their lives. They had lived through
enormous conflict and social change,
including World War 11, that genera-
tion’s pivotal life-shaping expericnce.
They endured the rebellion of their
own children in the late 1960s, and
they witnessed, without pleasure, the
crass commercialism of the 1980s.
Most, however, had reaped the rewards
of post-war prosperity; they purchased
houses, advanced in their careers, and
took great pride in raising their fami-
lies, Women, reirospectively, were
more ambivalent than men. The femi-
nist movement inspired many to seck
vocations outside the home, while re-
minding them that gender cquality had
yet 1o be achieved. Generally, they did
not sec themselves as viclims,

How reliable are long-term
memories in the reconstruction of the
life-course? This is not a perfect in-
strument by any means—the subject
might well be inclined to reinferpret
the past i fight of current preoccupa-
tions, or to drown in nostalgia. But
McCallum’s exposition of these mid-
dle-class lives rings true. Through
lengthy, but well-chosen, quotations,
the author allows the men and women
10 spedak for themselves, revealing per-
suasively the passion, the pain, the or-
dinariness, and the complexity of their
pasts.

While periodically comparing
middle-class and working-class cul-
ture {which she has explored in an
earlier “hest-selling” book called
Struggleiown), the author does not ex-
plain how middle-class values differed
from those of the upper class. Indeed,
it is difficult to determine from her
account if there was a Melbourne up-
per ¢lass in the era prior to the rise of
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capitatist parvenu Rupert Murdoch.
By Australian standards, was McCal-
man’s community relatively modest of
means, or was middle-class life as
good as it got for most of the twenti-
cth-century? Here, perhaps, is mate-
rial for yet another study, one that
might flesh out the author’s remark-
able exploration of class dynamics in
twenticth-century Australia.

Paui Axelrod
York University

Roger Openshaw, Greg Lee,
Howard Lee. Challenging the
Myths: Rethinking New Zealand’s
Educational History. Palmersfon
North: Dunmoere Press, 1993. Pp.
343. $29.95 Can. paper.

The authors of Challenging the
Myths sctoul 1o write a comprehensive
text about New Zealand's educational
history. This book will certainly pro-
vide welcome redief from the tedium of
Cumming and Cumming's (1978) His-
tory of State Education in New Zea-
fand and many of the chapters will
indeed prove useful reading for aca-
demic coursework.

The authors have set themselves a
huge task: towrite a “general compre-
hensive text” and to “fill in gaps”
which they considered to be missing
from the New Zcealand educational his-
toriography. What the authors have
accomplished is 10 bring together, in
one book, an overview of some of the
issues raised in the past with an attermnpt
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to include many periods of New Zea-
land educational history.

The book covers education from
[814 with the arrival of missionaries
for the Church Missionary Society to
the carly 1990s with the arrival of To-
morrow’s Schools, the government
agenda for radical changes o the ad-
ministration of the public education
system in New Zealand. There are
chapters on the 1877 Education Act,
the Hoghen cra, curriculum develop-
ment and reform, examinations and
credentialling, Maori education, gen-
der, and religion in relation (o state
funding.

Openshaw, Lee, and Lee are at
their best when focusing on their re-
spective areas of rescarch interest, as
illustrated in the chapters on patriot-
ism, curriculum, secondary schooling,
and credentialling. These scclions are
fong-overdue additions to our educa-
tional history. However, if we were 10
use this book as a text for teaching
ahout history of New Zealand educa-
tion we would want (o raise questions
about its historiography. Overall, we
believe it presents a new version of
liberal histortography.

This variation is more sophisti-
cated than prior liberal historiography
because it consciously discusses social
theory and attempts to include groups
and issues that were margingl for 0
long in educational history. Yet in the
process it continues to privilege the
official document as the historian’s es-
sential source, the introduction of cen-
traiized state schooling for Pakeha as
the real beginning of educational his-
tory, the school as the proper site of
education, and the concemns of policy-
makers and administrators as the main

site of concern for historians. Through
this process the experiences of Maori,
women, and “others” remain on the
periphery. And through this the theo-
retical challenges made by Maori and
feminist academics remain concealed.
To the readers at least, the “challenge”™
the authors are offering is one which
atlempls to wrest any authority “revi-
sionist’” voices might have achieved in
the past decade, and to reconstitute the
educational agenda on a terrain of lib-
eral notions of historical normality,

An essential part of this process is
cleansing the text of the taint of social
theary. Given the challenge issued to
tiberal historiography by revisioniss,
it is no longer possible (or at least, it is
not wise) o ignore social theory com-
pletely. To construct a liberal history
in the 1990s therefore requires some
delicate maneuvering. In Challenging
the Myths this is managed in the first
instance by discussing social theory,
then failing to locate themselves
within any particular {ramework(s).
What appears 1o remain then is, in the
second instance, “thefdefinitive/real
history” which tells it “as it was.” But
what actually remains is an cbscured
theoretical framework., The conclud-
ing chapter illustrates the problems
this poses as clearly as the treatment of
Maori and women.

In setting out Lo cxamine critically
the historiography of Maori education
the authors comment that the depiction
of waditional Maori education by to-
day’s Maori educators “may tell us
more about the writers...than it does
about pre-European educational prac-
tices.” A similar claim might be made
of these authors in relation to their
account of Maori education. They



seem less concerned with shedding
further light on the history of Maori
education than with establishing de-
marcation lines between the roles of
“historians” and “educationists” and,
in this context, staking out a claim for
“historians” to be regarded as the sole
providers of the valid interpretation of
that history. “Historians™ and “educa-
tionists,” they decide, are clearly sepa-
rate species, with “educationists”
reading mainstream history only selec-
tively and, furthermore, having “a dif-
ferent agenda from historians”
(although we are never told exactly
what the historians” agenda is). It is
not to dispute the validity of some of
their criticisms of some current writing
on Maori education by “cducationists”
to observe that the authors themselves
have been highly selective of the
works they set out to criticize. What
does this tell us about their agenda?
While the writers argue that the radical
critique falls short of offering a satis-
factory analysis of the mission school
period, their own “atheoretical” stance
offers nothing in advance of that.
Most of the discussion of Maori
education itself is 1o be found in chap-
ters three and four, This discussion
relies heavily on secondary sources, its
main value being that it brings together
material from a wide range of pre-
viousty published works. In this the
book will be a useful source of infor-
mation on the details of particular
events in the history of Maori educa-
tion. The authors ecarlier argue, quite
rightly, that future research into native
schools would benefit from taking
cognizance of Stephen Ball's key
points on colonial schooling, including
the fact that the history of such school-
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ing was “marked by contestation be-
tween rival soctal and political
groups.” Yet they themselves make
little or no effort to contextualize the
educational events they discuss within
the dynamics of the economic and po-
litical relations of Maori and Pakeha,
Thus while they discuss details of state
provisions made for the education of
Maori, the reasons behind those provi-
sions are barely explored. The authors
fail to consider the implications for the
social relations of Maori and Pakeha of
educational policies for Maori being
devised and implemented by Pakeha.
These chapters are entitled “The
Politics of Maori Education” but the
politics discussed within them are
mostly those within the education sys-
tem itself, not those that involve the
education system in refation 1o the dy-
namics of the wider society. The dis-
cussion of the Hun Report is a case in
point. The authors focus on the detail
of its recommendations in regard to
Maori education and the integration
policy it promoted, but they make no
effort 1o take account of the signifi-
cance of the report in relation o the
social conditions prevailing at the time
it was made. They ignore, for instance,
that it was published by a department
which at that time was secking to ad-
dress the demands of the urban labour
market by actively recruiting Maori
from rural areas. (The promotion of
the integration policy at that particular
time cannot be separated from the con-
cern for “race relations” in the bringing
together of Maort and Pakeha within
the labour force.) The argument that
sociological analyses of education
have been “overly cconomistic” is
hardly licence for totally ignoring eco-
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nomic and wider social factors in any
historical analysis of education,

The authors’ own hiases, selective
approach 1o the literature on Maori
education, and failure to locate school-
ing within the context of wider social
relations, are most evident in their ap-
proach to Maori educational under-
achievement and its relationship to
social class. They sweep aside the his-
tory of Maori subjection to a practical,
vocationally oriented curriculum with
the assertion that “it would be wrong
to assume that it applied only to
Maori.” “Since non-Maori children
can also be educationally disadvan-
taged,” they argue, “the central ques-
tion becomes not why are Maori
disadvantaged but why is anyone?” In
confrast to their previous stance, the
authors now embrace an “‘economis-
ti¢” analysis representing Maori edu-
cational under-achievement of Maori
as no more or less than a social-class
issue. While the under-achievement
of Maori is undoubtedly linked to the
fact that most of them are located
within the working class or wnem-
ployed, the writers choose not to ac-
knowledge the role of the education
system in conjunction with the activi-
ties of other stale institutions such as
the Maori Land Court, in actively seek-
ing 1o produce this outcome, There is
a difference between the cementing of
the social status of working-class chil-
dren through schooling, and the em-
ployment of education policies
rationalized by racial ideologies to de-
liberately reduce the political and eco-
nomic effectiveness of a whole ethnic
group. The authors of Chalienging the
Myths actually cite some of these poli-
cies in their account and their third

chapter beging with a quote from an
1862 scheol inspector’s report (repre-
sented, mistakenly, as a report of the
Department of Education) which sup-
ports such policies. However, because
they have chosen not to examine the
role of Maori education policy within
the context of the dynamics of the so-
cial relations of Maori and Pakeha, the
authors have spared themselves the
need to discern those differences,
Feminist educational history has
come a long way since the 1970s when
studies began to appear in the area of
women’s educational history.,  As
Openshaw, Lee, and Lee suggest, in
the main these were of the contributory
type concentrating on sexual differen-
tiation within the curriculum, the
status of women teachers, and
wOmen’s participation in tertiary edu-
cation. By the late [980s, however, a
number of feminist scholars had begun
to document a wider range of women's
educational experiences in New Zea-
land, utilizing a variety of historical
categories of analyses. What is par-
ticularly disappointing about the treat-
ment of women/gender/girls/female
(used interchangeably at different
times throughout Challenging the
Myths) is that many of the current is-
sues of debate are not aired, For exam-
ple, Maori feminist academics such as
Ngahuia Te Awckotuku, Linda Tuhi-
wal Smith, and Kathie Irwin have ex-
amined the marginalization of Maori
women’s education and argue that “by
constituting Maort women as ‘other,’
Pakeha feminists can ‘colonize’ and
render invisible Maort women’s edu-
cational experiences, activities and
perspectives.” (Middleton and Jones,
eds., Women and Education in



Aotearca 2 [Wellington: Bridget Wil-
Lams Books, 19921, xi).

In many ways, this is cxactly what
these three mmale authors have done to
“women” in their book: constituled
them as “other” in the book’s shortest
chapter and “attempted to give some
specific consideration to the impact of
formal education on girls at various
fimes” (p. 253).

The chapter “Female Pupils, Fe-
male Teachers: Gender and the wril-
ing of educational history™ is
particularly frustrating, While an at-
tempt is made to document some, but
certainly not all, the writings in this
area, there is no attempt to anakyz¢ the
changing nature of feminist educa-
tional history or come o grips with any
of the important theoretical debates.
The reader is left with the impression
that the authors ran out of material and
that as a “filler” looked to overseas
writers for how better to research and
write in this area, For example, instead
of analyzing the important contribu-
tions made by a few New Zealand
feminist educational historians who
have demonstrated how well New Zea-
land women are capluring their own
history, the authors lock to overseas
trends in feminist history more widely
and suggest a future path. Indeed, the
notion that overseas wrilers have much
1o offer the future of feminist educa-
tional history in New Zealand comes
through very strongly. At the same
time, there is no acknowledgement of
the validity of indigenous theorizing
and its potential within feminist educa-
tional history.

The concluding chapter seeks 10
address the most recent educational re-
forms in New Zealand. The major
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challenge it issues is against sociologi-
cal writers, who have indeed—as the
author(s) claim—dominated the field.
In particular it argues that the “liberal
left™ has failed to make an impact upon
the educational debate, and ays much
of the blame with the ahistorical nature
of academic sociological debate. A
burning question that is neither asked
nor addressed is where then were the
historians during the {irst few tumultu-
ous years of this debate? Where have
they been ever since? And why did
the one historical work that did emerge
in this period lic neglected by sociolo-
gists? Therein, we would argue, lies
the rub: the difficulty here was with
the tensions between a theoretically
underdeveloped historical approach
and sociological approaches. What is
most significant about this is that the
sensions between the historical and so-
ciological approaches which the
author(s) allude to are reproduced in
the text rather than examined closely,
Those sociologists who contrib-
uted to the New Zealand debalte gener-
ally drew on various neo-Marxist
theories of the state because for them
the issue of educational restructuring
could only be understood in terms of
broader restructuring of the state and
economy in a period marked by a
global fiscal crisis and a crisis of legiti-
mation. McCulloch’s discussion of
historical conservative forces reduced
the issue 1o a “historical tradition”
which had always been evident but
needed explanation because it exerted
an influence at this point in time,
Challenging the Myths picks up
McCullech's point about “conserva-
tive lobby groups™ and expands this to
(claim to) look at “lobby groups” more
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gencrally (but sociologists of educa-
tion in particular). But by shifiing the
{framework to one of “lobby groups,”
the author(s) are themselves construct-
ing a particular theoretical stance on
the state——one of pluralism, Pluralist
and neo-Marxist views of the state arc
not only very different, but are incom-
patible because of their basic tenefs,
The former, for instance, privileges hu-
man agency and sces the stale ag an
arcna in which everyone can compete
on equal terms, whereas the latier
privileges structuralism and sees the
state as a site which ultimately protects
the interest of capital. Like McCul-
loch though, the author(s) fail to iden-
tify their own theoretical stance and
hence what 1 is that they are actually
criticizing the sociological debate for,
Essentially this criticism is about dif-
ferences between theoretical stances
and what these differences mean when
we are trying to talk about educational
change.

Relatedly, the author(s) de not
provide & very coherent overview of
the sociological works in question, To
be frank, the author(s) demonstrate a
general lack of understanding about
the sociological literature. In the dis-
cussion on Gordon’s research and
Codd et al., forexample, he/they go so
far as to completely miss Gordon’s
point (which was borne out, in any
event, in Lockwood Smith’s state-
ments when he introduced the trial
scheme of bulkfunding teachers® sala-
rics). Similarly, this same discussion
does not indicate their general point—
which is that while state restructuring
of education claimed to be about de-
centralization, in actuality it is about
strengthening the centralist state, The

author(s) continue by missing the most
fundamental point made by the socio-
logical literature on the relationship
between educational restructuring and
a crisis of legitimation. In a nutshell
this s that statc-economy-educalional
restructuring was necessary because
education as a site of redistributive jus-
tice was not seen 1o be working (wit-
ness all of the research on Maori
education) and that the economy was
failing (witness unemployment, na-
tional deficits, ete.), The issue was
how to regenerate a healthy capitalist
cconomy while appearing to be “just”
and acting for the “public” good; this
is the crisis of legitimation facing all
welfarist siates in the late iwenticth
century, Thus {for neoc-Marxists) it is
not an issuc of “conspiracy” but of
structural contradictions and how
these are mediated.

Mediation by the state, or “the
solution™ (not only in New Zealand but
in other western countries), has been to
utilize research by “left” sociologists
to argue that the welfare state does not
work and that restructuring the social
world along market principles would
provide better mechanisms for meet-
ing the public good. (Which explains
why there was such an emphasis on
Maori education in the Picot Report),
Sociological analysis of those educa-
tional structures that have been put in
place, and the arguments used by the
state to do so, actually provide some of
the “hard empirical evidence” that the
author(s) claim is absent! Overall
though, to suggest there is a need for
analysis of motives is to miss the so-
ciological point—the “motive” is the
crisis of legitimation itsell. To suggest
there is also a need for analysis of



divergent views is {o shift the theoreti-
cal platform from (structuralist) neo-
Marxismt {0 pluralism.

Our concern with this text is not
with some of the points it makes. In
fact, to keep the focus on the last chap-
ter, we heartily agree that historians do
need 10 engage with sociologists to
help shape our collective under-
standings of educational change. And
we fully support the argument that
“left” educators need to be held ae-
countable on their own terms. We also
agree that the main way for historians
to facilitate this in relation (o recent
change in New Zealand (and other
western countries) is through a closer
scrutiny of “the New Right.” But
where we depart from neo-liberal his-
tory 1 that we would urge historians 1o
let go of (positivistic) ithusions of pu-
rity and do this in theoretically in-
formed ways.

Kay Morris-Matthews, Judith
Simon, and Dianns Snow
The University of Auckland

Daniel Murphy. Tolstoy and Educa-
tion, Dublin: Irish Academic Press,
1992, Pp. 292, $39.95 U.S. cloth.

At a time when education in gen-
cral and teachers in particular are ex-
periencing economic downsizing and
strident calls to redefine “the basics,”
it is a rare (reat to read a well-written
book about a committed, inspirational
teacher. Daniel Murphy has provided
us with exactly that in his Tolstoy and
Education, a study in which he seeks
“to fill a lacuna in Tolstoyan scholar-
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ship” by providing a comprehensive
assessment of the great novelist’s life
and work as an educator.  Skillfully
interweaving salient passages from the
novels with specific educational writ-
ings, Murphy provides a rich, evoca-
tive account of a fascinating human
being. Tolstoy emerges as one who
truly sought o live his ideas and whose
Iife and work, as a result, maintained a
deep, unflinching infegrity. Murphy
clearly carcs a great deal about his
topic, and if a1 times the account ap-
pears remarkably uncritical, even hagi-
ographic, the wealth of pedagogical
wisdom stored in Tolstoy’s educa-
tional writings soon convinces.

Afler a brief critical review of
some recently published perspectives
on Tolstoy’s educational beliefs and
activities, Murphy commences his
study with an overview of education in
Tsarist Russia. Then, as now, schools
served as arenas in which the opposing
principles of equalitarianism and en-
irenchment were played out. En-
trenchment in this case favoured a
style of pedagogy characterized by
“mechanical instruction, learning
through rote memorization, the stifling
of individual creativity and sirict, regi-
mental styles of discipline,”

It was against this background
that Tolstoy evolved his essentially
“aesthetic pedagogy.” We are given a
penetrating account of the pedagogical
influences in his life and the artistic
and religious philosophies that in-
formed and permeated his educational
ideals. One of the great strengths of
Murphy’s book is the rich potential it
offers to diverse areas of educational
thought. The notion of the teacher as
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