which had basically been achieved
prior {0 the legislation, Nevertheless,
Prost’s criticisms of sociological ap-
proaches to French education seem too
harsk, Not only have sociologists but
also historians of the Annales school
emphasized the longue durée. Indeed
he acknowledges the contribution of
historians such as Frangois Furet and
Jacques Ozoufl {(Lire e1 écrire:
Palphabétisation des francais de Cal-
vin 4 Jules Ferry, 1977), although he
criticizes their conclusion about
relationships between schooling and
literacy. Prost makes a mistake that
too many historians and social scien-
tists still make—aitempting to find
causality within statistical correla-
tions. Correlations and regression
analysis illuminate association; they
say nothing about causality, This
misunderstanding of statistical argu-
ment as well as a prediction for politi-
cal history results in Loo harsh a
dichotomy drawn between political
history and a history (hat emphasizes
long-term trends. The two are not in-
compatible. It is important (o study
political iniliatives, the motivating {or-
ces behind them, and their immediate
results even if a longer-term perspec-
tive finds more continuily than change.

Prost is certainly correct in
describing the loi Guizot of 1833 as
one of the important pieces of legisla-
tion concerning French education—
perhaps even the most tmportant after
Napoleon. It encouraged schooling,
established normal schools, provided
state subsidies, and prescribed cur-
riculum. Without it, the public school
system in France might not have come
to dominate the plethora of private
schools that were developing, Never-
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theless, the loi Guizot merely defined
the arena within which private and
public schools, those for boys and girls
(schools in France were generally
segregated by sex), and levels of
schooling performed. Social proces-
ses operated and important modifica-
tions occwrred with each generation
(e.g. Victor Duruy in the 1860s and
Ferry in the 1880s). However, situated
within prior and subsequent develop-
ments in enrolment, attendance, and
teacher training, the Guizot Law ap-
pears o have accentnated extant ten-
dencies rather than redirecting French
schooling.

It is too early to decide whether
recent “reforms” have or will sig-
nificantly alter an educational system
that has displayed a remarkable struc-
tural continuity over two centuries.
Social forces and vested interests have
prevailed over many ministers and
critics. Prost clearly hopes for reform
and although the essays are historical
they contain within them some of the
author’s own agenda. The collection
isaninformed, intetligent commentary
On many contemporary issues in
French education, but they are dis-
parate, We still await a comprehensive
analysis of French schooling since the
Second World War,

Patrick J. Harrigan
University of Waierloo

Peter A. Schouls. Reasoned
Freedom: John Locke and En-
lightenment. Ithaca and London:
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Cornell University Press, 1992. Pp,
xi, 237, $13.95 U.S. paper.

John Yolton rates this book as one
of “the better books™ on Locke, Con-
taining “a rare close reading™ of his
work, Yolton comments, it exhibits as
wel “a thorough and sensitive under-
standing” of his thought on many im-
portant doctrines and issues and “a
number of new inferpreiations”™ (back
cover page). The reader will indeed
find it difficult to disagree with Yolton,
who commends the book despife its
crificisims of his own interpretations,
His commendation, however, falls
short of something maore positive. He
does not say, for instance, that Schouls’
reading and understanding are correct
or proper. His “rare close” reading is,
siricily, of those writings under focus.
His “thorough and sensitive” under-
standing, 100, is specific in terms of the
aspect of Locke’s thought he desls
with. If based on such a selective and
specific reading and understanding, as
is wsual I interprefative studies, his
“new interpretations” may not be free
from the problem often found in such
studies, namely, emphasis on some
points to the peglect of some others.
Exploration of these neglected points
may help sharpen Schouls’ new inter-
pretations.

This job requoires examination of
Schouls” conclusions and the way he
reaches them becavse his new inter-
pretations emerge from his meticulous
movement towards certain pre-set
conchusions. They are that Locke was
a revolutionary who was also a dog-
matist, and that his work as a whole
was “far more coherent than most

commentators have been able to see or
willing to gran(” (p. 232). The second
conrclusion is not really a conclusion,
What is here claimed to be coherent is
not Locke’s work itself but Locke’s
work as read by Schouls, This claim is
evaluative of Schouls’ interpretation
rather than Locke’s work. Regarding
the first conclusion, Locke the dog-
matist is a notion brought in to qualify
another notion, Locke the revolution-
ary, Thercfore Schouls has just one
conclusion, and that is that Locke was
a revolutionary, specifically, of the
Cartesian kind. How, then, does he
move to this conclusion?

Up front, Schouls places Locke
between Descartes and the Enlighten-
ment {0 characterize him as an inter-
mediary—a disciple of the former yet
the mentor of the latter. He seems 1o
follow this logic: Descartes in-
[luenced the Enlightenment, so did
Locke; the two thinkers® discourses
shared a similarity in that what was a1
the heart of one discourse was also al
the heart of the other; since Descartes
could not learn it from Locke, Locke
must have learned it from Descartes.
Schouls has elsewhere dubbed the
mentor as a revolutionary, He now
says the disciple, too, was arevolution-
ary. The problem with this logic—10
address this first—may be clear in
Schouls’ question, “Can Locke be a
revolutionary if he is a follower of a
revolutionary?” {p. 30). Should one
not be a revolotionary if one joined a
revolution led by someonc else?
Schouls” answer is of cowrse in the
affirmative. Why then does he pose
this question? A part of the answer is
10 be seen in his tricky definition that
revolutionaries are those who start de



nove {tricky, because revolulionaries
do not always do s0). Another part of
the answer may be hinted at by the
effect this question has. Consider this:
while an already clear point is being
addressed unnecessarily, another im-
poriant question gludes: did Locke in-
deed follow Descartes considering
things other than the discursive
stmilarity? or why should he stand
only between Descartes and the En-
lightenment? Reading Locke’s work
in the Cartesian light is undoubtedly a
legitimate approach, yet in effect this
reading forces Locke’s thought into a
given framework. Let us see how if
does so.

In Schouls’ view, Descartes was a
revolutionary because he taught to
start de novo.  In epistemology, he
believed that knowledge required cer-
tain foundational ideas characterized
by their being “simple,” “self-evi-
dent,” or “clear and distinct,” These
ideas enable grasping a complex
phenomenon in their clear interrela-
tions. In this epistemology, therefore,
each individual secking knowledge
has to start with simple ideas and, for
this, reduce given beliefs down to such
simple ideas instead of accepting them
as“given.” Agwell, the individueal has
to distil context-bound expericnces fo
contextless, self-evident ideas. In
practice, this teaching implies in-
dividaalism because what is self-cvi-
dent has 1o be so primarily Lo the
individual himself/herself. Now, as
commentators notice, Locke also had
individuealism in his political thought
and this individualisim had revolution-
ary implications. Yet the commen-
tators {ail to see that his individualism
as well stemmed {rom his epistemol-
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ogy, which was as reductive as in
Descarles’ case in reaching down {o
simple ideas as the starting-point of
mental operation.  Schouls’ relating
political individualism to epistemic in-
dividualism is simple. The reductive
method is adopied in order thercby to
atiain general knowledge, which in
turn alows reason’s government of its
owner’s conducl.  And individuals
whose conduct is governed by reason
are free “masters” of themselves—be-
cause they chey nothing but their own
reason. They are also revolutionaries
because they start de nove with what
conforms o their own reason, Hence,
the reductive episiemology for attain-
ing general knowledge was a political
and educational methodology {or the
revolutionary goal of making a free
individaal,

This Cartesian kight guides
Schouls 1o a new view of Locke's
thought. Saying that reason’s govern-
ment of an individual’s conduct means
freedom requires saying that reason
pertaing (o human nature. Otherwise,
reason’s government would mean
conduct’s subjection to something im-
pertinent 1o nature.  In the existing
literature, however, opinion is divided
about whether Locke had a concept of
human rature. Some, obviously draw-
ing upon the concept of labula rasa,
deny he had this concept while others
recognize it, apparently referring 1o the
concept of reflection or reasoning (p.
39), Schouls sides with the latter. The
ground for this is Locke’s statement
that human beings are born 0 be
master, Since the master requires the
power of reflection or reasoning, those
who are born (0 he master must have
this power inherently. Schouls moves
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even further to say that all human crea-
tures in Locke’s view are born rational,
“universally and uniformly,” I so,
then, the conventional view of Locke
as an environmentalist is wrong, We
are by nature rational universally and
uniformly, so reason works in us
universally and uniformly. This is o
say that when our reason reduoces
things down to the foundational simpie
ideas they do so universally and
uniformly orthat reason’s conclusions
are universal and uniform, i.c., “con-
textless.” If we abide by these con-
clusions, then, we act regardless of the
environmental context,

This yields for Schouls another
new interpretation regarding the con-
cepts of labula rasa and reward and
punishment. In the conventional read-
ing, tabula rasa as the mind’s initial
state is literally a blank slate on which
the educator has 1o write. The means
for this is the administration of reward
and punishment, the former to en-
courage what one does and the latter 1o
discourage it.  Given that reason is
natural to people, this conventional
view has to be wrong, for reason em-
powers them {o write on the slate and
wipe it out in order thus to start anew.,
As well, the administration of reward
and punishment does not necessarily
mean that people are passive nor that
the administrator moulds their minds,
becanse natural reason will enable
them to “reason out” what is and is not
acceptable 1o the administrator,

It should be noted that these Car-
tesian interpretations do not actually
invalidate the conventional non-Car-
tesian reading. Locke’s advocacy of
reason-governed freedom and his nor-
mailve idea that human creatures are

horn 1o be master may well be impor-
tant ingredients of his thought, Yetthe
conventional view of Locke as an en-
vironmentalist is not based on these
ingredients; rather, it draws upon his
descriptive model of the human mind
which is initially vacant. Whether or
not the mind’s vacancy implies its
having no nature may well be
debatable.  Within this model, how-
ever, human creatures at the outset of
a life cannot be rational by nature,
Were they to be rational, they would be
so only potentially. In order for them
to write or wipe out what has been
written, they must first actualize this
potential reason, The question, then,
is whether they can actualize it when
their “blank slate” is inidally written
on by someone else, Schouls’ Car-
tesian light does not illuminate this
question. Also fefl aside is the effect
of administering reward and punish-
ment upon the actualization of reason.
Reward and punishment involve two
partics: the one to administer them
and the other to be administered upon.
In their interrelationship, itis invariab-
ly the former that prevails, So if the
potential reason actualizes solely as a
result of reward and punishment, the
actualized reason has to be a duplica-
tion of that which dwells in the
administrator’s mind. This “reason”
can be reason properly if the latter is
defined as universal, uniform, and
confextless, as in Schouls’™ reading,
Schouls might be right and Locke
might indeed believe that reason was
universal, uniform, and contextless. It
is exactly here, however, that Locke’s
deseriptive mode!l contradicts his nor-
mative tecaching because the vacant
mind fakes in only what is given and



this given is by nature particular,
various, and contextual,

Was Locke, then, a Cartesian
revolutionary?

Ki Su Kim
Memorial University

Marie-Madeleine Compére and
Dolorés Pralon-Jukia, eds. Perfor-
mances scolaires de collégiens sous
I'Ancien Régime: Etude de six séries
d’exercices latin rédigés au collége
Louis-le-Grand vers 1720. Paris:
Institut national de recherche
pédagogique/Publications de la Sor-
bonne, 1992. Pp. 266. 130 F,

Historians of state-supported
education since the nineteenth century
are typically awash in documents.
From Ontarie to Galicia, the story was

the same: about a century and a halfl

ago, a mania for documents and
records seized educators and their
clients. The happy result was bulging
archives, If the historian has difficulty
with these archivad riches, it is the
trouble of selecting evidence fairly and
represeniatively,

The contrast with the cighteenth
or any earlier century is painful. Even
in centralized and burcaucratized
France, whole aspects of eighteenth-
century educational experience are
barely documented, much evidence
having been destroyed or lost. Ttis a
matter of delight and surprise when an
archive unexpectedly produces an cx-
ception {0 the rule. Performances
Seolaires is based on recently dis-
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covered manuscript evidence of a lar-
gely undocumented but familiar
educational activity—classroom
translation to and from Latin, in prose
and in verse.

Compére and Pralon-Julia found
the manuscripts for this study in the
Bibliothéque Nationale. In the early
1720s, the librarian of the Colldége
Louis-le-Grand was a certain Pere
Hardouin. This erudite man was
forced out of teaching, and {inally out
of Hbrarianship at the college, when
his ultra-conservative publications be-
came theologically embarrassing to
the Society of Jesus. Since the college
was the Jesuits” flagship edacational
institution in France, the publicity was
unwelcome,  Hardouin’s publishing
career thus came to an abrupt end, but
not his private scholarty work. In old
age, Pére Hardouin wrote tracts on the
Apocrypha, on the theological sig-
nificance of the Mass, and on the errors
of atheism. Being poverty-stricken, he
could not afford the paper on which to
write, and his former 1eacher-col-
leagues must have given him bundles
of used exercise sheets from their Latin
classes, Hardouin wrote on the backs
of these sheets, His papers were later
bound and deposited in the
Bibtiothtque Nationale. We have the
beys’ Latin exercises through
Hardouin’s {temporary} notoriety.

The boys at Louis-le-Grand were
by 1720 mainly hoarders (pension-
naires, internes) from Paris and from
cenral and northern France, From
“good” families, these pupils counld
read and write French when they ar-
rived atschool, In most cases, the boys
spent their entire adolescence (as we
would call it) at the collége, and their





