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... many lay people and a large share of policy meaketd the view that almost anyone can
teach reasonably well — that entering teachingireguat most, knowing something about a
subject, and [that] the rest of the fairly simglicks of the trade’ can be picked up on the job

(Darling-Hammond, 2006, p. 301)

This provocative point of view makes sense whercargsider education in schools in the light of a
market forces philosophy that construes effectdaching and learning in terms of a simplistic inputput
model. The logic of such a model argues thatt,firee have to identify the most desired educational
outcomes, and, second, we then locate the provifeitsese outcomes. These providers become pradleg
because consumers choose these providers in pregete other, less successful providers. It follaihat
less successful providers who wish to survive, nmaghte the practices of their more successful petitors
and thereby improve their performance. This leagwitably, it is argued, to a better deal for consts.
This argument is illustrated in a report from aer@cUK Secretary of State for Education, basedistvikits

to Singapore, Shanghai, Beijing and Hong Kong (G@040), in which he declared:

Schools in the Far East are turning out students avh working at an altogether higher level
than our own.

The latest international education league tablesield us slipping further and further behind
[...] while places like Shanghai and Singapore puibushame.

[...] The problems we face exemplify the flaws in @diucation system.
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[...] We can't afford to waste time while our studeriall further behind in the race for the

best university places and jobs (para 6-10).

The terms of this discourse are, in themselves, meresting. According to this view educatiorais
‘race’ for the ‘best university places and jobs’o{@®, 2010, para. 10). Races, of course, produce fegr
winners but many losers. Winners can only be éefim relation to losers. It follows that educatb
hierarchies are, by definition, elitist and, theref exclusionary.

One of the consequences of applying free markeciples within education systems, therefore, is
the commodification of students, whereby schoolmpete to recruit the parents of the highest perfmgm
students who will achieve the best results in erations, thereby contributing to the school’'s staind
perceived value (Lim & Tan, 1999). Because of stiong associations between socio-economic status,
cultural capital and educational performance, mtérdgon increases social segregation and decreases
diversity in elite schools which increasingly beeprie preserve of privileged groups (Bates, Lew&is,
Pickard, 2011; Lim & Tan, 1999).

This empirical observation belies the claim thatarket forces approach leads to the improvement of
teaching quality and learning outcomes. Because liiased on a simplistic input-output model thay$
scant attention to teaching and learning processeis, an approach that rewards those who already
advantaged and penalizes those who are disadvantdges, therefore, a mechanism by which inequat
continually reproduced.

Unsurprisingly, this process and effect are furtiensified in higher education, where elite
universities recruit students primarily from eligghools. The same league-table mentality applies at
international and national levels with universitiggng for position against a range of criteriag tmost
important among which has tended to be researdhrpgnce as demonstrated on the basis of the pettei
quality of research activity and output of universtaff. In some league tables, teaching is giadrigher
rating than in others, though even then, becausesunes of teaching quality tend to be based orestud
satisfaction surveys, such data cannot be takesbgstive evidence of teaching quality (Maeroff 08}
Again, the challenges involved in trying to unrasaleeply complex issue are deftly side-steppecbyurse
to a market forces model that takes for granteddéa that the customer’s (i.e. student’s) levedaifsfaction
with a product (i.e. teaching received) is a kedigator of the quality of the product.

It is important, of course, to be very careful tmid the danger of falling into the trap of a ditfat
kind of elitism. Students’ views on the quality thieir learning experience, at both school and ensity
levels, are very important. Effective learninguiegs voluntary engagement by the learner, ansltite job
of the teacher to motivate student engagementchiea (at all levels) need to be able to help stisdeefine
their learning needs and work with them in idenifythe best ways in which these can be met. &tade
views on the quality of such support for their téag are, therefore, valuable, though not necdgsari
conclusive. This is especially the case in madkiaten approaches to education where some studesys
prefer an easy path to the reward of a degree dhanthat involves challenges. From this point awwi
students (i.e. customers) go to universities ireotd obtain credentials that will enable themritee certain

occupations, and, if the degree certificate is ed by a prestigious university, all the bettdhere is of
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course a cost to this approach, as the AmericamornDeresiewicz (2014), himself an lvy League geddu

and former teacher at Yale University, states:

Our [the US] system of elite education manufactueasng people who are smart and

talented and driven, yes, but also anxious, tinnidl l@st, with little intellectual curiosity and

a stunted sense of purpose: trapped in a bubbfgidfege, heading meekly in the same

direction, great at what they are doing but witHawa why they are doing it (para. 5).

Being ‘great at what they are doing’, accordindtresiewicz (2014), involves, among other things,
passing courses with high grades as a result ofyetbgand unquestioning adherence to assessment
requirements. On the face of it, this does nokappo be such a bad thing. Surely, we want owfestis to
work hard, don’t we? The problem is that ‘workingrd’ in this context is less concerned with thelleinges
of deep critical and analytical engagement and neoreerned with the techniques of ‘pleasing teddher
delivering what he or she wants. Such ‘learnireghnhiques might include amongst others, presenting
arguments that the tutor favours; relying on ‘cribkts rather than primary sources; the illegal oge
stimulant medication to enhance cognitive sharpnessgiarism and other forms of cheating. Such
techniques may be experienced as legitimate byestadn high pressure academic environments winere t
main purpose of participation is the acquisition aoédentials as opposed to what Deresiewicz (2014)
describes as the ‘larger project of intellectualcdvery and development’, that is often claimedhaskey
purpose of a higher education.

For many of the elite students of Deresiewicz'slé@(thesis, the Ivy League university experience is
just a station on the well-worn track that manytltém have been on since birth, and that will tdient
through to the ends of their ‘successful’ and maligrrewarding lives. The lvy League degree catdife is
just a facet of the social identity that they néedproject in order to justify their positions obyer and
privilege when they become leaders of corporatitmgh profile lawyers and other professionals, amid,
course, influential politicians. What might havieoae time have been a badge of intellectual digtn is
now something quite different.

This is a far cry from Cardinal John Henry Newmaf1852) idea of the university as a place where
students learn to form ideas and opinions on tisestd critical thinking and rigorous debate, anteve the
pursuit of understandings that transcend popukolalies and prejudices is of paramount importaridgs
is the kind of education that is characterizedhgy dultivation of intellectual awareness and mihutgs, the
very antidotes to being ‘anxious, timid ... lost’ dadking in a sense of direction in life.

The failings that Deresiewicz (2014) describes rase unfortunately, limited to elite universities.
This is clearly illustrated in a recent article tine diary section of the London Review of Books by
distinguished author and critic Marina Warner (2044 why she resigned from her academic post a@na n
elite UK university. The core of her impassionegduament is that the modern market-driven university
system undermines the quality of scholarship, reseand teaching by subordinating these processtset
pursuit of financially motivated management targetéich may change without notice. In Warner’s case
scholarly activities that were in the previous yedaemed prestigious and good for the universityiage, are

suddenly sidelined as the university hierarchy seaekplace a greater emphasis on teaching. THhiie face
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means that she is faced with the choice of dropthiegactivities or taking unpaid leave in ordec#ory them

out. On the same market forces theme, other adesemmplain about the pressure to publish in paldr
‘high stakes’ journals and the negative impact théd has on the quality of their work by prioritig the
number and frequency of publications in so caltleg’ journals over originality and innovation (Lasvrce,
2008). Such an approach to scholarship, it is atgelecourages the worst kind of academic conssmaaind
hinders rather than facilitates the expansion ofiadge and understanding.

Clearly, docility and acquiescence to market formesdominant at all levels of some of our modern

education systems. This is in itself a source &iosis concern because it implies a complete ssloreof

the fundamental mission of western education wkidb enlighten and empower the learner, and irctse

of universities, to generate new knowledge andsdedhis mission was perhaps best summed by John

Dewey (1897) when he stated:

| believe that education, [...], is a process ofrliyiand not a preparation for future living.

| believe that the school must represent presént life as real and vital to the child as that
which he carries on in the home, in the neighbodhoo on the play-ground.

I believe that education which does not occur ugloforms of life, forms that are worth

living for their own sake, is always a poor suhsétfor the genuine reality and tends to

cramp and to deaden (para. 8-10).

Although Dewey is writing about schools, these vgocdn apply equally well to universities where
the pursuit of authentic understandings of the evave inhabit is the core purpose. ‘Authenticity’ this
context involves the application of rigorous halitghought and a relentless adherence to theiptinthat
all knowledge is contestable, meaning that the tioef knowledge often depends on a willingness to
challenge orthodoxies and not simply settle for wmnly held assumptions. In this respect, docilitg a
passivity are fundamental enemies of positive $aoi@tional development, which depends on the
development of an understanding that what we dadigiduals has an impact on the world we inhaitgl
that we can make choices about how we think, fadl @t. If we consider that the best way to cohduc
ourselves is through unguestioning submission ¢ovthl of others, then we are doomed to the inséesr
claimed by Deresiewicz (2014) to afflict many lvgdgue students. It follows that schools need takawin
their students a sense of individual purpose addsare to engage with others (especially their iarepeers
and teachers) in helping to make a positive diffeeein their world, starting with the school asoanmunity
that facilitates the positive engagement of allntembers. Such an awakening will need to be lbuila
foundation of social-emotional security that istéwed and reinforced through the day to day intemas that
take place in and around schools. The promoticsooial-emotional well-being has thus to be sedraa@n
add-on, but as a core educational goal from whithgnow the insight and motivation to engage withd
overcome the challenges of everyday life.

It is, unfortunately, hard to imagine this happenim settings dominated by the institutional

dysfunctions discussed in this paper. The leagbktmentality by its very nature promotes inseguat
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both institutional and individual levels becausdhitives on the delusion that quality can be caomestrin
simplistic quantitative terms that are beyond goast Government ministers, university Vice Chatars|
university teachers, university students, schoahgyals, school teachers and school students larat a
enormous risk of being trapped in an endless talsing game that induces social discord and enation
distress and diverts attention from the problemthefworld that education is supposed to equi @ltress.
One way forward is to re-vitalize the public debal®ut the purposes of education and to emphasize
the importance of education in shaping secure,ident, active, curious and engaged citizens whaliag
and able to engage with the challenges of beingnaah being in the 21st century. This will, of carirbe a
lot harder than allowing market forces to makeoélbur decisions for us. It is likely to involve @uraging
students in schools and universities to be morwedgtinvolved in the construction of their own taiag
experiences. In turn, this will require teachand &ecturers to be more active in developing matusive
pedagogies. Above all, in education we need mesh mindless devotion to market forces and mucle mor
vision about the power of education to transform anrich lives to the benefit of everyone.
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