  and  Public  Education 

A  central  idea  behind  the  bureaucratization  of  American  public 

schooling  was  that  of  meritocracy,  the  notion  that  occupational  ad- 
vancement should  be  based  on  ability  and  achievement.  A  major  com- 

plaint about  educational  employment  and  preferment  had  been  that  it 

was  too  often  a  "political"  process.  In  particular,  school  reformers  at  the 

turn  of  the  century  attacked  the  influence  of  the  "private"  and  presum- 
ably corrupt  political  machines  that  constituted  a  shadow  government 

in  many  American  states  and  cities  and  used  offices  in  public  administra- 

tion, including  schools,  as  spoils  of  office.  By  contrast,  reformers  pro- 
mised that  openly  stated  standards  of  merit  for  hiring  and  advancement 

could  eliminate  such  covert  influence.  By  creating  hierarchically  stra- 
tified and  functionally  differentiated  school  structures  and  by  stating 

definite  qualifications  for  officeholding,  they  hoped  to  design  school 

systems  in  which  expertise  and  efficiency  were  the  guiding  principles 

for  selecting  administrators.  The  universities  were  the  places  where 

able  leaders  could  acquire  such  expertise. 

Americans  of  many  political  persuasions  had  long  been  suspicious  of 

what  they  regarded  as  privileged  private  associations  with  access  to 

political  power.  Such  distrust  had  fueled  the  anti-Masonic  political  cam- 
paigns of  the  1830s.  Radicals  from  Upton  Sinclair  to  William  Domhoff 

have  attacked  concentrated  capitalist  power  and  tried  to  expose  the 

inner  workings  of  the  Black  Hand  or  the  power  elite.  The  whole  issue 

of  "private  power"  has  often  seemed  conspiratorial  and  nefarious.1 
Yet  is  is  common  knowledge  both  among  scholars  and  everyday  citi- 

zens that  there  are  private  networks  that  have  had  much  to  do  with  the 

distribution  of  influence  and  advantage  in  almost  every  sphere  of  activ- 
ity. People  who  share  in  such  networks  often  enjoy  not  only  good 

fellowship,  but  also  special  sources  of  information,  influence,  trust,  and 

inside  tracks  to  jobs  and  professional  opportunities.  Such  was  the  case 

in  public  education,  and  nowhere  more  so  than  among  the  people  who 

sought  most  vigorously  to  redesign  schools  as  meritocratic  bureaucra- 

cies in  the  early  twentieth  century.  To  identify  and  analyze  such  net- 
works of  influential  and  to  describe  how  they  change  over  Jime  is  no 

simple  matter.  Insiders  do  not  generally  want  to  talk  or  write  in  public 

about  their  networks,  since  to  do  so  is  to  endanger  their  comparative 
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advantages,  create  envy,  and  do  violence  to  the  very  notions  of  publicly 
available  meritocratic  ladders. 

Sociologists  of  knowledge  have  called  attention  to  "invisible  colleges" 
of  scholars,  and  political  scientists  have  called  attention  to  the  impact 
of  informal  elites  on  legislation  and  policy  formation.  Contemporary 
analysts  of  school  finance  reform  have  identified  a  relatively  small  group 
of  influential  foundation  officers,  lawyers,  and  university  social  scientists 
who  have  spearheaded  campaigns  in  the  state  legislatures  to  equalize 
funding  of  public  education.  These  approaches  suggest  a  useful  way  to 
conceptualize  the  work  of  the  leading  administrative  progressives  of 
the  period  from  1910  to  1930.  To  speak  of  a  private  network  is  not  to 
imply  deviousness  or  conspiracy,  but  rather  to  focus  attention  on  how 
educators  in  congruent  positions  and  with  similar  values  and  interests 
worked  collectively  in  different  parts  of  the  country  under  a  common 

leadership.  It  offers  one  way  to  understand  how  and  why  reforms  na- 
tionwide moved  in  similar  directions  despite  formally  decentralized 

school  systems.2 
Networks  resist  definition.  The  word  itself  is  a  metaphor  for  a  con- 

necting web  with  much  open  space.  As  we  use  the  term  here,  we  mean 
an  informal  association  of  individuals  who  occupied  influential  positions 

(usually  in  university  education  departments  or  schools,  as  policy  ana- 
lysts or  researchers  in  foundations,  and  as  key  superintendents),  who 

shared  common  purposes  (to  solve  social  and  economic  problems  by 

educational  means  through  "scientific"  diagnosis  and  prescription), 
who  had  common  interests  in  furthering  their  own  careers,  and  who 

had  come  to  know  one  another  mostly  through  face-to-face  interactions 
and  through  their  similar  writing  and  research.  They  controlled  impor- 

tant resources:  money,  the  creation  of  reputations,  the  placement  of 
students  and  friends,  the  training  of  subordinates  and  future  leaders, 
and  influence  over  professional  associations  and  public  legislative  and 
administrative  bodies.  The  networks  of  administrative  progressives 
changed  somewhat  over  time  and  with  shifting  practical  concerns,  but 

there  was  considerable  coherence  in  the  group.3 
How  did  these  leaders  come  to  know  one  another  and  to  discover  a 

common  agenda?  One  way  was  by  attending  graduate  school  to- 
gether. The  Ph.D.  class  of  1905  at  Teachers  College,  for  example,  in- 
cluded three  preeminent  members  of  the  educational  trust:  George 

Strayer,  Ellwood  P.  Cubberley,  and  Edward  C.  Elliott.  Often  profes- 
sors or  deans,  like  Cubberley,  Strayer,  or  Charles  Judd  of  the  Univer- 

sity of  Chicago,  made  a  point  of  sponsoring  their  university  colleagues 
and  students  as  members  of  the  emerging  network  of  influentials, 
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thereby  augmenting  their  own  status  and  that  of  their  departments. 

The  school  survey  movement,  as  we  shall  see,  offered  foundation  offi- 
cials, university  professors,  and  leading  superintendents  another  op- 

portunity to  work  closely  together  under  circumstances  that  welded 

close  professional  friendships.  Similarly,  the  task  of  creating  intelli- 
gence tests  for  the  army  during  World  War  I  created  a  cohesive  group 

of  psychologists  who  later  worked  closely  with  test  publishers  and 

school  administrators  to  introduce  tests  into  the  schools.  Although  pro- 
fessional associations  such  as  the  NEA  or  its  Department  of  Superin- 

tendence were  too  large  to  qualify  as  networks  in  the  sense  in  which 
we  are  using  the  term,  within  these  organizations  participation  in 
small  governing  bodies  or  commissions  did  create  opportunities  to 
form  bonds  among  elite  educators. 

An  example  is  the  friendship  between  Frank  Spaulding  and  Cubber- 
ley.  Spaulding  heard  Cubberley  give  a  speech  in  Boston,  invited  him  to 
see  what  he  was  doing  as  superintendent  in  Newton,  Massachusetts,  and 
was  then  invited  by  Cubberley  to  help  conduct  a  survey  of  Portland, 
Oregon,  public  schools.  Cubberley  and  Spaulding  stayed  up  late  in  the 
night  at  the  hotel  in  Portland  discussing  what  they  had  been  observing 

and  cementing  their  common  professional  goals  and  interests.4 
The  Cleveland  Conference,  a  group  formed  in  1915,  is  an  instance  of 

a  deliberately  created  network  of  leading  educators.  At  the  conclusion 
of  a  massive  survey  of  the  Cleveland  Public  Schools,  the  survey  director 

Leonard  Ayres  (of  the  Russell  Sage  Foundation)  invited  several  consult- 
ants to  review  his  findings.  Their  discussion  had  been  so  stimulating  that 

consultant  Charles  Judd  and  two  others  suggested  that  a  small  group  of 

experts  be  convened  "who  could  more  advantageously  consider  certain 
educational  problems  and  interests  than  was  possible  in  the  larger 

groups  where  educators  come  together."5 
Membership  in  the  Cleveland  Conference  was  by  invitation  only.  To 

the  first  regular  session  were  invited  James  R.  Angell,  Leonard  P.  Ayres, 

D.C.  Bliss,  Charles  E.  Chadsey,  Lotus  D.  Coffman,  Ellwood  P.  Cubber- 
ley, Edward  C.  Elliott,  Abraham  Flexner,  Paul  H.  Hanus,  Walter  A. 

Jessup,  Charles  H.  Kendall,  Paul  B.  Monroe,  Henry  C.  Morrison,  Bruce 
Payne,  David  Snedden,  Frank  E.  Spaulding,  George  D.  Strayer,  and 
Edward  L.  Thorndike.  Of  the  nineteen,  eight  were  graduates  of  Teach- 

ers College  and  three  were  professors  there.  Mostly  university  profes- 
sors and  superintendents,  many  were  identified  with  the  scientific  study 

of  education,  and  among  them  they  represented  a  rich  background  of 
administrative  experience  in  public  schools.  By  1920  the  membership 

had  grown  to  sixty-five,  in  the  process  not  only  adding  a  large  number 
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of  university  professors,  but  also  many  large-city  superintendents  and 
three  officers  of  foundations  that  supported  educational  research  and 
innovation.  Over  the  years,  that  mix  of  professionals  together  with  a  few 
lay  people  from  business,  the  media,  and  government  continued  to 
constitute  the  conference.  In  later  years  other  leaders,  among  them 
Lyman  Bryson  of  CBS,  John  Gardner  of  the  Carnegie  Corporation, 
James  Bryant  Conant  of  Harvard,  Ralph  Tyler,  and  George  Stoddard, 
joined  the  ranks. 

In  the  early  years  the  guiding  spirit  of  the  conference  was  Charles 
Judd.  He  had  a  vision  that  both  the  structure  of  the  schools  and  the 
curriculum  needed  radical  revision,  but  that  change  would  take  place 

"in  the  haphazard  fashion  that  has  characterized  our  school  history 
unless  some  group  gets  together  and  undertakes  in  a  cooperative  way 

to  coordinate  reforms."  He  believed  the  present  pattern  of  instruction 
to  be  "a  curious  and  irrational  mixture,"  wasteful  and  inefficient.  Be- 

cause of  the  decentralized  control  of  schools,  he  observed,  "one  looks 

in  vain  for  agencies  strong  enough  to  bring  about  general  reforms."  The 
members  of  the  conference  should  jump  into  the  breach,  undertaking 

"the  positive  and  aggressive  task  of ...  a  detailed  reorganization  of  the 
materials  of  instruction  in  schools  of  all  grades.  This  proposal  involves 
the  stimulation  of  a  much  larger  group  of  people  than  that  included  in 
our  membership.  It  is  intended  that  we  make  the  undertaking  as  broad 
and  democratic  as  possible  by  furnishing  the  energy  for  organizing  a 
general  movement  at  the  same  time  we  stimulate  each  other  to  make 

direct  contributions  wherever  possible."  Although  using  the  language 
of  science  and  social  efficiency,  Judd  (the  son  of  a  Methodist  minister  to 
India)  envisaged  an  almost  evangelical  social  movement  led  by  the 
conference  members,  much  as  the  Yale  band  of  missionaries  had  earlier 

spread  the  Gospel  to  foreign  parts.6 
There  was,  of  course,  some  incongruity  in  the  notion  of  a  small, 

self-appointed  group  of  experts  proposing  a  "democratic"  revision  of 
studies  from  the  top  down.  Judd  later  would  argue  during  the  Great 
Depression  for  the  abolition  of  local  school  boards  in  an  effort  to  bypass 

the  vagaries  of  local  lay  control.  In  any  case,  the  members  of  the  confer- 

ence were  not  convinced  that  it  should  undertake  Judd's  ambitious 
program.  But  the  annual  meeting  did  offer  educational  leaders  a  chance 

to  achieve  common  understandings  and  goals  in  an  informal  setting — 
a  prelude  to  more  united  action  in  their  own  domains,  whether  in  a  city 

school  system,  a  foundation,  a  university,  or  another  position  of  influ- 
ence. 

Having  no  constitution,  no  minutes,  no  officers  save  a  "factotum,"  no 
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bylaws,  no  "public  life,"  the  conference  was  described  in  1949  as  a  club 
whose  "sole  object  is  to  make  it  possible  for  forty  or  fifty  men  to  meet 
once  a  year  and  talk  about  whatever  they  are  interested  in  for  ten  or 
a  dozen  hours  in  session  and  an  unpredictable  number  of  hours  in 

lobbies  or  bedrooms."  Members  had  a  chance  "to  learn  about  the  news 

behind  the  news,"  to  get  to  know  leaders  in  a  variety  of  fields,  to  share 
information  about  new  educational  programs  or  jobs  or  foundation 

grants  or  new  government  programs  or  regulations.  When  the  Com- 
monwealth Fund  decided  to  give  large  sums  for  educational  research, 

for  example,  its  officer  Max  Farrand  outlined  the  funding  program  to 

conference  members  first.7 
Not  surprisingly,  membership  in  the  conference  matched  the  social 

characteristics  of  educational  leaders  more  generally:  only  white  males 
belonged.  Not  until  1946  did  the  first  black  join,  and  not  until  the  1960s 

did  women  become  members.  It  was  indeed  an  old-boy  network. 
The  private  character  of  the  organization  was  sometimes  a  source  of 

embarrassment.  In  1917  the  conference  met  in  the  Statler  Hotel  in 
Cleveland  on  the  very  weekend  when  the  school  board  was  making 

its  final  negotiations  with  its  superintendent-elect.  Many  members  of 
the  conference  had  nominated  candidates  for  the  position — a  prestigi- 

ous and  highly  paid  job — and  almost  half  of  the  members  were  in- 
cluded in  the  twenty-two-man  short  list  from  which  the  board  se- 

lected the  winner,  Frank  Spaulding.  Three  of  the  four  candidates 
interviewed  were  conference  members.  Eager  reporters  found  that 
the  educational  trust  was  in  session  at  the  Statler  and  badgered 
Spaulding  and  his  colleagues  for  inside  information.  Spaulding  later 

wrote:  "As  a  result  of  their  own  close  relationship  to  the  matter  most 
members  of  the  Conference  felt  a  keen  interest,  more  than  one  an 

intense  personal  interest  in  the  final  settlement — due  to  the  possibility 
that  I  might  not  accept  .  .  .  and  that  with  me  out  of  it,  the  Board 

would  of  course  try  to  agree  on  someone  else,  who  would  almost  cer- 

tainly be  a  member  of  the  Conference."  The  episode  illustrates  how 
small  was  the  inner  circle  of  top  "school  executives."  Judd  wrote  in  his 

report  on  the  meeting  that  "the  Conference  has' become  a  matter  of 
such  public  concern  in  Cleveland  that  it  seemed  desirable  for  at  least 

one  year  to  change  its  seat"  to  Chicago.  Thus  the  Cleveland  Confer- 
ence shifted  its  discussions  to  the  windy  city.8 

The  networks  of  the  administrative  progressives  took  several  overlap- 
ping forms,  of  which  discussion  groups  like  the  Cleveland  Conference 

were  only  one.  Some  networks  were  especially  interested  in  shaping 

federal  or  state  legislation.  Some  were  primarily  training  and  place- 
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ment  systems.  Some  operated  through  professional  associations  like  the 
NEA.  Some  focused  on  the  business  profits  to  be  made  in  education,  as 
in  textbooks,  tests,  school  design  and  construction,  and  consultations. 

The  career  of  a  leading  figure  like  George  Strayer,  professor  of  educa- 
tional administration  at  Teachers  College,  illustrates  how  such  net- 
works interconnected  and  suggests  the  linkages  among  applied  re- 

search, the  training  and  placement  of  school  superintendents,  school 

surveys,  commercial  profits  in  education-related  business,  and  leader- 
ship in  professional  associations.  Strayer  was  a  skilled  entrepreneur  and, 

like  Cubberley,  a  key  member  of  the  educational  trust. 
Strayer  was  also  one  of  a  small  group  of  influential  pioneers  in  applied 

research  in  educational  administration.  He  believed  that  research 

should  find  practical  answers  to  practical  problems:  how  to  standardize 

reports  of  "child  accounting,"  how  to  create  uniform  statistical  report- 
ing for  school  systems,  how  to  equalize  state-school  finance,  how  to  plan 

buildings  to  accommodate  anticipated  increases  in  the  student  popula- 
tion. He  worked  on  numerous  federal,  state,  and  NEA  commissions  to 

accomplish  this  agenda.  In  collaboration  with  colleagues  at  Teachers 
College  he  developed  techniques  to  estimate  future  enrollments,  to 
plan  standardized  buildings,  and  to  rate  the  quality  of  the  existing 
school  plant.  Joined  by  a  small  band  of  fiscal  experts,  he  directed  the 

major  1921-24  school-finance  inquiry  sponsored  by  the  General  Educa- 
tion Board,  the  Carnegie  Corporation,  and  the  Commonwealth  Fund. 

Strayer  not  only  did  studies;  he  also  conferred  with  people  who  had 
power  to  put  his  recommendations  into  practice,  with  bureaus  that 
collected  statistics  and  could  change  the  required  forms,  with  state 
legislatures  and  school  boards  that  determined  levels  and  sources 
of  fiscal  support,  and  above  all  with  the  city  school  administrators 
who  guided  structural  and  curricular  change.  Along  the  way  he  also 
made  tidy  sums  selling  his  textbooks  and  his  student  record  cards  and 
scorecards  for  rating  school  buildings  as  well  as  charging  fees  for 

consulting.9 

Strayer 's  closest  and  most  important  network  was  probably  the  group 
of  students  he  trained.  Aspiring  superintendents  flocked  to  Teachers 

College,  especially  to  the  "eight-point  practicum"  Strayer  established 
in  the  summer  session  of  1912,  a  class  that  aimed  at  finding  solutions  to 
the  everday  problems  school  administrators  faced.  Among  the  alumni 

of  the  1914  practicum  were  nine  "superintendents  of  schools  in  large 
cities  ...  a  county  superintendent  of  schools  who  became  one  of  the 
most  constructive  state  superintendents  in  our  educational  history; 

three  who  became  deans  and  directors  of  important  schools  of  educa- 
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tion;  Dr.  Strayer's  colleague  Dr.  Englehardt;  a  director  of  an  important 
experimental  school,"  and  others.  Even  more  important  than  Strayer's 
influence  as  a  teacher  was  his  role  as  a  placement  baron,  for  he  was  one 

of  the  most  powerful  sponsors  in  the  nation,  especially  in  recommend- 
ing educators  for  city  superintendencies  and  key  university  positions. 

At  one  time  sixteen  of  the  eighteen  superintendents  in  the  largest 

American  cities  were  former  students  of  Strayer.10 
Strayer  employed  dozens  of  students  in  directing  his  many  surveys 

of  state  and  local  school  systems.  Surveys  were  systematic  studies  usu- 
ally based  on  a  blueprint  of  what  good  schools  should  look  like.  Living 

together  in  hotels  far  from  home,  talking  at  length  to  reach  consensus 

on  recommendations,  usually  working  closely  with  local  educators — 
such  experiences  helped  to  weld  together  the  group  of  surveyors.  The 
surveys  enabled  Strayer  to  give  graduate  students  practical  research 
training,  to  recruit  new  students,  and  to  place  graduates.  Often  it  was 
one  of  his  own  alumni  who  invited  him  to  make  the  survey  in  the  first 
place.  The  survey  also  gave  people  like  Strayer  unusual  leverage  in 
getting  local  systems  to  adopt  the  changes  he  advocated. 

Finally,  Strayer  was  an  influential  member  of  the  inner  network  of 

leaders  in  educational  associations.  President  of  the  NEA  in  1918-19,  he 
helped  to  design  and  win  acceptance  for  a  new  governance  plan  for  the 
organization,  a  representative  assembly.  He  was  a  member  of  the 

NEA's  illustrious  Educational  Policies  Commission  and  wrote  its  land- 
mark report  on  The  Structure  and  Governance  of  Education  in  Ameri- 

can Democracy.  President  of  the  American  Association  of  School  Ad- 

ministrators, he  was  a  leader  in  that  organization's  inner  circle.  A 
colleague  recalled  that  at  the  meetings  of  that  association  the  Teachers 

College  graduates  held  "a  great  reunion."  Strayer  "held  court  in  the 
lobby  of  the  leading  hotel."11 

As  Strayer's  generation  of  administrative  progressives  was  coming 
to  power,  there  was  an  important  metamorphosis  in  the  character  of 
educational  associations.  Like  professional  and  trade  groups  in  many 
domains,  they  grew  in  size,  in  internal  complexity  and  specialization, 

and  in  impact  on  government.  In  the  process,  such  private  associa- 
tions became  in  essence  a  species  of  private  governments  which  not 

only  influenced  public  legislation  and  administration  in  their  fields  of 
work,  but  also  helped  to  determine  who  could  enter  occupations, 
what  training  and  licenses  practitioners  must  have,  what  knowledge 
or  skills  were  considered  legitimate,  and  what  patterns  of  behavior 

were  considered  "professional."  In  so  doing,  as  Larson  has  argued, 
professional  associations  controlled  the  marketing  of  expertise  and  en- 
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hanced  their  power  in  a  society  where  legally  recognized  skills  had 

become  an  important  form  of  "property."  Within  such  associations 
small  networks  of  leaders — "hidden  hierarchies" — exercised  the  pri- 

mary leadership.12 
In  most  respects,  the  development  of  a  major  educational  association 

— the  NEA — paralleled  the  history  of  associations  in  other  fields  such  as 
law,  medicine,  architecture,  engineering,  library  work,  and  nursing,  as 
well  as  such  academic  specialties  as  economics  or  history.  In  the  earliest 

stages  the  membership  was  small  and  elitist.  The  American  Bar  Associa- 
tion began  with  73  members,  the  NEA  with  43,  the  American  Institute 

of  Architects  with  12,  and  the  American  Association  of  Public  Account- 
ants with  10.  As  late  as  1900,  the  membership  of  the  American  Bar 

Association  was  only  1,540, 1.4  percent  of  lawyers  in  the  United  States; 
the  same  year  the  NEA  enrolled  only  2,332  members.  Typically,  says 

Gilb,  the  early  associations  "existed  purely  for  fellowship  and  the  inter- 
change of  technical  information,  or  they  served  as  informal  clearing- 

houses for  the  promotion  and  organization  of  work  among  the  'better' 
members  of  the  profession."  Then,  and  throughout  the  history  of  most 
associations,  the  leaders  were  Caucasian  middle-aged  males  of  rela- 

tively high  standing  in  their  professions  and  with  the  free  time  required 
for  association  politics.  At  first,  many  professional  groups  excluded 
women  and  minorities  either  formally  or  informally,  leading  to  the 

formation  of  separate  associations  for  women  and  blacks.  The  male- 
dominated  NEA  did  admit  women  to  membership  in  1866,  but  female 

teachers  mostly  joined  single-sex  local  associations  in  the  nineteenth 
century.  The  NEA  did  not  become  fully  integrated  racially  until  the 

1960s.13 Most  of  the  early  national  professional  associations,  like  the  NEA,  had 

only  rudimentary  finances  and  administration.  The  NEA  did  not  ac- 
quire its  first  full-time  secretary  until  1898,  and  in  busy  times  he  had  to 

press  his  whole  family  into  service  addressing  envelopes  and  licking 
stamps.  His  office  was  in  his  home,  and  he  used  his  own  typewriter  until 
the  association  furnished  him  one  in  1901.  The  NEA  organization  was 
loose;  with  no  permanent  headquarters,  meeting  as  a  whole  once  a  year 
in  summer  conventions  (its  Department  of  Superintendence  assembled 
separately  in  the  winter),  it  relied  heavily  on  a  small  cadre  of  leaders 
who  kept  in  touch  with  one  another  through  personal  correspondence, 

had  no  university  training  in  education,  and  relied  little  on  the  author- 

ity of  "science."  Membership  and  attendance  at  meetings  fluctuated 
widely.  One  of  its  leaders,  Charles  W.  Eliot,  noting  the  casualness  of 
these  arrangements  and  the  tendency  to  appoint  committees  and  make 

,36 



The  "Educational  Trust":  Reform  From  the  Top  Down 

resolutions  with  little  forethought  or  public  debate,  observed  that  "such 
a  body  can  be  easily  led,  or  misled,  by  designing  persons,  or  persons 

with  fads."14 
Like  many  of  the  other  early  professional  associations,  the  NEA  had 

some  of  the  characteristics  of  an  elite  men's  club,  at  least  in  its  inner 

governing  circle.  One  leader  wrote  of  his  peers  that  they  "were  admira- 
ble administrators  and  what  is  more  important  they  were  powerful 

personalities. . . .  They  were  on  terms  of  great  intimacy  and  friendship." 
Men  were  not  elected  but  tapped,  as  in  Yale's  patrician  clubs,  to  be- 

come officers.  The  president  appointed  a  committee  to  nominate  his 
successors,  and  nomination  was  tantamount  to  election.  Glenn  Smith 

described  the  process:  "Open  declaration  of  candidacy  for  offices  was 

strictly  taboo,  but  of  course  if  friends  and  colleagues  mentioned  one's 

name  prominently,  the  result  might  well  be  election."  In  his  acceptance 

speech  the  new  president  was  expected  "to  express  complete  surprise 

at  the  totally  unsought,  unexpected,  and  undeserved  honor."15 
Prominent  among  the  old-guard  leaders  were  Nicholas  Murray  But- 

ler of  Columbia  and  Charles  W.  Eliot  of  Harvard;  William  T.  Harris,  the 

United  States  commissioner  of  education,  educational  philosopher,  and 

former  St.  Louis  superintendent;  and  superintendents  such  as  William 

Maxwell  of  New  York,  James  Greenwood  of  Kansas  City,  and  Albert 

Lane  of  Chicago.  "They  were  the  feudal  barons  of  the  pedagogical 

realm,  the  educational  elite  of  the  golden  age  of  rugged  individualism," 

wrote  James  Russell  of  Teachers  College.  "They  were  the  Rockefellers, 
the  Carnegies,  the  Morgans  of  our  profession,  when  giants  towered  over 

the  common  herd."16 

The  individual  interests  of  this  "old  guard"  differed.  Some  were 
prominent  in  university  circles.  Some  were  self-made  city  superinten- 

dents. Few  were  formally  trained  in  education  or  saw  themselves  as 

"scientists."  Like  Harvard's  President  Charles  William  Eliot,  they  were 
interested  in  standardizing  and  improving  the  quality  of  the  secondary- 

school  curriculum,  partly  to  assure  a  larger  flow"  of  better-prepared 
students  to  higher  education  (throughout  the  nineteenth  century  there 

was  a  college  student  shortage).  The  Committee  of  Ten  report  on  the 

high  school  was  Eliot's  triumph.  There  was  a  close  relationship  between 
the  NEA  and  the  USOE;  educators  had  lobbied  for  the  office,  and 

commissioners  such  as  Harris  relied  heavily  on  the  superintendents  in 

the  association  to  help  them  collect  statistics  and  to  disseminate  infor- 
mation. For  the  city  superintendents  the  NEA  provided  one  of  the  few 

forums  in  a  decentralized  occupation  for  sharing  ideas,  for  creating 

national  reputations;  it  was,  in  Upton  Sinclair's  phrase,  "a  dispenser  of 

137 



Managers  of  Virtue 

prominence."  The  meetings  also  reassured  the  small  number  of  men 
who  chose  education  as  a  lifelong  career  that  their  choice  was  a  wise  one 

and  their  mission  indispensable;  so  they  proclaimed  it,  frequently.17 
In  the  twentieth  century  several  groups  challenged  the  power  of  this 

old  guard  as  the  NEA  changed  from  a  small,  elite  association  to  a  mas- 
sive and  specialized  one  in  which  teachers  formed  the  vast  majority  of 

members.  One  segment  of  the  opposition  was  militant  women  teachers, 

led  by  organizers  such  as  Margaret  Haley.  We  shall  discuss  this  chal- 
lenge later.  The  new  group  of  administrative  progressives,  the  first 

generation  of  experts  trained  specifically  in  the  science  of  education, 
was  another  competing  group.  These  new  leaders  recognized  the  value 

— as  did  leaders  in  other  occupations — of  a  large,  politically  powerful 
association  in  exercising  influence  over  state  governments  and  over 
members  of  the  occupation.  They  supported  increased  standards  of 
professional  training  in  education  and  sought  to  base  their  influence  on 
esoteric  knowledge.  They  saw  a  need  to  regularize  the  chaotic  politics 

of  the  NEA  in  the  first  two  decades  of  the  twentieth  century  by  reform- 

ing its  governance  into  a  "representative  assembly"  in  which  they, 
nonetheless,  could  still  exercise  the  key  control  through  their  personal 

networks  of  influence.18 
A  refurbished  NEA,  many  administrative  progressives  thought, 

might  constitute  a  new  organization  through  which  they  could  put  their 

new  conceptions  of  education  into  practice,  establish  their  own  reputa- 
tions, make  contacts  to  place  the  graduates  of  their  own  new  programs. 

There  was  little  love  lost  between  the  old  guard  and  the  new  educa- 
tional experts.  Men  like  Maxwell  of  New  York,  for  example,  were  furi- 

ous at  some  of  the  new  scientists  for  attacking  as  old-fashioned  his 
curriculum  and  modes  of  supervision.  City  superintendents  who  had 
come  up  the  hard  way  through  the  ranks,  without  benefit  of  Teachers 

College  or  Stanford,  often  resented  the  shortcuts  provided  by  the  place- 

ment networks  which  the  barons  created  for  their  "boys."19 
The  new  experts  in  education  and  their  allies  in  the  schools,  especially 

curriculum  specialists,  sociologists,  and  administrators  interested  in  vo- 
cationalizing  the  high  school,  came  to  dominate  the  new  curriculum 
committees  of  the  NEA  on  secondary  education,  pushing  aside  the 
college  professors  of  academic  subjects  and  university  presidents  like 
Eliot  who  had  controlled  the  Committee  of  Ten  in  the  1890s.  The 

usurpers  were  converts  to  the  doctrines  of  "social  efficiency"  that  lay 
at  the  heart  of  the  educational  program  of  the  administrative  progres- 

sives. Among  members-at-large  of  the  committee  that  wrote  the  influ- 
ential report  called  The  Cardinal  Principles  of  Secondary  Education 
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(1918)  were  three  education  professors  (one  a  university  president  who 

had  recently  been  an  education  professor),  the  United  States  commis- 
sioner of  education,  a  normal  school  principal,  a  YMCA  secretary,  and 

three  state  and  local  administrators.  Men  like  Judd  were  important 

behind-the-scenes  influences  on  the  work  of  the  curriculum  commit- 

tees.20 
From  time  to  time  Judd  and  some  of  his  peers  in  the  educational  trust 

had  doubts  about  the  utility  of  the  politically  volatile  NEA,  seeing  it  as 

"moribund"  and  "threatened  with  dissolution."  He  regarded  the  De- 

partment of  Superintendence  as  "infinitely  more  influential  as  a  gather- 
ing genuinely  interested  in  educational  reports  and  hitherto  relatively 

free  from  the  blighting  influence  of  selfish  politics."  There  the  educa- 
tional scientists  could  speak  of  their  work  to  men  who  had  the  power 

to  put  the  new  designs  into  effect.  An  educational  journalist  observed 

that  educators  of  substance  much  preferred  to  go  to  the  winter  meet- 
ings of  the  department  rather  than  to  the  summer  meetings  of  the 

association  though  they  might  not  share  Judd's  enthusiasm  for  science. 

They  find  there  the  comradeship  they  seek.  These  men  care  vastly  more  for 
meeting  one  another  incidentally  and  personally  than  they  care  for  the 
program. . . .  The  fact  that  there  are  always  sure  to  be  at  least  a  thousand  men 
in  attendance,  that  this  is  sure  to  include  nine-tenths  of  the  best  known  city 
and  state  superintendents,  half  a  hundred  college  men  and  as  many  normal 
men,  will  lead  every  aspiring  man  to  go  if  possible. 

By  contrast,  Judd  complained  in  1917,  the  NEA  meeting  that  year  in 

Portland,  Oregon,  included  "practically  no  one  from  Teachers  College, 
Columbia;  New  York  University;  School  of  Education  of  Chicago;  Har- 

vard; University  of  Illinois  or  any  other  department  of  education  of  the 

leading  universities  east  of  the  Rocky  Mountains  or  from  Washington, 

DC."21 
The  Department  of  Superintendence,  later  the  American  Association 

of  School  Administrators,  did  become  the  chief  forum  of  the  new  ex- 
perts in  educational  administration.  Through  it  they  kept  in  touch  with 

their  former  students,  held  important  offices,  and  reached  professional 

consensus.  But  astute  leaders,  like  George  Strayer  and  the  superinten- 
dents and  educationists  who  remained  powerful  in  the  NEA,  realized 

that  there  were  dangers  in  a  kind  of  class  and  sex  warfare  in  public 

education  in  which  teachers  (three-fourths  women)  and  key  administra- 

tors (almost  all  men)  went  their  own  ways  organizationally — the  teach- 

ers into  unions  such  as  Haley's  Chicago  Teachers'  Federation  or  the 
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new  American  Federation  of  Teachers  (AFT)  whose  chapters  were 

growing  rapidly;  and  the  administrators  into  a  separate  association.  Not 
only  would  separate  organizations  create  discord  at  the  local  level,  but 

they  would  also  prevent  a  "united  profession"  in  education  from 
achieving  political  power  at  the  state  and  national  levels.  For  a  time  in 

the  second  decade  of  the  twentieth  century  it  seemed  to  many  observ- 

ers that  the  de  facto  separation  of  management  from  practice,  of  super- 
vision from  teaching,  would  split  the  one  national  educational  associa- 

tion apart.22 
What  actually  happened,  however,  was  that  a  key  network  of  influen- 

tial administrative  progressives  like  Strayer  in  the  universities  and  their 

allies  in  state  departments  of  education  and  in  the  local  school  superin- 
tendences managed  to  retain  effective  control  of  the  NEA  and  its 

component  state  associations.  Through  building  hidden  hierarchies  in 

such  professional  associations — in  effect,  powerful  private  governments 

— and  in  less  evident  ways  in  other  groups  such  as  the  Cleveland  Con- 
ference and  their  own  placement  networks,  they  gained  an  awesome 

power  to  define  their  own  solutions  to  educational  problems.  Their 

solutions,  accepted  as  standard  by  a  growing  number  of  educators, 

helped  to  create  a  potent  professional  consensus  despite  the  formal 
decentralization  of  power  in  American  public  education. 

From  Patronage  to  Sponsorship:  The  Training 

and  Placement  of  Educational  Leaders 

One  of  Cubberley's  graduates  wrote  on  assuming  his  first  school  super- 

intendency  that  "the  thing  which  will  mean  most  to  me  will  be  Dad 

Cubberley's  estimate  of  my  work.  I  don't  care  what  other  people  say — 

if  Dad  Cubberley  says  I've  done  a  good  job,  I'll  consider  myself  a  suc- 
cess." The  men  who  founded  the  science  of  school  administration  and 

advocated  the  corporate  model  of  school  governance  were  vitriolic  in 

their  condemnation  of  the  older  systems  of  local  political  patronage  that 

had  often  determined  who  would  climb  the  public-school  ladders.  The 

notion  that  "it  was  not  what  you  knew  but  whom  you  knew  that 

counted"  violated  the  most  elementary  norms  of  meritocracy.  But  it  is 
one  of  the  best  known  secrets  in  the  fraternity  of  male  administrators, 

a  frequent  topic  of  the  higher  gossip  at  meetings  though  hardly  ever 

discussed  in  print,  that  there  were  "placement  barons,"  usually  profes- 
sors of  educational  administration  in  universities  such  as  Teachers  Col- 

lege, Harvard,  University  of  Chicago,  or  Stanford  who  had  an  inside 
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track  in  placing  their  graduates  in  important  positions.  One  educator 
commented  after  spending  a  weekend  with  Cubberley  in  Palo  Alto  that 

"Cubberley  had  an  educational  Tammany  Hall  that  made  the  Strayer- 

Engelhardt  Tammany  Hall  in  New  York  look  very  weak."23 
Whatever  one  actually  learned  substantively  in  a  graduate  program 

in  educational  administration,  to  pay  tuition  was  often  to  gain  the  spon- 
sorship of  a  member  of  the  educational  trust,  which  was  as  sound  an 

investment  as  buying  a  commission  in  the  Czarist  army.  The  new  uni- 
versity leaders  believed  that  they  were  finding  able  leaders,  training 

them  properly,  and  holding  them  accountable  to  high  standards.24 
The  influence  of  university-based  sponsors  of  superintendents  and 

the  graduate  programs  they  represented  depended,  of  course,  on  politi- 
cal configurations  in  the  local  school  districts.  The  sponsor  was  a  power 

broker  only  if  the  school  board  recognized  his  authority.  The  corporate 
model  of  school  governance  was  predicated  on  the  expertise  of  the 
school  executive  and  on  reform  elites  who  would  select  and  support 
him.  In  Detroit,  for  example,  the  local  reformers  who  had  fought  for  a 

new  city  charter  and  abolished  the  old  ward-elected  board  of  education 

turned  for  their  superintendent  to  "the  new  school  of  professionally 
trained  educators"  and  elected  Charles  Chadsey,  trained  at  Teachers 
College  and  a  protege  of  George  Strayer.  To  replace  him  the  board 
wanted  to  appoint  Randall  Condon,  another  man  with  a  doctorate  in 
education,  in  lieu  of  Frank  Cody,  a  local  administrator  with  strong 
political  connections  in  the  Republican  machine.  The  mayor,  favoring 

Cody,  quizzed  Condon  about  "his  position  in  the  'Educational  Trust,'  " 
but  Condon  assured  him  "that  he  was  not  connected  with  any  trust 
which  dictates  the  election  of  officers  and  that  he  had  no  knowledge  of 

such  a  trust  although  he  thought  such  a  trust  existed."  In  Minneapolis 
Frank  Spaulding  found  a  school  board  member  "somewhat  puzzled 
over  the  extent  to  which  the  faculty  of  Columbia  Teachers  College 

figured  in  the  recommendations  of  Superintendents."25 
The  sponsorship  system  of  professors  and  their  alumni  was  not  a 

matter  that  insiders  wanted  to  make  too  public.  The  situation  was  not 
conspiratorial;  it  simply  had  to  do  with  preserving  advantages  in  the  job 

market.  Numerous  scholars  have  examined  the  "inner  fraternity"  of 
influentials  who  advanced  the  careers  of  younger  people  in  such  fields 
as  law,  medicine,  labor  unions,  and  business.  But  it  was  not  until  Robert 

Rose's  perceptive  dissertation  in  1969  that  sponsorship  in  the  superin- 
tendency  was  documented.  According  to  Rose,  in  graduate  programs 
of  educational  administration  certain  professors  identified  some  of  their 
students  as  able,  ambitious,  personable,  and  loyal  future  leaders.  They 

141 



Managers  of  Virtue 

taught  and  counseled  them  while  in  the  program,  often  employing 
them  in  teaching  or  consulting.  Frequently  sponsors  were  hired  as 

members  of  screening  committees  and  were  asked  for  recommenda- 

tions of  candidates  for  superintendencies.  In  this  capacity,  professors 

tended  to  fall  into  one  of  two  groups:  the  locals  who  had  a  strong  sphere 

of  influence  in  their  region  (these  were  normally  professors  in  state 

universities);  and  the  nationals,  persons  who  spoke  and  consulted 

across  the  nation,  were  active  in  the  councils  of  AASA,  and  were  fre- 

quently consulted  about  filling  superintendencies  in  the  most  prestigi- 
ous and  largest  districts  (these  have  traditionally  been  professors  in  a 

few  major,  usually  private,  universities,  of  which  Teachers  College  has 

been  the  outstanding  example).  Such  professor-sponsors  were  powerful 

role  models  for  their  proteges,  often  referring  to  them  as  "my  boys." 
They  took  vicarious  pride  in  the  successes  of  their  graduates  and  kept 

in  close  touch  with  them  throughout  their  careers.26 
The  relation  between  sponsor  and  alumnus  was  one  of  mutual  advan- 

tage. In  return  for  assistance  in  moving  ahead  on  the  chessboard  of 

superintendencies,  the  alumnus  helped  the  professor  recruit  students, 

invited  the  sponsor  to  consult  for  or  survey  his  district,  notified  him  of 

vacancies,  helped  place  graduates,  and  kept  him  in  touch  with  the  field. 

The  graduate  turned  to  the  sponsor  for  advice  and  help  in  getting 

ahead.  His  advancement  often  depended  on  pleasing  his  sponsor  as  well 
as  the  local  school  board  (of  course,  the  two  were  connected). 

The  system  employed  by  professors  at  Teachers  College  illustrated 

this  symbiosis  in  its  fullest  development  under  George  Strayer,  Paul 

Mort,  and  Nicolaus  Engelhardt.  "All  of  them,"  said  one  of  Rose's  infor- 

mants, "had  the  knack  of  conveying  the  feeling  that  they  were  defi- 
nitely aware  of  you  as  a  person,  had  an  affinity  for  you,  and  were 

concerned  with  being  helpful  to  you  in  your  future  career   They  took 

pride  in  talking  about  'their  boys.'  "  The  Columbia  "barons"  were  per- 

sons "known  to  many  board  chairmen;  they  were  known  to  practically 

all  superintendents  of  schools."  In  the  1939  roster  of  the  AASA,  287 

superintendents  held  Teachers  College  M.A.'s  and  32  had  doctorates, 
a  far  greater  proportion  than  that  represented  by  any  other  univer- 

sity.27 Other  institutions  had  similar  networks  of  sponsors  and  students, 

though  none  so  strong  as  Teachers  College  in  the  1920s  and  1930s.  At 

the  University  of  Chicago,  William  C.  Reavis  sponsored  students  and 

inspired  a  Reavis  Club.  One  informant  told  Rose  that  Ellwood  P.  Cub- 

berley  of  Stanford,  "was  kind  of  the  sponsor  and  the  mentor  for  practi- 

cally all  of  the  administrators  in  California  in  the  early  days."  In  some 
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institutions — for  example,  Ohio  State  University — there  were  sponsors 
who  knew  practically  all  the  superintendents  of  the  state  by  their  first 

names  and  had  great  influence  with  school  boards  in  their  region.  It  was 

partially  the  spread  to  other  universities  of  professors  who  had  been 
trained  by  the  Columbia  barons  that  broke  the  hegemony  of  Teachers 

College,  for  canny  graduates  emulated  their  sponsors.  One  alumnus  of 

Columbia  recalled  that  "once  when  Strayer  and  Engelhardt  came  out 
to   for  a  meeting  .  .  .  they  expressed  disappointment  that  they 
were  not  getting  some  consulting  work  in  this  state.  I  told  them  I 

couldn't  see  why  I  shouldn't  be  making  that  money  as  well  as  they." 
Another  reason  for  the  declining  influence  of  the  barons  from  a  single 

university  was  the  increasing  use  of  a  panel  of  consultants  from  several 

regions  and  institutions  to  screen  superintendents.28 
The  fact  that  the  sponsors  could  help  alumni  not  only  to  find  a  first 

position,  but  also  to  move  upward  into  larger  and  more  prestigious 

districts  gave  them  a  powerful  leverage.  It  seems  generally  to  be  the 

case  that  this  relationship  was  mutually  advantageous  and  normally  not 

coercive.  The  man  who  wanted  to  please  Dad  Cubberley  obviously 

admired  the  man  and  his  educational  policies;  and  he  could,  no  doubt, 

find  ways  to  be  useful  to  his  mentor  both  by  emulating  him  and  by  more 

practical  means,  such  as  recommending  that  local  staff  members  attend 

Stanford  or  that  Stanford  faculty  members  consult  in  his  district.  The 

personal  warmth  and  concern  the  barons  felt  toward  their  boys  proba- 

bly lessened  the  isolated,  anxious  character  of  the  superintendent's  job. 
At  the  same  time,  informal  norms  of  the  baronial  system  stressed 

loyalty.  One  principal  recalled  "Strayer's  Law"  for  dealing  with  disloyal 

subordinates:  "Give  'em  the  ax."  Sensitivity  to  local  values  or  courage 
to  defend  unpopular  causes  might  count  less  in  securing  advancement, 

which  usually  meant  moving  to  a  better  location  on  the  administrative 

chessboard  of  school  districts,  than  cultivating  the  approbation  of  a 

sponsor.  The  system  did  maintain  accountability  of  a  sort,  for  the  spon- 
sor wanted  his  word  to  count  with  school  boards  and  expected  his 

alumni  to  do  well.  But  the  network  of  obligations  linked  local  superin- 

tendents more  to  their  sponsors  than  to  their  local  patrons  and  clients.29 
Finally,  the  sponsorship  system  placed  a  premium  on  similarity  of 

opinions  and  background  characteristics  and  probably  did  much  uncon- 
sciously to  insure  that  the  top  positions  in  public  education  rarely  went 

to  women,  to  minorities,  or  to  others  deviating  from  the  male,  white, 

Anglo-Saxon  Protestant  norm.  The  ties  between  sponsors  and  their  boys 
were  forged  in  informal  shared  experiences  as  well  as  in  classrooms  or 

joint  professional  work.  They  relied  on  the  kind  of  trust  and  quick 
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understanding  that  often  come  from  homogeneous  backgrounds.  It  was 

easy  to  blame  George  Washington  Plunkett  of  Tammany  Hall  when  he 

rewarded  his  Irish-Catholic  boys  with  jobs  because  he  knew  their  ways 
and  could  trust  them.  The  ideology  and  cultural  blinders  of  the  educa- 

tional trust  hid  from  them  the  fact  that  they,  like  Plunkett,  were  creat- 

ing their  own  systems  of  patronage.30 
Of  course,  there  were  many  school  superintendents  who  made  it  to 

the  top  through  the  old-fashioned  technique  of  urban  politics  and  who 
ruled  their  schools  in  ways  that  departed  from  the  rational  bureaucratic 

norms  favored  by  the  educational  trust.  One  of  these  survivors  was 

Frank  Cody,  superintendent  of  the  Detroit  public  schools.  A  consum- 
mate politician,  trained  in  the  old  machine  ward  days,  highly  personal 

in  his  approaches  to  leadership,  he  learned  that  the  new  politics  of 

expertise  could  be  profitably  merged  with  the  old,  that  "taking  the 

schools  out  of  politics"  was  a  clever  new  game  that  one  could  play  even 
without  the  blessing  of  Dad  Cubberley  or  George  Strayer. 

The  Leader  as  Political  Boss:  Frank  Cody 

Shortly  after  Frank  Cody's  election  as  superintendent  of  the  Detroit 
Public  Schools  in  1919,  a  male  board  member  visited  him  and  said, 

"Frank,  each  morning  I  want  you  to  come  over  to  my  office  and  tell  me 

of  your  plans  for  the  day  before  you  take  any  action."  "I'll  do  better  than 

that,"  said  Cody,  "I'll  come  over  and  kiss  you  good  morning."  It  was 
typical  of  Cody  to  sidle  out  of  a  tight  spot  with  humor.  The  reformers 

on  the  school  board  were  uneasy  about  their  new  superintendent,  as 

were  the  women's  clubs  and  good  government  groups  in  the  city.  If  Ella 

Flagg  Young's  image  in  Chicago  was  that  of  the  inner-directed  Scotch 

pilgrim,  Cody's  in  Detroit  was  that  of  the  gregarious  Irish  politician 
with  one  wet  finger  up  to  gauge  the  direction  of  the  wind.31 

Local  people  knew  that  he  matched  in  many  ways  the  style  of  the 

ward  politicians  who  had  worked  school  politics  for  decades.  He  went 

to  a  barbershop  first  thing  in  the  morning  for  a  shave  and  news  of  local 

happenings.  He  spent  much  time  with  school  board  members  in  the  bar 

of  the  Saint  Claire  Hotel  because  that  was  where  he  could  find  a  quo- 
rum. He  was  active  and  popular  in  state  and  local  Republican  politics, 

and  a  jovial  member  of  numerous  lodges,  social  clubs,  and  luncheon 
clubs.  His  brother  Fred  was  a  textbook  salesman,  well  versed  (as  were 

most  of  that  breed)  in  the  intricacies  of  local  school  politics. 

To  compound  Cody's  problems  with  the  reform  faction  in  Detroit,  he 144 
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lacked  the  educational  credentials  they  wanted.  Attending  the  State 
Normal  School  for  only  one  year,  he  did  not  even  have  a  B.A.,  much  less 
a  Ph.D.  from  Teachers  College,  Columbia.  The  president  of  his  alma 
mater  thought  that  was  just  fine.  What  education  needed,  he  said,  were 

"more  schoolteachers  and  fewer  hot-air  artists.  Frank  Cody  is  mostly 

rank  and  file.  Cody  is  not  an  educational  West  Pointer."  He  was  free  of 
such  "pedagogical  piffle"  as  "social  efficiency"  and  "objective  stan- 

dards." Cody  was  hardly  a  scholar,  not  even  much  of  a  reader.32 
What  the  reformers  on  the  school  board  wanted  was  precisely  a  West 

Pointer,  like  Charles  E.  Chadsey,  Ph.D.,  from  Teachers  College,  who 

had  just  resigned.  Enemies  of  the  university-dominated  network  might 
call  it  an  educational  trust,  but  the  good  government  people  wanted  a 
certified  professional  who  was  above  politics.  Some  members  favored 
Cody,  however,  and  when  the  prime  candidate  withdrew,  the  board 
voted  for  Cody  four  to  three,  going  against  the  advice  of  Chadsey,  who 

had  said  that  Cody's  political  talents  were  useful  in  a  subordinate  but 
dangerous  in  a  superintendent.  The  reform  group  within  the  board 

then  sought  to  restrict  by  resolution  Cody's  powers  in  policy  and  per- 
sonnel decisions. 

The  attempt  to  curb  his  authority  eventually  failed,  but  Cody  was  a 

quick  student  and  learned  a  page  from  Chadsey 's  book.  Upon  his  elec- 
tion he  had  a  subordinate  release  to  the  papers  a  paean  to  public  educa- 

tion as  a  science  and  business.  "Education  has  attained  the  position 
where  it  may  now  be  called  a  science.  There  are  many  phases  of  this 
science  .  .  .  each  of  which  requires  the  full  attention  of  a  specialist  who 

has  devoted  years  to  a  single  phase  of  this  subject."  He  spoke  of  his 
"expert  advisers"  and  his  "board  of  directors."  And  in  his  report  for  1920 
he  argued  that  research  gave  educators  a  "method  which  will  in  time 
solve  every  problem,  hold  a  key  for  every  lock.  .  .  .  Already  the  schools 
are  humming  with  the  strength  of  progress.  Already  the  outlines  of  a 

new  day  may  be  faintly  seen:"  Whether  Cody  fully  believed  in  his  own 
millennial  rhetoric  is  questionable.  The  story  is  told  of  him  that  when 
one  of  his  psychologists  urged  the  use  of  more  objective  examinations, 

he  replied  that  "what  our  teachers  need  is  more  testicles,  not  more 

tests."  Seen  cynically,  the  gospel  of  science  was  a  useful  new  hustle,  a 
way  to  sell  ideas  without  appearing  partisan.  It  is  clear  that  Cody's 
adoption  of  the  educational  trust's  lingo  and  program  gave  him  an 
important  defense  against  his  prime  critics,  the  advocates  of  profes- 

sional expertise  and  business  efficiency.  In  any  case,  he  proved  to  be 
remarkably  long-lived  in  office,  superintendent  in  Detroit  for  twenty- 
three  years  from  1919  to  1942,  through  boom  and  bust,  rounding  out  a 
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career  of  a  half-century  in  the  schools  of  Detroit  and  its  annexed  suburb 

of  Delray.33 
Actually,  Cody  never  abandoned  the  political  strategies  that  had 

linked  him  successfully  to  the  Detroit  community.  He  remained  an 
active  Republican,  an  energetic  clubman,  and  a  man  linked  closely  with 
business  organizations  in  the  city.  What  he  did  was  to  add  to  this  net- 

work an  alternate  network  of  contacts  with  the  group  of  cosmopolitan 
educational  leaders  whom  Chadsey  had  represented.  It  was  possible  to 
break  into  this  inner  circle  even  without  proper  educational  credentials 
if  one  were  a  successful  city  superintendent  and  knew  how  to  play 
association  politics.  He  became  a  member  of  the  executive  committee 
of  the  NEA  Department  of  Superintendence  in  1921  and  its  president 

in  1929;  president  of  the  NEA  in  1927;  member  of  the  Cleveland  Confer- 

ence; and  chairman  of  Herbert  Hoover's  White  House  Conference  on 
Crisis  in  Education,  investigating  how  schools  might  deal  with  retrench- 

ment. Cody  was  a  talented  politician  in  both  local  and  national  net- 
works, and  each  provided  a  kind  of  insurance  policy  against  adversity. 

The  web  of  local  people,  bound  by  obligation  and  friendship,  sustained 
his  position  in  the  city  and  gave  him  support  in  hard  times  like  the  1930s. 
His  range  of  contacts  elsewhere,  through  professional  associations,  gave 
him  access  to  expertise  valued  by  his  board  and  knowledge  of  other  job 
opportunities  should  he  chance  to  leave  Detroit. 

Cody  learned  early  that  politics  counted  in  getting  and  holding  a 
teaching  job.  He  gained  his  first  position  in  Belleville  because  his  father 
was  on  the  school  board;  he  lost  it  because  a  new  school  board  member 
decided  his  son  would  make  a  better  teacher.  After  teaching  at  the 

one-room  school  at  Willow  Run  that  Henry  Ford  later  restored  in  a  fit 
of  nostalgia,  Cody  went  on  to  teach  a  graded  school  in  Belleville  and 
then  went  to  normal  school.  There  he  picked  up  some  tips  from  the 
placement  director,  a  kindred  spirit,  who  said  it  was  wise  to  be  in  debt 

to  the  boss  on  the  school  board — good  insurance  for  tenure;  and  that  "if 
you  have  a  good  idea  for  advancing  the  schools,  get  the  head  school 

board  member  to  absorb  it  and  to  think  it  is  his  own."  Cody  was  already 
learning  the  indirect  style  of  influence  that  later  became  one  of  his 
hallmarks.  He  was  also  practicing  the  gamesmanship  he  later  perfected: 

when  he  went  to  get  a  teacher's  certificate,  he  bet  a  friend  that  the 
examiner  had  only  tests  for  the  second  grade.  Cody  and  his  crony 
insisted  on  being  examined  for  a  first  grade  certificate,  and  the  flustered 

official  gave  them  a  first  grade  rating  for  passing  a  second  grade  exam.34 
A  man  with  a  dramatic  flair,  Cody  was  a  master  of  the  art  of  self- 

promotion  and  knew  the  value  of  becoming  a  local  legend.  His  first  job 
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after  normal  school  was  in  Delray,  a  river  town,  later  annexed  by  De- 
troit, where  ruffian  students  had  intimidated  many  teachers  before  him. 

He  walked  down  the  street  past  the  saloons  and  scruffy  dogs,  a  pedagog- 
ical Matt  Dillon,  as  the  boys  took  his  measure.  As  he  entered  the  school- 

house,  he  pulled  from  his  pocket  a  length  of  rubber  beer  hose.  A  pupil 
recalled  that  on 

our  first  morning  with  Cody  as  our  teacher  ...  he  sat  behind  his  desk  on  the 
usual  mouse-infested  dais  looking  quite  stern  and  dignified.  His  hair  stood  up 
in  the  uprightest  pompadour  my  young  eyes  had  ever  beheld.  .  .  .  His  red 
tie  covered  his  bosom  so  completely  that  one  had  to  take  his  shirt  for  granted. 
His  white-winged  collar  and  white  barrel  cuffs  were  to  us  impressive  insignias 
of  his  office.  Who  ever  heard  in  Delray  of  anyone  dressing  up  so  much  on  a 
week-day? 

Most  impressive  of  all  was  the  blackened,  waxed,  enormous  twirl  of  his 

moustache,  his  "warlike  moustache,"  as  Cody  later  called  it.  He  wanted 
to  get  along  with  all  the  students,  he  said,  "but  if  you  try  to  impose  on 
me,  w-o-o-oe  be  unto  you!"  And  with  that  he  slammed  his  rubber  hose 
with  a  thwack  on  the  desk.  Word  got  out  that  he  was  "a  first  cousin  of 
Buffalo  Bill  Cody."  The  teacher  also  used  the  sting  of  wit;  his  bons  mots 
at  the  expense  of  a  boy  would  go  the  rounds  of  the  barbershop  and  the 
blacksmith  shop  and  the  street  corners  where  Delray  males  gathered. 
But  it  was  not  mainly  because  of  the  rubber  hose  or  sharp  wit  that  Cody 

triumphed,  but  because  of  his  enthusiasm  and  friendliness.35 
His  gregariousness  served  him  well  as  he  moved  outward  into  the 

community  and  became  superintendent.  He  got  to  know  the  local  fac- 
tory foreman  and  arranged  jobs  for  his  pupils;  he  swapped  jokes  with 

bartenders;  he  had  tea  with  such  socialites  as  the  town  afforded.  But 

above  all  he  made  his  way  into  the  all-male  preserves  of  the  lodges  and 

businessmen's  clubs:  the  Odd  Fellows,  the  Masons,  the  Knights  of 
Pythias,  and  the  Delray  Club.  "There  is  a  free  and  easy  atmosphere  in 
a  stag  organization  which  makes  for  quick  friendships  and  fruitful  as- 

sociations that  do  not  so  readily  bloom  in  the  relatively  sterile  soil  of  a 

polite  drawing  room,"  observed  Cody's  biographer  and  colleague. 
Through  such  all-male  enclaves  Cody  "developed  the  friendships  which 
proved  invaluable  in  personal  adversity  and  public  council."  And  here, 
of  course,  were  sources  of  support  that  were  blocked  to  women  ad- 

ministrators like  Ella  Flagg  Young.36 
When  the  Delray  schools  were  absorbed  into  the  Detroit  system  in 

1906,  Cody  was  reduced  in  status  to  a  high  school  principal.  In  1913, 
however,  he  was  promoted  to  general  supervisor  in  the  central  office 
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in  charge  of  adult  education,  community  recreation,  special  education, 
and  summer  schools.  The  next  year  he  became  an  assistant  superinten- 

dent. He  proved  a  skillful  administrator  in  these  programs  of  outreach 
of  the  schools,  greatly  expanding  their  enrollments  and  rationalizing 
their  operation.  His  contacts  with  the  Board  of  Commerce  and  with 

local  manufacturers  focused  on  "Americanization"  of  the  enormous 
numbers  of  immigrants  flocking  to  the  factories.  Labor  unrest  and  fears 
of  subversive  ethnic  enclaves  prompted  employers  and  the  federal 

government  to  cooperate  with  the  public  schools  in  attracting  immi- 
grants to  evening  schools  where  they  studied  English  and  American 

government.  An  ardent  advocate  of  assimilation,  Cody  shared  business- 

men's fears  about  the  "hyphenated  class"  whose  presumed  ignorance 
constituted  a  danger  to  the  society. 

The  "West  Pointer"  Chadsey  appointed  Cody  as  assistant  superinten- 
dent. Although  Chadsey  distrusted  Cody  as  one  tarred  with  the  brush 

of  "politics"  and  not  one  of  the  educationally  annointed,  he  found  him 
very  useful  as  liaison  with  the  ward-dominated  school  board  that  had 
elected  him  by  a  fluke.  Chadsey  despised  the  board  but  was  forced  to 
gain  its  approval  for  all  policy  decisions,  including  the  appointment  of 
teachers  and  routine  administration.  Since  Cody  was  on  good  terms 
with  board  members,  Chadsey  delegated  him  to  confer  with  them  to 

secure  appointments  and  to  get  the  work  of  the  schools  done — the 
conference  taking  place  usually,  as  we  have  seen,  in  the  bar  of  the  Saint 
Claire  Hotel.  Cody  was  friendly  not  only  with  the  school  politicians,  but 
also  with  his  fellow  administrators  in  Detroit  (whom  Chadsey  saw  as 

ignoramuses  and  held  in  contempt  because  they  were  "not  associated 
with  the  educational  movement  sponsored  by  the  group  which  he 

represented").  Caught  in  the  middle,  deserted  by  some  of  his  "friends," 
Cody  seemed  a  turncoat  to  both  sides,  and  in  1918  the  psychological 

pressures  destroyed  his  health  and  forced  him  to  take  a  six-week  leave 
for  treatment  and  relief.37 

During  this  difficult  time  of  ambiguous  status  between  1913  and  his 
election  in  1919,  Cody  invested  much  of  his  energy  in  cultivating  outside 
allies.  He  was  nominated  by  the  Republicans  for  the  state  board  of 

education  and  was  elected  in  1913,  became  active  in  the  Board  of  Com- 
merce, joined  church  and  social  groups,  and  expanded  his  memberships 

in  lodges.  He  entered  classier  circles,  but  kept  the  familiar  touch  with 

old  cronies.  Much  like  his  contemporary,  Dale  Carnegie,  he  was  con- 

vinced that  the  route  to  success  lay  through  a  crowd  of  "friends."  Un- 
derneath the  optimism  of  both  men  lay  considerable  insecurity.  As 

superintendent  he  urged  Detroit  teachers  and  administrators  to  join 
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groups  of  citizens  and  befriend  all  kinds  of  people.  Even  on  a  European 

trip  he  tried  to  obey  the  Cody  rule  of  making  six  friends  a  day.  He  told 

graduating  high  school  seniors  that  "y°u  can  get  along  in  this  world  with 
very  little  algebra,  but  you  can't  get  along  without  friends.  Latin  and 
mathematics  are  the  bunk  unless  they  are  complemented  with  other 

essentials  of  a  well-grounded  education.  The  greatest  knowledge  of  the 

world  today  is  the  knowledge  of  getting  along  with  people."  Yet  under- 
neath the  affable  surface,  Cody  was  an  enigma.  Everyone  knew  Frank 

— which  was  what  he  encouraged  his  male  colleagues  to  call  him — but 

few  knew  him  intimately.  Perhaps  no  one  did.38 
When  Cody  took  over  the  superintendency  in  1919  he  quickly 

achieved  and  maintained  far  more  effective  control  over  the  large 

bureaucracy  than  Chadsey,  the  certified  administrative  expert,  had 

ever  attained.  Despite  the  jargon  of  scientific  research  and  business 

methods,  his  approach  to  control  remained  intensely  personal,  his  sys- 
tem of  information  and  implementation  based  on  networks  of  loyal 

subordinates.  With  his  contacts  giving  him  inside  information,  he  was 

able  to  anticipate  difficulties.  When  trouble  brewed,  his  standard  rem- 
edy, as  in  the  much  smaller  Delray,  was  to  put  on  his  hat  and  go  see  the 

people  involved;  for  lesser  matters,  a  telephone  call  would  do.  He  knew 

most  of  the  staff  personally  or  by  reputation,  could  talk  with  them  on 

a  first-name  basis,  and  like  a  good  politician  knew  their  hopes  and  tastes 
and  weak  spots. 

An  extraordinarily  competent  man  himself,  he  respected  and  re- 
warded ability,  but  loyalty  was  the  prime  virtue.  When  employees 

performed  badly,  he  would  personally  seek  to  rehabilitate  them  by 

transferring  them,  warning  them,  or  by  arbitrating  differences — if  they 
were  loyal.  A  favorite  strategy  for  dealing  with  two  staff  members  who 
were  in  conflict  was  to  summon  them  to  his  office  and  demand  that  the 

accuser  repeat  charges  to  the  other.  If  the  complainer  refused  to  do  so, 

the  case  was  dismissed,  and  in  other  conflicts  the  confrontation  usually 
resulted  in  a  settlement. 

Often  Cody  relied  on  humor  to  sidestep  problems.  Once  he  talked 

with  an  unmarried  woman  teacher  who  was  living  in  the  same  apart- 
ment with  her  lover.  Parents  of  her  students  living  in  the  same  building 

had  complained.  The  dialogue: 

'Miss  Jones,"  he  inquired,  "do  you  know  what?" 
'What?"  she  asked,  logically. 
'There's  a  scandal  in  your  building!" 
'No!  There  is?" 
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"Yes!" 

"I'll  move!"  announced  Miss  Jones,  who  forthwith  did  so.39 

Cody's  legendary  wit  often  extricated  him  from  tight  corners.  Dick 
Gregory  once  observed  that  he  learned  to  be  funny  as  a  child  because 

he  discovered  that  bigger  boys  would  not  beat  him  up  if  he  got  them 

laughing.  Cody  had  a  way  of  defeating  earnest  opponents  by  making 

them  appear  ridiculous.  When  Congressman  Martin  Dies  of  the  House 

Un-American  Activities  Committee  claimed  to  have  discovered  ten 

teachers  and  administrators  who  were  Communists,  reporters  asked 

Cody  what  he  thought  about  the  accusation.  Cody  replied:  "There  are 
eight  thousand  teachers  in  our  school  system,  and  if  ten  of  them  are  red 

and  the  remainder  well  read,  I  would  be  satisfied."  When  a  member  of 

a  school  board  anxiously  asked  him  what  was  "the  proper  length  of  a 

teacher's  skirt?"  Cody  replied  with  his  customary  male  chauvinism  that 

"I  cannot  tell  until  I  have  a  look  at  her,"  Although  he  could  be  pompous 

in  his  speeches — especially  when  his  ghost  writers  inserted  the  "peda- 

gogical piffle"  his  normal  school  president  deplored — on  his  own  he  was 

more  likely  to  give  such  advice  to  teachers  as  "be  thorough  and  don't 

let  them  throw  you  out  the  window."  He  realized  that  omni-purpose 

professional  "bafflegab"  had  its  place  on  solemn  occasions  when  pom- 
posity was  expected,  but  his  own  lingo  was  pungent.  He  used  anecdotes 

and  humor  as  a  form  of  problem  solving.40 
Although  Cody  knew  very  well  what  was  happening  in  his  system  and 

although  his  temper  could  intimidate  his  subordinates,  his  characteris- 
tic method  of  issuing  instructions  was  not  giving  orders  but  making 

hints.  This  indirection  was  calculated.  A  colleague  estimated  that  Cody 

gave  about  90  percent  of  his  orders  as  suggestions.  One  of  his  staff 
described  the  process  thus: 

In  a  brief  two-man  conference,  Cody  let  fall  a  suggestion  in  which 
he  who  willed  might  read  his  orders. 

The  subordinate  went  to  his  own  office  to  digest  those  orders. 

He  found  that  the  superintendent's  ideas  conflicted  with  his  own. 

He  paid  Cody  a  call;  in  a  generalized  discussion  of  the  subject, 

he  sought  to  guide  Cody's  thinking  into  his  own  channel. 

If  the  superintendent  saw  the  point  and  agreed,  he  made  additional 
suggestions  in  which  the  revised  direction  was  implicit. 

If  the  superintendent  disagreed,  the  disagreement,  while  not  specifi- 
cally stated,  was  quickly  obvious. 
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The  approach  had  benefits  and  disadvantages.  It  allowed  staff  members 
to  insert  their  own  ideas  without  directly  confronting  the  boss,  hence 

encouraging  their  inventiveness.  But  it  also  placed  a  premium  on  ability 

to  read  the  mind  of  the  superintendent,  increasing  the  personalism  and 

power  of  his  rule.41 

When  subordinates  stepped  out  of  line  or  failed  to  sense  Cody's 
disapproval,  he  was  a  master  at  stonewalling  them  with  bureaucratic 

ploys.  If  a  principal,  for  example,  pushed  a  favorite  new  idea  of  which 
Cody  disapproved,  he  might  be  referred  from  one  official  to  another 

or  to  a  committee  that  dallied  endlessly.  "Procrastination,  new  consid- 
erations, variable  factors  and  prolix  ramifications  would  get  in  their 

deadly  work;  the  result  was  usually  quite  predictable."  Cody  had  his 

puckish  side.42 
Cody  prided  himself  on  having  an  open  door  in  his  office,  ever  ready 

to  respond  to  the  public,  its  complaints  and  suggestions.  Newspaper- 
men especially  appreciated  his  willingness  and  his  salty  language.  Cody 

was,  said  one,  "the  best  politician  in  Detroit,  in  the  best  sense  of  the 

word."  "I  always  try  to  find  out  what  the  people  want  done  in  their 

schools  and  the  community  and  then  set  out  to  do  it,"  Cody  said.  "I  have 
always  believed  that  leadership  in  public  life  consists  of  finding  out  the 

significant  social,  economic,  political,  and  educational  trends,  and  then 

I  have  used  my  best  administrative  judgment  in  directing  those  trends 

in  such  a  manner  as  to  give  the  people  what  they  want."  To  a  friend 

he  admitted  having  no  conscious  philosophy  of  education:  "A  school 
man  will  always  see  a  lot  of  things  that  should  be  done.  He  picks  out 

what  seems  to  him  to  be  the  most  important  and  does  'em."  A  colleague 

observed  of  him  that  his  "high  skill  is  the  art  of  zig-zagging  without 

allowing  himself  to  be  caught  in  a  zig."43 
Although  Cody  wore  a  populist  hat  and  responded  to  local  demands 

in  an  opportunistic  manner,  his  actual  program  resembled  the  template 

of  reform  laid  down  by  the  university-based  experts  like  Strayer  and 

Cubberley:  carefully  planned  school  buildings,  testing  and  record-keep- 
ing systems,  departmentalized  instruction  in  the  elementary  schools, 

the  establishment  of  junior  high  schools,  elaborate  programs  of  voca- 

tional training,  the  "socialization"  of  the  curriculum  with  particular 

attention  to  Americanization,  a  research  department  aimed  at  "omnip- 

otence in  determining  the  course  of  instruction,"  better  training  of 
teachers,  and  a  formal  hierarchy  of  supervision.  These  he  sought  to 

install  during  the  1920s  and  to  defend  against  retrenchment  during  the 

1930s.44 
Starting  out  under  the  cloud  of  ward  politics,  lacking  the  training  and 

*5l 



Managers  of  Virtue 

sponsorship  of  the  university  barons,  Cody  rapidly  learned  how  to  act 

like  a  member  of  the  inner  circle  when  he  achieved  the  superintend- 

ency.  Despite  his  talk  of  finding  out  what  "the  people"  want,  he  knew 

that  certain  "men  were  important  in  the  community"  and  that  they  and 

his  board  "composed  of  high-type  citizens"  scorned  the  old  ward  game 
of  logrolling  and  wanted  the  Detroit  schools  to  adopt  the  programs  of 

the  administrative  progressives.  In  his  network  of  professional  peers — 

as  in  the  Department  of  Superintendence — he  picked  up  the  latest 

blueprints  for  school  reform.  And  while  modernizing  his  schools  accord- 
ing to  these  new  designs  he  could  easily  have  persuaded  himself  as  well 

as  his  patrons  that  the  new-made  education  would  bring  progress.  A 
local  and  a  cosmopolitan,  still  in  touch  with  his  old  political  supporters 

and  well  connected  with  the  city's  power  elite,  he  zigged  on  his  new 
professional  course,  canny  enough  to  be  aware  that  the  old  political  zag 
was  a  thing  of  the  past. 

Research  That  Made  a  Difference: 
Numbers  Into  Norms 

The  members  of  the  educational  trust  believed  that  people  could 

control  their  own  future  through  the  conscious  application  of  "science" 
to  social  problems.  Better  education  was  the  key  to  social  efficiency,  a 

way  to  bring  about  a  smoothly  meshing  social  order.  Research  was  thus 

not  just  a  specialized  activity  of  scholars  but  a  means  of  generating 

norms  of  practice. 

One  apostle  of  reform  through  research,  David  Snedden,  was  de- 

scribed by  a  skeptical  contemporary  as  "a  knight  dressed  in  the  armor 
of  Science  driving  galloping  steeds  of  Specialization,  Mechanization, 

and  Corporate  Organization  into  the  millennium  of  a  great  culture." 
The  writings  and  actions  of  such  men  expressed  a  quasi-religious  cru- 

sade of  efficiency  against  waste,  of  exact  methods  of  determining  educa- 
tional policies  against  the  older  guesswork.  Paul  Monroe  wrote  in  1911 

that  through  educational  research  "truly  a  decade  of  the  future  should 

show  greater  results  than  have  generations  of  the  past."45 

In  1930  George  Strayer  argued  that  "significant  progress  in  the  ad- 
ministration of  city  school  systems  during  the  past  twenty-five  years  is 

due  primarily  to  two  causes.  First,  the  application  of  the  scientific 

method  to  the  problems  of  administration,  and,  second,  the  professional 

training  of  school  executives."  According  to  Strayer,  these  were  the 
marks  of  advance: 
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•  development  of  clear  line  and  staff  organization; 
•  reorganization  of  traditional  uniform  elementary  and  secondary  schools 

into  differentiated  institutions,  including  junior  high  schools,  that  treated 
individuals  and  groups  according  to  abilities  and  needs; 

•  creation  of  special  classes  for  the  "backward,  delinquent,  physically  handi- 
capped and  the  like,"  vocational  tracks,  and  instruction  in  subjects  like 

health  and  physical  education; 

•  professionalization  of  the  occupations  of  teaching  and  administration  by 
upgraded  standards  of  education,  certification,  tenure,  specialization  of 
function,  and  supervision; 

•  standardization  of  methods  of  "pupil  accounting"  and  enforcement  of 
attendance; 

•  introduction  of  "sound  business  administration"  in  budgeting,  plant  plan- 
ning and  maintenance,  and  finance.46 

What  Strayer  meant  by  "research"  had  an  important  impact  on  prac- 
tice in  that  quarter  century,  and  most  of  the  changes  he  cited  were 

implemented.  His  colleague  Carter  Alexander  gave  a  useful  definition 

of  how  entrepreneurs  conceived  of  research  in  educational  administra- 

tion. It  seeks,  he  wrote,  "to  discover,  in  the  light  of  the  purposes  of 
education  commonly  acknowledged,  the  most  efficient  procedures  in 

the  organization,  supervision,  finance,  and  evaluation  of  the  program  of 

educational  service."  Such  an  approach  he  contrasted  with  one  that 

relies  "upon  the  sanction  of  tradition  or  current  practice."  In  theory  it 

was  a  form  of  "social  engineering,"  a  strategy  of  identifying  practical 
problems  and  finding  practical  solutions  empirically  tested.  It  stressed 

managerial  concerns  more  than  those  of  classroom  instruction.47 
In  actuality  the  administrative  progressives  tended  to  have  prefab- 

ricated solutions  to  preconceived  problems.  One  reason  for  this  was 

that  they  did  not  inquire  in  any  fundamental  or  open-minded  way  into 
the  conflicting  goals  of  education,  but  tended  to  take  purposes  for 

granted,  as  "commonly  acknowledged"  in  Alexander's  phrase.  Jesse 

Newlon  described  administrators'  ideology  as  "a  confused  mixture  of 
the  prevailing  laissez-faire  social  and  economic  philosophy  and  the  phi- 

losophy of  business  efficiency,  with  a  vague  democracy  and  Christian 

idealism."  The  administrative  progressives  often  ignored  conflicts  of 
class  interest  or  cultural  values  in  society.  The  engineering  analogy  is 

an  instructive  one.  It  is  as  if  a  group  of  experts  in  constructing  freeways 

simply  assumed  that  people  wanted  them  and  went  about  building 

them  through  city  and  countryside  without  assessing  the  social  costs  and 

alternatives.48 

There  are  many  reasons  why  such  applied  educational  research  had, 

as  Strayer  asserted,  considerable  impact.  One  is  that  professors  of  edu- 

*S3 



Managers  of  Virtue 

cational  administration  taught  techniques  of  research  that  were  di- 
rected toward  the  immediate  decisions  that  school  leaders  needed  to 

make.  They  devised  methods  of  estimating  the  growth  of  future  enroll- 

ments, for  example,  and  planned  facilities  accordingly.  Second,  "re- 
search" was  often  designed  as  an  aid  to  publicity,  an  instrument  of 

promoting  specific  changes  such  as  the  need  for  reform  in  governance 

or  line-staff  organization.  Third,  research  justified  the  hiring  of  new 
workers,  such  as  vocational  guidance  or  testing  or  attendance  officers, 
who  then  had  a  vested  interest  in  the  continuation  and  expansion  of 
their  domains.  Fourth,  the  apparent  objectivity  of  numbers  and  facts 

provided  vulnerable  school  administrators  with  a  defense  against  chal- 
lenges by  lay  people,  cloaking  them  with  the  expertise  of  science — a 

point  fully  documented  by  Raymond  Callahan.  And  finally,  research 
often  resulted  in  profitable  business  for  those  who  engaged  in  it  and 
thus  gave  an  additional  motive  to  scholars  and  commercial  firms  to 
secure  adoption  of  their  products;  the  standardized  testing  business  is 
one  instance  of  this. 

Although  there  was  some  basic  research  in  education  in  the  years 

from  1890  to  1930 — the  investigations  of  John  Dewey,  Edward  L.  Thorn- 
dike,  and  Lewis  Terman,  for  example — the  great  bulk  of  investigation 
was  applied,  especially  in  the  field  of  administration.  There  is  good 

reason  to  doubt  that  such  basic  work  as  Dewey's  was  even  considered 
"educational  research."  In  an  extraordinarily  complete  bibliography  of 
Ten  Years  of  Educational  Research  compiled  by  Walter  Monroe  and 

associates  covering  1918-27,  numbering  3,650  items,  and  filling  186 
pages,  there  is  not  a  single  work  by  Dewey  listed  and  only  one  study 
about  his  ideas  (the  Monroe  book  does  include,  however,  two  other 

Deweys:  John's  daughter  Evelyn's  book  on  Methods  and  Results  of 
Testing  School  Children  and  Godfrey  Dewey's  article  on  "Relative 
Frequency  of  English  Speech  Sounds").  By  contrast,  there  were  14 
items  by  Stuart  A.  Courtis,  the  measurement  expert.  The  great  mass  of 

research  studies  in  education  were  addressed  to  practical  administra- 
tive and  pedagogical  concerns,  frequently  employing  quantitative 

techniques.49 
The  research  emphasis  of  university  programs  in  educational  ad- 

ministration is  evident  in  the  subjects  treated  in  doctoral  theses  from 
1910  to  1933.  In  order  of  frequency,  of  290  dissertations  55  were  on  fiscal 
administration,  34  on  business  administration,  29  on  pupil  personnel,  29 
on  personnel  management,  24  on  legal  provisions,  19  on  buildings  and 
equipment;  the  remainder  dealt  with  similarly  applied  fields  such  as 

construction  costs,  school  bonds,  the  single  salary  schedule,  and  tech- 
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niques  of  child  accounting.  Much  applied  research  in  administration 

aimed  at  providing  data  to  support  particular  organizational  reforms.50 
The  chance  that  research  will  result  in  change  increases  if  it  is  delib- 

erately designed  and  used  as  propaganda.  Walter  Monroe  observed 

"many  educators,  including  most  superintendents  and  principals,  ap- 
pear to  think  of  educational  research  as  consisting  of  the  activities  of 

collecting,  organizing,  and  disseminating  information  about  schools. 
According  to  this  point  of  view,  the  research  worker  is  primarily  a 

combination  of  a  high-grade  accountant  and  publicity  agent."  Thus, 
Frank  Spaulding  used  elaborate  charts  and  graphs  in  his  annual  reports 
as  superintendent  in  Newton  and  other  cities  to  convince  patrons  of  the 
value  of  curricular  and  organizational  reforms  he  introduced.  Similarly, 
comparative  data  on  finances  in  state  or  local  school  surveys  often  were 

used  successfully  to  persuade  citizens  to  support  higher  taxes.  The  "ob- 
jectivity" of  research  could  strengthen  administrators  eager  to  build 

dikes  of  data  against  rising  tides  of  public  criticism.51 
Much  educational  research  was  concerned  with  defining  new  prob- 

lems and  justifying  the  creation  of  new  categories  of  employees  to 
handle  those  problems.  As  schooling  became  increasingly  compulsory 
for  youth,  a  whole  apparatus  of  new  officials  appeared  in  cities:  school 

census  takers,  social  workers,  and  administrators  and  teachers  for  "diffi- 
cult" students.  Researchers  studied  and  justified  new  programs,  each 

with  specialists:  physical  education,  vocational  training,  guidance, 
school  health  problems,  or  extracurricular  activities.  This  created  new 
jobs  in  schools  as  well  as  new  specialties  and  training  programs  in 
colleges  and  universities.  Teachers  College,  for  example,  prepared  men 

and  women  for  fifty-six  different  occupational  roles,  while  professors  of 
subjects  like  vocational  education  and  recreation  at  Harvard  and  else- 

where not  only  trained  people  for  emerging  roles,  but  also  created  a 
research  literature  in  the  new  domains.  Research  training  programs, 

special  departments  in  such  organizations  as  the  NEA,  and  new  supervi- 
sor positions  in  state  and  city  school  systems  helped  to  legitimize  new 

specializations  and  to  ensure  that  the  reforms  became  permanent.52 
Among  other  things,  public  education  buys  goods  and  services,  so  it 

is  no  surprise  that  many  researchers  were  eager  to  see  their  products 
purchased.  The  people  who  made  fortunes  developing  standardized 
tests,  for  example,  worked  closely  with  the  administrative  progressives 
and  with  their  publishers  to  encourage  the  use  of  their  products.  Their 
motives  were  not  of  course  purely  commercial.  Researchers  regarded 
themselves  as  scientists  and  benefactors  of  mankind.  Mostly  self-made 
men  from  small-town  backgrounds,  the  economically  successful  re- 
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searchers  and  professors  of  administration  probably  saw  no  incongruity 
in  making  money  by  marketing  the  reforms  they  thought  to  be  right 

and  good.53 Although  social  engineers  in  education  were  quite  clear  about  their 
assessment  of  social  and  educational  needs,  they  were  less  clear  about 
the  philosophical  premises  of  their  values  or  the  political  process  by 
which  priorities  should  be  set.  Somehow  the  assemblage  of  facts  would 

speak  for  itself.  Their  faith  in  science  as  objective  measurement,  cou- 

pled with  their  contempt  for  earlier  "armchair  theorizing"  about  edu- 
cational purposes  as  mere  opinion,  tended  to  simplify  or  even  eliminate 

issues  of  ethical  choice  for  them. 

They  wanted  to  use  research  for  reform  in  education  and  society 
within  a  framework  of  privilege  and  values  they  rarely  questioned. 

Quantitative  studies  of  the  relation  between  occupations  and  the  distri- 
bution of  I.Q.  scores,  for  example,  seemed  to  justify  the  existing  social 

order.  If,  by  and  large,  the  "smart"  people  had  the  good  jobs  and  the 
"dumb"  people  the  poor  jobs,  then  society  was  as  it  should  be.  And  not 
only  were  the  smart  people  the  most  prosperous;  they  were  also  the 

most  virtuous,  statistically  speaking.  Thorndike  concluded  that  "the 
correlation  between  intelligence  and  morality  is  approximately  .3,  a 

fact  to  which  perhaps  a  fourth  of  the  world's  progress  is  due."  In  an 
increasingly  conformist  organizational  society  it  was  easy  to  jump  from 

statistical  norms  to  social  norms.54 

Despite,  or  perhaps  because  of,  these  blind  spots  the  scientific  move- 
ment swept  American  education.  Starting  from  meager  beginnings 

early  in  the  twentieth  century,  educational  research  became  institu- 
tionalized and  won  impressive  financial  support.  Educational  research 

bureaus  found  a  secure  niche  in  universities.  The  number  of  doctoral 

theses  in  education  steadily  grew  from  53  in  1918  to  189  in  1927,  while 
the  number  of  university  research  bureaus  jumped  in  those  years  from 
7  to  29.  In  1922  the  NEA  founded  its  Research  Department.  Several 
national  organizations  of  educational  researchers  appeared,  including 
the  National  Society  of  College  Teachers  of  Education,  the  Educational 
Research  Association,  and  the  National  Society  for  the  Study  of 

Education.55 
Foundations  began  to  fund  educational  research  on  a  large  scale  in 

the  years  following  1910,  and  two  of  them — the  Russell  Sage  Foundation 
and  the  General  Education  Board  (endowed  by  John  D.  Rockefeller) — 
conducted  their  own  school  surveys  as  well  as  other  research.  In  1920 

the  Commonwealth  Fund  began  a  six-year  program  of  awarding  about 
$100,000  per  year  to  educational  researchers.  In  the  1920s  the  Carnegie 
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Corporation  sponsored  comprehensive  studies  of  curricula  in  engineer- 
ing, history,  classics,  teacher  education,  intelligence  testing,  business 

administration  of  school  systems,  and  other  subjects.  In  its  first  three- 
and-a-half  years  the  Institute  of  Educational  Research  of  Teachers  Col- 

lege received  almost  $700,000  in  funds,  mostly  from  foundations.  Wal- 
ter Monroe  estimated  that  for  the  late  1920s  probably  over  $5  million 

a  year  were  spent  in  educational  research,  a  huge  sum  considering  the 

novelty  of  the  field  and  the  higher  value  of  the  dollar  at  that  time.56 
Education  was,  of  course,  only  one  of  the  fields  in  which  applied 

scientific  research  was  multiplying.  David  Noble  has  described  the  cen- 
tral role  of  engineers  and  other  researchers  and  scientific  managers  in 

the  leading  sectors  of  American  business.  In  agriculture,  as  well,  re- 
search and  demonstration  projects  were  transforming  the  nature  and 

scale  of  farming.  The  administrative  progressives  in  education  were 
acutely  aware  of  these  precedents  and  models  for  their  own  work.  They 
commonly  used  the  increased  productivity  of  scientific  farming  as  an 
analogy  for  the  scientifically  designed  educational  system  they  hoped 

to  build.57 
Some  administrative  progressives  turned  to  the  large  business  corpo- 

ration for  models  of  scientific  management  in  education:  In  particular, 
they  were  interested  in  four  aspects  of  the  managerial  revolution.  First, 

in  city  schools  they  hoped  to  emulate  the  corporate  model  of  govern- 
ance by  elite  board  and  expert  manager.  Second,  they  believed  that 

efficient  management  depended  on  rich  and  accurate  flows  of  informa- 
tion to  the  superintendent,  much  as  industrial  leaders  monitored  flows 

of  raw  materials  through  processing  to  markets  (thus  educators  wanted 
to  know,  for  example,  how  many  children  there  were  in  the  district, 
what  new  school  buildings  would  be  needed,  what  standardized  tests 
showed  about  what  children  were  learning,  and  how  regularly  children 
were  promoted).  Third,  educators,  like  businessmen,  wanted  to  use  the 
budgeting  process  not  only  to  review  past  fiscal  performance  but  also 

to  plan  ahead,  including  cost-benefit  justification  of  old  and  new  ex- 
penses (Spaulding  was  a  leading  exponent  of  this  application  of  business 

methods).  Finally,  they  sought  to  specify  in  precise  ways  how  teachers 
in  classrooms  could  turn  out  pupils  with  the  skills  and  attitudes  the 

"public"  supposedly  wanted.  People  such  as  Cubberley  and  Franklin 
Bobbitt  drew  elaborate  analogies  between  stockholders  and  citizens, 
general  managers  of  factories  and  superintendents  of  schools,  foremen 
and  principals,  and  specifications  of  shop  tasks  and  precisely  calibrated 
lesson  plans.58 

This  industrial  analogy  for  schooling  put  educational  research  at  front 
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stage  center.  But  such  an  analogy  fit  better  the  burgeoning  manage- 
ment side  of  education  than  it  did  the  work  of  classroom  teachers.  The 

effect  of  Frederich  W.  Taylor's  work  in  industrial  management  was  to 
rationalize  and  systematize  the  human  factors  of  production,  vesting 
direction  in  the  experts  at  the  top  and  deskilling  work  at  the  bottom. 

It;  went  far  beyond  management  practices  of  information-gathering, 
planning,  budgeting,  and  public  relations  that  could  be  easily  emulated 

by  "educational  executives."  To  Taylorize  the  classroom  would  have 
meant  prescribing  and  enforcing  the  specific  tasks  students  performed 
under  the  eyes  of  their  teachers.  It  would  have  been  the  last  step  in 
separating  the  management  of  learning  from  those  who  actually  taught 
and  studied,  in  divorcing  planning  and  execution.  The  ultimate  power 
over  education  then  would  have  rested  in  the  hands  of  those  research- 

ers who  determined  the  curriculum.  Not  surprisingly,  some  educators 

— like  Bobbitt — welcomed  such  an  opportunity  to  specify  classroom 

learning  in  minute  detail.59 
Schools  never  achieved  the  organizational  controls  or  technological 

breakthroughs  in  instruction  that  would  have  paralleled  mass  produc- 
tion increases  in  industry.  The  heart  of  the  school — the  classroom — 

proved  more  resistant  to  change  than  did  the  factory  floor.  Study  after 

study  has  shown  that  the  "core  technology"  of  classroom  instruction  has 
remained  relatively  stable,  despite  periodic  cults  of  efficiency  and  new 

reigning  philosophies.  Indeed,  the  "cellular"  classroom  of  teacher  and 
students  retained  well  into  the  twentieth  century  the  institutional  im- 

print of  the  nineteenth-century  graded  school.  Students  were  not  inert 

"raw  material"  to  be  processed.  Behind  the  classroom  door,  teachers 
resisted  dictation  from  above.  Even  Cubberley,  who  promoted  the 

industrial  analogy,  admitted  that  "education  is  not  working  with  iron 
and  brass  and  leather,  but  with  human  beings."  Cubberley 's  colleague, 
Jesse  Sears,  also  an  enthusiast  for  efficiency,  wrote  after  reading  works 

by  Taylor  that  his  "analysis  of  actual  performance  seemed  important  to 
me,  yet  I  realized  that  the  product  of  educational  effort  is  not  as  tangible 
and  measurable  as  is  that  of  business  or  industrial  effort.  Education 

works  to  achieve  values  that  lie  beyond  learning  to  spell  or  add  or  read 

or  write,  the  results  of  which  we  can  now  measure."60 
Despite  the  desire  of  educational  researchers  and  "executives"  to 

emulate  business  organization,  the  adaptation  of  new  techniques  of 

management  came  only  piecemeal  and  in  stages.  Talk  of  "business 
efficiency"  in  education  could  not  abolish  three  problems:  the  "output" 
of  education  was  far  more  difficult  to  measure  than  the  product  of  a 
factory;  the  goals  of  schooling  were  more  ambiguous  than  profit  and  loss 
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in  a  business;  and  the  connection  between  the  new  organizational  tech- 
niques and  either  goals  or  output  was  by  no  means  clear.  Nevertheless, 

under  the  corporate  model  of  urban  school  governance,  some  rough 
parallels  appeared  between  the  structure  of  business  enterprise  and  the 
organization  of  city  schools:  a  large  growth  in  the  staff  of  the  central 
office  (where  once  only  the  superintendent  and  perhaps  two  or  three 
assistants  or  clerks  held  sway);  diversification  of  the  structure  of  the 
schools  into  functional  divisions  such  as  vocational  schools,  guidance 

departments,  attendance  services,  building  and  maintenance,  and  spe- 
cial schools  for  the  handicapped;  and  the  creation  of  research  and  plan- 
ning departments  to  provide  evidence  on  operations  and  data  for  fore- 

casting. Forms  multiplied  and  files  bulged.  New  corps  of  specialists 
appeared.  Indeed,  so  complex  became  the  subdivisions  that  large  cities 
sometimes  required  intermediate  layers  of  supervisors  of  specialists  so 
that  the  total  number  of  administrators  reporting  to  the  superintendent 

would  not  be  too  great  for  effective  span  of  control.61 
Conceptions  of  research  and  new  organizational  forms  borrowed 

from  business  did  influence  those  who  wished  to  engineer  public  educa- 
tion into  a  pedagogical  conglomerate  parallel  to  the  economic  sector. 

But  the  borrowing  went  the  other  way,  too — from  education  to  busi- 
ness. Industrial  psychologists  learned  from  school  experts  how  to  use 

ability  and  aptitude  tests.  Pioneers  in  vocational  guidance  in  schools 
helped  to  shape  personnel  departments  in  business.  Schools  were  often 
far  in  advance  of  industry  in  the  use  of  cumulative  record  forms.  Social 
scientists  in  business  employed  familiar  classroom  techniques  such  as 
sociometry  to  detect  informal  group  leaders  and  role  playing  to  train 

foremen.  .Like  schools,  some  industries  employed  psychological  counse- 
lors to  adapt  workers  to  the  organization.  Taking  all  these  precedents 

into  account,  one  psychologist  argued  that  industrial  Utopia  would  re- 
sult if  business  would  make  as  effective  use  of  applied  social  science  as 

did  educators. 

Both  educators  and  businessmen  did  face  some  similar  problems  of 

"human  engineering."  With  the  advent  of  compulsory  schooling,  school 
people  found  that  they  had  unwilling  clients  who  had  to  be  taught, 

sorted,  co-opted.  Employers,  too,  found  that  human  engineers  might 
help  them  lessen  high  rates  of  turnover,  loafing  on  the  job,  absenteeism, 
and  strikes  among  workers  who  found  deskilled  work  alienating. 

As  Loren  Baritz  has  shown,  employers  had  waves  of  enthusiasm  for 
psychological  testing  and  other  managerial  uses  of  research,  but  adult 
workers  often  proved  recalcitrant,  and  unions  were  suspicious  of 

Ianipulative  intent.  In  public  education,  where  the  clients  were  chil- 
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dren  and  youth,  and  the  tools  produced  by  the  new  research  were 

presumably  for  their  benefit,  less  resistance  appeared.  Willing  and  usu- 

ally unwitting  servants  of  the  new  forms  of  corporate  power,  research- 
ers in  both  schools  and  industry  rarely  questioned  the  premises  of  the 

unequal  social  order  they  buttressed.62 

What's  the  Score?  School  Surveys  and 
the  Politics  of  Professionalism 

"The  policy  of  rating  and  standardizing  has  been  discovered  to  be  an 
excellent  means  of  molding  public  opinion  in  its  constructive  attitude 

toward  education,"  wrote  a  Johns  Hopkins  education  professor  in  1914. 

The  growing  movement  to  survey  schools  would  probably  "not  have 
taken  form  had  it  not  been  for  the  norms,  standards,  and  scales  estab- 

lished during  the  preceding  decade,"  he  added.  The  public  and  educa- 
tors wanted  to  know  the  score — how  did  their  state  or  district  rate?  The 

new  experts  in  education  were  eager  to  give  the  answers  as  they  laid 

their  templates  of  approved  practices  on  states  or  localities  and  mea- 
sured their  approximation  to  the  new  professional  models.  The  survey 

enabled  them  to  compare  one  system  with  others.63 
From  one  point  of  view  the  school  survey  movement  was  but  a  late 

episode  in  a  long  romance  between  educators  and  facts,  especially  facts 

that  could  be  used  to  inspire  reform.  Early  school  crusaders  like  Horace 

Mann  and  Henry  Barnard,  filling  pages  with  reams  of  statistics,  had  used 

their  annual  reports  to  publicize  meager  training  and  pay  of  teachers, 

run-down  schoolhouses,  and  chaotic  curriculum.  In  1845  Mann's  friends 
on  the  Boston  School  Board  had  created  the  first  large-scale  written 
testing  program  to  find  out  what  pupils  were  learning,  in  large  part  to 

justify  the  need  for  change  and  to  support  Mann  in  his  battle  with  the 

schoolmasters.  Faith  in  the  benefits  of  the  diffusion  of  knowledge — that 

characteristic  hope  of  the  enlightenment  mind — undergirded  the  for- 
mation of  the  United  States  Bureau  of  Education  and  the  information- 

gathering  and  information-dispensing  functions  of  state  departments  of 
education.  In  1885  John  Philbrick  published  a  classic  study  of  city  school 
systems  in  the  conviction  that  comparison  of  defects  and  virtues  of 

urban  education  would  produce  a  beneficial  standardization.64 
In  1897,  on  the  eve  of  the  scientific  study  of  education,  muckraker- 

scholar  Joseph  Meyer  Rice  presented  his  survey  of  instruction  in  spell- 
ing to  the  Department  of  Superintendence  of  the  NEA.  The  moguls 

were  not  amused,  for  they  liked  their  own  facts  better.  "The  educators 
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who  discussed  his  findings  and  those  who  reviewed  them  in  the  educa- 
tional press  united  in  denouncing  as  foolish,  reprehensible,  and  from 

every  point  of  view  indefensible,  the  effort  to  discover  anything  about 

the  value  of  the  teaching  of  spelling  by  finding  out  whether  or  not  the 

children  could  spell,"  wrote  Leonard  Ayres  later.  But  soon  the  scien- 
tific, comparative  survey  would  sweep  the  nation  as  a  kind  of  crusade, 

leading  one  observer  to  call  one  such  survey  "An  Educational  Re- 

vival."65 
George  Strayer  defined  a  survey  as 

an  inquiry  concerning  public  education  which  seeks  to  acquaint  the  public 
with  all  of  the  educational  agencies  supported  in  whole,  or  in  part,  by  public 
moneys,  with  respect  to  their  organization,  administration,  supervision,  cost, 
physical  equipment,  courses  of  study,  teaching  staff,  methods  of  teaching, 
student  body,  and  results  as  measured  by  the  achievements  of  those  who  are 
being  trained  or  have  been  trained  therein. 

In  theory,  the  survey  informed  the  public  about  existing  conditions, 

educated  it  about  proper  standards,  and  inspired  citizens  to  improve 

the  schools.  The  survey  fit  in  beautifully  with  the  notion  of  expert 

leadership  becoming  prominent  in  university  programs  of  research  and 

training  in  education  and  with  elite  approaches  to  urban  reform  in  the 

Progressive  era.  It  helped  muckrakers  to  expose  evils,  foundation 

officials  to  gain  leverage  to  change  society,  and  federal  or  state  educa- 
tional bureaucrats  to  enlarge  governmental  power  to  regulate  or 

standardize.66 
At  first,  local  superintendents  generally  resented  school  surveys  and 

saw  them  as  investigations  by  outsiders  made  with  invidious  intent. 

Rapidly,  however,  the  technique  became  accepted  and  used  both  by 

school  people  and  by  outside  experts  to  create  the  kind  of  professionali- 
zation  that  both  the  surveyors  and  the  local  educators  desired.  By  the 

late  1920s,  specialized  institutes  for  field  studies  located  in  universities 

became  the  chief  agency  for  surveying;  the  largest  and  most  famous  was 

the  one  headed  by  George  Strayer  at  Teachers  College.  In  1928,  eleven 
of  the  twelve  major  city  surveys  that  year  were  directed  either  by 
Strayer  or  by  one  of  the  men  he  had  trained. 

Some  of  the  early-twentieth-century  studies  of  school  systems  were 
classic  examples  of  muckraking,  often  initiated  by  a  few  local  people 

who  invited  outside  experts  to  expose  defects  and  propose  remedies.  An 

instance  of  this  occurred  in  Greenwich,  Connecticut,  in  1911,  when 
citizens  asked  Ayres  to  investigate  their  schools.  He  found  that  there 

was  a  nonsystem  of  education,  "a  school  conglomeration,"  that  the  town 
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had  been  pinchpenny,  and  that  the  only  statistic  of  the  school  system 
that  was  above  average  was  the  number  of  vermin.  For  the  second 

richest  town  in  the  United  States  such  conditions  were  appalling.  What 

was  needed,  said  Ayres,  was  "a  permanent  school  policy  and  an  intelli- 
gent public  sentiment  that  shall  demand,  as  the  inalienable  right  of 

each  child,  pure  air,  sufficient  warmth  for  comfort,  uncontaminated 

water,  lighting  that  does  not  ruin  eyesight,  protection  from  the  perils 

of  fire,  school  locations  not  dangerous  to  health,  and  decent  toilets." 
Ayres  addressed  his  report  to  the  public  in  a  twenty-four-page  pamph- 

let that  used  pictures  and  comparative  statistics  to  shame  the  people  of 

the  town  into  remedying  the  situation.67 
Members  of  the  privately  financed  New  York  Bureau  of  Municipal 

Research  specialized  in  exposing  inefficiency  in  education,  and  its  re- 
ports were  critical  of  any  departure  from  a  priori  standards.  In  St.  Paul, 

for  example,  the  surveyors  deplored  that  the  superintendent  of  schools 

worked  in  a  "noisy  and  public  office,"  a  choice  deliberately  made  by  the 

superintendent  so  that  "he  might  be  accessible  to  the  citizens"  of  the 
city.  One  member  of  the  Bureau  of  Municipal  Research,  William  H. 

Allen,  helped  to  initiate  a  massive  inquiry  into  the  New  York  schools  led 

by  Harvard  professor  Paul  Hanus.  Hanus  later  concluded  that  Allen 

wanted  a  hatchet  job  to  discredit  the  schools  since  Allen  disliked  Super- 
intendent William  H.  Maxwell  and  wanted  a  position  for  himself  in  the 

system.  The  survey  of  the  Portland  public  schools  in  Oregon  in  1913  was 
also  close  to  the  muckraking  genre,  revealing  inefficient  administration 

and  extreme  rigidity  in  instruction  under  Superintendent  Frank 

Rigler.68 Not  surprisingly,  the  earlier  generation  of  city  school  superinten- 
dents, who  had  dominated  the  NEA  during  the  1890s  and  had  been  the 

most  prestigious  public  educators  at  the  turn  of  the  century,  reacted 

negatively  to  the  scientific  whippersnappers  who  now  tried  to  tell  them 

how  to  run  their  schools.  Like  Henry  Adams,  who  had  been  told  that 

the  way  to  make  a  name  as  historian  was  to  "break  glass,"  the  younger 
educational  scientists,  often  based  in  universities  or  foundations  and 

private  research  bureaus,  sought  to  build  their  own  reputations  by 

attacking  the  achievements  of  the  old  guard.  Maxwell,  a  giant  of  the 

earlier  generation,  was  scornful  of  "time- wasting,  energy-destroying 

statistical  research."  Why  was  it  that  college  professors  themselves  did 

not  apply  such  tests  to  their  own  work,  grading  "English  compositions 
of  Seniors  on  a  scale  graduated  from  the  stvle  of  William  H.  Allen,  of 

New  York,  up  to  the  style  of  Charles  W.  Eliot,  of  Harvard?"  The  new 
quantifiers  were  panaceamongers,  he  said,  inebriated  with  their  own 
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infallibility.  A  number  of  other  superintendents  joined  Maxwell  in 
regarding  the  new  investigators  as  yet  another  species  of  pesty 

outsiders.69 
After  the  first  shock  of  the  muckraking  style  of  reports  and  the  grad- 
ual replacement  of  the  old-guard  superintendents  by  people  trained  to 

appreciate  quantitative  approaches  to  reform,  local  educators  began  to 

soften  their  attitudes  toward  surveys.  Instead  of  conflict  between  out- 
side experts  and  district  officials,  the  relationships  became  increasingly 

amicable.  Strayer  argued  in  1914  that  a  survey  should  not  be  an  investi- 
gation of  incompetence,  a  thinly  disguised  trial  of  incumbents,  but, 

rather,  constructive  in  intent,  cooperative  with  district  leaders,  and 
designed  to  produce  public  support  for  changes  which  backward  fellow 

educators  or  a  sleepy  public  may  not  have  recognized.70 
The  superintendent  of  schools  in  Boise  admitted  that  educators  some- 

times feared  a  survey  because  it  might  "stimulate  that  spirit  of  unrest 
which  is  always  present  whether  or  not  it  be  justified"  but  argued  that 
when  Strayer,  Judd,  and  Elliot  came  to  study  his  system,  it  had  the 

opposite  effect.  Take  hold  of  the  survey,  he  said  to  fellow  superinten- 
dents, and  use  it  to  prove  that  you  are  doing  a  good  job  and  to  educate 

the  public  "to  bear  the  burden  of  further  constructive  effort."  People 
attacked  superintendents  for  too  much  industrial  training  or  too  little, 

for  not  enough  grammar  or  too  much,  and  "we  are  damned  if  we  do 
and  we  are  damned  if  we  don't."  An  outside  group  of  experts,  he  said, 
could  strengthen  the  position  of  the  superintendent  by  approving  what 
was  efficient  and  endorsing  needed  changes,  above  all  by  expressing  a 
consensus  of  professional  judgment  on  what  a  good  school  system 
should  be.  Although  some  surveys  showed  extravagant  expenditures  of 
public  funds,  he  pointed  out,  by  far  the  larger  number  demonstrated 
the  need  to  spend  more  to  achieve  equitable  and  effective  schooling. 
A  prominent  surveyor,  Calvin  Kendall,  state  superintendent  in  New 

Jersey,  argued  that  surveys  had  produced  useful  inventories  of  condi- 
tions, taught  school  people  how  to  use  new  tools  and  scales  of  measure- 
ment of  instruction,  showed  citizens  the  complexity  of  social  engineer- 

ing done  by  superintendents,  exposed  the  need  for  new  funds  and 
buildings,  instructed  boards  about  how  to  delegate  decisions  to  the 

superintendent,  and  suggested  more  effective  modes  of  teaching.71 

Foundations  such  as  John  D.  Rockefeller's  General  Education  Board 
(GEB),  the  Russell  Sage  Foundation,  and  the  Carnegie  Corporation 
became  interested  in  upgrading  poor  school  systems  through  the  use  of 
statistical  comparisons  and  surveys.  We  have  already  shown  how  the 
GEB  underwrote  research  used  as  publicity  in  the  educational  crusade 
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in  the  southern  states  in  the  early  twentieth  century.  Both  Sage  and  the 
GEB  had  their  own  research  departments  that  conducted  surveys  of 
states  and  local  districts,  led  by  such  distinguished  scholars  as  Ayres  and 

Abraham  Flexner.  Flexner's  famous  1910  survey  of  American  medical 
schools  had  convinced  foundations  of  the  value  of  such  studies  in  stand- 

ardizing and  rating  educational  institutions.  In  1912  Ayres  published  an 
index  for  Sage  that  assessed  the  comparative  efficiency  of  educational 

systems  in  the  forty-eight  states,  ranking  each  according  to  composite 
performance  on  a  series  often  variables,  including  average  daily  attend- 

ance, per-pupil  costs,  length  of  school  terms,  and  teacher  salaries.72 
The  foundations  also  sponsored  and  sometimes  conducted  state  sur- 

veys in  which  an  important  focus  was  inequity  in  educational  oppor- 
tunities in  different  districts  of  the  state.  The  emphasis  in  most  of  these 

comparative  surveys  was  on  the  supply  side  of  the  educational  equation, 

on  such  matters  as  buildings,  per-pupil  expenditures,  and  training  of 
teachers.  Hence  the  studies  could  be — and  were — used  to  increase  and 
equalize  funding  for  education.  Reformers  exhorted  citizens  in  states  or 
localities  low  in  the  ratings  to  raise  their  standing;  state  departments  of 
education  developed  scorecards  that  patrons  could  use  to  rank  their 

local  schools  as  "standard"  or  "superior."73 
One  important  type  of  school  survey,  often  sponsored  by  foundations 

or  coordinated  by  the  United  States  Bureau  of  Education,  was  designed 
to  help  state  legislatures  to  revise  school  laws.  Here  the  impact  was 
greatest  when  legislators  were  predisposed  to  reform,  as  was  the  case 

in  many  parts  of  the  country.  Between  1905  and  1910,  twenty-eight 
states  appointed  educational  commissions  to  investigate  educational 
problems;  some  of  these  employed  experts  to  help  in  the  work.  In  1914 
the  Carnegie  Foundation  for  the  Advancement  of  Teaching  conducted 

the  first  truly  comprehensive  survey  of  a  state  educational  system.  In- 
vited by  the  Vermont  legislature,  the  Carnegie  group  under  its  presi- 
dent, Henry  Pritchett,  presented  lawmakers  with  specific  suggestions 

for  new  legislation  to  reorganize  the  schools.  Many  other  states  from 

Virginia  to  California  employed  survey  techniques,  ranging  from  a  full- 
fledged  investigation  of  the  results  of  instruction  in  the  former  state  to 

Cubberley's  personal  writing  of  the  legislative  committee's  report  on 
reorganization  of  schools  in  the  latter.  The  aim  of  most  foundation 
officials  and  most  surveyors  was  not  muckraking  or  reform  so  much  as 

it  was  to  arouse  public  interest  in  improvement  that  would  be  "not  too 
far  removed  from  present  conditions"  to  be  impractical.74 

The  Oklahoma  study  authorized  by  the  legislature  in  1921  and  con- 
ducted by  the  United  States  Office  of  Education  was  an  example  of  a 
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survey  that  discovered  gross  inequalities  in  schooling  of  whites, 
Negroes,  and  Indians,  both  in  finance  and  in  educational  achievement. 
While  most  state  surveys  ended  with  recommendations  for  state  laws, 

some  argued  that  rallying  the  people  to  action  in  their  local  communi- 
ties was  equally  important.  In  New  York  State,  for  example,  the  Com- 

monwealth Fund  supported  a  rural  school  study  in  which  farm  groups, 

such  as  the  Grange  and  the  Dairymen's  League,  joined  forces  with  the 
state  department  of  education  to  publicize  hearings  on  education  and 
the  findings  of  the  survey.  The  committee  of  representatives  from  these 

organizations  concluded  after  hundreds  of  local  meetings  that,  "regard- 
less of  legislation  such  as  it  hopes  eventually  to  see  enacted,  the  reawak- 

ening that  has  come  among  our  rural  school  patrons  and  the  stimulation 
of  interest  and  broadening  of  vision  on  the  part  of  those  engaged  in  the 
teaching  profession  have  been  much  more  to  the  State  than  all  time  and 

money  expended."75 
The  social  psychology  of  surveys  illustrated  how  new  norms  of  leader- 

ship spread  through  private  networks  of  experts  and  their  colleagues  in 
the  schools.  As  early  as  1912  the  surveyors  were  so  closely  linked  as  a 
group  that  when  a  member  of  the  Portland  Chamber  of  Commerce 
wrote  to  seven  educators  across  the  nation  for  nominations  of  people 

to  do  a  survey  of  city  schools,  they  nominated  each  other  with  astonish- 
ing regularity.  When  surveyors  gathered  in  cities  such  as  Butte  or 

Cleveland,  they  cemented  professional  friendships  and  ideological  con- 
sensus in  long  discussions  of  what  they  had  seen  in  the  schools.  They 

were  able  to  create  and  retail  their  own  reputations  and  those  of  the 
superintendents  they  studied.  Above  all,  surveyors  could  exercise 
power  by  defining  what  was  normal  and  desirable  by  adapting  national 
standards  to  local  conditions.  The  fact  that  the  Cleveland  Conference 

grew  out  of  the  Cleveland  survey  was  no  accident;  it  revealed  how  local 
collaboration  grew  into  national  networks  and  in  turn  reinforced  the 

experts'  desire  to  extend  their  influence.76 
The  practical  results  of  surveys  depended,  of  course,  not  only  on  the 

political  and  professional  savvy  of  the  outside,  experts,  but  also  on  local 
willingness  to  make  changes.  Several  surveys  in  Chicago  were  opposed 
or  ignored  by  school  people,  in  part  because  they  were  initiated  by 
outsiders.  In  Baltimore,  three  early  surveys  produced  minimal  results 
until  a  change  in  the  school  board  and  the  superintendency  in  1919-20 
made  the  system  responsive  to  an  investigation  by  George  Strayer  and 
a  staff  of  110  members.  Before  taking  the  Baltimore  superintendency, 
Henry  West,  a  Ph.D.  from  Johns  Hopkins  University,  insisted  that  the 
school  board  have  outsiders  thoroughly  study  the  district  system.  Coop- 
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erating  with  Strayer,  he  reported  the  findings  of  the  survey  at  monthly 
luncheons  attended  by  the  mayor,  city  financial  officials,  the  school 
board,  civic  leaders,  and  newspaper  reporters.  Even  before  the  survey 
was  completed,  some  recommendations  were  implemented,  including 
a  $22  million  building  program,  a  reorganization  of  schools  and  creation 

of  kindergartens,  the  addition  of  many  new  administrators,  the  adop- 
tion of  new  courses  of  study,  and  the  founding  of  a  research  department 

serving  the  schools.77 
Leonard  Ayres  had  also  used  a  similar  plan  of  informational  lunches 

with  city  influentials  during  his  Cleveland  survey.  "As  the  weekly  lun- 
ches have  increased  in  popularity,"  Ayres  wrote  in  1915,  "the  newspa- 

pers of  the  city  have  given  increasing  amounts  of  space  to  the  considera- 
tion of  educational  problems  and  the  discussion  of  the  weekly  reports. 

On  more  than  one  occasion,  the  report  of  the  weekly  educational  lunch- 
eon has  backed  everything  else  off  the  front  page  except  the  date  and 

the  weather."  In  Ayres's  view,  the  main  purpose  of  the  survey  was  "to 
educate  the  public  ...  to  tell  them  in  simple  terms  all  the  salient  facts 
about  their  public  schools  and  then  to  rely  upon  the  common  sense,  the 
common  insight,  and  the  common  purpose  of  the  people  as  the  first 

great  resource  in  working  out  their  problem."  His  techniques  of  public- 
ity did  help  win  assent;  eight  years  later,  after  Spaulding's  superintend- 

ency,  Raymond  Moley  found  that  74  percent  of  the  survey  recommen- 
dations had  been  carried  out.78 

One  study  of  implementation  of  surveys  underscored  the  importance 

of  support  by  newspapers  and  by  "leading  citizens"  as  the  two  most 
important  variables,  next  to  realistic  reform  plans.  Doing  the  survey 
was  only  the  beginning;  equally  important  was  getting  the  report  into 

the  hands  of  leaders  in  legislatures  and  cities,  lining  up  women's  groups 
and  professional  organizations  to  push  reform,  and  creating  legislative 
lobbies.  Successful  implementation  required  overcoming  fiscal  and 

educational  conservatism— especially  in  the  rural-dominated  state 
legislatures — a  concerted  campaign  of  publicity,  and  the  organization 

of  interest  groups  sympathetic  to  the  surveys.79 
In  1929  Hollis  Caswell  published  a  study  of  the  impact  of  some  of  the 

more  important  of  the  hundreds  of  city  school  surveys  during  the  previ- 
ous generation,  examining  changes  in  organization  and  administration, 

school  finance,  personnel,  school  program,  plant,  and  health  and  physi- 
cal education.  His  list  of  questions  about  recommended  reforms  was  the 

standard  template  of  changes  desired  by  the  administrative  progres- 
sives. The  results  he  reported  were  impressive  on  the  whole.  Over  half 

the  school  systems  replied  that  after  the  school  survey  they  had  made 
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changes  in  finances,  in  diversification  of  the  school  program,  and  in 
personnel  practices,  about  half  of  those  as  a  direct  or  indirect  result  of 
the  surveys  themselves.  That  the  surveys  promoted  standardization  was 
clear.  That  they  benefited  professionals  is  even  more  obvious.  In  74 
percent  of  the  systems,  for  example,  the  salaries  of  teachers  were  raised; 

in  64  percent  school  building  programs  were  adopted;  and  in  50  per- 
cent bond  issues  were  approved.80 

The  impact  of  the  survey  movement  on  life  in  classrooms  and  on 
individual  pupils  is  harder  to  assess  than  fiscal  or  organizational 
changes.  To  Judd  the  survey  was  an  instrument  of  human  accountability 

and  taught  the  lesson  that  "the  time  has  long  since  past  when  the 
community  can  look  with  any  complacence  on  the  failure  of  a  child." 
To  Strayer  the  key  to  instruction  was  individualization,  for  science  now 

made  it  possible,  he  thought,  to  adapt  school  organizations  and  cur- 
ricula to  human  differences.  Ayres  took  pride  in  statistics  showing  that 

the  number  of  children  graduating  from  elementary  school  doubled 
between  1908  and  1915,  a  period  when  studies  called  attention  to  the 

multitude  of  overaged  children  held  back  in  the  grades.  "The  only  great 
organized  industry  in  America  that  has  increased  the  output  of  its 
finished  product  as  rapidly  as  the  public  schools  during  the  past  seven 

years,"  he  asserted,  "is  the  automobile  industry."81 

12.  LOCAL  SUPERINTENDENTS:  SOCIAL  ENGINEERS  AND 
CURATORS  OF  THE  MUSEUM  OF  VIRTUE 

While  some  educators  gained  national  reputations,  university  experts 
trained  leaders  for  top  positions,  and  researchers  developed  plans  and 
procedures  for  the  transformation  of  schooling,  the  formal  governance 
of  public  education  remained  highly  decentralized  in  the  local  districts. 
The  superintendents  in  these  local  districts  often  served  as  transmitters 
of  new  professional  outlooks  and  programs  but  also  had  to  satisfy  their 

school  boards.  Some  of  them,  especially  in  the  urban  and  larger  subur- 
ban systems,  were  mobile  cosmopolitans,  trained  in  the  new  university 

programs  in  educational  administration,  and  well  integrated  into  the 

national  networks  of  the  administrative  progressives.  But  the  vast  ma- 
jority of  American  superintendents  were  heads  of  small  school  districts, 

comparatively  local  in  their  orientation,  and  limited  in  their  experience 

_ 
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and  connections.  In  1930,  for  example,  about  half  of  the  district  school 

superintendents  worked  in  cities  of  under  5,000  in  population.1 
While  advocates  of  the  new  science  of  education  sought  to  reform 

public  schools  from  the  top  down  and  influenced  the  definition  of 

what  was  normal  and  desirable  in  education,  the  local  superinten- 
dents in  small  communities  had  to  be  concerned  with  making  the 

schools  conform  to  local  expectations.  They  may  have  been  more  wor- 

ried about  muddy  playgrounds  or  the  length  of  teachers'  skirts  than 
about  introducing  intelligence  tests.  The  older  conception  of  the  edu- 

cational leader  as  exemplar  of  approved  virtues,  as  curator  of  the  mu- 
seum of  virtue,  did  not  die  in  the  twentieth  century  but  was  alive  and 

well  in  the  small  towns  and  countryside.  But  even  there,  educators 
ambitious  to  make  administration  into  a  lifelong  career  tried  to  keep 
in  touch  with  their  peers  and  to  gain  a  sense  of  being  part  of  an 

emerging  profession  by  earning  graduate  degrees  and  attending  pro- 
fessional meetings.2 

Much  of  what  linked  superintendents  as  a  group  and  gave  them  ties 
to  the  members  of  the  educational  trust  was  a  common  set  of  back- 

ground characteristics.  They  were  far  from  a  random  sample  of  the 
population.  Differences  of  sex,  religion,  ethnicity,  education,  and  age 
had  much  to  do  with  rising  to  the  top  of  local  school  systems.  Another 
common  bond  was  similar  occupational  socialization.  Their  shared 
backgrounds  and  work  experience  helped  to  determine  who  would 

lead  in  American  public  education  and  how  they  would  lead.3 

Social  Characteristics  as 

Sorting  Mechanisms,  i8qq-iq6o 

For  more  than  fifty  years  students  of  educational  administration  have 
conducted  extensive  surveys  of  the  social  background,  education,  and 

career  lines  of  school  superintendents.  Despite  numerous  and  signifi- 
cant defects — of  sampling,  rate  of  return  of  questionnaires,  temptations 

to  exaggerate  in  self-reports  (as  in  numbers  of  books  read),  and  interpre- 
tations long  on  exhortation  and  short  on  analysis — the  surveys  are  an 

invaluable  source  of  data  on  the  historical  development  of  the  occupa- 
tion. While  these  data  are  approximate  at  best,  one  fact  stands  out:  the 

remarkable  consistency  in  the  portrait  of  superintendents  since  1899. 
While  the  governance  and  goals  and  structure  of  American  schools  have 

changed  substantially  in  this  century,  the  social  attributes  of  superinten- 

dents have  apparently  remained  relatively  constant.4 
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Superintendents  in  the  twentieth  century  have  almost  all  been  mar- 
ried white  males,  characteristically  middle-aged,  Protestant,  upwardly 

mobile,  from  favored  ethnic  groups,  native-born,  and  of  rural  origins. 
Typically,  superintendents  have  had  long  experience  in  education,  be- 

ginning their  careers  as  young  teachers,  going  on  to  principalships,  and 

then  becoming  superintendents  (in  larger  communities  they  often  be- 
came assistant  superintendents  along  the  way).  In  disproportionate  per- 

centages they  have  been  older  sons  in  larger  than  average  families. 
Mostly  they  remained  in  the  same  state  for  their  entire  careers  as 
superintendents.  They  have  been  joiners,  participating  actively  in  civic 

and  professional  groups.  Most  of  them  picked  up  their  advanced  educa- 
tion while  they  practiced  their  profession,  with  long  gaps  of  time  be- 

tween their  academic  degrees.  They  have  been  disproportionately  Re- 
publican and  have  generally  been  moderate  to  conservative  in  their 

social  philosophies.5 
Hardly  any  superintendents  were  members  of  racial  minorities  until 

the  1960s,  and  then  precious  few.  Before  then  some  blacks  had  reached 
high  administrative  posts,  though  not  the  superintendency,  in  dual 
school  systems  in  the  segregated  South  and  in  border  cities,  but  in  the 

North  few  blacks  had  even  become  principals.  Perhaps  the  most  strik- 
ing version  of  powerlessness  is  found  in  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 

(BIA).  BIA  schools  scattered  in  reservations  across  the  nation  have  been 
far  more  responsive  to  white  bureaucrats  in  Washington  than  to  the 

communities  they  served.  Likewise  Mexican-Americans  and  Puerto  Ri- 
cans  have  typically  constituted  an  infinitesimal  percentage  of  school 

leaders  even  in  communities  where  their  children  constituted  a  major- 

ity of  pupils.6 
Religion  provided  an  important  informal  criterion  for  selection  to 

the  superintendency.  Being  Protestant  and  an  active  church  member 

was  an  important  requirement  for  selection  as  superintendent,  espe- 
cially in  small-  or  medium-sized  communities.  Among  796  superinten- 

dents who  reported  their  religion  in  Frederick  Bair's  study  in  1934, 
only  6  were  Roman  Catholic,  none  Jewish,  and  none  agnostic;  93  per- 

cent reported  that  they  attended  church.  Neal  Gross  found  in  the 

mid-1950s  that  not  only  did  superintendents  and  school  boards  in  cul- 
turally pluralistic  Massachusetts  overwhelmingly  prefer  hiring  white 

males,  but  also  that  some  admitted  to  favoring  Protestants  over  Cath- 
olics or  Jews.  (Twenty-eight  percent  of  superintendents,  for  example, 

thought  their  successor  should  be  Protestant;  35  percent  thought  he 
should  not  be  Jewish;  20  percent  did  not  approve  of  the  selection  of  a 

Catholic.)7 
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Gender,  too,  was  critical.  As  we  shall  discuss  later,  practically  all 

superintendents  were  men,  even  though  women  predominated  in 
teaching. 

The  portrait  of  the  typical  superintendent  suggests  interesting  ano- 
malies. Superintendents  were  almost  all  married  males,  whereas  teach- 

ers were  85  percent  female  in  1920  and  typically  single  at  that  time; 

almost  all  native-born,  and  mostly  Anglo-Saxon,  when  the  United  States 
was  a  nation  of  immigrants  from  dozens  of  lands  (in  1910,  40  percent  of 

Americans  were  first  or  second  generation  immigrants);  overwhelm- 
ingly Protestant  in  a  religiously  pluralistic  nation  and  in  a  public  service 

in  which  the  separation  of  church  and  state  made  religious  distinctions 

constitutionally  irrelevant;  raised  in  rural  areas,  when  the  nation  was 

undergoing  rapid  urbanization;  and  middle-aged  in  a  sea  of  schoolchil- 

dren and  mostly  young  teachers.8 
Probably  none  of  these  characteristics  is  surprising.  Surely  they  are 

not  accidental.  If  such  characteristics  as  sex,  age,  and  race  did  not  count 

in  a  systematic  way,  one  would  have  found  a  more  random  distribution. 

In  most  respects  superintendents  matched  leaders  in  comparable  occu- 
pations (though  they  were  more  upwardly  mobile  than  most  leaders  in 

other  fields  and  more  rural  in  origin).  Superintendents  also  tended  to 
match  the  characteristics  of  the  school  board  members  that  hired  them 

— again  not  accidentally.  Numerous  studies  of  school  boards,  beginning 
early  in  the  century,  have  shown  that  school  board  members  also  were 

white,  middle-aged,  predominantly  male  Protestants  who  came  dispro- 
portionately from  the  upper  reaches  of  the  occupational  and  social 

structures  of  their  communities.  Of  course  communities  differed 

markedly  in  their  social  composition,  and  both  school  board  members 

and  superintendents  probably  varied  accordingly,  for  schools  were 

more  locally  controlled  and  locally  oriented  than  most  other  complex 

organizations.9 
The  very  ambiguity  and  diffuseness  of  the  goals  of  schooling,  and  the 

consequent  difficulty  of  measuring  "success"  or  "failure,"  probably 

reinforced  the  significance  of  maleness,  mature  age,  "proper"  ethnicity, 
acceptable  church  membership,  and  appearance  (not  surprisingly,  su- 

perintendents were  taller  than  the  average,  giving  people  someone  to 

look  up  to).  These  characteristics  gave  the  schools  a  higher  social  credit 

rating.  For  a  superintendent  to  be  a  member  of  a  respectable  church 

and  to  have  a  stable  marriage  gave  moral  certification,  a  comforting 

sign  of  reputability.  Like  the  banker's  conservative  dress,  such  social 
characteristics  were  an  outward  sign  of  safe  leadership  in  an  ambiguous 

enterprise.10 
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Rural  Backgrounds 

Superintendents  grew  up  predominantly  in  rural  areas  and  small 
communities.  The  AASA  study  of  superintendents  in  1933  reported  that 
69  percent  went  to  high  school  where  the  population  was  under  5,000. 

Bair  reported  an  even  larger  percentage  that  came  from  rural  back- 

grounds in  his  study  (about  half  of  his  superintendents'  fathers  were 
farmers).  Almost  two- thirds  of  his  sample  worked  on  farms  as  children. 
Superintendents  who  wrote  autobiographies  often  commented  about 
their  distaste  for  hoeing  and  harvesting  but  were  proud  of  their  lifelong 
habits  of  early  rising  and  hard  work.  Commonly  their  homes  offered 
little  intellectual  stimulation;  25  percent  of  superintendents  told  Bair 
that  there  were  no  books  in  the  home  that  were  important  to  them  as 
children.  Richard  Carlson  has  shown  by  a  reanalysis  of  1958  data  on 
superintendents  that  they  differed  from  the  general  population  in  that 
they  grew  up  far  less  frequently  in  large  cities  and  much  more  than 
average  in  places  with  populations  of  between  2,500  and  10,000.  In  this 
respect  they  also  contrasted  with  leaders  in  government,  business,  and 

the  military,  who  came  more  frequently  from  large  cities.11 
Thus  the  public  schools  have  for  a  long  time  drawn  administrators 

heavily  from  rural  areas  and  small  communities.  Perhaps  one  reason  is 

that  the  school  employees  in  the  nation's  isolated  rural  communities 
were  among  very  few  role  models  of  white-collar  workers  for  young 
persons  who  wished  to  escape  the  plow  and  the  farm  kitchen.  As  Carl- 

son observed,  big  cities  offered  more  diverse  and  visible  opportunities 

for  ambitious  youth.  Cubberley  wrote  that  to  become  a  small-town 

principal  was  to  gain  "at  once  a  special  standing.  .  .  .  The  people  natu- 
rally look  up  to  him  as  a  man  of  more  than  ordinary  training  and 

importance."12 
Although  superintendents  often  sought  to  escape  the  drab  routine  of 

farm  lives  they  knew  as  children,  many  tended  to  glorify  boyhood  in  the 
countryside.  They  often  saw  the  city  as  a  source  and  center  of  social 
problems,  although  professionally  it  offered  far  greater  opportunity  and 

autonomy  in  personal  life.  It  is  likely  that  the  rural-raised  superinten- 
dent would  have  gained  little  firsthand  knowledge  of  the  out-of-school 

life  of  the  city  child  and  would  have  seen  the  role  of  the  urban  school, 
as  did  many  trainers  of  administrators,  as  compensatory.  Ironically,  the 
further  his  ambition  propelled  him — to  the  big  city — the  further  he 
traveled  from  the  source  of  virtue,  small-town  America.  In  1933,  37 
percent  of  superintendents  in  cities  over  10,000  attended  high  schools 
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in  places  whose  population  was  under  2,500;  another  23  percent  came 

from  communities  of  2,500-5,000,  and  only  12  percent  from  cities  of 
100,000-1-.  Overwhelmingly  native-born,  Anglo-Saxon,  Protestant, 
raised  in  the  provincialism  of  the  homogeneous  small  town,  the  school 
superintendent  was  likely  to  regard  his  own  values  and  patterns  of 

belief  as  self-evidently  "American"  and  thus  correct  (and  so  he  was 
assured  when  he  met  in  convention  with  his  peers  or  took  courses  with 
administration  professors,  most  of  whom  were  of  similar  backgrounds). 

After  all,  those  values  had  worked  for  him  in  his  upward  ascent.13 
Because  of  their  relatively  humble  origins  superintendents  appear  to 

have  been  somewhat  more  upwardly  mobile  than  leaders  in  other  occu- 

pations. In  Bair's  sample,  for  example,  two-thirds  of  their  parents  had 
gone  no  further  than  grade  school;  half  were  farmers;  and,  except  for 
a  liberal  sprinkling  of  ministers  and  teachers,  few  of  the  rest  were 
executives  or  professionals.  Carlson  discovered  similar  evidence  in  a 
later  period.  Superintendents  generally  had  to  enter  their  work 

through  the  relatively  low-status  occupation  of  teacher.  In  comparison 
with  lawyers,  doctors,  most  executives  in  business  and  government,  and 
typical  military  officers,  they  started  lower  in  the  ranks  and  remained 
there  longer.  In  some  respects  their  career  pattern  was  similar  to  that 
of  a  Catholic  bishop,  who  normally  had  to  serve  a  long  stint  as  curate 

(or  assistant  to  a  pastor),  then  as  pastor,  and  then,  finally,  win  his  episco- 
pacy. Another  parallel  might  have  been  the  career  of  a  police  chief,  who 

began  as  a  patrolman,  worked  up  as  sergeant  and  lieutenant,  and  finally 
moved  to  the  top  office.  For  superintendent,  bishop,  or  police  chief, 
long  experience  counted  heavily  in  advancement.  It  is  the  effects  of  this 

long  work  experience  in  schools — as  student,  teacher,  and  administra- 

tor— on  the  superintendent's  role  conception  and  performance  that  we 

now  explore.14 

Occupational  Socialization  and  Advancement 

"Teaching  makes  the  teacher,"  Willard  Waller  wrote  in  1932  in  his 
insightful  book  The  Sociology  of  Teaching.  Whatever  teaching  does  for 

students  "teaching  does  something  to  those  who  teach."  In  a  similar 
way,  one  might  say  that  school  work  makes  the  superintendent.  The 
typical  superintendent  in  the  twentieth  century  was  a  career  educator 
for  over  twenty  years.  He  almost  always  started  as  teacher,  then  worked 

as  principal,  and,  in  city  schools,  frequently  worked  as  assistant  superin- 
tendent (in  i960  in  cities  from  100,000  to  500,000  in  population,  48 
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percent  of  superintendents  had  been  assistant  superintendents,  while 
the  percentage  increased  to  71  in  cities  over  500,000).  Thus  the  career 
ladder  differed  somewhat  according  to  the  size  of  the  school  system,  but 
in  both  small  and  large  districts  the  school  chiefs  had  almost  all  been 

teachers  and  principals.15 
Most  occupational  groups  have  norms  to  which  the  worker  is  ex- 

pected to  conform.  "When  the  teacher  has  internalized  the  rules  which 
bind  him,"  Waller  observes,  "he  has  become  truly  a  teacher.  ...  A 
person  is  not  free  in  any  occupation  until  he  has  made  conformity  a  part 
of  himself.  When  conformity  is  the  most  natural  thing  for  him,  and  he 
conforms  without  thought,  the  teacher  is  free,  for  freedom  is  only  an 
optical  illusion  that  results  from  our  inability  to  see  the  restrictions  that 

surround  us."  Even  if  one  dissents  from  Waller's  bleak  sociological  de- 
terminism, his  point  nonetheless  contains  much  truth.16 

Comparison  of  occupational  groups  sometimes  highlights  the  sociali- 
zation process.  The  occupational  development  of  bishops  offers  some 

useful  analogies  to  that  of  superintendents.  Both  groups  have  tended  to 

come  from  pious,  middle-class  families  whose  fathers  have  less  than  a 
high  school  education.  Both  spend  the  greater  proportion  of  their  lives 
under  the  aegis  of  a  single  institution,  the  church  or  the  public  schools. 
Both  churchmen  and  superintendents  are  much  in  the  public  eye  both 
at  work  and  abroad  in  their  communities  and  are  expected  to  display 
conspicuous  virtue  rather  than  to  take  risks.  Both  move  up  through 
subordinate  positions  in  regular  sequence  starting  at  the  bottom  of  the 
organization.  In  each  case  seniority  and  persistence  in  the  organization 

count  heavily  in  advancement,  in  part  because  of  the  difficulty  of  mea- 

suring "success."  Conformity  to  rules  and  loyalty  to  superiors  are  typical 
and  valued  qualities  in  both  institutions.  Access  to  informal  networks  of 

sponsors,  such  as  that  gained  by  advanced  training  at  favored  institu- 
tions (Teachers  College  or  the  North  American  College  at  Rome,  Italy), 

often  hastens  advancement. 

An  important  difference  between  the  two  groups,  however,  is  that 
the  priesthood  normally  requires  early  vocational  commitment, 

whereas  superintendents,  in  the  past  at  least,  often  drifted  into  adminis- 
tration over  a  long  period  of  time.  Another  significant  difference  is  that 

advancement  to  the  top  position  in  the  church  depends  on  clerical 
superiors  in  a  complex  bureaucracy;  superintendents  are  elected  by 

local  lay  boards.17 
The  superintendent  normally  begins  his  career  in  public  education 

as  a  student  in  kindergarten  or  first  grade.  Thus  its  standard  operating 
procedures  become  familiar  at  age  five  or  six  and  are  reinforced  by 
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almost  unbroken  familiarity  until  retirement,  as  Larry  Cuban  has 
pointed  out.  It  is  often  hardest  to  question  that  which  is  most  obvious. 
While  educators,  like  most  Americans,  tend  to  place  an  exaggerated 

value  on  "innovation" — admen  even  invent  the  NEW  Old  Dutch 
Cleanser — basic  strategies  and  structures  of  schooling  usually  show 

great  continuity  over  time,  in  part,  perhaps,  because  of  the  self-evi- 
dence of  these  routines  to  school  people  who  have  known  them  since 

childhood.  Although  educators  ordinarily  change  their  perspectives  on 
schooling  as  they  shift  their  roles  from  student  to  teacher,  or  from 
teacher  to  administrator,  they  normally  do  not  need  to  undergo  the 
powerful  resocialization  through  training  that  transforms,  for  example, 

civilian  recruits  into  army  lieutenants.18 
Willard  Waller  has  given  us  a  vivid  sociological  portrait  of  teachers 

who  served  in  small  districts.  It  was  in  such  communities  that  most 

superintendents  started  their  careers  as  teachers.  In  the  towns  studied 
by  Waller  in  the  early  1930s  the  beginning  teacher  was  expected  to 
meet  the  converging  expectations  of  students,  peers,  principals,  and 
parents  about  conservative  dress,  firm  demeanor,  and  other  forms  of 

behavior  thought  proper  for  teachers.  Evaluation  forms  used  by  princi- 

pals and  superintendents  commonly  rated  the  loyalty  (or  "coopera- 
tion") of  the  teacher,  punctuality,  efficient  processing  of  forms,  tact, 

and,  above  all,  effectiveness  in  discipline.  Almost  never  did  they  inquire 

about  the  teacher's  sense  of  humor.  Evaluating  the  results  of  instruction 
might  be  difficult,  but  anyone  could  determine  whether  the  classroom 
window  shades  were  drawn  at  half-mast  or  if  the  room  were  quiet. 

"One  suspects,"  wrote  Waller,  "that  'professional  ethics,'  a  creation  of 
executives  for  the  guidance  of  subordinates,  is  really  loyalty  under  an- 

other name."  Loyalty  and  tact,  the  preeminent  virtues  of  the  domestic 
servant,  were  also  prized  in  educators  as  public  servants.  Toward  the 
pupils,  however,  the  teacher  was  encouraged  to  develop  social  distance. 
And  the  peer  culture  of  teachers,  like  that  of  police,  reinforced  the 

norm  of  "not  making  waves."19 
Was  it  paradoxical  that  the  educator  in  a  small  community  was  ex- 

pected to  conform  to  the  proper  morals  and  mores  of  the  town,  but  was 
often  regarded  as  something  of  an  outsider,  not  quite  integrated  into 
the  social  life  of  the  community?  Evidence  abounds  that  townspeople 

kept  a  vigilant  eye  on  the  out-of-class  behavior  of  educators,  and  that 

moral  "lapses"  resulted  in  firings  far  more  often  than  did  incompetence 
in  teaching.  Many  communities  assumed  that  teachers  would  become 
ex-officio  Sunday  School  instructors.  Yet  teachers  often  complained  that 

they  were  kept  at  arm's  length  socially,  that  women  teachers  were 174 
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America's  vestal  virgins,  and  that  men  teachers  were  treated  by  other 
men  rather  as  ministers  and  other  quasi  townsmen. 
The  paradox  begins  to  dissolve  when  one  realizes  that  often  the 

public  school  served  as  a  place  where  children  learned  that  honesty  is 
always  the  best  policy,  that  the  United  States  had  statesmen  of  stainless 

steel,  that  proper  diction  and  upright  character  go  hand-in-hand. 

"Among  these  ideals  are  those  moral  principles  which  the  majority  of 
adults  more  or  less  frankly  disavow  for  themselves  but  want  others  to 

practice,"  wrote  Waller;  "They  are  ideals  for  the  helpless,  ideals  for  the 
children  and  for  teachers."  As  "a  paid  agent  of  cultural  diffusion"  of 
these  ideals  the  teacher  must  be  shielded  from  the  untoward  realities 

of  saloons  and  cigars,  seduction  and  salacious  talk.  "It  is  part  of  the 
American  credo  that  school  teachers  reproduce  by  budding."  Over 
time  most  teachers  who  remained  in  the  profession  probably  internal- 

ized the  community's  stereotyped  expectations;  one  teacher  who  re- 
sisted such  stereotypes  called  her  poignant  book  of  poetry  Teachers  Are 

People. 20 
Generalized  moral  expectations  of  the  community  shaped  the  behav- 

ior of  teachers  and  administrators  both  in  and  outside  the  classroom,  but 
so  did  the  need  to  maintain  order  in  the  school — what  Waller  called  a 

"despotism  in  a  state  of  perilous  equilibrium."  Carlson  has  observed 
that  the  public  school,  like  the  prison  and  the  state  mental  hospital, 
occupies  a  special  niche  in  the  ecology  of  institutions:  it  has  involuntary 
clients  and  cannot  select  among  them.  Some  students  want  to  be  in 
school  and  are  rewarding  to  teach;  others  resist,  actively  or  passively, 
and  pose  special  problems  of  control.  It  was  the  beginning  teacher  who 

often  had  to  contend  with  the  latter  category  of  student,  since  a  com- 
mon perquisite  of  seniority  was  to  teach  the  willing  student.  Even 

experienced  teachers  had  nightmares  of  class  disruption  or  disastrous 
visits  from  supervisors.  The  task  of  getting  and  keeping  order,  and  of 
imparting  instruction  to  unwilling  pupils,  shaped  the  structure  of  both 
classroom  and  school.21 

Entering  the  white-collar  occupation  of  teaching  from  lower-middle- 
class  backgrounds,  most  teachers  did  not  hold  notably  liberal  attitudes 

(although  studies  of  teachers'  attitudes  were  somewhat  inconsistent). 
Even  if  their  pedagogical  training  stressed  progressive  methods — on 

which  there  is  again  mixed  evidence — the  "reality  shock"  of  initial 
teaching  probably  did  most  to  determine  their  behavior.  Veteran  police 
told  rookies  to  forget  the  police  academy  and  to  learn  from  peers  about 
the  real  world  of  the  beat.  Similarly,  the  most  important  socialization 

to  teaching  came  from  the  craft  wisdom  of  the  teachers'  subculture  and 
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the  social  character  of  the  classroom.  Like  the  veteran  policeman  advis- 
ing the  recruit  to  be  firm,  the  older  teacher  sometimes  told  the  younger, 

"Don't  smile  'till  Christmas."  One  study  of  attitudes  of  novices  before 
and  after  the  initial  teaching  experience  concluded,  for  example,  that 

experienced  "teachers  became  less  concerned  with  pupil  freedom  and 
more  concerned  with  establishing  a  stable,  orderly  classroom,  in  which 
academic  standards  received  a  prominent  position.  The  change  was 

accompanied  by  a  decline  in  the  tendency  to  attribute  pupil  misbehav- 

ior or  academic  difficulty  to  the  teacher  or  to  the  school."22 
Learning  to  adapt  to  the  moral  and  educational  demands  of  the 

community  and  to  preserve  the  tenuous  authority  of  the  classroom, 
then,  were  important  parts  of  the  socialization  of  the  teacher  and  left 

their  mark  on  the  administrator  moving  up  the  ladder  to  a  superintend- 
ency.  The  majority  of  teachers — both  male  and  female — left  the  class- 

room after  a  brief  stint.  Of  those  who  remained  in  education,  the 
women  teachers  found  that  their  mobility  was  mostly  horizontal;  they 
tended  to  move  to  larger  communities  or  to  choicer  spots  in  the  same 
system.  Only  a  few  women  applied  for  and  gained  administrative  jobs, 

normally  the  lower-status  ones.  For  the  men  who  wanted  more  pay, 
authority,  and  scope  for  altruistic  hopes,  the  ladder  of  ambition  within 
education  led  through  the  principalship  to  the  superintendency.  On  the 
way  they  learned  how  to  win  the  favor  of  community  influentials  and 

to  run  an  orderly  school.23 

In  a  small  community  the  jumps  from  the  classroom  to  the  principal's 
office  to  the  superintendency  were  often  not  very  large.  In  1929  Fred 
Ayer  published  a  study  of  what  principals  and  superintendents  actually 

did.  His  sample  included  mostly  small  districts.  Ayer's  findings  are  re- 
vealing: superintendents  and  principals  performed  many  of  the  same 

tasks  with  about  the  same  frequency:  both  commonly  taught  classes  (71 

percent  of  his  superintendents  taught  in  the  high  school  of  their  dis- 
trict); the  work  of  both  superintendents  and  principals  was  very  hetero- 

geneous and  often  quasi-clerical  or  janitorial;  and  community  liaison 
was  a  vital  and  time-consuming  part  of  the  job.  Superintendents  in- 

teracted frequently  with  parents,  ministers,  medical  workers,  salesmen, 

lay  board  members,  and  leaders  from  local  associations.  The  job  re- 
quired a  good  deal  of  social  energy. 

Ayer  did  not  simply  list  dignified  "professional"  categories  of  duties 
— such  as  supervision,  financial  management,  curriculum,  or  pupil  ser- 

vices— but  rather  specified  tasks,  the  percentages  of  superintendents 
who  performed  them,  and  their  frequency  (daily  or  weekly).  Thus  it  is 

possible  to  construct  a  picture  of  how  they  spent  their  time.  For  exam- 
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pie:  86  percent  went  to  the  post  office  daily  to  get  school  mail;  93 
percent  inspected  toilets  weekly;  large  percentages  typed  their  own 
work,  operated  the  mimeograph  machines,  checked  to  see  if  teachers 

arrived  on  time,  inspected  the  janitor's  work,  and  personally  saw  to 
building  maintenance  and  construction;  and  smaller  percentages 
wound  the  clocks  and  wrote  memory  gems  on  the  blackboards  daily. 
Although  they  typically  taught  classes,  and  almost  all  had  risen  to  the 

superintendency  through  the  ranks,  their  relationship  with  other  teach- 
ers (mostly  female)  tended  to  be  paternalistic.  It  was  common  for  them 

to  meet  teachers  at  the  railroad  station,  find  them  places  to  board  in 

town,  and  advise  them  "on  social  and  moral  conduct,"  including  "ap- 

propriate and  sanitary  dress."24 
It  is  clear  that  these  superintendents  saw  themselves — and  were  seen 

by  the  communities  they  served — as  guardians  of  decorum  and  moral- 
ity. Indeed,  as  John  Meyer  and  Brian  Rowan  have  observed,  it  was  in 

part  these  community  understandings  that  gave  symbolic  structure  and 
organizational  coherence  to  schooling.  Because  the  actual  outcomes  of 
public  education  were  hard  to  measure,  it  was  all  the  more  important 
to  preserve  ritual  and  decorum.  Community  contacts  and  ceremonies 

such  as  assemblies  took  up  much  of  the  superintendent's  day.  Typically, 
superintendents  attended  church  regularly,  and  many  taught  Sunday 
School  as  well.  As  we  mentioned  earlier,  73  percent  said  that  they  read 

religious  literature  weekly  to  improve  themselves  professionally.25 

"Is  the  small  town  superintendency  a  glorified  janitorship?"  asked  a 
writer  in  School  Executives  Magazine  in  1931.  The  answer,  not  surpris- 

ingly, was  yes.  He  must  be  "official  chaperone  for  all  teachers,"  quick 
to  censure  the  woman  who  puts  her  feet  on  the  landlady's  davenport 
or  attends  a  dance  on  a  school  night.  He  teaches  a  class;  visits  all  class- 

rooms regularly;  monitors  pupils  at  recess;  "is  the  final  court  of  appeal 
in  all  disciplinary  matters;  handles  all  business  from  the  hiring  of  teach- 

ers to  the  purchase  of  stamps;  keeps  office  hours  for  parents  who  are 
frank  to  question  the  soundness  of  his  educational  principles;  arranges 

extracurricular  activities,  out-of-town  contests,  and  ad  infinitum."  He  is 
expected  to  show  "the  wisdom  of  Solomon  with  the  humility  of  Uriah 
Heep  and  the  fact  of  an  ambassador."  On  duty  at  all  times,  he  may  be 
called  "at  midnight  to  shoo  amorous  couples  from  the  schoolhouse 
steps,"  buttonholed  at  a  social  meeting  to  discuss  "school  drain  pipes" 
or  "the  sheerness  of  the  seventh  grade  teacher's  hose."  All  his  traits 
were  open  to  public  scrutiny,  his  opinions  dissected,  his  family  a  favorite 

topic  of  conversation.  The  superintendent's  wife  suffered  all  kinds  of 

Cs  on  her  actions.  In  other  article
s,  disenchanted  superinten- 
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dents  spoke  out  sometimes  anonymously  about  the  trials  of  local  poli- 
tics, local  pride,  and  religious  prejudice  that  made  the  superintendent 

an  anxious  servant  of  a  fickle  public.26 
Given  the  fishbowl  character  of  the  job  in  small  communities,  it  is  not 

surprising  that  some  administrators  protested  their  lot.  What  is  perhaps 
most  significant  is  that  so  few  did  so.  Indeed,  in  two  studies  of  outside 

interest-group  pressures  on  superintendents,  over  half  the  school  chiefs 
replied  that  they  had  experienced  none.  It  is  likely  that  through  long 
and  continuous  socialization  as  student,  teacher,  and  principal  most 
superintendents  came  to  internalize  the  values  of  the  communities  they 
served  and  that  they  accepted  role  prescriptions  not  as  restrictions  but 

as  normal  expectations — in  short  that  they  were  "free"  (in  Waller's 
sense)  through  unconscious  conformity.  A  large  proportion  of  superin- 

tendents never  left  their  own  states  during  their  entire  careers;  a  study 

of  midwestern  administrators  showed  that  only  13  percent  of  adminis- 
trative moves  were  out-of-state.  It  was  possible  for  many  superinten- 

dents to  find  communities  in  which  their  values  matched  those  of  most 

of  the  patrons  so  that  dissonance  was  minimized.  Such  administrators 
might  feel  it  no  more  unreasonable  to  expect  schools  to  be  museums  of 
virtue  than  for  their  churches  to  set  high  ethical  standards.  The  high 

goals  of  an  educational  "celestial  city"  might  give  resonance  even  to 
menial  tasks.  They  were  "locals,"  attuned  to  the  ethos  of  particular 
places  and  times,  not  "cosmopolitans"  like  their  more  mobile  brethren, 
many  of  whom  fled  the  small  town  for  the  city.27 

Superintendents  in  small  towns  typically  grew  up  in  the  communities 
they  served  or  in  ones  much  like  them.  As  they  passed  from  student  to 

teacher  to  principal  to  superintendent  they  experienced  a  broader  per- 
spective and  growing  authority  until  ultimately  they  became  the  most 

important  link  between  community  and  school  system.  Some  of  them 

acquired  new  ideas  about  education  in  their  training  and  in  their  pro- 
fessional associations  and  became  carriers  of  an  adopted  cosmopolita- 

nism. Some,  also,  came  in  conflict  with  community  factions  or  influen- 
tials.  But  their  general  socialization  probably  inclined  them  to  reinforce 

the  traditional  values  of  the  community  and  to  perpetuate  the  struc- 
tures and  styles  of  pedagogy  that  they  had  known  and  their 

patrons  preferred.28 
There  were  important  differences,  as  well  as  similarities,  in  the  expe- 

rience of  educators  in  large  cities  as  compared  with  small  communities. 
Career  ladders  contained  the  same  initial  rungs — teacher  and  principal 
— but  there  were  additional  rungs  before  the  top  on  the  differentiated 
and  multi-tiered  urban  systems.  Partly  as  a  result  of  these  intermediate 
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steps,  the  median  age  of  superintendents  in  large  cities  was  about  seven 

to  ten  years  higher  than  that  of  small-city  school  chiefs  in  the  years  from 
1923  to  i960.  Increasingly  the  doctorate  became  required  for  the  job  in 

large  cities  (over  50  percent  of  those  in  cities  of  over  100,000  had  doctor's 
degrees  in  1952  as  compared  with  only  6  percent  in  cities  of  from  2,500 
to  10,000).  Big-city  superintendents  tended  to  move  from  their  small 
communities  of  origin  into  the  city  rather  than  remain  in  familiar  sur- 

roundings; as  late  as  i960,  only  13  percent  of  superintendents  in  cities 
of  from  100,000  to  500,000  in  population,  for  example,  had  attended  high 

schools  in  cities  of  over  100,000. 29 
Big-city  school  systems  of  the  twentieth  century  were  structurally  far 

more  complex  than  those  of  small  districts,  and  their  managers  ope- 
rated in  a  quite  different  manner.  If  the  small-city  school  system  was, 

in  effect,  a  quasi-church  (pan-Protestant)  in  which  it  was  appropriate  for 
the  superintendent  to  say  that  he  improved  himself  professionally  by 
reading  religious  literature,  the  large  urban  district  resembled  in  some 

respects  a  business  corporation.  Under  the  meritocratic  theory,  promo- 
tion within  the  system  depended  on  rational  criteria:  specialized  educa- 

tional training  and  credentials,  favorably  evaluated  performance,  and 
orderly  progression  up  the  hierarchical  ladder  or  appointment  from  a 

similar  background  in  another  system.  Numerous  cities  developed  ex- 

amination and  promotion  systems;  New  York's  Board  of  Examiners  was 
one  of  the  most  elaborate.30 

In  practice,  the  system  often  did  not  work  as  the  elites  intended. 
Ethnic  or  religious  criteria  played  no  formal  role  in  selection  by  merit, 
but  informally  they  were  significant  in  many  cities,  as  different  ethnic 
groups  succeeded  in  moving  up  the  hierarchies  of  school  districts.  In 
Boston,  for  example,  Peter  Schrag  found  that  in  the  1960s  all  members 

of  the  central  administration  "are  graduates  of  Boston  College,  all  have 
risen  through  the  ranks  and  have  been  in  the  system  for  more  than 
three  decades,  all  are  well  over  50  years  old,  all  are  Catholics,  and  all, 
excepting  only  Superintendent  William  H.  Ohrenberger  with  his  Ger- 

man background,  are  Irishmen."  In  Chicago  and  elsewhere  top  ad- 
ministrators sometimes  gave  expensive  cram  courses  designed  to  pre- 

pare aspiring  educators  for  the  "merit"  examinations.  "Getting  the 
attention  of  superiors"  became  an  art  form  to  many  teachers  ambitious 
to  rise  in  the  system.  Knowing  the  right  people  could  sometimes  turn 

a  bureaucratic  stone  wall  into  a  triumphal  arch.  In  cities  the  "right 

people"  might  be  one's  superiors  within  the  system — especially  for 
those  moving  up  the  middle  rungs  on  the  ladder — or  they  might  be 
school  board  members  or  other  community  influentials.31 
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Small  districts  and  vast  city  systems  provided  rather  different  con- 
texts, then,  for  occupational  socialization  and  advancement.  The  big 

city  offered  educators  escape  in  their  private  lives  from  the  vigilant  eye 
of  public  opinion  in  the  small  town  and  thus  served  as  a  refuge  for 

cosmopolitans  who  did  not  share  small-town  values.  To  a  large  degree 
centralization  detached  schools  from  neighborhoods.  The  sheer  size 
and  diversity  of  the  urban  systems  offered  different  routes  upward  for 

persons  of  different  talents.  The  model  of  meritocracy  shaped  the  for- 
mal screening  process  for  advancement,  yet  informally  such  influ- 

ences as  ethnicity,  religion,  friendship,  as  well  as  old-fashioned  graft  did 
not  disappear  as  factors  in  promotion. 

It  was  not  only  superintendents  but  their  patrons  as  well  (the  parents 

and  the  public)  who  felt  they  knew  what  a  "school"  was  and  how  to 
judge  the  newfangled  against  the  traditional  standards.  Both  superin- 

tendents and  their  communities  filtered  ideas  for  change  through  their 
own  firsthand  experience,  and  this  provided  an  important  element  of 

continuity  amid  change.  The  social  backgrounds  of  the  local  superinten- 
dents, like  those  of  the  members  of  the  educational  trust,  linked  them 

to  the  pietist  past  of  small-town  America.  They  were  a  fraternity 
bonded  by  common  personal  histories  quite  as  much  as  by  shared  ideals 
of  scientific  management. 

13.  DEMOCRACY,  BUREAUCRACY,  AND  GENDER 

In  1909  Ella  Flagg  Young,  superintendent  of  schools  in  Chicago  and 
soon  to  become  the  first  woman  president  of  the  NEA,  made  a  confident 

prediction.  "Women  are  destined  to  rule  the  schools  of  every  city,"  she 
said.  "I  look  for  a  majority  of  big  cities  to  follow  the  lead  of  Chicago  in 
choosing  a  woman  for  superintendent.  In  the  near  future  we  shall  have 
more  women  than  men  in  executive  charge  of  the  vast  educational 

system.  It  is  woman's  natural  field  and  she  is  no  longer  satisfied  to  do 

the  larger  part  of  the  work  and  yet  be  denied  the  leadership."  A  bril- liant scholar  and  cautious  observer  and  commentator,  Young  was  not 

given  to  grandiloquent  gestures.  Why  was  she  so  hopeful?1 
As  Young  spoke,  powerful  movements  were  gaining  momentum 

among  women  teachers  in  New  York,  Chicago,  and  other  cities.  They 

were  protesting  the  domination  of  top  administration  and  professional 
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associations  by  males,  higher  pay  for  male  teachers,  and  the  way  in 

which  scientific  management  was  turning  teachers  into  operatives  who 

had  to  do  the  bidding  of  their  superiors.  A  leading  theorist  of  demo- 

cratic planning  among  teachers  and  an  advocate  of  Dewey's  philoso- 
phy, Young  observed: 

There  has  been  a  tendency  toward  factory-evolution  and  factory-manage- 
ment, nd  the  teachers,  like  children  who  stand  at  machines,  are  told  just 

what  to  do.  The  teachers,  instead  of  being  the  great  moving  force,  educating 
and  developing  the  powers  of  the  human  mind  in  such  a  way  that  they  shall 
contribute  to  the  power  and  efficiency  of  this  democracy,  tend  to  become 
mere  workers  at  the  treadmill,  but  they  are  doing  all  thru  this  country  that 
which  shows  that  it  is  difficult  to  crush  the  human  mind  and  the  love  of 

freedom  in  the  hearts  and  lives  of  people  who  are  qualified  to  teach  school. 
As  a  result  they  are  organizing  federations  to  get  together  and  discuss  those 
questions  which  are  vital  in  the  life  of  the  children  and  in  the  life  of  the 
teachers — you  cannot  separate  the  life  of  the  children  and  the  life  of  the 
teacher  if  you  know  what  you  are  about.2 

From  the  beginning  of  the  graded  urban  school,  the  feminization  of 

teaching  had  been  closely  linked  with  the  bureaucratization  of  educa- 
tion. Male  managers  controlled  their  subordinates  in  part  through  the 

greater  status  and  power  accorded  men  in  the  larger  society.  Educa- 
tional organizations  thus  reflected  the  inequitable  social  relationships  of 

gender.  But  early  in  the  twentieth  century  women  were  organizing  to 

bring  about  changes.  Why  should  not  women  share  in  directing  the 

system  when  they  do  most  of  the  work?  Why  should  not  women  teach- 
ers be  able  to  have  greater  autonomy  to  shape  classroom  instruction? 

Why  should  not  women  have  greater  say  in  forming  the  agenda  and 

taking  the  leadership  in  professional  associations?  The  militance  of 

women  teachers,  shared  by  a  handful  of  women  administrators  like 

Young,  was  transforming  the  debate  on  such  issues  from  why?  to  why 

not?  This  was  a  major  shift  in  consciousness  and,  potentially,  in  relative 

power. 

The  conflict  between  women  teachers  and  male  managers  that  was 

erupting  during  the  first  two  decades  of  the  twentieth  century  lay 

behind  Young's  prediction,  as  did  other  developments  we  shall  discuss. 
What  actually  happened,  however,  sadly  belied  her  optimism.  Despite 

some  early  gains,  women  lost  even  their  tenuous  toehold  on  good  jobs. 

In  the  NEA  the  challenge  of  women  was  deflected  as  new  governance 

arrangements  secured  continuing  power  for  male  administrators  while 

it  gave  women  certain  symbolic  concessions.  And  although  women 
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teachers  continued  to  experience  some  freedom  of  action  in  the  privacy 

of  their  classrooms,  reforms  largely  proceeded  from  the  top  down  and 
administration  remained  hierarchical  as  well  as  male  dominated. 

When  Young  spoke  in  1909,  the  fact  of  unequal  opportunity  for  fe- 
male administrators  in  public  schools  was  apparent.  Young  herself  was 

an  anomaly;  almost  all  city  superintendents  were  men,  and  she  was  the 

first  woman  to  head  a  big-city  school  system.  Although  women 
predominated  as  teachers — the  pool  from  which  administrators  were 

drawn — they  held  nowhere  near  a  proportionate  number  of  leadership 
positions.  Several  decades  later  the  situation  was  even  worse  for 

women.  Table  13.1  compares  the  figures  for  1905  in  cities  of  over  8,000 

in  population  with  nationwide  statistics  for  1972-73  (the  two  sets  of 
statistics  are  roughly  comparable  because  of  the  massive  consolidation 

of  districts  that  had  taken  place  by  the  latter  date,  when  only  about  13 

percent  of  pupils  attended  schools  with  fewer  than  1,800  pupils).  In 

public  schools  as  in  many  other  complex  white-collar  organizations 

there  continued  to  be  a  sexual  structuring  of  opportunity  that  dis- 
criminated against  women.  The  inequalities  might  be  summarized  by 

a  few  rules  of  thumb: 

•  Men  were  most  likely  to  be  found  in  administrative  positions  conferring 
the  greatest  power,  pay,  and  prestige; 

•  Men  predominated  in  positions  where  the  job  required  supervising  other 
males,  while  women  were  often  found  in  administrative  positions  where 
they  dealt  mostly  with  other  women  and  with  children; 

•  Men  were  sought  for  positions  such  as  superintendent  or  high  school 
principal  that  linked  the  educational  system  with  its  external  environ- 

ment, where  maleness  gave  the  school  a  higher  social  credit  rating  be- 
cause of  the  higher  status  of  men  in  the  community.  Women  were  more 

likely  to  be  in  administrative  positions  that  looked  inward  toward  the 

system. 

It  was  not  outlandish  for  Ella  Flagg  Young  to  claim  early  in  the 

twentieth  century  that  women  would  become  the  key  leaders  in  public 

education.  One  reason  was  that  women  had  seen  real  progress  in  recent 

years.  Another  was  that  they  saw  themselves  as  part  of  a  social  and 

political  movement  that  sought  greater  equality  for  women,  not  only 

for  themselves  but  also  for  the  betterment  of  society.  And  finally, 

women  in  the  early  twentieth  century  seemed  to  be  capturing  an  in- 
creasing percentage  of  supervisory  positions;  the  number  of  women 

administrators  was  rapidly  rising. 

Young  saw  her  election  to  the  Chicago  superintendency  as  evidence 
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TABLE  13.1 

Percentage  of  Female  Professional  Public-School 

Employees,  1905  and  1972-73 

  i9£5   *972-73 
Elementary  School  Teachers  97.9  84.0 
Elementary  School  Principals  61.7  19.6 
High  School  Teachers  64.2  46.0 
High  School  Principals  (Senior  High)  5.7  1.4 
District  Superintendents  —  0.1 

SOURCES:  1905:  National  Education  Association,  Report  of  the  Committee  on  Salaries,  Tenure, 
and  Pensions  of  Public  School  Teachers  in  the  United  States  to  the  National  Council  of 

Education,  July,  1905  (Winona,  Minn.:  NEA,  1905),  p.  52;  1972-73:  Andrew  Fishel  and  Janice 
Pottker,  "Women  in  Educational  Governance:  A  Statistical  Portrait,"  Educational  Researcher 
3    (July/August,    1974):    5-6. 

of  epochal  changes  that  had  taken  place  during  her  own  lifetime.  "Why, 
when  I  began  teaching  here  in  Chicago,  back  in  1862,  it  would  have 
been  absolutely  impossible  for  a  woman  to  have  been  given  even  a 

principalship,"  she  said.  "I  received  then  $25  a  month.  This  week  I 
began  at  $10,000  a  year."  She  claimed  that  when  she  earned  a  position 
as  principal,  "I  was  one  of  the  first  five  or  six  women  principals  in  the 
country."  As  the  1905  NEA  survey  showed  (see  table  13.1),  over  three- 
fifths  of  elementary  principals  in  cities  of  over  8,000  were  female,  and 
large  numbers  of  women  were  being  appointed  as  supervisors  in  such 
fields  as  music,  drawing,  vocational  subjects,  and  physical  training.  They 
were  also  winning  a  few  district  superintendences  and  positions  as 

assistant  superintendents  and  directors.3 
Decision-makers  seemed  slowly  to  be  shifting  from  assuming  that 

leaders  should  be  men  to  admitting  that  women  should  be  considered 

as  potential  administrators.  This  was  a  change  from  the  nineteenth- 
century  concept  of  women  as  ideal  subordinates.  When  women  first 
replaced  males  as  teachers  in  urban  public  schools,  they  were  valued 
not  only  because  they  were  cheaper  and  supposedly  more  nurturing 
and  skillful  instructors  of  young  children,  but  also  because  they  were 

presumed  to  be  more  compliant  with  the  direction  of  male  superinten- 
dents than  were  the  old  schoolmasters.  Growing  numbers  of  women  in 

the  teaching  force  and  bureaucratization  went  hand  in  hand,  with  male 
superintendents  in  firm  control  of  the  system.  Men  praised  female 
teachers  because  they  were  willing  to  work  according  to  the  dictates  of 
their  superiors  and  would  require  little  direct  supervision  because  they 
bowed  to  male  authority.  Their  dependent  situation  in  parental  families 
and  schools  made  them  more  content  with  their  lot  in  the  classroom 

"less  intent  on  scheming  for  future  honors  or  emoluments"  than  men. 
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In  turn,  the  presence  of  a  man  as  boss  calmed  public  fears  that  women 

could  not  handle  discipline  problems  or  manage  the  business  side  of  the 

system.  A  male  leader  of  approved  character  gave  the  enterprise  of 

public  schooling  a  secure  standing  in  the  community,  for,  running 

things  was  man's  sphere.4 
And  so  it  went,  for  some  time,  but  capable  and  ambitious  women  like 

Young  began  to  seek  "future  honors  or  emoluments,"  and  the  old  as- 
sumption that  men  were  destined  to  command  began  to  erode.  In  1919 

Louise  Connolly  described  one  episode  in  this  process  of  change  in  her 

perceptive  article,  "Is  There  Room  At  the  Top  for  Women  Educators?" 

Twenty  years  ago  there  walked  into  the  office  of  a  school  superintendent, 
who  was  a  big-headed,  great-hearted  man,  an  irate  lady. 

"I  took  the  train  as  soon  as  I  heard  it,"  saidshe.  "You  may  refuse  to  answer 
if  you  want  to.  Why  did  you  nominate  a  stupid,  uncouth  fellow  like  Smith  to 

the  new  office  of  assistant  superintendent?" 
"Yes,"  said  the  superintendent,  "I  know.  But  he  is  an  honest  man,  and  will 

not  play  politics." 
"I  can  count  at  least  fifteen  honest  women  in  your  corps,"  said  the  irate 

lady,  "who  are  also  cultured  and  clever." 
He  of  the  big  head  and  great  heart  rumpled  his  hair  and  acknowledged, 

"As  the  Lord  lives,  /  never  thought  of  a  woman. " 
That  could  not  happen  today.  In  such  cases  the  superintendent  and  all  the 

male  candidates  think  busily  of  women — and  of  how  to  fend  them  off.5 

Competition  for  the  good  jobs  was  not  easy  for  women,  but  at  least 

they  were  entering  the  race.  One  reason  for  this  was  that  many  women 

leaders  in  education — principals,  activists  in  teacher  organizations,  pro- 

gressive educators,  suffragists — saw  themselves  as  part  of  a  women's 
movement  that  was  gaining  political  momentum  and  enlisting  impor- 

tant allies  among  militant  feminists  and  moderate  but  influential  mem- 

bers of  women's  clubs  and  similar  organizations.  As  Margaret  Gribskov 
has  observed,  this  kind  of  feminism  in  educational  administration  went 

well  beyond  individual  ambition  or  seeking  single  goals  such  as  the  vote. 

In  Chicago,  Young  was  only  one  of  a  band  of  sophisticated  and  articulate 

women  who  sought  to  analyze  social  problems,  to  devise  solutions  and 

take  action,  and  to  work  themselves  into  positions  of  power.  One  thinks, 

for  example,  of  the  pathbreaking  reformist  social-science  studies  of 
women  and  children  by  professors  such  as  Edith  and  Grace  Abbott  and 

Sophonisba  Breckinridge,  Florence  Kelley's  attacks  on  child  labor,  or 

Jane  Addams's  combination  of  intellectual  and  practical  leadership  in 
a  variety  of  social  reforms.6 
Some  of  these  activists  saw  the  entry  of  women  into  school  adminis- 
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tration  as  yet  another  enlargement  of  women's  sphere,  comparable  to 
Catharine  Beecher's  earlier  assertion  that  teaching  belonged  to  women 
because  of  their  feminine  qualities.  Reformers  like  Young  had  reason 
to  believe  that  in  certain  sectors  of  public  administration  that  were 

regarded  as  "woman's  natural  field" — not  only  in  education  but  in  other 
agencies  dealing  with  women  and  children — women  might  assume 
leadership.  A  common  argument  made  by  suffragists  was  that  if  given 
the  vote  and  certain  offices,  women  could  perform  civic  house  cleaning. 

Many  associations  of  both  white  and  black  women — college  alumnae 

groups,  temperance  societies,  women's  clubs — actively  promoted  such 
reforms  and  supported  female  candidates  such  as  Young  for  high  office. 
Female  educational  administrators,  in  turn,  ranked  high  among  career 
women  in  their  support  for  suffrage  (fifth  in  a  list  of  twenty  occupations 

in  a  sample  analyzed  by  Richard  Jensen).7 
An  important  element  in  the  reform  movement  of  activist  women 

was  the  new  militant  leadership  appearing  among  teachers.  In  New 

York  and  Chicago,  large  all-female  teacher  organizations  pressed  for 
equal  pay  for  equal  work  and  better  salaries  and  working  conditions.  In 

New  York  the  14,000-member  Interborough  Association  of  Women 
Teachers  successfully  challenged  higher  pay  for  men  teachers  and  pro- 

moted the  career  aspirations  of  its  militant  president,  Grace  Strachan. 

In  Chicago  Margaret  Haley  and  Catherine  Goggin  were  astute  strate- 
gists for  the  Chicago  Teachers  Federation  (CTF) — composed  of  women 

elementary  teachers — and  supported  Young  in  her  quest  for  the  super- 
intendency  and  for  the  NEA  presidency.  It  seemed  to  many  observers 
that  in  time  most  urban  teachers  would  belong  to  such  organizations 
and  that  they  would  be  a  powerful  lobby  for  the  appointment  of  women 
as  school  administrators.  Organizationally,  women  educators  seemed  to 
be  gaining  power  in  education  rapidly  during  the  first  two  decades  of 

the  twentieth  century.8 
Margaret  Haley  was  the  main  leader  among  those  female  militants 

who  challenged  the  male  old  guard  in  the  NEA  and  sought  to  force 
them  to  attend  to  the  concerns  of  the  women  teachers  who  made  up 
the  vast  majority  of  the  profession.  A  brilliant  and  tough  teacher  union 

organizer,  Haley'was  first  noticed  by  the  old  guard  in  1901  when  she  rose 
to  challenge  a  complacent  set  of  speeches  by  William  T.  Harris  and  his 
admirers  at  the  Detroit  convention.  Harris  had  listed  statistics  showing 
how  public  education  was  flourishing,  and  one  of  his  respondents  had 
argued  that  it  would  be  well  if  wealthy  philanthropists  would  give 
money  to  public  schools.  In  response  Haley  attacked  the  idea  of  big 
business  support,  saying  that  it  would  stifle  the  autonomy  of  teachers 
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and  pointing  out  that  teachers  were  grossly  underpaid.  Harris, 

crochety,  told  the  convention:  "Pay  no  attention  to  what  that  teacher 
down  there  has  said,  for  I  take  it  she  is  a  grade  teacher,  just  out  of  her 
school  room  at  the  end  of  school  year,  worn  out,  tired,  and  hysterical. 
...  It  was  a  mistake  to  hold  NEA  meetings  at  this  time  of  year  .  .  .  and 
if  there  are  any  more  hysterical  outbursts,  after  this  I  shall  insist  that 

these  meetings  be  held  at  some  other  time  of  the  year."  Capitalists  were 
the  great  benefactors  of  society,  he  reassured  the  audience.  Nonsense, 
replied  Haley,  who  had  been  bringing  railroads  and  utility  companies 

to  court  for  not  paying  their  school  taxes:  "I  know  the  facts.  Mr.  Harris, 
either  you  do  not  know  or  have  not  stated  the  facts."  After  the  ex- 

change, an  eyewitness  declared  of  the  aging  Harris:  "In  the  educational 
system  we  don't  bury  the  dead.  We  let  them  walk  around  to  save 

funeral  expenses."9 
Haley  had  a  vision  of  an  NEA  as  an  organization  "within  the  control, 

and  to  be  administered  in  the  interest,  of  the  thousands  of  teachers  who 

contribute  to  its  income.  The  aim  of  our  opponents  is  to  turn  the  associa- 
tion over  in  perpetuity  to  a  small,  self-perpetuating,  independent,  and 

self-governing  organization,  within  the  National  Education  Association, 

and  yet  not  subordinate  to  it."  The  attempts  to  centralize  control  of  the 
NEA,  she  believed,  were  part  of  a  larger  "conspiracy  to  make  a  despo- 

tism of  our  entire  school  system  ...  a  'mine'  to  be  'worked  for  all  it  is 
worth.'  "  She  hoped  to  remodel  a  new  NEA  on  the  Chicago  Teachers 
Federation  that  she  had  built.  It  is  not  surprising  that  Nicholas  Murray 

Butler  and  his  friends  regarded  her  as  "a  fiend  in  petticoats"  and  the 
organized  teachers  of  Chicago,  Milwaukee,  and  New  York  as  Bolshe- 

vists. Nor  is  it  surprising  that  a  solid  phalanx  of  old-guard  members 
sitting  in  a  front  row  at  the  Los  Angeles  meeting  in  1907  stood  up  when 
they  heard  a  woman  speak  from  a  back  row,  looked  back  in  alarm  and 
then  sat  down  with  relief  when  they  found  out  that  it  was  not  Margaret 

Haley.10 The  assertiveness  of  the  teachers  disrupted  the  genteel  old  guard, 
who  had  little  conception  of  why  women  like  Haley  were  pressing  their 
cause.  Charles  W.  Eliot  had  a  simple  answer:  they  were  morally  obtuse. 

"It  is  an  extraordinary  and  very  discouraging  fact,"  he  wrote,  "that, 
whenever  a  large  number  of  women  get  excited  in  a  cause  which  seems 

to  them  in  general  good  and  praiseworthy,  some  of  them  become  indiff- 
erent to  the  moral  quality  of  the  particular  efforts  by  which  it  seems 

possible  to  promote  that  cause."  Haley's  successful  campaign  to  elect 
Young  in  Boston  illustrated,  thought  Eliot,  "a  general  moral  ignorance 
or  incapacity  which  is  apt  to  be  in  evidence  whenever  women  get 

stirred  in  political,  social,  or  educational  contests."11 
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As  we  shall  see,  however,  the  previously  almost  all-male  hierarchy  of 

the  NEA  reacted  to  the  challenge  of  women's  unions  by  subverting 
them,  giving  them  symbolic  gains,  such  as  a  woman  president  every 
other  year,  and  promoting  an  ideology  of  professionalism  that  blurred 
actual  lines  of  cleavage  between  men  and  women,  administrators  and 
teachers.  In  statistical  reports  the  NEA  and  most  other  agencies  stopped 
breaking  down  tables  by  sex  at  the  end  of  the  second  decade  of  the 
twentieth  century.  Amid  the  proliferation  of  other  kinds  of  statistical 

reporting  in  an  age  enamored  of  numbers — reports  so  detailed  that  one 
could  give  the  precise  salary  of  staff  in  every  community  across  the 

country  and  exact  information  on  all  sorts  of  other  variables — data  by 
sex  became  strangely  inaccessible.  This  silence  could  hardly  have  been 
unintentional.  As  a  result  of  this  failure  to  record  by  gender,  those  who 

took  an  interest  in  what  was  happening  to  women  in  school  administra- 
tion and  to  comparative  male  and  female  salaries  had  to  compile  figures 

laboriously  from  scattered  sources.12 
In  the  early  twentieth  century,  however,  women  did  seem  to  be 

winning  an  increased  share  of  leadership  positions  in  public  educa- 
tion, especially  in  states  where  women  had  the  vote  in  school  elec- 
tions and  where  they  could  compete  for  state  and  county  superinten- 

dencies.  Edith  Lathrop,  specialist  in  rural  education  in  the  United 

States  Office  of  Education,  wrote  an  article  in  1922  urging  college- 
educated  women  to  enter  careers  in  public  education.  She  observed 

that  nine  states — all  west  of  the  Mississippi — had  elected  women  as 
state  superintendents  by  that  year,  the  largest  number  since  North 
Dakota  began  the  trend  in  1893.  She  also  pointed  out  that  the  number 
of  female  county  superintendents  had  increased  from  276  in  1900  to 
857  in  1922,  mostly  concentrated  in  the  West  and  in  places  where 

county  superintendents  were  elected  rather  than  appointed.  "The 
college  girl  who  is  ambitious  for  educational  leadership,  won  by  way 

of  political  competition,"  she  added,  "may  well  take  Horace  Greeley's 
advice  to  young  men  anxious  for  opportunity  and  a  career:  'Go  West, 
young  man,  go  West!'  "  She  mentioned  as  well  that  women  held  many 
administrative  positions  in  city  school  systems.  The  barriers  seemed  to 

be  coming  down.13 
The  number  of  positions  held  by  women  and  the  amount  of  political 

activism  and  social  reform  did  seem  to  be  climbing  upward  to  justify  the 
hopes  of  Young  and  her  peers.  But  a  closer  analysis  of  the  jobs  actually 

occupied  by  women,  the  long-term  trends,  and  the  blunting  of  feminist 
militance  in  educational  associations  reveal  a  more  depressing  prospect. 

To  say  that  the  fate  of  women  in  educational  administration  in  the 
twentieth  century  is  depressing  is  not  to  deny  that  there  were  many 
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impressive  individual  leaders.  There  clearly  were  state  and  county 

women  superintendents  who  gave  inspiring  leadership,  and  many 
women  were  leaders  in  educational  reform.  But  by  and  large,  women 

had  to  fight  hard  even  for  modest  positions,  and  they  fell  further  and 

further  behind  as  time  went  on.  As  Connolly  put  it  in  1919:  "Woman  has 
arrived  in  numbers  only  in  the  lower  strata  of  the  upper  crust.  She  has 

been  invited  considerably  to  care  for  the  blind  and  deaf,  and  very 

largely  to  train  the  deficient  and  feebleminded."  Important  though 
these  jobs  may  have  been,  they  kept  women  tending  the  powerless,  an 

extension  of  child-care  roles.  Statistics  on  employment  of  female  ad- 

ministrators in  local  districts  amply  document  Connolly's  statement 
that  they  were  in  the  lower  strata.  In  1922  there  were  only  thirty-one 
female  city  superintendents  in  the  United  States.  A  decade  later  the 

number  had  increased,  but  there  were  still  twenty-five  states  in  which 
no  woman  served  as  a  district  superintendent.  The  few  women  chief 

administrators  were  concentrated  in  the  poorest  paid  and  least  prestigi- 
ous positions  in  small  communities  in  rural  states  like  Vermont,  New 

Mexico,  Alabama,  and  Idaho.14 
Women  working  as  central-office  administrators  in  city  school  sys- 

tems were  mostly  clustered  in  sex-segregated  positions  in  which  they 
interacted  primarily  with  female  elementary  teachers  (and  sometimes 

also  taught  children).  In  Pittsburgh,  for  example,  the  sixty- two  women 
supervisors  were  distributed  in  art,  household  economy,  hygiene, 

child  welfare,  kindergartens,  music,  and  commercial  studies.  Typi- 

cally, they  occupied  staff  positions  rather  than  holding  line  respon- 
sibilities in  the  central  administration,  and  their  work  was  usually  not 

of  the  kind  that  offered  visibility  and  power  leading  to  advancement 

in  the  hierarchy.15 
Connolly  pointed  out  that  in  bureaucratized  twentieth-century 

school  systems  "there  is  an  inclined  plane  which  is  also  a  graduated 
screen,  and  the  men  govern  the  grade  and  the  scale."  Because  they  may 

feel  that  "  'the  women  voters  (or  the  women's  clubs)  will  make  a  fuss' 

or  that  'the  suffragists  will  get  after  us,'  or  that  'women  ought  to  be 

represented,'  a  place — usually  in  the  supervisorship  of  primary  work,  or 
domestic  work,  or  welfare  work — is  set  apart  for  some  women,  and  the 

woman  is  selected  by  a  board  of  men.  "  Male  judgment  in  such  matters 
was  less  than  ideal: 

A  male  board  of  examiners  has  been  known  to  select  for  a  position  of  grave 
responsibility  a  girl  two  years  out  of  college,  with  a  B.A.  and  a  high  color, 
turning  down  a  sallow  lady  of  35,  with  three  degrees,  ten  years  of  fruitful 
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experience,  and  a  notable  capacity  for  gentle  leadership.  Doubtless  a  board 
of  women  would  make  equally  egregious  mistakes  in  rating  young  men. 

However  casual  might  be  their  standards  for  apprising  female  supervi- 
sors of  women,  male  administrators  believed  firmly  that  the  masculinity 

of  their  male  colleagues  should  be  protected  from  female  bosses.  "Don't 
worry,"  a  state  superintendent  told  some  local  superintendents  when 
he  was  pressured  to  hire  a  woman  as  assistant  superintendent,  "I'm  not 
going  to  send  a  person  in  petticoats  to  inspect  your  work."16 

Of  all  the  administrative  positions  held  by  large  numbers  of  women, 
perhaps  the  elementary  principalship  offered  the  greatest  opportunity 

for  autonomy  and  instructional  leadership.  The  fear  of  men  being  su- 

pervised by  "a  person  in  petticoats"  did  not  apply  to  most  primary 
schools  after  the  almost  complete  takeover  of  elementary  education  by 

female  teachers.  In  1905  women  held  a  strong  edge  over  men  as  ele- 
mentary principals  in  cities.  Subsequent  surveys  showed  that  the  per- 

centage of  women  dropped  from  55  in  1928,  to  41  in  1948,  to  38  in  1958, 

and  to  22  in  1968. 17 
As  school  administrators  women  often  fared  better  when  they  were 

elected  by  their  fellow  citizens — male  and  female — than  when  they 
were  appointed  by  a  male  board  or  superior.  In  western  states  a  number 
of  capable  women  worked  their  way  via  the  ballot  box  up  the  ladder 

from  classroom  teacher  to  county  superintendency  to  state  superin- 
tendency.  The  actual  work  they  did  and  the  rewards  they  received 
suggest,  however,  that  the  county  and  state  superintendencies  were  not 

prizes  to  be  compared  with  the  best  jobs  in  cities.18 
The  county  superintendencies  did  not  pay  well;  the  salary  was  typi- 

cally below  that  paid  to  high  school  principals  and  well  below  that  of 
superintendents  in  small  cities.  The  job  was  rigorous,  requiring  officials 
to  travel  long  distances  over  dusty  or  muddy  roads  to  visit  dozens  of 

small  schools.  In  a  decentralized  system,  the  authority  of  county  super- 
intendents depended  more  on  their  personal  talents  than  on  the  office. 

Nationally,  the  median  years  of  training  beyond  the  elementary  school 
were  only  7.8,  while  over  half  of  the  superintendents  did  not  hold  a  B.A. 
While  such  a  job  was  a  step  up  from  the  classroom,  it  was  hardly  a 

position  of  much  pay,  prestige,  or  power.19 
Much  the  same  could  be  said  of  the  state  superintendency.  Women 

fared  best  in  winning  state  superintendencies  when  the  office  was  elec- 
tive rather  than  appointive,  especially  in  the  mountain  and  far  western 

states  where  women  had  early  gained  the  vote.  Their  salaries  were 
lower  than  the  national  average  and  staffs  were  smaller  than  the  me- 
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dian.  In  most  places  the  state  superintendent  exercised  little  power. 

Educational  reformers  complained  for  over  a  hundred  years  that  state 

executives  were  figureheads  who  collected  statistics,  disbursed  funds, 

and  relayed  messages  from  the  legislature  and  state  board,  with  little 

opportunity  for  initiative  or  leadership.  They  usually  earned  less  than 

city  superintendents.  But  when  the  pay  and  prestige  of  the  office  in- 
creased— usually  with  its  becoming  an  appointive  office — the  number 

of  women  dropped.20 
The  hopes  of  women  leaders  at  the  beginning  of  this  century  were 

not  realized,  and  their  temporary  gains  were  reversed.  By  and  large, 

they  filled  the  posts  that  men  did  not  want,  and  when  their  jobs  became 

attractive  to  men,  they  were  displaced.  How  did  males  maintain  and 

then  increase  their  hold  on  the  top  jobs  in  education? 

In  the  first  place,  the  school  boards  that  overwhelmingly  appointed 

men  to  positions  as  city  superintendent,  state  superintendent,  and 

similar  jobs  were  themselves  composed  largely  of  men.  Women,  of 

course,  vastly  outnumbered  men  in  the  initial  pool  of  teachers  from 

which  aspiring  administrators  were  drawn.  When  the  performance  of 

female  and  male  administrators  has  been  compared — as  in  much  re- 
search on  elementary  principals,  for  example — the  work  of  the  two 

sexes  has  been  judged  comparable.  From  such  work  one  might  as- 
sume a  meritocratic  system  to  be  neutral  as  to  gender.  Yet  study  after 

study  has  shown  that  male  boards  have  believed  males  to  be  superior 

candidates  for  the  top  positions.  Thus  the  attitudes  of  the  lay  decision 

makers  have  obviously  been  a  major  reason  for  the  scarcity  of  women 

at  the  top.21 
Was  this  a  herd  instinct  of  men  to  favor  their  own,  a  bias  without  a 

sound  rationale  in  organizational  or  societal  realities?  Probably  not. 

Men  did  enjoy — and  do  enjoy — important  advantages  both  within  the 
system  and  in  linking  it  with  the  surrounding  community. 

Within  the  district  males  had  access  to  the  men  at  the  top  of  the 

district  hierarchy  and  could  get  to  know  them  with  an  intimacy  nor- 

mally inaccessible  to  women.  In  1936  Helen  Davis  described  the  prob- 
lem women  faced: 

However  fair  and  democratic  the  management  tries  to  be,  it  is  and  probably 
always  will  be  true  that  thinking  is  matured,  plans  are  weighed  in  the  bal- 

ance, implications  and  alternatives  worked  out — in  other  words,  decisions 
really  made — on  the  golf  course  and  around  the  luncheon  table  rather  than 
at  staff  meetings.  Moreover  it  is  by  this  same  process  that  individual  growth 
is  stimulated  and  that  administrators  get  to  know  and  to  estimate  properly 
the  capacities  of  their  staff  members. 
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It  was,  and  is,  much  more  common  for  male  superiors  in  school  systems 

to  serve  as  sponsors  for  other  men;  what  Davis  called  "rigid  social 
customs"  made  friendships  between  men  and  women  highly  suspect. 
Men  also  had  unusual  opportunities  to  get  the  attention  of  superiors  and 

to  curry  public  favor  through  activities  like  coaching  successful  teams, 

a  notable  and  visible  exercise  of  leadership.22 
Men  have  had  similar  advantages  in  the  community,  ways  of  tying  the 

schools  to  the  power  structure  of  the  larger  social  environment.  They 

could  join  all-male  organizations  like  the  Rotary  Clubs  and  chambers  of 

commerce  and  there  gain  important  information,  friendships,  and  po- 
litical support.  One  western  superintendent  told  of  his  hunting  and 

fishing  with  men  in  the  Chamber  of  Commerce,  thereby  winning  firm 

friends  who  supported  him  in  his  reform  plans  "not  because  they  were 
advocates  of  the  educational  principle  upon  which  the  experiment  was 

based,  but  because  they  wanted  their  friend  to  win."  In  a  society  that 
was  deeply  biased  in  its  distribution  of  power,  in  which  informal  net- 

works and  voluntary  organizations  of  the  influential  were  often  single- 

sex,  being  male  was  a  strong  asset.23 
In  the  cultural  beliefs  of  that  larger  society,  marriage  operated  with 

an  opposite  valence  for  men  and  women.  For  men,  marriage  was  nor- 
mally an  asset  if  not  a  tacit  requirement  in  upward  mobility,  whereas 

for  women  it  was  often  a  liability  if  not  an  actual  barrier.  Surveys  of 

male  school  superintendents,  as  we  have  seen,  have  shown  consistently 

that  they  were  almost  all  married.  There  were  numerous  articles  and 

books  of  advice  telling  "Mrs.  Administrator"  how  to  help  her  husband 
in  his  two-person  career.24 

By  contrast,  women  who  wished  to  persist  in  education  up  the  normal 

ladder  to  become  top  administrators  faced  both  external  and  internal 

barriers.  The  early  advocates  of  employing  women  as  teachers  assumed 

that  they  would,  of  course,  leave  their  work  when  married  and  that 

marriage  was  the  goal  of  all  proper  women.  In  fact,  until  recently,  most 

women  in  public  schools  have  been  young  and  single;  in  1900  only  10 

percent  were  married  and  in  1940  only  22  percent.  Not  only  did  most 
women  internalize  these  cultural  norms,  but  official  policies  also  barred 

married  women  from  educational  employment.  In  1928  the  NEA  found 

that  about  three-fifths  of  urban  districts  prohibited  the  hiring  of  mar- 
ried teachers  and  half  forbade  married  teachers  from  continuing  in 

their  jobs.  The  situation  grew  worse  during  the  Depression,  as  thou- 

sands of  districts  passed  new  bans.25 
In  1936  Helen  Davis  wrote  that  education,  like  other  professions, 

"will  be  occupied  on  the  whole  by  two  kinds  of  women,  those  who 
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refuse  marriage  except  on  their  own  terms  and  those  who  have  not 

been  able  to  find  husbands,  while  the  general  run  of  able  and  so-called 

'normal'  women  will  be  excluded  because  they  prefer  marriage." 
Women  were  thus  presented  with  a  dilemma  that  men  did  not  face:  the 

forced  choice,  in  most  cases,  between  a  public  career  and  the  intimacy 

of  marriage.  And  single  women  who  continued  in  education  met  nega- 

tive stereotypes  about  spinsters.26 
Men  enjoyed  another  special  advantage  in  their  careers:  in  graduate 

work  in  educational  administration  the  professors  were  almost  all  men 

and  they  recruited  and  sponsored  chiefly  males.  The  sponsor  system 

was  not  called  an  "old-boy"  network  by  accident.  Connolly  com- 
mented that  the  new  university  experts  professed  liberal  attitudes  to- 

ward women  but  shunted  them  to  "positions  demanding  drudgery." 

The  result  was  that  "with  no  more  formulated  or  explicit  organization 
than  the  capitalists  have  employed  toward  the  proletariat,  [they]  have 

closed  ranks  and  have,  like  the  amiable  Quaker  in  Uncle  Tom 's  Cabin, 

intimated,  'Friend,  thee  isn't  wanted  here,'  and,  as  the  old  adage  has 

it,  'set  her  down  without  it.' "  Not  that  this  impulse  to  protect  privi- 

lege was  openly  acknowledged:  "You  may  search  the  educational  lit- 
erature of  the  past  two  decades  for  this  tendency  and  you  will  search 

in  vain!  The  journals  which  they  edit,  the  conventions  which  they  run, 

and  associations  which  they  form,  say  nothing  about  it.  .  .  .  They  just 

say  nothing,  and  keep  Alice  out — if  they  can.  There  are  Ella  Flagg 
Young  episodes  ever  and  anon,  but  they  are  [lonely]  Monadnocks,  not 

mountain  chains  in  the  educational  landscape."27 
Young,  who  had  come  up  through  the  ranks,  resented  the  shortcuts 

to  power  for  men  provided  by  the  placement  networks  which  the 

barons  created  for  their  "boys."  She  came  back  from  the  1913  meeting 
of  the  NEA  with  a  warning  reported  in  the  Chicago  Tribune: 

It  was  perfectly  evident  that  the  departments  of  education  in  the  universities 
of  Columbia,  Harvard,  Chicago,  Yale,  Michigan,  Illinois,  and  Wisconsin  were 
more  in  evidence  than  ever  before  in  any  meeting  of  the  National  Education 
Association.  Those  departments  in  the  universities  seem  to  be  trying  to  gain 
control  not  only  of  the  department  of  superintendence  but  of  the  National 
Education  Association  generally,  so  they  might  place  graduates  in  desirable 
positions  throughout  the  country,  regardless  of  the  fact  that  they  have  had 

a  very  limited  experience.28 

In  professional  associations  like  the  NEA — in  which  reputations  were 
made  and  norms  established — men  continued  to  dominate  decision 

making  even  after  concessions  were  made  to  co-opt  the  women 
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through  devices  such  as  a  supposedly  representative  assembly  adopted 

in  1920.  At  the  first  convention  under  the  new  charter  in  1921,  out  of  553 

delegates  there  were  only  81  elementary  teachers,  compared  with  33 

state  superintendents,  104  city  superintendents,  and  88  principals;  in  all, 

an  estimated  297  delegates  were  administrators,  and  those  were  over- 
whelmingly male.  Leadership  on  the  NEA  boards  and  committees  and 

in  the  state  associations  was  also  predominantly  male.  The  key  NEA 

power  wielders,  the  executive  secretaries,  continued  to  be  men.  The 

presidents  of  the  rival  American  Federation  of  Teachers  were  also 

almost  all  male,  despite  the  early  leadership  of  women  in  the  union 

movement.  All  but  8  of  the  40  presidents  of  the  major  black  teachers' 
association  were  men.29 

Despite  a  few  educators — mostly  women — who  sought  to  highlight 
sexual  inequities,  most  leaders  in  the  NEA  supported  the  ideology  of 

a  united  profession  that  officially  knew  no  boundaries  between  teach- 

ers and  administrators,  men  and  women.  All  "professionals"  shared 
similar  purposes  and  interests.  The  belief  system  that  undergirded  this 

official  ideology  of  professionalism  was  meritocratic  and  universalistic: 

if  males  were  running  things,  it  was  because  they  were  more  commit- 
ted and  competent  professionals.  No  one  saw  more  clearly  than 

Connolly  the  ironies  in  the  male-formulated  version  of  hierarchical 
idealism: 

To  see  one  of  these  crusaders  haranguing  a  hall  full  of  elementary  school 

teachers  about  "the  ideals  of  our  profession,"  willingly  carrying  the  load  of 
their  docility  up  the  Hill  of  Difficulty,  and  to  see  this  host  of  privates,  con- 

scientiously striving  to  amalgamate  the  impulses  to  independent  action, 
scientific  observation,  and  freedom  .  .  .  with  the  meticulous  obedience  and 

close  formation  which  tomorrow's  routine  is  going  to  require  of  them,  is  a 
humorously  pathetic  spectacle.  But  the  lads  are  in  earnest.30 

The  rituals  of  the  associations  and  the  ideals  of  professionalism  served 

an  important  purpose  in  obscuring  the  facts  of  top-down  management 
by  males.  They  were  all  the  more  effective  because  not  only  were  the 

lads  in  earnest  but  the  women  (who  made  up  four-fifths  of  the  "profes- 
sion") generally  accepted  the  rhetoric  of  professionalism  as  well.  It  was 

not  until  the  last  generation  that  male  hegemony  came  to  be  seriously 

questioned  again  in  educational  associations,  in  the  profession  as  a 

whole,  and  in  the  larger  society.  But  Ella  Flagg  Young  had  already 

raised  many  of  the  key  questions  of  bureaucracy,  democracy,  and  gen- 
der. 
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The  Leader  as  Democrat:  Ella  Flagg  Young 

"A  person,  whether  leader  or  follower,  girded  with  moral  purpose  is 

a  tiny  principality  of  power."  Ella  Flagg  Young  illustrated  James  Mac- 

Gregor  Burns's  aphorism.  As  a  shy,  severe  young  woman  of  seventeen 
she  began  her  career  in  Chicago  in  1862  as  a  teacher  of  roughneck 

students  called  "the  cowboys,"  young  men  who  herded  cattle  on  the 
outskirts  of  the  city  and  many  of  whom  towered  over  their  five-foot 
instructor.  Over  the  years  she  went  on  to  become  a  demonstration 

teacher  in  a  normal  school,  high  school  teacher,  elementary-school 

principal,  assistant  superintendent,  professor  at  the  University  of  Chi- 
cago, principal  of  a  normal  school,  and  finally  superintendent  of  the 

Chicago  School  District  from  1909  to  1915.  Largely  self-educated  until 
she  earned  a  Ph.D.  after  the  age  of  fifty,  she  was  a  brilliant  scholar  who 

helped  John  Dewey  to  translate  his  philosophical  ideas  into  educational 

practice.  A  woman  of  great  courage,  she  not  only  fired  a  school  engineer 

(janitor)  against  the  wishes  of  a  school  board  member  (a  political  bomb- 
shell at  the  time),  but  also  resigned  her  position  three  times  in  protest 

against  policies  she  abhorred.31 
Although  she  disdained  the  spoils  system  and  the  power  of  business 

lobbies  in  school  politics,  she  was  an  astute  politician  in  the  alternative 

politics  of  women's  groups  and  professional  associations  and  a  fifty-year 
survivor  in  the  tumultous  tangle  of  bureaucratic  succession  within  the 

Chicago  system.  Initially  trained  in  the  pattern  of  rigid  subordination 

common  to  women  teachers  and  eventually  presiding  over  the  hierar- 
chy of  the  second  largest  bureaucracy  in  American  education,  herself 

compulsively  strict  in  personality,  she  nonetheless  articulated  and 

sought  to  practice  democratic  participation  in  school  administration. 

Far  more  than  her  mentor  Dewey,  she  was  aware  of  the  challenge  of 

putting  his  ideal  of  democracy  into  action  in  large  and  complex  organi- 
zations. Raised  as  a  Scotch  Presbyterian  who  had  committed  the  West- 
minster catechism  and  parts  of  the  Gospels  to  memory,  she  became  a 

convert  to  evolutionary  thinking  and  an  advocate  of  scientific  method 

in  education  but  never  lost  her  pietist  sense  of  duty.32 
As  her  own  millennial  vision  of  the  function  of  education  developed 

over  time,  Young  maintained  her  conviction  that  the  schools  should 

focus  on  character.  Her  conception  of  the  ethical  person  changed,  how- 
ever, from  the  individualistic  view  of  the  virtuous  citizen  common  in 

the  nineteenth-century  school  ideology  to  the  Deweyan  concept  of 
democracy  as  social  activity  based  on  understanding  of  purposes  ar- 
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rived  at  through  group  deliberation.  It  was  a  long  journey  from  the 

Westminster  catechism  to  the  joyous  panorama  of  public  education  she 

sketched  as  she  retired  from  the  superintendency: 

In  order  that  teachers  may  delight  in  awakening  the  spirits  of  children,  they 
must  themselves  be  awake.  We  have  tried  to  free  the  teachers.  Some  day  the 
system  will  be  such  that  the  child  and  teacher  will  go  to  school  with  ecstatic 
joy.  At  home  in  the  evening  the  child  will  talk  about  the  things  done  during 

the  day  and  will  talk  with  pride.  I  want  to  make  the  schools  the  great  instru- 
ment of  democracy.33 

She  was  the  first  woman  to  become  superintendent  of  schools  in  a 

large  city.  How  did  she  become  that  anomaly,  a  female  big-city  superin- 

tendent? At  least  part  of  the  answer  seems  to  lie  in  Young's  family,  her 

ways  of  coping  with  social  expectations  of  women's  domestic  roles,  her 
abilities  and  attitudes,  her  network  of  woman  supporters  and  male 

mentors,  and  the  conditions  existing  in  Chicago  at  the  turn  of  the 

century.34 
Young's  parents  took  her  seriously  and  sought  to  develop  not  only  her 

intellect  but  also  her  independence  of  spirit.  Her  mother  was  a  tolerant, 

skeptical,  extremely  competent  person.  "There  is  nothing  strange  in 
the  fact  that  I  have  taken  so  readily  to  practical  affairs,  and  have  the 

ability  to  manage,"  said  Young.  "My  mother  was  manager  of  our  house- 
hold, and  we  always  looked  to  her  for  guidance.  She  attended  to  house- 
hold finances  and  directed  practical  matters.  Her  mind  was  practical 

and  forceful  in  business  details,  and  from  her  I  learned  to  face  situations 

squarely."  Her  father  was  a  skilled  sheet-metal  worker  who  had  at- 
tended school  only  until  age  ten,  but  who  read  widely.  Relentlessly,  but 

in  a  kindly  way,  he  insisted  that  his  daughter  Ella  understand  what  she 

was  learning  both  from  books  and  from  experience.  She  watched  him 

day  after  day  working  at  his  forge  and  thus  "got  an  early  training  in 
handiwork  and  industrial  processes.  I  had  manual  training  before  such 

things  were  thought  of,  especially  for  girls."  Because  she  was  a  sickly 
child,  she  was  kept  out  of  primary  school.  She  taught  herself  to  read 

when  she  was  about  eight.  A  shy,  intellectual  child,  she  enjoyed  the 

company  of  adults  more  than  that  of  peers.  When  she  went  to  grammar 

school,  the  teacher  recognized  her  ability  and  made  her  a  monitor  in 

the  arithmetic  class,  seating  her  in  a  desk  next  to  the  principal.  Upset 

by  Ella's  growing  priggishness,  her  father  demanded  that  she  be  seated 
with  the  other  children. 

Young  never  completed  grammar  school  or  attended  high  school  but 
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still  was  able  to  pass  the  teachers  examination  at  the  age  of  fifteen.  She 

then  entered  the  normal  school,  which  sought  to  standardize  instruc- 
tion in  Chicago  by  teaching  rigid  methods  of  drill,  posture,  and  deport- 

ment to  fledgling  teachers.  Young's  father  questioned  these  rote  meth- 
ods, telling  Ella  that  she  should  use  her  intellect  to  develop  her  own 

style.  Her  mother  advised  her  to  drop  out  of  the  normal  school,  suggest- 
ing that  Ella  could  not  become  a  good  teacher  since  she  did  not  under- 

stand young  children,  having  never  associated  with  them.  In  her 

mother's  judgment,  she  was  apt  to  be  too  severe  with  herself  for  faults 
and  hence  intolerant  toward  others'  lapses.  Taking  the  caution  seri- 

ously, Young  visited  classrooms  until  she  found  a  warm  and  skillful 
teacher  upon  whose  style  she  could  model  her  own  behavior.  When  she 

began  teaching  the  class  of  "cowboys"  herself,  she  was  an  intense  per- 
son dressed  in  black  with  jet  hair  parted  in  the  middle,  with  "eyes  that 

looked  you  through  and  through,"  but  she  found  ways  to  teach  them 
directly  and  without  affectation,  managing  to  control  a  difficult  class 

without  the  harsh  discipline  then  common.35 
Her  parents  had  not  taught  her  a  narrow  conception  of  sex  roles,  but 

rather  encouraged  her  to  develop  a  forceful  mind  and  personality.  Her 
lack  of  conventional  schooling  and  peer  modeling  also  encouraged  her 
independence.  Her  marital  history  in  a  curious  way  liberated  her  for  a 
fulfilling  career.  In  1868  she  married  an  older  man,  William  Young,  who 
was  sickly  and  died  shortly  afterward.  As  a  widow,  Young  faced  no 
barriers  to  continuing  her  career  yet  avoided  the  stigma  attached  to 

single  women.  The  two  other  women  who  headed  big-city  school  sys- 
tems had  similar  husband-free  careers.  Superintendent  Susan  Dorsey  of 

Los  Angeles  was  abandoned  by  her  husband,  a  Methodist  minister; 
Superintendent  Ira  Jarrell  of  Atlanta  rejected  a  marriage  proposal  and 

chose  to  remain  single.36 
Throughout  her  adult  life  Young  found  support,  as  did  Catharine 

Beecher  and  Emma  Willard,  from  female  networks  of  friends,  col- 
leagues, and  political  and  social  allies.  Beginning  with  her  principalship 

she  formed  a  study  group  of  teachers  who  met  at  her  home  to  discuss 

literature  and  to  read  aloud  plays  by  Shakespeare  and  the  Greek  drama- 
tists. And  in  a  much  smaller  group  of  close  friends  she  gained  the 

intimacy  that  sustained  her  in  her  arduous  public  life.37 
In  Chicago,  as  in  many  other  cities,  organizations  of  teachers  and 

administrators  were  customarily  divided  by  level  (for  example,  elemen- 
tary and  secondary),  by  function  (for  example,  principal),  and,  most 

important,  by  sex.  Since  all  but  a  fraction  of  the  teachers  and  about  half 
of  the  administrators  were  women,  this  gave  Young  a  valuable  base  of 
organizational  support.  The  Chicago  Teachers  Federation  gave  her 
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political  support  both  in  the  state  capitol  (Young  was  appointed  to  the 
state  board  of  education)  and  in  the  city,  where  Haley  carried  weight 
with  local  labor  leaders.  The  bond  of  gender  also  helped  elect  Young 

president  of  the  NEA  in  1910.38 

Finally,  Young  received  political  support  from  women's  clubs  and 
networks  of  women  reformers  like  Jane  Addams.  These  groups  and 
teacher  associations  persuaded  thousands  of  women  to  sign  petitions 

and  to  demonstrate  support  on  two  occasions — first  when  Young  re- 
signed in  1899  over  the  autocratic  policies  of  the  new  superintendent 

and  then  in  1913  when  members  of  the  school  board  harassed  her.  In 

Chicago,  women's  clubs  were  an  important  source  of  pressure  for  edu- 
cational reform  and  served  as  significant  allies  to  Young  in  her  work:  she 

was  herself  an  active  clubwoman  and  an  advocate  of  suffrage  and 

women's  rights.39 
Although  these  networks  supported  Young,  she  climbed  the  ladder 

by  meeting  uniform  meritocratic  standards  of  performance.  When  she 
wanted  to  become  a  principal,  she  insisted  on  taking  the  qualifying 
examination  and  was  marked  first  on  the  list.  Until  that  time  women 

had  been  excused  from  taking  the  test,  but  after  her  success  the  board 
required  all  aspirants  to  pass  it.  When  she  became  chair  of  a  large 

committee  of  principals,  a  male  colleague  offered  to  lead  group  discus- 
sions for  her.  She  refused,  learned  parliamentary  procedure,  and  be- 
came an  expert  leader. 

Throughout  her  career,  she  also  had  male  mentors  in  high  positions 
who  recognized  her  talents,  stimulated  her  growth,  and  sponsored  her 
mobility.  From  Superintendent  W.  H.  Wells  she  learned  much  about 
curriculum;  Superintendent  Josiah  Pickard  advanced  her  career  and 

taught  her  about  new  methods  of  gradation  and  classification;  Superin- 
tendent George  Howland  prompted  her  enthusiasm  for  scholarship  and 

literature  and  appointed  her  as  assistant  superintendent;  and  most  im- 
portant, her  fruitful  association  with  John  Dewey  deepened  her  under- 
standing of  how  children  learn  and  how  democracy  worked  at  the  same 

time  that  she  taught  him  the  everyday  meaning  of  his  theories. 

When  she  was  fifty  years  old,  Young  decided  to  apply  to  take  a  semi- 

nar with  Dewey.  As  she  went  to  get  his  signature,  she  recalled,  "I  looked 
up  the  long  flight  of  stairs  of  Cobb  Hall  and  watched  the  eager  faces  of 
the  young  people  and  decided  that  it  was  a  place  for  young  people  and 

that  I  should  not  take  up  the  work."  But  as  she  was  about  to  leave,  a 
young  man  offered  to  get  Dewey's  permission.  Once  in  his  seminars  on 
logic,  metaphysics,  and  ethics,  Young  flourished;  here  was  a  mind  that 

could  challenge  her  own.  In  Dewey's  exploration  of  how  evolutionary 
thought  helped  explain  human  learning,  in  his  version  of  naturalistic 
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ethics  laced  with  millennial  Christian  and  democratic  values,  in  his 
vision  of  the  social  role  of  education  as  described  in  School  and  Society 
(1899),  she  found  philosophical  doctrines  that  resonated  with  her  own 

experience  and  reflection.  Impressed  with  her  open-mindedness  and 

intelligence,  Dewey  in  turn  found  that  "she  gave  me  credit  for  seeing 
all  the  bearings  and  implications  [of  my  theories]  which  she  with  her 

experience  and  outlook  got  out  of  what  I  said."  Dewey  reflected  that 
Theodore  "Roosevelt's  knowledge  of  politics  is  the  only  analogue  of 
Mrs.  Young's  knowledge  of  educational  matters  with  which  I  am 

acquainted."40 
Young's  thesis,  which  she  later  published  as  Isolation  in  the  School, 

was  the  distillation  of  her  views  on  how  teachers  might  participate  in 
decision  making  in  education  and  her  treatise  on  democracy  in  school 
administration.  Whereas  Dewey  generally  thought  in  more  abstract 
terms  about  educational  organization,  hers  was  a  firsthand  knowledge 
informed  by  the  same  ethical  passion  for  participation.  Her  Isolation, 

said  Margaret  Haley,  became  "the  Bible  of  the  teachers  of  the  United 
States  on  the  question  of  academic  freedom."41 

For  Young  to  put  democratic  theories  of  school  administration  into 
practice  was  no  simple  matter.  She  was  an  intense  person  who  set 
extraordinary  high  standards  of  performance  for  herself  and  others. 
One  of  her  admirers  wrote  of  her  efforts  as  assistant  superintendent  that 

"she  was  called  hard,  cold,  severe,  mannish,  without  sympathy,  and  in 
general,  very  critical."  Personal  qualities  of  distance  and  severity  that 
might  have  been  perceived  as  desirable  in  a  male  supervisor  in  the 
patriarchal  culture  of  the  late  Victorian  period  were  regarded  as  harsh 
and  unfeminine  in  a  woman. 

Even  more  important  than  the  issue  of  her  personality  was  the  rigidly 
hierarchical  character  of  the  Chicago  schools  in  that  period.  To  a  degree 

Young  at  first  accepted  this  bureaucratic  discipline  as  natural  and  inevi- 
table. When  she  attended  normal  school,  for  example,  she  attempted 

to  emulate  the  cast-iron  methods  of  discipline  she  learned  there.  Even 
as  late  as  1899,  when  she  resigned  as  assistant  superintendent  because 
of  disagreement  with  the  superintendent  about  his  autocratic  ways  of 

dealing  with  teachers,  she  resisted  attempts  to  persuade  her  to  recon- 
sider her  withdrawal,  saying  that  once  she  had  criticized  her  superior, 

she  should  no  longer  stay  as  his  subordinate.  "As  you  well  know,"  she 
wrote  sympathetic  heads  of  teacher  groups,  "I  hold  positive  views  re- 

garding official  courtesy  and  official  discipline.  .  .  .  Under  the  circum- 
stances it  would  not  be  in  accord  with  my  theories  of  discipline  for  me 

to  continue  as  district  superintendent."42 
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Through  her  work  with  Dewey  and  her  own  developing  understand- 
ing of  democratic  processes  in  organization,  however,  she  came  to 

question  her  concepts  of  "official  discipline."  As  principal  of  the  Skinner 
grammar  school  she  had  encouraged  teachers  to  develop  their  own 

ways  of  teaching  and  had  taken  pride  in  their  diverse  methods.  "No  one 
can  work  in  another's  harness"  she  told  teachers,  and  in  the  faculty 
meetings  she  encouraged  free  discussion.  As  assistant  superintendent 
she  sought  to  give  principals  and  teachers  greater  autonomy.  After  her 

work  at  the  University  of  Chicago  had  helped  to  give  theoretical  under- 

pinnings for  her  practice,  she  announced  in  1901  her  conviction  that  "no 
more  un-American  or  dangerous  solution  of  the  difficulties  involved  in 
maintaining  a  high  degree  of  efficiency  in  the  teaching  corps  of  a  large 
school  system  can  be  attempted  than  that  which  is  effected  by  what  is 

termed  'close  supervision.'  "  In  her  teaching  at  the  university  she  never 
lectured  or  imposed  her  views  on  students,  but  rather  guided  their 

discussion  by  pointed  questions.  "Often  persons  in  the  class  expressed 
dissatisfaction  that  she  did  not  express  definitely  the  ends  she  expected 

them  to  arrive  at,"  said  one  of  her  students,  "but  she  always  kept  in  the 
background  so  that  one  was  never  quite  sure  of  her  deepest  thoughts 

on  the  matter."43 
She  followed  the  same  pattern  of  encouraging  others  to  think  when 

she  became  principal  of  Cook  County  Normal  School  in  1905.  She  suc- 
ceeded Colonel  Francis  Parker  and  Arnold  Tompkins,  two  strong- 

minded  and  charismatic  men  who  had  sought  to  place  their  stamp  on 
the  school.  Young,  by  contrast,  rejected  their  idealized  view  of  the  child 
and  the  cult  of  personality  in  leadership  and  complained  that  what  the 

faculty  wanted  "me  to  do  is  give  them  some  stock  phrases  which  they 
can  use  on  all  occasions  instead  of  doing  their  own  thinking."  Requiring 
teachers  and  students  to  do  independent  thinking  was,  of  course,  in 
itself  a  form  of  imposition  of  a  particular  value  perspective.  She  insisted 
not  only  that  the  faculty  express  their  disagreements  openly,  but  also 
that  they  give  breathing  space  to  student  teachers  and  not  treat  them 

as  "girls"  but  as  responsible  teachers.  Her  encouragement  of  free  dis- 
cussion did  not  mean  a  lack  of  conviction,  however.  She  had  a  program 

of  changes  she  promoted  to  link  the  normal  school  more  closely  to  the 
city  schools  for  student  teachers  in  immigrant  districts. 

In  1909,  when  Young  became  superintendent,  there  had  been  a  dec- 
ade of  struggle  between  the  teacher  organizations,  especially  the  Chi- 
cago Teachers  Federation,  and  the  superintendent  and  board.  At  one 

point  in  her  career  she  had  had  doubts  about  the  collective  power  of 

teachers,  as  in  their  pressing  for  larger  salaries,  although  she  had  en- 
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dorsed  their  collaboration  in  planning  instruction.  But  as  assistant  su- 
perintendent she  had  seen  groups  of  women  come  in  to  present  their 

case  for  more  pay  to  an  emotionless  board,  and  then,  when  the  teachers 
left,  smirks  appear  on  the  lips  of  the  men  as  they  chose  to  ignore  the 
powerless  women.  Young  concluded  from  this  experience  that  in  a 
society  in  which  business  interests  combined  in  massive  organizations 
and  power  blocks,  the  teachers,  too,  needed  to  combine  to  accomplish 
their  purposes.  For  the  most  part,  she  and  the  CTF  leaders  cooperated. 

Haley  and  the  teachers  were  pleased  when  Young  instituted  teachers' 
councils,  a  plan  she  had  sketched  in  Isolation  in  the  Schools,  as  a  means 
of  enlisting  the  advice  of  teachers  in  policy  making  and  curriculum 
change.  For  the  superintendent  and  principals  to  determine  policy  was 

"the  reasoning  of  a  member  of  the  ruling  class,"  she  believed.  "We  are 
now  face  to  face  with  the  fact  that  a  democracy  whose  school  system 
lacks  confidence  in  the  ability  of  the  teachers  to  be  active  participants 

in  planning  its  aims  and  methods  is  a  logical  contradiction  in  itself."44 
Young's  conception  of  loyalty  was  that  of  hardworking  dedication  to 

broad  common  purposes,  to  the  welfare  of  the  children.  She  did  not 

conceive  of  loyalty  in  the  personal  terms  of  a  political  machine — a 
group  of  friends  dependent  on  her  goodwill,  an  official  clique.  She 
appointed  administration  subordinates  with  whom  she  disagreed  and 
some  who,  in  hard  times,  opposed  her.  She  did  not  even  provide  herself 
with  a  secretary  until  1915,  and  had  no  cabinet  of  aides  personally  tied 
to  her  success.  One  result  was  that  she  was  grievously  overworked,  and 
another  was  that  she  was  exposed  to  almost  constant  sabotage  of  her 
efforts  both  within  and  without  the  system.  Male  high  school  teachers 
and  principals  formed  one  such  opposition  group.  Textbook  salesmen 

and  real-estate  operators  eager  to  make  excessive  profits  on  school  sites 
connived  with  board  members  against  her.  Business  groups  opposed  to 
the  unionized  women  teachers  attacked  her  for  her  links  to  Haley. 

Religious  bigots  entered  the  campaign,  too,  accusing  her — probably 
because  of  her  ties  to  the  heavily  Catholic  CTF — of  being  a  Catholic. 
Amid  the  political  turmoil  surrounding  her  administration,  she  found 
steadfast  support,  however,  from  newly  enfranchised  women  liberals 

led  by  friends  such  as  Jane  Addams.45 
During  her  superintendency  Young  recommended  changes  in  the 

educational  program  that  resembled  the  progressive  reforms  intro- 
duced in  other  urban  systems  at  the  time:  creation  of  new  specialists 

such  as  deans  for  girls,  speech  teachers,  assistant  principals,  women 

physical  education  teachers,  and  vocational  guidance  counselors;  revi- 
sion of  the  curriculum;  and  creation  of  vocational  classes  and  special- 
ized high  schools. 
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Young  was  a  prominent  member  of  the  group  of  liberal  professional 

people  in  Chicago,  including  such  people  as  Dewey  and  George  Her- 
bert Mead,  who  fought  against  a  narrow  conception  of  class-based  voca- 

tional training  to  be  administered  largely  by  and  for  businessmen.  She 

believed  in  Dewey's  vision  of  vocational  education  (as  opposed  to  train- 
ing) which  would  link  manual  work  with  the  broadest  mental  develop- 

ment, would  teach  students  the  meaning  of  interdependent  roles  in 

industrial  society,  and  would  provide  them  with  the  skills  needed  for 

cooperation  in  the  planning  of  work.  Just  as  she  wanted  teachers  to 

share  decision  making  about  what  and  how  they  should  teach,  so  she 
believed  that  alienation  and  isolation  could  result  from  separating  the 

planning  of  work  from  its  execution.  She  called  on  teachers  to  go  be- 

yond the  school  to  try  to  "influence  conditions  so  positively  that  those 
children  they  teach  and  whose  characters  they  aim  to  help  shall  not  be 

trained  for  labor  that  blights  the  powers."  She  pointed  out  further  that 
the  great  mass  of  women  must  do  some  industrial  work,  but  that  they 
were  denied  the  best  jobs  even  in  the  fields  traditionally  reserved  to 

their  sex:  Do  women  "go  out  into  the  world  and  manage  the  great 
restaurants,  the  kitchens  of  the  great  hotels?  Certainly  not.  Men  cook 

in  the  large  establishments.  ...  If  you  or  I  want  a  tailor-made  dress,  we 

look  around  for  a  man  to  make  it."46 
Born  in  the  year  when  Mann  was  waging  his  battle  with  the  Boston 

schoolmasters,  and  living  until  World  War  I,  Young  bridged  in  her 

lifetime  the  older  religious  conceptions  of  character  and  the  newer 

form  of  evolutionary  optimism  and  faith  in  democracy  she  shared  with 

Dewey.  Of  his  Democracy  and  Education  she  wrote: 

Sometimes  teachers,  philanthropic  workers,  and  generous  givers  speak  of 

education  of  the  children  of  the  laborer  and  the  immigrant' as  something  that 
will  make  society  safer  for  the  upper  classes.  In  this  book  the  philosophy  seeks 
and  points  the  way  that  would  make  education  the  great  instrumentality 

helping  children  and  youths  to  grow  into  citizenship  in  a  government  in- 
tended to  be  of,  by,  and  for  all.47 

14.  DISSENT  AND  ACQUIESCENCE 

The  educational  trust,  with  its  aims  of  scientific  management  and  re- 

form from  the  top  down,  did  not  sweep  the  field  of  educational  leader- 
ship uncontested.  As  we  have  shown,  Ella  Flagg  Young  and  her  allies 
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among  militant  women  teachers  had  a  contrasting  vision  of  democracy 

in  education,  one  that  owed  much  to  John  Dewey's  philosophy.  Educa- 
tors advanced  theories  that  competed  with  those  of  the  administrative 

progressives.  Some  dissenters  protested  the  use  of  intelligence  tests. 
Some  called  for  greater  sensitivity  to  ethnic  differences  in  curriculum 

and  instruction.  A  few  criticized  the  business-oriented  corprate  model 
of  governance.  Many  worried  about  the  effects  of  vocational  tracking. 

Some  called  for  a  libertarian  and  child-centered  pedagogy  that  followed 

the  pupil's  free  trajectory  of  growth  and  curiosity.  The  social  recon- 
structionists  had  a  radical  vision  of  using  public  schooling  to  transform 

society  into  a  planned  cooperative  commonwealth.  Academic  tradition- 
alists continued  to  stress  basic  disciplines  and  perennial  moral  verities 

rather  than  the  utilitarian  goals  of  social  efficiency.  While  dissent  played 

an  important  part  in  keeping  alternative  conceptions  of  schooling  alive, 

the  administrative  progressives  largely  succeeded  in  winning  public 

acquiescence  in  their  program  of  reform  and  their  goal  of  depoliticizing 

public  education.1 
None  of  the  critics  was  more  cogent  or  influential  than  John  Dewey. 

He  warned  in  1902  that  "it  is  easy  to  fall  into  the  habit  of  regarding  the 
mechanics  of  school  organization  and  administration  as  something  com- 

paratively external  and  indifferent  to  educational  ideals."  The  opposite 
was  true,  he  believed:  one  could  not  have  a  democratic  educational 

system  if  planning  was  divorced  from  execution,  management  from 

practice.  Democratic  ends  could  not  be  divorced  from  pedagogical 

means.  He  criticized  the  ideology  and  program  of  the  administrative 

progressives  in  two  fundamental  ways.  He  maintained  that  teachers 

and  students  could  engage  in  true  education  only  if  the  purposes,  con- 
tent, and  methods  of  learning  emerged  from  shared  social  activity.  And 

he  attacked  the  shallow  scientism  and  conservative  social  values  of  the 

proponents  of  scientific  management.2 

Dewey  believed  that  every  school  should  become  "an  embryonic 

community"  which  would  train  children  to  a  "spirit  of  service"  and 

"effective  self-direction,"  thereby  providing  "the  deepest  and  the  best 

guarantee  of  a  larger  society  which  is  worthy,  lovely,  and  harmonious." 
The  loving  and  wise  family,  not  the  factory,  was  his  social  model.  The 

school  could  reconstruct  a  harsh  and  competitive  society  only  if  it  were 

a  miniature  example  of  a  more  just  and  effective  polity.  Democracy,  he 

argued,  "is  more  than  a  form  of  government;  it  is  primarily  a  mode  of 

associated  living,  of  conjoint  communicated  experience."  Since  democ- 
racy rejected  external  authority  and  relied  on  "voluntary  disposition 

and  interest,"  the  classroom  would  have  to  create  conditions  under 
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which  a  variety  of  individuals,  profiting  from  their  diverse  perspectives, 

could  discover  and  act  on  common  purposes.3 

Thus  top-down  management  of  a  "democratic"  school  system  was  a 
contradiction  in  terms.  The  processes  of  schooling  should  be  congruent 
with  the  character  of  the  cooperative  society  Dewey  sought  to  achieve. 
His  political  values  were  explicit,  but  he  thought  that  the  administrative 

progressives  were  covertly  embedding  conservative  premises  in  their 

version  of  objective  educational  science.  "If  we  are  satisfied  upon  the 
whole  with  the  aims  and  processes  of  existing  society,"  he  wrote,  then 
"the  attempt  to  determine  objectives  and  select  subject-matter  of  stud- 

ies by  wide  collection  and  accurate  management  of  data"  would  suffice, 
for  it  would  perpetuate  the  status  quo.  "But  if  one  conceives  that  a  social 
order  diflFerent  in  quality  and  direction  from  the  present  is  desirable 
.  .  .  quite  a  diflFerent  method  and  content  is  indicated  for  educational 

science."  Dewey  also  attacked  the  shallow  and  atheoretical  quality  and 
promotional  bias  of  much  educational  research.  Merely  counting  things 

did  not  make  an  investigation  scientific,  nor  did  statistics  produce  "a 
magical  guarantee  of  a  scientific  product."  Researchers  on  the  make 
were  too  eager  to  "convert  scientific  conclusions  into  rules  and  stan- 

dards of  classroom  practice"  in  the  hope  of  proving  their  work  useful. 
Few  of  the  administrative  progressives  heeded  his  warnings  about  the 

conservative  bias  of  their  "science"  or  halted  their  rush  to  convert 
numbers  into  norms.4 

Some  educators,  however,  shared  Dewey's  concerns  about  applied 
research  and  called  for  a  training  of  administrators  which  would  give 
them  a  broader  and  more  liberal  perspective  on  social  issues.  The 

most  articulate  critic  of  administrative  training  was  Jesse  Newlon,  pro- 

fessor at  Teachers  College  and  a  colleague  of  Dewey's.  While  superin- 
tendent of  the  Denver  public  schools  Newlon  had  pioneered  in  an 

early  form  of  "democratic  administration"  and  had  actively  enlisted 
teachers  in  reshaping  the  curriculum.  His  book  Educational  Adminis- 

tration as  Social  Policy  was  a  sustained  attack  on  the  drab  scientism 

and  implicitly  conservative  bias  endemic  in  the  training  of  administra- 
tors. Through  analysis  of  the  contents  of  textbooks  and  courses  in  edu- 

cational administration  Newlon  concluded  that  most  graduate  instruc- 

tion focused  on  administrivia  and  virtually  ignored  the  "critical 
examination  of  educational  and  social  implications  of  the  structures 

and  procedures  discussed."  If  superintendents  were  to  become  educa- 
tional and  community  leaders,  he  argued,  they  needed  to  study  edu- 

cational philosophy,  curriculum  theory,  social  sciences,  and  educa- 

tional policy.5 
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Newlon  and  Dewey  were  members  of  a  group  of  scholars  at  Teachers 

College  in  the  1930s  who  envisaged  a  radical  role  for  educational  lead- 
ers. The  crisis  in  capitalism  induced  by  the  Great  Depression  led  them 

to  believe  that  education  could  help  to  create  a  planned  economy.  A 

leader  in  that  group  of  social  reconstructionists,  George  Counts,  had 

already  made  a  series  of  path  breaking  studies  in  the  1920s  that  showed 
the  class  and  racial  bias  of  secondary  education,  the  dominance  of 

school  boards  by  elites,  and  the  fancifulness  of  believing  that  schools 

could  really  be  "above  politics."  In  1932  he  asked  in  a  forthright  address 
"Dare  the  School  Build  a  New  Social  Order?"  Other  scholars,  like  the 
historian  Merle  Curti,  analyzed  the  elitist  character  of  school  leadership 

in  the  past  and  present  and  called  for  educators  to  bring  about  funda- 

mental social  change.  Although  this  group  of  educational  radicals  pro- 
moted a  searching  discussion  of  the  links  between  education  and  the 

political  economy  in  their  journal  The  Social  Frontier,  it  reached  only 

a  small  segment  of  the  profession  and  expressed  aspirations  that  little 

matched  those  of  the  great  majority  of  leaders.  It  was  not  until  the  1960s 

that  similarly  radical  voices  could  be  heard  again  in  education.6 
If  the  hope  that  educators  could  use  the  schools  to  build  a  new  social 

order  now  seems  Utopian — especially  in  the  light  of  the  elite  character 
of  school  boards  and  the  traditional  values  of  school  administrators — 

another  assumption  of  the  liberals  and  radicals  of  the  1930s  is  reminis- 
cent of  Strayer  and  Cubberley:  almost  all  believed  in  granting  greater 

power  and  autonomy  to  professional  educators.  Whatever  their  political 

persuasion,  educational  theorists  generally  lacked  a  comprehensive  vi- 
sion of  a  lay  polity  of  education  or  an  appreciation  for  the  uses  of 

controversy  and  conflict.  Coupled  with  their  belief  in  autonomy  for  the 

professional  was  a  fear  of  "pressure  groups,"  for  they  tended  to  see 

"outside"  groups  as  intruders  and  not  as  legitimate  forces  for  change. 
Liberal  educators  worried  that  groups  like  the  National  Association  of 

Manufacturers  or  the  American  Legion  might  demand  probusiness  or 

ultrapatriotic  propaganda;  conservatives  had  their  doubts  about  advo- 
cacy groups  pressing  for  sex  education  or  socialist  indoctrination;  and 

most  leaders  feared  the  influence  of  "politicians"  or  religious  factions. 
Indeed,  in  the  professional  literature  on  school  governance,  most  lay 

forms  of  political  expression — beyond  a  sanitized  version  of  school 

boards  or  supportive  PTA's — were  suspect.  One  consequence,  as  we 
suggest  in  Part  III,  is  that  even  liberal  educators  generally  failed  to  see 

broad  social  movements  such  as  civil  rights  as  a  positive  impetus  for 

educational  change.7 

It  may  be  argued,  then,  that  the  administrative  progressives  suc- 
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ceeded  in  convincing  a  whole  range  of  fellow  professionals  that  educa- 
tion should  be  depoliticized,  if  by  that  one  means  not  that  educators 

should  always  agree,  but  that  lay  people  should  be  kept  at  arm's  length. 
This  might  be  called  the  politics  of  lay  acquiescence.  Indeed,  after  the 
series  of  campaigns  to  centralize  control  of  urban  schools,  the  politics 
of  public  education  did  become  relatively  quiescent.  To  be  sure,  open 

public  protest  did  appear  in  some  places:  rural  people  resisted  consoli- 
dation of  one-room  schools;  labor-union  officials  in  Chicago  argued  that 

intelligence  testing  and  junior  high  schools  were  undemocratic;  thou- 
sands of  Jews  in  New  York  City  protested  in  the  streets  against  the 

introduction  of  a  kind  of  vocational  training  that  might  condemn  their 
children  to  menial  jobs;  fundamentalists  passed  laws  to  ban  Darwinism; 
and  many  local  controversies  arose  over  the  financial  side  of  education, 

tax  rates,  teachers'  salaries,  contracts  for  buildings  and  supplies,  or  dis- 

putes over  the  cost  of  "fads  and  frills."  But  the  older  ethnocultural 
politics,  which  had  mobilized  large  numbers  of  citizens,  largely  died 
down,  and  no  pervasive  new  set  of  issues  emerged  to  unite  voters  in 

opposition  to  the  programs  of  the  administrative  progressives.8 
It  is  difficult  to  determine  the  significance  of  this  relative  calm  in 

school  politics.  The  administrative  progressives  themselves  thought 

they  knew  its  meaning:  the  public  was  well  pleased  with  the  new- 
style  schooling,  for  did  not  the  greatly  increased  public  expenditures 

and  enrollments  demonstrate  support?  There  is  some  evidence,  how- 
ever, for  a  contrary  view  that  education  was  a  reform  imposed  upon 

a  reluctant  working  class  by  elites.  Study  after  study  of  school  drop- 
outs has  demonstrated  that  workers'  children  did  not  relish  school.  In 

one  experiment  in  Milwaukee,  for  example,  8,000  youth  in  part-time 
continuation  schools  were  asked  if  they  would  return  full-time  to 
school  if  they  were  paid  about  the  same  wages  as  they  earned  at  work; 
only  16  said  that  they  would.  But  a  distaste  for  school  among  young 

workers  was  not  the  same  thing  as  organized  opposition  or  a  compel- 
ling alternative  vision.  To  the  degree  that  labor  was  organized,  as  in 

the  American  Federation  of  Labor,  it  consistently  supported  compul- 
sory schooling  and  also  advocated  the  form  of  vocational  schooling 

that  ultimately  triumphed — one  under  the  control  of  public-school 
officials.  Public  challenges  to  the  program  of  the  administrative 
progressives  generally  attacked  marginal  features  of  the  system,  not 

its  basic  assumptions  or  impact.  In  short,  the  administrative  progres- 
sives managed  to  make  the  system,  and  their  own  powers  within  it, 

seem  inevitable  and  legitimate.  Above  politics,  not  seeming  to  serve 

any  one  faction  exclusively,  public  education  deserved  public  confi- 
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dence,  they  believed,  and  within  the  schools  they  claimed  a  right  to 

say  what  was  normal  and  desirable.9 
In  public  education  the  members  of  the  educational  trust  played  a 

role  similar  to  that  of  entrepreneurs  in  the  leading  sectors  of  the  Ameri- 
can economy.  While  there  were  lagging  sectors  both  in  public  schools 

and  in  business,  ultimately  even  these  backwaters  felt  the  surge  of 

change.  One  reason  that  the  administrative  progressives  exercised  such 

influence  was  that  they  acted  in  concert  politically,  ideologically,  and 

programmatically  with  the  most  powerful  forces  in  America,  the  eco- 
nomic and  professional  elites  that  were  transforming  the  ways  in  which 

the  society  conducted  its  business  both  private  and  public.  The 

hegemony  of  business  ideology  made  uplift  through  scientific  manage- 

ment seem  self-evidently  virtuous.  The  ideology  of  depoliticized  exper- 
tise splintered  opposition  and  defused  the  effectiveness  of  protest. 

So  pervasive  was  the  ideology  of  scientific  efficiency  and  the  influence 
of  business  and  professional  elites  that  urban  schools  all  over  the  nation 

converged  in  their  institutional  evolution,  especially  after  centraliza- 

tion of  control.  In  1909  Cubberley  wrote  that  previous  "advances  in 
organization  and  in  the  enrichment  of  curriculum  have  nearly  all  been 

forced  upon  the  school  by  practical  men  from  without."  By  "practical 

men"  he  meant  businessmen,  and  part  of  the  strategy  of  the  administra- 
tive progressives  was  precisely  to  align  themselves  with  such  elites  in 

the  process  of  proposing  educational  reforms.  Thus  the  new  profes- 
sional consensus  in  the  educational  trust  typically  had  behind  it  the 

prestige  and  political  impetus  of  the  "practical  men"  who  sat  on  school 
boards.10 
Even  superintendents  who  differed  in  their  backgrounds,  values,  and 

styles  of  leadership  as  much  as  Young,  Cody,  and  Spaulding  presided 

over  schools  that  developed  in  similar  directions.  Chicago,  Detroit,  and 

Cleveland  all  grew  in  complexity  of  program  and  administrative  struc- 
ture, adding  vocational  education,  guidance  programs,  junior  high 

schools,  testing  and  research  bureaus,  and  highly  differentiated  cur- 
ricula for  different  groups  of  students.  Young,  Cody,  and  Spaulding  all 

cited  such  increments  to  the  system  in  listing  their  achievements. 

The  huge  scale  and  complexity  of  urban  school  systems  constrained 

the  ways  in  which  superintendents  could  exert  leadership.  Sheer  size 
made  personal  impact  difficult  and  the  task  of  coordination  herculean. 

Young  recalled  in  1916  that: 

When  I  began  teaching  in  the  city  of  Chicago,  the  teaching  force  was  so  small 
that  the  superintendent,  who  had  his  institutes  once  a  month,  had  in  one 
schoolroom  the  teachers  of  the  high  school,  the  principal  of  the  high  school 
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— there  was  then  only  one — the  principal  of  the  elementary  schools,  and  all 
the  grade  teachers.  There  we  met  and  discussed,  on  the  same  level,  the 

subjects  which  were  presented  to  us,  or  which  were  raised  by  persons  pre- 
sent. But  today  it  is  simply  impossible  for  the  teachers  in  a  great  city  or  for 

even  the  principals  in  a  city  like  New  York,  to  meet  and  discuss  freely  the 

questions — a  few  do  the  talking,  and  they  talk  to  the  galleries.11 

Cody  might  create  a  personal  legend  by  his  colorful  personality,  and 

Young  might  foster  an  ethos  among  teachers  by  the  democratic  ideals 

she  personified,  but  both  ended  up  by  creating  ever  more  complicated 

bureaucracies  in  which  the  symbolic  impact  of  their  leadership  became 

obscured  by  layers  of  hierarchy. 

As  schools  grew  bigger,  leaders  controlled  their  systems  increasingly 

by  rules  and  delegation  rather  than  by  personal  knowledge  and  pres- 
ence. They  created  regulations  to  coordinate  the  parts.  They  assigned 

responsibility  for  specific  tasks  to  specialized  subordinates.  Authority 

was  no  longer  personal  and  diffuse,  as  in  a  small  system  in  which  a  leader 

could  know  particular  teachers  and  children  and  parents.  Now  author- 
ity depended  on  position  and  flowed  from  the  top  down.  Viewed  from 

above  such  a  system  seemed  a  rational  model  of  scientific  management; 

viewed  from  the  teachers'  perspective  it  often  seemed  hermetic  and 
autocratic;  viewed  from  outside,  it  often  seemed  so  complex  and 

opaque  as  to  be  hard  to  influence.12 
Within  the  systems,  informal  networks  of  communication  and  influ- 

ence developed  alongside  the  formal  organizational  chart.  Through 

such  informal  groupings  school  staff  could  combine  to  sabotage  or  ad- 
vance the  purposes  of  the  top  officials.  Aspiring  young  administrators 

found  it  essential  to  learn  such  intrabureaucratic  politics  in  order  to 

advance,  while  superintendents  who  neglected  to  gain  the  support  of 

informal  networks  discovered  the  power  of  the  dragged  foot. 

There  were  some  educators  who  perceived  the  pathologies  of 

bureaucracies  engineered  by  the  administrative  progressives  and  tried 

to  reform  them  from  within.  In  their  careers  one  can  discover  prefigu- 
rations  of  the  changes  to  come  after  1954  when  new  social  movements 
would  transform  American  education  once  more.  Of  these  dissenters, 

none  was  more  perceptive  or  inventive  than  Leonard  Covello,  teacher 

and  principal  in  New  York's  East  Harlem. 

The  Leader  as  Community  Organizer:  Leonard  Covello 

Covello  saw  that  the  attempt  to  standardize  education  from  above 
meant  that  schooling  was  often  mismatched  with  the  diverse  cultures 
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of  the  students'  families.  He  realized  that  the  hierarchical  and  autocra- 
tic nature  of  school  administration  lowered  morale  among  teachers  and 

blocked  their  initiative.  He  knew  that  the  complexity  of  the  system 
made  it  seem  opaque  and  alien  to  parents.  He  rejected  much  that  the 

administrative  progressives  had  sought  to  install:  intelligence  tests  that 

labeled  children  stupid  and  unteachable;  vocational  tracks  that  rele- 
gated them  to  humble  jobs;  an  ethnocentric  curriculum  that  taught 

them  to  be  ashamed  of  their  ethnic  background. 

Covello  was  a  teacher  and  principal  in  the  largest  and  perhaps  the 
most  complex  school  system  in  the  United  States.  He  learned,  even 

within  that  huge  organization,  to  use  informal  networks  to  create  a 

sense  of  shared  purpose  and  morale  that  made  his  school  a  community 

rather  than  an  outpost  of  a  distant  headquarters  at  110  Livingston 

Street.  The  school  itself  became  a  center  of  its  neighborhood  because 

Covello  knew  how  to  tap  the  community's  natural  groupings,  the  ex- 
isting bonds  of  partial  community,  to  build  a  greater  sense  of  common 

purpose  in  East  Harlem.  Such  an  approach  to  leadership  enabled  him 
to  surmount  the  barriers  that  bureaucratic  structures  created  within 

the  school  system  and  between  the  school  and  its  neighborhood.  His 

skill  in  understanding  informal  organization,  his  ability  to  mobilize 

people  to  accomplish  joint  purposes,  represented  one  way  in  which 

older  direct  and  personal  styles  of  leadership  could  survive  even  in  a 
large  bureaucracy. 

To  the  boys  of  Benjamin  Franklin  High  School  he  was  "Pop  Covello," 
to  teachers,  a  friend  who  inspired  a  common  dedication.  Victim  of  a 

thoughtless  cultural  chauvinism  himself  as  a  child,  he  created  a  school 

that  honored  and  reflected  the  cultural  diversity  of  its  community.  He 

refused  to  use  the  school  to  adjust  students  to  an  unjust  society:  he 

insisted  that  together  he  and  the  community  mobilize  to  change  it. 

Leonard  Covello  was  a  pioneer  in  creating  bilingual,  bicultural  edu- 
cation; storefront  schools;  community  advisory  committees  for  schools; 

multicultural  education;  programs  to  prevent  school  dropouts;  school- 
based  community-service  and  political-action  programs;  methods  of 
troubleshooting  in  race  riots;  and  much  else.  He  was  also  an  early  critic 

of  the  misuse  of  I.Q.  tests  with  culturally  different  populations.  He  did 

all  this  in  the  1920s  and  1930s  in  the  largest  school  bureaucracy  in  the 
nation.  He  began  as  a  high  school  teacher  in  New  York  City  before 

World  War  I  and  served  as  principal  of  Benjamin  Franklin  High  School 

for  twenty-two  years  from  1934  to  1956.  What  is  most  significant  about 
him  is  that  as  he  put  his  ideas  into  practice  they  formed  a  coherent 

whole.  His  ideal  was  a  school  that  was  community-centered  rather  than 
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subject-centered  or  child-centered.  And  he  used  the  school,  its  students 
and  staff,  as  an  agency  for  organizing  the  people  of  East  Harlem  to 

improve  their  lives.13 
Covello  came  to  this  country  from  his  hometown  of  Aviliano  in  south- 

ern Italy  at  the  age  of  ten.  Both  in  Italy  and  in  East  Harlem  where  his 
father  settled,  he  knew  poverty  and  harsh  daily  labor.  But  perhaps  more 
important  for  his  later  career,  he  learned  firsthand  the  pain  of  the  clash 
of  cultures  between  the  American  school  and  that  of  his  family  and 
townspeople,  the  shock  of  a  forced  assimilation  that  taught  him  to  be 
ashamed  of  his  name,  his  language,  and  the  lowly  standing  of  his  people. 

"I  remember  in  those  days  how  we  used  all  our  resources  to  keep  our 
parents  away  from  school — particularly  our  mothers,"  Covello  recalled 
later,  "because  they  did  not  speak  English  and  still  dressed  in  the  Euro- 

pean way  with  the  inevitable  shawl.  We  didn't  want  these  embarrassing 
'differences'  paraded  before  our  teachers.  ...  In  trying  to  make  a  good 
impression  on  our  teachers,  it  was  always  at  the  expense  of  our  family 

and  what  was  Italian  in  us."  Under  pressure  from  his  father  to  go  to 
work,  Covello  quit  high  school.  But  friends  persuaded  him  to  return,  to 

attend  Columbia,  and  then  to  become  a  teacher.14 
By  the  time  he  went  to  Dewitt  Clinton  High  School  as  a  foreign 

language  teacher,  Covello  had  become  proud  of  the  Italian  language 

and  culture.  He  joined  or  helped  to  found  a  half-dozen  Italian-American 
voluntary  associations  inside  and  outside  the  schools  and  became  the 
first  person,  probably,  to  teach  Italian  in  an  American  high  school.  His 
purpose  was  not  only  to  acquaint  his  Italian  students  with  their  own 
high  culture,  but  also  to  use  the  language  as  a  bridge  between  the  home 
and  the  school.  Seeing  how  effectively  Covello  related  to  Italian  boys 
other  teachers  regarded  as  roughnecks,  the  principal  invited  him  into 

his  office  and  said:  "These  boys  are  not  easy  to  handle.  ...  To  put  it 
bluntly,  it  will  be  your  job  to  look  after  these  boys.  ...  I  want  you  to 

become  the  father-confessor  of  these  East  Side  boys."15 
Known  to  the  people  of  East  Harlem  as  "Pop,"  Covello  became  more 

like  an  older  brother  or  father  to  the  boys  than  another  member  of  the 
bureaucracy.  Firm  but  affectionate  with  them,  he  could  share  their 
trials  at  home,  their  sense  of  rejection  and  conflict  at  school.  Even  three 
decades  later  they  were  still  Joe  and  Lupino  and  Vito  to  him,  not 

long-gone  and  nameless  ex-students.  One  of  his  students  of  that  period 

later  recalled:  "He  filled  a  hero  void  for  most  of  us,  not  a  cowboy  hero, 
not  a  blood  and  thunder  hero,  but  a  true  hero.  His  dedication  could 
show  in  his  own  quiet  way  ...  he  was  a  real  big  brother  and  a  real 

father."  He  spent  much  of  his  time  after  school  visiting  their  homes, 
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directing  Italian  plays,  teaching  Italian  adults.  Loyal  both  to  Garibaldi 
and  Lincoln,  he  was  helping  to  invent  bilingual,  bicultural  educa- 

tion.16 
As  time  went  on,  his  conception  of  service  through  education  broad- 

ened and  deepened,  reaching  beyond  the  Italian  community.  His  no- 
tion of  multicultural  education  came  to  include  all  ethnic  groups.  He 

began  to  see  that  the  school  could  become  a  center  to  organize  broad 
change.  He  believed  that  New  York  school  administrators  and  planners 

thought  too  much  "in  mass  terms,"  on  a  bureaucratic  citywide  basis  of 
standard  units  rather  than  in  terms  of  the  actual  distinct  individuals, 
cultures,  and  neighborhoods  that  made  up  the  city. 

Covello  went  through  several  stages  in  his  thinking  and  action;  these 
were  also  seen  in  later  forms  of  ethnic  education.  The  first  stage  was  one 

of  saying  "include  me,  understand  me,  my  group  belongs  in  the  curric- 
ulum." Hence  Covello  argued  for  instruction  in  Italian.  The  next  stage 

was  to  connect  the  school  more  closely  with  the  home  and  community 
life  of  Italian  immigrants.  Both  of  these  stages  helped  administrators 
and  teachers  to  work  more  effectively  with  youth  who  might  otherwise 

have  been  alienated  and  difficult.  But  Covello 's  vision  of  a  community- 
based  school  went  beyond  adapting  the  school  to  ethnic  cultures  so  that 
students  would  in  turn  adapt  to  the  school.  In  particular,  his  vision  went 

far  beyond  co-optation  of  unruly  students.  He  believed  that  the  school 
itself  should  mobilize  neighborhood  people  to  bring  about  social 

justice.17 
Covello  showed  what  he  meant  when  he  became  principal  of  the  new 

Benjamin  Franklin  High  School  in  East  Harlem,  his  home,  in  1934.  This 
school  was  the  product  of  a  political  movement  of  which  Covello  was 
a  leader.  East  Harlem  previously  had  had  no  high  school,  despite  its 
dense  population  of  over  200,000  people.  Covello  joined  forces  with  city 
politicians,  among  them  Vito  Marcantonio  and  Mayor  LaGuardia,  to 
create  Franklin  High  School,  and  later  he  lobbied  for  a  magnificent  new 
building  on  the  East  River.  Not  afraid  of  political  action,  he  was  a  master 
of  orchestrating  groups  to  press  for  change.  This  was  a  skill  he  wanted 
his  students  and  their  families  to  learn:  how  to  analyze  social  and  eco- 

nomic problems  and  how  to  gain  the  power  to  correct  them. 
The  community  became  the  heart  of  the  curriculum  in  many  ways. 

In  art  the  students  painted  murals  of  their  neighborhood;  in  social 
studies  they  studied  land  values  and  housing  conditions;  in  literature 
they  read  authors  of  the  various  nationalities  and  races  represented  in 
the  school.  Students  joined  with  teachers,  parents,  and  other  adults  to 
pressure  governments  for  new  public  housing;  they  worked  together  to 
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create  playgrounds  in  vacant  lots;  they  led  "block  beautiful"  and  sanita- 
tion campaigns;  and  they  produced  a  community  newspaper.18 

Covello  wanted  the  high  school  to  be  a  center  for  collective  action, 

for  learning,  for  recreation  for  all  groups  and  ages.  His  storefront  center 

became  a  meeting  place  for  many  different  groups  from  little  children 

to  adult  music  clubs.  He  started  community  advisory  councils  in  which 

hundreds  of  local  citizens,  students,  and  teachers  participated.  The 

school  was  open  in  the  evenings.  Covello  described  what  a  typical  night 

might  be  like: 

I  could  sit  in  my  office  [during  parent  conferences]  and  listen  happily  to  the 
hum  of  knowledge.  Young  men  and  adults  .  .  .  were  now  completing  their 
high  school  education  at  night.  In  other  rooms  immigrants  of  varying  ages 
and  nationalities  struggled  with  the  complexities  of  the  English  language, 
sometimes  taught  by  their  own  sons,  while  others  prepared  for  citizenship 
tests.  In  the  gymnasium  a  basketball  game  was  in  progress,  as  often  as  not 
involving  two  Jews,  two  Italians,  three  Negroes,  two  Puerto  Ricans,  and  a 

fellow  named  O'Reilly.  In  the  library,  the  Parent-Teacher  Association  was 
holding  a  meeting  while  from  the  auditorium  might  come  the  shrill  sounds 
of  an  argument  that  meant  that  the  Community  Advisory  Committee  was  in 

session.19 

Covello  had  no  aversion  to  arguments  and  disputes.  Nor  did  he  inter- 
pret the  absence  of  conflict  as  a  sign  of  progress.  East  Harlem  was  a 

violent  place — the  open  violence  of  the  youth  gangs  and  the  Cosa  Nos- 
tra, the  more  hidden  psychological  violence  of  hunger  and  dark 

crowded  tenements,  the  anger  of  incomprehension  between  parents 

and  children.  Covello  wanted  to  channel  this  energy  of  conflict  into 

collective  political  and  social  actions  that  would  improve  the  lives  of 

people,  that  would  give  them  voices  and  power.  What  hurt  him  most 

was  the  occasional  outburst  of  conflict  between  the  powerless,  as  when 
poor  whites  fought  poor  blacks.  After  one  such  incident,  blown  out  of 

proportion  by  the  press  into  race  riot,  he  invited  several  hundred  par- 

ents into  the  school  auditorium  and  told  them:  "People  who  struggle  for 
bread  can't  hate  each  other."20 
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PART  III 

Dreams  Deferred, 

Public  goods  are  defined  as  goods  which  are  consumed  by  all 
those  who  are  members  of  a  given  community,  country,  or 
geographical  area  in  such  a  manner  that  consumption  or  use  by 
one  member  does  not  detract  from  consumption  or  use  by 
another.  .  .  .  The  distinguishing  characteristic  of  these  goods  is 
not  only  that  they  can  be  consumed  by  everyone,  but  that  there 
is  no  escape  from  consuming  them  unless  one  were  to  leave  the 
community  by  which  they  are  provided.  .  .  .  Actually,  of  course, 

a  private  citizen  can  "get  out"  from  public  education  by  send- 
ing his  children  to  private  school,  but  at  the  same  time  he 

cannot  get  out,  in  the  sense  that  his  children's  life  will  be 
affected  by  the  quality  of  public  education. 

Albert  O.  Hirschman 
Exit,  Voice,  and  Loyalty:  Responses  to 

Decline  in  Firms,  Organizations, 
and  States 

15  OLD  IDEALS  AND  NEW  CLAIMANTS 

"I  have  a  dream,"  Martin  Luther  King,  Jr.,  told  a  gathering  of  200,000 
citizens  at  the  Lincoln  Memorial  on  28  August  1963.  "I  have  a  dream 
that  my  four  little  children  will  one  day  live  in  a  nation  where  they  will 
not  be  judged  by  the  color  of  their  skin  but  by  the  content  of  their 

character."  One  day,  he  dreamed,  "this  nation  will  rise  up  and  live  out 
the  true  meaning  of  its  creed."1  "What  happens  to  a  dream  deferred?" 
asks  black  poet  Langston  Hughes: 

213 



Managers  of  Virtue 

Does  it  dry  up 
like  a  raisin  in  the  sun? 

Or  fester  like  a  sore — 
And  then  run? 
Does  it  stink  like  rotten  meat? 

Or  crust  and  sugar  over — 
like  a  syrupy  sweet? 
Maybe  it  just  sags 
like  a  heavy  load. 

Or  does  it  explode?2 

King's  call  for  a  new  America  based  on  an  old  dream  deferred,  like 
Rosa  Parks's  courageous  decision  in  Montgomery  in  1955  not  to  give  up 
her  seat  on  the  bus  to  a  white,  was  part  of  a  crusade  to  realize  social 

justice.  An  important  part  of  that  civil-rights  movement  was  a  desire  to 
use  public  education  to  resolve  the  contradiction  between  racism  and 
those  democratic  and  egalitarian  values  which  Gunnar  Myrdal  called  an 

"American  Creed."  In  its  historic  decision  on  school  desegregation  in 
the  Brown  case  in  1954  the  United  States  Supreme  Court  sought  to  align 

educational  policy  with  that  creed  and  thereby  gave  impetus  to  a  cam- 
paign that  mobilized  citizens,  both  black  and  white,  to  recreate  Ameri- 

can education.3 
The  civil  rights  and  other  protest  movements  stimulated  a  third  great 

period  of  reform  of  the  common  school.  Again,  as  in  Horace  Mann's  era, 
powerful  visions  of  a  brighter  future  animated  reformers  in  education, 
but  this  time  people  demanded  social  justice  for  those  who  had  been 
pushed  to  the  bottom  of  society  and  largely  ignored.  Again,  as  in  the 

mid-nineteenth  century,  leaders  of  social  movements  pressed  for 
change,  but  this  time  they  sought  not  so  much  to  build  new  institutions 
as  to  gain  equity  and  voice  in  existing  but  unresponsive  school  systems. 
Again,  as  in  the  early  twentieth  century,  reformers  from  foundations, 
universities,  and  government  sought  to  redesign  public  education,  but 
now  they  regarded  themselves  more  as  advocates  for  the  dispossessed 
than  as  neutral  experts.  School  reform  became  a  highly  politicized 

domain.4 
Public  education  in  the  1960s  became  front-page  news  as  a  battle- 

ground in  the  War  on  Poverty  and  the  quest  for  racial  equality.  Across 
the  land  in  the  generation  following  Brown  appeared  major  changes  in 
public  education:  desegregation,  federal  aid  to  schools  serving  poor 
children,  dozens  of  state  and  federal  categorical  programs  aimed  at 

neglected  populations,  legislation  guaranteeing  racial  and  sexual  eq- 
uity, new  entitlements  for  handicapped  pupils,  state  laws  demanding 

accountability  and  minimum  standards  for  promotion  and  graduation, 

bilingual-bicultural  programs,  career  education,  and  a  host  of  other 
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reforms  large  and  small.  The  courts  took  an  increasingly  active  role  in 

school  governance  and  finance.  Teachers  became  more  militant  and 

well  organized  and  won  collective  bargaining  rights  that  preempted 

many  traditional  powers  of  school  boards  and  superintendents.  Al- 

though there  was  much  talk  about  "community  control"  and  some 
actual  attempts  to  decentralize  school  governance  in  large  cities,  in  fact 

much  decision  making  migrated  upward  from  the  local  district  to  the 

state  and  federal  legislatures  and  other  agencies.  Such  centralization 

challenged  and  fragmented  the  authority  of  local  administrators.  In- 
deed, reformers  justified  such  intervention  into  local  districts  by  argu- 

ing that  local  educators  had  neglected  the  needs  of  the  poor  and  minorities. 

The  generation  following  Brown  produced  not  only  a  headlong  rush 
of  educational  reforms,  but  also  sharply  different  assessments  of  the 

meaning  and  value  of  the  changes.  For  liberals  the  early  years  of  the 

War  on  Poverty  and  the  campaign  for  civil  rights  were  a  heady  time. 

It  seemed  as  if  American  faith  in  schooling  had  never  been  stronger. 

People  talked  of  educational  moon-shots — the  contemporary  equiva- 
lent of  earlier  millennial  rhetoric.  Long  awaited  reforms  such  as  federal 

aid  to  education  and  civil-rights  laws  promised  real  solutions  to  old 
problems.  Statistics  seemed  to  demonstrate  progress.  Between  i960  and 

1970  expenditures  per  pupil  (in  constant  1970  dollars)  increased  from 

$665  to  $955.  In  the  same  decade  the  percentage  of  students  complet- 
ing high  school  jumped  from  62  to  75,  while  by  1975  the  educational 

attainment  of  young  adult  blacks  and  Hispanics  nearly  equaled  that  of 

whites  of  the  same  age.  By  the  end  of  the  1960s  desegregation  pro- 
ceeded at  a  rapid  pace  in  the  South  (though  northern  cities  lagged 

behind).  New  laws  and  court  decisions  secured  the  rights  and  broad- 

ened the  opportunities  of  blacks,  females,  the  handicapped,  and  linguis- 
tic minorities.5 

But  was  the  cup  half-full  or  half-empty?  Minorities  protested  that 
reforms  were  too  slow  and  too  parsimonious.  And  scholarly  studies 

raised  questions  about  the  effectiveness  of  programs  that  had  initially 

caught  the  liberal  imagination.  Research  by  James  Coleman  and  his 

associates  published  in  1966  showed  that  disparities  between  the  re- 
sources of  schools  attended  by  whites  and  minorities  were  far  smaller 

than  had  been  expected,  casting  doubt  on  the  liberal  belief  that  educa- 

tional resources  largely  accounted  for  divergent  educational  perform- 
ance of  pupils.  Early  evaluation  of  expensive  federal  programs  seemed 

to  show  minimal  results  (though  later  studies  made  when  programs 

were  more  carefully  designed  and  monitored  did  show  gains).  In  an- 
other major  study  Christopher  Jencks  argued  that  schooling  did  not  do 

much  to  equalize  adult  incomes.6 
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The  conclusions  of  such  scholarly  studies  proved  to  be  deflationary, 
we  believe,  largely  because  of  the  way  in  which  they  asked  their  initial 

questions.  Basically,  such  research  has  translated  the  question  "Do 
schools  make  a  difference?"  into  two  subquestions:  (1)  Do  fairly  small 
additions  of  resources  to  the  basic  educational  system  substantially  nar- 

row differences  of  test  performance  among  different  social  groups?  (2) 
Can  schools  produce  substantial  equality  of  condition  in  American 

society — that  is,  can  they  equalize  income  and  status? 
The  answer  to  both  questions  is  probably  no.  But  the  questions  were 

peculiar.  For  decades  scholars  had  already  demonstrated  that  poor 
children  did  not  do  well  on  standardized  tests  even  when  they  had  been 
given  similar  opportunities  in  school;  achievement  in  school  had  never 
been  randomly  distributed  across  class  and  ethnicity.  And  whoever 

claimed — before  the  1960s  at  any  rate —  that  schools  could  create  equal- 
ity of  adult  income?  It  is  odd  to  criticize  educators  for  not  accomplishing 

what  they  never  tried  to  do  and  could  not  do  under  the  most  favorable 
conditions. 

Liberal  reformers  have  faced  criticism  from  both  radicals  and  neo- 
conservatives  in  recent  years.  Radicals  have  claimed  that  schools  reflect 

and  perpetuate  the  racism  and  class  bias  of  the  capitalist  political  econ- 
omy and  argue  that  the  educational  reforms  of  the  1960s  and  1970s 

detracted  attention  from  the  underlying  problems.  Neo-conservative 
commentators  have  questioned  whether  spending  more  money  on 

schools  really  improves  education;  they  worry  that  "forced  busing" 
creates  white  flight  while  not  improving  academic  achievement;  they 
attack  the  premises  and  processes  of  affirmative  action;  and  some  of 

them  have  begun  to  advocate  free-market  approaches  to  educational 
reform,  including  vouchers  or  income  tax  credits  that  would  allow 

parents  to  send  their  children  to  private  schools.7 
Even  though  liberal  reformers,  radicals,  and  neoconservatives  have 

differed  in  their  analyses  and  prescriptions,  they  tend  to  agree  on  one 

thing:  they  have  little  good  to  say  about  the  "educational  establish- 
ment"— the  existing  managers  of  the  educational  system.  Liberals  com- 
plain that  educators  are  rigid  and  resistant  to  needed  changes.  Neo- 

conservatives portray  the  managers  as  ineffectual  and  self-serving. 
Radicals  see  educators  as  agents — and  sometimes  apologists — for  a  de- 

structive and  hierarchical  political  economy.  Similarly  negative  images 
appear  in  popular  books  about  education:  Charles  Silberman  speaks 

about  the  "mindlessness"  of  educators;  Jonathan  Kozol  of  their  racism; 
and  radical  Utopians,  such  as  Ivan  Illich,  call  for  the  abolition  of  formal 

schooling.8 
Neither  saviors  nor  villains,  school  leaders  have  felt  themselves  scape- 
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goats  in  an  era  of  conflict,  exaggerated  expectations,  and  angry  rhetoric. 

They  have  seen  themselves  as  targets  of  attack  for  problems  over  which 

they  have  had  little  control,  people  of  goodwill  caught  in  a  vortex  of 
social  change. 

Our  own  view  is  that  the  conflicts  of  the  1960s  and  1970s  resulted  from 

dreams  deferred,  from  contradictions  between  an  ideology  of  equality 

and  democracy  and  basic  cleavages  of  race,  sex,  and  class  too  long 

papered  over  by  a  consensus  that  ignored  the  powerless.  The  liberals 

of  the  1960s  responded  positively  to  the  real  problems  highlighted  by 

protest  movements,  but  by  overpromising  to  win  political  support  they 

contributed  to  later  disillusionment  with  schooling.  Neo-conservatives 
accurately  criticized  the  hodgepodge  quality  of  many  reforms,  but  we 
do  not  find  their  faith  in  private  sector  solutions  to  social  problems 

convincing.  (Indeed,  in  another  decade,  observers  may  consider  conser- 

vatives' trust  in  market  solutions  to  issues  of  social  justice  as  Utopian  as 

the  liberals'  faith  in  bigger  government.)  Radicals  were  of  course  right 
in  asserting  that  schools  cannot  by  themselves  erase  economic  inequali- 

ties, but  they  generally  left  unsettled  the  question  of  what  schools  can 

do  to  promote  a  more  just  society. 

Despite  the  roller  coaster  of  hope,  disillusionment,  and  retrenchment 

— both  fiscal  and  ideological — we  believe  that  the  protest  movements 
and  reforms  of  the  last  generation  have  produced  real  gains  for  people 

who  were  previously  neglected  and  underserved.  Many  of  the  prob- 
lems that  have  become  apparent  in  recent  years  in  public  schools  can 

be  understood,  in  fact,  as  the  sign  of  a  heightened  consciousness  of 

unfinished  business  in  public  education.  We  would  not  wish  to  turn  back 

the  clock  to  the  days  of  business-as-usual  of  the  1950s,  but  the  political 
and  ideological  disarray  of  the  1980s  suggest  that  a  major  task  today  is 
to  secure  a  new  common  ground  for  the  common  school. 

16.  BUSINESS  AS  USUAL 

In  a  sketch  of  the  work  of  local  school  administrators  prior  to  the  civil- 
rights  movement,  Keith  Goldhammer  comments  that 

older  superintendents  will  recall  [those]  days  .  .  .  and  nostalgically  ruminate 

about  what  it  was  like  when  they  didn't  have  to  be  concerned  about  so  many 
uncontrolled  variables;  when  their  major  job  was  "education,"  and  no  one  in 
the  community  expected,  or  possibly  would  even  tolerate,  policies  that  intro- 
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duced  school  operations  into  the  arena  of  social  action  and  social  policy.  The 
schools  were  seen  as  isolated  enclaves  within  the  mainstream  of  American 
society. 

Goldhammer  adds  that  many  parents  saw  schools  as  the  dispensers  of 

valued  credentials  and  hence  as  the  gateway  to  opportunity  in  a  society 
that  increasingly  demanded  expertise.  Conformity  to  school  demands 

was  the  price  favored  students  paid  for  advancement  up  the  ladder.1 
Cubberley  and  his  peers  would  have  been  quite  at  home  among  the 

educational  leaders  of  the  early  1950s,  many  of  whom — then  in  their 

late  forties  and  fifties — had  been  their  students.  By  then  many  of  the 
changes  in  governance  and  in  the  structures  of  public  education 

sought  by  the  administrative  progressives  had  become  well  estab- 

lished. The  levels  of  academic  and  professional  training  of  administra- 

tors had  risen  rapidly,  stimulated  in  part  by  more  rigorous  state  re- 

quirements for  certification.  According  to  the  progressives'  plan, 
urban  schools  had  become  multilayered,  functionally  differentiated 

systems  headed  mostly  by  superintendents  trained  in  university  pro- 
grams. Secondary  education  had  become  so  universal  that  educators 

were  now  concerned  about  attracting  the  remnants  of  nonattenders 

labeled  "dropouts."  The  campaign  to  consolidate  rural  schools  was  ac- 
celerating so  fast  that  the  number  of  school  districts  was  cut  in  half 

between  1950  and  i960.  On  the  eve  of  its  centennial  in  1957,  the  NEA 

had  become  a  complex  holding  company  of  departments  that  totaled 

almost  700,000  members.  The  NEA  claimed  to  speak  for  a  united  pro- 
fession, but  it  was  still  dominated  by  administrators  as  it  had  been  in 

the  1920s.2 
Local  superintendents  and  school  boards  enjoyed  considerable  auton- 

omy and  faced  few  constraints  from  federal  or  state  governments  or 

even  from  community  pressure  groups.  School  board  elections  were 

rarely  arenas  of  conflict;  high-status  members  tended  to  recruit  succes- 
sors like  themselves,  portraying  their  task  as  disinterested  attention  to 

the  welfare  of  the  whole  community.  Such  boards  gave  superintendents 

much  room  for  professional  discretion.  Most  of  the  literature  on  school 

boards  and  administrators  "dealt  with  the  problems  of  avoiding  con- 
flict," writes  Goldhammer,  "rather  than  the  containment  or  use  of 

conflict  as  an  administrative  device."  There  were  few  places  where 
teachers  were  militant  or  where  they  practiced  collective  bargaining. 

Charles  E.  Lindblom's  characterization  of  politics  as  "the  science  of 

muddling  through"  well  describes  the  early  1950s,  when  incremental- 
ism  in  reform  left  unchallenged  the  larger  educational  framework 

while  concentrating  on  improving  the  parts.3 
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In  the  tumultuous  year  1969  political  scientist  Stephen  Bailey  wrote 

that  "reviewing  traditional — even  recent — literature  about  American 

school  boards  is  a  strange  and  unsettling  experience."  The  reason  for 
his  reaction  was  that  "the  described  value  systems  and  life  styles  of 
school  boards,  and  the  perceptions  of  reality  of  the  authors  who  have 

written  about  them,  seem  romantically  archaic  and  irrelevant."  Read- 
ing the  standard  studies,  he  continued,  "is  a  little  like  studying  mod- 
ern geography  with  a  pre- World  War  II  textbook,  and  a  pre-World 

War  I  atlas."  At  center  stage  in  the  1950s  were  the  school  board  and 

the  superintendent.  Local  "interest  groups"  occasionally  entered  into 
dialogues.  In  the  wings,  giving  faint  signals,  was  the  state  department 
of  education.  The  school  lawyer  was  the  man  who  defended  the 
school  board  when  a  student  slipped  on  the  icy  steps  of  the  high 
school  and  her  parents  sued  the  district.  Now  and  then  people 
debated  abstractly  about  the  dangers  of  federal  control  if  and  when 
(and  it  seemed  unlikely)  the  Congress  should  decide  to  give  federal 
aid.  Yearly  the  board  decided  how  much  of  a  raise  it  could  afford  to 

give  the  teachers.  Ethnic  issues — if  perceived  at  all — were  generally 

treated  as  problems  in  "intergroup  relations"  to  be  solved  by  experts 
in  intercultural  education.4 

The  superintendents  of  the  early  1950s  guided  public  education  in 

an  era  when  familiar  goals,  systems  of  governance,  programs,  and  pro- 
fessional norms  seemed  to  work.  Their  code  of  ethics  stressed  princi- 

ples that  Cubberley  would  have  applauded:  keeping  schools  out  of 
politics,  especially  resisting  pressure  groups;  impartially  administering 
the  rules;  preserving  the  integrity  and  dignity  of  the  profession;  and 

keeping  the  faith  that  "what  happens  in  and  to  the  public  schools  of 
America  happens  to  America."  Public  schools  had  successfully  weath- 

ered great  challenges:  the  Depression  and  World  War  II.  During  the 

1930s  educators  had  pruned  budgets  but  expanded  secondary  enroll- 
ments and  wrote  eloquent  justifications  of  public  education  in  a  series 

of  books  and  pamphlets  issued  by  the  Educational  Policies  Commis- 
sion. During  the  war  they  struggled  to  find  enough  teachers  to  staff 

the  schools  but  knew  that  public  education  was  essential  to  a  triumph 

of  democracy  over  totalitarianism.  In  the  postwar  years  they  scram- 
bled to  build  enough  classrooms  to  house  the  children  of  the  baby 

boom,  buttressed  by  the  belief  that  they  were  working  within  a  sound 

and  continuous  professional  tradition.  The  school  administrators'  year- 
book expressed  this  sense  of  confidence  in  1952  in  sentences  that 

might  have  been  written  by  Cubberley  himself:  "It  is  the  superinten- 
dent of  great  heart  and  courageous  spirit,  possessed  of  sound  judg- 
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ment  and  deep  understanding,  who  will  carry  the  profession  and  the 
schools  forward.  .  .  .  His  world  will  be  immeasurably  enriched  by  his 

service  and  leadership."5 
This  is  not  to  say  that  leaders  in  public  education  faced  no  opponents. 

They  did,  but  the  opposition  tended  to  galvanize  them  into  unity.  The 

same  yearbook  of  1952  warned  that  "today's  mid-century  attacks  upon 
the  schools  are  not  more  powerful  nor  more  vicious  than  those  of  100 
years  ago.  The  Horace  Manns  and  Henry  Barnards  had  to  win  support 

by  sheer  missionary  zeal  and  convincing  logic."  Who  were  these  attack- 
ers, and  what  did  they  want?  There  were  some  McCarthyites  who 

worried  that  the  schools  were  soft  on  communism.  That  was  easy 
enough  for  anxious  school  leaders  to  disprove;  and  in  case  anyone  had 
doubts  left,  the  AASA  passed  a  resolution  barring  Communists  from 
teaching  in  public  classrooms.  But  the  other  major  concern  of  critics  in 

the  early  and  mid  1950s — especially  academic  conservatives — was  intel- 
lectual flabbiness,  associated  in  their  minds  with  something  they  called 

"progressive  education."6 
The  two  kinds  of  criticism  became  easily  merged  in  the  cold  war 

ethos  of  the  time.  America  was  falling  behind  the  Russians — as  shown 

in  Sputnik's  ascent  into  space  in  1957  while  our  rockets  fizzled  and 
tumbled  onto  their  pads — because  our  schools  weren't  teaching  the 
basics  and  instructing  the  gifted  as  well  as  the  Russians  trained  Ivan. 

Glossy  popular  magazines  were  full  of  laments.  Life  published  an  "ur- 
gent" series  on  the  "Crisis  in  Education"  in  which  it  charged  that 

students  wasted  their  time  on  frivolous  elective  courses,  people  were 

graduating  from  high  school  who  could  only  read  at  the  fifth-grade 
level,  teachers  were  incompetent,  and  discipline  was  poor.  Such  nota- 

bles as  Admiral  Hyman  Rickover,  historian  Arthur  Bestor,  and  business- 
man Albert  Lynd  pressed  their  case  against  frills  and  for  fundamentals 

in  widely  read  books  and  popular  media.  Bestor  declared  flatly  on  the 

cover  of  U.S.  News  and  World  Report  that  "we  are  less  educated  than 

50  years  ago."7 Bestor  had  an  explanation  for  this  disaster,  one  that  flattered  the 

power  if  not  the  wisdom  of  people  he  called  "educationists."  The  de- 
cline of  standards  was  the  result  of  a  deliberate  watering  down  of  the 

curriculum  and  perversion  of  purpose  by  an  "interlocking  directorate" 
of  university  professors  of  education,  school  administrators,  and  state 

departments  of  education.  Some  "educationists"  retaliated  by  calling 
their  critics  "congenital  reactionaries"  and  "dogma  peddlers."  It  was  an 
age  fond  of  scapegoats.8 

The  deeper  causes  of  malaise,  then  as  now,  arose  from  fundamental 
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shifts  in  the  society  and  economy  as  well  as  transformations  in  the 
educational  system.  High  schools  were  then  enrolling  students  who 

formerly  would  not  have  been  in  school  but  at  work;  much  of  the  "life 
adjustment"  (the  new  version  of  "progressive")  curriculum  was  aimed 
at  adapting  secondary  education  to  such  pupils.  A  specialized,  hierar- 

chical workplace  demanded  more  credentials  and  new  forms  of  exper- 
tise. A  cold  war  psychology  justified  a  survival-of-the-fittest  mentality  by 

pitting  the  United  States  against  communism.9 
Into  the  ruckus  walked  an  unelected  national  school  superintendent, 

scientist,  and  former  Harvard  president,  James  Bryant  Conant,  who 
became  a  Moses  leading  troubled  citizens  and  educators  to  a  promised 
land  of  consensus.  A  committed  anticommunist  and  advocate  of  meri- 

tocracy, Conant  was  also  a  friend  of  public  education  who  saw  it  as  a 
means  of  inculcating  common  beliefs  and  providing  an  avenue  of  social 
mobility  for  talented  youth  who  might  otherwise  find  the  channels  of 
advancement  clogged.  He  believed  in  tracking  students  by  academic 

ability  except  in  social  studies  classes,  where  they  were  to  learn  princi- 
ples of  citizenship  together.  In  his  writings  on  the  high  school  and  junior 

high  school  he  provided  a  pragmatic  checklist  of  reforms  to  meet  the 

objections  of  critics.  His  mode  of  reform  was  incremental,  strengthen- 
ing schooling  for  the  gifted  while  preserving  the  basic  structure  of 

public  education.10 
While  the  national  debate  over  the  purposes  and  content  of  schooling 

helped  to  shape  the  agenda  of  educational  decision  making,  the  key 
locus  of  control  in  the  1950s  remained  largely  at  the  local  level.  There, 
occasional  flash  floods  of  public  concern — over  the  three  Rs,  or  sex 
education,  or  training  the  gifted,  or  subversive  teaching — swept  the 
usually  dry  arroyos  of  school  politics,  but  the  basic  power  alignments  we 

have  described  did  not  shift  substantially  nor  did  the  basically  conserva- 

tive consensus  of  the  period  change  in  any  fundamental  way.11 
A  generation  of  careful  studies  of  school  boards  prior  to  1950  had 

demonstrated  that  members  came  largely  from  those  at  or  near  the 
apex  of  power  in  their  local  communities.  James  Coleman  describes  the 

way  elites  dominated  business-as-usual  in  public  education: 

In  local  communities,  the  political  structure  is  most  often  dominated  by  the 

property-owning  classes,  including  the  social  and  business  elite  of  the  com- 
munity .  .  .  communities,  both  suburban  and  independent,  and  small  or 

medium-sized  cities,  are  not  governed  through  a  strong  competition  by  polit- 
ical parties,  but  are  governed  by  an  oligarchy  among  whose  members  there 

is  more  consensus  than  conflict. 

221 



Managers  of  Virtue 

Such  lay  leaders,  he  adds,  "have  three  interests  which  together  lead  in 
the  direction  of  a  system  of  preferential  or  differentiated  education." 
They  want  an  excellent  education  for  their  own  children;  they  want 
to  keep  property  taxes  low;  and  they  wish  to  preserve  the  existing 

social  order  "without  the  disruption  caused  by  high  social  mobility." 
Instead  of  creating  schools  explicitly  divided  by  class,  as  formerly  in 

England,  such  local  oligarchies  prefer  to  concentrate  "children  in 
schools  according  to  background  (whether  through  concentration  of 

residence  or  through  selection)"  with  "greater  educational  effort  ex- 
pended on  children  from  better  backgrounds."  Coleman  found,  for 

example,  that  "close  linkages  of  the  school  administrators  and  staff 
with  the  structure  of  power  in  the  community  helped  create  greater 

opportunity  for  children  from  'better'  families"  in  high  schools  he  in- 
vestigated in  Illinois  in  the  1950s.  Academic  and  vocational  tracks 

largely  segregated  social  groups  in  the  larger  schools,  and,  even  in  the 

smaller  schools  with  ungrouped  classes,  "teachers  and  students  knew 
who  'should'  be  good  students,  and  who  should  not."  Despite  possibili- 

ties for  advancement  for  especially  talented  pupils — Conant's  ideal  of 
contest  mobility — the  schools  as  a  whole  reflected  the  inequalities 
found  in  the  larger  local  community.  The  most  striking  examples  of 
such  transmission  of  inequality  were  to  be  found  in  southern  com- 

munities which  buttressed  the  caste  system  by  sharply  different  treat- 
ment of  the  two  races.12 

How  is  one  to  understand  the  role  of  school  administrators  in  local 
communities  in  which  elites  controlled  school  boards?  One  traditional 

approach  was  to  see  them  essentially  as  captives  of  the  powerful.  The 

school  superintendent,  according  to  W.  Lloyd  Warner,  "comes  into  a 
pre-existing  sociocultural  complex  with  all  its  local  values,  beliefs,  preju- 

dices, and  ground  rules.  ...  He  is  compelled  by  the  pressures  around 
him  to  organize  his  thoughts  and  activities  in  accordance  with  the 
demands  made  upon  him  by  the  people  who  wield  the  power  in  the 

community."  Recently,  a  number  of  scholars  have  favored  a  contrasting 
interpretation.  They  have  stressed  that  school  administrators  have  their 
own  distinct  professional  cultures,  values,  and  interests  and  have 

demonstrated  considerable  ingenuity  in  co-opting  the  lay  boards  that 
supposedly  decided  public  policy.  By  controlling  the  flow  of  informa- 

tion to  school  board  members,  by  claiming  impartial  expertise,  and  by 

obfuscation  when  necessary,  they  have  turned  school  boards  into  rub- 
ber stamps  for  their  policies.  This  has  been  particularly  true,  political 

scientists  assert,  in  large  and  heterogeneous  urban  districts  where 
bureaucracies  seem  opaque  to  public  scrutiny  and  so  multilayered  that 
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even  the  officials  at  the  top  could  not  penetrate  the  maze.  With  its 

apolitical  ideology,  public  education  has  become  a  textbook  case  of  a 

closed  system.13 
Captive  or  commander — was  the  local  superintendent  of  the  1950s 

either?  We  think  not.  Rather,  as  we  suggested  in  Part  II,  we  believe 

that  district  decision  making  reflected  a  symbiosis  of  lay  elites  and 

professional  leaders  who  shared  basic  values  and  served  each  others' 
interests.  Business  and  professional  elites — Coleman's  "oligarchies" — 
respected  the  principle  of  managerial  expertise;  school  superinten- 

dents admired  successful  people  and  needed  their  support.  In  such 

informal  settings  as  the  Rotary  Club  school  leaders  could  become 

friends  with  power  wielders.  There  is  little  evidence  that  busy  school 

board  members  had  the  time  or  inclination  to  try  to  influence  the 

everyday  decisions  required  in  running  a  school  system.  Conversely, 

superintendents  appear  to  have  been  well  aware  of  the  "zone  of  con- 

sent" within  which  they  might  maneuver  with  impunity,  as  William 
Boyd  points  out.  In  some  cases,  especially  as  pillars  of  the  community 

in  smaller  districts,  they  may  have  been  so  much  at  one  with  local 

values  that  they  were  not  even  aware  that  limits  existed.  The  result  of 

such  a  common  set  of  understandings  could  well  have  appeared  to  be 

a  "closed  system"  run  by  professionals  or  a  cave-in  by  school  adminis- 
trators to  the  powerful,  yet  to  these  participants  it  was  neither — at 

least  in  those  long  periods  when  the  arroyos  of  school  politics  were 

dry.  From  time  to  time,  when  community  dissent  increased,  boards 

and  superintendents  might  have  been  at  odds  and  either  might  have 

been  unseated  by  elections.  But  the  norm  for  both  boards  and  ad- 
ministrators was  to  contain  or  ignore  conflict,  to  keep  outsiders  at 

arm's  length — or,  when  necessary,  to  co-opt  them.14 
The  power  of  elites  consisted,  then,  in  setting  the  agenda  for  the 

schools,  and  the  superintendent's  professional  freedom  existed  within 
those  boundaries.  The  agenda  and  the  boundaries  differed  according 

to  the  size  and  heterogeneity  of  the  community  and  the  values  and 
interests  of  the  board  members  and  educators.  But  what  was  often  not 

noticed  in  the  1950s,  with  its  urge  for  business-as-usual,  was  what  was 

not  on  the  agenda.  This  "other  face  of  power"  was  becoming  appar- 
ent, however,  to  the  leaders  of  new  protest  movements,  who  were 

stymied  in  community  after  community  when  they  tried  to  force  local 

elites  to  face  up  to  the  inequities  protesters  sought  to  correct.  To 

bring  about  real  social  change  they  would  have  to  build  new  coali- 
tions, use  new  methods,  and  reach  to  higher  levels  of  government  for 

leverage.15 
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17.  PROTEST  MOVEMENTS  AND  SOCIAL  JUSTICE 

In  the  years  following  Brown  the  schools  increasingly  became  a  battle- 
ground of  contending  forces.  Much  of  the  leadership  came  from  people 

outside  the  traditional  domain  of  educational  policy  makers,  from  pro- 
test groups  that  no  longer  accepted  business  as  usual.  Groups  that  had 

been  denied  equal  rights  and  equal  dignity  no  longer  regarded  their 

status  as  fixed  in  the  order  of  things.  The  1960s,  in  particular,  was  an  era 

of  massive  social  movements  on  the  left:  among  them,  the  civil-rights 
movements  of  the  blacks,  feminists,  and  Hispanics.  Typically,  leaders 

and  followers  in  such  movements  were  protesting  conditions  and  atti- 
tudes they  encountered  in  their  everyday  experience:  the  indignity  of 

Mississippi  blacks  walking  on  a  red  clay  road  to  a  one-room  segregated 
shack  while  whites  rode  past  in  a  yellow  bus  to  their  school;  tenements 

with  leaking  gas  and  leaking  roofs;  textbooks  that  ignored  Mexican- 
Americans  or  presented  them  only  in  demeaning  stereotypes;  capable 
women  training  novice  males  to  be  their  bosses.  Subordination  no 

longer  seemed  immutable  but  instead  a  challenge.1 
/Pro testers  often  centered  demands  on  schools  not  because  public 

education  was  uniquely  oppressive  but  because  it  seemed  the  nearest 

portal  to  greater  opportunity/Education,"  Myrdal  observed,  "has  al- 
ways been  the  great  hope  for  both  individual  and  society.  In  the  Ameri- 

can Creed  it  has  been  the  main  ground  upon  which  'equality  of  oppor- 

tunity for  the  individual'  and  'free  outlet  for  ability'  could  be  based." 
Protest  groups  sought  not  simply  opportunity  for  individuals  but  collec- 

tive advance  for  their  race  or  sex  or  ethnic  group,  however.  While 

initially  drawing  on  the  universal  and  liberal  doctrine  of  equal  rights — 

that  is,  no  discrimination  according  to  race  or  sex  or  other  social  distinc- 

tion— protest  movements  also  produced  a  strong  group  consciousness 

that  led  to  separatist  ideologies.2 
At  first  most  protest  groups  sought  equal  access  and  status  in  schools 

and  other  mainstream  institutions,  using  a  traditional  ideology  of  un- 
fettered opportunity.  Martin  Luther  King  eloquently  expressed  this 

aspiration.  The  quest  for  racial  desegregation  and  for  equal  pay  for 

men  and  women  represented  this  side  of  the  drive  for  equality.  But 

other  protest  leaders  came  to  pose  goals  other  than  sameness  of  treat- 
ment. Like  nineteenth-century  immigrant  groups,  they  wanted  the 

public  schools  to  legitimize  cultural  differences,  to  teach  their  own 

history,  use  their  languages  in  the  classroom,  and  honor  a  diversity  not 
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encompassed  by  Anglo  conformity.  And  some  protest  leaders,  despair- 
ing of  achieving  equity  within  a  system  controlled  by  existing  power- 

holders,  decided  that  only  community  control  by  their  own  group 
could  achieve  justice.  Coveting  novelty  and  vivid  scenes  for  the 
nightly  television  news,  the  media  often  played  up  the  extremist  side 
of  dissent,  featuring  militants:  black  college  students  with  guns  and 

bandoliers  of  bullets,  or  "bra-burners,"  typical  neither  of  the  black  nor 
feminist  movements.3 

Protest  groups  on  the  left  engendered  protest  groups  on  the  right.  In 
the  South  the  Ku  Klux  Klan  and  White  Citizens  Councils  organized  to 

fight  desegregation,  followed  later  in  the  North  by  opponents  of  busing, 

both  violent  and  genteel.  Antifeminist  associations  countered  women's 
rights  groups.  Fundamentalists  banded  together  to  restore  traditional 

religion  and  patriotism,  to  replace  evolution  with  Genesis,  and  to  re- 
store the  Bible  and  prayer  to  classrooms.  Tax  limitation  groups  rapidly 

gained  clout  in  the  1970s.4 
Activists  in  protest  groups  started  with  strategies  that  Horace  Mann 

would  have  recognized.  They  sought  to  appeal  to  a  sense  of  guilt  and 
responsibility  by  showing  how  social  evils  conflicted  with  American 

articles  of  faith.  The  road  to  redemption  lay  through  renewed  commit- 
ment to  realizing  those  values  through  a  revitalized  public  education. 

They  sought  to  mobilize  their  own  people  and  arouse  the  conscience 
of  those  who  had  the  power  to  bring  about  change.  Unlike  Mann  and 
his  fellow  common-school  crusaders,  however,  they  were  outsiders  who 
had  been  denied  voice  and  influence.  Often  stymied  when  persuasion, 

confrontation,  boycotts,  and  other  tactics  of  change  failed  to  bring  re- 
sults in  the  entrenched  power  structures  of  local  communities,  they 

took  their  case  to  cosmopolitan  allies  in  the  churches,  the  courts,  the 

foundations,  and  state  and  national  governments.  The  law — both  in  the 
form  of  legislative  acts  and  court  decisions — provided  essential  support 

from  the  highest  levels  of  government.5 
Established  educational  leaders,  like  superintendents  in  urban  dis- 

tricts, had  been  unaccustomed  to  confrontations,  mass  protests,  and 

legal  challenges.  They  were  ill-prepared  to  deal  either  with  protesters 
— whom  they  tended  to  regard  as  outside  pressure  groups — or  with 
mandates  from  above  to  change  their  behavior.  Reactive  more  than 
initiatory,  they  generally  failed  to  discern  ways  in  which  the  social 

energy  generated  by  protest  movements  could  be  harnessed  to  im- 
prove public  education  for  those  who  needed  it  most.  As  Larry  Cuban 

observes,  they  knew  how  to  respond  to  established  interest  groups  and 
school  boards  that  operated  in  familiar,  orderly  ways,  but  they  had  little 
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practice  in  coping  with  the  mobilized  protest  of  groups  of  outsiders.6 
The  ideology  of  professionalism  and  the  professionalization  of  ideol- 

ogy contributed  to  this  defensive  response.  The  ideology  of  profession- 

alism had  taught  school  administrators  that  they,  and  not  outside  "pres- 

sure groups,"  were  the  proper  arbiters  of  policy.  The  profession- 
alization of  ideology  had  narrowed  their  older  broad-based  rationale  for 

public  schooling  into  a  justification  for  the  status  quo  and  restricted 

administrators'  ability  to  hear  or  persuade  a  pluralistic  public.  Taught 
to  regard  conflict  as  pathology,  they  mostly  failed  to  perceive  its  poten- 

tial for  renewal. 

Public  educators  had  always  regarded  the  schools  as  an  agency  for 

improving  the  society  and  for  providing  greater  equality  to  individuals. 
That  indeed  had  been  the  claim  of  the  crusaders  in  the  mid-nineteenth- 

century  movement  that  built  the  common  school.  The  administrative 

progressives  believed  that  they  had  the  blueprint  for  engineering  a 

harmonious,  smoothly  functioning  society  through  education.  But 

when  presented  with'  demands  for  justice  by  groups  that  had  been 
excluded  from  full  participation  in  that  society,  many  leaders  of  the. 

1960s  complained  that  they  were  in  the  business  of  "education,  not 

social  engineering."  Educators  had  not  created  social  problems — in- 
deed had  mitigated  them,  they  thought — and  could  not  exceed  the 

community's  speed  limit  in  righting  social  wrongs. 
In  research  on  controversies  over  desegregation  in  eight  large  cities 

in  1965,  Robert  L.  Crain  and  David  Street  found  such  attitudes  common 

among  the  ten  superintendents  they  studied.  Seven  rejected  the  de- 

mands of  civil-rights  groups  for  integration,  while  three  counseled  their 
boards  to  adopt  a  liberal  response.  When  interviewed  about  the  reasons 

for  their  actions,  the  superintendents  stressed  three  points.  The  first  was 

that  schools  should  be  color-blind — that  no  group  should  receive  special 

treatment.  The  second  was  that  the  purpose  of  the  schools  was  "  'educa- 
tional' rather  than  'social.' "  And  last,  education  should  be  left  to  the 

professionals:  "Lay  persons  are  dismissed  as  unqualified  to  make  recom- 
mendations, and  their  criticisms  are  frequently  answered  with  flat  dis- 

agreement or  with  vague,  overly  detailed,  and  ofF-the-point  replies." 
One  of  the  superintendents,  Benjamin  C.  Willis  of  Chicago,  temporarily 

resigned  when  his  judgment  about  racial  issues  was  questioned.  Heirs 

of  a  tradition  that  abhorred  interference  with  administrators'  preroga- 
tives, unaccustomed  to  bargaining  with  dissenting  groups,  the  tradi- 
tional leaders  of  public  education  were  white  males  who  were  not 

disposed  by  conviction  or  experience  to  respond  creatively  to  demands 

that  they  share  their  policy-making  power.  Caught  between  local  con- 
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frontations  and  laws  and  court  degrees  from  above,  however,  they 

discovered  that  change  was  unavoidable.7 
The  ferment  in  public  education  produced  by  the  social  movements 

of  the  last  generation — particularly  those  on  the  left — is  unprecedented 
in  the  history  of  American  public  education.  A  closer  look  at  the  most 

important  of  these — the  civil-rights  protest — suggests  the  dynamics  of 
such  campaigns:  their  origins,  the  twists  and  turns  which  the  movement 
took,  and  their  linkage  with  the  courts  and  other  government  agencies 
to  challenge  and  transform  public  schools. 
Throughout  history  people  have  suffered  discrimination,  disruption 

of  their  daily  lives,  and  severe  deprivation  without  open  protest.  "For 
a  protest  movement  to  arise  out  of  these  traumas  of  daily  life,"  write 
Frances  Fox  Piven  and  Richard  Cloward,  "people  have  to  perceive  the 
deprivation  and  disorganization  they  experience  as  both  wrong  and 

subject  to  redress."  Pressed  to  the  bottom  of  society,  blacks  in  the  South 
knew  that  the  caste  system  was  cruel  and  unjust,  but  the  whole  weight 

of  white  power — the  economic  system,  the  political  and  legal  system, 
the  official  beliefs  taught  in  the  schools — sustained  racism.  The  system 
was  unjust,  but  was  it  mutable?  When  a  long  string  of  cases  against 
educational  segregation  culminated  in  Brown,  southern  blacks  took 
hope  that  the  caste  system  could  be  changed.  Black  historian  Vincent 

Harding  writes  that  "we  believed,  for  a  time,  that  our  essential  struggle 
was  against  the  injustices  lodged  in  the  deep  South,  and  in  this  struggle 

we  now  had  the  resources  and  the  moral  power  of  the  nation's  highest 
tribunal  and  all  the  corrective  institutions.  It  was  a  heady  idea,  a  pro- 

foundly inspiring  one,  and  it  provided  a  tremendous  additional  impetus 

and  audacity  to  the  earlier  stages  of  the  post-1954  struggle."8 
The  Supreme  Court's  decree  represented  reform  from  the  top  down, 

accomplished  after  courageous  and  astute  work  by  National  Association 
for  the  Advancement  of  Colored  People  (NAACP)  lawyers  and  their 

grass-roots  clients.  The  white  establishment  now  seemed  to  have  de- 
clared for  racial  equality  in  education.  But  for  nearly  a  decade  the 

burden  of  realizing  desegregation  in  practice  fell  on  southern  blacks. 
Southern  white  resistance  sometimes  took  savage  forms  of  bombing, 
killing,  and  beating  of  protesters,  both  black  and  white.  Sometimes  it 

was  more  subtle,  though  equally  daunting,  as  when  employers  threat- 
ened the  livelihood  of  their  black  workers.  Starting  with  the  Montgom- 

ery bus  boycott  in  1955,  protest  against  segregation  was  a  mass  move- 
ment of  ordinary  but  courageous  people  guided  by  leaders  such  as  King 

and  aided  by  outside  allies.  Black  leaders  in  the  South  had  come  mostly 

from  a  small  middle-class  cadre  of  educators,  doctors,  ministers,  and 
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civil-service  employees.  Educated  blacks  suffered  more  economically 
than  the  less  educated  Negroes  in  comparison  with  whites  of  equivalent 
attainment  and  were  often  forced  to  take  an  accommodationist  stance 

by  the  white  power  structure.  Thus  the  middle  class  had  a  particular 

stake  in  securing  civil  rights  and  in  destroying  the  Jim  Crow  system. 

Many  of  them — teachers,  for  example — were  especially  vulnerable  to 
punishment  by  the  White  Citizens  Councils.  But  one  group  that  was 

dependent  chiefly  upon  other  blacks  for  their  prestige  and  salaries  was 

the  ministers  in  the  black  churches,  especially  in  the  cities,  and  from 

this  sector  of  the  middle  class  came  a  high  proportion  of  the  early 

civil-rights  activists.  The  churches  provided  face-to-face  communities, 
a  common  set  of  beliefs  about  oppression,  and  a  sense  of  morale  for 

collective  effort.9 

Harding  describes  how  "transformative  black  power"  gathered  force 
in  such  communities  of  belief  that  claimed  providential  redemption  for 
the  downtrodden: 

At  the  bedrock  of  our  people's  believing  was  a  profound  conviction  that  God 
was  real  and  actively  moving  on  our  side.  For  most  of  us  still  in  the  South, 
this  God  was  still  the  God  of  the  mainline  black  religious  experience  in 
America,  a  terrifying,  tender,  loving,  present  God,  constantly  intervening  in 
history,  determined  that  justice  should  prevail  for  his  downtrodden  people. 
Though  we  are  tempted  to  deny  such  things  now,  that  belief  in  an  active, 
Divine  cooperation  in  our  cause,  helped  give  men  and  women  courage  to  live 
and  sometimes  to  die  for  what  they  believed  to  be  right  (and  righteous). 

Here  were  combined  "many  of  the  prerequisites  of  protracted  move- 

ments for  freedom,  liberation,  independence"  and  "a  sense  of  participa- 

tion in  the  movement  of  a  universal  force  for  good;  a  people's  belief  in 
themselves,  their  intrinsic  worthiness;  and  their  belief  in  the  presence 

of  allies,  within  or  without  the  immediate  struggle  situation."  They  had 
their  own  millennial  vision  and  believed  that  not  only  the  eyes  of  the 

North  but  of  the  whole  world  were  witness  to  their  struggle.10 
No  one  symbolized  the  moral  force  and  universal  aspirations  of  the 

early  stages  of  the  civil-rights  movement  better  than  King.  Urging 
blacks  and  their  white  allies  to  take  history  into  their  own  hands,  he 

expressed  the  goals  of  social  transformation  in  terms  that  resonated 
with  traditional  Christian  and  democratic  values  at  the  same  time  that 

he  and  others  led  blacks  in  boycotts  and  sit-ins,  organized  confronta- 
tions with  segregated  school  systems,  planned  stragegy  in  black 

churches,  and  marched  on  Washington  to  demand  that  white  domi- 
nation be  broken  once  and  for  all. 
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Black  college  students  hastened  the  process  of  desegregation  by  cou- 
rageous direct  action  techniques  of  sit-ins,  voter  registration  drives,  and 

protest  demonstrations.  Like  the  black  ministers,  the  students  were  less 

vulnerable  than  many  other  middle-class  blacks  to  direct  economic 
sanctions,  and  they  were  sustained  by  the  common  ideals  of  their  fellow 

students.  Beginning  in  i960,  the  student  sit-ins  involved  75,000  demon- 

strators, 3,600  of  whom  were  arrested  in  a  year-and-a-half.11 
Outside  resources  aided  southern  blacks  in  their  struggle.  White  lib- 

erals poured  in  funds  to  support  the  NAACP  Legal  Defense  Fund,  the 
Southern  Christian  Leadership  Council  (SCLC)  headed  by  King,  and 
the  campaigns  of  organizations  like  the  Congress  of  Racial  Equality 

(CORE)  and  the  Student  Non-Violent  Coordinating  Committee 
(SNCC).  Many  whites  also  went  to  the  deep  South  to  participate  in  the 

voter  registration  drives  and  demonstrations.  The  media  vividly  por- 
trayed the  struggles  against  the  caste  system.  Gradually  the  federal 

government  saw  that  force  would  be  required  to  back  up  the  court's 
decision.12 
The  goals  of  the  southern  civil-rights  movement  were  clear  and  could 

be  denied  by  citizens  only  by  disavowing  basic  American  moral  and 
political  principles.  To  abolish  caste,  to  destroy  discrimination  based  on 
race — these  purposes  could  and  did  unite  the  mass  of  people  who 
marched  on  Washington  in  1963  and  the  Congress  when  it  passed  the 
Civil  Rights  Act  in  1964.  Because  of  the  massive  resistance  of  the  South 
and  the  paltry  help  offered  by  the  federal  government  up  to  that  time, 
however,  the  pace  of  desegregation  of  schools  had  been  glacial.  In  ten 
years  only  2.32  percent  of  southern  schools  had  mixed  the  races.  Only 
coordinated  unambiguous  pressure  from  the  top  down  could  realize  the 
promise  of  Brown  and  justify  the  sacrifices  of  the  southern  blacks  and 
supporters.  The  Civil  Rights  Act  enabled  the  Department  of  Justice  to 

take  segregated  districts  to  court.13 
The  Office  of  Education  also  drew  up  desegregation  deadlines  to 

comply  with  the  act,  and  the  passage  of  the  Elementary  and  Secondary 

Education  Act  of  1965  provided  the  office  with  the  possibility  of  with- 
holding substantial  funds  from  noncomplying  districts.  The  United 

States  Commissioner  of  Education,  Harold  Howe  II,  announced  in 

1966  that  the  time  for  gradualism  had  passed,  for  a  revolution  was 

stirring,  and  it  depended  on  "the  schools  to  determine  whether  the 
energies  of  that  revolution  can  be  converted  into  a  new  and  vigorous 
source  of  American  progress,  or  whether  their  explosion  will  rip  this 

nation  into  two  societies."  As  J.  Harvie  Wilkinson  III  argues,  the  threat 
of  cutting  off  federal  funds  for  noncompliance  with  the  Department  of 
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Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  (HEW)  guidelines  proved  less  potent 
than  the  use  of  the  guidelines  by  increasingly  activist  federal  district 
courts.  Indeed,  after  the  Supreme  Court  announced  in  Green  v.  County 

School  Board  in  1968  that  it  was  the  "affirmative  duty"  of  school  boards 
to  eliminate  dual  systems,  the  judges  forced  the  South  to  desegregate 
at  a  rapid  pace.  By  1971  an  estimated  44  percent  of  southern  black 

students  attended  schools  where  whites  were  in  a  majority,  compared 
with  only  28  percent  of  blacks  in  the  North.14 

The  combination  of  a  mass  social  movement  of  blacks  together  with 

the  assistance  of  white  liberals  in  and  out  of  government — a  linking  of 
the  dispossessed  with  the  powerful,  aided  by  the  sanction  and  ulti- 

mately the  muscle  of  the  courts — finally  brought  down  the  caste  system 
in  southern  schools.  The  situation  of  blacks  in  the  North  was  different, 

and  in  some  ways  even  harder  to  ameliorate.  Harding  notes  that  "by 
1964,  the  wedge  of  black  movement  had  taken  on  very  different  man- 

ifestations in  cities  of  the  North"  from  its  program  in  the  South.  The 
symbolic  and  tangible  victories  of  southern  blacks  were  a  source  of 
pride  to  their  northern  brethren,  but  the  crusade  for  civil  rights  did  not 

respond  to  their  own  most  nagging  problems:  unemployment  and  un- 
deremployment, poor  housing,  unresponsive  and  inadequate  educa- 

tion, and  police  harassment.  Pushed  off  the  fields  of  southern  farms  by 
mechanization  and  attracted  by  the  lure  of  the  metropolis,  millions  of 
poor  black  farmers  had  migrated  to  northern  cities  in  the  1940s  and 

1950s.  There  they  encountered  depression-level  poverty,  institutional 
racism,  and  a  sense  of  powerlessness.  In  the  early  1960s,  a  time  of 
prosperity  for  the  nation  as  a  whole,  their  incomes  dropped;  in  Watts, 
for  example,  median  family  income  declined  by  8  percent  during  that 

decade,  and  42  percent  were  classified  as  poor.  The  high  unemploy- 
ment rates  of  teenagers — between  20  and  30  percent  in  1967 — sug- 

gested that  a  permanent  underclass  was  in  the  making.  The  middle- 
class  leaders  of  black  organizations  like  the  NAACP  and  the  SCLC  were 
not  particularly  successful  in  reaching  the  people  of  these  urban 

ghettos.15 Between  1964  and  1968  waves  of  riots  and  rebellions  swept  northern 
cities  where  blacks  were  concentrated.  Both  frustration  and  desire — 

"locked-in  passions,  angers,  fantasies,  fears  and  hopes,"  Harding  writes 
— fueled  the  outbursts.  No  clear-cut  leadership  guided  the  rebellions, 
but  the  targets  were  clear  enough:  the  symbols  of  white  control,  the 
police  and  local  merchants.  Violence  drew  attention  to  the  grievances 

of  ghetto  blacks  and  prompted  many  white  leaders  to  support  an  in- 
vigorated War  on  Poverty  and  reforms  in  police,  welfare,  and  school 
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departments.  But  along  with  the  rebellions  came  a  splintering  of  ideol- 
ogy and  leadership  in  the  black  protest  movement  itself.  Some  militants 

argued  that  only  self-determination  and  control  over  schools  and  other 
institutions  in  their  own  communities  could  counter  the  pervasive  rac- 

ism of  the  larger  society.  Such  calls  for  black  power  fractured  the  liberal 

black-white  alliances  characteristic  of  the  southern  civil-rights  cam- 
paign. White  activists,  spurned  by  black  militants  and  drawn  to  other 

causes,  turned  from  civil-rights  work  to  attack  the  Vietnam  War.  Rheto- 
ric of  militants  escalated  as  rivals  competed  for  leadership  and  control 

over  antipoverty  funds.  Rarely  more  than  token,  the  efforts  of  the  War 
on  Poverty  and  the  Office  of  Economic  Opportunity  did  little  to  allay 

the  deep  unrest  that  had  led  to  the  riots,  described  accurately  by  Bay- 

ard Rustin  in  1965  as  "outbursts  of  class  oppression  in  a  society  where 
class  and  color  definitions  are  converging  disastrously."16 

Middle-class  blacks  did  make  substantial  gains  in  educational  attain- 
ment and  in  income  in  the  generation  following  Brown.  Blacks  gained 

the  vote  in  the  South  and  dismantled  the  most  obvious  features  of  the 

Jim  Crow  system.  But  overall,  the  income  of  blacks  declined  relative  to 
whites,  and  the  problem  of  an  underclass  of  poor  blacks  in  city  slums 
and  in  the  southern  countryside  persisted.  The  black  protest  movement 
in  its  many  forms  revealed  the  contradictions  between  professed 
American  values  and  the  structural  realities  of  American  society.  It 

"thrust  a  wedge  deep  into  the  old  America,"  Harding  writes,  "splitting 
it,  along  age  lines,  along  class  lines,  along  ideological  lines,  opening 

faults  within  institutions."17 
Similar  social  movements  followed  the  civil-rights  movement  in  rapid 

succession,  each  with  separate  factions  but  basically  seeking  equality  of 
power  and  dignity.  Feminists,  Hispanics,  and  Native  Americans,  for 
example,  adopted  strategies  comparable  to  those  used  by  blacks  and 
gained  a  new  awareness  of  injustice  and  sense  of  group  identity.  Each, 
in  turn,  made  new  demands  on  the  public  schools,  both  by  confronting 

local  power-holders  and  by  seeking  new  federal  legislation  and  court 
decisions.  While  the  injustices  faced  by  each  group  reflected  basic  struc- 

tural inequalities,  often  the  media  and  legislatures  paid  attention  for 

but  a  short  span  of  time,  creating  what  Anthony  Downs  calls  an  "issue- 
attention-cycle"  of  alarmed  concern,  a  quick  search  for  remedies,  disil- 

lusionment with  results,  and  then  a  return  to  neglect.  America  has  been 
faddish  about  its  problems.  But  federal  laws  and  court  decisions,  once 
on  the  books,  did  provide  continuing  support  for  expanded  rights  and 

entitlements.  The  Civil  Rights  Act  of  1964  and  Title  IX  of  the  Educa- 
tional Amendments  of  1972,  for  example,  gave  leverage  to  women  in 
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gaining  equal  access  to  higher  education,  in  removing  sex  labeling  from 

jobs  and  in  challenging  occupational  discrimination,  and  in  fighting  sex 

bias  in  public  schools.  Hispanics  won  federal  and  state  support  for  bilin- 
gual education.  Indians  gained  a  somewhat  greater  degree  of  control 

over  their  schools.18 
By  the  late  1960s  local  school  administrators  found  themselves  in  an 

environment  both  inside  the  schools  and  in  their  communities  that  was 

often  far  different  from  what  they  had  known  in  the  early  1950s.  With 
important  and  notable  exceptions,  local  superintendents  had  not  taken 

the  lead  in  desegregation  (indeed,  their  major  organization,  the  A  AS  A, 

had  fudged  on  the  issue  in  the  early  years  after  Brown).  Growing  up  in 

a  different  ethos  of  professionalism,  many  had  trouble  sharing  decision 

making  with  new  and  often  angry  groups  that  had  only  recently  found 

a  collective  voice  and  preferred  confrontation  to  genteel  lobbying. 

Many  educators  wanted  to  redefine  the  demands  of  lay  protesters  in 

such  a  way  that  they  could  retain  the  initiative  as  professionals  who 

defined  what  was  best  for  others.  Thus  they  accepted  the  challenge  of 

teaching  minority  children  more  effectively,  but  they  wanted  to  diag- 

nose the  pedagogical  issue  as  one  of  "deficits"  in  the  "target  population" 
for  which  standard  compensatory  remedies  (like  ones  the  progressives 

used  for  immigrants)  would  suffice.19 
Established  leaders  in  education  also  failed  to  recruit  substantial 

numbers  of  minorities  and  women  to  the  higher  administrative  echel- 
ons. Indeed,  when  desegregation  finally  came  to  the  dual  systems  of 

the  South,  many  hundreds  of  black  principals  in  the  formerly  segre- 
gated schools  were  fired  or  demoted.  Hispanic  and  black  principals 

were  increasingly  being  hired  in  schools  elsewhere  where  protest 
groups  and  militant  students  demanded  affirmative  action  and  where 

minority  administrators  helped  to  cool  hot  spots,  but  such  jobs  often 

placed  the  principals  in  an  awkward  position  of  having  to  respond  to 

cross-cutting  expectations  from  employers  and  minority  students. 
Black  superintendents  were  most  often  hired  to  preside  over  districts 

that  were  in  serious  fiscal  straits  and  disciplinary  turmoil.  As  blacks 

have  more  recently  been  gaining  greater  political  control  over  cities 

where  they  form  a  majority  of  the  voters,  however,  there  may  be 

more  opportunities  for  black  superintendents  like  Alonzo  Crim  of 

Atlanta  to  create  what  he  calls  a  "community  of  believers"  in  educa- 
tion, both  inside  and  outside  the  system,  to  renew  troubled  school 

districts.20 
Like  blacks,  women  are  trying  to  enter  positions  of  educational 

leadership  not  on  a  flood  tide  of  expansion  but  during  an  ebb  tide  of 
retrenchment.  Turnover  in  administrative  jobs  may  be  greatest  in 
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school  districts  that  have  the  toughest  instructional  and  budget  prob- 

lems. Ruth  Love's  appointment  to  the  troubled  Chicago  superintend- 
ency  (the  first  woman  superintendent  there  since  Young)  may  be  a 

harbinger  of  a  broader  trend  for  both  blacks  and  women — and  for 
black  women  like  Love.  One  woman  administrator  has  joked  that  it  is 

best  to  go  "where  things  are  in  so  much  trouble  that  nobody  will  no- 
tice that  you  are  a  woman."  It  is  possible  but  by  no  means  certain  that 

the  militance  of  feminists  will  in  time  increase  the  number  of  women 

at  the  top  of  school  systems,  as  it  did  early  in  this  century.  The 

women's  movement  has  illuminated  institutional  sexism  in  public 
schools  and  spurred  the  ambition  of  many  female  educators.  The  con- 

spiracy of  silence  in  professional  associations  over  unequal  opportu- 
nity for  women  has  ended  as  groups  like  the  NEA  have  mounted  at- 

tacks on  sexism.  But  early  surveys  of  the  actual  gains  of  women  in 
administration  have  been  discouraging.  In  the  relatively  liberal  state 

of  Wisconsin,  for  example,  when  the  women's  movement  was  gather- 
ing momentum  from  1970  to  1975,  the  number  of  female  administra- 
tors dropped.  No  female  superintendents  were  appointed  and,  where 

vacancies  occurred  in  other  positions,  men  were  more  often  chosen  to 

fill  them,  even  where  the  previous  incumbent  had  been  a  woman.21 
Looking  at  the  general  impact  of  protest  movements  on  social  justice 

in  education  and  on  changing  forms  of  leadership  in  public  schools, 
however,  we  believe  that  there  has  been  a  net  gain  (which  may  now  be 

endangered  by  federal  policies  and  budget-cutting  in  the  Reagan  ad- 
ministration). School  administrators  at  every  level  have  learned  new 

negotiating  skills  and  have  often  discovered  that  behind  the  activism  of 
social  movements  was  a  vitality  that  could  be  used  to  renew  education. 
They  have  discovered  that  sharing  decision  making  with  community 

groups — whether  at  the  district-wide  level  or  in  local  school-com- 
munity councils — can  improve  public  support  and  parental  participa- 

tion. New  programs,  like  Title  I,  and  funds  for  bilingual  programs  have 

brought  needed  resources  to  the  task  of  educating  children  at  the  bot- 
tom of  the  social  system.  Recent  studies  of  well  focused  Title  I  programs 

have  shown  that  they  can  and  do  improve  schooling  for  students  most 
in  need  of  effective  education.  Leaders  and  staffs  have  become  far  more 

sensitive  to  cultural  differences,  and  curricula  and  textbooks  now  far 
more  accurately  reflect  the  cultural  pluralism  of  the  larger  society  than 
in  the  1950s.  Educators  have  also  become  more  conscious  of  the  ways 
in  which  schools  transmit  sexual  stereotypes,  and  under  pressure  from 
the  federal  government  and  feminists  in  the  profession  some  have 
sought  to  eliminate  sexual  bias  in  sports,  vocational  education,  and  the 
curriculum.  Categorical  programs  have  redistributed  resources  to  help 
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precisely  those  groups  most  active  in  social  protest  movements  and  in 

the  process  have  created  constituencies  in  support  of  the  poor  and 

minorities.22 
It  was  a  new  world  that  administrators  were  facing  in  the  1960s,  one 

in  which  the  older  concepts  of  authority  were  eroding  and  new  groups 
were  demanding  to  be  heard.  Many  tried  to  retreat  to  business  as  usual. 

But  a  few  educators  who  shared  King's  vision  wanted  to  use  the  new 
social  movements  to  remake  education  for  the  dispossessed.  One  such 
person  was  the  black  leader  Marcus  Foster,  an  administrator  first  in  the 

Philadelphia  public  schools  and  later  superintendent  of  schools  (before 

his  tragic  assassination)  in  Oakland,  California.23 

The  Leader  as  Mobilizer:  Marcus  Foster 

When  Marcus  Foster  arrived  in  the  midst  of  a  controversy  in  1970 

among  factions  of  the  black  and  white  communities  in  Oakland,  a  news- 

paper reporter  asked  him,  "How  do  you  feel  about  coming  into  this  kind 

of  an  activist  situation?"  He  replied  that  he  "would  rather  face  a  mili- 
tant group  and  take  my  chances  than  have  to  deal  with  community 

apathy."24 The  son  of  educators,  Foster  attended  the  Philadelphia  public  schools 

and  returned  to  teach  there  after  college.  Like  a  number  of  other 

middle-class  black  teachers,  he  knew  the  system  and  how  to  work 
within  it.  But  he  also  realized,  especially  when  he  moved  into  his  first 

principalship  in  an  elementary  school,  that  the  system  was  systemati- 
cally failing  to  serve  the  poor,  especially  black  children.  He  learned  one 

reason  when  he  went  into  the  room  of  a  woman  touted  as  one  of  the 

best  teachers  in  his  new  school.  There  on  the  bulletin  board  was  a  blue 

sea  with  little  boats,  each  marked  with  a  child's  name.  One  row  of  them 

bore  the  message  "we  are  sailing,"  the  next  "we  are  drifting,"  and  the 

last  "we  are  sinking."  That  symbolized  to  him  the  lack  of  warmth,  of 
confidence,  of  skill  that  was  producing  more  and  more  shipwrecks  in 

the  school.  Once  serving  a  white  middle-class  clientele,  teachers  had 

lost  faith  both  in  their  own  ability  to  teach  and  the  children's  ability  to 
learn.  Foster  began  then  to  formulate  the  concepts  of  leadership  he 

would  use  in  the  rest  of  his  career.  In  Making  Urban  Schools  Work  he 

listed  some  of  these  principles: 

People  are  always  more  important  than  the  system. 
Success  is  important  to  the  integrity  of  any  group. 

People  tend  to  rise  and  fall  to  the  level  of  their  expectations.25 
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How  did  he  translate  these  into  practice  in  his  elementary  school?  His 

first  step  was  to  convince  teachers  that  the  children  could  make  dra- 
matic progress  if  they  concentrated  on  a  useful  manual  skill:  handwrit- 

ing. When  that  campaign  worked,  he  moved  to  another  relatively  easy 
task:  memorizing  number  facts.  He  gave  awards  to  pupils  who  earned 

entry  into  the  "440  Club"  by  doing  forty  numerical  operations  in  four 
minutes.  And  so  he  moved  the  pupils  and  teachers  through  a  series  of 
campaigns  in  spelling,  in  enriching  oral  language,  and  finally  to  the  real 
goal:  learning  to  read.  Each  success  showed  them  that  they  could  learn. 
He  built  morale  that  reached  beyond  the  schoolhouse  doors  into  the 

families.26 
Apathy  had  been  the  chief  problem  in  the  first  schools  where  Foster 

served  as  principal.  When  he  took  on  his  biggest  challenge — reforming 
Gratz  High  School — he  found  deeply  ingrained  self-deprecation  that 
led  to  apathy  and  rising  anger  that  led  to  conflict.  Foster  had  found  that 
giving  students  and  teachers  a  steady  progression  of  opportunities  to 
become  successful,  building  a  sense  of  esprit  de  corps,  had  proved 

effective  in  fighting  apathy.  But  he  also  learned  not  only  how  to  "man- 
age" crises  in  the  confrontation  years  of  the  mid-1960s,  but  also  how  to 

channel  the  energy  released  by  conflict  into  reform  of  the  system.  He 

put  his  leadership  principles  this  way:  "The  energy  that  is  found  in 
interpersonal  conflict  should  be  channeled  toward  solution  of  the  un- 

derlying problems."  He  added:  "In  a  conflict  situation,  all  sides  usually 

have  legitimate  concerns."27 
As  troubleshooter  for  Superintendent  Mark  Shedd,  Foster  often 

found  himself  in  the  position  of  mediator  and  teacher,  helping  adminis- 
trators to  understand  why  student  and  community  activists  wanted 

change  and  instructing  the  activists  on  how  to  accomplish  their  aims 
within  the  system.  At  stake  was  a  new  way  to  legitimize  authority  in 

urban  education,  to  replace  the  top-down  familiar  bureaucratic  author- 
ity with  a  new  legitimacy  based  on  responsiveness  to  people  who  had 

been  traditionally  powerless. 
When  Foster  went  to  Gratz  High  School  as  principal,  black  activists 

inside  and  outside  the  school  were  demanding  dramatic  change.  The 
leading  black  newspaper  had  published  an  expose  declaring  that  the 
school  was  racked  with  violence  and  gang  warfare,  had  unsanitary  and 
miserable  facilities,  and  was  failing  to  teach  the  students.  The  white 
principal  came  under  attack  as  a  scapegoat.  Foster  received  a  call: 

"There's  a  dangerous  situation  at  Gratz.  We  feel  that  you're  the  one  we 
need."  Recognizing  that  he  was  entering  a  battleground  in  which  many 
of  the  staff  were  hostile  to  him  and  to  black  militants,  Foster  told  the 

faculty  at  his  first  meeting:  "I  realize  that  if  one's  friend  is  moved  out 
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rather  unceremoniously,  one  must  be  upset.  Or  else  I  question  his 

loyalty.  Clearly  you  have  loyalty  to  your  former  principal.  You  should 

have.  But  there  is  the  possibility  that  your  loyalty  can  be  transferred. 

So  make  no  apologies  for  feeling  kindly  toward  your  old  friend."28 
Even  if  feelings  had  not  been  so  polarized,  the  objective  problems 

Foster  faced  were  staggering.  The  school,  built  for  2,600,  had  an  enroll- 

ment of  3,800;  its  dropout  rate  was  78  percent;  only  3  percent  of  its 

graduates  went  to  college.  Foster  found  that  "Gratz  had  no  band,  no 
debating  team,  no  gym  team,  no  swimming  team,  no  honor  society,  no 

dances.  Gratz  students  often  viewed  themselves  as  victims,  having  no 

control  over  their  future,  no  place  to  go —  not  even  down  because, 

being  at  Gratz,  they  were  already  at  the  bottom."  In  one  class  he 

discovered  that  a  girl  was  writing  a  theme  entitled  "Gratz  is  for  rats."29 

Believing  that  "massive  problems  are  solved  little  by  little,"  Foster 
began  by  attacking  high  truancy,  bringing  back  dropouts,  and  person- 

ally trying  to  attract  high  ability  students  by  going  to  their  homes  and 

promising  them  honors  courses  and  college  scholarships.  But  simply 

getting  students  in  class  was  only  the  beginning;  it  was  also  necessary 

to  improve  the  curriculum.  He  greatly  expanded  the  vocational  courses 

and  tied  them  directly  to  job  experiences  and  employment.  Working 

with  militants,  he  introduced  African  themes  in  regular  courses  and 

sponsored  the  first  high  school  course  in  Philadelphia  in  Afro- American 
history.  In  two  years  he  so  strengthened  the  college  preparatory 

courses,  tutoring,  and  guidance  that  the  number  of  students  going  on 

to  higher  education  jumped  from  18  to  168.  As  an  essential  part  of  his 

campaign  to  raise  morale,  he  helped  organize  extracurricular  activities, 

built  a  new  educational  and  recreational  center  in  the  ghetto,  and 

reinvigorated  the  sports  program.  He  sought  and  gained  help  from  local 

advisory  committees,  businessmen,  foundations,  and  alumni  of  the 

school.  Henry  Resnik  has  given  a  portrait  of  the  man  at  work: 

Foster  could  address  a  large  audience  and  give  the  impression  that  he  was 
talking  to  every  member  of  it  individually.  For  him,  a  walk  through  the  halls 

of  his  school  was  an  uninterrupted  series  of  greetings,  warm  smiles,  hand- 
shakes, and  words  of  praise — signs  that  he  knew  exactly  who  each  one  of  the 

students  was  and  cared  about  them  all.  .  .  .  But  Marcus  Foster  was  no  teddy 

bear.  He  was  an  imposing  man — six-foot-five,  on  the  portly  side — and  in  his 

usual  business  suits  . . .  and  thick  round  glasses,  he  projected  firm  authority.30 

Like  Covello's  Franklin  High,  Foster's  Gratz  became  not  only  a  place 
to  educate  students,  but  also  a  center  for  mobilizing  the  community  and 

teaching  it  how  to  gain  power.  This  became  clear  when  the  Gratz 

community  won  a  bitter  fight  with  City  Hall  over  extending  the  school 

236 



Protest  Movements  and  Social  Justice 

by  adding  new  buildings  and  playing  fields.  On  judgment  day— the  key 

school  board  vote  going  against  the  mayor's  wishes — organizers  in  the 
school  hired  ten  buses  to  take  neighborhood  people  to  the  meeting,  and 

the  black  community  spoke  with  one  voice,  "with  whites  in  supporting 
rather  than  leading  roles."  Foster  observed  that  "the  notion  of  strength 
through  unity,  of  organizing  to  take  responsible  stands  .  .  .  woke  up  a 
lot  of  people.  The  lesson  was:  if  it  could  be  done  at  Gratz,  it  can  be  done 

whenever  we  have  just  causes."31 
That  was  just  one  battle  won.  The  mayor  of  Oakland  recalled  another 

such  controversy  shortly  before  Foster's  assassination.  They  had  worked 
together  at  a  community  meeting  all  day  and  late  into  the  evening. 

When  the  group  had  found  a  solution,  the  mayor  and  Foster  left  to- 
gether, got  in  their  cars,  and  drove  off.  The  mayor  pulled  up  beside 

Foster  at  a  stoplight,  his  presence  unknown  to  the  superintendent.  "I 
looked  over  and  there  he  was  with  a  smile  upon  his  face,  singing  at  the 

top  of  his  voice.  I  can't  begin  to  tell  you  the  impression  made  upon  me, 
because  to  me  it  typified  the  ebullience,  the  magnificent  joy  of  life — the 

joy  he  took  in  working  with  the  community."32 
Like  Leonard  Covello,  who  was  also  a  genius  at  using  group  conflict 

to  energize  schooling,  Foster  had  qualities  of  leadership  under  stress 

that  have  been  scarce  in  every  age  and  place.  To  adapt  so  firmly  estab- 
lished and  routinized  an  institution  as  the  public  schools  to  new  social 

needs  and  conflicting  protest  groups  requires  enormous  resilience,  so- 
cial energy,  empathy,  and  a  pragmatic  attitude  toward  organizational 

conventions.  When  the  older  closed  system  of  school  governance  based 
on  expertise  and  controlled  access  to  decision  making  began  to  decay 

— especially  in  the  conflict-ridden  cities — the  tasks  and  challenges  of 
leadership  changed  radically.  Multiple  actors,  raised  expectations,  de- 

clining trust,  and  growing  conflict  among  groups  with  different  agendas 
were  producing  fragmentation  and  ferment  that  resulted  from  too 
many  dreams  too  long  deferred.  Marcus  Foster  offers  one  example  of 
an  educational  leader  with  the  vision  and  compassion  to  put  it  all  back 
together. 

18.  WHO'S  IN  CHARGE  HERE? 

Who's  in  charge  here?  If  one  asked  a  local  superintendent  that  question 
at  the  end  of  a  hectic  Tuesday  in  1974,  the  answer  might  have  been  "no 
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rather  unceremoniously,  one  must  be  upset.  Or  else  I  question  his 

loyalty.  Clearly  you  have  loyalty  to  your  former  principal.  You  should 

have.  But  there  is  the  possibility  that  your  loyalty  can  be  transferred. 

So  make  no  apologies  for  feeling  kindly  toward  your  old  friend."28 
Even  if  feelings  had  not  been  so  polarized,  the  objective  problems 

Foster  faced  were  staggering.  The  school,  built  for  2,600,  had  an  enroll- 
ment of  3,800;  its  dropout  rate  was  78  percent;  only  3  percent  of  its 

graduates  went  to  college.  Foster  found  that  "Gratz  had  no  band,  no 
debating  team,  no  gym  team,  no  swimming  team,  no  honor  society,  no 

dances.  Gratz  students  often  viewed  themselves  as  victims,  having  no 

control  over  their  future,  no  place  to  go —  not  even  down  because, 

being  at  Gratz,  they  were  already  at  the  bottom."  In  one  class  he 

discovered  that  a  girl  was  writing  a  theme  entitled  "Gratz  is  for  rats."29 

Believing  that  "massive  problems  are  solved  little  by  little,"  Foster 
began  by  attacking  high  truancy,  bringing  back  dropouts,  and  person- 

ally trying  to  attract  high  ability  students  by  going  to  their  homes  and 

promising  them  honors  courses  and  college  scholarships.  But  simply 

getting  students  in  class  was  only  the  beginning;  it  was  also  necessary 

to  improve  the  curriculum.  He  greatly  expanded  the  vocational  courses 

and  tied  them  directly  to  job  experiences  and  employment.  Working 

with  militants,  he  introduced  African  themes  in  regular  courses  and 

sponsored  the  first  high  school  course  in  Philadelphia  in  Afro- American 
history.  In  two  years  he  so  strengthened  the  college  preparatory 

courses,  tutoring,  and  guidance  that  the  number  of  students  going  on 

to  higher  education  jumped  from  18  to  168.  As  an  essential  part  of  his 

campaign  to  raise  morale,  he  helped  organize  extracurricular  activities, 

built  a  new  educational  and  recreational  center  in  the  ghetto,  and 

reinvigorated  the  sports  program.  He  sought  and  gained  help  from  local 

advisory  committees,  businessmen,  foundations,  and  alumni  of  the 

school.  Henry  Resnik  has  given  a  portrait  of  the  man  at  work: 

Foster  could  address  a  large  audience  and  give  the  impression  that  he  was 
talking  to  every  member  of  it  individually.  For  him,  a  walk  through  the  halls 

of  his  school  was  an  uninterrupted  series  of  greetings,  warm  smiles,  hand- 
shakes, and  words  of  praise — signs  that  he  knew  exactly  who  each  one  of  the 

students  was  and  cared  about  them  all.  .  .  .  But  Marcus  Foster  was  no  teddy 

bear.  He  was  an  imposing  man — six-foot-five,  on  the  portly  side — and  in  his 
usual  business  suits  . . .  and  thick  round  glasses,  he  projected  firm  authority.30 

Like  Covello's  Franklin  High,  Foster's  Gratz  became  not  only  a  place 
to  educate  students,  but  also  a  center  for  mobilizing  the  community  and 

teaching  it  how  to  gain  power.  This  became  clear  when  the  Gratz 

community  won  a  bitter  fight  with  City  Hall  over  extending  the  school 
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by  adding  new  buildings  and  playing  fields.  On  judgment  day— the  key 

school  board  vote  going  against  the  mayor's  wishes — organizers  in  the 
school  hired  ten  buses  to  take  neighborhood  people  to  the  meeting,  and 

the  black  community  spoke  with  one  voice,  "with  whites  in  supporting 
rather  than  leading  roles."  Foster  observed  that  "the  notion  of  strength 
through  unity,  of  organizing  to  take  responsible  stands  .  .  .  woke  up  a 
lot  of  people.  The  lesson  was:  if  it  could  be  done  at  Gratz,  it  can  be  done 

whenever  we  have  just  causes."31 
That  was  just  one  battle  won.  The  mayor  of  Oakland  recalled  another 

such  controversy  shortly  before  Foster's  assassination.  They  had  worked 
together  at  a  community  meeting  all  day  and  late  into  the  evening. 

When  the  group  had  found  a  solution,  the  mayor  and  Foster  left  to- 
gether, got  in  their  cars,  and  drove  off.  The  mayor  pulled  up  beside 

Foster  at  a  stoplight,  his  presence  unknown  to  the  superintendent.  "I 
looked  over  and  there  he  was  with  a  smile  upon  his  face,  singing  at  the 

top  of  his  voice.  I  can't  begin  to  tell  you  the  impression  made  upon  me, 
because  to  me  it  typified  the  ebullience,  the  magnificent  joy  of  life — the 

joy  he  took  in  working  with  the  community."32 
Like  Leonard  Covello,  who  was  also  a  genius  at  using  group  conflict 

to  energize  schooling,  Foster  had  qualities  of  leadership  under  stress 

that  have  been  scarce  in  every  age  and  place.  To  adapt  so  firmly  estab- 
lished and  routinized  an  institution  as  the  public  schools  to  new  social 

needs  and  conflicting  protest  groups  requires  enormous  resilience,  so- 
cial energy,  empathy,  and  a  pragmatic  attitude  toward  organizational 

conventions.  When  the  older  closed  system  of  school  governance  based 
on  expertise  and  controlled  access  to  decision  making  began  to  decay 

— especially  in  the  conflict-ridden  cities — the  tasks  and  challenges  of 
leadership  changed  radically.  Multiple  actors,  raised  expectations,  de- 

clining trust,  and  growing  conflict  among  groups  with  different  agendas 
were  producing  fragmentation  and  ferment  that  resulted  from  too 
many  dreams  too  long  deferred.  Marcus  Foster  offers  one  example  of 
an  educational  leader  with  the  vision  and  compassion  to  put  it  all  back 
together. 

18.  WHO'S  IN  CHARGE  HERE? 

Who's  in  charge  here?  If  one  asked  a  local  superintendent  that  question 
at  the  end  of  a  hectic  Tuesday  in  1974,  the  answer  might  have  been  "no 
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one. "  Or  perhaps,  "Where  are  you  now  when  we  need  you,  Rube 

Goldberg?"  An  article  that  year  in  the  New  York  Times  reported  that 
"the  American  school  superintendent,  long  the  benevolent  ruler  whose 
word  was  law,  has  become  a  harried,  embattled  figure  of  waning  author- 

ity." Battered  by  confrontations  with  community  groups,  "browbeaten 

by  once  subservient  boards  of  education,"  hemmed  in  by  teacher  union 
contracts,  constrained  by  the  courts,  confined  by  endless  federal  and 

state  regulations,  local  superintendents  complained  that  they  were  los- 
ing control  of  their  organizations.  On  the  West  Coast  a  professor  of 

educational  administration  observed  sadly: 

It  used  to  be  that  a  school  superintendent,  if  he  was  at  all  successful,  would 
have  the  feeling  that  he  had  the  ability  to  mount  a  program  and  carry  it 
through  successfully.  I  think  at  the  present  time  very  few  superintendents 
would  be  able  to  say  honestly  that  they  have  this  feeling.  They  are  at  the  beck 
and  call  of  every  pressure  that  is  brought  to  them.  They  have  lost  initiative. 

They  don't  control  their  own  time.  .  .  .  Mid-administration  is  very  much 
floundering.  They  don't  know  whether  they  are  teachers  or  administrators. 
. . .  There  has  been  a  change  in  the  role  of  administrators  from  one  who  plans 
and  carries  through  to  one  who  works  with  groups  of  people  in  joint  planning 

and  ultimate  realization  of  something  the  group  can  agree  on.1 

Urban  high  school  principals,  once  barons  with  great  power  in  their 

large  buildings,  made  similar  laments.  "At  one  time,"  said  one,  "we 
considered  ourselves  educators.  I  think  the  problem  is  much  too  com- 

plicated, the  organization  is  much  too  vast,  the  ramifications  are  too 

great,  the  partners  in  the  enterprise  are  too  many  for  us  to  serve  any 

longer  as  educators."  Arthur  J.  Vidich  and  Charles  McReynolds  studied 
twenty-three  principals  in  New  York  in  the  tumultuous  school  year 

1967-68.  They  found  the  schoolmen 

on  the  defensive,  confronting  an  educational  world  they  neither  made  nor 
anticipated;  it  is  not  surprising  that  their  model  for  the  future  as  well  as  their 
defence  against  the  present  is  their  vision  of  the  past.  .  .  .  They  thus  become 
defenders  of  the  status  quo  at  the  very  time  that  the  maintenance  of  their 
claims  to  professional  expertise  and  educational  leadership  requires  them  to 
respond  creatively  to  the  crisis  that  continually  confronts  them. 

Having  made  it  up  through  the  system  through  competitive  examina- 

tions and  professional  performance,  they  "resent  the  intrusion  of  'poli- 

tics' into  their  professional  domain.  They  do  not  think  of  themselves  as 
political  men  and  they  are  not  prepared  by  experience  or  ideology  to 

engage  in  the  hurly-burly  of  the  political  arena;  their  own  'politicking* 
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is  more  of  the  nature  of  bureaucratic  intrigue."  Their  image  of  the  high 
school  principal  was  that  of 

a  dignified,  erudite,  and  slightly  distant  figure,  autonomous  in  authority,  and 
respected  both  inside  and  outside  the  school.  In  both  respects  the  principals 
of  today  feel  cheated.  Within  the  school  their  freedom  of  action  has  been 

narrowed  by  the  teachers'  unions  and  the  increasing  bureaucratization  of  the 
school  system.  Outside  the  school  they  feel  subject  to  continuing  attacks  from 
marry  cTiticTS  including  disrespectful  and  sometimes  openly  hostile  attacks 

from  members  of  the  "community."2 

New  York,  with  its  baroque  bureaucracy  of  no  Livingston  Street  and 

its  bitter  and  violent  conflicts  over  community  control  was  an  exag- 
gerated version  of  the  disintegration  of  earlier  forms  of  governance  and 

the  demolition  of  consensus  on  education.  A  number  of  studies  of  other 

cities  showed  that  superintendents  did  retain  much  of  their  earlier 

initiative  in  policy  making.  But  in  most  school  districts  throughout  the 

nation,  in  the  two  decades  following  i960,  major  changes  took  place  in 

structures  and  processes  of  decision  making.  Collective  bargaining  with 

teachers'  associations  produced  thick  contracts  specifying  not  only  sala- 
ries but  many  details  of  everyday  work.  Decisions  by  federal  and  state 

courts  set  limits  on  religious  ceremony  and  instruction,  prescribed  how 

students  could  be  suspended  and  assigned  to  special  classes,  required 

help  for  limited-English-speaking  pupils,  guaranteed  freedom  of  ex- 
pression for  teachers  and  students,  revised  school  finance,  proscribed 

sexual  inequities,  and  ordered  desegregation.  State  governments  de- 

manded new  forms  of  "accountability,"  including  tests  of  minimum 
competence  for  promotion  and  graduation.  Federal  and  state  govern- 

ments created  dozens  of  new  categorical  programs,  each  with  complex 

guidelines  and  reporting  requirements.  Pressures  from  local  protest 

groups  and  mandates  from  higher  governments  increased  citizen  par- 
ticipation in  decision  making,  especially  in  the  form  of  school  advisory 

councils.  And  many  important  decisions  were  made  by  private  organi- 
zations quite  outside  any  formal  public  control:  textbook  publishers,  for 

example,  determined  much  of  the  basic  content  of  the  curriculum, 

while  agencies  like  the  Educational  Testing  Service  had  a  crucial  role 

in  deciding  which  students  would  be  admitted  to  colleges  and  graduate 

schools.3 

Local  school  leaders  have  always  been  responsive  to  outside  influ- 

ences as  well  as  to  community  constituencies.  The  common-school  cru- 
saders often  emulated  what  their  peers  were  doing  elsewhere,  as  when 

George  Atkinson  copied  the  graded  schools  of  Boston  when  building 
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public  education  in  Oregon  City.  Superintendents  in  the  twentieth 

century  welcomed  new  ideas  emanating  from  the  university  experts 

and  gained  status  in  their  own  communities  by  associating  themselves 

with  a  new  science  of  education  and  ideology  of  business  efficiency.  For 
the  most  part,  local  leaders  had  taken  the  initiative  in  such  encounters 

with  outside  reformers,  however,  and  the  result  was  to  enhance  their 

own  careers  and  authority.  By  contrast,  many  of  the  changes  of  the 

1960s  and  1970s  resulted  from  adversarial  relationships:  protestors  seek- 

ing equality  of  treatment;  courts  requiring  changes  in  administrators' 
behavior;  and  teachers  demanding  more  money.  Often  protesters  and 

their  supporters — popular  writers,  social  scientists,  foundation  and  gov- 
ernment officers — portrayed  local  educators  as  unjust  or  ineffectual 

foot-draggers.  On  educational  leaders,  it  seemed,  rested  the  burden  of 
ren  4aking  society,  and  the  inevitable  failure  to  do  so  undermined  their 

authority.  This  seemed  unfair  and  onerous  to  superintendents  who 

were,  by  their  own  lights,  doing  their  best.4 
Conflict  did  not  come  only  from  outsiders  hostile  to  the  ideal  of  a 

stable  "closed  system"  run  by  professional  managers  and  their  experts. 
It  also  broke  out  within  the  hierarchy  of  school  employees,  especially 

among  militant  teachers.  In  the  period  from  1910  to  the  1950s  profes- 
sional educators  had  disagreed  about  matters  of  philosophy  and  curricu- 

lum—  about  vocational  training,  for  example — but  by  and  large  they 
agreed  about  the  value  of  expanding  the  educational  system  and  the 

desirability  of  buffering  school  politics  from  local  lay  influences.  Indeed 

Myron  Lieberman  expressed  a  common  sentiment  of  educators  when 

he  wrote  in  i960  that  local  control  of  schools  was  the  chief  reason  for 

"the  dull  parochialism  and  attenuated  totalitarianism"  of  American 
public  education.  Much  of  the  ideology  behind  the  consolidation  of 

rural  schools  stressed  the  need  to  free  children  from  the  provincialism 

of  their  parents,  and  educators  from  prying  local  communities.  The 

very  idea  of  a  common  professionalism  among  teachers,  administrators, 

and  various  kinds  of  specialists,  buttressed  by  state-enforced  certifica- 

tion and  by  the  professional  ethos  of  educational  associations,  had  im- 
plied that  school  employees  shared  similar  interests  and  should  present 

a  united  front  to  the  public.5 
In  the  1960s,  however,  fragmentation  developed  within  the  profes- 

sion. Teachers,  in  particular,  came  toljelieve  that  their  interests  were 

distinct  from  those  of  administrators,  and  they  banded  together  to  seek 

teacher  power.  The  once  weak  teachers'  unions  now  grew  rapidly  in 
number  and  influence,  especially  in  the  large  cities,  while  state  and 
local  teacher  associations  affiliated  with  the  NEA  became  more  militant 
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in  pressing  for  higher  salaries,  better  working  conditions,  and  control 
over  the  educational  process,  including  curriculum.  Especially  in  the 
cities,  the  NEA  began  to  use  tactics  similar  to  those  of  the  AFT  when 
it  negotiated  with  local  boards.  Once  anathema  even  to  the  AFT,  strikes 
by  teachers  multiplied,  while  collective  negotiations  became  mandated 
by  law  in  most  of  the  populous  states.  As  teachers  worked  collectively 
to  press  their  economic  and  political  demands,  they  split  away  from 

administrators;  conflict  shattered  the  once-unified  NEA.  Principals  and 
other  middle  managers  were  caught  in  the  power  squeeze  and  some- 

times formed  bargaining  units  of  their  own/ 'Adversarial  relationships 
became  common  place  in  a  profession  that  once  had  prided  itself  on  * 

consensus.y/' This  new  militance  of  teachers  arose  from  many  sources,  as  Marshall 
Donley,  Jr.,  has  argued.  An  obvious  motivation  was  the  desire  to  earn 
more  money.  In  the  expanding  economy  of  the  1960s  teachers  felt  a 
strong  sense  of  relative  economic  deprivation  when  they  compared 

themselves  with  other  workers  of  comparable  education.  In  the  increas- 
ingly large  and  bureaucratized  school  systems  of  the  postwar  period 

they  also  tended  to  feel  alienated  from  the  managers  and  felt  they  could 
only  influence  policies  by  banding  together  in  power  blocs.  Much  of  the 
militant  leadership  both  in  the  AFT  and  the  NEA  came  from  young 
male  teachers  in  large  cities,  people  who  had  committed  themselves  to 
careers  in  public  education  and  in  many  cases  worked  in  the  toughest 

ghetto  classrooms.  Well  educated  and  self-confident,  they  refused  to  be 
reconciled  to  the  genteel  poverty  and  bureaucratic  subordination  that 
had  too  often  characterized  teaching  as  an  occupation.  Finally,  the 

example  of  the  upswelling  protest  movements  of  the  1960s  demon- 
strated to  alienated  teachers  that  assertiveness  and  organization  paid 

dividends.  Eager  to  expand  unionism  to  white-collar  workers,  orga- 

nized labor  provided  funds  and  skilled  staff"  to  recruit  teachers  into  the 
AFT  and  to  conduct  collective  bargaining.7 

Once  a  negligible  factor  in  local  school  board  politics  and  in  state  and 
national  political  arenas,  teacher  organizations  have  used  the  collective- 
bargaining  process  to  gain  substantial  influence  not  only  over  pay  and 
working  conditions,  but  also  over  the  educational  program  in  many 
communities.  At  the  federal  level  and  in  many  states  organized  teach- 

ers have  become  an  effective  political  interest  group,  not  only  giving 
political  donations  to  favored  candidates,  but  also  enlisting  teachers  as 
campaign  workers  and  as  lobbyists.  As  a  result  of  this  new  political 
militance  of  teachers,  educational  governance  has  shifted  substantially. 
Indeed,  some  observers  now  believe  that  teachers  have  garnered  too 
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much  influence  and  have  called  for  collective  negotiations  to  be  held 

in  open  sessions,  perhaps  with  restrictions  on  what  could  be  bargained, 

and  with  lay  citizens  (other  than  school  board  representatives)  on  the 

negotiating  committee.8 
Another  important  new  actor  in  the  politics  of  education  has  been  the 

federal  government.  In  1950  the  United  States  Office  of  Education 

(USOE)  was  a  minor  bureaucracy  with  a  staff  of  300  and  a  budget  of  $40 

million;  its  duties,  as  in  the  nineteenth  century,  were  largely  those  of 

collecting  and  providing  educational  information.  Beginning  on  a  small 

scale  in  the  National  Defense  Education  Act  (NDEA)  of  1958  and  cul- 
minating with  the  massive  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education  Act 

(ESEA)  of  1965,  the  Congress  under  pressure  from  protest  groups  and 

President  Lyndon  Johnson's  prodding  broke  the  century-long  legisla- 
tive logjam  that  had  blocked  large-scale  federal  aid  to  public  schools. 

Federal  expenditures  jumped  tenfold  from  1958  to  1968,  in  the  latter 

year  constituting  about  10  percent  of  the  public  costs  of  schooling.  The 

largest  sums  were  targeted  under  Title  I  for  improving  the  education 

of  low-achieving  students  in  low-income  neighborhoods,  while  other 

funds  were  available  for  a  large  number  of  categorical  programs.9 
The  USOE  became  for  the  first  time  a  significant  part  of  the  govern- 

ance and  finance  of  American  education,  though  its  powers  were  still 

circumscribed.  It  was  primarily  a  channel  for  funds  and  an  interpreter 

of  the  intent  of  Congress  through  guidelines.  Now  officials  at  the  state 

level  and  in  local  districts  studied  federal  regulations  and  accounting 

procedures,  and  sent  back  reports  to  Washington  in  ever-growing 

streams.  Local  and  state  administrators  who  were  appointed  as  account- 

ants of  the  new  categorical  programs  became  linked  to  their  counter- 
parts in  Washington  by  common  line  items  in  the  federal  budget.  The 

new  regulations,  funding,  programs,  monitors,  and  accounting  systems 

created  a  whole  new  network  of  governance  proliferating  within  the 

older  state  and  local  structures.10 

The  new  categorical  programs  represented  a  host  of  reforms:  envi- 
ronmental education,  bilingual  instruction,  compensatory  teaching  for 

low-achieving  pupils,  arts  in  schools,  prevention  of  drug  and  alcohol 
abuse,  ethnic  studies  courses,  head-start  and  follow-through  programs, 

programs  for  the  handicapped,  creation  of  alternative  schools,  assist- 
ance in  desegregation,  and  many  more.  There  was  nothing  new  about 

creating  programs  by  accretion.  It  had  long  been  a  quintessentially 

American  habit  to  postpone  reforms  by  educating  the  next  generation 
to  be  better  than  their  parents.  The  process  was  familiar:  discover  a 

social  problem,  give  it  a  name,  and  teach  a  course  designed  to  remedy 
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it.  Alcoholism?  Teach  about  temperance  in  every  school.  Venereal  dis- 
ease? Develop  courses  in  social  hygiene.  Youth  unemployment?  Im- 
prove vocational  training.  Carnage  on  the  highways?  Give  driver  edu- 
cation classes  to  youth.  Too  many  rejects  in  the  World  War  I  draft?  Set 

up  programs  in  health  and  physical  education.  Although  the  impetus  for 
such  reforms  had  generally  come  from  outside  the  schools,  the  faith  in 

education  was  flattering  and  provided  jobs  for  hosts  of  new  experts.11 
What  was  different  now  was  centralization  of  funding  for  the  new 

federal  programs.  With  the  exception  of  vocational  schooling — which 
had  been  partially  funded  and  closely  supervised  from  Washington 
since  the  Smith-Hughes  Act  in  1917 — most  of  the  other  reforms  had 
either  been  incorporated  voluntarily  by  local  districts  or  required  by 
state  governments  and  only  loosely  monitored.  The  architects  of  federal 

educational  policy  in  the  mid-1960s,  especially  those  aimed  at  the  poor 
and  minorities,  devised  categorical  programs  rather  than  general  aid 
because  reformers  believed  that  local  districts  were  not  adequately 

serving  children  at  the  bottom  of  society.  The  federal  government's 
explicit  role  in  education  continued  to  be  limited:  it  could  not  directly 
influence  selection  of  teachers,  class  size,  purchase  of  textbooks,  or 
length  of  school  day  or  year.  Indeed,  in  the  language  governing  federal 

programs  it  was  stated  that  no  laws  "should  be  construed  to  authorize 
any  department,  agency,  office,  or  employee  of  the  United  States  to 
exercise  any  direct  supervision  or  control  over  the  curriculum,  program 
of  instruction,  administration  or  personnel  of  any  education  institution, 

school,  or  school  system."  That  was  not  interpreted  to  mean,  however, 
that  the  Congress  could  not  provide  funds  for  special  purposes.  It  also 
did  not  mean  that  USOE  could  not  issue  guidelines  interpreting  the 
meaning  of  broad  statutes  like  the  Civil  Rights  Act  or  Supreme  Court 
decisions  (which  were  binding  as  the  law  of  the  land,  as  in  the  case  of 
desegregation  or  education  of  children  whose  parents  did  not  speak 

English).12 
Because  of  centralized  funding  of  a  patchwork  of  categorical  pro- 

grams without  an  overall  centralized  control  of  schooling,  then,  the 
federal  government  established  regulations  to  ensure  at  least  minimum 
compliance  with  the  purposes  of  the  separate  acts.  Individually,  the 

new  categorical  programs  served  laudable  purposes;  indeed,  the  atten- 
tion to  low-income  students  and  issues  of  cultural  diversity  was  long 

overdue.  In  addition,  the  Congress  and  the  American  people  had  the 

right  to  know  that  their  money  was  being  spent  for  the  purposes  in- 
tended, especially  after  investigators  had  uncovered  some  gross  misap- 

propriations of  Title  I  funds.  But  the  new  way  of  regulating  federal 
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programs  through  the  states  and  in  local  districts  produced  unintended 

consequences  in  governance  more  serious  than  the  annoyance  a  new 

paperwork  empire  created  for  busy  school  officials.  It  produced  a  frag- 
mentation of  allegiance  and  effort 

The  net  result  of  what  John  Meyer  calls  "fragmented  centralization" 

in  federal  programs  "is  an  organizational  theorist's  nightmare,  and 
something  of  a  bad  dream  for  administrative  practitioners,  who  must 

send  and  receive  a  blizzard  of  reports  to  and  from  distinct  reporting 

agencies."  Under  most  categorical  funding,  local  schools  have  been 
required  to  create  distinct  programs  for  labeled  populations  with  sepa- 

rate accounting  systems  for  each.  Sometimes  laws  or  court  decrees  have 

mandated  that  districts  provide  services  for  particular  groups — for  ex- 

ample, providing  for  the  handicapped  the  "least  restrictive  environ- 

ment"— at  the  same  time  that  they  forbid  the  use  of  certain  federal 

funds  to  accomplish  those  purposes.  Thus  the  ban  on  "commingling" 

grants  from  Title  I  of  ESEA,  which  has  resulted  in  "pull-out"  programs 
for  the  disadvantaged,  conflicts  with  the  mainstreaming  philosophy 

underlying  the  law  on  the  education  of  the  handicapped.  Similarly, 

regulations  that  bilingual  programs  be  kept  separate  from  monolingual 

classrooms  have  led  to  a  concern  that  children  are  kept  in  bilingual 

classes  beyond  the  point  of  need  and  that  federal  requirements  may  be 

promoting  "tracking,  segregation,  and  limited  communication  be- 

tween special  and  regular  teachers."13 
Thus/frie  need  to  label  children  in  specified  ways  in  order  to  receive 

federal  or  state  funds  may  inhibit  local  administrators  and  teachers 

from  combining  funds  to  meet  the  needs  of  pupils  in  a  flexible  and 

individualized  manner.  The  result  has  been  "the  artificial  separation  of 

similar  services  across  federal  programs,"  argue  Brenda  Turnbull, 
Marshall  Smith,  and  Alan  Ginsburg.  It  is  the  children  who  suffer.14 

Organizational  theorists  have  argued  that  schools  are  prime  examples 

of  "loose  coupling,"  of  disconnecting  "policies  from  outcomes,  means 

from  ends,  and  structures  or  rules  from  actual  activity."  This  compli- 
cates management  and  means  that  schools  sometimes  react  to  demands 

from  society  by  symbolic  compliance  and  new  rituals  rather  than  by 

changing  the  educational  process  itself.  The  legitimacy  of  schools  may 

thus  result  more  from  maintaining  agreed-upon  institutional  forms — 

such  as  certification  of  teachers,  accreditation,  and  grade  levels — rather 

than  from  meeting  standards  of  performance.  One  result  of  the  prolifer- 
ation of  new  categorical  programs,  therefore,  has  been  a  great  increase 

in  accounting,  additional  bureaucratization  in  which  designated  ad- 
ministrators seek  to  demonstrate  that  their  schools  are  in  compliance 
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with  often  inconsistent  or  even  conflicting  requirements.  As  Meyer 

observes,  the  solution  for  top  administrators  under  such  circumstances 

is  to  have  each  categorical  program  officer  operate  as  if  in  an  institu- 

tional tunnel,  reporting  to  specialists  above  in  the  state  or  federal  bu- 
reaucracy in  accordance  with  accounting  requirements  but  ignoring 

the  rest  of  the  programs  in  the  same  school  district.  It  was  best  for 

superintendents,  Meyer  comments,  "to  remain  in  ignorance  of  the 
exact  content  of  the  various  programs,  reports,  and  budgets  (so  as  to 

maintain  a  posture  of  incompetence,  rather  than  one  of  dishonesty)."15 
When  administrators  of  categorical  programs  are  paid  by  federal  or 

state  funds,  it  is  only  natural  that  they  have  divided  loyalties:  to  the 

special  program  officers  above  them  in  the  state  or  federal  programs 

and  to  the  district  and  its  pupils.  Such  difficulties  with  categorical  pro- 
grams are  the  products  not  of  malevolence  but  of  the  structural  features 

of  the  programs  themselves.  Often  the  accounting  systems  have  little 

to  do  with  what  actually  takes  place  in  classrooms  because  of  the  "loose 

coupling"  found  in  educational  organizations  and  the  ambiguity  of  mea- 

suring what  happens  in  schools.  "Regulations"  in  education  are  differ- 
ent from  those  in  fields  where  the  technology  is  more  precise.  It  is  one 

thing  for  a  clean-air  inspector  to  see  if  a  filter  has  been  installed  in  a 
smokestack  and  determine  whether  it  is  effective;  it  is  quite  another  to 

determine  what  are  the  processes  and  effects  of  "environmental  educa- 

tion." The  federal  government  may  regulate  education,  but  it  hardly 
controls  it.16 

Such  pathologies  are  clearly  unintended,  and  we  do  not  mean  to 

imply  that  programs  aimed  at  underserved  groups  should  be  aban- 
doned in  favor  of  general  aid — or  no  federal  assistance  at  all.  There  is 

convincing  evidence  that  a  decade  of  Title  I  programs  has  improved  the 

schooling  of  poor  children.  The  categorical  programs  have  created  po- 
litical constituencies  that  favor  more  funds  for  educating  poor  and 

minority  children,  and  that  is  desirable,  for  the  poor  rarely  have  enough 

advocates  in  the  halls  of  power.  The  programs  also  have  hired  large 

numbers  of  minority  professionals  and  paraprofessionals  who  provide 

minority  pupils  with  examples  of  their  own  people  who  have  secured 

middle-class  jobs.  But  what  is  needed  now,  we  believe,  is  a  refashioning 
of  federal  aid  so  that  it  provides  funds  earmarked  for  upgrading  the 

education  of  underserved  students  while  granting  more  autonomy  to 

local  educators — especially  in  individual  schools — to  decide  with  their 
advisory  committees  how  best  to  use  the  additional  resources  in  their 

particular  communities.  We  shall  return  to  this  theme  later,  for  we  hold 

that  improving  leadership  in  individual  schools  is  a  key  to  improving 
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public  education  generally.  We  are  not  impressed  with  the  results  of 
instructional  leadership  imposed  from  the  top  down. 

Like  the  federal  government,  many  state  governments  have  also 
created  categorical  programs,  some  of  which  suffer  from  the  same  de- 

fects of  patchwork  reform  by  accretion  and  regulation.  Such  reforms 
rarely  fade  away,  especially  if  they  are  structural  additions  and  enlist  a 
consituency  of  supporters  (like  driver  education).  The  states  have  been 
the  major  arena  for  reformers  pressing  for  equalization  of  school 
finance  and  for  laws  establishing  collective  bargaining  for  teachers; 

largely  as  a  result  of  lobbying  by  teacher  associations,  twenty-eight 

states  in  1978  had  mandated  collective  bargaining.17 
But  state  legislatures  were  not  simply  responding  to  the  political 

clout  of  teacher  associations.  Lawmakers  also  reflected  public  disen- 
chantment with  the  results  of  the  new  funds  poured  into  schools  and 

responded  by  passing  laws  demanding  accountability.  The  most  impor- 
tant of  these  were  mandates  for  minimum  competency  testing,  passed 

in  thirty-three  states  by  1978.  What  was  certain  was  that  legislators 

wanted  teachers  and  pupils  to  get  "back  to  basics";  what  was  less  clear 
was  how  educators  could  achieve  such  results,  for  education  had  an 
uncertain  technology  at  best,  and  the  implication  that  teachers  had  not 

all  along  been  trying  to  teach  "basics"  was  questionable.  How  to  scale 
the  tests,  and  what  to  do  with  pupils  who  failed,  raised  new  and 

troubling  problems  for  educational  leaders.18 
Listing  the  reforms  and  attempted  reforms  in  only  one  state — admit- 

tedly a  hyperactive  one,  California — suggests  why  educators  in  the  late 

1970s  felt  (in  Michael  Kirst's  phrase)  in  "a  state  of  shock  and  overload." 
In  one  decade  they  faced  challenge  after  challenge,  mostly  from  outside 

the  system.  The  federal  and  state  governments  kept  adding  new  pro- 
grams for  them  to  put  into  operation,  totaling  at  least  fifty  and  including 

such  reforms  as  minimum  competency  tests  for  graduation,  school- 
community  advisory  councils,  and  new  and  elaborate  individualized 

plans  and  remediation  for  the  handicapped.  Enrollments  started  drop- 
ping after  sharp  surges  in  the  1950s  and  1960s,  while  the  percentage  of 

Hispanic  students  almost  doubled  during  the  1970s  to  23  percent. 
School  finance  was  in  such  flux  as  a  result  of  the  Serrano  decision,  which 

required  equalization,  and  Proposition  13,  which  put  a  cap  on  local 
taxes,  that  the  legislature  created  four  distinct  systems  of  paying  for 

public  education.  "Public  school  employees,"  says  Kirst,  "now  find 
themselves  living  in  an  uncertain  world  of  year-to-year  bailout  financ- 

ing." As  if  that  were  not  enough,  in  1980  an  initiative  to  limit  spending 
appeared  on  the  ballot  (and  lost),  while  voucher  advocates  tried  hard 
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(and  lost)  to  put  on  the  ballot  a  proposal  for  parental  choice  of  schools. 
It  was  little  wonder  that  morale  of  school  people  was  low  as  they  were 

being  asked  to  do  far  more  with  less  public  support,  both  fiscal  and 

psychological.19 
In  addition  to  the  rise  of  teacher  power  and  federal  and  state  regu- 

lation, another  source  of  diminished  autonomy  for  local  educators  dur- 
ing the  last  generation  has  been  increased  use  of  the  courts  to  resolve 

educational  disputes.  Both  social-movement  organizers  and  profes- 
sional reformers  have  turned  to  the  courts  to  mandate  reforms  in  a 

variety  of  fields  ranging  from  the  classification  of  pupils  to  civil  rights 

for  minority  groups,  women,  and  students.  As  a  result,  judges  have 
become  major  agents  in  shaping  educational  policy.  Much  of  this  work 

has  corrected  serious  social  injustice  and  ensured  constitutional  rights 

of  minorities  and  women.  Litigation  has  also  made  strategic  sense  for 

a  highly  placed  group  of  liberal  activists  who  lacked  a  broad  political 

base  and  wanted  rapid  change.  Legal  actions  have  appealed  to  cosmo- 

politan professional  reformers — social  scientists,  lawyers,  foundation 
officials,  and  others — discouraged  with  the  tedious  and  difficult  task  of 

developing  public  sentiment  and  support  for  new  educational  poli- 

cies. A  network  of  such  reformers,  for  example,  spearheaded  the  cam- 
paign in  the  courts  to  equalize  state  funding  of  education.  In  addition 

to  using  the  courts  to  achieve  major  policy  changes  in  the  schools, 

lawyers  have  also  represented  the  interests  of  aggrieved  individ- 

uals, thereby  adding  to  the  volume  of  legal  decisions  in  educa- 

tion.20 Much  of  this  increased  use  of  the  courts  can  be  traced  to  a  failure  of 

traditional  centers  of  decision  making  in  education  to  achieve  a  new 

political  or  ethical  consensus  about  education.  While  the  increased  use 

of  law  in  settling  educational  disputes  has  led  to  important  victories  for 

justly  aggrieved  groups  and  individuals,  it  has  not  come  without  costs. 

It  has  increased  the  fragmentation  and  factionalism  that  recently  have 

come  to  characterize  the  politics  of  education.  It  has  placed  a  responsi- 
bility in  the  hands  of  judges — not  always  wisely  exercised  in  view  of  the 

limited  range  of  legal  remedies — to  decide  complex  educational  ques- 
tions, Because  the  adversarial  method  characteristic  of  legal  debate  and 

decisions  lacks  the  element  of  compromise  that  is  common  in  other 

modes  of  political  action,  it  has  often  worked  to  polarize  opinions  and 

exacerbate  differences/4Thus  recourse  to  the  courts  has  signaled  a 
breakdown  of  other  forms  of  persuasion  and  a  loss  of  trust  that  compet- 

ing groups  can  bridge  their  differences  or  blunt  the  sharp  edges  of 

discord.21 
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Amid  controversies  in  the  courts  and  arguments  over  the  proper 
functions  of  federal,  state,  and  local  educational  agencies,  another  form 
of  fragmented  governance  has  received  scant  attention.  As  David 
Cohen  argues,  the  debate  over  reforming  school  politics  has  generally 

ignored  a  potent  form  of  influence  in  public  education:  centers  of  pri- 
vate power.  These  private  agencies  include  textbook  companies,  profit 

or  nonprofit  corporations  that  produce  tests  (such  as  The  Educational 
Testing  Service),  professional  associations  and  unions,  accreditation 
agencies,  and  many  other  groups  that  are  not  accountable  through 
formal  political  channels.  As  a  result  of  the  increased  influence  of  such 

private  groups,  Cohen  claims,  "the  reality  of  power  in  education  is 
becoming  incongruent  with  the  formal  structure;  increasingly  the  polit- 

ical forces  that  determine  local  school  decisions  are  neither  locally  nor 

democratically  controlled."22 
The  power  of  private  groups  to  define  what  is  normal  and  desirable 

is  hardly  new.  The  administrative  reformers  of  the  Progressive  era  not 
only  exemplified  such  influence  in  their  own  careers  but  also  justified 
such  politically  unaccountable  groups  of  experts  as  the  intelligence 

testers  and  the  professional  standard-setters  in  accreditation  agencies. 
But  amid  the  recent  fragmentation  of  educational  governance  and  the 
multiplicity  of  specialized  organizations  with  narrowed  visions  of  their 
purpose,  the  power  of  such  private  groups  within  their  own  domains 

has  increased.  As  in  the  Progressive  period,  the  recent  growth  of  pri- 
vate power  has  been  closely  linked  with  an  increased  social  and  eco- 

nomic division  of  labor  and  a  greater  stress  on  technical  expertise. 
Government  officials,  like  ordinary  citizens,  have  become  dependent 
on  the  advice  and  services  of  private  individuals  and  organizations  in 
their  specialized  domains.  This  dependency  has  given  private  groups  a 

kind  of  power  that  is  not  conspiratorial  or  necessarily  self-serving  in  its 
effects  on  public  policy,  but  not  openly  accountable  through  normal 

political  processes  either.23 
Rube  Goldberg  himself  could  not  make  an  organization  chart  of  the 

official — not  to  mention  the  private  and  informal — lines  of  authority, 
regulation,  and  accounting  that  now  exist  in  American  public  educa- 

tion. An  organizational  theorist's  nightmare  indeed!  It  would  take  a 
political  scientist's  lifelong  work  to  disentangle  even  the  local  story.  The 
system  goes  on,  and  behind  the  classroom  doors  hundreds  of  thousands 
of  teachers  probably  do  more  or  less  what  their  predecessors  did  in  the 

1950s  before  people  began  to  worry  about  who's  in  charge.  But  in  a  time 
of  retrenchment,  both  ideological  and  fiscal,  relying  merely  on  institu- 

tional momentum  for  coherence  can  be  a  chancy  affair.  To  make  hard 
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choices  it  is  important  to  develop  a  deliberate  coherence  that  can  enlist 
the  loyalty  of  citizens. 

19.  ARE  A  NEW  COHERENCE  AND  COMMUNITY  OF 
COMMITMENT  POSSIBLE? 

Are  a  new  coherence  and  community  of  commitment  possible  to 
achieve  in  public  education?  We  believe  so,  but  it  will  be  no  easy  task 
to  recreate  coherence  in  governance  and  program  in  a  fragmented 

system.  It  will  be  even  more  difficult  to  recreate — on  new  terms — a  new 
social  contraot  between  the  people  and  their  public  schools,  for  there 
has  been  a  subtle  but  powerful  erosion  of  the  traditional  American  faith 
in  public  education. 

The  public-school  system  is  probably  the  closest  Americans  have 
come  toward  creating  an  established  church.  Challenges  to  that  system 

by  dissenters  in  the  last  generation  have  amounted  to  a  new  reforma- 
tion, undermining  the  authority  of  established  leaders,  demystifying 

beliefs,  and  splintering  allegiances.  Both  the  older  providential  inter- 
pretation of  the  common  school  and  the  Cubberleyan  tale  of  progress 

through  professionalism  no  longer  seem  credible.  The  dissenters  were 
deeply  committed  to  improving  schooling  as  a  way  to  realize  long 

deferred  dreams  of  equality  and  democratic  participation.  In  the  pro- 
cess of  struggle  they  revealed  the  flaws  and  contradictions  in  actual 

public  schools.  Revisionist  scholars  documented  what  dispossessed 
groups  had  known  all  along,  that  such  failings  of  public  schools  were  not 
incidental  blind  spots,  but  were  embedded  in  inequalities  in  the  larger 
society.  Protesters  in  this  reformation  became  agnostics:  Could  schools 
make  a  difference?  Was  the  American  faith  in  schooling  a  delusion? 

It  is  easy  to  imagine  a  future  in  which  community  of  commitment  to 
public  education  atrophies,  competition  for  scarce  resources  increases, 
and  public  schools  endure  a  slow  death,  especially  in  those  communities 
where  the  poor  and  minorities  predominate.  In  most  parts  of  the  nation 
the  number  of  students  is  declining,  and  schools  face  retrenchment  and 
tax  revolts.  In  the  1980s  the  resurgence  of  privatism,  the  newborn  faith 
in  the  market  system,  the  ambivalence  of  nervous  liberals  about  their 

own  prospects,  and  the  desire  to  cut  back  on  public  services  and  redis- 
tributive  social  programs  are  ominous  signs  that  even  the  modest  com- 
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mitment  to  equality  of  the  last  generation  is  waning.  Many  politicians 
now  seem  convinced  that  Americans  need  MX  missiles  more  than 

school  lunches  and  Title  I.  Advocates  of  vouchers  and  tuition  tax  credits 

for  private  schooling  suggest  that  family  choice  should  reign  supreme 

and  that  education  is  more  a  consumer  good  than  a  public  good.  And 

if  people  who  have  a  choice  believe  that  public  education  is  a  mess — 

as  the  media  insistently  say — why  should  sensible  people  send  their 
children  to  public  schools  at  all? 

Retrenchment  in  public  schools  may  well  bring  conflict,  decay,  and 

exodus  of  the  middle  class.  Morale  is  low  in  many  districts  as  staff  debate 

who  is  to  walk  the  plank  next.  Decisions  to  cut  back  or  eliminate  existing 

programs  inflame  conflicting  goals  and  interests.  Constituencies  collide. 
It  is  much  easier  to  be  tolerant  of  differences  when  new  functions  are 

added  than  when  they  are  swept  away.  It  is  one  thing  to  disagree  about 

where  to  place  a  new  elementary  school  and  quite  another  to  decide 

which  one  to  close.  Reform  by  accretion  brings  good  feelings;  retrench- 

ment tends  to  produce  accusations  and  hand-wringing.  It  may  well  be 
that  the  earlier  millennial  optimism  and  relative  comity  that  character- 

ized public  education  depended  in  large  part  on  the  fact  that  public 

education  was  traditionally  an  expanding  enterprise.  In  the  past,  educa- 
tors regarded  expansion  of  the  functions  of  the  school  as  progress  and 

tended  to  consider  growth  as  a  sign  of  managerial  ability.  Now  leaders 

accustomed  to  managing  growth  face  slowdown.1 
While  administrators  and  teachers  ride  a  fiscal  roller  coaster,  students 

suffer  in  countless  districts.  In  studies  of  high  schools  in  San  Jose,  Califor- 
nia, and  New  York  City  Daniel  Duke  and  his  colleagues  document  the 

human  costs  of  retrenchment.  They  find  that  at  San  Jose  High  School 

— where  65  percent  of  the  students  are  Mexican-Americans  and  15 
percent  black,  Portuguese,  or  Asian — fourteen  teachers  have  been 
dropped,  along  with  twenty  paraprofessionals  and  other  staff  in  1979 

after  the  passage  of  Proposition  13.  In  the  process  the  school  has  cut  half 

the  existing  programs  in  athletics,  the  band,  and  other  extracurricular 

activities,  and  many  of  the  special  courses  in  reading,  English  as  a 

second  language,  and  electives  in  industrial  arts,  music,  and  physical 

education.  The  school  day  has  been  shortened  by  one  period,  while  class 

sizes  have  swelled.  Teachers  have  almost  no  free  time  to  tutor  or  coun- 

sel individuals;  many  decide  to  concentrate  their  efforts  on  the  minority 

of  students  who  are  motivated  and  capable.  The  very  activities  that 

have  made  school  more  palatable  to  reluctant  students — hands-on  work 

in  shops,  special  help  in  English,  sports,  and  other  extracurricular  activi- 
ties— have  been  hardest  hit.  Not  surprisingly,  absenteeism,  violence, 
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drug  and  alcohol  use,  and  gang  conflict  increase  when  the  staff  assigned 
to  handle  these  problems  find  themselves  overwhelmed  with  work  they 

cannot  find  time  to  do.2 
In  three  New  York  high  schools,  hit  still  worse  by  cutbacks  in  1975, 

Duke  and  his  associates  find  even  more  depressing  conditions:  bigger 

classes,  lowered  expectations,  missing  or  worn-out  instructional  equip- 
ment, sparse  electives  and  extracurricular  activities,  heavy  backlogs  in 

disciplinary  cases  and  administrative  tasks,  and  decaying  facilities.  One 
school  had  3  counselors  for  4,500  students.  Not  surprisingly,  scarcity 
provokes  competition,  conflict,  and  teacher  and  administrator  burnout. 

Under  New  York's  open  enrollment  system,  the  high  schools  compete 
for  two  kinds  of  students  in  particular:  whites  and  the  handicapped 

(because  extra  funds  are  available  in  special  education).  "It  is  the  disad- 
vantaged youngster — the  one  already  most  likely  to  be  undermotivated 

to  attend  school  and  a  low  achiever — who  will  suffer  the  most  from 

retrenchment,"  the  researchers  argue.  The  system  of  competition  has 
led  sometimes  to  "fraud  and  hucksterism."  "We  heard  of  non-existent 
programs  fabricated  expressly  to  lure  students  to  high  schools  and  of 

schools  that  obtained  handicapped  students  but  were  unable  or  unwill- 

ing to  offer  them  adequate  instruction."3 
The  result  of  all  this  is  that  "when  students  come  to  be  regarded  as 

objects— either  obstacles  or  desired  commodities — the  schools  are  no 
longer  in  the  business  of  helping  youtljr— youth  are  valued  because  of 

what  they  can  do  to  help  schools!"  Competition  has  also  increased 
within  schools:  between  teacher  and  teacher  to  gain  better  class  sizes 
or  motivated  students  or  scarce  textbooks  and  equipment;  between 

teachers  and  administrators  over  assignments  and  discipline;  and  be- 
tween students,  as  teachers  decide  which  of  the  multitude  are  worth 

paying  attention  to-  "Questions — seemingly  out-of-place  in  U.S.  public 
schools — are  raised  about  which  students  most  'deserve'  an  educa- 

tion."4 
These  may  be  extreme  cases  of  downward  spiral  as  a  result  of  re- 

trenchment, but  if  the  public  and  educators  do  not  take  action  to  re- 
verse the  trend,  such  schools  may  become  harbingers  of  the  future, 

especially  in  urban  education.  The  great  irony  is  that  the  present  could 
potentially  be  a  favorable  time  in  American  history  to  concentrate  on 
improving  the  quality  of  schooling,  for  after  a  century  of  struggling  to 
find  enough  teachers  and  build  enough  classrooms  to  keep  up  with  the 
rapidly  expanding  number  of  new  students,  now  most  communities 

have  surplus  space  and  plenty  of  trained  teachers.  In  1970  Paul  Wood- 

ring  wrote  in  the  Saturday  Review  that  "the  present  oversupply  of 
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teachers  will  make  it  possible  to  establish  higher  standards  .  .  .  and  the 
slower  rate  of  growth,  resulting  from  the  declining  birth  rate  of  the 

Sixties,  will  enable  schools  to  give  more  attention  to  educational  qual- 

ity." There  is  no  intrinsic  reason  why  declining  enrollments  need  pro- 
duce a  declining  industry  called  public  education.  But  in  an  era  of 

stagflation  in  the  economy  and  conservative  reaction  against  social  ser- 
vices, those  who  are  determined  to  preserve  and  improve  public  educa- 

tion must  be  able  to  state  a  coherent  case.5 
Coherence  is  not  exactly  the  strong  suit  of  contemporary  public  edu- 

cation. Public-school  leaders  in  the  past  have  mostly  been  able  to  absorb 
demands  for  change  by  accretion  without  changing  much  the  central 
core  of  instruction.  As  a  result,  American  education  has  been  both 

faddish  in  particulars  and  resistant  to  change  in  its  basic  mode  of  opera- 
tion. Reformers  of  the  1960s — cheerfully  ignoring  history — promised 

quick  pedagogical  fixes  to  old  and  intractable  problems.  Much  of  the 
public  skepticism  about  schools  and  desire  for  a  return  to  the  three  Rs 
result  from  overpromising  in  the  last  generation.  In  governance  the 
changes  in  recent  years  have  created  an  incoherent  patchwork.  And  as 

special-interest  groups  have  each  pushed  separate  goals,  the  larger  pur- 
poses that  once  gave  resonance  and  integration  to  the  complex  enter- 

prise of  public  education  have  atrophied. 

One  could  predict  a  dismal  future  for  the  public  schools.  Retrench- 
ment could  repeat  the  haphazard  process  of  incrementalism,  only  in 

reverse:  educators  could  set  in  motion  a  process  of  decrementalism,  of 
peeling  away  parts  of  the  system,  with  little  sense  of  unified  purpose. 
The  economics  of  scarcity  could  stimulate  factionalism  and  bitter 
competition  among  educational  interest  groups.  As  loyalty  to  public 

schooling  as  a  common  good  erodes,  parents  who  have  the  opportu- 
nity could  choose  exit  to  private  schools  rather  than  work  to  improve 

the  public  system.  Public  education  could  become  a  place  of  last 
resort. 

Such  a  future  is  neither  necessary  nor  desirable.  It  should  be  possible 
to  consolidate  the  real  gains  achieved  for  neglected  groups  in  the  last 
generation  while  creating  greater  coherence  in  education  where  it 
counts  the  most — in  the  actual  classrooms  where  children  learn.  Ameri- 

cans can  develop  a  greater  sense  of  common  purpose  in  public  educa- 
tion without  losing  the  energy  and  variety  generated  by  pluralistic 

politics.  But  to  do  so  will  require  an  educational  leadership  politically 
adept  at  building  proschool  coalitions,  willing  to  abandon  a  narrow 
professional  ideology,  and  skillful  in  creating  coordinated  programs  in 

individual  schools.  To  ask  for  such  leadership  is  not  to  demand  implausi- 
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ble  heroes;  both  in  past  and  present  there  have  been  many  people  who 
have  demonstrated  these  qualities. 

There  is  no  one  template  for  effective  leadership,  for  it  varies,  as  we 
have  argued,  by  time  and  place  and  by  location  in  the  educational 
system.  To  achieve  coherence  and  effectiveness  in  governance  and 
program  requires  rethinking  what  decisions  should  best  be  made  at 
different  levels  of  the  system  and  how  to  create  a  productive  balance 

— always  in  tension  in  our  federalized  polity — between  local  and  cen- 
tralized influence.  And  building  a  community  of  commitment  to  pub- 

lic education  requires  a  tough-minded  idealism  that  seeks  a  public 
good  while  recognizing  the  pluralistic  values  and  interests  of  Ameri- 
cans. 

The  history  of  governance  in  education  shows  swings,  both  rhetori- 
cally and  actually,  between  centralization  and  decentralization.  We 

have  argued  that  the  common  school  was  originally  created  and  gov- 
erned by  a  broad  base  of  local  lay  participants,  that  during  the  Progres- 

sive era  it  became  increasingly  insulated  from  control  by  lay  people, 

and  that  during  the  last  generation  there  have  been  conflicting  pres- 
sures toward  both  centralization  and  decentralization.  It  is  tempting  to 

oversimplify  the  normative  issue  of  who  should  govern.  In  the  twen- 
tieth century  many  observers  have  argued  that  decision  making  should 

move  upward  and  away  from  local  lay  boards.  The  administrative 

progressives,  as  we  have  shown,  favored  government  by  experts.  Liber- 
als and  activists  in  protest  movements,  aware  of  how  decentralization 

fostered  inequities  among  districts  and  how  local  boards  could  and  did 
discriminate  against  groups  that  had  little  power,  have  typically  wanted 
state  and  federal  governments  to  intervene  in  the  interests  of  social 

justice.  More  recently,  in  response  to  conservatives  wanting  "the  gov- 
ernment off  our  backs,"  many  leaders  have  called  for  less  federal  and 

state  regulation.6 

An  a  society  so  diverse  as  America's  and  with  governmental  structures 
so  complex,  educational  leaders  face  the  never-ending  task  of  balancing 

parochial  and  universal  values,  local  political  demands  and  mandates  £J/£* 

from  central  agencies.  Simply  arguing  that  the  "community"  should  j  O^ 
"control"  its  schools  ignores  the  many  ways  in  which  local  decision 
makers  have  been  able  to  use  schools  to  perpetuate  racial,  class,  reli- 

gious, and  sexual  discriminationrTo  claim  that  "experts"  know  best  or 
that  state  or  federal  governments  have  the  wisdom  to  decree  a  "one 
best  system"  is  not  only  arrogant — it  also  disregards  the  checkered 
recent  history  of  instructional  "reforms"  imposed  from  without.  As 
Arthur  Wise  and  others  have  argued,  there  is  no  sufficiently  solid  tech- 
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nology  of  teaching  to  warrant  the  imposition  of  one  uniform  system. 

Similarly,  the  search  for  "teacher-proof  curricula  has  proved  to  be 

vapid.7 School  leaders  face  the  challenge  of  weighing  professional  knowledge 
and  skill  together  with  the  need  to  involve  community  members  in 
decisions.  Here  again  there  have  been  sharp  swings  of  the  pendulum 

among  policy  advocates  from  those  who  argue  that  educators  are  ex- 
perts needing  to  be  shielded  from  outside  meddling  to  those  who  de- 
clare that  professional  wisdom  is  a  sham.  Sensible  policy,  we  believe, 

recognizes  the  tension  of  the  claims.  Educators  know  their  work  better 
than  anyone  else  and  need  not  shuffle,  but  effective  discharge  of  their 
duties  requires  them  to  work  in  partnership  with  parents  and  patrons. 
In  no  other  way  can  they  secure  the  community  of  interest  that  public 
education  demands. 

What  kind  of  division  of  labor  in  school  governance  makes  sense? 
Constitutional  questions  such  as  those  concerning  separation  of  church 
and  state,  racial  and  sexual  equity,  and  rights  of  expression  have  entered 
the  purview  of  the  Supreme  Court  after  a  hundred  years  of  struggle. 

Because  local  school  districts  have  often  violated  such  rights — and  con- 
tinue to  do  so — they  cannot  be  final  arbiters  of  basic  rights.  Likewise, 

local  districts  do  not  have  the  power  to  correct  financial  inequalities 
among  communities;  only  state  and  federal  legislatures  can  do  that. 
Federal  and  state  governments  have  also  sought  to  induce  or  compel 
local  schools  to  equalize  opportunities  for  poor  children  and  minorities. 

We  see  such  activities  of  the  courts  and  higher  governments  as  legiti- 
mate concerns  in  a  coherent  system  of  school  governance:  guaranteeing 

rights  and  seeking  greater  equity. 

But  how  should  leaders  at  the  federal  and  state  levels  go  about  in- 
fluencing what  happens  in  local  districts?  Typically  they  have  used  a 

variety  of  techniques:  regulation,  funding  special  programs,  supporting 

and  disseminating  curricula,  providing  specialized  services,  and  focus- 
ing attention  on  particular  issues  such  as  instruction  in  reading  or  spe- 
cial education.  Recent  categorical  programs  have  spotlighted  special 

unmet  needs  and  combined  funding  with  elaborate  regulations.  Even 
people  sympathetic  to  the  goals  have  worried  about  the  fragmentation 
of  governance  and  increase  in  paperwork  that  ensued.  States  have  also 

passed  laws  requiring  "accountability"  of  teachers  and  testing  of  mini- 
mum competency  of  pupils. 

We  are  not  persuaded  that  centralized  control  of  categorical  pro- 
grams actually  accomplishes  the  generally  laudable  purposes  that  in- 
spired the  legislation.  We  believe  that  a  better  approach  is  to  continue 
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In  recent  years  scholars  have  discovered  some  home  truths  forgotten 

by  eager  reformers  who  wished  to  impose  curricular  changes,  new 

teaching  strategies,  and  modes  of  accountability  from  the  top  down. 

They  have  found  that  schools  are  not  computer  consoles  replete  with 

buttons  for  top  administrators  to  push.  Increasingly,  researchers  like 

Michael  Rutter,  John  Goodlad,  and  Ronald  Edmonds  have  gone  beyond 

asking  why  programs  fail.  They  have  investigated  why  some  schools, 

even  in  tough  neighborhoods,  work  well.  From  such  studies  of  success, 

not  pathology,  it  has  become  apparent  that/what  counts  most  in  the 

academic  and  social  learning  of  children  is  what  happens  in  their  class- 
rooms and  in  their  particular  schools/The  principal,  the  students,  the 

teachers,  and  parents  and  others  must  share  the  sense  of  being  a  com- 
munity of  instructors  and  learners  working  toward  definite  goals,  with 

clear  but  cooperative  leadership  and  high  expectations.9 
Analyses  of  schools  that  work  well,  that  teach  children  effectively, 

that  have  high  morale,  and  that  respond  to  cultural  diversity  typically 

show  that  they  have  the  kind  of  positive  ethos  that  Philip  Selznick  in 

another  context  has  called  an  institutional  "success  myth."  Such  a  "so- 

cially integrating"  sense  of  purpose  allows  people  in  these  institutions 

to  complete  a  sentence  that  begins:  "What  we  are  proud  of  around  here 

is   "  "For  creative  leadership,"  Selznick  writes,  "it  is  not  the  commu- 
nication of  a  myth  that  counts;  rather,  creativity  depends  on  having  the 

will  and  the  insight  to  see  the  necessity  of  the  myth,  to  discover  a 

successful  formulation,  and  above  all  to  create  the  organizational  condi- 

tions that  will  sustain  the  ideals  thus  expressed."  There  is  nothing  mys- 
terious or  superhuman  about  this  kind  of  esprit  and  coherence  of  ideals 

and  program:  Foster,  Covello,  and  countless  educators,  priests,  coaches, 

and  musicians  have  developed  such  an  ethos.  Many  thousands  of  princi- 
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pals,  parents,  and  teachers  today  are  creating  an  ethos  in  their  schools 

that  says  to  students  that  adults  care  about  what  young  people  are 

making  of  their  lives.10 
The  building  principal  in  such  schools  is  less  an  in-house  bureaucrat 

or  accountant  than  a  principal  teacher  (the  origin  of  the  title,  now  long 

forgotten)  and  a  mobilizer,  departing  from  the  tradition  in  American 

public  education  of  separating  management  from  practice  and  adminis- 

tration from  teaching.  This  kind  of  leader  must  have  expertise  in  curric- 
ulum development  and  teaching  and  must  also  be  able  to  generate  a 

sense  of  common  purpose.  Such  leadership  also  requires  substantial 

changes  in  the  traditional  relation  between  principals  and  central 

bureaucracies  in  large  cities.  Norman  Drachler,  former  superintendent 

of  the  Detroit  public  schools,  writes: 

s When  in  England  recently,  I  was  very  much  impressed  with  the  power  of  the 
English  counterpart  to  our  principal,  the  headmaster.  Funds  were  allocated 
to  the  headmaster  in  low  economic  areas  for  him  or  her  to  do  what  they 

thought  was  best  without  even  a  preliminary  report  to  the  local  headquar- 
ters. In  this  nation  we  entrust  to  a  principal  the  educational  future  of  some 

3  to  4  thousand  students,  a  building  often  amounting  to  10  or  15  million 
dollars,  a  payroll  of  half  a  million  dollars — but  we  do  not  trust  him  or  her  with 

ten  dollars  worth  of  petty  cash.11    S 

If  there  is  any  educational  leader  at  the  school  district  level  charged 

with  the  task  of  inspiring  and  coordinating  such  renewal  it  is  the  local 

superintendent.  Since  the  pattern  of  business-as-usual  of  the  1950s  was 
challenged,  local  school  chiefs  have  faced  a  multitude  of  new  actors  in 

school  politics  and  a  bewildering  array  of  new  regulations  and  pro- 
grams. Lightning  rod  for  protest,  negotiator  for  contending  groups  both 

within  and  outside  the  schools,  mediator  among  different  levels  of  gov- 
ernment, the  superintendent  is  still  responsible  for  the  effectiveness  of 

instruction. 

Now  as  in  the  past,  the  challenges  facing  superintendents  differ  in 
various  kinds  of  communities.  There  are  still  many  small  towns  where 

superintendents  and  schools  closely  mirror  the  values  of  their  com- 
munities and  where  public  education  has  been  little  touched  by  the 

tumultuous  events  and  increasing  skepticism  of  recent  years.  In  such 

districts  leaders  continue  to  encounter  the  tension  between  profes- 
sional and  local  norms.  Simply  giving  community  influentials  the  kind 

of  schooling  they  want  for  local  children  may  perpetuate  old  forms  of 

discrimination  and  fail  to  prepare  pupils  adequately  for  lives  they  may 

face  if  they  leave  their  small  towns.  The  local  superintendent,  standing 
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at  the  juncture  of  outside  forces — court  mandates,  federal  and  state 
governments,  new  professional  outlooks — and  the  local  community, 
can  be  a  critical  mediator  between  the  small  town  and  the  broader 
society. 

In  prosperous  suburbs,  educational  leaders  may  face  less  tension  than 
rural  educators  between  their  own  values  as  professionals  and  the  ex- 

pectations of  community  people,  since  both  are  more  likely  to  share  in 

a  cosmopolitan  ethos.  But  upper-middle-class  suburban  parents  are  pre- 
cisely the  citizens  most  capable  of  exercising  the  choice  of  public  or 

private  education;  rural  and  inner-city  parents  have  fewer  alternatives. 
Thus  educational  leaders  in  affluent  communities  must  not  only  con- 

vince parents  that  public  schools  are  best  for  their  children,  but  must 
also  persuade  taxpayers  without  children  of  school  age  that  public 
schools  deserve  their  support  and  concern. 

The  leadership  of  big-city  school  systems  may  well  be  among  the  most 
demanding  jobs  in  the  United  States  today.  Urban  educators  must  reach 
concentrations  of  students  who  are  poor,  who  are  discriminated  against 

because  of  race  or  ethnicity,  whose  parents  speak  many  different  lan- 
guages, and  who  live  in  neighborhoods  where  violence  and  abysmal 

rates  of  unemployment  are  everyday  facts  of  life.  To  repair  the  effects 
of  generations  of  injustice  urban  educators  are  now  asked  to  do  more 

with  less  as  revenues  decline.  No  sector  of  the  system  of  public  educa- 
tion stands  more  in  need  of  public  support,  yet  none  has  been  so  bat- 

tered by  criticism.12 
Today,  retrenchment  in  finances  and  declining  enrollments  face  su- 

perintendents in  all  communities.  Contraction  forces  hard  choices  not 
so  necessary  in  times  of  expansion  and  accretion.  In  the  last  two  decades 
of  conflict  and  growth,  changes  have  hit  superintendents  in  such  rapid 
succession  that  it  has  been  easy  for  them  to  lose  that  larger  sense  of 
coherence  that  makes  sense  of  the  parts  and  gives  criteria  for  choices. 

Amid  the  competition  of  constituencies  for  attention,  it  has  been  diffi- 
cult to  remember  that  public  schools  exist  to  serve  all  children,  not 

simply  those  with  the  loudest  or  most  recent  advocates. 

Superintendents  facing  those  hard  choices  can  define  declining  en- 
rollments and  cutbacks  as  a  nightmare  of  contending  forces  and  vested 

interests.  In  making  budget  cuts  it  will  be  tempting  to  find  targets  of 
least  resistance  rather  than  to  make  decisions  based  on  collaborative 

reappraisal  of  what  makes  a  coherent  and  effective  system  of  instruc- 
tion. But  defined  in  another  way,  the  need  to  decide  what  is  essential 

— and  to  enlist  colleagues  and  community  in  that  debate — can  remedy 
the  incoherence  produced  by  easy  money  and  rapid  growth.  We  do  not 
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mean  to  slight  the  pain  and  real  human  costs  of  retrenchment  or  the 

problems  created  by  declining  enrollments,  but  cutbacks  need  not  sig- 
nal decline  of  the  public  school  as  an  institution. 

During  the  1930s  public  schools  survived  under  far  more  stringent 

budgets — and  many  improved  substantially — but  that  demanded  astute 

leadership,  not  a  Maginot  line  psychology.  During  the  Great  Depres- 
sion the  friends  of  public  education  faced  an  emergency  in  many  ways 

worse  than  the  present.  The  elementary-school  population  was  declin- 
ing, schools  were  closing,  taxes  were  drying  up,  teachers  were  being 

fired,  programs  were  being  abolished,  and  Americans  were  questioning 
not  only  the  value  of  education  but  the  whole  fabric  of  traditional 

beliefs.  Faced  with  these  challenges,  school  people  responded  in  vari- 
ous ways.  Some  timidly  hunkered  down  and  tried  to  avoid  offending 

anyone.  But  many  leaders  saw  the  Depression  as  a  time  for  reformula- 
tion of  the  basic  meanings  of  public  education.  One  agent  of  this  effort 

was  the  Educational  Policies  Commission,  which  sought  to  unify  the 

educational  profession,  to  find  a  common  ground  for  commitment  to 

public  education,  and  to  present  this  case  to  the  public,  together  with 

more  specific  arguments  for  reforms — such  as  greater  equity  in  school 
finance.  Public  schools  made  some  important  gains.  The  percentage  of 

seventeen-year-olds  graduating  from  high  school  grew  more  rapidly 

during  the  1930s  than  ever  before  or  since.  Many  school  systems,  re- 
lieved of  the  pressure  of  numbers  of  young  children,  entered  an  age  of 

educational  experimentation.13 
/Times  of  trial  and  contraction,  like  eras  of  expansion,  can  be  occasions 

for  leadership^/We  believe  that  one  of  the  most  important  needs  in 
public  education  today  is  to  clarify  and  strengthen  the  grounds  of  com- 

mitment to  public  schooling.  In  the  optimistic  mood  of  the  early  twen- 
tieth century,  Michael  Sadler  could  say — as  we  quoted  him  at  the  start 

of  this  book — that  "the  American  school  is  radiant  with  a  belief  in  its 
mission,  and  it  works  among  people  who  believe  in  the  reality  of  its 

influence,  in  the  necessity  of  its  labors,  and  in  the  grandeur  of  its  task." 
Today  no  one  talks  that  way  about  public  education;  it  would  sound 

corny  and  unconvincing.  But  such  a  faith  has  been  a  powerful  force  in 

shaping  American  schools  in  the  past.  Ideas  do  count  in  history,  and 

those  who  effectively  use  them  can  exert  great  influenceover  the 
course  of  events,  as  the  careers  of  Horace  Mann  and  Martin  Luther 

King,  Jr.,  illustrate. 

A  public  philosophy  of  education  as  Thomas  Jefferson  or  Mann  or 

Dewey  or  Covello  might  have  understood  the  phrase  has  declined  in 

recent  years,  a  casualty  of  the  same  phenomenon  of  fragmentation  that 

258 



A  New  Coherence  and  Community  of  Commitment 

has  splintered  governance  and  program  in  public  schooling.  When  we 

urge  the  reformulation  of  a  community  of  commitment  to  public  educa- 
tion we  are  not  simply  advocating  that  old  ideas  be  warmed  over  and 

served  up  as  a  new  consensus.  When  we  talk  of  coherence  of  purpose, 
we  are  not  denying  the  worth  of  pluralism  or  the  necessity  of  conflict 
of  values  and  interests.  When  we  ask  leaders  to  help  to  generate  a  new 

public  philosophy  of  education,  we  are  not  looking  for  authoritative 
philosopher-kings.  Quite  the  opposite:  we  believe  that  the  new  debate 
over  purpose  must  recognize  new  conditions,  diversity  of  interests  and 
cultures,  and  the  need  for  broad  participation.  But  without  the  creation 
of  a  stronger  community  of  commitment  we  fear  the  atrophy  of  a 
critical  institution  through  which  Americans  have  continuously 
debated  and  shaped  their  future. 

Public-opinion  polls  about  education  present  a  confusing  picture.  It 

is  easy  to  interpret  them  to  mean  that  Americans  have  already  aban- 
doned an  earlier  faith.  Year  after  year  citizens  have  complained  about 

poor  discipline  and  drug  abuse  in  schools,  insufficient  attention  to  the 

"basics,"  and  many  other  problems.  From  1974  to  1979  people  gave 
ever-lower  ratings  to  the  quality  of  their  schools;  in  the  latter  years,  only 

35  percent  gave  an  A  or  B  grade  to  public  education.  But  it  is  essential 
to  compare  confidence  in  public  schools  with  belief  in  other  institutions,  jk 
What  was  happening  was  a  growing  skepticism  and  concern  about 
almost  every  kind  of  institution,  including  that  most  sacrosanct  one,  the 
family.  In  1981  respondents  in  the  Gallup  Poll  gave  public  schools  higher 
grades  in  their  domain  than  they  did  parents  for  raising  their  children 

to  be  "self-disciplined  and  responsible  young  people."14 
Between  1966  and  1974,  in  the  era  of  Vietnam  and  Watergate,  confi- 

dence in  leaders  dropped  sharply  in  almost  every  domain.  Here  is  a  list 
of  social  institutions  in  descending  order  of  public  confidence  in  1966: 
medicine,  the  military,  education,  major  business  companies,  the  U.S. 
Supreme  Court,  Congress,  organized  religion,  the  federal  executive 
branch,  the  press,  television,  and  organized  labor.  In  1980  the  Gallup 

Poll  asked  its  sample  the  question:  "How  much  confidence  do  you, 

yourself,  have  in  these  American  institutions  to  serve  the  public's 
needs?"  In  this  survey  the  public  schools  came  in  second,  after  the 
church,  but  ahead  (in  descending  order)  of  the  courts,  local  govern- 

ment, state  government,  national  government,  labor  unions,  and  big 
business.  Another  sign  that  citizens  ranked  public  education  relatively 
high  in  value  is  that  after  referenda  cutting  taxes,  voters  typically  said 

that  their  target  was  not  the  public  schools.15 
The  point  is  not  that  Americans  are  satisfied  with  their  public  schools 
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— they  are  not.  Rather,  in  an  era  when  they  are  generally  disenchanted 
with  leaders  and  institutions,  there  is  still  an  important  residue  of  the 

traditional  faith  that  public  schools  serve  important  public  purposes. 

The  average  citizen  profoundly  disagrees  with  some  scholars  who  argue 

that  schooling  does  not  much  influence  one's  chances  in  life  (of  course 

many  scholars  disagree  with  that  argument,  too).  When  asked  "How 

important  are  schools  to  one's  future  success?,"  82  percent  of  the  re- 

spondents in  the  1980  Gallup  Poll  answered  "extremely  important"  (up 
six  points  since  1973). 

Rebuilding  public  confidence  in  and  commitment  to  public  educa- 
tion is  a  complex  and  difficult  task,  but  as  the  polls  show,  it  does  not  start 

from  zero.  One  place  to  begin  in  creating  a  community  of  commitment 

is  with  parents  of  school-aged  children,  but  they  are  not  likely  to  be 

impressed  with  the  hype  and  hucksterism  that  have  afflicted  incremen- 
tal educational  reform  in  recent  years.  They  believe  that  good  schooling 

is  essential  for  their  sons  and  daughters.  An  obvious  way  to  gain  the 

loyalty  of  citizens  is  to  convince  them  that  educators  are  attentive  to  the 

changes  they  think  necessary.  This  will  be  most  difficult  to  achieve  in 

big  cities.  Only  powerful  coalitions  of  people  with  a  stake  in  these  cities 

can  reverse  the  downward  spiral.  Atlanta's  superintendent  Alonzo 
Crim,  for  example,  has  done  much  to  mobilize  such  support  through 

appealing  to  parents,  businessmen,  church  leaders,  college  and  univer- 
sity people,  and  other  groups  to  build  a  community  of  commitment. 

And  inside  the  schools  Crim  has  sought  to  inspire  principals,  teachers, 

and  pupils  with  a  sense  of  common  purpose  reminiscent  of  Marcus 

Foster's  goal-setting  in  Gratz  High  School  in  Philadelphia.16 
One  cannot  build  a  constituency  for  public  education  solely  on  a 

coalition  of  parents  and  educators.  As  the  population  as  a  whole  ages 

and  the  proportion  of  children  decreases,  the  percentage  of  voters  who 

are  parents  of  school-aged  children  will  drop  sharply.  In  i960  one  in  two 
voters  in  California,  for  example,  had  children  in  school.  In  1980  the 

proportion  was  about  one  in  four.  A  coherent  philosophy  of  public 

education  cannot  rest  simply  on  the  self-interest  of  parents  and  stu- 
dents, and  indeed  it  never  has.  The  best  case  for  public  education  has 

always  been  that  it  is  a  common  good:  that  everyone,  ultimately,  has  a 
stake  in  education. 

What  might  be  some  common  grounds  of  agreement  on  such  a  pub- 
lic philosophy  of  education?  A  commitment  to  a  common  school  starts 

with  values  that  are  not  subject  to  empirical  demonstration — in  short, 
they  are  beliefs  about  what  sort  of  a  society  America  should  become. 

That  is  really  what  most  discourse  on  purpose  is  about  in  education:  a 
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preferred  future  expressed  as  a  particular  kind  of  training  for  the 
young. 

And  that  is  precisely  one  of  the  arguments  of  public  education:  dis- 
course and  action  concerning  public  schools  provide  an  opportunity  for 

citizens  to  become  concerned  not  simply  about  what  is  good  for  them- 
selves or  their  own  children  but  also  what  is  necessary  to  bring  about 

a  more  just  and  effective  society.  This  is  an  old  and  valid  argument, 
much  ignored  of  late.  Such  arenas  for  public  debate  and  action  are  hard 

to  find,  especially  ones  that  so  intimately  involve  the  immediate  com- 
munity. Much  decision  making  about  major  economic  concerns  takes 

place  behind  the  closed  doors  of  vast  corporations  or  multinational 

consortia  like  OPEC.  Matters  of  great  political  moment  are  often  de- 
cided in  legislative  committees  far  from  the  ken  of  citizens,  while  ad- 

ministrative agencies  promulgate  regulations  as  law  with  minimal  pub- 
lic debate.  But  public  schools  are  everywhere,  are  more  open  to  citizen 

participation  than  most  other  institutions,  and  directly  influence  the 
lives  of  the  almost  one  in  four  Americans  who  are  students  and  teachers 
or  school  administrators. 

The  public  school  represents  the  only  commitment  by  which  Ameri- 
can society  guarantees  to  look  after  the  needs  and  interests  of  all  citi- 

zens, at  least  when  they  are  young.  In  general  the  United  States  has 

been  very  backward  in  providing  public  services,  particularly  of  a  redis- 
tributive  nature  such  as  health  care,  child  care,  housing,  and  decent 

support  services  for  the  aged.  But  in  the  case  of  public  education, 
Americans  have  provided  free  elementary  and  secondary  schooling  for 
all  the  younger  generation  and  more  widely  available  and  diverse 
higher  education  for  adults  than  is  available  anywhere  else  in  the 

world.17 
At  the  present  time,  public  services,  including  education,  are  under 

attack  from  many  quarters.  We  believe  that  many  public  services  do 
help  in  the  needed  task  of  redistributing  benefits  in  a  society  marked 
by  sharp  inequalities  and  that  this  is  hardly  the  time  to  cut  back  on  what 
is  already  a  sorry  national  record  of  concern  for  those  who  need  help. 
In  particular,  the  universality  of  elementary  schooling  helps  to  identify 

and  assist  children  who  start  out  life  with  handicaps — poor  health,  mal- 
nutrition, poor  eyesight  or  hearing,  or  emotional  or  learning  difficulties. 

The  public  commitment  to  educate  every  child  is  the  beginning  of  a 
broader  trusteeship  and  sense  of  commonwealth.  Obviously,  class,  race, 

sex,  and  ethnicity  restrict  an  individual's  participation  in  public  educa- 
tion at  all  levels  and  the  benefits  he  or  she  is  able  to  derive  from  it.  The 

fact  of  discrimination  does  not  justify  cutting  back  on  the  only  commit- 

261 



Managers  of  Virtue 

ment  America  has  made  to  serve  all  future  citizens;  rather,  it  should  be 

a  spur  to  reform. 
The  difficulties  we  face  today  are  large,  but  no  more  so  than  those 

confronted  by  people  at  the  turn  of  the  century,  who  coped  with  masses 

of  immigrants  in  overcrowded  urban  classrooms  and  grossly  underfi- 
nanced rural  schools.  But  then  Americans  had  a  vivid  sense  of  the 

potentiality  of  public  education.  "The  community's  duty  to  education," 
wrote  a  philosopher  of  that  time,  "is  ...  its  paramount  moral  duty. 
.  .  .  Through  education  society  can  formulate  its  own  purposes,  can 

organize  its  own  means  and  resources,  and  thus  shape  itself  with  defi- 

niteness  and  economy  in  the  direction  in  which  it  wishes  to  move." 
Once  aroused,  he  believed,  the  community  would  provide  public 
schools  with  the  commitment  and  support  they  needed.  The  writer  was 
John  Dewey,  who  realized  more  than  any  other  American  of  the  past 
century  how  fully  democracy  and  social  justice  need  to  be  recreated  in 

each  generation.18 
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After  reading  historical  works  we  often  find  ourselves  wanting  to 
know  more  about  how  the  book  came  to  be:  How  did  an  author  be- 

come interested  in  a  topic,  who  or  what  influenced  her  or  him,  what 

interpretations  were  considered  but  rejected,  what  questions  re- 
mained? A  finished  book  is  a  bit  like  a  completed  structure:  the  exca- 

vations are  filled,  the  scaffolding  taken  down,  the  debris  swept  up. 
The  actual  messiness  of  building  is  hidden  from  view.  An  architect 
may  learn  most  about  a  house  in  the  process  of  construction.  In  this 
afterword — aimed  at  fellow  scholars — we  talk  briefly  about  the  origins 

and  construction  of  our  book  and  acknowledge  some  of  our  many  in- 
tellectual debts. 

A  word  first  about  our  collaboration.  Hansot,  trained  as  a  political 
theorist,  has  for  many  years  been  interested  in  the  relationship  between 
belief  systems  and  social  change.  Her  research  on  Utopian  blueprints  for 
society  explored  the  coerciveness  resulting  when  an  individual  or  single 
group  defined  a  common  future  for  others.  Through  working  in  the 
United  States  Congress  and  federal  agencies  she  sought  to  understand 
alternative  modes  of  determining  public  goods  and  a  more  incremental 
kind  of  policy  making.  In  postdoctoral  work  in  organizational  studies  at 

Stanford  University  she  became  interested  in  the  historical  develop- 
ment of  organizations  and,  in  particular,  was  attracted  to  the  study  of 

leadership  in  public  education  because  it  combined  Utopian  visions 
with  successful  institution-building. 

At  the  time  we  began  our  collaboration,  Tyack  was  seeking  ways  of 
combining  two  intellectual  pursuits.  The  first  was  a  series  of  social 
histories  of  educational  occupations — superintendents,  teachers,  and 
truant  officers — in  which  he  sought  to  explain  who  was  recruited  to  such 
jobs,  how  they  became  socialized  at  work,  and  how  they  developed 
ideologies  to  give  meaning  to  their  lives.  The  other  study  began  as  a 
historical  analysis  of  compulsory  schooling.  In  the  process  of  writing  on 
that  subject  he  discovered  that  he  was  investigating  an  institutional 
bayou  rather  than  a  mainstream.  Instead  of  asking  why  state  legislatures 
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passed  laws  to  compel  a  small  minority  of  parents  to  send  their  children 
to  school,  it  was  far  more  heuristic  to  ask  why  and  how  a  multitude  of 
Americans  created  the  system  of  public  schools  in  communities  across 
the  nation  and  voluntarily  sent  their  children  to  them.  He  was  also 
seeking  ways  of  combining  intellectual  and  social  history. 

Our  conversations  convinced  us  that  our  common  research  interests 

could  be  combined  by  focusing  on  leadership  in  public  education  and 
that  in  such  a  study  one  could  explore  the  interaction  of  belief  systems 
and  behavior.  In  addition,  we  discovered  a  common  commitment  to  the 

renewal  of  public  education — partly  as  a  result  of  teaching  in  different 
elementary  schools  in  1978 — and  hoped  that  such  a  book  might  en- 

lighten contemporary  policy.  Thus  we  decided  to  analyze  the  origins 
and  fate  of  the  traditional  American  faith  in  public  education  and  its 
institutional  embodiment  in  schools  together  with  the  loss  of  coherence 
in  ideology  and  program  in  recent  years. 

Historians  like  labels  such  as  "revisionism."  Our  book  may  be  hard  to 
classify.  We  concentrate  on  public  schooling  rather  than  using  the 

broader  "cultural  revisionist"  definition  of  education  so  ably  repre- 
sented by  Lawrence  Cremin.*  We  do  not  apologize  for  focusing  on 

public  schools,  for  we  believe  that  so  central  an  institution  gives  ample 
scope  for  understanding  continuity  and  change  in  the  broader  society 
and  also  provides  a  needed  structural  coherence  for  research.  But  we 

share  Cremin 's  interest  in  the  importance  of  broadly  held  ideas  and  in 
a  mode  of  exposition  that  moves  from  individual  to  organization  to  the 

larger  society.  From  the  "radical  revisionists"  we  learned  much  about 
the  importance  of  class,  power,  and  conflict,  though  we  often  rephrased 
the  questions  they  asked,  and  we  arrived,  at  times,  at  rather  different 
evaluations  of  the  common  school. 

Our  approach  departs  from  some  of  the  more  common  ways  of  think- 
ing about  leadership.  One  of  the  oldest  conventions  is  to  portray  leaders 

as  great  men  (or,  rarely,  great  women)  who  achieve  because  of  their 
intrinsic  qualities;  a  related  modern  mode  of  analysis  is  to  identify  the 

psychological  traits  of  leaders.  While  we  do  find  some  common  charac- 
teristics in  most  of  the  leaders  we  describe  in  this  work — they  tend  to 

have  high  social  energy,  for  example,  and  clear  conceptions  of  their 

work — we  dispute  that  leaders  need  be  extraordinary  people  and  are 
uncomfortable  with  the  implications  of  looking  for  larger-than-life 

*Tyack  indicates  his  points  of  agreement  and  disagreement  with  Cremin  in  a  review 
of  Cremin's,  American  Education:  The  National  Experience,  in  American  Journal  of 
Education,  in  press. 
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heroes  to  extricate  schools  from  difficulties  today.  Ordinary  people  in 
modest  everyday  ways  have  made  important  differences  in  the  lives  of 
people  around  them;  it  is  not  only  in  times  of  crisis  that  leaders  emerge. 
There  are  many^contexts  for  leadership,  many  styles  of  bringing  about 
change.  Indeed,  leadership  is  so  dependent  on  context  that  it  cannot  be 
understood  apart  from  time  and  place. 

We  also  find  problems  in  the  way  most  scholars  have  studied  leader- 
ship in  organizations.  The  majority  of  studies  focus  on  leadership  in 

small  groups  and  have  been  undertaken,  for  the  most  part,  by  social 
psychologists  in  military  and  industrial  settings  typically  preoccupied 
with  managerial  concerns  about  productivity  and  morale.  Other  studies 
generalize  from  the  behavior  of  college  students  (usually  prosperous 

white  males)  in  highly  controlled  settings.  Such  small-group  studies 
have  typically  been  framed,  treated  in  isolation  from  the  history,  pur- 

poses, and  structure  of  the  larger  organization  and  its  place  in  American 
society. 

Similarly,  when  social  scientists  examine  the  work  of  administrators 

at  the  top  of  complex  organizations,  they  tend  to  apply  highly  norma- 
tive concepts  of  leadership.  This  results  in  denigration  of  everyday 

management  as  system  maintenance  and  restricts  the  occasions  when 

administrators  may  be  said  really  to  "lead."  An  opposite  tendency, 
found  especially  in  fulsome  rhetoric  about  educational  leadership,  is  to 

demand  prodigies  of  imagination,  force,  and  sensitivity  from  bureau- 
cratic heads.  It  is  often  difficult  to  see,  under  the  padding  of  presupposi- 
tions, how  administrators  went  about  their  ordinary  business,  how  nor- 

mal problems  got  solved,  conflicting  claims  adjusted,  procedures  made 
more  effective — or  the  reverse.  The  administrator  is  portrayed  either 
as  a  routinized  bureaucrat  or  as  an  institutional  Moses  who  parts  the 
Red  Sea.  We  believe  that  the  everyday  work  of  creating  and  running 
schools  is  important  and  undervalued. 

Above  all,  we  think  it  useful  to  question  the  search  for  universal  and 
eternal  generalizations  and  instead  to  pay  attention  to  the  changing 
context  of  ideas,  interests,  and  political  and  economic  structures  within 

which  educational  leaders  have  operated.  We  made  a  conscious  deci- 
sion not  to  employ  a  single,  encompassing  theory  to  interpret  diverse 

developments  over  the  century-and-a-half  that  we  discuss  in  this  book. 
We  employ  explanations  from  social  science  not  as  time-free  and  objec- 

tive generalizations  but  rather  as  time-bound  and  partial  ways  of  seeing 
—essentially  as  elegantly  simplified  ways  of  highlighting  key  features  of 
the  historical  landscape,  much  as  different  maps  can  be  used  for  differ- 

ent purposes. 
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The  puzzles  posed  by  that  landscape  are  the  starting  points  for  our 
work.  Our  major  concern  throughout  has  been  how  things  happened, 
and  this  has  led  us  to  a  middle  rather  than  a  comprehensive  level  of 
generalization  when  we  discuss  why  things  happened.  In  Parts  I  and 
III  we  draw  heavily  on  the  social  science  literature  on  social  move- 

ments, for  example,  and  in  Part  II  on  theories  about  interlocking  net- 
works of  elites,  recognizing  in  each  case  the  importance  of  countervail- 

ing forces  and  alternative  modes  of  explanation.  Our  overall 

interpretation  presupposes  diversity  of  motives,  interests,  and  organiza- 
tional and  societal  contexts  in  different  periods. 

We  have  seen  the  challenge  as  one  of  integrating  partial  modes  of 
explanation  and  diverse  evidence  into  a  plausible  narrative,  not  of 
subordinating  the  diverse  evidence  to  a  single  and  schematic  theory. 
We  are  aware  of  the  difficulty  of  that  task.  Scholars  who  have  different 
ideas  about  why  things  happened  or  what  was  their  worth  may  distill 
different  meanings  from  this  book.  Since  we  regard  the  generation  of 
new  questions  and  controversy  as  the  heart  of  inquiry,  we  hope  that  our 
study  will  prompt  continuing  reformulations  rather  than  simply  revive 
old  skirmishes. 

We  turn  now  to  the  shaping  of  some  of  the  ideas  in  this  book.  In  the 
midst  of  writing  a  study  of  compulsory  schooling,  Tyack  concluded 

that  he  was  looking  through  the  wrong  end  of  the  telescope.  By  focus- 
ing on  state  power  and  bureaucratization  he  was  ignoring  the  main- 

stream of  mid-nineteenth-century  public  education,  the  spread  of  a 
decentralized  system  of  rural  and  small-town  common  schools  created 
largely  by  local  initiative,  though  systematically  connected  with  a 

broader  leadership  interested  in  using  the  state  to  standardize  school- 
ing. Joint  work  on  a  quantitative  study  of  school  enrollments  with 

John  Meyer,  Joane  Nagel,  and  Audri  Gordon  led  Tyack  back  to  his 
earlier  interest  in  the  work  of  Protestant  ministers  in  the  common- 

school  movement  on  successive  frontiers.  Fifteen  years  ago,  in  re- 
search parallel  to  that  of  Timothy  Smith,  he  had  suggested  that  public 

schools  were  part  of  a  "Protestant  paideia"  (a  phrase  suggested  to  him 
by  Richard  Storr).  Meyer  indicated  that  the  sociological  literature  on 
social  movements  might  provide  a  useful  theoretical  framework  for 

understanding  the  links  between  religion,  political  ideology,  and  eco- 

nomic interests,  while  John  Higham's  discussion  of  a  broad-based 
"Protestant-republican"  ideology  provided  a  way  to  link  belief  sys- 

tems with  institution-building.  Some  other  recent  studies  have  also 
been  models  to  us  in  the  difficult  task  of  blending  social  and  intellec- 

tual history.  In  particular,  Daniel  Rodgers's  analysis  of  the  work  ethic 
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and  Paul  Johnson's  illumination  of  the  links  between  evangelical  reli- 
gion and  economic  change  showed  how  pervasive  belief  systems 

could  help  to  shape — and  were  shaped  by — economic  and  social  insti- 
tutions. In  the  notes  to  Part  I  we  indicate  our  debts  to  these  and  other 

scholars. 

In  Part  II  we  move  to  leadership  in  the  kind  of  complex  organiza- 
tions Tyack  had  earlier  discussed  in  The  One  Best  System.  Our  con- 
cern here,  however,  was  with  questions  only  briefly  discussed  there: 

How  did  educational  elites  emerge,  how  did  they  exercise  their  influ- 
ence, and  to  what  end?  Here,  we  sought  to  connect  changes  in  educa- 
tional leadership  with  the  transformation  of  the  economy  and  the  sup- 
posed depoliticization  of  the  school.  In  an  era  when  large  corporate 

organizations  increasingly  came  to  dominate,  decision  making 

changed  in  many  sectors  of  society.  In  interpreting  these  develop- 
ments we  found  especially  helpful  the  studies  of  professional  elites  by 

Magali  Sarfatti  Larson  and  Corinne  Gilb,  of  managerial  and  technical 
elites  by  Alfred  Chandler  and  David  Noble,  and  of  changed  modes  of 
political  decision  making  by  Walter  Dean  Burnham,  Robert  Wiebe, 
and  Samuel  Hays.  We  also  learned  from  recent  radical  educational 

historians  and  from  the  pathbreaking  early  study  of  the  cult  of  effi- 
ciency by  Raymond  Callahan  (though  our  interpretation  departs  in  a 

number  of  ways  from  the  work  of  these  colleagues).  In  doing  our  re- 
search on  the  new  generation  of  school  managers  and  experts  we  be- 

came aware  that  there  are  few  detailed  studies  of  political  responses 

of  the  working  class  to  the  changes  engineered  by  the  elite — or  in- 
deed, of  any  large-scale  organized  resistance  to  their  program — and 

we  look  forward  to  the  forthcoming  study  of  working-class  educa- 
tional politics  by  Paul  Peterson  and  Ira  Katznelson  for  clues  to  this 

important  puzzle. 
Our  notes  to  Part  III  reveal  our  indebtedness  to  a  group  of  social 

scientists  in  education  and  related  fields  who  have  sought  patterns  of 
meaning  in  what  often  seemed  a  formless  kaleidoscope  of  change.  We 
are  grateful  for  the  many  conversations  we  had  with  colleagues  in  the 
Stanford  School  of  Education  and  the  stimulation  generated  by  the 
Institute  for  Research  on  Educational  Finance  and  Governance  (IFG) 
under  the  leadership  of  Henry  Levin;  in  particular,  we  benefited  from 

talking  with  John  Meyer,  James  March,  Michael  Kirst,  and  Paul  Peter- 
son. That  section  of  the  book  also  reflects  the  influence  of  Albert 

Hirschman's  study  of  decline  in  organizations.  Through  conversations 
about  educational  reform — and  by  her  own  example — Dee  Tyack  has 
reminded   us   that   classroom   instruction   remains   the   key   to   the 
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renewal  of  public  education.  We  appreciate  her  criticism  and  encour- 
agement. 

We  are  deeply  indebted  to  various  organizations  for  financial  support 
of  different  phases  of  this  study:  to  the  National  Institute  of  Education, 
through  its  grants  to  IFG;  to  the  Center  for  Advanced  Study  in  the 
Behavioral  Sciences,  for  providing  a  year  of  challenging  nondistraction 
to  Tyack;  to  the  Organizational  Research  Training  Program  at  Stanford, 

where  Hansot  held  a  postdoctoral  fellowship;  and  to  the  Ford  Founda- 
tion; and  to  the  Carnegie  Corporation  that  sponsored  related  earlier 

studies. 

While  writing  this  book  we  presented  provisional  parts  of  its  argu- 
ment at  several  universities — University  of  Chicago,  Harvard  Univer- 

sity, University  of  Illinois  at  Champaign-Urbana,  University  of  Roches- 
ter, University  of  Wisconsin  at  Madison,  and  the  University  of 

California  at  Los  Angeles — and  at  a  number  of  professional  meetings 
and  in  journal  articles.  We  received  much  useful  criticism  from  col- 
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taught  in  two  successive  summer  seminars  sponsored  by  the  National 
Endowment  for  the  Humanities  gave  us  much  practical  criticism  and 
encouragement. 

A  number  of  scholars  commented  on  part  or  all  of  earlier  drafts:  J. 

Myron  Atkin,  Eric  Bredo,  Edwin  Bridges,  Daniel  Calhoun,  Hollis  Cas- 
swell,  Larry  Cuban,  Joseph  Featherstone,  David  Hogan,  Carl  Kaestle, 

Michael  B.  Katz,  Susan  Lloyd,  and  Daniel  Rodgers.  Whatever  improve- 
ment has  appeared  in  successive  drafts  owes  a  great  deal  to  their  prod- 
ding, their  challenges,  and  their  encouragement. 

We  have  been  fortunate  to  work  with  an  outstanding  group  of  re- 
search assistants  on  different  parts  of  this  study:  Robert  Cummings, 
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we  do,  of  course.  But  more  problematic  to  us  is  the  other  side  of  the 

268 



I Afterword 
coin:  what  about  ideas  that  come  so  smoothly  into  the  flow  of  scholarly 

talk  that  they  unconsciously  become  incorporated  as  part  of  one's  own 
mentality?  We  have  no  doubt  that  colleagues  will  find  notions  imbed- 
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thank  them. 

Reno,  Nevada 
Stanford,  California 

September,  1981 
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Judd,  Charles,  U5,  u8,  130-33,  139,  163, 
167 

Junior  colleges,  127 
Junior  high  school,  127,  151, 153,  205,  206 

Kaestle,  Carl,  31,  95,  268 Kansas,  76 

Kantor,  Harvey,  268 
Katz,  Michael,  19,  60,  95,  268 
Katznelson,  Ira,  267 
Kelley,  Florence,  184 
Kendall,  Calvin,  163 
Kendall,  Charles  H.,  131 Kentucky,  83 

Key,  Francis  Scott,  38 
Kilpatrick,  William,  115 
Kindergarten,  110,  166 
King,  Jr.,  Martin  Luther,  213,  214,  224,  227, 

228,  229,  234,  258 
Kirst,  Michael,  246,  267 
Kleppner,  Paul,  74 

Kozol,  Jonathan,  216 
Ku  Klux  Klan,  225 

Labor,  division  of,  6,  254 
La  Guardia,  Fiorello,  210 
Lane,  Albert,  137 
Lane,  Joseph,  39 

Language,  78-83 
Lannie,  Vincent,  46 
Larson,  Magali  Sarfatti,  119, 135,  267 
Lathrop,  Edith,  187 
Lathrop,  James,  53 

Leaders,  4,  16;  career  patterns  of,  45-54, 
56-63,  63-72;  characteristics  of,  264-65; 
confidence  in,  259;  in  the  South,  83-93 

Leadership,  approaches  to,  264-65 
Lee,  Gordon,  102 

Legislation,  51,  59-60;  on  attendance,  60; 
on  child  labor,  60-61;  civil-rights,  215;  for 
common  schools,  39-40;  for  funding,  102; 
on  language  in  schools,  81-82;  for  sex- 

ual/racial equity,  214;  surveys  and,  164 
Levin,  Henry,  267 
Lewis,  Samuel,  45 

Lieberman,  Myron,  240 
Lindblom,  Charles  E.,  110,  217 

Literacy,  52-53;  nineteenth-century,  29;  in 
the  South,  83,  86,  87,  88;  voting  and,  102 

Litigation,  8,  247 

Lloyd,  Susan,  268 
Longfellow,  Henry  Wadsworth,  16 
Louisiana,  83 
Love,  Ruth,  233 
Luce,  Samuel,  51,  52 
Lutheran  Church,  74 

Lynd,  Albert,  220 
Lynn,  Robert,  37 

Lyon,  Mary,  63,  65,  66,  70 
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McCaul,  Robert,  115 
McGuffey,  William  Holmes,  20,  50,  100 
McGuffey  Readers,  4,  17,  25 
McKitrick,  Eric,  53 
McPherson,  James,  87 
McReynolds,  Charles,  238 
Making  Urban  Schools  Work  (Foster),  234 
Managers,  see  Administrators;  Principals; 

Superintendents 
Mann,  Horace,  10,  12,  16,  20,  21,  30,  31,  45, 

46.  48,  55»  56-63.  66-69,  75»  84,  85,  89, 
106,  115,  160,  201,  214,  220,  225,  258 

Marcantonio,  Vito,  210 
March,  James,  267 

Marriage,  69;  mobility  and,  191-92,  196 
Marx,  Karl,  12 

Maryland,  165-66 
Massachusetts,  19,  31,  45,  46, 58-63, 96, 169, 

179;  compulsory  attendance  law,  60;  pa- 
rochial schools  in,  80-81;  teachers  of,  18, 

49 
Mattingly,  Paul,  48 

Maxwell,  William,  105-6,  137,  138,  162,  163 
Mead,  George  Herbert,  201 
Medical  inspections,  106 
Mercer,  Charles,  45 

Meritocracy,  80,  111,  129,  140,  179,  190,  193, 

197,  221 
Messerli,  Jonathan,  61 

Methodist  Church,  34-35,  74,  115 
Methods  and  Results  of  Testing  School 

Children  (Dewey),  154 

Meyer,  John,  177,  244,  245,  266,  267 

Michigan,  52,  53,  144-52,  206,  256 
Millennialism,  116;  common  schools  and, 

38,  94;  of  female  educators,  63;  nine- 
teenth-century, 19,  21,  28;  postrevolu- 

tionary,  3,  13 
Mills,  Caleb,  45 

Milwaukee  Female  College,  68 

Ministers:  civil-rights  movement  and,  228, 
229;  in  common  school  movement,  48- 

49»84 
Missionaries,  35-39,  48,  50,  86,  87;  in  rural 

areas,  39-44 
Mitchell,  Theodore,  268 

Mobility,  social,  20,  46,  222;  of  administra- 
tors, 96,  171-79;  advancement  and,  187; 

class  and,  111-12,  116-17;  marriage  and, 
191-92,  196;  of  teachers,  18,  99,  176 

Modernization  of  schools,  151-52 
Moley,  Raymond,  166 
Monroe,  Paul,  115,  126,  131,  152 
Monroe,  Walter,  154,  155,  157 
Montgomery,  David,  73 
Monthly  Advocate  of  Education,  50 

Morality:  intelligence  and,  156;  nineteenth- 
century,  25-28,  49,  56,  77;  superinten- 

dents and,  176-77;  women  and,  70-71 

Morrison,  Henry  C,  131 
Mort,  Paul,  142 
Mount  Holyoke,  67,  70 

My  Pedagogic  Creed  (Dewey),  3 
Myrdal,  Gunnar,  214,  224 

NAACP  (National  Association  for  the  Ad- 
vancement of  Colored  People),  227,  230; 

Legal  Defense  Fund,  229 

Nagel,  Joane,  266 
National  Association  for  the  Advancement 

of  Colored  People  (NAACP),  227,  229, 
230 

National  Association  of  Manufacturers,  110, 

204 

National  Civic  Federation,  110 
National  Defense  Education  Act  of  1958 

(NDEA),  242 
National  Education  Association  (NEA),  43, 

46, 50. 55. 74. 75. 95.  97. 102, 118, 134, 155, 
162, 181, 182-83, 191.  24°-41;  Department 
of  Superintendence,  16,  99, 131, 136,  139, 

146,  152,  160;  development  of,  136-40; 
Educational  Policies  Commission,  135, 

219,  258;  first  woman  president  of,  64, 
180, 185, 197;  membership  of,  18,  98, 136, 
218;  National  Council  of  Education,  82, 

99-100;  Research  Department,  156;  sex 

(gender)  and,  64,  136,  138,  180,  185,  192- 

93.  *97.  233;  teachers  in,  138,  185-87 
National  Endowment  for  the  Humanities, 

268 

National  Institute  for  Education,  268 

National  Society  for  the  Study  of  Educa- tion, 156 

National  Society  of  College  Teachers  of 
Education,  156 

Native  Americans,  8,  169,  231-32 
Native  schools,  86 

NEA,  see  National  Education  Association 
Nelson,  Daniel,  109 
Networks:  of  administrative  progressives, 

129-40;  of  female  educators,  63-72,  194, 
199-200;  male  v.  female,  190-91,  192;  in 
public  education,  129-40, 207-8;  superin- 

tendents in,  130, 131, 134, 137, 139;  surveys 
and,  165;  as  term,  130 

"New  Departure  of  the  Republican  Party" 
(Wilson),  101 

Newlon,  Jesse,  113,  153,  203,  204 
New  Mexico,  188 

Newspapers,  literacy  and,  52-53 

New  York,  New  York,  205,  207-8,  208-11; 
Board  of  Examiners,  179;  Bureau  of  Mu- 

nicipal Research,  162;  Public  Schools, 

105-6,  162,  238-39,  250,  251;  teacher  or- 
ganizations in,  184,  186 

New  York  (state),  31,  165 
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New  York  University,  139 
Noble,  David,  157,  267 
Normal  schools,  18,  31,  66,  146,  196,  199 

Norms,  educational,  152-60 
North  American  College  (Rome),  173 
North  Carolina,  32,  46,  83,  90 
North  Dakota,  187 

Occupation,  testing  and,  156 
Ogden,  Robert,  90,  91 
Ohio,  22,  70,  75,  206 
Ohio  State  University,  143 
Ohles,  John,  45 
Ohrenberger,  William  H.,  179 

Oklahoma,  164-65 
One  Best  System,  The  (Tyack),  267 
Opportunity,  equality  of,  111 

Oregon,  25-28,  39-44,  79»  l62 
Our  Country  (Strong),  116 

Pan-Protestantism,  34-38,  43,  61,  73-74, 
78,  94»  !79 

Parker,  Francis,  96,  199 
Parker,  Theodore,  62 

Parks,  Rosa,  214 

Parochial  schools,  22,  23,  30,  42, 112;  enroll- 
ment in,  78;  ethnicity  and,  80-83;  funds 

for,  77,  78 
Parsons,  Francis,  46 
Payne,  Bruce,  115,  131 
Peabody  Education  Fund,  89 
Peck,  George,  82 

Peck 's  Bad  Boy  (Peck),  82 
Pedagogy,  98-100 
Pennsylvania,  234-37 
Peterson,  Paul,  267 
Philadelphia  (Pennsylvania)  Public 

Schools,  234-37 

Philanthropists,  90-91,  93;  see  also  specific 
foundations 

Philbrick,  John,  160 
Physical  education,  153,  155,  243 
Pickard,  Josiah,  197 
Pierce,  John,  45 

Pietism,  74;  small-town,  114-19 

Pilgrim 's  Progress,  The  (Bunyan),  16 
Piven,  Frances  Fox,  227 
Placement,  sponsorship  and,  125,  135,  138, 

140-44 
Playground,  106 
Plea  for  the  West  (Beecher),  71 
Plunkett,  George  Washington,  144 

Politics,  30,  38,  54,  59-62,  107-8,  112,  123, 
129, 133-52,  205,  221-22,  238-39,  240;  ad- 

ministrative decisions  and,  7, 8;  common 
schools  and,  10;  private  groups  and,  248; 
women  and,  68 

Portland  (Oregon)  Public  Schools,  162 

Power:  administrative,  6-7;  networks  of, 
129-40 

Presbyterian  Church,  116 
Pressey,  Sydney,  115 

Principals,  176;  blacks  as,  235-37;  minority, 

232-33;  as  teachers,  255-56;  urban  high 
school,    238-39;    women    as,    183,    189, 

199 

Pritchett,  Henry,  164 
Private  schools:  affirmative  action  and,  216; 

nineteenth-century,  29,  31,  32;  in  the 
South,  83,  87;  vouchers /tax  credits  for, 
250 

Professional  associations,  136,  146,  248 

Professionalism,  193;  of  administrators, 
106-8,  112,  226;  sexism  and,  187 

Professionalization,  6, 18,  31, 118-20, 121, 153, 
226;  National  Education  Association  and, 

138;  surveys  and,  161 
Professors:  in  networks,  131,  132;  sponsor- 

ship of,  141 

Progressives,  administrative,  see  Adminis- 
trative progressives 

Progressive  education,  220 
Progressive  era,  3,  10 
Proposition  13,  246,  250 

Protestantism,  5,  10,  55-56,  73-74, 115, 116, 

169-70;  American  Sunday  School  Union 
and,  35-38;  in  common  schools,  16, 19, 23, 

24,  30-31.  34-38.  54,  71-72;  pan-,  34-38, 
43,  61,  73-74,  76,  78,  94,  179;  Southern, 
85-93 

Protestant-republican  ideology,  13,  18,  21, 

54»  73.  95.  ">7>  121,  266 
"Psalm  of  Life"  (Longfellow),  16 
Psychologists,  118;  networks  of,  131;  tests 

and,  159 

Public  Education   in   the   United  States 
(Cubberley),  127 

Public  School  Administration    (Cubber- ley), 123 

Public   schools:   early   importance   of,   3, 

growth  of,  30;  see  also  Common  schools 
Pupil  accounting,  153,  243-46 

Quandt,  Jean,  116 

Race:  common  schools  and,  29,  32-33,  83; 

equity  and,  214,  261;  National  Education 
Association  and,  136;  racism  and,  9,  127, 

204,  213-17;  of  superintendents,  169;  see 
also  Civil-rights  movement 

Reagan,  Ronald,  233 

Reavis,  William  C,  142 
Reconstruction,  85-93 
Recordkeeping /forms,  159 

309 



Index 

"Relative  Frequency  of  English  Speech 
Sounds"  (Dewey),  154 

Religion,  10,  29,  112,  168,  202;  common 

schools  and,  21,  45,  73-78,  83;  reading  of 
Bibles  and,  22,  30,  73-74,  75-76;  of  su- 

perintendents, 168,  169 

Republican  party,  101-3,  168-69 
Research,  206;  in  administration,  152-60;  in 

universities,  129;  taxes  and,  155;  see  also 
Surveys 

Resnick,  Henry,  236 

Retrenchment,  249-53,  257-58 
Revisionism,  8-9,  11-12,  249,  264 
Revivalism,  Southern,  83-93 
Rice,  Joseph  Meyer,  160 
Rickover,  Hyman,  220 
Rigler,  Frank,  162 
Riles,  Wilson,  255 

Rockefeller,  John  D.,  37,  90,  91,  156 
Rodgers,  Daniel,  109,  266,  268 

Roman  Catholic  Church,  11,  23,  41,  71,  74- 

77, 169;  common  schools  of,  73;  Evangeli- 
calism and,  78;  schools  of,  22,  30,  42,  112 

Roosevelt,  Theodore,  119,  123,  198 
Rose,  Robert,  141,  142 
Rosenberg,  Bella,  9 
Rosenwald,  Julius,  91 
Ross,  Dorothy,  120 
Rowan,  Brian,  177 

Rural  areas,  4,  32-33,  114-19,  170,  171-72; 
enrollment  in,  33;  female  superinten- 

dents in,  188;  missionaries  in,  39-44;  in 
the  nineteenth-century,  17,  25-28;  sur- 

veys of,  165 
Russell,  James,  126,  137 

Russell  Sage  Foundation,  131,  156,  163- 

64 

Rustin,  

Bayard,  

231 
Rutter,  

Michael,  

255 

Sadler,  Michael,  3,  258 

Salaries,  186,  187;  of  superintendents,  189- 
90;  of  teachers,  241 

Scholarships,  29 
School  and  Society  (Dewey),  198 

School  boards,  96-97, 148;  appointment  of 
administrators,  190;  autonomy  of,  218-19; 
elites  and,  204,  221-23;  local  superinten- 

dents and,  167,  170;  roles  of,  96,  107, 
122-23 

School  Executives  Magazine,  121,  177 
School  lunch  programs,  106 
Schrag,  Peter,  179 
Schultz,  Stanley,  95 
Schurz,  Carl,  19 

Science  of  education,  6-7,  98,  107-8,  110, 
112-13,  u9-20>  !45»  202,  206-7,  240;  re" 
search  and,  152-60;  surveys  and,  160-67 

SCLC  (Southern  Christian  Leadership 
Council),  229,  230 

Scott,  Anne  Firor,  66 
Sears,  Barnas,  89 

Sears,  Jesse,  119,  126,  158 

Segregation,  racial,  127,  226-31 Selznick,  Philip,  255 

Seminaries,  female,  66-67,  69-72 
Separatism,  23,  28 
Sex  education,  204,  221 

Sex  (gender),  29,  32,  261;  equity  and,  214; 
National  Education  Association  and,  64, 

136, 138, 180, 185, 192-93, 197,  233;  school 
roles  and,  63-64, 67-72, 168, 170, 180-201, 

231-32 
Sexism,  9,  187,  190;  see  also  Feminism 
Shakespeare,  William,  26 
Shedd,  Mark,  235 

Silberman,  Charles,  216 
Siljestrom,  Per  Adam,  19,  20,  72 
Sinclair,  Upton,  129,  137 

Singleton,  Gregory,  103 
Sklar,  Kathryn  Kish,  68,  69,  70,  72 
Slade,  William,  71 

Slater,  John  F.,  91 

Slavery,  85-86 
Smith,  Glenn,  137 

Smith,  Marshall,  244 

Smith,  Timothy,  266 
Smith-Hughes  Act  of  1917,  243 
Snedden,  David,  131,  152 
Social  Frontier,  The,  204 
Socialism,  204 

Socialization:  male  v.  female,  190-91;  occu- 
pational, 172-80;  schools  and,  117;  of  su- 

perintendents, 172-80;  of  teachers, 

174-76 Social  movements,  as  concept,  44,  266; 

nineteenth  century,  44-56;  recent,  213- 
M.  225-34 

Social  workers,  155 

Sociology  of  Teaching,  The  (Waller),  172 
Southern  Christian  Leadership  Council 

(SCLC),  229,  230 

Southern  Education  Board,  90-91;  Bureau 
of  Information  and  Advice  on  Legisla- 

tion and  School  Organization,  91-92 

Spargo,  John,  126 
Spaulding,  Frank  E.,  117-18,  131,  133,  141, 

!55>  M57.  l66>  205 Special  education,  153 

Specialization,  124-25,  155,  200;  in  school bureaucracy,  159 

Spencer,  Herbert,  97 

Sponsorship:  administrative  progressives 
and,  140-44;  placement  and,  125, 135, 138, 

140-44;  of  professors,  141;  of  superinten- 
dents, 141-44,  173,  192;  of  women,  197 

Standardization,  160, 167;  of  American  Sun- 
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day  School  Union  (ASSU),  36;  ethnicity 

and,  207-8;  tests  and,  155-56, 216;  see  also 
Surveys 

Stanford  University:   Cubberley  Library, 
127;  Organizational  Research  Training 
Program,  268;  School  of  Education,  119, 
120,  122,  124,  140,  142,  143,  267 

States:  comparative  surveys  of,  164;  depart- 
ments of  education,  5-6,  18,  34,  58-60, 

219;  female  superintendents  of,  187,  188, 

189-90;  funds  from,  29,  246-47,  255;  see 
also  specific  states 

Stevens,  Edward,  52 
Stoddard,  George,  132 
Storefront  schools,  208,  211 
Storr,  Richard,  266 
Stowe,  Calvin,  45,  50,  54,  71 
Stowe,  Harriet  Beecher,  50 
Strayer,  George  D.,  u8,  120,  130,  134-35, 

139,  140-44.  »5».  152-53'  »6i,  163,  165-66, 
167,  204 

Street,  David,  226 

Strong,  Josiah,  44,  75,  116 
Structure  and  Governance  of  Education  in 
American  Democracy,  135 

Student  Non- Violent  Coordinating  Com- 
mittee (SNCC), 229 

Students,  in  the  civil-rights  movement,  229 
Suburban  schools,  5,  257 
Suffragists,  184,  185,  188;  see  also  Voting 
Sunday  Schools,  35-38;  see  also  American 

Sunday  School  Union 

Superintendents,  48,  149-52,  169,  237-38, 
239>  240;  career  patterns  of,  172-80;  in 

cities,  96, 113-14, 122-23;  138, 159-67, 167- 
68,  171-72,  178-80,  183,  184,  195-201, 
206-7,  233;  civil-rights  movements  and, 
225,  232;  county,  187,  188,  189;  local,  95, 
96,  113-14,  122-23,  138,  161,  167-80,  188, 
218-19, 221-23;  mobility  of,  171-79;  moral- 

ity and,  176-77;  in  networks,  130, 131, 134, 
137, 13&  religion  of,  168, 169;  roles  of,  176- 

77-  256-58;  rural  backgrounds,  114-19, 
170, 171-72;  social  characteristics  of,  168- 
70, 179;  socialization  of,  172-80;  sponsor- 

ship of,  141-44, 173, 192;  state,  50-51, 187, 
188,  189-90;  Sunday  School,  36-37;  sur- 

veys of,  168-70;  women  as,  180,  182, 
183,  184,  185,  187,  188,  189-90,  195-201, 233 

Surveys,  206;  impact  of,  166-67;  implemen- 
tation of  conclusions,  166;  movement  for, 

113,  131,  160-67;  networks  and,  165;  role 
of,  161, 163, 166;  of  spelling  (1897),  160-61; 
of  superintendents,  168-70;  as  term 135 

Swett,  John,  45,  51 

Taxes:  on  religious  groups,  76;  research 

and,  155;  support  of  education  by,  56,  88, 222 

Tax  revolts,  4,  225,  246,  249 

Taylor,  Frederich  W.,  158 
Taylor,  William,  85 

Teachers,  241;  associations  of,  139-40; 

black,  234-35;  certification  of,  51,  124, 
244;  collective  bargaining  of,  239;  evalu- 

ation of,  174;  institutes  for,  48-49;  mili- 
tancy of,  239,  240;  mobility  of,  18,  99, 176; 

organized,  114,  130,  180-81,  184,  185-87, 

197-  199-200,  215;  principals  as,  255-56; 
rural,  in  nineteenth  century,  17,  25-28; 
scholarships  for,  29;  socialization  of,  174- 
76;  training  for,  18,  31,  48,  51,  65-66,  67- 
72, 125, 151, 196;  women  as,  64-72,  86-87, 

183 

Teachers  are  People,  175 

Teachers'  Associations,  43 
Teachers   College,   Columbia   University, 

98,  U5-16,  120, 126,  130,  131, 134, 135, 137, 

139-43,  145'  155.  157,  161,  i73>  192,  203, 

204 

Technology,  94-95,  103 
Temperance  laws,  59-60,  73-74 
Tennessee,  32,  202 

Ten  Years  of  Educational  Research (Monroe),  154 

Terman,  Lewis,  115,  118,  154 

Tests  and  testing,  160,  206;  business  of,  154, 
155-56;  Educational  Testing  Service, 
239>  248;  intelligence,  114,  131,  156,  202, 
205,  208;  occupation  and,  156;  psycholog- 

ical, 159;  scores,  4;  standardized,  155-56, 216 
Texas,  46 

Thernstrom,  Stephan,  46 

Thorndike,  Edward  L.,  105,  U5,  n8, 126, 131, 
154'  156 

Title  I,  233,  242,  243-44,  245 
Title  IX,  231 

Tocqueville,  Alexis  de,  28-29,  38,  56 
Tompkins,  Arnold,  199 

Tracking:  academic,  221,  222;  vocational, 
202,  208,  222 

Tract  societies,  37-38,  47 
Training:  of  administrators,  98,  104,  108, 

203-4,  218;  of  teachers,  18,  31,  48,  51,  65- 
66,  67-72,  125,  151,  196 

Turnbull,  Brenda,  244 

Tyack,  David,  263,  266,  267,  268 
Tyack,  Dee,  267 
Tyler,  Ralph,  132 
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