PART

SOCIAL STRUCTURE
AND EDUCATION

The previous readings offered a perspective on education as the transmission of cul-
ture and provided a framework for thinking about and understanding U.S. cultural
values. The selections in Part 2 build on these themes and focus more directly on
three broad, but related, questions:

m What is education?
B What societal needs does education serve? )
m How are these needs met?

The first reading, authored by Durkheim, reflects what is called a functionalist per-
spective on education. This is the dominant set of assumptions underlying public
schooling in our society. The next selection, by Hurn, discusses some of the limita-
tions of the functionalist perspective and examines the conflict paradigm as an al-
ternative view of the relationship between school and society.

Functionalism is a school of thought that seeks to explain social phenomena in
terms of how the survival needs of society are served; in other words, how they
help society adjust and adapt to changing social conditions. In the first selection,
Durkheim (translated from French over 100 years ago—hence some of the awk-
ward dated usage of language) argues that the basic function of education is to en-
sure that children grow up to become citizens and workers who function in ways
that allow the continued survival of a particular society.

Two key ideas are associated with this theory: role differentiation and social sol-
idarity. According to role differentiation, in modern societies there are many differ-
ent roles that have to be filled. They are not all equally attractive or vaiued, nor do
they all require similar knowledge, skills, or attitudes. Thus, one of the functions of
the educational system is to be sure that people are able and trained to fill these dif-
ferent roles. Social solidarity ensures that there is a reasonable level of social stabil-
ity among all the different people filling those different roles. The challenge here is
that some roles have high prestige, status, and rewards, while others are relatively
low in prestige, status, and rewards.
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Functionalists believe that for society to survive, it requires both a sufficient de-
gree of role differentiation to provide workers for all of the things that need to be
done in 2 modern industrial society, and a sufficient level of social solidarity among
those individuals for them to get along well enough to want to remain a member of
the system. The way modern societies such as ours respond to this challenge is to
have a system of universal, compulsory public education. Public education is as-
sumed to provide a trained, ready, work force.

As discussed by Hurn, in the second selection, conflict theorists offer an alter-
native view. Marxist-oriented conflict theorists take functionalism to task, criticizing
functionalism because “ . . . it takes the interests and perspectives of the dominant
social groups in society and elevates them to the status of universal norms. Having
done this, it then uses these norms to measure the contributions of members of all
other groups. In this way the interests of a particular social class are misrepresented
as belonging to the society as a whole, and this misrepresentation then serves to
maintain the privileged position of the members of that class” (Feinberg and Soltis,
1985, p. 46).

For conflict theorists, social class is the critical determinant of social power rela-
tions. The Marxian perspective is rooted in the idea that “ . . . whenever people are
related in different ways to the means of production we have a class society, and
each particular class is defined in terms of this relationship” (Feinberg and Soltis,
1985, p. 49). In a capitalist society such as ours, the owners of private businesses
constitute one social class, and the people who work in those businesses constitute
another class. While in this contemporary time of specialized education and creden-
tials social class distinctions are more complex than they once were, the reality is
that the United States is a class society, and there are great disparities among the
wealth of people in different classes and their capacity to provide for themselves and
their family members. Obviously, a family that is very wealthy has many more alter-
natives regarding its choices of schooling for its children than does a single parent liv-
ing in poverty or, for that matter, the typical middle-income wage earner.

In addition to these economic differences associated with one’s relation to the

‘means of production (owner, worker, jobless), there are other important differences

connected with social class. Individuals in different classes typically have different val-
ues, beliefs (although some also are shared), and different perspectives on life in gen-
eral. Class consciousness is 2 Marxian idea that refers to the general set of such orien-
tations held by members of a particular social class. Two related concepts are
hegemony and false consciousness. Hegemony refers to the condition wherein one
class has power over another. False consciousness refers to a condition wherein mem-
bers of the subordinate class “ . . . express the point of view and share the values of
the dominant class. . . . True consciousness of your own class is impeded by your ac-
ceptance of the values of the dominant class” (Feinberg and Soltis, 1985, p. 50).
While functionalists argue that public schooling reflects societal needs and as-
sures “. . . the production of cognitive skills, the sorting and selection of talents,
fand] the creation of an informed citizenry . . .” (Hurn, 1993, p. 47), conflict theo-
rists “assert that we live in a divided and conflict-ridden society where groups com-
pete for the control of the educational system. . . . Groups who compete for con-
trol of schooling use the rhetoric of social needs to conceal that fact that it is their
interests and fheir demands they are trying to advance” (Hurn, 1993, pp. 57-58).



The functional perspective views the public schools as 2 more or less rational
system for preparing and channeling youth toward occupations and social arrange-
ments necessary for our society’s general stability and productivity. In contrast, the
conflict perspective views public schooling as a system that perpetuates an existing
and inherently unequal social class structure that favors clites and disempowers the
nasses.

‘What do we mean by education? The reading by Durkheim provides a thoughtful
analysis of the complexities of this question and helps us understand the different
ways in which this question has been answered over the centuries. As you will see
from discussions in class, this is not a resolved issue. Indeed, many of the reforms wit-
nessed in recent years can be interpreted as different perspectives on the meaning of
education. You need to think about how you would answer this question, because
the way you answer it will have a large influence on your approach to teaching.

Durkheim makes a number of very important observations about education.
Among them are the ideas that education varies by social class and locality; given the
adult role to be filled by a child, beyond a certain age education needs to be more dif-
ferentiated; for education to occur, children and adults must interact, with the adults
influencing the children; a major objective of all education is to ensure that all chil-
dren gain a basic understanding of what we know about human nature.

For Durkheim, the focus and primary function of education is to prepare chil-
dren for their roles as workers and members of the larger society. Durkheim makes
an important distinction between what he refers to as the “individual being” and the
“social being.” In his view, the purpose of education is to shape the social being: “a
system of ideas, sentiments and practices which express in us, not our personality,
but the group or different groups of which we are a part; these are the religious be-
liefs, moral beliefs and practices, national or professional traditions, collective opin-
ions of every kind. Their totality forms the social being” (p. 72). Although Durkheim
believes the development of the individual being is important, it is the socialization
of children to membership in the larger group, outside the family, that is the critical
function of education. What, then, is education? For Durkheim, “Education is, then,
only the means by which society prepares within the children, the essential condi-
tions of its very existence” (p. 71). Notice the functionalist point of view reflected in
this observation. .

What societal needs does education serve? The selection authored by Durkheim
tells us that education serves two basic needs of society: (1) to be sure that children
are prepared in adequate numbers to fill a wide variety of social roles needed for a
complex modern society such as ours and to adapt and survive as the world’s and our
society’s conditions change; and (2) to be sure that children acquire the attitudes,
skills, and values needed to ensure that society can both achieve and maintain
enough social solidarity to survive, and that workers and citizens believe in the sys-
tem and want to remain a part of it. Conversly, adopting a conflict theorist perspec-
tive, does our system of public schooling really encourage the development of youth
to its fullest capacity? Whose needs are being met by a public schooling system that
perpetuates existing inequalities?

How are these needs achieved? For functionalists like Durkheim, there are two
major ideas. One is that the major quality of the teacher is his/her moral authority.
This, in combination with the teacher’s belief in the importance of education and the
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relatively passive and vulnerable state of the child, gives the teacher an extraordinary
amount of power to influence the child. The second critical way society’s needs are
achieved is through the role the State plays in education. Durkheim points out that
the State has a vested interest in education and that it must intrude on a regular basis
to remind the teacher of the values, attitudes, and sentiments the child is to be
taught, in the interests of the State. “The role of the State is to outline these essential
principles, to have them taught in its schools, to see to it that nowhere are children
left ignorant of them, that everywhere they should be spoken of with the respect that
is due them” (p. 81).

Alternatively, conflict theorists help us understand that “more of the same” is un-
likely to advance our society toward a more meritocratic model, toward a more just
and democratic way of life. Conflict theorists are less clear regarding society’s needs,
emphasizing the power differences and conflicting interests among different groups
within our society and the inherent inequities perpetuated by the current system of
education. ‘

As you read the next two selections, give special thought to what education is,
the connections between education and society, and the ways in which education
meets society’s needs. Also remember that these are competing views of education.
Think about why you agree or disagree with the functionalist and the conflict per-
spectives. Can both these perspectives be true? What might be an alternative per-

spective? Finally, why is it so important for a teacher to have a good understanding of
education and its purposes?



EDUCATION: ITS NATURE
AND ITs ROLE

EMILE DURKHEIM

1. DEFINITIONS OF EDUCATION.
CRITICAL EXAMINATION

The word “education” has sometimes been used
in a very broad sense to designate the totality of
influences that nature or other men are able to
exercise either on our intelligence or on our will.
It includes, says John Stuart Mill, “all that we our-
selves do and all that others do for us to the end
of bringing us closer to the perfection of our na-
ture. In its most widely accepted sense, it in-
cludes even indirect effects on the character and
faculties of men produced by things having quite
a different objective: by laws, by forms of gov-
ernment, the industrial arts, and even by physical
phenomena, independent of human will, such as
climate, soil, and locality.” But this definition in-
cludes eléments that are quite disparate, and that
one cannot combine under a single heading
without confusion. The influence of things on
men is very different, in their processes and ef-
fects, from that which comes from men them-
selves; and the influence of peers on peers differs
from that which adults exercise on youth. It is
only the latter that concerns us here, and, there-
fore, it is this meaning that it is convenient to re-
serve for the word “education.”

But what is the specific nature of this influ-
ence? Various answers have been given to this
question; they can be divided into two main types.

Following Kant, “the end of education is to
develop, in each individual, all the perfection of
which he is capable.” But what is meant by per-
fection? It is, as has often been said, the harmo-

nious development of all the human faculties. To
carry to the highest point that can be reached all
the capacities that are in us, to realize them as
completely as possible, without their interfering
with one another, is not this an ideal beyond
which there can be no other?

But if, to a degree, this harmonious develop-
ment is indeed necessary and desirable, it is not
wholly attainable; for it is in contradiction to an-
other rule of human behavior which is no less co-
gent; that which has us concentrate on a specific,
limited task. We cannot and we must not all be
devoted to the same kind of life; we have, accord-
ing to our aptitudes, different functions to fulfill,
and we must adapt ourselves to what we must
do. We are not all made for reflection; there is
need for men of feeling and of action. Conversely,
there is need of those whose job is thinking.
Now, thought can develop only in detachment
from action, only by turning in upon itself, only
by turning its objéct entirely away from overt ac-
tion. From this comes a first differentiation which
is accompanied by a break of equilibrium. And
behavior, in turn, as thought, can take a variety of
different and specialized forms. Doubtless this
specialization does not exclude a certain com-
mon base and, consequently, a certain balance of
functions, organic and psychic alike, without
which the health of the individual would be

Source: Reprinted with the permission of The Free Press, a
Division of Simon and Schuster, Inc. from Education and So-
ciology by Emile Durkbeim, translated with an introduc-
tion by Sherwood D. Fox. Copyright 1956 by The Free Press.
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endangered, as well as social cohesion. We see,
thus, that perfect harmony cannot be presented
as the final end of conduct and of education.

Still less satisfactory is the utilitarian defini-
tion, according to which the objective of educa-
tion would be to “make the individual an instru-
ment of happiness for himself and for his fellows”
(James Mill); for happiness is an essentially sub-
jective thing that each person appreciates in his
own way. Such a formula, then, leaves the end of
education undetermined and, therefore, educa-
tion itself, since it is left to individual fancy.
Spencer, to be sure, tried to define happiness ob-
jectively. For him, the conditions of happiness
are those of life. Complete happiness is the com-
plete life. But what is meant by life? If it is a mat-
ter of physical existence alone, one may well say:
that without which it would be impossible; it im-
plies, in effect, a certain equilibrium between the
organism and its environment, and, since the two
terms in relation are definable data, it must be the
same with their relation. But one can express, in
this way, only the most immediate vital necessities.
Now, for man, and above all for the man of today,
such a life is not life. We ask more of life than nor-
mal enough functioning of our organs. A cultivated
mind prefers not to live rather than give up the
joys of the intellect. Even from the material point
of view alone, everything over and above what is
strictly necessary cannot be exactly determined.
The “standard of life,” as the English say, the min-
imum below which it does not seem to us that we
can consent to descend, varies infinitely accord-
ing to conditions, milieux, and the times. What
we found sufficient yesterday, today seems to us
to be beneath the dignity of man, as we define it
now, and everything leads us to believe that our
needs in this connection grow increasingly.

We come here to the general criticism that all
these definitions face. They assume that there is
an ideal, perfect education, which applies to all
men indiscriminately; and it is this education, uni-
versal and unique, that the theorist tries to define.
But first, if history is taken into consideration, one
finds in it nothing to confirm such an hypothesis.
Education has varied infinitely in time and place.
In the cities of Greece and Rome, education

trained the individual to subordinate himself
blindly to the collectivity, to become the creature
of society. Today, it tries to make of the individual
an autonomous personality. In Athens, they
sought to form cultivated souls, informed, subtle,
full of measure and harmony, capable of enjoying
beauty and the joys of pure speculation; in Rome,
they wanted above all for children to become
men of action, devoted to military glory, indiffer-
ent to letters and the arts. In the Middle Ages, ed-
ucation was above all Christian; in the Renais-
sance, it assumes a more lay and literary
character; today science tends to assume the
place in education formerly occupied by the arts.
Can it be said, then, that the fact is not the ideal;
that if education has varied, it is because men
have mistaken what it should be? But if Roman
education had been infused with an individualism
comparable to ours, the Roman city would not
have been able to maintain itself; Latin civilization
would not have developed, nor, furthermore, our
modern civilization, which is in part descended
from it. The Christian societies of the Middle Ages
would not have been able to survive if they had
given to free inquiry the place that we give it
today. There are, then, ineluctable necessities
which it is impossible to disregard. Of what use is
it to imagine a kind of education that would be
fatal for the society that put it into practice?

This assumption, so doubtful, in itself rests
on a more general mistake. If one begins by ask-
ing, thus, what an ideal education must be, ab-
stracted from conditions of time and place, it is
to admit implicitly that a system of education has
no reality in itself. One does not see in education
a collection of practices and institutions that
have been organized slowly in the course of
time, which are comparable with all the other so-
cial institutions and which express them, and
which, therefore, can no more be changed at
will than the structure of the society itself. But it
seems that this would be a pure system of a pri-
ori concepts; under this heading it appears to be
a Jogical construct. One imagines that men of
each age organize it voluntarily to realize a deter-
mined end; that, if this organization is not every-
where the same, it is because mistakes have been



made concerning either the end that it is to pur-
sue or the means of attaining it. From this point
of view, educational systems of the past appear
as so many errors, total or partial. No attention
need be paid to them, therefore; we do not have
to associate ourselves with the faulty observation
or logic of our predecessors; but we can and
must pose the question without concerning our-
selves with solutions that have been given, that is
to say, leaving aside everything that has been, we
have only to ask ourselves what should be. The
lessons of history can, moreover, serve to pre-
vent us from repeating the errors that have been
commniitted.

In fact, however, each society, considered at
a given stage of development, has a system of ed-
ucation which exercises an irresistible influence
on individuals. It is idle to think that we can rear
our children as we wish. There are customs to
which we are bound to conform,; if we flout them
too severely, they take their vengeance on our
children. The children, when they are adults, are
unable to live with their peers, with whom they
are not in accord. Whether they had been raised
in accordance with ideas that were either obso-
lete or premature does not matter; in the one
case as in the other, they are not of their time
and, therefore, they are outside the conditions of
normal life. There is, then, in each period, a pre-
vailing type of education from which we cannot
deviate without encountering that lively resist-
ance which restrains the fancies of dissent.

Now, it is not we as individuals who have
created the customs and ideas that determine this
type. They are the product of a common life, and
they express its needs. They are, moreover, in
large part the work of preceding generations. The
entire human past has contributed to the forma-
tion of this totality of maxims that guide educa-
tion today; our entire history has left its traces in
it, and even the history of the peoples who have
come before. It is thus that the higher organisms
carry in themselves the reflection of the whole bi-
ological evolution of which they are the end
product. Historical investigation of the formation
and development of systems of education reveals
that they depend upon religion, political organi-
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zation, the degree of development of science, the
state of industry, etc. If they are considered apart
from all these historic causes, they become in-
comprehensible. Thus, how can the individual
pretend to reconstruct, through his own private
reflection, what is not a work of individual
thought? He is not confronted with a tabula rasa
on which he can write what he wants, but with
existing realities which he cannot create, or de-
stroy, or transform, at will. He can act on them
only to the extent that he has learned to under-
stand them, to know their nature and the condi-
tions on which they depend; and he can under-
stand them only if he studies them, only if he
starts by observing them, as the physicist ob-
serves inanimate matter and the biologist, living
bodies.

Besides, how else to proceed? When one
wants to determine by dialectics alone what edu-
cation should be, it is necessary to begin by ask-
ing what objectives it must have. But what is it
that allows us to say that education has certain
ends rather than others? We do not know a pri-
ori what is the function of respiration or of circu-
lation in a living being. By what right would we
be more well informed concerning the educa-
tional function? It will be said in reply that from
all the evidence, its object is the training of chil-
dren. But this is posing the problem in slightly dif-
ferent terms; it does not resolve it. It would be
necessary to say of what this training consists,
what its direction is, what human needs it satis-
fies. Now, one can answer these questions only
by beginning with observation of what it has con-
sisted of, what needs it has satisfied in the past.
Thus, it appears that to establish the preliminary
notion of education, to determine what is so
called, historical observation is indispensable.

2. DEFINITION OF EDUCATION

To define education we must, then, consider edu-
cational systems, present and past, put them to-
gether, and abstract the characteristics which are
common to them. These characteristics will con-
stitute the definition that we seek.
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We have already determined, along the way,
two elements. In order that there be education,
there must be a generation of adults and one of
youth, in interaction, and an influence exercised
by the first on the second. It remains for us to de-
fine the nature of this influence.

There is, so to speak, no society in which the
system of education does not present a twofold
aspect; it is at the same time one and manifold.

It is manifold. Indeed, in one sense, it can be
said that there are as many different kinds of edu-
cation as there are different milieux in a given so-
ciety. Is such a society formed of castes? Educa-
tion varies from one caste to another; that of the
patricians was not that of the plebeians; that of
the Brahman was not that of the Sudra. Similarly,
in the Middle Ages, what a difference between
the culture that the young page received, in-
structed in all the arts of chivalry, and that of the
villein, who learned in his parish school a smat-
tering of arithmetic, song and grammar! Even
today, do we not see education vary with social
class, or even with locality? That of the city is not
that of the country, that of the middle class is not
that of the worker. Would one say that this organ-
ization is not morally justifiable, that one can see
in it only a survival destined to disappear? This
proposition is easy to defend. It is evident that
the education of our children should not depend
upon the chance of their having been born here
or there, of some parents rather than others. But
even though the moral conscience of our time
would have received, on this point, the satisfac-
tion that it expects, education would not, for all
that, become more uniform. Even though the ca-
reer of each child would, in large part, no longer
be predetermined by a blind heredity, occupa-
tional specialization would not fail to result in a
great pedagogical diversity. Each occupation, in-
deed, constitutes a milieu sui generis which re-
quires particular aptitudes and specialized knowl-
edge, in which certain ideas, certain practices,
certain modes of viewing things, prevail; and as
the child must be prepared for the function that
he will be called upon to fulfill, education, be-
yond a certain age, can no longer remain the
same for all those to whom it applies. That is why

we see it, in all civilized countries, tending more
and more to become diversified and specialized;
and the specialization becomes more advanced
daily. The heterogeneity which is thus created
does not rest, as does that which we were just
discussing, on unjust inequalities; but it is not
less. To find an absolutely homogeneous and egal-
itarian education, it would be necessary to go
back to prehistoric societies, in the structure of
which there is no differentiation; and yet these
kinds of societies represent hardly more than one
logical stage in the history of humanity.

But, whatever may be the importance of
these special educations, they are not all of educa-
tion. It may even be said that they are not suffi-
cient unto themselves; everywhere that one ob-
serves them, they vary from one another only
beyond a certain point, up to which they are not
differentiated. They all rest upon a common base,
There is no people among whom there is not a
certain number of ideas, sentiments and practices
which education must inculcate in all children in-
discriminately, to whatever social category they
belong. Even in a society which is divided into
closed castes, there is always a religion common
to all, and, consequently, the principles of the re-
ligious culture, which is, then, fundamental, are
the same throughout the population. If each
caste, each family, has its special gods, there are
general divinities that are recognized by everyone
and which all children learn to worship. And as
these divinities symbolize and personify certain
sentiments, certain ways of conceiving the world
and life, one cannot be initiated into their cult
without acquiring, at the same time, all sorts of
thought patterns which go beyond the sphere of
the purely religious life. Similarly, in the Middle
Ages, serfs, villeins, burgers and nobles received,
equally, a common Christian education. If it is
thus in societies where intellectual and moral di-
versity reach this degree of contrast, with how
much more reason is it so among more advanced
peoples where classes, while remaining distinct,
are, however, separated by a less profound cleav-
age! Where these common elements of all educa-
tion are not expressed in the form of religious
symbols, they do not, however, cease to exist. In



the course of our history, there has been estab-
lished a whole set of ideas on human nature, on
the respective importance of our different facul-
ties, on right and duty, on society, on the individ-
ual, on progress, on science, on art, etc., which
are the very basis of our national spirit; all educa-
tion, that of the rich as well as that of the poor,
that which leads to professional careers as well as
that which prepares for industrial functions, has
as its object to fix them in our minds.

From these facts it follows that each society
sets up a certain ideal of man, of what he should
be, as much from the intellectual p(’)»i’ht of view as
the physical and moral; that this ideal is, to a de-
gree, the same for all the citizens; that beyond a
certain point it becomes differentiated according
to the particular milieux that every society con-
tains in its structure. It is this ideal, at the same
time one and various, that is the focus of educa-
tion. Its function, then, is to arouse in the child:
(1) a certain number of physical and mental states
that the society to which he belongs considers
should not be lacking in any of its members;
(2) certain physical and mental states that the par-
ticular social group (caste, class, family, profes-
sion) considers, equally, ought to be found
among all those who make it up. Thus, it is soci-
ety as a whole and each particular social milieu
that determine the ideal that education realizes.
Society can survive only if there exists among its
members a sufficient degree of homogeneity; ed-
ucation perpetuates and reinforces this homo-
geneity by fixing in the child, from the beginning,
the essential similarities that collective life de-
mands. But on the other hand, without a certain
diversity all co-operation would be impossible;
education assures the persistence of this neces-
sary diversity by being itself diversified and spe-
cialized. If the society has reached a degree of de-
velopment such that the old divisions into castes
and classes can no longer be maintained, it will
prescribe an education more uniform at its base.
If at the same time there is more division of labor,
it will arouse among children, on the underlying
basic set of common ideas and sentiments, a
richer diversity of occupational aptitudes. If it
lives in a state of war with the surrounding soci-
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cties, it tries to shape people according to a
strongly nationalistic model; if international com-
petition takes a more peaceful form, the type that
it tries to realize is more general and more hu-
manistic. Education is, then, only the means by
which society prepares, within the children, the
essential conditions of its very existence. We
shall see later how the individual himself has an
interest in submitting to these requirements.

We come, then, to the following formula: Ed-
ucation is the influence exercised by adult gen-
erations on those that are not yet ready for so-
cial life. Its object is to arouse and to develop in
the child a certain number of physical, intellec-
tual and moral states which are demanded of
bim by botb the political society as a whole and
the special milieu for which be is specifically
destined.

3. CONSEQUENCES OF THE
PRECEDING DEFINITION:
THE SociAL CHARACTER
OF EDUCATION

It follows from the definition that precedes, that
education consists of a methodical socialization
of the young generation. In each of us, it may be
said, there exist two beings which, while insep-
arable except by abstraction, remain distinct.
One is made up of all the mental states that
apply only to ourselves and to the events of our
personal lives: this is what might be called the
individual being. The other is a system of ideas,
sentiments and practices which express in us,
not our personality, but the group or different
groups of which we are part; these are religious
beliefs, moral beliefs and practices, national or
professional traditions, collective opinions of
every kind. Their totality forms the social being.
To constitute this being in each of us is the end
of education.

It is here, moreover, that are best shown the
importance of its role and the fruitfulness of its in-
fluence. Indeed, not only is this social being not
given, fully formed, in the primitive constitution
of man; but it has not resulted from it through a
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spontaneous development. Spontaneously, man
was not inclined to submit to a political authority,
to respect a moral discipline, to dedicate himself,
to be self-sacrificing. There was nothing in our
congenital nature that predisposed us necessarily
to become servants of divinities, symbolic em-
blems of society, to render them worship, to de-
prive ourselves in order to do them honor. It is
society itself which, to the degree that it is firmly
established, has drawn from within itself those
great moral forces in the face of which man has
felt his inferiority. Now, if one leaves aside the
vague and indefinite tendencies which can be at-
tributed to heredity, the child, on entering life,
brings to it only his nature as an individual. Soci-
ety finds itself, with each new generation, faced
with a fabula rasa, very nearly, on which it must
build anew. To the egoistic and asocial being that
has just been born it must, as rapidly as possible,
add another, capable of leading a moral and social
life. Such is the work of education, and you can
readily see its great importance. It is not limited
to developing the individual organism in the di-
rection indicated by its nature, to elicit the hid-
den potentialities that need only be manifested. It
creates in man a new being.

This creative quality is, moreover, a special
prerogative of human education. Anything else
is what animals receive, if one can apply this
name to the progressive training to which they
are subjected by their parents. It can, indeed,
foster the development of certain instincts that
lie dormant in the animal, but such training does
not initiate it into a new life. It facilitates the
play of natural functions, but it creates nothing.
Taught by its mother, the young animal learns
more quickly how to fly or build its nest; but it
learns almost nothing that it could not have
been able to discover through its own individual
experience. This is because animals either do
not live under social conditions or form rather
simple societies, which function through instinc-
tive mechanisms that each individual carries
within himself, fully formed, from birth. Educa-
tion, then, can add nothing essential to nature,
since the latter is adequate for everything, for
the life of the group as well as that of the indi-

vidual. By contrast, among men the aptitudes of
every kind that social life presupposes are much
too complex to be able to be contained, some-
how, in our tissues, and to take the form of or-
ganic predispositions. It follows that they cannot
be transmitted from one generation to another
by way of heredity. It is through education that
the transmission is effected.

However, it will be said, if one can indeed
conceive that the distinctively moral qualities, be-
cause they impose privations on the individual,
because they inhibit his natural impulses, can be
developed in us only under an outside influence,
are there not others which every man wishes to
acquire and seeks spontaneously? Such are the di-
verse qualities of the intelligence which allow
him better to adapt his behavior to the nature of
things. Such, too, are the physical qualities, and
everything that contributes to the vigor and
health of the organism. For the former, at least, it
seems that education, in developing them, may
only assist the development of nature itself, may
only lead the individual to a state of relative per-
fection toward which he tends by himself, al-
though he may be able to achieve it more rapidly
thanks to the co-operation of sogiety.

But what demonstrates, despite appearances,
that here as elsewhere education answers social
necessities above all, is that there are societies in
which these qualities have not been cultivated at
all, and that in every case they have been under-
stood very differently in different societies. The
advantages of a ;solid intellectual culture have
been far from recognized by all peoples. Science
and the critical mind, that we rank so high today,
were for a long time held in suspicion. Do we not
know a great doctrine that proclaims happy the
poor in spirit? We must guard against believing
that this indifference to knowledge had been arti-
ficially imposed on men in violation of their na-
ture. They do not have, by themselves, the in-
stinctive appetite for science that has often and
arbitrarily been attributed to them. They desire
science only to the extent that experience has
taught them that they cannot do without it. Now,
in connection with the ordering of their individ-
ual lives they had no use for it. As Rousseau has al-



ready said, to satisfy the vital necessities, sensa-
tion, experience and instinct would suffice as
they suffice for the animal. If man had not known
other needs than these, very simple ones, which
have their roots in his individual constitution, he
would not have undertaken the pursuit of sci-
ence, all the more because it has not been ac-
quired without laborious and painful efforts. He
has known the thirst for knowledge only when
society has awakened it in him, and socjety has
done this only when it has felt the need of it. This
moment came when social life, in all its forms,
had become too complex to be able to function
otherwise than through the co-operation of re-
flective thought, that is to say, thought enlight-
ened by science. Then scientific culture became
indispensable, and that is why society requires it
of its members and imposes it upon them as a
duty. But in the beginning, as long as social or-
ganization is very simple and undifferentiated, al-
ways self-sufficient, blind tradition suffices, as
does instinct in the animal. Therefore thought
and free inquiry are useless and even dangerous,
since they can only threaten tradition. That is
why they are proscribed.

It is not otherwise with physical qualities.
Where the state of the social milieu inclines pub-
lic sentiment toward asceticism, physical educa-
tion will be relegated to a secondary place.
Something of this sort took place in the schools
of the Middle Ages; and this asceticism was nec-
essary, for the only manner of adapting to the
harshness of those difficult times was to like it.
Similarly, following the current of opinion, this
same education will be understood very differ-
ently. In Sparta its object above all was to
harden the limbs to fatigue; in Athens, it was a
means of making bodies beautiful to the sight; in
the time of chivalry it was required to form agile
and supple warriors; today it no longer has any
but a hygienic end, and is concerned, above all,
with limiting the dangerous effects of a too in-
tense intellectual culture. Thus, even the qualities
which appear at first glance so spontaneously
desirable, the individual seeks only when soci-
ety invites him to, and he seeks them in the fash-
ion that it prescribes for him.
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We are not in a position to answer a question
raised by all that precedes. Whereas we showed
society fashioning individuals according to its
needs, it could seem, from this fact, that the indi-
viduals were submitting to an insupportable
tyranny. But in reality they are themselves inter-
ested in this submission; for the new being that
collective influence, through education, thus
builds up in each of us, represents what is best in
us. Man is man, in fact, only because he lives in
society. It is difficult, in the course of an article,
to demonstrate rigorously a proposition so gen-
eral and so important, and one which sums up
the works of contemporary sociology. But first,
one can say that it is less and less disputed. And
more, it is not impossible to call to mind, sum-
marily, the most essential facts that justify it.

First, if there is today an historically estab-
lished fact, it is that morality stands in close rela-
tionship to the nature of societies, since, as we
have shown along the way, it changes when so-
cieties change. This is because it results from life
in common. It is society, indeed, that draws us
out of ourselves, that obliges us to reckon with
other interests than our own, it is society that
has taught us to control our passions, our in-
stincts, to prescribe law for them, to restrain
ourselves, to deprive ourselves, to sacrifice our-
selves, to subordinate our personal ends to
higher ends. As for the whole system of repre-
sentation which maintains in us the idea and the
sentiment of rule, of discipline, internal as well as
external—it is’society that has established it in
our consciences. It is thus that we have acquired
this power to control ourselves, this control over
our inclinations which is one of the distinctive
traits of the human being and which is the more
developed to the extent that we are more fully
human.

We do not owe society less from the intellec-
tual point of view. It is science that elaborates the
cardinal notions that govern our thought: notions
of cause, of laws, of space, of number, notions of
bodies, of life, of conscience, of society, and so
on. All these fundamental ideas are perpetually
evolving, because they are the recapitulation, the
resultant of all scientific work, far from being its
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point of departure as Pestalozzi believed. We do
not conceive of man, nature, cause, even space,
as they were conceived in the Middile Ages; this is
because our knowledge and our scientific meth-
ods are no longer the same. Now, science is a col-
lective work, since it presupposes a vast CO-
operation of all scientists, not only of the same
time, but of all the successive epochs of history.
Before the sciences were established, religion
filled the same office; for every mythology con-
sists of a conception, already well elaborated, of
man and of the universe. Science, moreover, was
the heir of religion. Now, a religion is a social in-
stitution.

In learning a language, we learn a whole sys-
tem of ideas, distinguished and classified, and we
inherit from all the work from which have come
these classifications that sum up centuries of expe-
riences. There is more: without language, we
would not have, so to speak, general ideas; for it is
the word which, in fixing them, gives to concepts a
consistency sufficient for them to be able to be han-
dled conveniently by the mind. It is language, then,
that has allowed us to raise ourselves above pure
sensation; and it is not necessary to demonstrate
that language is, in the first degree, a social thing.

One sees, through these few examples, to
what man would be reduced if there were with-
drawn from him all that he has derived from soci-
ety: he would fall to the level of an animal. If he
has been able to surpass the stage at which ani-
mals have stopped, it is primarily because he is
not reduced to the fruit only of his personal ef-
forts, but cooperates regularly with his fellow-
creatures; and this makes the activity of each
more productive. It is chiefly as a result of this
that the products of the work of one generation
are not lost for that which follows. Of what an
animal has been able to learn in the course of his
individual existence, almost nothing can survive
him. By contrast, the results of human experi-
ence are preserved almost entirely and in detail,
thanks to books, sculptures, tools, instruments
of every kind that are transmitted from genera-
tion to generation, oral tradition, etc. The soil of
nature is thus covered with a rich deposit that
continues to grow constantly. Instead of dissipat-

ing each time that a generation dies out and is re-
placed by another, human wisdom accumulates
without limit, and it is this unlimited accumula-
tion that raises man above the beast and above
himself. But, just as in the case of the cooperation
which was discussed first, this accumulation is
possible only in and through society. For in order
that the legacy of each generation may be able to
be preserved and added to others, it is necessary
that there be a moral personality which lasts be-
yond the generations that pass, which binds them
to one another: it is society. Thus the antagonism
that has too often been admitted between society
and individual corresponds to nothing in the
facts. Indeed, far from these two terms being in
opposition and being able to develop only each at
the expense of the other, they imply each other.
The individual, in willing society, wills himself.
The influence that it exerts on him, notable
through education, does not at all have as its ob-
ject and its effect to repress him, to diminish him,
to denature him, but, on the contrary, to make
him grow and to make of him a truly human
being. No doubt, he can grow thus only by mak-
ing an effort. But this is precisely because this
power to put forth voluntary effort is one of the
most essential characteristics of man.

4. THE ROLE OF THE STATE
IN EDUCATION

This definition of education provides for a ready
solution of the controversial question of the du-
ties and the rights of the State with respect to
educatjon.

The rights of the family are opposed to them.
The child, it is said, belongs first to his parents; it
is, then, their responsibility to direct, as they un-
derstand it, his intellectual and moral develop-
ment. Education is then conceived as an essen-
tially private and domestic affair. When one takes
this point of view, one tends naturally to reduce
to a minimum the intervention of the State in the
matter. The State should, it is said, be limited to
serving as an auxiliary to, and as a substitute for,
families. When they are unable to discharge their



duties, it is natural that the State should take
charge. It is natural, too, that it make their task as
easy as possible, by placing at their disposal
schools to which they can, if they wish, send
their children. But it must be kept strictly within
these limits, and forbidden any positive action de-
signed to impress a given orientation on the mind
of the youth.

But its role need hardly remain so negative.
If, as we have tried to establish, education has a
collective function above all, if its object is to
adapt the child to the social milieu in which he is
destined to live, it is impossible that society
should be uninterested in such a procedure. How
could society not have a part in it, since it is the
reference point by which education must direct
its action? It is, then, up to the State to remind the
teacher constantly of the ideas, the sentiments
that must be impressed upon the child to adjust
him to the milieu in which he must live. If it were
not always there to guarantee that pedagogical in-
fluence be exercised in a social way, the latter
would necessarily be put to the service of private
beliefs, and the whole nation would be divided
and would break down into an incoherent multi-
tude of little fragments in conflict with one an-
other. One could not contradict more com-
pletely the fundamental end of all education.
Choice is necessary: if one attaches some value
to the existence of society——and we have just
seen what it means to us—education must as-
sure, among the citizens, a sufficient community
of ideas and of sentiments, without which any
society is impossible; and in order that it may be
able to produce this result, it is also necessary
that education not be completely abandoned to
the arbitrariness of private individuals.

Since education is an essentially social func-
tion, the State cannot be indifferent to it. On the
contrary, everything that pertains to education
must in some degree be submitted to its influ-
ence. This is not to say, therefore, that it must
necessarily monopolize instruction. The ques-
tion is too complex to be abie to be treated thus
in passing; we shall discuss it later. One can be-
lieve that scholastic progress is easier and
quicker where a certain margin is left for indi-
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vidual initiative; for the individual makes inno-
vations more readjly than the State. But from
the fact that the State, in the public interest,
must allow other schools to be opened than
those for which it has a more direct responsibil-
ity, it does not follow that it must remain aloof
from what is going on in them. On the contrary,
the education given in them must remain under
its control. It is not even admissible that the
function of the educator can be fulfilled by any-
one who does not offer special guarantees of
which the State alone can be the judge. No
doubt, the limits within which its intervention
should be kept may be rather difficult to deter-
mine once and for all, but the principle of inter-
vention could not be disputed. There is no
school which can claim the right to give, with
full freedom, an antisocial education.

It is nevertheless necessary to recognize that
the state of division in which we now find our-
selves, in our country, makes this duty of the
State particularly delicate and at the same time
more important. It is not, indeed, up to the State
to create this community of ideas and sentiments
without which there is no society; it must be es-
tablished by itself, and the State can only conse-
crate it, maintain it, make individuals more aware
of it. Now, it is unfortunately indisputable that
among us, this moral unity is not at all points
what it should be. We are divided by divergent
and even sometimes contradictory conceptions.
There is in these divergences a fact which it is
impossible to derty, and which must be reckoned
with. It is not a question of recognizing the right
of the majority to impose its ideas on the chil-
dren of the minority. The school should not be
the thing of one party, and the teacher is remiss
in his duties when he uses the authority at his
disposal to influence his pupils in accordance
with his own preconceived opinions, however
justified they may appear to him. But in spite of
all the differences of opinion, there are at pres-
ent, at the basis of our civilization, a certain num-
ber of principles which, implicitly or explicitly,
are common to all, that few indeed, in any case,
dare to deny overtly and openly: respect for rea-
son, for science, for ideas and sentiments which
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are at the base of democratic morality. The role
of the State is to outline these essential princi-
ples, to have them taught in its schools, to see to
it that nowhere are children left ignorant of
them, that everywhere they should be spoken of
with the respect which is due them. There is in
this connection an influence to exert which will
perhaps be all the more efficacious when it will
be less aggressive and less violent, and will know
better how to be contained within wise limits.

5. THE POWER OF EDUCATION.
THE MEANS OF INFLUENCE

After having determined the end of education,
we must seek to determine how and to what ex-
tent it is possible to attain this end, that is to say,
how and to what extent education can be effica-
cious. .

This question has always been very contro-
versial. For Fontenelle, “neither does good educa-
tion make good character, nor does bad educa-
tion destroy it.” By contrast, for Locke, for
Helvetius, education is all-powerful. According to
the latter, “all men are born equal and with equal
aptitudes; education alone makes for differences.”
The theory of Jacotot resembles the preceding.

The solution that one gives to the problem de-
pends on the idea that one has of the importance
and of the nature of the innate predispositions, on
the one hand, and, on the other, of the means of
influence at the disposal of the educator.

Education does not make a man out of noth-
ing, as Locke and Helvetius believed; it is applied
to predispositions that it finds already made.
From another point of view, one can concede, in
a general way, that these congenital tendencies
are very strong, very difficult to destroy or to
transform radically; for they depend upon or-
ganic conditions on which the educator has little
influence. Consequently, to the degree that they
have a definite object, that they incline the mind
and the character toward narrowly determined
ways of acting and thinking, the whole future of
the individual finds itself fixed in advance, and
there does not remain much for education to do.

But fortunately one of the characteristics of
man is that the innate predispositions in him are
very general and very vague. Indeed, the type of
predisposition that is fixed, rigid, invariable,
which hardly leaves room for the influence of
external causes, is instinct. Now, one can ask if
there is a single instinct, properly speaking, in
man. One speaks, sometimes, of the instinct of
preservation; but the word is inappropriate. For
an instinct is a system of given actions, always
the same, which, once they are set in motion by
sensation, are automatically linked up with one
another until they reach their natural limit, with-
out reflection having to intervene anywhere;
now, the movements that we make when our
life is in danger do not all have any such fixity or
automatic invariability. They change with the sit-
uation; we adapt them to circumstances: this is
because they do not operate without a certain
conscious choice, however rapid. What is called
the instinct of preservation is, after all, only a
general impulse to flee death, without the means
by which we seek to avoid it being predeter-
mined once and for all. One can say as much
concerning what is sometimes called, not less in-
exactly, the maternal instinct, the paternal in-
stinct, and even the sexual instinct. These are
drives in a given direction; but the means by
which these drives are expressed vary from one
individual to another, from one occasion to an-
other. A large area remains reserved, then, for
trial and error, for personal accommodations,
and, consequently, for the effect of causes
which can make their influence felt only after
birth. Now, education is one of these causes.

It has been claimed, to be sure, that the child
sometimes inherits a very strong tendency toward
a given act, such as suicide, theft, murder, fraud,
etc. But these assertions are not at all in accord
with the facts. Whatever may have been said
about it, one is not born criminal; still less is one
destined from birth for this or that type of crime;
the paradox of the Italian criminologists no longer
counts many defenders today. What is inherited is
a certain lack of mental equilibrium, which makes
the individual refractory to coherent and disci-
plined behavior. But such a temperament does




not predestine a man to be a criminal any more
than to be an explorer seeking adventure, a
prophet, a political innovator, an inventor, etc. As
much can be said of any occupational aptitudes.
As Bain remarked, “the son of a great philologist
does not inherit a single word; the son of a great
traveler can, at school, be surpassed in geography
by the son of a miner.” What the child receives
from his parents are very general faculties; some
force of attention, a certain amount of persever-
ance, a sound judgment, imagination, etc. But
each of these faculties can serve all sorts of differ-
ent ends. A child endowed with a rather lively
imagination will be able, depending on circum-
stances, on the influences that will be brought to
bear upon him, to become a painter or a poet, or
an engineer with an inventive mind, or a daring
financier. There is, then, a considerable difference
between natural qualities and the special forms
that they must take to be utilized in life. This
means that the future is not strictly predetermined
by our congenital constitution. The reason for this
is easy to understand. The only forms of activity
that can be transmitted by heredity are those
which are always repeated in a sufficiently identi-
cal manner to be able to be fixed, in a rigid form,
in the tissues of the organism. Now, human life
depends on conditions that are manifold, com-
plex, and, consequently, changing; it must itself,
then, change and be modified continuously. Thus
it is impossible for it to become crystallized in a
definite and positive form. But only very general,
very vague dispositions, expressing the character-
istics common to all individual experiences, can
survive and pass from one generation to another.

To say that innate characteristics are for the
most part very general, is to say that they are very
malleable, very flexible, since they can assume
very different forms. Between the vague poten-
tialities which constitute man at the moment of
birth and the well-defined character that he must
become in order to play a useful role in society,
the distance is, then, considerable. It is this dis-
tance that education has to make the child travel.
One sees that a vast field is open to its influence.

But, to exert this influence, does it have ade-
quate means?
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In order to give an idea of what constitutes
the educational influence, and to show its power,
a contemporary psychologist, Guyau, has com-
pared it to hypnotic suggestion; and the compari-
son is not without foundation.

Hypnotic suggestion presupposes, indeed,
the following two conditions: (1) The state in
which the hypnotized subject is found is charac-
terized by its exceptional passivity. The mind is
almost reduced to the state of a tabula rasa; a
sort of void has been achieved in his conscious-
ness; the will is as though paralyzed. Thus, the
idea suggested, meeting no contrary idea at all,
can be established with a minimum of resistance;
(2) however, as the void is never complete, it is
necessary, further, that the idea take from the
suggestion itself some power of specific action.
For that, it is necessary that the hypnotizer speak
in a commanding tone, with authority. He must
say: I wish; he must indicate that refusal to obey
is not even conceivable, that the act must be ac-
complished, that the thing must be seen as he
shows it, that it cannot be otherwise. If he weak-
ens, one sees the subject hesitate, resist, some-
times even refuse to obey. If he so much as enters
into discussion, that is the end of his power. The
more suggestion goes against the natural tem-
perament of the subject, the more will the imper-
ative tone be indispensable.

Now, these two conditions are present in
the relationship that the educator has with the
child subjected to his influence: (1) The child is
naturally in a state of passivity quite comparable
to that in which the hypnotic subject is found ar-
tificially placed. His mind yet contains only a
small number of conceptions able to fight against
those which are suggested to him; his will is still
rudimentary. Therefore he is very suggestible.
For the same reason he is very susceptible to the
force of example, very much inclined to imita-
tion. (2) The ascendancy that the teacher natu-
rally has over his pupil, because of the superior-
ity of his experience and of his culture, will
naturally give to his influence the efficacious
force that he needs.

This comparison shows how far from help-
less the educator is; for the great power of hyp-
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notic suggestion is known. If, then, educational
influence has, even in a lesser degree, an analo-
gous efficacy, much may be expected of it, pro-
vided that one knows how to use it. Far from
being discouraged by our impotence, we might
well, rather, be frightened by the scope of our
power. If teacher and parents were more consis-
tently aware that nothing can happen in the
child’s presence which does not leave some trace
in him, that the form of his mind and of his char-
acter depends on these thousands of little uncon-
scious influences that take place at every moment
and to which we pay no attention because of
their apparent insignificance, how much more
would they watch their language and their behav-
ior! Surely, education cannot be very effective
when it functions inconsistently. As Herbart says,
it is not by reprimanding the child violently from
time to time that one can influence him very
much. But when educatjon is patient and contin-
uous, when it does not look for immediate and
obvious successes, but proceeds slowly in a well-
defined direction, without letting itseif be di-
verted by external incidents and adventitious cir-
cumstances, it has at its disposal all the means
necessary to affect minds profoundly.

At the same time, one sees what is the essen-
tial means of educational influence. What makes
for the influence of the hypnotist is the authority
which he holds under the circumstances. By anal-
ogy, then, one can say that education must be es-
sentially a matter of authority. This important
proposition can, moreover, be established di-
rectly. Indeed, we have seen that the object of ed-
ucation is to superimpose, on the individual and
asocial being that we are at birth, an entirely new
being. It must bring us to overcome our initial na-
ture; it is on this condition that the child will be-
come a man. Now, we can raise ourselves above
ourselves only by a more or less difficult effort.
Nothing is so false and deceptive as the Epicurean
conception of education, the conception of a
Montaigne, for example, according to which man
can be formed while enjoying himself and with-
out any other spur than the attraction of pleasure.
If there is nothing somber in life and if it is crimi-
nal artificially to make it so in the eyes of the

child, it is, however, serious and important; and
education, which prepares for life, should share
this seriousness. To learn to contain his natural
egoism, to subordinate himself to higher ends, to
submit his desires to the control of his will, to
confine them within proper limits, the child must
exercise strong self-control. Now, we restrain
ourselves, we limit ourselves, only for one or the
other of the following two reasons: because it is
necessary through some physical necessity, or be-
cause we must do it on moral grounds. But the
child cannot feel the necessity that imposes these
efforts on us physically, for he is not faced di-
rectly with the hard realities of life which make
this attitude indispensable. He is not yet engaged
in the struggle; whatever Spencer may have said
about it, we cannot leave him exposed to these
too harsh realities. It is necessary, then, that he be
already formed, in large part, when he really en-
counters them. One cannot, then, depend on
their influence to make him bow his will and ac-
quire the necessary mastery over himself.

Duty remains. The sense of duty is, indeed,
for the child and even for the adult, the stimulus
par excellence of effort. Selfrespect itself presup-
poses it. For, to be properly affected by reward
and punishment, one must already have a sense
of his dignity and, consequently, of his duty. But
the child can know his duty only through his
teachers or his parents; he can know what it is
only through the manner in which they reveal it
to him through their language and through their
conduct. They muist be, then, for him, duty incar-
nate and personified. Thus moral authority is the
dominant quality of the educator. For it is
through the authority that is in him that duty is
duty. What is his own special quality is the imper-
ative tone with which he addresses consciences,
the respect that he inspires in wills and which
makes them yield to his judgment. Thus it is in-
dispensable that such an impression emanate
from the person of the teacher.

It is not necessary to show that authority,
thus understood, is neither violent nor repres-
sive; it consists entirely of a certain moral ascen-
dancy. It presupposes the presence in the teacher
of two principal conditions. First, he must have



will. For authority implies confidence, and the
child cannot have confidence in anyone whom
he sees hesitating, shifting, going back on his de-
cision. But this first condition is not the most es-
sential. What is important above all is that the
teacher really feels in himself the authority, the
feeling for which he is to transmit. It constitutes a
force which he can manifest only if he possesses
it effectively. Now, where does he get it from?
Would it be from the power which he does have,
from his right to reward and punish? But fear of
chastisement is quite different from respect for
authority. It has moral value only if chastisement
is recognized as just even by him who suffers it,
which implies that the authority which punishes
is already recognized as legitimate. And this is the
question. It is not from the outside that the
teacher can hold his authority, it is from himself;
it can come to him only from an inner faith. He
must believe, not in himself, no doubt, not in the
superior qualities of his intelligence or of his soul,
but in his task and in the importance of his task.
What makes for the authority which is so readily
attached to the word of the priest, is the high idea
that he has of his calling; for he speaks in the
name of a god in whom he believes, to whom he
feels himself closer than the crowd of the uniniti-
ated. The lay teacher can and should have some-
thing of this feeling. He too is the agent of a great
moral person who surpasses him: it is society.
Just as the priest is the interpreter of his god, the
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teacher is the interpreter of the great moral ideas
of his time and of his country. Let him be at-
tached to these ideas, let him feel all their
grandeur, and the authority which is in them, and
of which he is aware, cannot fail to be communi-
cated to his person and to everything that em-
anates from him. Into an authority which flows
from such an impersonal source there .could
enter no pride, no vanity, no pedantry. It is made
up entirely of the respect which he has for his
functions and, if one may say so, for his office. It
is this respect which, through word and gesture,
passes from him to the child.

Liberty and authority have sometimes been
opposed, as if these two factors of education
contradicted and limited each other. But this op-
position is factitious. In reality these two terms
imply, rather than exclude, each other. Liberty is
the daughter of authority properly understood.
For to be free is not to do what one pleases; it is
to be master of oneself, it is to know how to act
with reason and to do one’s duty. Now, it is pre-
cisely to endow the child with this self-mastery
that the authority of the teacher should be em-
ployed. The authority of the teaher is only one
aspect of the authority of duty and of reason. The
child should, then, be trained to recognize it in
the speech of the educator and to submit to its
ascendancy; it is on this condition that he will
know later how to find it again in his own con-
science and to defer to it.



