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Whose Markets, Whose Knowledge?

MICHAEL W. APPLE

..We have entered a period of reaction in education. Our educational institutions are seen as total
failures. High dropout rates, a decline in “functional literacy,” a loss of standards and discipline, the
failure to teach “real knowledge” and economically useful skills, poor scores on standardized tests,
and more—all these are charges leveled at schools. And all of these, we are told, have led to declining
economic productivity, unemployment, poverty, a loss of international competitiveness, and so on.
Return to a “common culture,” make schools more efficient, more responsive to the private sector. Do
this and our problems will be solved.

Behind all of these charges is an attack on egalitarian norms and values. Although hidden in the
rhetorical flourishes of the critics, in essence “too much democracy”—culturally and politically—is
seen as one of the major causes of “our” declining economy and culture. Similar tendencies are quite
visible in other countries as well. The extent of the reaction is captured in the words of Kenneth Baker,
former British Secretary of Education and Science in the Thatcher government, who evaluated nearly
adecade of rightist efforts in education by saying, “The age of egalitarianism is over.”' He was speaking
decidedly positively, not negatively.

The threat to egalitarian ideals that these attacks represent is not usually made quite this explic-
itly, as they are often couched in the discourse of “improving” competitiveness, jobs, standards, and
quality in an educational system that is seen as in total crisis. This discourse is clearly present today
in “New Labour” in the United Kingdom and in similar policies in the United States. In all too many
ways, both nations’ educational policies continue trends established under earlier conservative (and
sometimes supposedly “liberal”) governments.

It would be simplistic, however, to interpret what is happening as only the result of efforts by domi-
nant economic elites to impose their will on education. Many of these attacks do represent attempts
to reintegrate education into an economic agenda. Yet they cannot be fully reduced to that, nor can
they be reduced to being only about the economy. Cultural struggles and struggles over race, gender,
and sexuality coincide with class alliances and class power.

_ ”‘“‘Educatlon is a site of struggle and compromise. It serves as a proxy as well for larger battles over
at our institutions should do, whom they should serve, and who should make these decisions. And,
, by itself it is one of the major arenas in which resources, power, and ideology specific to policy,
[mance, curriculum, pedagogy, and evaluation in education are worked through. Thus, education is
th cause andeﬁ'ect, dgtermining and determined. Because of this, no one article could hope to give
' lexity. What I hope to do instead is to provide an outline of some of
tion in the United States as it moves in conservative directions.
crucial to my arguments, because, as I showed, there are
s within the rightist turn.
internal, it is impossible to understand current educa-
yit in its international context. Thus, behind the stress
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on higher standards, more rigorous testing, education for employment,and a much closer relationship
between education and the economy in general, and so on, was the fear of losing in internationg|
competition and the loss of jobs and money to Japan, Mexico, and increasingly now the "Asian Tiger’
economies such as China and elsewhere (although this has been mediated by the economic upheavas
still being experienced in parts of Asia).’ In the same way, the equally evident pressure in the Uniteg
States to reinstall a (selective) vision of a common culture, to place more emphasis on the “Wester
tradition,” on religion, on the English language, and similar emphases are deeply connected to cultura|
fears about Latin America, Africa, and Asia. This context provides a backdrop for my discussion.

The rightward turn has been the result of the successful struggle by the right to form a broad-
based alliance. This new alliance has been so successful in part because it has been able to win the
battle over common sense.’ That is, it has creatively stitched together different social tendencies and
commitments and has organized them under its own general leadership in issues dealing with socia|
welfare, culture, the economy, and as we shall see in this article, education. Its aim in educational and
social policy is what I called “conservative modernization.™

This alliance contains four major elements. Each has its own relatively autonomous history and
dynamics, but each has also been sutured into the more general conservative movement. These ele-
ments include neoliberals, neoconservatives, authoritarian populists, and a particular fraction of the
upwardly mobile professional and managerial new middle class. I pay particular attention to the first
two of these groups here since they—especially neoliberals—are currently in leadership in this alliance
to “reform” education. However, in no way do I want to dismiss the power of the latter two groups,
and I return to them in later chapters.

Neoliberalism: Schooling, Choice, and Democracy

Neoliberals are the most powerful element within the alliance supporting conservative moderniza-
tion. They are guided by a vision of the weak state. Thus, what is private is necessarily good and what
is public is necessarily bad. Public institutions such as schools are “black holes” into which money
is poured—and then seemingly disappears—but which do not provide anywhere near adequate re-
sults. For neoliberals, one form of rationality is more powerful than any other—economic rationality.
Efficiency and an “ethic” of cost-benefit analysis are the dominant norms. All people are to act in
ways that maximize their own personal benefits. Indeed, behind this position is an empirical claim
that this is how all rational actors act. Yet, rather than being a neutral description of the world of
social motivation, this is actually a construction of the world around the valuative characteristics of
an efficiently acquisitive class type.®

Underpinning this position is a vision of students as human capital. The world is intensely competi-
tive economically, and students—as future workers—must be given the requisite skills and dispositions
to compete efficiently and effectively.® Furthermore, any money spent on schools that is not directly
related to these economic goals is suspect. In fact, as “black holes,” schools and other public services
as they are currently organized and controlled waste economic resources that should go into private
enterprise. Thus, for neoliberals, not only are public schools failing our children as future workers,
early all public institutions they are sucking the financial life out of this society. Partly thisis
cer capture.” Schools are built for teachers and state bureaucrats, not “consumers”
emands of professionals and other selfish state workers, not the consumers who
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plans, education will be largely self-regulating. Thus, democracy is turned into consumption practices.
In these plans, the ideal of the citizen is that of the purchaser. The ideological effects of this position
are momentous. Rather than democracy being a political concept, it is transformed into a wholly
’ economic concept. The message of such policies is what might best be called “arithmetical particular-
ism,” in which the unattached individual—as a consumer—is deraced, declassed, and degendered.®

The metaphors of the consumer and the supermarket are actually quite apposite here. For just as
in real life, there are individuals who indeed can go into supermarkets and choose among a vast array
of similar or diverse products. And there are those who can only engage in what can best be called
“postmodern” consumption. They stand outside the supermarket and can only consume the image.

The entire project of neoliberalism is connected to a larger process of exporting the blame from
the decisions of dominant groups onto the state and onto poor people. After all, it was not the govern-
ment that made the decisions to engage in capital flight and to move factories to those nations that
have weak or no unions, fewer environmental regulations, and repressive governments. And it was
’ not working-class and poor communities that chose to lose those jobs and factories, with the loss of

hope and schools and communities in crisis that were among the results of these decisions. And it
was neither of them who chose to lay off millions of workers—many of whom had done rather well in
school—because of mergers and leveraged buyouts, trends that have again become more pronounced.
With their emphasis on the consumer rather than the producer, neoliberal policies need also to
be seen as part of a more extensive attack on government employees. In education in particular, they
constitute an offensive against teacher unions that are seen to be much too powerful and much too
costly. Neoliberal policies, although they may not have been created as a conscious attack on women,
need to be interpreted as part of a longer history of attacks on women’s labor, as the vast majority of
teachers in the United States—as in so many other nations—are women.”
Varied policy initiatives have emerged from the neoliberal segments of the new hegemonic alli-
f ance. Most have centered on either creating closer linkages between education and the economy or
! placing schools themselves into the market. The former is represented by widespread proposals for
[ “school to work” and “education for employment” programs, and by vigorous cost-cutting attacks on
the “bloated state.” The latter initiative is no less widespread and is becoming increasingly powerful. It
is represented by both national and state-by-state proposals for voucher and choice programs.'® These
include providing public money for private and religious schools (although these are highly contested
proposals). Behind this is a plan to subject schools to the discipline of market competition."" Such
“quasi-market solutions” are among the most divisive and hotly debated policy issues in the entire na-
tion, with important court cases concerning funding for private or religious schools through voucher
mechanisms having been decided or now being closely watched."

Some proponents of “choice” argue that only enhanced parental “voice” and choice will provide a
chance for “educational salvation” for minority parents and children."” Moe, for instance, claims that
the best hope for the poor to gain the right “to leave bad schools and seek out good ones” is through
an “unorthodox alliance.”'* Only by allying themselves with Republicans and business—the most

powerful groups supposedly willing to transform the system—can the poor succeed, a set of argu-
ments [ M take up and crltlcally analyze later.

cing arguments that while the supposed overt goal of voucher and choice plans

e the right to exit public schools, among the ultimate long-term effects may be
flight” from public schools into private and religious schools and the creation
affluent white parents may refuse to pay taxes to support public schools that
from the debilitating effects of the fiscal crisis of the state. The result is



In his own review of evidence from the U.S. experience, Whitty argues that although advocates of
choice assume that competition will enhance the efficiency and responsiveness of schools, as well a5
give disadvantaged children opportunities that they currently do not have, this may be a false hope,
These hopes are not now being realized and are unlikely to be realized in the future “in the context of
broader policies that do nothing to challenge deeper social and cultural inequalities.” As he goes on
to say, “Atomized decision-making in a highly stratified society may appear to give everyone equal
opportunities but transforming responsibility for decision-making from the public to the private
sphere can actually reduce the scope for collective action to improve the quality of education for all™”

This position is ratified by Henig, who states that “the sad irony of the current education-reform
movement is that, through overidentification with school choice proposals, the healthy impulse to
consider radical reforms to address social problems may be channeled into initiatives that further
erode the potential for collective deliberation and collective response.”’® When this effect is coupled
with the fact that such neoliberal policies in practice may reproduce traditional hierarchies of class,
race, and gender, these proposals should give us serious pause."”

There is a second variant of neoliberalism. This one is willing to spend more state and/or private
money on schools, if and only if schools meet the needs expressed by capital. Thus, resources are made
available for “reforms” and policies that further connect the education system to the project of making
our economy more competitive. Two examples can provide a glimpse of this position. In a number of
states, legislation has been passed that directs schools and universities to make closer links between
education and the business community. In the state of Wisconsin, for instance, all teacher education
programs had to include identifiable experiences on “education for employment” for all of its future
teachers; and all teaching in the public elementary, middle, and secondary schools of the state had to
include elements of education for employment in its formal curricula.”

The second example is seemingly less consequential, but in reality it is a powerful statement of
the reintegration of educational policy and practice into the ideological agenda of neoliberalism. |
am referring here to Channel One, a for-profit television network that is now being broadcast into
schools enrolling over 40 percent of all middle and secondary school students in the nation (many
of these schools are financially hard-pressed given the fiscal crisis, even though some states are cur-

rently experiencing slightly better budgets). In this “reform,” schools are offered a “free” satellite dish,
two VCRs, and television monitors for each of their classrooms by a private media corporation. They
are also offered a free news broadcast for these students. In return for the equipment and the news,
all participating schools must sign a three- to five-year contract guaranteeing that their students will
watch Channel One every day.

This agreement sounds relatively benign. However, not only is the technology “hardwired” so that
only Channel One can be received but also mandatory advertisements for major fast food, athletic
wear, and other corporations are broadcast along with the news, which students—by contract—also
must watch. Students, in essence, are sold as a captive audience to corporations. Because, by law, these
students must be in schools, the United States is one of the first nations in the world to consciously

allow its youth to be sold as commodities to those many corporations willing to pay the high price
of advertising on Channel One to get a guaranteed (captive) audience.” Thus, under a number of
variants of neoliberalism not only are schools transformed into market commodities, but so too now
are our children.”
rmm of conservative policies in education rests in large part on major shifts in our
- ) m&mocmcy is, about whether we see ourselves as possessive individuals
'Mueeﬂn mm‘lm workmg. Unde.rlymg neohberal policiesin
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: will create jobs for all who want them. They are the best possible mechanism to ensure a better future
; for all citizens (consumers).

)f gecause of this, we of course must ask what the economy that reigns supreme in neoliberal posi-
; ' ions actually looks like. Far from the positive picture painted by neoliberals in which technologically
l 2 advanced jobs will replace the drudgery and the under- and unemployment so many people now
; ' enpusmoe if we were to only set the market loose on our schools and children, the reality is some-
l- i o S clearly are as powerfully destructive as they are productive
3 in people’s lives.”

0 Let us take as a case in point the paid labor market to which neoliberals want us to attach so much
T of the education system. Even with the growth in proportion in high-tech-related jobs, the kinds of
d O . >¢ increasingty avallible o large portion of the American population will not
Sl be highly skilled, technically elegant positions. Just the opposite will be the case. The paid labor market

will increasingly be dominated by low-paying, repetitive work in the retail, trade, and service sectors.
This is made strikingly clear by one fact. More cashier jobs will be created by the year 2005 than jobs
for computer scientists, systems analysts, physical therapists, operations analysts, and radio-logic
technicians combined. In fact, it is projected that 95 percent of all new positions will be found in the
service sector. This sector broadly includes personal care, home health aides; social workers (many
of whom are now losing or have lost their jobs because of cutbacks in social spending); hotel and
lodging workers; restaurant employees; transportation workers; and business and clerical personnel.
Furthermore, eight of the top ten individual occupations that will account for the most job growth
in the next ten years include the following: retail salespersons, cashiers, office clerks, truck drivers,
waitresses/waiters, nursing aides/orderlies, food preparation workers, and janitors. The majority of
these positions obviously do not require high levels of education. Many of them are low-paid, non-
f unionized, temporary, and part-time, with low or no benefits. And many are dramatically linked to,

and often exacerbate, the existing race, gender, and class divisions of labor. These trends are predicted
) to continue.” This is the emerging economy we face, not the overly romantic picture painted by neo-
/ liberals who urge us to trust the market.

Neoliberals argue that making the market the ultimate arbiter of social worthiness will eliminate
politics and its accompanying irrationality from our educational and social decisions. Efficiency and
r - cost-benefit analysis will be the engines of social and educational transformation. Yet among the ul-

. timate effects of such “economizing” and “depoliticizing” strategies is actually to make it ever harder
to interrupt the growing inequalities in resources and power that so deeply characterize this society.
Nancy Fraser illuminates the process in the following way:
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nale dominated capitalist societies, what is “political” is normally defined contrastively against
at is “economic” and what is “domestic” or “personal” Here, then, we can identify two prin-
ipal sets of institutions that depoliticize social discourses: they are, first, domestic institutions,
specially the normative domestic form, namely the modern restricted male-headed nuclear
mily; and, second, official economic capitalist system institutions, especially paid workplaces,
ﬁ ets, credit mechanisms, and “private” enterprises and corporations. Domestic institutions
ze certain matters by personalizing and/or familializing them; they cast these as
ic or personal-familial matters in contradistinction to public, political matters.
capitalist system institutions, on the other hand, depoliticize certain matters
m; the issues in question here are cast as impersonal market imperatives,
ogatives, or as technical problems for managers and planners, all
-al matters. In both cases, the result is a foreshortening of chains
eting people’s needs; interpretive chains are truncated and
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prevented from spilling across the boundaries separating the “domestic” and the “economic”
from the political.”

This very process of depoliticization makes it very difficult for the needs of those with less econop, e
political, and cultural power to be accurately heard and acted on in ways that deal with the true depyj,
of the problem. For Fraser, this outcome occurs because of what happens when “needs discourse,
get retranslated into both market talk and “privately” driven policies.

For our purposes here, we can talk about two major kinds of needs discourses: oppositional ang
reprivatization discourses. Oppositional forms of needs talk arise when needs are politicized frop,
below and are part of the crystallization of new oppositional identities on the part of subordinate
social groups. What was once seen as largely a “private” matter is now placed into the larger politica]
arena. Sexual harassment, race and sex segregation in paid labor, and affirmative action policies ip
educational and economic institutions provide examples of “private” issues that have now spilled over
and can no longer be confined to the “domestic” sphere.”

Reprivatization discourses emerge as a response to the newly emergent oppositional forms and
try to press these forms back into the “private” or the “domestic” arena. They are often aimed at
dismantling or cutting back social services, deregulating “private” enterprise, or stopping what are
seen as “runaway needs.” Thus, reprivatizers may attempt to keep issues such as, say, domestic battery
from spilling over into overt political discourse and will seek to define it as purely a family matter,
Or they will argue that the closing of a factory is not a political question but instead is an “unim-
peachable prerogative of private ownership or an unassailable imperative of an impersonal market
mechanism.”” In each of these cases, the task is to contest both the possible breakout of runaway
needs and to depoliticize the issues.

In educational policy in the United States, there are a number of clear examples of these processes.
The state of California provides a well-known instance. A binding referendum that prohibited the
use of affirmative action policies in state government, in university admission policies, and so on was
passed overwhelmingly as reprivatizers spent an exceptional amount of money on an advertising
campaign that labeled such policies as “out of control” and as improper government intervention
into decisions involving “individual merit” The California referendum has spawned similar, and
quite controversial, initiatives in other states. Voucher plans in education—where contentious issues
surrounding whose knowledge should be taught, who should control school policy and practice, and
how schools should be financed are left to the market to decide—offer another prime example of such
attempts at “depoliticizing” educational needs. Finally, giving primary responsibility over the defini-
tion of important “work skills” to the private sector—an act that evacuates the possibility of criticism
of the ways work is actually constructed, controlled, and paid—enables a definition of work both as
a “private” matter and as pu.mly a tcchmcal choice to go unchallenged. All these examples show the

m policies that meet the needs they
-.ﬁ: very meaning of the sense of
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when it may lead to runaway needs. Rather, the task is to change what actually counts as democracy.

[ the case of neoliberal policies, democracy is now redefined as guaranteeing choice in an unfettered
market. In essence, the state withdraws. The extent of acceptance of such transformations of needs
and needs discourses shows the success of the reprivatizers in redefining the borders between public

and private again and demonstrates how a people’s common sense can be shifted in conservative
directions during a time of economic and ideological crisis.

Neoconservatism: Teaching “Real” Knowledge

Although neoliberals largely are in leadership in the conservative alliance, I noted that the second
major element within the new alliance is neoconservatism. Unlike the neoliberal emphasis on the
weak state, neoconservatives are usually guided by a vision of the strong state. This is especially true
surrounding issues of knowledge, values, and the body. Whereas neoliberalism may be seen as being
based in what Raymond Williams would call an “emergent” ideological assemblage, neoconservatism is
ded in “residual” forms.” It is largely, though not totally, based in a romantic appraisal of the past,
apast in which “real knowledge” and morality reigned supreme, in which people “knew their place,”
and where stable communities guided by a natural order protected us from the ravages of society.”
Among the policies being proposed under this ideological position are mandatory national and
statewide curricula, national and statewide testing, a “return” to higher standards, a revivification of
the “Western tradition,” patriotism, and conservative variants of character education. Yet underly-
1. ingsome of the neoconservative thrust in education and in social policy in general is not only a call
for “return.” Behind it as well—and this is essential—is a fear of the “Other,” fears that have been
exacerbated and often cynically employed for political purposes and used to drive wedges between
religious traditions since the tragedy of September 11. This is expressed in its support for a standard-
ized national curriculum, its attacks on bilingualism and multiculturalism, and its insistent call for
“raising standards.”
L) That the neoconservative emphasis on a return to traditional values and “morality” has struck a
- responsive chord can be seen in the fact that among the best-selling books in the nation during the
past decade was William Bennetts The Book of Virtues.”* Bennett, a former Secretary of Education
ina conservative Republican administration, has argued that for too long a period of time, “We have
stopped doing the right things [and] allowed an assault on intellectual and moral standards” In opposi-
tion to this, we need “a renewed commitment to excellence, character, and fundamentals.”™ Bennett’s
 book aims at providing “moral tales” for children to “restore” a commitment to “traditional virtues”
- suchas patriotism, honesty, moral character, and entrepreneurial spirit. Such positions not only have
e *&d the common sense of society in quite influential ways but also have provided part of the driv-
- ingforce behind the movement toward charter schools. These schools have individual charters that
them to opt out of most state requirements and develop curricula based on the wishes of their
ele. Although in theory there is much to commend in such policies, all too many charter schools
me ways through which conservative religious activists and others gain public funding for
nd home schooling—that would otherwise be prohibited such support.*
nd much of the neoconservative position is a clear sense of loss—a loss of faith, of imagined
ies, of a nwly pastoral vision of like-minded people who shared norms and values and

 “Western tradition” reigned supreme. It is more than a little similar to Mary Douglas’s
nd danger, in which what was imagined to exist is sacred and “pollution” is
htuuy oppositions dominate this discourse and the culture of the

an be seen in the increasingly virulent attacks on multiculturalism
thﬂ‘wmhmes multiple political and cultural positions),* on the
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offering of schooling or any other social benefits to the children of “illegal” immigrants and even in
some cases to the children of legal immigrants, in the conservative English-only movement, and in
the equally conservative attempts to reorient curricula and textbooks toward a particular construc-
tion of the Western tradition.

In this regard, neoconservatives lament the “decline” of the traditional curriculum and of the history,
literature, and values it is said to have represented.”” Behind this worry is a set of historical assumptions
about “tradition,” about the existence of a social consensus over what should count as legitimate knowl-
edge, and about cultural superiority.* Yet it is crucial to remember that the “traditional” curriculum
whose decline is lamented so fervently by neoconservative critics “ignored most of the groups that
compose the American population whether they were from Africa, Europe, Asia, Central and South
America, or from indigenous North American peoples.” Its primary and often exclusive focus was
typically only on quite a narrow spectrum of those people who came from a small number of northern
and Western European nations, in spite of the fact that the cultures and histories represented in the
United States were “forged out of a much larger and more diverse complex of peoples and societies”
The mores and cultures of this narrow spectrum were seen as archetypes of “tradition” for everyone,
They were not simply taught, but taught as superior to every other set of mores and culture.”

As Lawrence Levine reminds us, a selective and faulty sense of history fuels the nostalgic yearnings
of neoconservatives. The canon and the curriculum have never been static. They have always been
in a constant process of revision, “with irate defenders insisting, as they still do, that change would
bring with it instant decline”' Indeed, even the inclusion of such “classics” as Shakespeare within
the curriculum of schools in the United States came about only after prolonged and intense battles,
ones that were the equal of the divisive debates over whose knowledge should be taught today. Thus,
Levine notes that when neoconservative cultural critics ask for a “return” to a “common culture” and
“tradition,” they are oversimplifying to the point of distortion. What is happening in terms of the
expansion and alteration of official knowledge in schools and universities today “is by no means out
of the ordinary; certainly it is not a radical departure from the patterns that have marked the history
of [education]—constant and often controversial expansion and alteration of curricula and canons
and incessant struggle over the nature of that expansion and alteration.”*

Of course, such conservative positions have been forced into a kind of compromise in order to
maintain their cultural and ideological leadership as a movement to “reform” educational policy and
pm A prime example is the emerging discourse over the history curriculum—in particular the

n of the Unkd States as a “nation of immigrants”™* In this hegemonic discourse, everyone
was an immigrant, from the first Native American population who suppos-
1g Strait and ultimately populated North, Central, and South America, to
‘who came from Africa, Mexico, Ireland, Germany, Scandinavia, ltaly,
ﬂ’m&e mcent populations from Asia, Latin America, Africa,

al m_ﬁ:w culturally rich and vital—such a perspective
y me came in chains, with massive numbers

dily imlﬂﬁic, and cultural destruction.”
he neoconservative goals of national cur-
by the necessity of compromise.

cational programs and poLic‘res
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standards developed “voluntarily” in each subject area.* Indeed, the example I gave earlier
about history is one of the results of such voluntary standards.

Because it is the national professional organizations in these subject areas—such as the National
council of Teachers of Mathematics (NCTM)—that are developing such national standards, the
standards themselves are compromises and thus are often more flexible than those wished for by neo-
conservatives. This very process does act to provide a check on conservative policies over knowledge.
However, this should not lead to an overly romantic picture of the overall tendencies emerging in
educational policy. Leadership in school “reform” is increasingly dominated by conservative discourses
surrounding “standards;” “excellence,” “accountability,” and so on. Because the more flexible parts of
the standards have proven to be too expensive to actually implement and have generated consider-
J able conservative backlash,* standards talk ultimately functions to give more rhetorical weight to the
J peoconservative movement to enhance central control over “official knowledge” and to “raise the bar”

for achievement. The social implications of this in terms of creating even more differential school
results are increasingly worrisome.*

Yet it is not only in such things as the control over legitimate knowledge where neoconservative
impulses are seen. The idea of a strong state is also visible in the growth of the regulatory state as it
concerns teachers. There has been a steadily growing change from “licensed autonomy” to “regulated
autonomy” as teachers’ work is more highly standardized, rationalized, and “policed Under condi-
tions of licensed autonomy, once teachers are given the appropriate professional certification they are
basically free—within limits—to act in their classrooms according to their judgment. Such a regime
is based on trust in “professional discretion.” Under the growing conditions of regulated autonomy,
teachers’ actions are now subject to much greater scrutiny in terms of process and outcomes.™ Indeed,
some states in the United States not only have specified the content that teachers are to teach but also
- haveregulated the only appropriate methods of teaching. Not following these specified “appropriate”
¢ . methods puts the teacher at risk of administrative sanctions. Such a regime of control is based not
on trust, but on a deep suspicion of the motives and competence of teachers. For neoconservatives it
the equivalent of the notion of “producer capture” that is so powerful among neoliberals. For the
ner, however, it is not the market that will solve this problem, but a strong and interventionist state
at will see to it that only “legitimate” content and methods are taught. And this will be policed by
ide and national tests of both students and teachers. The imprint of these kinds of commitments
 are thoroughly visible in such policies as No Child Left Behind.

~ Ihave claimed elsewhere that such policies lead to the “deskilling” of teachers, the “intensification”
f their work, and the loss of autonomy and respect. This is not surprising, as behind much of this
conservative impulse is a clear distrust of teachers and an attack both on teachers’ claims to compe-
tence and especially on teachers’ unions.”'
- The mistrust of teachers, the concern over a supposed loss of cultural control, and the sense of
dangero 'pdk;lﬁon" are among the many cultural and social fears that drive neoconservative policies.
loweve m I noted earlier, underpinning these pnsmons as well is often an ethnocentric, and even

-cept this and plan for a society that recogmzes these biological
]hépes" to the poor and the less intelligent, most of whom will
| racist stereotypes that have long played a considerable
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Rather than seeing race as it is—as a fully social category that is mobilized and used in differey,
ways by different groups at different times* —positions such as those argued by Herrnstein and My,
ray provide a veneer of seeming scientific legitimacy for policy discourses that have been discrediteg
intellectually many times before. The sponsored mobility given to this book, in which it is reported thyy
the authors received large sums of money from neoconservative foundations to write and publicize th,
volume, speaks clearly not only to the racial underpinnings of important parts of the neoconservative
agenda but also to the power of conservative groups to bring their case before the public.

The consequences of such positions are not only found in educational policies, but in the intersec.
tion of such policies with broader social and economic policies, where they have been quite influentia]
Here too we can find claims that what the poor lack is not money, but both an “appropriate” biological
inheritance and a decided lack of values regarding discipline, hard work, and morality.” Prime examples
here include programs such as “Learnfare” and “Workfare” in which parents lose a portion of their
welfare benefits if their children miss a significant number of school days or in which no benefits are
paid if a person does not accept low-paid work, no matter how demeaning or even if child care or
health care are not provided by the state. Such policies reinstall earlier “workhouse” policies that were
so popular—and so utterly damaging—in the United States, Britain, and elsewhere.”

I have spent much of my time in this section documenting the growing power of neoconservative
positions in educational and social policy in the United States. Neoconservatives have forged a creative
coalition with neoliberals, a coalition that—in concert with other groups—is effectively changing
the landscape on which policies are argued out. Yet, even given the growing influence of neoliberal
and neoconservative policies, they would be considerably less successful if they had not also brought
authoritarian populist religious fundamentalists and conservative evangelicals under the umbrella of
the conservative alliance. It is to this group that we now turn.

Authoritarian Populism: Schooling as God Wanted It

Perhaps more than in any other major industrialized nation, it is not possible to fully understand
educational politics in the United States without paying a good deal of attention to the “Christian
Right” It is exceptionally powerful and influential, beyond its numbers, in debates over public policy
in the media, education, social welfare, the politics of sexuality and the body, religion, and so on.
Its influence comes from the immense commitment by activists within it, its large financial base, its
populist rhetorical positions, and its aggressiveness in pursuing its agenda. “New Right” authoritar-
ian populists ground their positions on education and social policy in general in particular visions of
biblical authority, “Christian morality,” gender roles, and the family. The New Right sees gender and the
family, for instance, as an organic and divine unity that resolves “male egoism and female selflessness”
As Hunter puts it:

Since gender is divine and natural. ... there is [no] room for legitimate political conflict.... Within
the family women and men—stability and dynamism—are harmoniously fused when undis-
turbed by modernism, liberalism, feminism, and humanism which not only threaten masculinity
and femininity directly, but also [do so] through their effects on children and youth. .. “Real
vome ‘hq,-m WMMa&mw mothers, will not threaten the sanctity
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child's life: religiously, sexually, economically, patriotically, and physically”** This is connected to the
New Right's sense of loss surrounding schooling and the family.

Until recently, as the New Right sees it, schools were extensions of home and traditional morality.
parents could entrust their children to public schools because they were locally controlled and
reflected Biblical and parental values. However, taken over by alien, elitist forces, schools now
interpose themselves between parents and children. Many people experience fragmentation
of the unity between family, church, and school as a loss of control of daily life, one’s children,
and America. Indeed, [the New Right] argues that parental control of education is Biblical, for
in God’s plan, the primary responsibility for educating the young lies in the home and directly
in the father.”

It is exactly this sense of “alien and elite control” the loss of biblical connections, and the destruc-
tion of “God-given” family and moral structures that drives the authoritarian populist agenda. It is
an agenda that is increasingly powerful, not only rhetorically, but in terms of funding and in con-
flicts over what schools should do, how they should be financed, and who should control them. This
agenda includes, but goes beyond, issues of gender, sexuality, and the family. It extends as well to a
much larger array of questions about what is to count as “legitimate” knowledge in schools. And in
this larger arena of concern about the entire corpus of school knowledge, conservative activists have
had no small measure of success in pressuring textbook publishers to change what they include and
in altering important aspects of state educational policy on teaching, curriculum, and evaluation.
This is crucial, as in the absence of an overt national curriculum, the commercially produced text-
book—regulated by individual state’s purchases and authority—remains the dominant definition of
the curriculum in the United States.®

The power of these groups is visible, for example, in the “self-censorship” in which publishers
engage. For instance, under conservative pressure a number of publishers of high school literature
anthologies have chosen to include Martin Luther King's “I Have a Dream” speech, but only after all
references to the intense racism of the United States have been removed.®” At the level of state cur-
riculum policy, this is very visible in the textbook legislation in, say, Texas, which mandates texts
that stress patriotism, obedience to authority, and the discouragement of “deviance.”” Because most
textbook publishers aim the content and organization of their textbooks at what will be approved by
a small number of populous states that in essence approve and purchase their textbooks statewide,
this gives states such as Texas (and California) immense power in determining what will count as
‘official knowledge” throughout the entire country.®’
~ Thus, in concert with neoconservative elements within the conservative alliance, authoritarian
. pulist religious activists have had a substantial influence on curriculum policy and practice. For
m only by recentering issues of authority, morality, family, church, and “decency” can schools
ome the “moral decay” so evident all around us.* Only by returning to inerrantist understand-
f biblical teachings and fostering (or mandating) a climate in schools where such teachings are
renewed emphasis can our culture be saved.”

Although a number of states and school systems have been able to create mechanisms that deflect
me of these pressures, the bureaucratic nature of many school systems and of the local and regional

ks on ths com:nt md organization of schooling.”
.' uthor populist struggles over curriculum and texts have been growing rapidly,
thoollhas also fueled considerable and intense support among them for neo-



206 Michael W. Apple d conﬂmic plans ot'capital- After all, such rightist %

some very real mistrust of the motl\;:jl: 0: downsizing layoffs, and economic r?s_tTUCturinn‘puhSis % ;oﬂgzi
have themselves experiences ;he :.t into the dif’ferential effectsl of global C_Ofn.Pe“‘“On and eg, On. | in€ J
ever, even given their Parﬁal mSlgl Sifo:)r educational marketization and privatization q y, i 1.:%‘ f more ¢
restructuring, they sec " prQPOSa S' win purp0595~ Either through reducad schiool taxes, th hh;h | engagt
ey cabr i B “reforms” for t»helr;_J blic money t0 private and religious schools, they ., Fougy E yet.
taxfcredits, or through the allocation of PU s “imagine 4 communities” they believe : Creg, owWer
a set of schools organized a:ounfl the 1mOE Ve bey, gion &
lost.*" I take this up in more c%eta}l latefr. Ona- .y ommunities points to one of the effects ofiws ‘ mand
This search for the r.efonsntmm:l?n u:dicational policy. In the process of denying the legitim | of de:

ization talk on the politics s.urrff)un. (gliscoul’ ses may actually tend to politicize the issues evey Macy | is ﬂ"
OfOPP.OSitional s reprwatI:ﬂ:;‘thf public, not «Jomestic,” contestation. This Paradox-—rep]?'afé‘, ; dal!:i

T hecame 2800 fup her public discussion of breakaway needs—does not always| vat. L cha!
ization talk may ac.h.muy v rtche;f feminists, racially subjected peoples, or other disemp;jd ol cap;;
victories by oppositional groups Sr .+ tion can in fact lead to the growth of new social moy ! 7 '
groups, however. Rather, such politiciza s . dsback ement; | the f
and new social identities whose fundamental aim is t0 pu:v,h brea ‘a'.«vay needs back intothe economj, | cons
domestic, and private spheres. New, and quite conservative, coalitions can be. for.m-ed. E . uno
This is exactly what has happened in the United States, WhBI't:B a set fo reprivatizing discourses, | = pqsi
the accents of authoritarian populism” has made creative connections with the hopes and especiallythy |- trad
fears of a range of disaffected constituencies and has united them into a tense but very effective allianc. as a
supporting positions behind reprivatization.* And this could not have been done if rightist grou; tior
had not succeeded in changing the very meaning of key concepts of democracy in such a way that the l trac
Christian Right could comfortably find a place under the larger umbrella of the conservative alliance fut
cie

The Professional and Managerial New Middle Class: More Testing, More Often k- of

Although I speak somewhat more briefly about them here because of their relatively limited—but 5

rapidly growing—power, there is a final group that provides some of the support for the policies of e
W@gﬂhm is a fraction of the professional new midﬁﬁ?ﬁfW' ‘} Be
mobility 1 the state and within the economy based on the use of technical expeirtise. These are ar

people with backgrounds in management and efficiency techniques who provide the technical and
“professional” support for accountability, measurement, “product control,” and assessment that is
rfequired by the proponents of neoliberal policies of marketization and neoconservative policies of
tighter central control in education.

i m:“m:ﬁﬂ;mhgiﬁl ;it.l;;llp“ﬁardly nf()‘bile professional and managerial new middle class
e Yt 1 m:gl;:al POSIIUOIIS that underpin the conservative alliance. Iﬂ facij
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is warrantf:d and “good” I\.Iot only do these forms of control have an extremely long history
in education, but tighter control, high-stakes testing, and (reductive) accountability methods provide

more dynamic roles for such managers, a point I noted earlier. These policies enable such actors to
engage in @ moral crusade and enhance the status of their own expertise.

Yet, in a time when competition for credentials and cultural capital is intense, the increasing
of mechanisms of restratification such as the return of high levels of mandatory standardiza-
ion also provides mechanisms that enhance the chances that the children of the professional and
managerial new middle class will have less competition from other children. Thus, the introduction
of devices to restratify a population enhances the value of the credentials that the new middle class
is more likely to accumulate, given the stock of cultural capital it already possesses.” T am not
climing that this is necessarily intentional, but creating such devices does function to increase the
chances for mobility by middle-class children who depend not on economic capital but on cultural
capital for advancement.

In such a situation, I believe that this group is not immune to ideological shifts to the right. Given
the fear generated by the attacks on the state and on the public sphere by both neoliberals and neo-
conservatives, ¢his-classfraction is decidedly-worried about the future mobility of its children in an

+ uncertain economic world. Thus, they may be drawn more overtly to parts of the conservative alliance’s
~ positions, especially M@Wélemﬂ that stress greater attention to
traditional “high-status” content, greater attention to testing, and a greater emphasis on schooling
a5 a stratifying mechanism. This can be seen in a number of states where parents of this class frac-
tion are supporting charter schools that will stress academic achievement in traditional subjects and
traditional teaching practices. Where the majority of members of this class grouping will align in the
future in the debates over policy remains to be seen. Given their contradictory ideological tenden-
cies, it is possible that the right will be able to mobilize them under conditions of fear for the future
of their jobs and children.”

of the complexity of educational politics in the United States, I have devoted most of this
e to an analysis of the conservative social movements that are having a powerful impact on
tes over policy and practice in education and in the larger social arena. I have suggested that
ative modernization in education is guided by tense coalition forces, some of whose aims
y contradict others.
he very nature of this coalition is crucial. It is more than a little possible that the alliance under-
ng conservative modernization can overcome its own internal contradictions and can succeed
radically transforming educational policy and practice. Thus, although neoliberals call for a weak
neoconservatives-demand a-strong state, these very ¢ yident contradicto MPUISCS can
me together in creative ways. The emerging focus on centralized standards, content, and tighter
ntrol paradoxically can be the first and most essential step on the path to marketization Eh_r_()ggb
de or national curricula and tests are put in place, comparative school-by-school data
d will be published in a manner similar to the “league tables” on school achievement
ly when there is standardized content and assessment can the market be
an then have “objective” data on which schools are “succeeding” and
onality, based on “consumer choice,” will ensure that the supposedly
ad schools will disappear. This assemblage is embodied in
Left Behind, for example.
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.. But let me say here that one of these effects is that when the poor “choose” to keep their chil Idrep
in under funded and decaying schools in the inner cities or in rural areas (given the decline and expens,
of urbanmass transportation, poor information, the absence of time, and their decaying economjc
conditions, to name but a few of the realities), they (the poor) will be blamed individually and cq).
lectively for making bad “consumer choices”” Reprivatizing discourses and arithmetical particularism
will justify the structural inequalities that will be (re)produced here. In this way, as odd as it may
seem, neoliberal and neoconservative policies, ones ultimately supported by authoritarian populists
and even by many members of the professional middle class, that are seemingly contradictory may
mutually reinforce each other in the long run.”

Yet, although I have argued that the overall leadership in educational policy is exercised by this
alliance, I do not want to give the impression that these four elements under the hegemonic umbrella
of this coalition are uncontested or are always victorious. This is simply not the case. As a number of
people have demonstrated, scores of counterhegemonic programs and possibilities exist at the local
level throughout the United States. Many institutions of higher education, schools, and even entire
school districts have shown remarkable resiliency in the face of the concerted ideological attacks
and pressures from conservative restorational groups. And many teachers, academics, community
activists, and others have created and defended educational programs that are both pedagogically
and politically emancipatory.”

Indeed, we are beginning to see cracks in the alliance’s power in unanticipated ways. For example,
a growing number of students in elementary, middle, and secondary schools are actively refusing to
take the mandatory tests that many states have introduced. This action has been supported by groups
of teachers, administrators, parents, and activists.” Clearly, things are bubbling up from below the
surface whose effects will be “interesting” to say the least.

Having said this, however, it is important to note the obstacles in creating the conditions for
large-scale movements to defend and build progressive policies. We need to remember that there is
no powerful central ministry of education in the United States. Teachers’ unions are relatively weak
at a national level (nor is there any guarantee that teachers’ unions always act progressively). There is
no consensus about an “appropriate” progressive agenda in educational policy here, as there is a vast
multiplicity of compelling (and unfortunately at times competing) agendas involving race/ethnicity,
gender, sexuality, class, religion, “ability,” and so on. Thus, it is structurally difficult to sustain long-
term national movements for more progressive policies and practices.

‘Because of this, most counterhegemonic work is organized locally or regionally. However, there
m are growing attempts at building national coalitions around what might best be called a

WW ﬁl‘pnmnm such as the National Coahtmn of Educatlonal Activists and those

ions in the ways that conservative groups have been able to
rces to quickly mobilize a large base of nationally directed
mhﬁﬁe ways that the members of the alliance can.

cial, and political dilemmas, the fact that so many
e’s hegemonic umbrella and have created
shows us in the most eloquent and lived
'W unidimensional direction. Even

ccess of conservative policies is
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