Donato, R. & Lazerson, M. (2000). New Directions in American Educational History: Problems and Prospects. Educational
Researcher, 29(8), 1-15. This work may be downloaded only. It may not be copied or used for any purpose other than
scholarship. If you wish to make copies or use it for a non-scholarly purpose, please contact AERA directly.

New Directions in American Educational
History: Problems and Prospects

RUBEN DONATO MARVIN LAZERSON

This article, based on a Spencer Foundation sponsored conference
on new directions in the history of education, examines the dilemma
of audience and voice. It connects the “golden era” of American edu-
cational historiography to the education reforms of the 1960s and
1970s, and then discusses recent developments in the areas of
people of color, history and policy, higher education, and a gender-
based history. It suggests ways history might be connected to cur-
rent educational research issues.
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There are so many things that surfaced for Chicanos in
schools during the 1920s and 1930s that have not played
themselves out. I tell my students to think carefully about this
because we are studying ourselves today. (Gilbert Gonzalez,
tape 2, pp. 37-38)!

n late March of 2000 approximately 40 U.S. historians of
l education gathered at a conference sponsored by the

Spencer Foundation to discuss the condition of their
field. The conference was part of the Foundation’s broader
effort to engage educational researchers in the areas of
economics, political science, sociology, anthropology, and
women’s studies in similar examinations. At the conference
educational historians had the rare opportunity to convene
with their peers to discuss pressing issues, methodological
concerns, and current research foci. They discussed issues
of race/ethnicity, gender, higher education, policy, and so
on. Within this context, participants reflected on the past
and speculated on the future of the field.

The discussions raised a central challenge of being a his-
torian of education: The dilemma of having to talk simul-
taneously to educational professionals and practitioners,
educational researchers, and historians. This challenge is
complicated by many historians’ sense that the most inter-
esting questions require an interdisciplinary approach, that
they be comfortable in such diverse disciplines as anthro-
pology, sociology, and economics, be conversant with cul-
tural studies and postmodernist thought, and be capable of
using qualitative and quantitative research methodologies.
The difficulty of engaging in these cross-disciplinary activ-
ities is increased by the fact that most historians remain
“soloists” in an environment where research is increasingly
team-based across institutions and geographical boundaries.

Institutional ambiguities further compound the tensions.
Most historians of education hold appointments in educa-
tion schools, with an occasional appointment in a history de-
partment. Within education schools, historians commonly
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reside in departments of educational policy, curriculum and
instruction, social foundations, administration, or higher
education. Their students and colleagues frequently want
them to provide insights and lessons for their contempo-
rary concerns. Many historians are trained in programs with
strong research traditions, yet teach in places without deep
research commitments. When their work leads them into
20th-century issues, they face hurdles common among edu-
cational researchers, such as the veracity of interviews, that
historians who work in earlier periods are less likely to con-
front. Social scientists place a high value on research design;
educational historians often wonder what that means.
Institutional location, disciplinary training, professional
Aspirations, and personal dispositions create conflicting

“obligations for the educational historian. As historians, we

see ourselves adding to an existing body of historical knowl-
edge. The questions we ask are rooted in the historiography
of our discipline. In contrast, our connections to educational
researchers and professionals lead us in another direction,
to view the past in contemporary terms, finding historical
questions in today’s conflicts and framing the answers in
ways that make sense to current-minded colleagues. In
choosing one end of the spectrum, we risk neglect and re-
jection by the other, and are often seen either as antiquari-
ans irrelevant to the burning educational issues of our times
or as “presentists” with little appreciation of the uniqueness
of the past.

Historians of education are most likely to be noticed
when they take on a “hot-button” issue: What is the history
of educational choice? What is the historic nature of gender
discrimination? What was schooling like for communities
of color in different parts of the nation? When and why did
research come to dominate teaching in higher education’s
status hierarchy? These questions connect the past and the
present. But, as most educational researchers understand,
sophisticated analyses based on complex data frequently
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lead to complicated interpretations with ambiguous impli-
cations for policy and practice. As historians seek accuracy
in their work, develop more sophisticated tools of empiri-
cal inquiry, and present complex interpretations of the past,
they also complicate their ability to find clear lessons and to
make the kind of assessments about the present that other
educational researchers and policymakers and practitioners
prefer. Further, given that most historians of education
teach students who are committed to becoming educational
professionals so as to improve educational quality, they are
challenged to be relevant.

In practice, educational historians usually achieve a bal-
ance in speaking simultaneously about the past and about
the present. They do so by emphasizing historical study as
a way of thinking and understanding, and by writing about
sweeping themes like education and the democratic state,
while simultaneously building evidentiary blocks of his-
torical data. They write scholarly articles, books, and op-ed
pieces. The dilemma remains an ongoing challenge, how-
ever. As historian James Leloudis put it, educational his-
tory has “the potential to be a remarkably powerful tool
tor thinking critically about policy. Yet, we have a particu-
larly hard time finding a voice at policy tables” (Leloudis,
tape 2, pp. 2-3).

We begin this essay by considering the scholarship of the
1960s and 1970s—the “golden era” of American educational
history—in order to provide a context for understanding
where the field has been and where it is heading. To outline
an agenda for the future, we examine the literature on the
educational histories of people of color, the relationship be-
tween historical research and educational policy, the revised
histories of higher education, and the work on the signifi-
cance of gender in education. Our aim is to discuss how
these and other issues present specific and unique chal-
lenges to educational historians in the United States.?

The “Golden Era” in Educational History

Some educational historians seem to miss the late 1960s and
1970s. That passion is somehow lost. We don’t know where
we're heading. We don’t know what we're doing. (confer-
ence participant, tape 4, p. 2)

Bring together a cross-generational group of American his-
torians of education to talk about their field and the con-
versation is likely to turn to the “golden era” of the 1960s
and 1970s. Like most such perceptions of the past, the con-
versation is simultaneously about reconstructing an earlier
era and trying to understand the present. In retrospect, the
“golden era” of American educational history was notable
in capturing the attention of social historians, educational
and social science researchers, policymakers, school reform-
ers, and, to a certain extent, the lay public. The educational
historians of the 1960s and 1970s articulated a scholarship
connected to historically significant social movements. They
made this connection by asking provocative questions about
the relationship of democracy to education, the role of school-
ing in the reproduction of social class, the origins and con-
sequences of the bureaucratic organization of public school-
ing, the role of schooling in immigrant communities, and,
to some extent, the struggles of people of color over access
to schooling.

The historical scholarship of those decades was note-
worthy because it told stories about the past and it attempted
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to reveal the historical roots of the educational crises of the
1960s and 1970s. With much of their historical writing fueled
by ideological and reformist passion, the revisionist histori-
ans generated attention from within and outside the histor-
ical profession. And, they elicited levels of dissension and
dissidence that paralleled the ideological and scholarly con-
flicts that marked higher education in those decades.

There was an irony to the collaboration of past and pres-
ent. The origins of the golden era began with an explicit plea
to replace presentist models of educational history with
questions and analyses firmly rooted in the past. Initially
articulated by “cultural” revisionists Bernard Bailyn and
Lawrence Cremin in the late 1950s and early 1960s, the re-
lationship between past and present would become a source
of considerable controversy. Bailyn (1960), who would soon
become one of the country’s preeminent colonial historians,
began the debate by arguing that American educational
history had been distorted by educators’ desire to use the
past to glorify the triumph of public schooling in the United
States. In The Wonderful World of Ellwood Cubberley (1965),
Cremin echoed and extended Bailyn’s view by indicting
previous generations of American historians and showed
how to fashion a history of schooling that met the canons of
late 20th-century historical scholarship.

With the publication of The Transformation of the School
(1961), a history of progressivism in education that won the
prestigious Bancroft Prize in American history, Cremin si-
multaneously emerged as the country’s best-known histo-
rian of education and worked to legitimate educational his-
tory among American historians. Bailyn and Cremin
emphasized the need to rescue educational history from
present-day educationists who drew a straight line from
the colonial legislation mandating schools, to the common
school movement of the 19th century, and then to the full-
blown public education system of the mid-20th century.?

As happened in so many other areas of academe, the con-
vulsions of the 1960s and early 1970s changed the direction
of historical scholarship. What began as attempts to bring
intellectual and scholarly respectability to the educational
past and to make it a constituent part of intellectual, cul-
tural, and social history quickly became overlaid with the
desire to illuminate the roots of America’s educational prob-
lems. As Michael B. Katz noted at the Spencer conference,
the civil rights movement and the war on poverty

pointed to a need for a history that actually explained the
current situation. The history of education as it was [then]
written and understood actually made no sense whatso-
ever when one was thinking about what American edu-
cation was like then and its problems. (tape 5, p. 12)

Acutely concerned about the relationship of the present
to the nation’s educational past, a group of young histori-
ans, loosely labeled as “radical” revisionists, went beyond
Bailyn and Cremin. They looked to a new kind of social his-
tory that focused on ordinary citizens and the travails of
historical outsiders. These historians wrote about the poli-
tics of education, broadly defined, asking questions about
who gained and who lost, whose interests were represented,
and who was marginalized during earlier periods of educa-
tional reform. As Michael Katz (1987) eloquently pointed
out, a revolution took place in American educational history.
Historians “rejected both the metaphor and the method that
had characterized most constructions of the educational




past” (p. 5). For decades educational history was “narrow,
antiquated, and uninteresting . .. a simple narrative of the
triumph of benevolence and democracy [was] no longer . . .
taken seriously by any scholar” (p. 5).

Between 1968 and the late 1970s, radical revisionists,
whose members were not always in agreement with one
another, published a series of studies that collectively ar-
gued that:

» Americans have historically placed enormous expecta-
tions on what public schools can accomplish (Cremin,
1972; Perkinson, 1968);

* Schools have historically been designed to reproduce

. the existing social order (Bowles & Gintis, 1976; Karier,
1975; Spring, 1976);

¢ Public school systems were created to assimilate and
Americanize and had consistently discriminated against
immigrants and minorities (Greer, 1972; Kaestle, 1973;
Karier, Violas, & Spring, 1973; Tyack, 1974);

¢ Public high schools were established for the benefit of
the middle and upper classes (Katz, 1968);

* The bureaucratic organization of schooling was de-
signed to inhibit working class achievement (Katz, 1971;
Tyack, 1974);

* Vocational education was created as a device to curb
working class and immigrant aspirations (Lazerson,
1971; Lazerson & Grubb, 1974);

¢ Urban public school systems were organized in the

image of “one best system” that denied the legitimacy -

of public participation in educational decision-making,
undermined teacher professionalism, and rejected the
validity of ethnic and racial cultural values (Tyack, 1974).

Few of the new wave of educational historians were com-
fortable with all of these claims. Bailyn was bothered in
finding his calls for a new educational history being cap-
tured by those committed to blending past and present.
However, the radical revisionists were self-consciously en-
gaged in a scholarship of myth shattering. Except for Merle
Curti (1959), previous generations of educational historians
had typically glorified the triumphs of public education; the
revisionists were prepared to criticize almost every major
reform of the past. Taking advantage of an important shift
in education schools during the 1960s and 1970s toward
strengthening their academic credentials over the traditional
teacher and administrator preparation programs, radical re-
visionist historians simultaneously aligned themselves with
civil rights and educational reformers and claimed they were
entitled to recognition from departments of history.

Other historians began to ask questions about this new
educational history, challenging the empirical data, the ide-
ological underpinnings, the conspiratorial tone, and, what
the radical revisionists considered their greatest strength,
their ability to project the past into the present (Kaestle &
Vinovskis, 1980; Lazerson, 1973; Ravitch, 1977; Vinovskis,
1985). Although sometimes overblown, much of the criti-
cism struck home. Radical revisionists responded, showing
little tolerance for conservative visions of America (Katz,
1987). But there were glaring absences in the revisionist his-
tories. The working-class and minorities were often viewed
as victims in historical conflicts, immigrants were almost
exclusively from southern and eastern Europe and almost
nothing was mentioned about Latinos, Asians, and Native
Americans. Religious beliefs usually got short shrift or were
treated as suspect influences. Although some mentioned the

g
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“feminization of teaching,” few women appeared in these
historical accounts (Tyack, 1974). Teachers either did not
exist or lost power within the bureaucratic organization of
schools. And, there was almost nothing about the internal
dynamics of schooling, on what happened in classrooms,
how children were taught, or what they learned.?

The radical revisionist historians believed that public edu-
cation had been built through a series of concrete choices—
to create high schools, to establish vocational training, to
organize centralized bureaucracies—choices made on the
basis of unequal political power in the interests of some
groups over others. Their history implied that outcomes
could have been different had power, wealth, and access
been more equitably distributed. The way they wrote his-
tory, however, had a deterministic quality. Often the histo-
rians’ conclusions seemed to be that the only way to im-
prove schools was to change the nation’s economic and
social order, a message that offered little incentive to edu-
cational professionals in the field.

Was there a “golden era” in the writing of American ed-
ucational history during the 1960s and 1970s? Yes, but not
necessarily because of what the educational historians
wrote. Rather, the golden era occurred because the histori-
ans rode two powerful waves of those decades. The first
was the parallel and broader wave of revisionist writing in
American social and political history. As part of this wave,
the history of slavery and reconstruction and the origins of
the Cold War were rewritten. Women'’s history and the his-
tory of African Americans emerged as vibrant entities. The
application of social science techniques to historical studies
opened a new history of ordinary people. Educational his-
torians thereby joined a larger transformation that strength-
ened their work and gave them a scholarly identity within
the community of historians.

Radical revisionists also gained attention by asking big
questions about the roots of crises. It was an easy leap of
faith to go from Jonathon Kozol's (1967) contemporary
Death at an Early Age or the battles over decentralization and
community control of schools to revisionist histories of
schooling. But the supreme irony of the golden era was that
radical revisionists gained attention by doing what previ-
ous generations of educational historians had done: They
claimed an immediate connection to the present.

No doubt the radical revisionists of the 1960s and 1970s
established an identity that was hard to match. Yet their
most lasting contribution may be the historical writings that
followed, many by their own students. The electricity sur-
rounding the historical work of radical revisionists attracted
a generation of educational historians whose work extended
and modified their teachers’ contributions and opened up
fields previously barely noticed. In many cases, they gener-
ated new scholarship with greater degrees of sophistica-
tion. At the beginning of the 21st century, we have come to
a fuller, though still incomplete, historical understanding of
women’s education (Lagemann, 1979; Rury, 1991), voca-
tional education (Kantor, 1988; Powers, 1992), high schools
(Labaree, 1997, 1988; Reese, 1995), teachers and teaching
(Cuban, 1984; Rousmaniere, 1997), Mexican Americans
(Donato, 1997; Gonzalez, 1990; San Miguel, 1987), African
Americans (Anderson, 1988; Fultz, 1995a, 1995b, 1996;
Perkins, 1987; Walker, 1996;), regional history (Leloudis,
1996), educational policy (Ravitch, 1995, 2000; Vinovskis,
1999), urban schools (Angus & Mirel, 1999; Raftery, 1992), and




the role of foundations in educational reform (Lagemann,
1989, 1999; Lagemann & Shulman, 1999).°

Almost all of these contributions directly and indirectly
drew upon the work of the educational historians of the
1960s and 1970s, whether by embracing or criticizing it. The
golden era, then, was many things, more varied and com-
plex than the sketch we have drawn. Its legacy may be less
in what was written and more in what followed. In the sec-
tions that follow, we turn to an analysis of where selected
aspects of American educational history are heading.

Writing the Educational Histories of People of Color

On one level it seems that much has been written about
people of color. There have been explosions in African Amer-
ican history, Asian American history, and of late, Chicano
history. But when you look more carefully at their educa-
tional histories, very little has been done. (James Anderson,
tape 6, p. 3)

Radical revisionist educational historians, in short, dealt a
devastating blow to the traditional promotionalist para-
digm for research in the history of education. Indeed, they
challenged conventional wisdom about educational history
and asked provocative questions about the purpose and
function of schooling. Yet, there was an undeniable and
largely unrecognized irony to their work. As they docu-
mented the inequities of education in America and detailed
the impact of race, class, ethnicity, and gender on the de-
velopment of schooling, almost no educational historians of
color (male or female) participated in the writing of these
revised histories. While some educational histories of
African Americans were written by African Americans
(e.g., Bullock, 1967), few scholars of color were in positions
to write about their educational past.

The presence of and research by scholars of color has in-
creased over the past two decades, but scholars of color
continue to constitute a very small percentage of the field.
It was thus not surprising that the Spencer conference par-
ticipants raised the question: Who will write the educa-
tional histories of peoples of color? Although on the sur-
face this question seems relatively benign, Robert Lowe
pointed out that the question ultimately asks “whether
White folks should continue to be imperialists” in the field
(Lowe, tape 6, p. 1).

White educational historians of the 1960s traditionally
enjoyed privileged positions in academe that in essence
“authorized” them to write, in part, about people of color
in U.S. schools. The question “who shall write” quickly be-
came a discussion about what it means for educational his-
torians of color to participate in the field, how they can im-
prove their representation, and how they envision their role
in determining the future of historical research in educa-
tion. Such an inquiry may raise issues of academic freedom
and political correctness, implying that White scholars
should not write the educational histories of people of color.
We argue, however, that the new direction of American ed-
ucational history is not about excluding White scholars or
trying to create a single line of interpretation. It is a call for
increased and more meaningful opportunities for scholars
of color to participate, to publish their work, and to have a
voice in the direction of American educational history.

Interpreting what this new direction means invites a
substantial diversity of opinions. How, for example, does
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one distinguish between “outsider” and “insider” histori-
cal knowledge? In anthropology, that question arises in the
ongoing debate about the art of balancing “emic” and “etic”
voices, a question that mirrors the efforts of historians to try
to reconcile subjectivity and objectivity in educational re-
search. Outsiders point out that insiders tend to take certain
issues and phenomena for granted and that outsider per-
spectives can mitigate this. Non-American historians writ-
ing about American history, for example, may bring insights
to their work that American historians need to consider. Still,
outsider information alone can limit or circumscribe re-
search efforts. Insider knowledge can be invaluable when
historians attempt to understand the motivations, intentions,
and actions of historical actors.

The expansion of opportunities for educational histori-
ans of color has already gone far to correct the neglect and
misrepresentations of past scholarship. As one example,
James Anderson’s (1988) The Education of Blacks in the South,
1860-1935 altered perceptions of how African American ed-
ucation developed in the post-Civil War South by exposing
the ways White Northern philanthropists and industrialists
collaborated with Southern racists to create a second-class
system of schooling, and the ways African Americans chal-
lenged that system—themes that have become central to
understanding the history of segregated schooling. The crit-
ical role that African American women and teachers played
in spstaining education in a segregated environment has fi-
nally come under examination in ways that show how and
why schooling became so central to the Black community.

Vanessa Siddle Walker (1996) has also challenged con-
ventional wisdom about school segregation in the South. In
her study of a rural North Carolina community, Walker ar-
gues that African American educators drew upon commu-
nity support to create environments of teaching and learn-
ing that motivated students to excel, countered larger racist
messages that devalued African Americans, and reframed
those messages to make African American children believe
in their ability to achieve. The quality of education, she ar-
gues, eroded after the 1960s, when schools became racially
integrated.

Linda M. Perkins’s scholarship has added to our under-
standing of the unique positions of African American women
within the Black community and American educational his-
tory. Perkins argues that early-educated African American
women were central to the development of their communi-
ties. In her book, Fanny Jackson Coppin and the Institute for
Colored Youth, 1837-1902 (1987), Perkins develops this the-
sis and discusses one of the earliest Black women college
graduates and her leadership of the Institute for Colored
Youth in Philadelphia, a prominent private classical high
school at the end of the 19th century and early 20th century.

Likewise, Michael Fultz’s (1995a, 1995b, 1996) work on
the history of African American teachers in the South has
contributed to the increased depth of this scholarship. Fultz
examines the post-emancipation period through the early
1960s and explicates the policy context that conditioned
Black teachers’ classroom experiences as well as the specific
issues that Black teachers faced in their school and extra-
curricular activities. Fultz’s work attempts to highlight, in
part, the Jargely hidden centrality of African American teach-
ers to racial uplift, demonstrating how such concerns as the
improvement of Black teacher education, the elimination of
salary discrimination, and the development of Black teacher




organizations were directly linked to the overall Black edu-
cational enterprise.

Latino historians of education have similarly contributed
to the field. They have been demonstrating ways in which
unequal educational opportunities played out for Mexican
Americans in the Southwest. For example, Guadalupe San
Miguel’s (1987) “Let All of Them Take Heed,” Mexican Amer-
icans and the Campaign for Educational Equality in Texas,
1910-1981 looks at the Mexican American struggle for equal

. . . we risk neglect and rejection
by the other, and are often seen
either as antiquarians irrelevant
to the burning educational issues
of our times or as “presentists”
with little appreciation of the
uniqueness of the past

schools in Texas, the origins and statewide struggles for ed-
ucational equality, the leadership roles of the League of
Latin American Citizens (LULAC) and the G.I. Forum, and
how Mexicdn Americans challenged discriminatory educa-
tional practices in the state. One theme that recurs through-
out the book is the manner in which school segregation fa-
cilitated the reproduction of the existing caste-like system
of the dominant-subordinate relationship between Mexican
and White communities.

Gilbert Gonzalez (1990), in Chicano Education in the Era
of Segregation, examines the schooling experiences in the
Southwest during the first half of the 20th century. Like San
Miguel, Gonzalez considers the expanding segregation of
Mexican American children. However, he also looks at the
relationship between the political/social exigencies of the
dominant (White) society and the nature and impact of IQ
testing, curricular differentiation, Americanization, and vo-
cational education during the first half of the century. In the
end, Gonzalez argues that the educational separation of
Mexican American children corresponded with and re-
flected the specific economic interests of White communi-
ties throughout the Southwest.

Rubén Donato (1997, 1999) challenges conventional wis-
dom that Mexican Americans were passive victims accepting
their educational fates. He argues that, similar to the Black
movement, Mexican Americans were actively seeking edu-
cational justice for their children during this period, and on
some occasions were primary educational decision-makers.
Their struggle, however, went largely unnoticed by most
“Americans” in the United States.

These contributions have initiated a revolution in under-
standing the educational history of communities of color. But
much still needs to be done. There is, for example, almost no
synthesis or intersection across the communities; much of the
history has been written in isolation—with Blacks, Latinos,
Asians, Native Americans and others writing from or about
only their particular communities. Most scholars work in iso-
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lation; very few connect with researchers from other com-
munities of color, a phenomenon reinforced by the academic
culture of specialization. For most educational historians of
color, the concerns of other communities of color, as well as
the connections between class, race, gender, and schooling,
seem to fall outside of their research agenda.

The research possibilities inherent in the similarities and
differences in the educational experiences of some peoples
of color are enormous. Take, for example, the African Amer-
ican and Mexican American experience. Very little is known
about what African Americans and Mexican Americans
have in common and or how their histories diverge. These
two groups both experienced inferior public schools, lim-
ited access to colleges, and limited legal means to address
inequalities. While Mexican Americans in the first half of
the 20th century could “legally” attend White colleges, very
few actually attended. For instance, half of all 17-year-olds
in the United States graduated from high school in 1940
(Kirst, 1984, p. 8). During this period, Mexican Americans
rarely went to public school beyond the sixth grade. Eighth-
grade graduation was a major accomplishment. In the South,
where the vast majority of African Americans lived during
the same period, Jim Crow legally denied them access to
White colleges, but they could—albeit in limited numbers—
attend historically Black institutions. The distinction would
prove important in the war African Americans waged

fagainst de jure segregation.

The whole question of school segregation and the battles
against it takes on a new dimension when cast comparatively
across communities of color. As Guadalupe San Miguel
pointed out during the Spencer conference, the “White sta-
tus” of Mexican Americans did not allow them to use the
same litigation that facilitated the integration of African
Americans into predominately White schools. Mexican
Americans had to develop novel strategies in order to chal-
lenge unequal education and school segregation.

The paucity of cross-cultural comparisons/analyses par-
allels the general lack of quality educational histories of
people of color. Although changing, most historians of ed-
ucation typically conceive of “minority” educational histo-
ries very narrowly so as to include only the schooling of
African Americans; they write and teach the histories of
people of color primarily within a Black/White context.
Few history of American education courses and too few
scholarly writings discuss the experiences of Asian Ameri-
cans, Native Americans, or Latinos.”

For all the tremendous growth in research on the educa-
tional histories of people of color, this area of inquiry remains
very small, understudied, and insufficiently explored. Mul-
tiple perspectives are needed to provide healthy, viable, and
exciting ways to enrich the field. Intersections of experience
among communities of color have the potential to improve
research and teaching. To accomplish this, historians of
color must be actively involved in deciding and shaping the
content and direction of future scholarship on the history of
American education.

The Relationship Between History and Educational
Policy

Lam not sure it should be a long-term reform strategy for his-
tory to influence policy. But I am certainly willing to work
with the idea that if we are silent about policy we are not




going to get too far. We have to at least put some of our sto-
ries out there. (conference participant, tape 14, p. 13)

Educational historians have passionate discussions about
the nature of their vocation, the utility of their work, and the
audience(s) for their scholarship. One of the most con-
tentious and complex issues is the relationship between his-
torical research and educational policy. Few historians think
in terms of immediate “lessons.” Neither their disciplinary
training nor their historical findings prepare them to offer
concrete and specific solutions to contemporary problems.
Nonetheless, most educational historians believe that they
are in privileged positions to offer the “long view” of pol-
icy decisions, and that their work can and should inform
current policy debates. Conflict emerges among historians
of education when they ask the following kinds of ques-
tions: Are there policy lessons one can learn from educa-
tional history? Are there ways to critically interpret the past
and apply it to current policymaking? If so, how can edu-
cational historians participate in the policy arena in mean-
ingful ways? )

Even as educational historians debate these questions,
they are in almost unanimous agreement about their mar-
ginal impact on educational policy. They have difficulty
finding a voice in policy discussions, especially at federal
and state levels. On those few occasions when educational
historians participate, they are often asked to provide sim-
ple answers, a variation of the “30-second” sound bite. As
one Spencer conference participant noted, “I'm not sure
whether there’s a stable point for us where we can be en-
gaged in policymaking at a formative level long enough
and deep enough to actually bring the perspective of his-
tory to bear” (conference participant, tape 13, p. 11). The de-
sire to participate is thus often hampered by participation
that is limited to the delivery of simplistic, meaningless,
and disingenuous phrases.

Educational policymakers are often interested in using
“historical perspectives” primarily to advance their own
agendas. Used in this way, educational history may be rel-
evant for its advocacy potential. When the historical evi-
dence is reduced to simplistic conclusions, the existence of
multiple and often competing or contradictory interpreta-
tions of historical data—the very stuff of sophisticated his-
torical scholarship—gets converted into policymakers choos-
ing the history that best suits their goals. As John Rury noted
at the conference:

You tell one story. Somebody else tells another. It’s not
like there’s one answer that comes out of these stories. . . .
The fact is that policy makers choose whichever one they
want to use to serve their purposes, no matter what his-
tory you tell them. We have to get over the notion that
there’s going to be one historical answer that comes out of
this. I think we also have to deal with the fact that a lot of
the times they're going to use the history that they want
to form their policies. (Rury, tape 14, p. 12)

The issues are further complicated for educational histori-
ans by the multiple meanings and levels of educational pol-
icy. For some educational historians, involvement with edu-
cational policy typically means understanding the evolution
and implementation of policies or even direct engagement in
the policymaking arena. Participation entails the historical
analysis or actually working on policies such as Title I and
Head Start, or taking positions in federal or state depart-
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ments of education, adding to one’s historical scholarship the
immediacy of policy practice (Vinovskis, 1999).

Grassroots-oriented educational historians tend to think
of engagement at the local level, with community groups,
teachers and school-based administrators, or school dis-
tricts. Their historical scholarship can then become a useful
tool that enables policymakers, practitioners, and advocates
to see how communities changed over time, to understand
the persistence of certain educational dilemmas, and to ap-
preciate the ways in which past events and phenomena in-
form present conditions and future decisions (San Miguel,
1987; Walker, 1996). Even in this arena, however, the primary
criterion for acceptance may be the ability to convert one’s
historical scholarship into present-day advocacy positions.

For all its dilemmas, a small number of educational his-
torians have been applying their scholarship to provide
insights and, on occasion, policy direction to contempo-
rary issues. The most prominent of these have been Maris
Vinovskis (1999), Diane Ravitch (1995, 2000), and Ravitch
and Vinovskis (1995). Ravitch, in particular, has often drawn
upon her historical analysis of “failed school reform” to
show how reformers have undermined the schools’ capac-
ities to achieve quality education for all students and to sug-
gest what kinds of reform efforts are more likely to achieve
that goal. As another example, a collection of essays to cel-
ebrate the College Board’s centennial anniversary (Johanek,
in press) tries to illuminate the ways in which the Board has
and continues to mirror the major dilemmas of American
education. In another case, Kenneth Ludmerer’s (1999) his-
tory of medical education in the 20th century seeks an im-
mediate connection between the historical evolution of
market forces into medical education and the degradation
of that education. And, in perhaps the most interesting at-
tempt to show the continuing saliency of history in the pres-
ent, David Tyack and Larry Cuban (1995) have emphasized
the “grammar” of schooling, those things that were histor-
ically created but which over time became part of our as-
sumptions about schools.

In terms of directly shaping policy, such efforts appear to
have little impact, except insofar as they give evidence to
policymakers already decided upon their goals. History’s
power in the policymaking arena tends to be directly pro-
portional to its ability to strengthen existing advocacy posi-
tions. This situation makes historians nervous and appre-
hensive about the misuses of educational history. The more
historians seek to shape the policy field, the more the “pol-
icy tail” can wag the “historical dog” (Rury, tape 5, p. 26),
with policymakers prescribing or dictating the foci of edu-
cational history, the issues to be studied, and the political
lenses and ideologies that inform the scholarship.

One way out is to hold fast to the notion that educational
historians offer “historical perspectives,” keeping a kind of
arm’s length distance from the policy process as a way of
protecting the authenticity of the past. As one Spencer con-
ference participant suggested, educational historians need
to be careful about their involvement in the policy arena be-
cause they often become advocates of specific reforms, are
likely to distort the past in the process, and run the risk of
trying to become what they are not, “policy analysts . . . po-
litical scientists, anthropologists, sociologists, [or] whatever
it is that is needed” (conference participant, tape 13, p. 23).
By remaining historians and letting the questions arise from
the past rather than from present dilemmas, educational




historians may be less attractive to policymakers but more
substantial contributors to the discipline of history.

This view is not likely to win favor among many, if not
most, educational historians. The thorny issues of the pres-
ent are too often generative of provocative and innovative
history. Given the particular role of educational historians
within education schools, the opportunities to ask histori-
cal questions about current issues are too exciting and too
important to leave unexamined. School choice and educa-
tional alternatives, the construction and deconstruction of
educational bureaucracies, religion and values in educa-
tion, and community-based schooling have historical roots,
and it is the responsibility of educational historians to ex-
amine how and why they emerged (Tyack & Cuban, 1995).
These topics have direct, tangible, and substantial impact
on our educational lives, and educational history can in-
form policy debate and decisions about them.

Beyond that, there are more direct ways of bringing
knowledge of the past to the present. Taking advantage of
their places within education schools, educational historians
can engage in efforts to revise curriculum, help teachers
think about the historical nature of a multicultural society,
and work with school boards and reformers on the historical
reasons behind the creation of urban educational bureaucra-
cies. Such efforts bridge the boundaries between history as a
discipline and history as a way of rethinking the present.

Educational policymakers and advocates may not want
to make the connections between history and policy and

educational historians will have to contend with the arm’s -

length position at the policy debate table. But educational
policies are proposed and implemented in the context of
historical moments. Invariably, the policies rest on assump-
tions about the past; they rest on the stories people believe
about the past. Educational historians have an obligation to
thrust their stories into the policy arena for if they do not,
the stories that become the common view will be told by
others who often have little stake in the integrity of histori-
cal scholarship. Or, even worse, their stories will go unno-
ticed altogether.

Revising the History of Higher Education

How many fundamental questions were asked about the na-
ture of higher education during the 1960s; what higher ed-
ucation was doing, what knowledge was about, and why
people wanted to be educated? (Julie Reuben, tape 8, p. 15)

American higher education’s past has typically been treated
as separate from and marginal to the broader field of educa-
tional history. Higher education thinks of its mission as dif-
ferent from elementary and secondary schooling; its private
institutions are honored, whereas Americans are more am-
bivalent about private elementary and secondary schools.
Most histories are studies of individual institutions, usually
written in celebration by long-term faculty members; few
would consider analogous histories of school districts suf-
ficient to understand the educational past. Most educational
researchers do not consider academe’s history relevant,
even though it so obviously shapes their work. This sepa-
ration and marginalization is being dramatically altered,
however, in response to the cascade of recent criticism of
higher education and the current trend toward thinking of
kindergarten through university as one system.

For more than 35 years, higher education’s past has been
dominated by three books: Richard Hofstadter and Walter I
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Metzger’s (1955) The Development of Academic Freedom in the
United States;? Frederick Rudolph’s (1962) The American Col-
lege and University: A History; and Lawrence Veysey’s (1965)
The Emergence of the American University. Although each dif-
fered in its emphases, taken together they told a story in de-
fense of higher education’s need to protect the search for
scientific truth against religious and populist interventions
through tenure and academic freedom and the development
of disciplinary-based research. Beginning in the late 1960s,
but gathering strength in the following decades, this sense
that American higher education would function best if sup-
ported fiscally but left organizationally unfettered came to
seem wildly out of step with the sharp criticisms increas-
ingly leveled at colleges and universities.

The first shift lay in including the majority of people
enrolled in higher education—women. The publication of
Barbara Solomon’s (1985) In the Company of Educated Women
focused attention on how women fought for access to col-
lege, on their collegiate experiences, and on college’s effects
on women'’s subsequent lives (Eisenmann, 1997). Other
studies soon followed describing the ways women faculty
negotiated their professional and personal lives (Fitzpatrick,
1990; Palmieri, 1995; Rosenberg, 1982; Rossiter, 1982, 1995),
on women higher education administrators (Bashaw, 1999;
Horowitz, 1994; Nidiffer, 2000), on women’s colleges and
women students (Gordon, 1990; Horowtiz, 1984, 1987), and
on the education of Southern gentlewomen (Farnham, 1994).
Although these and other studies have not yet been woven
either into a comprehensive history of women in higher ed-
ucation or into the ways women’s and men’s higher educa-
tion experiences can be historically compared, the transfor-
mation from an ignored to a central place in higher education
has occurred.

The traditional history of the research universities is also
being rewritten. One revision focuses on the growth of a re-
search economy—where research funding came from, how it
was spent, and how the purposes and behaviors of research
universities shifted as the sources and amounts of money
changed. The very growth of the research economy was itself
a cause of many of higher education’s subsequent tensions
and travails (Geiger, 1986, 1993; Graham & Diamond, 1997;
Lagemann, 1989, 1999; Lazerson, 1998).

A second revision reshapes an old story—the triumph of
scientific research. Julie Reuben’s (1996) The Making of the
Modern University converts this triumph into a problem-
atic by showing how “unbiased” scientific research con-
stituted a loss of ethical and moral purposes. By the 1920s,
“value-free” science had pushed such purposes to the often-
marginalized humanities and, even more consistently, to
the extra-curriculum and the managers of “student life.”
Like Lawrence Levine’s (1996) The Opening of the American
Mind, a study of the continual altering of the collegiate cur-
riculum under the impact of different kinds of students,
Reuben’s work speaks to an audience that wonders about
moral values and the ethos of higher education.

Despite the fact that higher education’s greatest success
may reside in making its certification system the primary
gatekeeper to material goods and social status, the historical
evolution of that process has been understudied. Some his-
torians have shown how European immigrants sought ac-
cess to college and how “selective” admissions was used to
limit that access (Synnott, 1979; Wechsler, 1977). David
Levine (1986) has offered perhaps the most intriguing argu-




ment, that during the 1920s and 1930s, higher education be-
came identified with America’s “culture of aspiration” lead-
ing to the growth of existing institutions, the founding of
new ones, and a sharpened emphasis on vocational training
and certification. This work is clearly only the tip of the ice-
berg, especially since we still know little about how peoples
of color were limited in their use of higher education and
the ways they advanced through it, issues that are central
to current debates over affirmative action and the outcomes
of schooling (Anderson, 1988; Harlan, 1983).

Current reformers’ efforts to think of the educational sys-
tem as an integrated whole have not been reflected in stud-
ies of the historical relationships between higher education
and elementary and secondary education. The evolution of
an educational ladder from elementary and secondary
schooling to college, for example, is not well developed.
Nonetheless, recent efforts to show how the College En-
trance Examination Board and the Educational Testing Ser-
vice became mediating institutions between secondary and
higher education hold promise that historians will begin to
think of the educational system as an integrated whole
rather than a simple sum of its constituent parts. This new
research trend is thinking about an American educational
system rather than being limited to its higher education
constituent (Johanek, in press; Lemann, 1999).

Historians are also turning to the vocationalization of
higher education. One manifestation has been histories of
professional education. Medical education is the most stud-
ied, in part, because it brings together scientific discover-
ies and clinical applications with the organization of knowl-
edge and control over access to a prestigious profession.
It also benefits from a “turning point” document, the fa-
mous Flexner Report (1910) that both urged and prophe-
sized dramatic changes in the education of medical doc-
tors (Ludmerer, 1985, 1999). Other professions have begun
to develop their own histories—teaching, nursing, law, busi-
ness, engineering (Auerbach, 1976; Johnson, 1974; Levin,
1994; Noble, 1977; Schlossman & Sedlak, 1988). As impor-
tant as such studies are, they tend to treat each profession
as a separate entity rather than connecting them to the
broader vocationalization of higher education, again mak-
ing it difficult to find audiences outside the narrow spe-
cialization (Kimball, 1992).

The histories of community colleges and of state systems
of higher education are understudied. Community college
historiography has tended to thrash around in debating the
historical accuracy of Burton Clark’s notion of community
colleges as “cooling out” institutions, whether the colleges
have primarily served as “dead-ends” or as way stations to
higher social and economic status (Brint & Karabel, 1989).
Recent historical scholarship has looked at community col-
leges as politically important institutions to local communi-
ties (Dougherty, 1994; Hutcheson, 1999). The numerical
dominance of public systems of higher education has not
been given its due by historians. In light of the controversies
over costs and the politicization of these systems, historians
have been compelled to look at how they came into being
and the ways they have evolved (Link, 1995). They will also
have to look at how institutions engaged their local commu-
nities (Diner, 1980; Schlossman, Sedlak, & Wechsler, 1998).

Much of the current debate over the quality of higher
education builds on assumptions about the 1960s and
1970s, and it was only a matter of time before those decades
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would receive historians’ attention. Whether the historical
assessments will designate the events of those years as water-
sheds, transient, or containing elements of both, remains to
be seen. Certainly the issues posed were significant—access,
redefining knowledge, relationships between institutions
and local communities, reorganizing institutional gover-
nance, secret versus open research, in loco parentis respon-
sibilities, financing, and the expansion of public systems
have retained their saliency into the present (Horowitz, 1987;
Reuben, in press).

Histories of individual institutions and institutional lead-
ers will continue to be produced (Geiger, 2000; Hershberg,
1993; Horowitz, 1994; Mayer, 1993; Potts, 1992). But the more
important development is likely to be studies of the “ecol-
ogy of institutions,” the ways colleges and universities shar-
ing the same geographical areas developed. The break-
through contribution is Richard Freeland’s (1992) Academe’s
Golden Age, a comparative examination of Massachusetts
universities between 1945 and 1970 that emphasizes the
power of the post-war research culture in the institutional
search for status and money. Substantially more historical
scholarship will be necessary to understand how market
forces shaped institutions in metropolitan areas like New
York or Atlanta.

Current interests in religion and teaching are sparking
new historical studies. Religiously based institutions have
been central to higher education, but until recently largely
ngglected by historians (Gallin, 2000; Marsden, 1994; Ritter-
band & Wechlser, 1994). We are only beginning to under-
stand how students with strong religious orientations ne-
gotiated their ways through non-religious institutions or
how the rise of liberal Protestant universities affected non-
Protestant participation and experiences in such institu-
tions. In Kathleen Mahoney’s terms, how, for example, did
Boston’s Catholics become Harvard graduates (Mahoney,
in press)? Recent debates about collegiate teaching have al-
ready led to one historical study, focused on Stanford, that
finds that institution’s instructional reforms were invari-
ably subordinated to the primacy of research (Cuban, 1999).

Taken together, the new scholarship suggests that the his-
tory of higher education is in the midst of a dramatic revi-
sion. A field once dominated by a few books now boasts a
multiplicity of studies that direct attention to the past and to
the present. The conversation between historians and con-
temporary researchers remains muted, but recent evidence
suggests that it may grow, particularly since so much of
what contemporary-minded analysts believe is based upon
assumptions about the past.

A Gendered History of Education

Do you agree that women's educational history has produced
some good studies but has not affected central conversations
in the field? (conference participant, tape 7, p. 9)

Few fields have grown more rapidly or been more innova-
tive than the history of women. Women'’s educational past
has been part of this growth, drawing attention to a wide
range of educational experiences and making comparisons
between male and female education (Lagemann, 1979; Tyack
& Hansot, 1990). The historical study of women in educa-
tion has also been boosted by a shift in focus among con-
temporary educational reformers from broad policy initia-
tives to concern about the internal dynamics of schools and




classrooms, emphasizing teachers, teaching, and learning.
The shift has furthered interest in the historical experiences
of women teachers (Hoffman, 1981; Prentice & Theobald,
1991; Warren, 1989). Still, as Spencer conference participants
suggested, scholarship on the historical experiences of
women in education has tended to be additive rather than
integrative and thus has not substantially revised the his-
tory of education as a scholarly field.

Gender-based studies of elementary and secondary
schooling, like Tyack and Hansot's (1990) Learning Together,
reveal both the power of gender-differentiated roles, for ex-
ample, in the shaping of the extracurriculum and vocational
training, and the extent to which boys and girls genuinely
learned together. Two powerful themes have emerged.
First, public schools historically were probably more egali-
tarian by gender than much of the rest of society. Second,
vocational education, which began as an effort to keep boys
from dropping out of school and to prepare them for an in-
dustrial workforce, was most successful in enrolling girls in
secretarial and clerical programs (Kantor, 1988; Powers,
1992; Rury, 1991).

Historians of education have also been active in present-
ing the experiences of teachers and teaching. Much of this
scholarship reveals how deeply embedded in their commu-
nities many teachers once were, furthering close connections
between families and schools. Although this literature some-
times reflects a “world we have lost” view, its importance in

showing the ways bureaucratization and professionaliza- -

tion and the changing nature of urban neighborhoods re-
defined theé role of teachers, their self-definition, and the re-
lationships between communities and schools cannot be
underestimated (Altenbaugh, 1992; Blount, 1998; Weiler,
1998). The depth of the connection between African Amer-
ican teachers and their communities in the era of de jure
segregation is made abundantly clear in Vanessa Siddle
Walker’s (1996) Their Highest Potential, which effectively asks
scholars to rethink the era before Brown v. Board of Education.
The ethos of self-improvement among African American
educators, most of whom were women, similarly shows
how teachers’ aspirations for themselves reflected the
wider aspirations of their communities (Fultz, 1995a, 1995b,
1996; Perkins, 1987). In sharp contrast is the stressful story of
how teachers and parents moved toward more oppositional
positions over time (Cutler, 2000), and of the ways the orga-
nizational structure of urban school systems shaped teach-
ers’ attitudes and behaviors (Rousemaniere, 1997). Teaching
as pedagogy has tended to be neglected, a phenomenon not
limited to historians. One notable exception is Larry Cuban’s
(1984) How Teachers Taught, which argues that elementary
school teachers, overwhelmingly women, were more likely
to institute progressive pedagogical reforms than their sec-
ondary school, primarily male, counterparts, although the
connection between the two levels of schooling and the
gender of the teachers is unexplored.

Women’s higher educational experiences have received
substantial attention (see the earlier section, “Revising the
History of Higher Education”). These studies tend to fluctu-
ate between emphasizing discrimination against women and
honoring the effectiveness of women’s actions on their own
behalf. The breakthrough work by Barbara Miller Solomon
(1985) stressed the struggles over access, the treatment of
women as second-class citizens within co-educational insti-
tutions, and the ways that women joined together to achieve
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entry into college. Other studies have traced similar themes
(Eisenmann, 1997; Griffin, 1984; Lasser, 1987; Perkins, 1993).

Despite marvelous work over the last few decades, the
history of women’s higher education has left many ques-
tions unexamined. Helen Horowitz’s (1987) portrayal of stu-
dents over time depicts women as replicas of their male
counterparts, but a closer knowledge of how women actu-
ally behaved remains elusive. How did women students at
co-educational institutions affect those institutions histori-
cally? What have been the consequences for men and women
since women have become the majority in the undergrad-
uate student body? Have there been differing views of
knowledge between women and men and, if so, with what
consequences? What have been the relationships between
women'’s substantial enrollments in the liberal arts, educa-
tion, and nursing, all low-cost programs of study, and the
predominantly male programs in engineering, the sciences,
and business? Such questions are difficult to answer, but
they are necessary to move toward a more synthetic under-
standing of women’s educational experiences (Clifford,
1995; Nerad, 1999).

A gendered view of the educational past that brings
women’s experiences to the fore may well transform the
ways we understand the historically significant (Eisenmann,
1998). Such a history, for example, is likely to be less depen-

, dent upon large interpretive frames like bureaucracy and
# policy formulation to carry the story, and more focused on

the “lived life in schools” for both students and educators.
This kind of history, as Kate Rousmaniere noted at the
Spencer conference, will be more dependent on “piecing to-
gether tiny little nuclear pieces” in order to get a sense of the
whole (tape 7, p. 4). This approach to the past means greater
attention to how life and community experiences shape be-
haviors and choices and draws more upon personal life
rather than viewing schools as separate and personally neu-
tral institutions. Since the trends in present-day educational
reform influence historical research, this history will nat-
urally lead from teachers teaching to the ways students
learned and to the interrelationships between teacher be-
haviors and student learning. A view of the educational past
from within schools and communities, one that evolves from
the nature of women’s experiences, may well be the most
transforming of the historical scholarship on the horizon.

Conclusion

In this article we have shown that American educational
historians face numerous challenges in their field. We gave
a brief background of the “golden era” of the 1960s and
1970s in American educational history, where educational
historians of color are situated in the field, the delicate rela-
tionship between history and policy, revisions in the history
of higher education, and the educational histories of
women. Within the context of these discussions, concerns
about audiences and speaking simultaneously to the past
and present remain.

In addressing issues of race/ethnicity, policy, higher edu-
cation, and gender, educational historians understand the
difficulty of having to talk about the past and present with-
out marring a “genuine appreciation” of history. Indeed,
those who look in both directions run the danger of being
“presentists” to their colleagues in history departments.
And, if they do not make connections to the present, their




scholarship runs the risk of being irrelevant to their educa-
tion peers. Nonetheless, we believe that there are too many
provocative contemporary educational issues that have deep
historical roots, and that educational historians can and
should engage in these issues in order to make important
coniributions to current policy and practice.

All historians do not need to be equally adept in past and
present conversations. Some historians of education find
the past more congenial or are unfamiliar with current edu-
cational issues. But there are those who are well versed in
contemporary educational affairs and look at historical mo-
ments as windows of opportunity to make connections to
the present. These voices need to be heard by school people,
their peers in the academy, and policymakers at the state
and federal levels.

As we look back to the 1960s and 1970s, radical revision-
ist educational historians made important contributions to
the field. We recognize their work because it was this group
that raised questions that few scholars attempted to discuss
before them. In contrast to how educational history had
been written, radical revisionists raised questions of power
and control in American public schools. They focused on
how some groups won or lost in the schooling process, how
some groups benefited from high schools, how some groups
were channeled into vocational training, and how some
groups were marginalized in the decision-making process
in urban schools. But as we pointed out, much of their his-
torical writing was incomplete. We had a superficial under-
standing about the African American experience in schools
and almost nothing was mentioned about Native Americans,
Asians, and Latinos. The significance of religion got short-
changed and we knew very little about what happened to
children in classrooms, how they were taught, or what they
learned.

It was those who came after the radical revisionists who
provided better insights about women’s education, voca-
tional education, high schools, teachers and teaching, higher
education, Latinos, African Americans, regional history, ed-
ucational policy, and urban schools. While there are still only
a small number of educational historians of color, for exam-
ple, much has been accomplished, with the most pressing
issue being the paucity of cross-cultural comparisons and
the absence of historically collaborative work. Our challenge,
then, is for educational history as a field to engage in a si-
multaneous conversation with a diversity of audiences, and
to engage in research that brings together areas typically kept
separate—gender, peoples of color, higher education, policy,
elementary/secondary education, schools, and communi-
ties—to broaden and deepen our knowledge of the educa-
tional past and the ways that it enriches our understanding
of the educational present.

Appendix

“New Directions in the History of Education” conference participants:
James Anderson Linda Eisenmann

Barbara Beatty Barbara Finkelstein
Geraldine Joncich Clifford Michael Fultz
Larry Cuban Roger Geiger
Ruben Donato Gilbert Gonzalez
Jack Dougherty Lynn Gordon

Greg Dubrow Karen Graves
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Elizabeth Hansot
Harvey Kantor
Michael B. Katz
David Labaree

Daniel Perlstein
William Reese
Julie Reuben

Kate Rousmaniere

Ellen Condliffe Lagemann Gualdalupe San Miguel
Marvin Lazerson Brian Sevier

James Leloudis David Tyack

Robert Low Wayne Urban

Kathleen Mahoney Maris Vinovskis
Victoria-Maria McDonald Calley Waite

Jeffery Mirel Keith Whitescarver
Theodore Mitchell Joy Willamson

Linda Perkins Jonathan Zimmerman

Spencer Administration participants include Patricia A. Graham,
Catherine Lacy, John Rury, John Willams, Ramona Thomas, and Doris
Fisher.

We are grateful to the Spencer Foundation for funding this confer-
ence. The data presented, the statements made, and the views ex-
pressed are solely the responsibility of the authors.

We would also like to acknowledge Brian Sevier for his assistance in
this article.

Notes

! Throughout the paper we quote from recordings/ transcripts of var-
ious sessions at the “New Directions in the History of Education” con-
ference funded by the Spencer Foundation and held on March 30-31,
2000, at Stanford University. Almost all sessions were recorded and
tragscribed. In the recordings/transcripts, however, it was difficult to
digtern who was speaking in group sessions. When we quote from dis-
cussions we give credit to a “conference participant” because we were
unable to recognize the person’s identity. We use names of individu-
als when their identity was recognized.

2 The historian’s dilemma is neither new nor unique to historians.
See Lagemann (2000).

3 Richard Hofstadter and Walter P. Metzger’s The Development of Aca-
demic Freedom (1955) was a parallel attempt to do for higher educa-
tional history what Bailyn and Cremin were doing,.

¢ There were exceptions to the overall tone of the revisionists” writ-
ings. See David Tyack’s (1976) Ways of Seeing.

5 Given the thrust of their analyses, it was not surprising that a num-
ber of the historians shifted from an initial focus on the history of
schools to histories of social policy. See, for example, the evolution of
Michael Katz’s work from schools (1968, 1971) to poverty (1983) and
welfare (1986) and of Marvin Lazerson’s from schools (1971) to family
and children’s policies (Grubb & Lazerson, 1982).

6 In at least one case, the collaboration of a revisionist historian and his
former student resulted in a substantially changed tone and interpreta-
tion of the educational past. Contrast David Tyack’s The One Best System
(1974) to David Tyack and Larry Cuban'’s (1995) Tinkering Toward Utopia.
See also the differences between Lazerson (1971) and Lazerson (1987).

7See the emerging work about African Americans/Latinos by
Victoria-Maria McDonald.

8 This was republished as Hofstadter (1961) and Metzger (1961).
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