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Summdry

My br\L pr"nriie i. rhat up ro ro4l rherc were two \Fr) d flerenr
k'ndc ot s. ler ion f iom lhe,ulrurr :  h:g\- \r i rus \nowtFdSe plur
a cetain kind of character training for the future leaders of society,
in public and grammar schook; low-stat s, 'elementary' pracrical
skills, and training for obedience and conformity for rhe fururc
'lower orders'. AIter 1944 this sinple and convenient segreSarion
of curricula was complicated bj' the abolition of elemenrary
education. Since 1944 very little thinking (and planning) has been
done to answer the question 'What kind of selection Irom cuhure
(or .ultures) is appropriate for secondary edlcation for all?'
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The meaning of €ulture

In the last chapler, I described the curriculum as a selection from
the cuhure of a society. The idea behind that definition was that
there are sonre aspects of our rvay of life that are regarded as so
valuble lhat their survival is not left to chance brt are entrusted
to teachers for expert transmission to the young. In the first part
of this chapter it will be necessary to clarify what is meant by
'culrurc' in this context; in tbe se.ond part of the chapter I \r.ant to
develop the idea that the posscssion of difierent views of the
.ukure mat h:ve important efiects on attitudes towards education
.nd curiculum. To illustrate this point I shaU examine the views
of three important writers on culture aDd education: Bantock, Hirst
and Williams.

Defrnitious oI culture

It has often been pointed out that the word 'culture' has many
distinct, if overlapping, rneanings. The two mair lvays in which the
word is used are the popDlar usage, and the ,ecllnicdi term 'culture'
as used by anthropologists and sociologists. The popular usage
tcn& to desiSnate certain kinds of interests and activities such as
'highbrow' music, literature and art; ten years ago it might have
been sunmed up by reference to the BBC Third Programme.
Certainly in popular usage the 11ord 'cultufe' is identified with
sone kind of 'high' (i.e. minodty-taste) culture, and possibly also
with public school or Oxbridge education. A 'cultured voice' is
another phrase which used to express this vie\v, but that phrase is
also now much less in use than in former years. Thus th€ popular
usage of 'culfirre conluses sone Hnds of mjnority tastes $ith
social position and 6lite education. It is p.ecisely this confusion
which in more general educational terms leads to muddled thinking
about culture and cuniculum planning.
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Raymond Williams has examined the change in the meaning of
the tyord in his very important book CuhLre and Saciety rZSo-
r95o. Refore r78o, according to Williams, 'culture' meant the
tendinS of naturai gro\'.th and a process of human trainjng. Later
in the eighteenth century and in the eariy njneteenth century,
' .u l ture , imF to be i  rh ing in i t \e l t  rd lher lhrn, i  pro,e(s. ;a
general state or habit of the mind' closely connected with the
jdea of hunan perfection. A second meaning of this period was
'the general state of intellectual development, in socjety as a
rvholc'. A third ncaning which dev€loped was .rhe gen€ral body
of the arts', and a fourth meaning, Iater in the cebrury, ,a whole
way of life, rnaterial, intellectual and spirituat.I shall have to
return to Williams's discussion of culture later. N{eanwhitc we
need to consider the more general definition of cukure as used
by sociologists and anthropologists which is very close to
Willians's fourth meaninS- In this scientilic scnie, culrure is every-
thin, that exists jn a society. Culrure inctudes everyrhing that is
'man-made : technological arifacts, skiils, atrirudes and vatues.
Culture is reSarded as a key concept in anthropology and sociology
because it is culture which separates human beings from other
anjnais. Humans are domjnated much less by insrincts and much
more by their cultural inheritance-rheir behaviour patrems arc
acquired socially rather than biologically. Social scientists have
been particularly concerned to avoid value judgments in thejr
descrjptions, so they have tended to stress the idea of the whole
way of life as the meaning of cukure rather than a selection of
the best or most importint aspects of a \vay of life: 'Culture
is more than a coilection of nere isolated bits of behaviour. It is
the integrated sum total of learned behaviour trairs which are
manif€st and shared by the rnernbers of a society' (E. A. Horbel,
'The Natufe of Culture', in Shapiro, r96o)j Culture is ... that
complex whole which includes kno.irledge, belief, at, morals, law,
custom, and any other capabilities and habits acquired by nan as
a member of society' Tylor, r87t.

A furthcr anthropological point, of relevance to our discussion
later, is that societies and theil cultures ditrer considerably, not
only in their technology but also in theif attitudes, beliefs and
values- Some anthropologists, such as Ruth Benedict (1934), have
stressed the magnitude of these dr'trerer.?s; others such as Clyde
Kluckhohn (1962) have emphasized the similadties betvr'een cul,
tures. But all soc;al scientists are aSreed that some imponant
difierences certainly enst. Hilda Taba (1962), for example, has
pointed ort that a key lalue transmitted to the young by North
American cultur€s is the motivation to sell ones€lf and to excet.
whereas in Samoa the opposite is the case: 'The culture lof Samoa]
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values self-minimization and non'presumptive behaviour' (Taba,
p.50.

It is also important to bear in mind that apart fron very sinple
societies (such as pre-industrial Samoa) it is rarely possible to
identify just one all-pervading culturc; it is usually necessary to
trace the inter-mixinS of several difierent cultures which may fuse
to some extent but also tend to survive as individual and distinct
regional or ethnic sub-cultures. A classic case of the merSing of
many different cultures is rhe USA, which has developcd a distinc-
tive culture out of the successive generations of immigrants ftom
various parls of the world, all of whom have contributed something
to the Seneml (or cornrnon) culture but have also in many cases
retained thei group charactedstics which are diferent from tbose
of other Americans. Thus it might be appropriate to refcr Io sub-
.ui.ures in the USA such as the Polish sub cultural groups in
chicago or the negroes in Harlem. As we shall see, there are also
sub-cultures in the UK but it is not always easy to identify them
is clcarly as some of the American examplesj it may also be the
case that in England the rnajor problem for education is not th€
continued existence of e$ric sub-culture, such as West Indians
and Pahstanis but the emergence and continu€d existence of
working-class sub-cultural groups.

'Iliree views oI culture and education
'Ihus, in a complex society such as ours there arc at least t$'o
major educational problems associitcd with 'cuiture. The firsr
(oncerns the extent to which it is possible to identify a gcneral or
(ommon cultue as the basis for a selection for curiculum plan-
ning. Thc second problem concems the extent to which sub-cultures
or aspects of sub cultures should be rcflected in educational prc
grammes or Focesses of currjculum planning ('Black studies is
one curent example both in the UK and the USA). Underlying the
second of thesc two problems there is, of course, a whole seL of
other questions relating to the criteria by which such selections
should be made.

Bantock

C. H. Bantock is one of the few educationists who have a(empted
to Srapple with such problems, and in doing so he has put forward
il third meaninS of culture. Bantock begins Cultu.?, Industridl-
isation onA Education {1958) by difierentiating carefully between
the anthropological use of culture and the Matthew Arnold use
of culture as 'the best that has been tbought and said. He then
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proceec to steer a course between ahese rwo verv difierent
definitions (p. 2)

In this book tbe word 'culture' is beinq used in a sense which
lies between the two. I do not want to-include even rhins in it
bc,ru.e rh would jnvol!e a number oI rr iv i l t i r jes;;o i r  js
applied selectively to important areas of human thouSht and
action. But in itselfit is nor intended to imply anyrhing about
tbe value or quality of tbese activities and thouShts. In my
meaning of the term, a folk song, a pop song, and a Beethoven
symphony are similarly rcprcs€ntative of culture; for music
plays an important part in human atr2irs and all three are
equally examples of music. We miSht want to argue, further,
that some are more valuable forms of music than othcrs, but
we cannot deny that all three provide us with examples of a
cuiture in this sense.

In some ways this third view of cutture (i.e. a parrialty selecrive
one) is useful for educational discussion since it provides ; sholt cur
by elimjnating certain aspects of cutture, in ihe anthropotogical
sense, from our educatjonal debat€. But it aho bcls some imDonanr
quest jons su(h ds Why i \  music a non.rr iv ir l  o,ci t ty l  drnro.t
does not systematically ask these questions but eventuaily they
cannot be escapd. Bantock (op. cit.;p. 3) also points our t-hat: -

Until th€ conrjng of industrialisarion in this country, in the later
ejShreenrh rnd niner€enth ,  entur ies. i r  hrs been po.sible ro
disbnSui\h 1$o broad (ukures. using lhe word in rhe sense
defined. There has been rbe culturc of the uDDer classes based
pai r i ,  u lar l )  on rheir  abi l i ry ro rerd and wri ia.  And rh"re hds
been the culture of the ordinary people or 'folk', based largeiy
on th. i r  t rrdi t ions ol  oral  \ommuni(ar ion

In Chapter 3, I shall want to ask wherher this kind of histoncal
analysis is adequatq in particular how rhese two traditions origin-
ated and to what extent, if any, they still exist. It will also b€
necessary to examine carefully the claims of sccalled folk culturc,
in the s€nse used by Bantock, and to see whether it should be
seriously considered for transmission to the young by means of
education. These two probiems will be examined later; the main
purpose of this section is simply to put forward the particular view
of culture and education expressed by Bantock but shared by many

According to this view, then, the culture of a soci€ty such as
oulq crn be subdi\ ided into high and low. uppe h$ rnd lolk.
They might both be cateSorized urder the same headings, at leasr
to some extent, such as music, art, etc., but they ire essentiallv
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difierent (despite Bantock's reference to T. S. Eliot s view that 'Fine
art is the refnement, not the antithesis, of poputar arf). The most
important ditrerence between these two cultures is the non-literary,
oral $adition oI folk culture, and Bantock quotes with sympatly
D. H. lawrence's views about the essentially nonliterary elemen6
in working-class culture. According to Bantock, public or mass
education has so far been a dismal failure, and this ;s laryely
because we have attempted to force a literary culture dowll the
throats of the masses whose tadition is an oral one.

In some rcspects there is an evident similarity between Bentock
and the once influential views of T. s. Eliot. Eliot, in his Not€s
Iowa s The Defrnition oI Culttre lrg4q, clearly identified the
most v/orthwhile aspects of culture with the existence of a small.
Soverning, lejsured class- This class, according to Eliot, was neces-
srry in order to create and preserve the 'high' cultural heritaSe and
.lso to ensure its transmission to the next generation of that class.
Ihe hereditary elemmt ivas se€n to be very impotant and Eliot
was concened about the thr€at to the existence of a cultured
upper-class, either by the growth of a medtocratic 6lite or by
'cqualitarianisn'. Eliot seemed to find the idea of a common culture
distasteful. or even necessarilv a contradiction in terms---difiusion
of the precious cultural commodity among larSe numbcrs could
only be a dilution of quality.

Bantock shares Eliot's disbelief in the desinbility of a common
( ulture but argues the cas€ $/ith closer rc{erence to educational
Dractice in a wav that rnerits careful examination. The conclusion
Bantock draws frcm his analysis is that there shoutd be two kinds
of curriculum: a high-culture curriculum for a small minoritt
who are academically rninded (dlawn, presumably, Iargely ftom
th€ upper and niddle classes, whose t adition is high culture), and
n totallv difierent 'nonliteraw' cuniculum for the masses.

Bantock has outlined his case for a nonlitdary curriculurn in
two interesting articles in the Times Educdtiondi Supplement which
h:rve been reprinted in Hooper (r97r). Bantock's argument runs as
tollows: the Industrial Revolution has produced two educational
problems concerning cuniculum. The frst of these concerns estab'
Iishing a suitable cudculum for the meritocracy, to leplace the
classics-based curliculum tlrcught suitable for the landed 6lite. The
sccond problem concems findin8 a suitable and satisfying curicu-
Ium for rhe najority (since the watered-down, academic curriculum
has failed). Bantock mainly concems himseu v.ith the second of
these problems; I have mentioned the first problem as well, since
h seems to me to b€ of some interest and importance.

In seeking support for his vie\i!. that the rnajo ty of the popu-
lition is not suited for the traditional acad€mic curriculum. Bantock
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rcfers ro r  number of c laims. in, luding rhrr ol  D. H. Lr$ren,e,
rnni J, ,  hrr i ,  rensl 'coi  the.pr imir i \e mind i \  rhrr  i r  f indsdj, i (ulry
in ce.r l jng wrLh uni!ersJk rnd is mosr ar home wirh paft icular\r  rh;imtlnddon js ihrr  rhe I i ie l radi t jon of worung; lds\ DeoDle i5o\nrmr,,  Jnd insr inct i re bur nor rrutJ rauonal.  oni  dim.ulo aboururnror.( .  rrSumenr is wherher he regrrds t \ is working<ta* and
Ll i : l l l ' :  ' " t " i " . .  

ro ,edtrrr  \ imprj  a< di fcrenr from rhe hishcurruJe or as irterior-

.  BJnro k goe. on lo quole,u, h Fviden.e ds Bern, ln;n.s \rork onrJr gurSF 
'o 

supDofl  i rs view rhrL worunS ,  h.s (  hi idr.  .  or . the
nris+..  na\e J rrdd' . 'on ! lhnh i \  not ,cdl l )  \uired ro .r , . :dFmi,se, onr r ,  \  

,edu, 
r . ( ion. t ina )  Brnro, I  br ing. in rhe p,) ,  h. t" ;1,  , i

: i ] . , . - . ,  .  , , l i ' .  F)sen,t .rnd ler,en ro crre* rhr im|o.rrn.p ornelFa|t i  In r iF drsrr ibur ion o,f  inre igen,. .  I {c ouor(\  is of  t rrr i -

o l  menlr t  tun, l ioning. oneJr rhe,on., .prudl  tevelrndon"dl  $hJl
rehr\ termed rhetercloi-s<o. i , I iveleJmin8., .  IheFr iden,elhr l
l j l , . :k l | . : : : "  

ro \uppo.r hi \  rhe. i \  ic.  hoserer.  exr iFmeti  rhin
rnd ot , r  hrght) (onrrover. i r l  nr lure e!en Jrrong p,y,  hot"ei ,r , .  t r,  ertr i rJ) ,  ould nor bF rs umed rhrr BJntock ha, ,#;o"s,. ;ed hi .point of view by means of the evidence that he has selccreil. Thearyument about one cukurc or two will be examined frorn a social-
hi \ ror i . r l  srandpoint in Chaprer i .

In.hi \  our l iqe of an at iemJri ie curr icutum for rhe n J.s ot rhepnoulJr ion._BrqLo. l  \ug8.srs rhrr i r  \ foutd h"rc lhF 1. otr inp.nrra, l .  \ l r .  \ :  rhe ,  utr i .  utun .hould be Ji1]ed ar ptucr ic.r t  com
mon l i te;  . i r  \hourd be i  01, relr  rnd pe, in,  rdrher ihan ab\rrJ.r ,
rr ,snou d jni  ludp J\pe, ts ot rele\ ; . ion tr lm and ppular pre\s:  rheedu rtron oj  the emotions should nor be neSlFcred i(  i r  is in ,on-
renrionr l  edu,ar ioni  rnd f in.r l t ) .  edu,dr ion shourd bF,on.erned
wlth prenl |rr ion tor l " i ,ure. thus edu, ar ion shoutd be t iberal
:9l:ation bu,t avoiding the usual concentrition ., ,"a,ri"g, B;;_
tock. urges rhat dance and drama, and art and craft shiuld bede\eloped in .r  cuirable wri  tor wort ins ctdss, hi tdren.

There i .  nu,h ro be .ommpnded in somc of B,nro,L.s \up-
gF.r ions: r  .FlF, r ion trom , onrcmpor.rry .urrure r .r t lc.  r la" ni i r.urrurel  wo' | td,errr inty in, lude f i lm nnd teJe\ is ion . rudies.  tor
example. Bur the question that arises immediately is ,Why is allrhi '  rele!)m to, 

'1e 
mr$e\ o. rhc po0ubrion lut  nor ioi  rr ,". r  . rdemr,  .  D^lhF\ nor ni .d lobpedu,r tedemol iondl lyt  Dolhev

nor need preparation for leisure? WiU not television 
"ia 

fl]n an6
tle Press be.rn inportanr prrr of their lives as well is oI the liles of

Thcre .rc many other difliculties connected *.it} Binro(k,s sug-gestions: for exarnpte, who will sei€ct the pupils for a.a{temjc o'r
r4
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lor mass educationl He has suggested that most of the mass-
cducated will be wofking,class in background, but who will sort
out the exceptions? What about the D. H. Lawrences? Ir is also
perhaps a little naiye to expect all mernbcrs of thc uppef and
middte classes to bc academic and literary-ninded. Such practical
(tuestions as these cannot be ignored in a cudcrlum prcposal of
such inportancc as Bantockk. Bantockk analysis of rhc problen
is much saonger than his solution of it, although to be fail we
lhould nmember thit rhc titlc of his article was Towdrds a Theor)
of Popular Education (italics rnine).

The most important criticisn of Bantock s ideas about 'popular
cducation', however, is that they rest on an assumprion that it is
Fssible to divide tulture' neatiy into high' and 'low', and also that
it is possible to allocate individual human beings or groups of
human beings to these two rigid caregories. The reality is, I suggest,
nruch more complex: tle distinction betwcen high and mass
(ulrure is diflicult to naintain consjstently, and there is I great
(lcal oI overlap, especially since tclevjsion has become an importanr
nredium in nearly eyery household, and filn1 has deveioped as an
irt folrn. Mofeover, individuals may have 'highbfow' tastes jn, say,
nrusic but not in literature. What Bantock has put folrl ad as
t)opular €ducation could much nore appropriately be regarded as
l,.rrt of everyone's education. As one important part of a conrmon
(urriculum it wouid be an improvement, but as thc wholc of a
(uriculum for one section of the conrmunity it rvould be
rcactionary. John White (r9Z) has pointcd out thc similarity
bctween Bantock's ideas for educating the 'children oI thc folk' and
l'lato's prescriptions for the 'children of bronze whose training was
rluite different from the rational education of the'children of gold .

The real problem has been analysed in a morc sensitive way by
Iiwrence Stenhouse 1n Culturc and EducatioD 11967. tp. ro.rt).
Srcnhouse would agree with Dantock to some extcnt but }is
lolution is quite difierent:

Compulsort education has pfovided for the majority of our
people an inpov€.ished literacy which does not suppot an
cffective culture. Ar acadernic few, \r.ho haye enjoyed bigher
education, have entered into a culture fed by literature and the
arts, but most people have not been enriched by thei. edu.ation
to the extent we might have hoped. They have learned the
basic skills of rcading and writing, but they have not been
taught to bend thdsc skille to thejr own purposes and to make
them serve their needs by introducing an elenrent of creativiry
into their everyday livin8. In the old schoolmaster's pbnse,
they have 'mastered their letters'i but they have not gone on
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to enter into the spirit of humane letters, part of the difficulty
is that it is the spinr of humane letters that must be conveyid,
not the academic tradition of literae humaniores. As Richard
Hoggart has said, 'lt seems unlikely at any time, and is cefainly
not iikely in any pedod which those of us now alive are likely -
to knorv, rhat a majority in any class will have strongly
intellecrual pursuits.' But he adds: .There are other wi; of
being jn the tluth.'

Two importanr points emerge from this: first rhat there are
ways other than the 'literary/academic' of bejng .in the rruth', and
se, ondl!  rh,rr  rhi .  is ror i i rDpty a workingr)a* problem bur one
thri h nppxes ro a maiotity of atl .tases. The probtem in rerms
ot.uyi ,  ulu.n i5 rhu( ro f ind a way of br idging th;  gap berneen rhe
,r.ad.mn dnd rhe€reruday. and not to force tLtr-di8e;r.d ,r..]demi,
ideas dorvn unwilling throats of dlt classes and ail abilities: the
solution does not lie in dividing people neatty into tlvo ciosed
categories. Bantock s main fault consists of an inadequate an3lysis
of culturc, and especialiy tbat pan of culture refefed to as worth,
whi le knowledge. Brnro, I  may be r ighr in \ugge.r ing rh. i (  com
I'ul .ory edu..r l ion has tui t .d.  Bur i i  \ t i l  has tui ted ior a , t rsse\,
not just working-class childrcn.

Hitst

One of the (uriculunr theorists whose views werc relerred to
but reje.ted by Bantock was p. H. Hjnt. HiNt's views on the
relatioDship between cuiture and curriculum are summa zed
b€lovr but should bc read carefu y in one of the oiginal sources.
Bantork s najor disagreenent with Hirst concems the sugg€stion
that t}cre is no need for a 'fadically new pattem of the curriculum'.
Bantock cannot acccpr Hirst's view rha,.the central objectives of
edu.r ' ion i r .  develofmcnr of mind. or rhdr:

no marrer what the ability of the child may be, the hearr of
all his development as a rational being is, I am safng, intellec-
tual. Maybe we shall need very special methods to achieve
thjs developrnent in sorne cases. Maybe we have still ro find
the best methods for tbe maiodty of people. But ler us never
lose sight of the intellectual aim upon whiah so much etse,
nearly everything else, depends. Secondly, it seems to me that
we must get away completely from the idea that tinguistic
and abstract forms of thought are not for some people.
(Schools Council, Wotking Papet No. 12:'The Ed cational
Implications ot Social and E.ononic Cidrte, quoted by
Bantock (r97r, p. 252).
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Ilirsr does nor talk in terns of cuniculum as a selection from
rhe culture, and I may b€ doinS tess than jNtice to his thesis by
trying to force it into my olrn framcwork, but the theory seems to
nre to run as follows: the fifst principle is that we should be
,lcar about our educational goals. The second is that'the central
()bjectives of education are developments of mind'. Hirst sees the
dsv,q!ep!tgrt-9,i 4r4 il lgrnq o1 ttre.levelop-nent o-l '-f-o_r!ns . qf
kno$ledSe LHir\ t  dnd Peteh. r97o, pp.614) '

Detailed studies suggest that some seven areas can b€
disdnguished, each of which necessadly involves the use
of concepts of a particular kind and a distinctive type of
test for its objective claims. The truths of:
r. F9try!91.1.994 .g!)4 nsthematiu.involve concepts that pick

out rclations of a general abstract kind; their deducjbility
within an axiom system is the particular test for truth.

2. The physical sciences on the othcr hand, are concerned with
rmths rhat, in the last analysis, stand or fall b) the tests of
observatioD by the senses. Abstract though the theoretical
concepts they employ may be, the sciences necessarily
employ con.cpts for what is seen, heard, felt, tou(hed or
smelt; for it is with an understandinS and knowledge of the
sensible vrorld that they arc concerned.

3. To be clearly distinguished ftom knowledSe and experience
of the physical world is o]ur s:u,qlergtt_9!4 ulde$lq1jilw 9.t
avr-e:\yn all.ptier p<ople's mirds. Concepts like those
of 'believing', 'deciding , 'intending , 'wanting', 'acting',
'hopinS', and 'enjoying', rvhich are ess€ntial to inter'
personal experience and knowledge, do not pick out, in any
straightforward way what is observable by the senses.
lndeed the phrase 'knowledge without obse ation' has been
coined to make this point. The precise nature of the grounds
of our objective judgments in this area is not yet adequately
understood, though their ifrcducibility to other types of tesl
can perhaps be most readily seen in judgments of our own

states of mind.

^.  
Moral iudenl t  anJ asoHnc.\  nerec' i tate, in their  lurn.' .rn<lrtrii i,lnitr ol .on, Fprs 'uch d\ 'oushr'. Mons . Jnd
'duty'. Unless actions or states are understood in such
terms, it is not their moral character of which we are
aware. The claim to objectivity in the case of moral
judgnents is a matter of long standing dispute, but the
sustained attempts tbat have been made to show the
objectivity of norak, and its irreducibility to other forns of
kDowledge, make this domain one which must b€ recognised



THE \{EAN]NC OF CIJLTURE

r \  hJ!.ng \ . r ious, l r im\ to i rdcpFndenl sr,r lus.
t .  Ul,  wi.e rhe ,  taims tor a d;\r in,  r i !e modF ot obiecr ive

o4lh 1i .  , : ,ppt icn.p, u, ing form, of . \pre\sion no( ,  onlned
to thc lingui*ic, nusr be taken serioudt, even though much
phjlosophical work remains to be donc.

6. Rel&ious clairns in th€ traditionat forms certaintv make
u\e ol  ,  on, cpr\  whi.h.  i r  i (  now m,r inrainFd, rr"  i ; l .ducible
m characrer. Wherher or nor rhere are objective grounds for
wlnt is. asserred is again a matter on whjch ;ore has ycr
to be said. The case would cetainly seem to be one rhat
cannot be simply dismissd.

/ .  l inJl l ) .  phi lo.ophi.at  under\r  rding r \  indi , .  ed in ,  h/prer
r $outd_\eern lo jn!otre unique\e,ond ordFr,onrepls rnd
torms of objective tests ireducible to those of anv irst order
Lind.

-This 
passaSe from Hirst and peters could well srimutate a varieq,

ot  d i \ ,  us, ion.  abuur rhe nrture ot ,urr iculum ptJ,rninq; many
'ducJI ionisr\  "u,h rs SrFnhouse UoTrr rnd Lisncr 1r969; wouta

doubrs dbour rhe.tFrF(ur nrrure of spp. i f iJbte
objcctives, for exanrple. I havc included Hirst,s viewp;int here
,s an exJmpl( of  ,uni .utum ptanning $hi,h i \  hr8ety ,non_
.ulrur.r l  rn rhF.ene ot bFing (r ;n*utrurat.  Ihis i .  be,. :u;e Hir \r
sees the curfculum largely in terms of knowledqe, and the stluc-
Lure rnd organizar;on oi  knowt.dSe rr ,  by hi .  anrt .rs is.  universal
rarner rrdn,u urr )  tusrd. Ior rhis rea\on Hrrsr $iJI  hd\e no
truck with difcrent kinds of curicutuin for difierent levels of
ability, or different areas, or difierent sub-cultural interests. The
main objectives of education are concemed with knowledser mosl
v }ool Inowhdge shoutd nor be bound ro sperin,  sub.ruirures
it is objective and universal; therefore if v,.e ari seriou in our desire
to edu,ate e\er)one in d so( ier) .  rhen everlone musr hrve a(Less
ro (hc \ , rme kind, or knowjedgF. Erer loni  needs rhe.ame kjnd
ol r  u.r i ,  u lum {alrhough, of i  oune. di f ferenr n erhods 01 arraining
th.,u.r i  ulum obje, r ives mighr $el l  be emptoyFdr:  rhe ends wi i i
De lhe \amc bur rh. means m,r)  di f ipr.  for Hir \1,  $en, rhe
rrddi( ionl l  se.ondrry,urrnutum. wi(h \ome imDortanr modih-
,  r t ion\ su, h rs rhe in, Iusion ol  soci .r l  <,  ien(es and mor.tedu(ar ion.
wi l l  pro\ id.  rhe dpprop. idrF $teLl ion from rhe rutrurn ior al i
fupi ls.  The que\r ion of rhF \uUculrur.r l  ba( kground or lhe pup;ts is
irrete\anl ro rhF prds {or go,) l . r  of  edu,ar ion. but m.:1 be rery
relevant to the meamli.e. teaching method and content). A similar
conclusion is reached by John White in his recent book Towdrds d
Compulsor) Cuniculun rroTtr.  Whire rcceprq Hir .r . \  basi .  rhesis,
,r \  dur l ined,rbove. but devetopq rhe forrna of kno$tedre inro J
r8
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, ufri.ulum subdivided inro what should be compulsory and what
5hould be ofered as optional experiences. Fu.rher refercnce to this
Inx)k will be made in Chapter 6.

As i final example of a theorisr with views on the relation between
, Ulture and cducarion, I should like to look at the work of Raymond
Williams. Wjlliams's ideas can be seen mainty in two importanr
hx)ksr Cuture and [l]ucation (r9S8) and ?he Long Revo]lution
(re(Jr). (A difcr€nt kind of insight into rhe problerr can also be
)l.lincd from his novel Dofde. Country.) In parricular, the first
, lrrt)ter of Parr 2 of The Long R?vo/trrr'on, ,Education and British
s,'(jcty, should be read carefully by all interested in this question.
Williins begins his chapter on educarion and British soci;ty with
r l r is statemenr (P. r45):

'I hcre are clcar and obvious connections between the quality
of a culture and rhe qualiry of its system of education.ln
('ur timc we have settled to saying that the improvement of
, 'ur '  u l tur.  N d md .r  nf  imnroving ,rnd "xlFnding our n iondl
. . lu, .rr ion. rnd in one sFn\e rhis is obviou\ lJ rrue.

One inrcrestinS point about this introductory remark is that
i lt hough ]Villians is using the word 'culrure'in its anrhropological
\.nsc he does not adopr rhe exrreme social science relarivist position
.i t)retendirg that all cukures arc equa y valuabte or equally
w,'rthwhiie. This is a very jmportant point to be nade ai the
lryt'Dning of his argument.

Williarns also suggesrs that .\ire cannot discuss the relation be-
rwrrrr culture and educatjon adequately without hisro cal analysis
. thc pasr is contained in rhe present. As part of his anatysis
wrl l i . ,ms ex;mines edu, Jr ion \y{emc in a g;nerat ! \a1 and iug.
r i { \  rnree mrrn arms or purposes:

r- To pass on the accepted be}aviour and values of society,
r. the general knowledge and attitudes appropdatc to an

cducated nan, and
''. a particular skill by vrhich he will earn a living.

AII brief statements of educational aims are open ro criricism,
,rn,l thjs set.of thre€ may seem too simple, but Williams clearty
r(ofinizes that the thfee overlap and inter,retate, and also thjt
th. tcneral pattem of culture may be subject to change, eirher stow
,'r ripidi the aims are not intended to con!-ey a sraric view of
.ilu{ ition and culture.
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Williams's histoical analysis is nccessarily a pattial one (op
ctt., p. r47)l

I propose to cxamine the history of EnSlish cducation from
this particular point of view: to see the changing .omplex
of actual relations, in social traininS, subjects taught,
definitions of general education, in the context of a developing

WiilianE sees a closc relationship between training for vocation,
trainiDg to social character and training to a particular civilization.
In the lirst English schools in the sixth century the intention was
to produce pricsts and monks, for extmplc. For this Latin was
essential. Of necessity this kind of education was only for a few
but of course the 'fes/ were nreant to interprel thc scriptur€s
and thus make thcm available to the many-thus to use the
modern lvord 'dlitist would not be conpletely approPriate. Later
therc was an extension of the curriculum to include rhetoric and
loqic, but the francwork was still iirmly Christian. ln this sense, a
cornmon Christian culture pervaded ihe whole of society: educa-
tion was vocational, serving the nceds of a Christian society'
Schools \\'ere not thc only cducalional (and vocational) institudons,
however: the apprenticeship system catered for craftsmen and
tadesmen, and chivaldc training was provid€d for children of the
nobilit\,. Thus ahhouqh ther. was a common crlture, different
curri;lar selections w;re made according to social mnk but there
was some opPortunity Ior so.ial mobility, n1ainlv by ioining the
ranks of the clergy.

Evcn after thc Reformation, the central educational institution
remained the srammir school, but it was no longer so closely con-
nected with tie Church. ([ducation was beconing 'private' rather
than 'national'.) The maior achievements of the Renaissance were,
howcver, almoit completety ignored by the grammar schools-
education \n'as lagging behind the changes in societv; curdcular
ch.rnee wrs slo*er rhin ,ul tural  rh,rnge: l i rcr,rrure in rhe tugl ish
lJng;rg..  g.ogrrphl .  p: int ins mu\ir  '  I i \ i losoph, rnd s '  i "rr '  "  lound
no Dlace in the qrrmmar school curnculum

As lhe DoDul ir ion erp.rnded dnd more pFople were I  on err- ' i ted
in Louns. edu'rr ion be.rme mor. r ; ts idly orgrr iTed dlong ' lJs '
lines. Gradually, schools of a sort were provided for the Poor, but it
$as rrdinjns ot J r .r \  l in irFd kinJ. lhe Chrerrdon kFporr i864
rhe Publ i ,  ihools A(i  1868, the Lrunlon Repon 1868 the Head-
masters' Confercnce 1869 and the Endowed schools Act 1869 all
emphasized the class nature of the structure of secondary educatjoD- .

Willians arq es that the t\\'o major prcssures-industrial and

democratic-eive rise to many kinds of arguments about the pur-
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lrtscs of education. Ir particular he selects for discussion three

'.sl,onses 
to industrial and democraric developments:

r. The genuine response to the growth of denocracy (by nen
such as Mil1, Cariyle, Ruskin and Amold).
'fhe !,lotective rcsponse, or morol rcscue response, to the
growth of democracy, typicai of those who feared the exten-
sions of tlle franchise and said, 'our future masters , . . should
at least lean their letters'.
The practical vocationdl response by those, such as Fo$ter
in r87o, who felt that only education could preserve industdai
prosperity.

L

Williams regards both the industdal and democratic arguments
,r! valid but suggests that an overcmphasis of rhe indusrrial argu-
In(nt has distoled education, particularly in the dircction of train-
|rB n passive work force. Such a view of education was, according
r0 Williams, challenged from two sides during the nineteenth
I rrtury: by those who believed that an essential aspect of demG
, r,(y was the natural dght to be educated: and also from the other
{l(lc by those who might have opposed denocracy but felt that
Irin's spirilual health depended on 'liberal or 'humane' education
r.rther than specialized work training. Thus thefe were three groups
lr the nineteenth-century debate :

L The public educators (who saw education as a natunl ri8ht).
2. Ihe industrial trainers (rirho saw education as a means of

€conomic efrciency).
t. The old humanists (who sar education in a liberal or humane

way but not as vocational training).

Wjlliams argues that the curriculum which ernerged was a
r rnnpromise between all three, but with the influen.e of the
hrdurjtrial trainers predominant (op. cit., p. r63):

'lhc significant case is the long controversy over science and
tcchnical education. If we look at the ranSe of sciendfic
discovery between the seventeenth and the end of the nineteenth
(cntury, it is clear that its importance lies only in part in its
lrnnsformation of the techniques of production and comnuni-
ration: jndeed lies equally in its transfomation of man's view
of himself and of his world. Yel the decisive educational
interpretation of this new knowledge was not in terms of its
cssential contribution to liberal studies but ;n terms of technical
training for a particutar class o{ rnen. The oid humanists
muddled the issue by claining a fundamental distinction
between their traditional leanins and that of the new
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disciplines, and it was fron this kind o{ rhinking rhat there
developcd rhe absurd defensive reaction that ali real lcarning
$r,  underrr len \ j r \our r , ,or,8hr ot t rr  t i rJI  rdvrnrdeF. tr)  '
i , l . r ,  a\  lnF .du,r  cndt hi<rory .ho*\ .  rhe r lc\si . , r t  t rnSui\r i .
dr ' i rplrn.s $cre pr imrr ir)  \o.rr ionr l  bur rhFse pJ i .Ul i r
vocations h"d acquired a separate traditional digniry, wbich
$ rs , . Iurd ro ro, ar iols no$ ol  eluj ,  humrn reterrn.c.  thus.
rn\rerd or rhe n.$ teJrnins broJdcnins a S.nerJl  (  u.r i ,  utur.
I r  s.r \  n.gtc.  red..rnd in lhp e d retLrrdnlt i  rdmi ed on lh.
ground\ rh, i r  $J\ ot  J pur. l )  re,  hni ,  al  k jnd. The pr. .5ure ol
r l re indusrr i r l  r rr ineF.v.nrur l t )  pre\ai ted. rhough n;r  $irh rn)
general adcquacy unril tbe Technical Instrucrior Act of 1889,
and even here, signilicantly it was instruction rather rhan

Only exceptjonai men such as Huxtey saw that science should
become part of general education anaL liberal cuttu.e, and that
thcre should also.be specilic and technical training of alt kjnds just
as dodors and law)ers receive prolessionat trainjng. But ;hat
actually happcned in the nineteenth century was an dtensificarion
of dass thinking jn education: trade and industry were retegated
to the lower classes, and succcssful indusrrialisrs wanted ttreiisons
to move into the non-work world of rhe gentry. Important changesj i r  thr ,  ulrure did nut resulr  in .orrcsponding ,  hanges in the cont. ;r

- 
In the twenrieth cenrury, rhe nineteenth-century franework has

beer exp,ndcd .rnd rmnroved. In th.ory. lhe viF$s ot the pubt ic
eclu 'J lor .  ha\e bFen:. ,et ledi  bur in pr j , r i ,e rhF idedl  has noL
beFn redl ized: rhere is .r i t t  d \ugF grp b;tween pr i \ , j rF .)nd st . , re
Fdu l l ion borh in qurl iL) . rnd quanriry.  s;n'e Wit j i rm,s book wJs
pubiished (196r), sociolosists and olffcial govemmenr reports have
conhnued to turn out statistical evidence to supporr this view.
Public schools continue to be important aspects of rhe divisive
charactcr of Engiish society.

Anotho kind of contrast berween thc jdeal of genuine education
as a right for cveryone and the reality of rhe present educarional
scene concerns rhe question of abiliry o. intelligence. Williams
complains about (pp. 167-8):

The very odd prjnciple that has been built into moden
English education: that those who are slowest to leam should
have the shorest time in which to leam, while rhose who leam
quickly will be able to extend rhe procers by as much as seven
years beyond them. This is the realiry of 'equatity of opporuniry
*'hiclr is a I'ery difierent thing from reat social equatity. The
truth is rhat while for children of a particular socjal class we
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l ' , , \  c  , r  (  uncepr jon, hu$ ever i ' l lpfrr . r  l  o l  I  required minimum
r)r  I 'ner i t  edurarron shJrever ( le i r  mea\urFd inrel i igcn(e
n, i t | | '  be we have no qu, h con. etr ion.  or  c mu{ h towFr ,  on-
,c l ' l ron,  lor  rhe major i ry ot  rho\c ouls ide lh is. la5, .

,wi l l i . rm\ 
scc\  rh i ,  \ l res- on inre iS. i ,  e.  and rhc .on\Fquent

r ' r \A! , rn $,rh so" ing rnd grading i0 edu. dr ion r .  narural  ro a
r ' , r \ \  \u,re() .  the r t rernr l ive i \  nor onty a more ,open. \y xenr ol
r ' r , r i . , r ion hur r  'genuinely open ,  urrure .  {See atso Bl \ i t  Bernqrejn.r
,r'rr /c,'Opcn Schools, Open Sociery,, New Socierr, r4th September
rr( , / ,  , i r  dn inrerenjnS exlen. ion of  rh is drRUnenr.J

.  
l l rus r  r i l iams \Fes oui  edu..  ionat probtem\ Lodr)  ld iSety in

r . | | I \  ot  su(,es\ i \e t r i lureq oi  (h i  edu, iondt s)s lem lo- jd ju\r
r , ,  ,  , r l rurdl  ,  hrnge\-  lor  c\dmpte.  er rhe Rer. i5san, c,  lhe lndusuial
r(r t , ' lur ion rnd rhc growjh ot  demorraLy. The o,grnr^r ion oi(nr( irron, the conrenr of 1_!! curiculurn, and cwient teaching
r ' r r I r , ' l  :  d re.  r ,  \  ordinS ro u i  i :ms, in need of  (onsiderubte reforml

^r , r '  
orSini , /  ionat tetet .  Wi l l i , rms $outd nor $rnr s,hool  ro

: j l l l ' , , .  P.). ld sixr.n J_ vrf ler) ot inriruuon\ ofl€rjn8 con_ttDUI'ts edur/r ion slould dfrer lh.rr rrke over rhe needr;f an.j l '1. r ' . ,1.g,:mo, ruir ind r,,omn,on LuIure. up ro rhe rse ol\1,\t f .r,  wil l i im\ ofer\ rhe Io uwing r\.rn ourl ina. retormediurri-
i  I lu ir .  hJ\ed on hi5 hj \Lo.;cdl  anr l)  s ir  of  our ,  ulrurc:

i  w, 'uld pur dor\  n rhe fo owing. ds r  he minimum ro r im Jr
r ' , r  c!ery €du.ar jonr y normat chi ld.
(,r) hxtensive practice in the fundamentat languages of Engtish

ind mathematicsi
(b) gcneral kDowledge of oursetves and our environmenr, tausht

,r t  I  hF se oI |dary sraSe nor as . ,cplrarF a, ad.mir di \ . i t l inei
bl t  a\  8ene,; l .knowled8F drrrr  n rrom rhe djn ipt inei  !1hi ,  h(/Jnrv ar r  hrgher staRe. i .e. ,

(i) biology,psychotogy,
(ii) social history, law and political institurions, socioloSy,

dr\r ipr jve e,onomi,s.  geoSrrphy inctudinS a, ruat ' -
inousrry an.r krde,

(iii) physics and chemistry:
(() history. and citicism of literature, the visuat arts, music,
. dramatic perfomance, landscape and architectue;

(i) extensive practice.in denocratii procedures, including
nreetings, negotiations, and the selection and conductlf
lcaders in_demociatic organisations. Exleftrve pmcuce rn
rhe u.e of l ibrJr jes. newsplper\  and mag,r ine\.  radin jnd
rer. \r \ ron trogrammFs. and orher sour,  Fs of in lorm,rr ion,
opinjon and influence;

(J inrroduction to at least one orher culture, including its
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languaSe, history, Seography, instirutions and arrs, to b€
Siven in part by visiting and exchange.

Once again criricisms could b€ made rclarinq to Williams s
hi\ror iLal  .nal)sis,rnd his tropos.d sotu! ion..  Buat lar js nor m)
intention heJe: this sumnary of Williams's analysis has b€en
included as an illuslrarion of a third, very difierenr, view of the
relation between culture and educarion. For Williams, econonic
,rnd ideolo8ical  ,  hdnsci in \o,  jcr)  {espe( ial ly. the Srow(h ol  indusrr)
and dcmoLra, y) h.ve brouShr abour (uhurdl  .hrngcs \ \hi .h hdve
not yet been fully assimilated by the educarional system. Moreover,
Williams does not hesitate to look ro the future and to suggesr that
the logic of the situarion is such thar certain further cukural
changes ougbt to W anticipated by education. Williams arSues
that if we rcally want a democratic society then we will need to
plan for common schooh with a rcformed common curricutum ro
replace the class-based educational organizations and divisive curri-
cula which were inherired from rhe class-dominated nineteenth
century. Part of the dificulty her€, of course, is rhe wide range of
meanings which can be given to'democratic'. There are some
educationists who would claim to support 'democracy' but who
would disaSree with Wil l iams \  pres, r ip l ions.

The impodance of Williams s conrdburion is that whilst giving
due emphasis to the importance of social class in contemponry
so.iety, and recognizing that education in this counrry is still
dominated by class-based curricular traditions, he does not make
the claim that education has ro be determined by culrural back-
Sround: if pa i€ipatory democracy is to becom€ a realiry, then
society and education must be changed. Education canrot etrect
this refom uaided, but it is not completely impotent, as others
have suSgested. If we want a better society we need a better
systcm of education, and palt of this requirem€nt may rvell be a
common cuniculum selected from a common culturc.

To a very limited extent all thre€ educationists refened to above
are in aSreement: they all recognize the importance of the tnns-
mission of culture as the basis of education, and to some extent
they identify the same aspects of oul traditional culture as impor-
tant-for €xample, art and music. But they also difer considembly
in the emphasis they place on cetain aspects of our culture and
also the kinds of selectjon they would make as a basis oI curiculum
planning : for exarnple, Bantock has little to say at out mathematics
and science, Hirst has little advice to give about the link between
academic learning and the everyday world, Williams seems not to
be concemed with the 'disciplines' as a basis for leaming. Therc are
also other more fundamental difierences: Bantock believes in
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'llllircnt 
kinds of curricula for difierent kindi of cultural Sroups;

llhrt ndvocaies a common cudculum for all, based on the rccos,
nltl,n of rhe imporrance ol torms ot knowledSe: Williams sees t}i
lnrrlrcses of a common curriculum as even wider, harring social as
wrll ns coSnitive p€rspectives.

N()ne of them has attempted to delcibe in detait how a selection
lr)Dr the culture might be made and structured as a planned school
i  I rrkulum.

lhls.haDt€r has attemDted to deine culture and its relation to
flhr':rlion. The popular usage of'culture' as high culture has ro
I'r rcjected as a useful basis of discussion fof educationists since
It lrSs too many questions; the anthropological definition of culturc

rs cverything created by man in a society-js rnore useful since
I nrri( ulum can then be defined as a selection of cont€nt made by
nlu(:rtionists ftom the whole culture.

Ihc second part of the chapter has dealt wirh the vielvs of three
hrl)ortant tbeorists whose attitudes to culture and cducation are
vrry difierent: Bantock, Hifst and Williams. The point of takinS
lhrsc tbree examples was to illustrate the rhesis that how one sees
I Uhurc determines on€'s attitude to education and to curricutun
trrrnrnS.

llxntock sees culture as sharyly divid€d into two kinds: hiSh and
lrw culture, or 6lite and nass cuhure, or sophisticated and
Ir'l)ular culture. His deeprooted concern for the preservation and

'hvclopment 
of high culture, influences his educational thinkinS in

lh. direction of separate schools for the future participants in hjgh
,l| low culture, with quite ditrerent cudcula for the two groups.

Uil'!, on lhe other hand. rFnds to iSnore hi'roric,rl and so.ial

'llllircn' 
es in .ullure. dnd sub-.ullures. He cees Fdu.,rtion lrrgel)

l|l tcrms of 'culture'free' knowledge. Thus for hirn curiculun
rrlorm is mainly a question of naking avaitable to ali pupils the
triditional curriculum-suitably modified to fill in tbe gaps in his
'lorms of knowledge'. Since, according to Hirst, the cuniculum is
hnricd on knowl€dge, it would make no sense to have dif€rent kinds
r'l (urriculum. For Hilst. a non-acadernic curriculum is a contra-
rlir tion in terms: the problem of difierent levels of ability is one of
lr;rching method not of curnculum content.

lrinally, !41]i3S sees culture in a histo cal setting-in parti-
, ulirr he examines cultural change taking place over a long period
rll time. His analysis also shows that educational change has not
lcl)t pace with social change and cultural change, and indeed
th.rl in his view education has taken several false tuminss. Williams
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lo,  u\e\ drrendon on (he unsuirrbi l i r )  ot  r  ,  ta, \-br\cd ninerF.n,h-renrur)  \ r lur ture ol  Fdu.ar ion ind djr is i re,urr i ,  utr  ror  rhe necd5of a democratic, industrjal, twenti€th-century socrery. His sotution
i ,  utum for aI pupit \ .  bur.  untrke Hirsr,  heooec nor cee rh. t rJd' l ionr i  .  urr i (  ulum as provid:ng a usefuJ ba\ is:Ine prannrng ol  a rommon .urr i ,  uJum ror r t j  pupits n"eds,o b,.thought out from first principles.

3
Social class and culture

( hipter 2 lvas concerned in general with rhc relation between
, Ulrure dnd Fdu( ar ion. One ot rhe spe, i f i .  t roblem\ ;mpl i ,  i r  in cu, h
.r  i ! rs,  u\ , ion $as,r l \o rdised: nrmel!  r lF.xrenr ro which i r  is
l!)ssible to base cudculum planning on a common currure lIl a
ri! icty wlich is pluralistic. tn this counuy the debate is cunently
('r(cmed wirh the desirability, and even the .morality, of
lnrt)osing the dominant culture on ro the majority of the popu-
l.rlnrn*the working-class population-whose rraditions ;nd
,I I rurdl  s land,Id5 rre, r( .ordin8 ro some. tery di trerenl.  this
'  l r , rpr.r  wi l l  be mrin )  .on,Frned $irh dn exrmini ' ion of 5or. ] l led
w0rking class culture, its historical background, its recent develop-
rurnt and contemporary .haracteristics. Before looking at the
In\t"r i ' r l  bd, kground ol  (ulru 'e in Lngland. houerer,  i imry be
lue.lul lo oudine the current debare.

Snrial class and eE)ality oI oppottunity in educatjon

l (lhrptei r, I suSgested rhat during the r92os and r93os the debatc
rrh(,ut equality of oppotunity in education was Fimarily concerned
with questions about access to education. Ir was established that
n,- ,ny more $orung, l rs,  pupi ls ucre,dpdble { in terms of  IeJ
' ,1 l ,unehring from 81ammrr \ ,  hool rnd uni\ 'ersiU edu,,r t ion rhJn
w.rc actually there. The solurion was often seen simDiv in terms
,,r  Ino,c ph es bejng mrde drai labl .  for wort ing, t . rr i  lupik.

In the r94os and rgsos this kind of afgunent continued, but
rvilh certain significant chang€s: morc artenrion was paid to prob-
l f lD\ ul  Fr lorman, e and -,hi f lcmenr wirhin qr;mmrr { ,rnd
' ,Dtrehen\;ver 5.hools.  Ihe problem had nol \ impty disrppeared
by mrkjng educational places available-attention also had to be
l irl 1() the under-achieving pupils. Sometimes rhe probtem was
|fcn in terms of pupil deficits', i.e. something lacking in a child's

l


