
I. Parsons

This essay will examine passages from Talcott Parsons,1 B.F. Skinner

and Robert G. Smith as analyses of, or "explanation logics
" for "education. "

It will endeavor to show that the explanation-logics are not neutral, scientific
or even very descriptive. They assume what they purport to explain; acknow-
ledging them is a political decision—not a "learning of the truth."

To Parsons the application of the general Parsonian functional scheme
to education, while specifically referenced to the American University, is
identical in substance to Emile Durkheim

's socialization and division of labor

functions. In the preface to The American University written by Talcott
Parsons alone, Parsons states that he ". . . had long decided that higher edu-
cation, including the research complex, had become the most critical single
feature of the developing structure of modern societies

" (1973:VI). While no

immediate reason is given for this belief, it becomes clear that it is based on a
Durkheim-like analysis of functions which perpetuate the moral community
and advance the division of labor. Durkheim

's assumptions with respect to

those aspects of education which "perpetuate the moral community " and
those which "serve the division of labor" are set down in Robert Hanson's
essay on Durkheim and Freire (above). The form of Parsons ' discussions of
the functions of education systems is the familiar LIGA "paradigm. "2 In
going beyond these general functions, Parsons differentiates four functions of
the higher education complex, each of which is conceived of as analogous to
an industry. Each function (or industry) has a chapter devoted to it in The
American University.

The first industry is the "general education " industry. It forms the
base line from which others are differentiated. The second is the research
industry which is concerned with enhancing the cognitive capacity. . . . A
third is graduate training of the . . . successors of current academicians. 3 A
fourth industry . . . (is) the training of practitioners in the applied profes-
sions" (1973:5-6). In addition, the university complex also performs a
general ideological function which is described as contributing to the "general
cultural definition of the situation" (1973:6). However, this role is shared
with intellectuals outside the university. The diagram on the next page shows
the relationships of each function with the others and with the university
complex as a whole.



The first function discussed by Parsons is the research function which
involves developing new "pure theory and knowledge;" here only cognition
is primary. This "knowledge function " is probably the most important, in
Parsons' view, not only because it protects "cognitive rationality, " but be-
cause it allows for the actual reproduction of the university. This section of
the university explicitly trains replacements for the current generation of
academicians. In functional terms, the core where cognition is primary con-
tributes trained academicians to the social system and increased knowledge
to the cultural system. This research and graduate training aspect of the

university was not explicitly differentiated by Durkheim. But, in the three
quarters of a century since he wrote The Division of Labor in Society, this
aspect of higher education has become increasingly important, paralleling
changes in the division of labor itself. The new requirements of the division
of labor, now based on science and technology to an unprecedented degree,
led not only to a differentiation and proliferation of academic and scientific
disciplines, but also to new requirements for advanced degrees (a phenomenon
which Parsons calls "cognitive upgrading") (1973:227).

The second function discussed by Parsons is the general education of
the citizen, conceived of as "knowledge for its own sake. " This is the familiar
socialization function as put forth by Durkheim. In Parsons ' own words:
"... Undergraduate education focuses on the development of an `educated
citizenry.' Citizenship means, here, the capacities for participation in the
societal community with competence and intelligence. Such capacities are
grounded at the moral levels of culture and the affective levels of personality"
(Parsons; 1973:164165).

The third function is also an aspect of the division of labor, the specific
training of professionals. This "industry" was also recently differentiated, as
Parsons points out. In the middle third of the nineteenth century, a student
would not have distinguished between the functions of graduate training and
research, and the functions of the applied professions of law, theology, medi-
cine, and philosophy (Parsons, 1973:225). This "training of professionals "

function of the university entails the reproduction of the various professions,
and an increase in the knowledge available to them. The professional function
here is very similar to the core function. Parsons points to the differentiation
of the two functions as an empirical "fact " of the American university, one
not found in all university systems, e.g., in the U.S.S.R. there exist separate
professional schools apart from the main university complex (Parsons, 1973:
227). While the professional school is part of the university complex in

American education, the Parsonian scheme differentiates between the two
functions because the professions exist outside the cognitive disciplinary lines
within the university. That is, physiology and biology are not medicine;
physics is not engineering. The second axis of differentiation is that, whereas
academic disciplines are primarily concerned with the structure of knowledge
which relates to the cultural system, the professions are concerned with the
practical application of knowledge to the social needs of its clients (Parsons,
1973:227-228).



The fourth and last function in Parsons' analysis is that of the "cultural
definition of the situation" which is performed by "intellectuals " in their
role as "generalists." The cultural definition of the situation—as a medium of
exchange—along with the professional training and general education func-
tions, connect the academic complex to the concerns of the social system at
large.

Parsons uses an interesting analogy in the explanation of "symbolic "

media of exchange:

Definition of the situation is parallel to value-commitments
at the social-system level, that is, in the same sense as intelligence
is a generalized medium parallel to money and affect is parallel to
influence. In all these cases, at least one difference between the
medium at the social-system level and at the level of the general
system of action is that certain constraints operating at the social-
system level, a sub-system of action, may be conceived to be lifted
at the general action level. Thus ... we suggested that "exclusive
rights of possession " were central to the property complex at the
social-system level and applied to money but that they did not
apply to knowledge and the other components of the cognitive
complex at the general action level, even though, in the special
sense we outlined, intelligence is subject to the general imperative
of scarcity (Parsons, 1973:268-269).

The metaphor of knowledge being "parallel" to money is obviously designed
to clarify what is meant by a "symbolic media of exchange." However, it
can only do this within the academic paradigm. In thg Marxist paradigm, the
preceding paragraph does not make sense since it relies on a concept of
money which Marxists would view as a mystification. 4

In Parsons' analysis of the American university, he asserts that the
dominant structural features are to be found within the division of arts and
sciences. Three previous models for analyzing this structure have been pro-
posed by Parsons: (1) the university as bureaucracy where the top adminis-
trators make the decisions, faculty carries them out, and the students are
conceived as equal citizen-participants; and (3) the university as a structure
like the economic marketplace, where knowledge produced by the faculty is
consumed by the students (Parsons, 1973:125). In opposing these three
inadequate models, Parsons points out that members of academia owe two
different allegiances: they have one commitment to their discipline and one
to the institution in which they work. The discipline constitutes one market
for the academic's output, research findings, scholarly papers, etc., while the
institutions constitute the more obvious labor market for professionals in
general. Because of this, Parsons refers to the university as a "fiduciary sub-
system"—that is, an institution all of whose members bear a "good faith"
relation to the other members of their discipline.

The fiduciary component enters because this outside con-
text (to the discipline) symbolizes responsibility to cognitive
standards and their implementation through processes of critical
evaluation. . . . This, rather than solidarity with the institution or
responsibility to student-customers . . . is the main focus of pro-
fessional status (Parsons, 1973:127).



The notion of "fiduciary responsibility " is not merely used by Parsons
to describe relationships to the academic discipline and within the university;
it also serves as a model for how academia in general works and how it comes
to constitute a subsystem of the total social system which is run on different
principles. The "fiduciary subsystem, " which includes the university, is one
of the structures of the social system which lies between the "cultural system "

and society, and functions in "latent pattern-maintenance. " The following
diagram illustrates the place of the "good faith" subsystem within the social

system. I have added, in parentheses, the models applicable in the analysis
of each subsystem.

a particularly central position. 5 The educational system has two axes of
fiduciary responsibility. The first is to the "cognitive subsystem" (sometimes
referred to as the "rationality system ") which is governed by "theoretical
codes" (Parsons, 1973:18-19). The other axis of "good faith " responsibility
is to the moral community. According to Parsons, it is the duty of the educa-
tion system to contribute to the sense of community of the society by insti-
tutionalizing the common value system. In many respects, then, these fidu-
ciary or "good faith " responsibilities of a university are simply to restate the
prerequisites that an education system must fulfill with respect to the division
of labor (the rationalization of human action) and the socialization necessary
to maintain the moral community. People are to be told what their jobs are
and "what ' s right." However, the existence of these two tasks as "good
faith" responsibilities has had important structural consequences, in Parsons '

view.

That is, Parsons invites us to consider the education system as a micro-
cosmic social system containing functional institutions which are the result of
a history of evolutionary changes. One such institution is academic freedom,
which provides the protective milieu for "good faith " academic work and
makes possible the supportive role of the university vis-a-vis student socializa-
tion. Tenure, a similar institution, functions like kinship to secure broad
rights for each of the four estates. Tenure is broadly defined in opposition to
simple contractual relations; that is to say, members of any estate have rights
which prevent arbitrary termination without just cause. The third institution,
collegiality, is the mode of association within and between student bodies,



faculties, and disciplines, and which governs the relations within the university
as a whole. Collegiality is related to tenure, since all members of each estate
are considered citizen-equals. Thus, a discipline is considered a "stratified
collegial association " in which all members have citizen rights and duties,
even though a discipline is stratified along lines of possession of intelligence
and knowledge, contributions to the written corpus of the discipline, or level
of position attained in an academic institution (e.g., junior professor) (Par-
sons, 1973:364).

The structural patterning we have been discussing calls
attention to a criss-crossing between membership in a faculty and
department ... (and) an anchorage transcending the particular
employing institution. The outcome of simultaneous integration
on both of these axes is the distinctive associational pattern of
collegiality, which has become the pattern not only of any one
faculty or department, but of a nationwide academic commun-
ity (Parsons, 1973:147).

Nevertheless:

Complete institutionalization of the egalitarian principle
would be incompatible with the achievement component of the
cognitive complex (Parsons, 1973:147).

In summing up Parsons ' view of the structure of the education system,
it is necessary to focus in on his analysis of stratification. There are, in any
functioning social system, many different bases for stratification. Parsons
does not pay any central attention to stratification along economic lines.
Rather, he maintains that there are several "media of exchange," e.g., status,
money, intelligence, etc., each of which is a "scarce resource. " Each of these
social stratifications "crosscuts " others. And, although in any particular
situation one medium of exchange will be determinate, there is no general
theoretical determination holding one medium predominant. Thus, where the
Marxist perspective focuses on class relations as determining the basic cast of
the other social relations within a given mode of production, the academic
paradigm views several different bases for stratified social relations.

II. Skinner

One may contrast Parsons with Skinner. There is an enormous differ-
ence in epistemological conceptions of science and society in the explanation
logics of Skinner and Parsons. Skinner, rejecting Parsons' elaborate critical
epistemology and all similar to it, is dogmatically opposed to epistemology
itself. The very notion of an epistemology, vital in the Parsonian account, is
an unneeded mystification for him. Skinner does not even recognize that
there is a "corpus of knowledge." The behavioral world consists entirely of
environments which provide stimuli in the form of contingencies of reinforce-
ment, and organisms which have been genetically programmed to selectively
respond to these stimuli with behavior. Since this universe consists entirely
of observables, the notion of epistemology is unnecessary along with the
other mystical and unneeded concepts like "mind" and "memory" (Cf.
Skinner, 1968:203-205). Instead of a theory of knowledge, Skinner substi-
tutes a theory of behavior.

It is easy to see that, from these two different views of how we meet
experience, will come different pictures of what is experienced. For Parsons,
a "fact" is neither part of the subject nor of the object. Facts, the knowledge
system, constitute a separate ontological and epistemological entity character-
ized by internal structures and processes. This knowledge system has objec-
tive criteria of validity and subjective criteria of significance. But an inter-
pretive theory of the meaning of knowledge is irrelevant to Skinner because,
as a scientist and behaviorist, he restricts himself to questions of validity. He
conceives of a "fact" as a particular stimulus-response pair. For Parsons,
" facts " are interpretative. For Skinner, on the other hand, they are accom-
plished, caused. For Skinner, it is irrelevant that there are meaning relation-
ships between facts. For him, behavior is the only "fact" and all behavior
is explained by subsumation under a covering law.

Parsonian structural-functionalism retains a more voluntaristic role for
the actor than behaviorism, not only in the recognition of the individual's
ability to choose goals and means, but in its recognition of the actor ' s willful
decision to respond to a given situation. Parsons is a voluntarist also in the
sense that his system is not reducible to any one level of action; human action
cannot be fully accounted for by reference to the stimulus-response mechan-
ism of the organism. For Skinner, the determinist, the Parsonian "levels of
action" are only "contingencies of reinforcement" for the organism. Culture,
society, and personality are recognizable as themselves manifestations of



human behavior; as behavior they can be controlled and extinguished accord-
ing to "natural law. " Culture, social system, and personality are epistemolo-
gically and ontologically identical. All behavior of mice and men is deter-
minate.6 Skinner applies his "law " of behavior to such interpretive activity

as writing poetry. Even creating poetry is not a willful activity; it is deter-
mined. Skinner does not create poetry, and he is not a poet. Skinner has a
poem; he is a chicken.7 . ? He and the chicken only do what they were pro-
grammed to do by genetic endowment and environmental contingencies
which select traits and reinforce (determine) behavior.

For Parsons, Skinner neither has a poem nor is he a chicken because
writing a poem is not simply behavioral learning, and behavioral learning is
only one aspect of human learning: "Learning is not merely the acquisition
of `information' (that is, specific items of cognitive orientation) about the
properties of the object world; it is also the acquisition of new `patterns of
orientation '" (Parsons, Shils, et al , 1951:12). 'This definition is both wider
and more specific, if less elegant, than Skinner ' s, and forms a critical distinc-

tion between the two modes of explanation. For Skinner (1968:2-5),
"acquisition " is an unfortunate "metaphor" for the relationship between
organism and environment:

Three variables compose the so-called contingencies of rein-
forcement under which learning takes place: (1) an occasion
upon which behavior occurs, (2) the behavior itself, and (3) the
consequences of that behavior (Skinner, 1968:4).

Parsons must agree with Skinner 's definition as a limiting case, but the Par-
sonian analysis of human learning goes beyond this with a different emphasis.

Of fundamental importance in learning is the degree and
incidence of generalization which is introduced into the actor' s
orientations to his object world. Generalizations are modes of

defining the actor's orientations . to particular objects of which
he has not yet had experience. This entails the categorization of
the particular, concrete objects of his situation into general
classes. In the acquisition of systems of cultural symbols, gener-
alization is perhaps the most important of the learning mechan-
isms. As frames of reference, as the content of communication,
and as the foci of common orientations, cultural patterns must
possess content with a degree of generality which transcends the
particularity of all concrete situations and experiences (Parsons,
Shils, et al., 1951:12).

But for Skinner (1968:120), the notion of "generalization" adds nothing but
"poetry" to the discussion:

When we teach (a child) to press a red button and then
discover that he will press an orange button as well, though with
lower probability, it adds nothing to say that he has "generalized "

from one color to another.

For Parsons, the notion of "generalization " is central to the establish-
ment of the separate levels of personality, social system, and culture which
form the structural framework for the voluntarist explanation of human
action. Parsons distinguishes certain kinds of generalized learning which are
categorized as "socialization. " Humans have certain "social-relational needs"
as a result of the infant's prolonged state of dependency. "As a result of this
dependency, the social-relational context in which viscerogenic needs are
gratified or deprived becomes, perhaps, just as important as the intrinsic
gratification or deprivation of the viscerogenic needs themselves " (Parsons,

Shils, et al., 1951:16-17). It goes without saying that both Parsons and
Skinner agree that babies should be cuddled and loved. Skinner would
explain this reward system as due to the fact that cuddling is an appropriate
contingency of reinforcement to program behavior thought desirable by the
parents; Parsons' explanation is that the "message " (content) of education is
contained in the medium or "social-relational context. " Becoming a partici-
pant in a culture or social system, or acquiring a personality, requires com-
plicated generalizations, e.g., language, or generalized behavior patterns like
deferred gratification. These behavior patterns are the product of socializa-
tion. "The newly learned generalization is acceptable to the child if the child
feels that the adult wants it to do the things in question and that it is loved"
(Parsons, Shils, et al., 1951:17).



III. Smith

Whereas Skinner does not provide, except in Walden II, for an explana-
tion of total educational institutions either those present or possible, systems
theorists who have attended to Skinner have done this work. For example, a
rather practical wedding between behaviorism and general systems theory has
been achieved by Robert G. Smith in his book The Engineering of Educational
and Training Systems (Lexington, Massachusetts: Heath Lexington Books,
1971). The significance which Smith attaches to the relationships within
education systems and between education systems and their environment is
very different from the significance gathered by structural-functional analysis.
Smith 's synthesis of behaviorism and systems theory is neither subtle nor
appealing; however, it is representative of an intention common to both
explanation logics—to recreate education systems in a technologically and
economically more efficient form. Smith 's (1971:5) description of an edu-
cation system is abstract and general:

An education system is composed of many subsystems. At
the heart of the system is the instructional subsystem. However,
there are also transportation systems for delivering children to
school, cafeteria systems for feeding them, communication sys-
tems, and so on. . . . All these systems interact. It is the highest
order of system design to keep all these systems from clashing
with one another.

Systems do not exist in splendid isolation from each other.
They are parts of larger systems, or they interact with and im-
pinge upon (or are impinged upon) by other systems. All this
means that it is frequently impossible to design an effective and
efficient system without removing some of the constraints within
which present systems must operate.... Yet it is quite clear that
we know how to design much more effective instruction than we
are able to implement. It is constraints which keep us from
applying all the knowledge that we have (Smith, 1971:6).

Smith provides an operationalized concept of the education system as it must
function because of the lawful operation of systems in general. Instead of a
description of any concrete education system, Smith offers an ideal descrip-
tion of an imaginary education system. But it is an education system worthy

of Brave New World, one without past or future—only outcomes.

Those historical and social facts which Parsons sees as central to the
development of the American system of education, traditions, customs,
norms, values, etc.—all these are defined by Smith as "constraints" which
prevent the implementation of a truly "rational" system. Smith's concern is
with order, efficiency and economy, not with the interpretation of social
processes. The technological application of systems theory is to design human
systems in the same way that computer systems are designed. Efficient
systems are designed intentionally along the lines indicated by scientific laws;
they are rarely, if ever, the product of accidental historical processes.

Whereas Parsons strongly defends the present structural organization of
the American university and includes the four-functions of the university
(undergraduate education, graduate training and research, professional train-
ing of doctors, lawyers, etc., and the ideological definition of the situation)
within a single institution, not because this is the most "efficient" education
system, but because this is the education system which is the product of
socio-cultural evolution, Smith and systems theorists see the very facticity of
this unification of functions as the system's claim to necessity, but not as the
necessity produced by the operation of natural laws. The very identity of
the American university, according to Parsons, is the set of structures and
functions which Smith labels "constraints." Tenure, academic freedom,
collegiality, lack of rigid criteria of accountability, the departmental organiza-
tion, research functions, the grading system, etc. are all aspects of the univer-
sity which Smith claims inhibit the implementation of an efficient and
"scientific" system of education. For Parsons, these are some of the aspects
of the American university which keep it in a functioning state of morpho-
genetic equlibrium. Furthermore, disruption of this system of checks and
balances in the interest of efficiency is sure to have unintended and potentially
destructive consequences for both the education system and the society-at-
large.

Both Parsons and Smith show that sociological questions about the
purpose of the education system must also be questions about the relation-
ship between the education system and the socio-cultural system. Both view
the task of the education system as service to the needs of the society. But
Smith is concerned with reducing any tension between the two systems by
removing constraints:



These system constraints, if identified completely, can serve
several useful purposes and it may be possible to relax some of
them. They normally arise because the instructional system is
imbedded in other larger systems. For instance, there are inevi-
tably a set of laws which have been established to govern the
educational or training institution of which the system is a part.
... Many of the common constraints which have been developed
within the American educational system provide barriers to in-
creased educational effectiveness (Smith, 1971:211).

Smith does not, of course, bother to ask what undesirable things would hap-
pen once the constraints are "taken away," nor does he pause to ask whether
the tension between the university and society may not be useful.

[Walter Buckley, who is a general systems theorist—not a behaviorist or
behavioral engineer—provides an alternative view of this relationship. Rather
than seeking to reduce "tension" between the educational system and the
social system, he views "tension" as beneficial:

Thus it can be argued that, far from seeing any principle of
"inertia" operating in a complex adaptive system, with "tension"
occurring only occasionally or residually as a "disturbing" factor,
we must see some level of tension as characteristic of and vital
to such systems though it may manifest itself as now destructive,
now constructive (Buckley, 1967:51).

Albeit, "tension," "stress," and "strain" are disturbing and possibly
destructive to both individuals and systems; they are viewed in Buckley's
scheme as absolutely necessary in providing impetus to action. If the educa-
tion system is viewed in all its historic potential as a source of change and
innovation vis-à-vis the socio-cultural system, a state of tension between the
two systems is a necessary and good thing. Smith, in seeking only to reduce
tension to an inertial service relationship, denies the possibility of education
as an innovative force. A true general systems approach to education would
see this tension as an energy and information source to mobilize the socio-
cultural system to action.]

In setting goals for the educational system, Smith engages in a diatribe
against "vague" non-operationalized objectives. He insists that objectives

must be stated in behavioral (one-dimensional) terms since they facilitate
measurement of output and enable "efficiency" to be quantified. 8 Unfor-
tunately, this results in a closing circle which prevents growth and change, and
yields an education system geared to reproduce the existing reality—the same
teleological conception which Parsons inherited from Durkheim. To focus on
education as a source of change means to state the objectives as concepts
without removing their negative potential; it means to be prepared to evalu-
ate efficiency qualitatively rather than quantitatively. This is not to say that
objectives must be "vague," but simply that they must be stated two-
dimensionally as transcendent concepts. If this, in turn, makes them difficult
to measure, then it is necessary to question the measuring techniques. One
should not destroy the potential of education as a "world-creating " activity
simply because one 's measuring devices are one-dimensional.

For instance, Smith cites the example of a social science teacher whose
stated objective is: ". . . to make my students better citizens so that they can
function effectively in our nation ' s dynamic democracy " (Smith, 1971:24).
This is obviously a two-dimensional statement of a goal, yet Smith is unsatis-
fied and wishes to measure citizenship with a true-false test. He wishes to be
able to measure this "general objective" in performance terms. Alternatively,
instead of operationalizing "citizenship" to a series of yes-no answers, it
might be possible to measure it qualitatively by observing the students' acti-
vities in the "real world." If the attempt at measuring the impact of these
"good citizens" on "our nation's dynamic democracy" leads to a dialogue
among all concerned about what constitutes a "good citizen " or a "dynamic
democracy, " so much the better.

If we go from Skinner and Smith to the general systems theorists or
Parsonians, it is clear that another possible goal of the education system is
that of organizing information in the constant process of mapping the inter-
nal and external environment. This task of organization is an open-ended
creative and cognitive process within every complex adaptive system, and it is
a major function of the education system. Of course, the education system
must provide students with the already established "maps" of the various
environments, but this is only part of the educational objective. Just as



primary is the struggle between various groups with different "maps of real-
ity." There is no single "map" of the human environment accepted by all
individuals, and one of the functions of education systems is to provide a
milieu for dialogue between these competing names for the world. Out of
the dialogues come alternative "maps" which are a continuous source of
tension and provide the impetus for changing the environment itself. That
this is, in fact, the process of human conceptual development has been well-
documented in the history of science. Smith and Skinner ignore this function
of education systems; Parsons 9 downplays it. Both design or argue for edu-
cation systems as if there were one agreed-upon reality which does not change
much; in doing this they deny that the education system and society are com-
plex adaptive systems, and reduce them to the kind of mechanical, equilibria],
or morphostatic system which general systems theory attempts to go beyond.

Buckley and general system theory provide another way to discuss this
function of education when he states that one major role of the complex
adaptive system is the "nurturing of nonpathological deviation and variety
as the basic source of the continued critical examination and considered
change of the institutionalized structures and value interpretations" (1967:
27). While it is difficult to know what "nonpathological" means in a mode
of explanation which claims to have rejected the organic analogy, the impli-
cations of this are clear for educational systems. The education system,
perhaps more than any other system in society, maintains this pool of
deviance and new ideas which prevent the socio-cultural system from tending
toward entropy. And the whole legal structure concerned with free speech
and academic freedom is designed to allow the maintenance of this aca-
demic function, and it serves to protect this pool of deviance from the
sanctions of the outside world. 10

Parsons' model of the American university stands in opposition to those
who would restructure education "along purely scientific lines," such as

Smith and Skinner. His work is obviously intended to counter the leftist
attack on the university; it is also an attempt to "protect against

" the beha-

vioral engineers.

Those historical features of the university—tenure, academic freedom
and lack of strict accountability, collegial ties between educators and their
respective disciplines, the grading system, the association of teaching and
certification functions, the research complex and the organization of aca-
demic departments—all of these are seen by Parsons as vital to the American
education system. But these same structures and functions are seen by both
Skinner and Smith as "constraints " which interfere with the development of
an efficient technology of teaching. Parsons ' fundamental argument is that

if these aspects of the education system are removed in the interest of "effi-

ciency," then the entire "fiduciary " structure of the system will be endan-

gered. Moreover, the removal of these "constraints
" on the education system

threatens to destroy the entire value system of American culture from within.
On the other hand, the behavioral engineers argue that if the American sys-

tem is to continue, it must provide a more efficient and less constrained
system of education.

The culture which most accurately predicts the problems

it will face and most effectively identifies the behavior most
likely to solve them will presumably put a technology of teaching
to its best use. It will thus maximize its chances of surviving and
contributing to the culture of the future. Accidental practices
and practices designed for irrelevant reasons have survival value,
but the explicit design of a policy with respect to the strength of
a culture is more promising (Skinner, 1968:233).

Neither explanation sees itself as having as its obligation the constitution of a
different, a more just, or a more democratic society. By eliminating the



possibility, in the ideology of the existence of basic change each also elimi-
nates the possibility of the envisaging of real change through the use of
management or governance structures based on, or legitimized by, the ideol-
ogy.

Conclusion

The claim that behaviorism, behavioristic systems theory , and structural

-functionalism are "families" of explanation within the academic paradigm is
not meant to minimize the scientific and philosophical differences between
these explanation logics. However, the questions of philosophical "truth"

and scientific "validity" which have been raised by the existence of these
contradictory modes of explanation have no immediate solution. Each ex-
planation logic is what one might call a "pseudo-paradigm. " Since it is not
possible to resolve these problems once and for all, the academic paradigm
has learned to "live with" its contradictions. Each of these approaches to
social science is recognized as legitimate, and selections between them occur
at the empirical and technological level. Within the academic paradigm and
within bourgeois society, the unification of theory and practice is achieved
on a practical technological level. The focus of the academic social sciences
is problem oriented, therapeutic, and technological in its attempts to explain
and predict human behaviora l.11 In lieu of a unified social science, selection
between these modes of explanation occurs on the situated empirical level:
the ability of the explanation logic to "make things work." Thus, the alliance
between the "technology of teaching" offered by Skinner and the "engineer-
ing" model suggested by Smith, is intended to make education into a scientific

and efficient enterprise by providing a model for its complete restructuring.
In opposition to this "reform" of education, Parsonian structural-function-
alism demonstrates that the traditional values of democratic capitalism and

the American education system properly work together and do not require

"radical" changes
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