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When World War 1l ended, however, a new assault was mounted against
progressive education which spread to education generally. In spite of the
defeat of the fascist powers Americans still did not feel secure. The "hot" war
with Germany was succeeded by the "cold" war with Russia. Instead of
ascribing victory in the hot war at least in part to the schools where its heroes
had been prepared, apprehensive critics wheeled about and made the schools
the scapegoat for the frustrations of the cold war. The Duke of Wellington had
ascribed the victory at Waterloo to the playing fields of Eton, and the Prussians
had credited victory in the Franco-Prussian War to the Prussian schoolmaster.
But Americans felt no such educational debt of gratitude. The assault on the
schools came on two fronts. On one front, it loomed as a renewal of the
charge that the schools were guilty of a exaggerated romanticism. Furthermore,
Important as freedom and interest were, progressive educators were charged
with emphasizing them to the neglect of drill in fundamentals. On a second
front, critics had little patience with the complexities of learning which the
scientific study of education posed to progressives. These complexities they
simplified (countercritics thought oversimplified) by demanding a return to
traditional patterns. Reading was a good example. Disregarding much good
scientific study of reading problems resulting in the whole-word or "look-say"
method, they demanded a one-sided return to phonetics. (100%)
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Changes are everywhere in today's schools. Teachers are reexamining how and
what they teach. Administrators and school boards are experimenting with
innovative management strategies. University educators are refocusing their
research and theories to better describe effective teaching and learning as
students and teachers experience it. Daily reports in the media urge changes in
all aspects of schooling for all types of students and teachers.

It is easy to get confused about what schooling is supposed to accomplish for
students, especially in these fast-changing times. Too much of what educators
do every day can easily become caught up in rules, tests, regulations, scores,
and grades. Although these concerns have their importance and roles, they often
serve to obstruct education's mission. Whatever details teachers must address,
the real purpose of schooling for any student, no matter how able or disabled, is
simple: to enable all students to actively participate in their communities so that
others care enough about what happens to them to look for ways to incorporate
them as members of that community.

Of course, each student will learn different knowledge to accomplish this
outcome. But the point of school is not so much what students learn as what
that learning allows them to accomplish as members of the community in which
they live.

Many schools are accomplishing this purpose for many different kinds of
students. Nevertheless, educators do not yet know much about how to attain it
for every student. Throughout the United States and other countries, schools are
just now starting the process of reinventing themselves to accomplish this more
student-oriented agenda. Such work requires that our schools bring together the
talents and practices of previously separate educational programs to form a
unified system that can flexibly respond to these new demands.
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In this century, schooling has reflected the key features of the liberal state
in public policy. While education was perceived by nineteenth-century
liberals as a tool for enlightenment and as the great equalizer, in the twentieth
century, schooling played a key role in the action of the welfare state. School
expansion has been associated with the extension of citizenship rights and
welfare policies to the majority of citizens. Central concerns for liberal and
social-democratic planners were how to analyze the social and economic
changes, how to conceptualize the functional relationship between schools and
society, and, when societies become more specialized and diversified, what
implications might follow from the transformations in schooling that have
accompanied changes in the division of labor.

The analysis of the role of schooling in the liberal perspective of the
welfare state was accompanied by an almost complete neglect of the
contradictory aspects of the division of labor, including class conflict, and a
very truncated conception of individualization implied by theories of
socialization popularized by key functionalist theories, particularly the work of
Parsons (see Morrow and Torres, 1995). The manifest and limited number of
latent functions of education was stressed, and positive functions were analyzed
to the exclusion of negative or dysfunctional ones. In addition, there was an
uncritical acceptance of assumptions such as the high level of systematic
integration of society and the methodological principle that the “whole” served
by the “part” (i.e., education) was indeed society as a whole rather than some
powerful class, dominant ethnic groups, or castes within society talking
advantage of positions of wealth, influence, and power.

—ff F1 Torres, C. A. (1998). The State and Education. In Democracy,

Education, and Multiculturalism: Dilemmas of Citizenship in a Global World.
New York: Rowman & Littlefield Publishers, Inc.
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