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ABSTRACT

The researcher proposes that Education can base its
program for administration development on a
critical sociology of educational administration,
aimed at restructuring educational institutions so

that they respond to the needs of all groups in

-

society. This perspective required participation,
autonomy and involvement from all those engaged in
schools and in the processés of cultural

development .

The study considers the social change theory of
Jurgen Habermas, the crisis in the Australian
Capital Territory education syétem in the early
1970s and the new participative system of
educational administration commenced in 1974. The
study asks the question as to whether the operation
of this new system exemplified the theory of
Habermas. Had a fundamental change in the
structure of the system, the development of shared
control and the involvement in consensus decision
making solved the crisis and héd the change

produced social betterment?



TABLE OF CONTENTS

INTRODUCTION:

Context of the Study
Purpose of the Study .
Significance of the Study
Crucial Questions .. .
Explanatory Literature .
Organization of the Report
Overview of Study .

SECTION 1: REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

Theoretical Basis for New Form of Educational

Administration

Chapter 1:

Perspectives on Society, Social Change and

Jurgen Habermas .
The Unique Individual
Comte .. .
Durkheim
Marx .

Mead

Weber

Parsons .. .
Critical Theory

Habermas - Crisis, Communicative Competence, -

Ideal Speech Situation .
Summary - Crisis and Restructure

Chapter 2:

Perspectives on Shared Decision-making
Decentralisation

Special Characterlstlcs of Educatlonal

Organizations

Decision—making Amongst School Staff
Teacher Involvement .. - .. -
Community Control

Summary ..

Page

25

25
26
26

-
4

30
33

37
40

46

74

.75

83

92
96
101



Chapter 3:

Perspectives on Sharing Control by Participants -
Parents, Professionals, Public Servants,

Principals . .. .. . .. .. .. 1086
Historical Perspectlve .. .. .. .. .. .. 1086
Parents .. .. .. .. .. .. . .. Lo 112
Professionals .. I .. .. .. .. .. 133
Public Servants .. .. .. .. . . .. .. 147
Principals .. .. .. . - - .. 164
Review of Sectlon 1 .. - .. .. .. - .. 173

SECTION 2: CONTEXT OF STUDY

Crisis and Change . .. - .. .. .. .. 175
Chapter 4:
Activities Leading to a New Educational Structure .. 175
Government Framework .. .. .. .. .. .. 176
Socio—economic Framework .. .. .. .. . .. 178
Crisis . .. .. - .. 194
Impetus for Structural Change - .. .. .. .. 196
The Debate Continues . .. .. .. .. 203
Changing Political Env1ronment .. .. .. .. 209
A New Structure .. .. .. .- .. .. .. 213
Summary .. .. .. .. .. .. . .. .. 219

Chapter 5:

Restructure and Shared Control .. .. .. 222
The Council of the Schools Authorlty .- .. .. 222
School Boards .. e .. .. .. .. .. 225
The Schools Office .. .. .. .. .. 228
Analysis of the New Organlzatlon .. .. .. .. 231
Developing Tensions .. . .. .. .. .. .. 242

Summary - .. .. . .. .. .. .. .. 250



SECTiON 3: THE INVESTIGATION

Chapter 6:
Methodology .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 252
Theory - Positivist, Reconstructivist .. .. .. 282
Sources of Evidence .. - .. .. .. .. .. 255
The Questionnaire .. .. . . .. .. .. .. 258
The Interview/Discussion .. .. . .. .. .. 264
Problems Considered .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 268
Analysis of Data . .. .. . . .. .. 270
Chapter 7:
Analysis of Data - . .. e e .. 271
Participation and Sharlng 1974 .. .. .- .. 272
General Patterns of Control 1974 .. .. - .. 290
" Summary . . .. - .. .. 295
Partlclpatlon and Sharlng 1982 . .. .. .. 296
Changes in Patterns of Control 1982 .. .. .. 309
Summary . .. .. .. .. 313
Analysis of Interv1ew Dlscu551ons .. .. .. .. 315
Introduction - .. .. .. .. .. .. e .. 315
Early Days . .. .. . .. .. 317
Changes with Development .. .. .. .. .. .. 318
Social Betterment .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 321
Concerns .. .. .. .. .- - - .. .. 324
Conclusion .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 327
Summary .. .. .. . .. .. .. . .. 329

SECTION 4: PRACTICE, CONSENSUS, SHARING

Chapter 8:
Theory into Practice .. .. . .. .. .. 330
Review of Theory . .. .. .. 330
Review of Analysis of Questlonnalre and .
Discussions .. . .. .. 339
Summary in Relation to Purposes of Study .. .. 341

Conclusion .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 344



BIBLIOGRAPHY:

Chapter 1
Chapter 2
Chapter 3
Chapters 4 and 5
Chapter 6

APPENDICES:

1. Questionnaire

2. Mean Degree of Control for All Items,
1974 and 1982

346
368
378
407
413



3. 1
3. 2
3. 3
3. 4
3. 5
3. 6
3. 7
3. 8
4. 1
4. 2
4. 3
4. 4
4. 5
4. 8
4. 17
4. 8
4. 9
4.10
4.11

LIST OF FIGURES

The Control Process
Devolution and Inversion
The New System and Control

Professional Control and the Australian Capital
Territory System .

_Control Through Close Supervision

Educational Structure

The Governmént School System — A Principal’s
Perspective

The Principal, Shared Decision-making and Control

Total Population by Age — New South Wales and the
Australian Capital Territory .. .. .

Birthplace, Citizenship - Australian Capital
Territory .. .. - - .

Annual Personal Income ..

Industry Sector - Employed Population ..
Occupations of Employed Population

Motor Vehicles at Occupied Dwellings
Qualifications — Highest Level Gained ..
Students as Percentage of Age Population

Retention Rates in Ten Year Period - New South
Wales and Australian Capital Territory

Apparent Retention Rates

Age Structure 1881 Census

Page

107
130
143

145
161
163

169
170

179

180
181
182
182
184
185
186

187
188
189



~N 0~ 9~

NN N NN N N N N

.12

.13
.14

.15

.16

o s WwN

[o4]

.10
.11
.12
.13
.14

.15

Income Comparison - New South Wales and Australian
Capital Territory

Sector Employment ..

Occupation Comparison - New South Wales and
Australian Capital Territory

Attendance at Educational Institution Comparison -
New South Wales and Australian Capital Territory

Qualifications Comparison - New South Wales and
Australian Capital Territory

The Australian Capital Territory Schools Authority
Types of Interviews

Mean Control for Finance 1974

Mean Control for CapitallExpenditure‘19?4
Mean Control for Supplies and Services 1974
Mean ControlLCurriculum and Instruction 1974
Mean Control Personnel and Staffing 1974
Mean Control for Student DeveloPment‘1974
Mean Control for Organizational Structure 1974
Mean Control for Community Relations 1974
Mean Degree of Control All Items 1974 .

Rank Order for Degree of Control .

Mean Control for Finance 1882

Mean Control for Capital Expenditure 1982
Mean Control Supplies and Services 1982
Mean Control Curriculum and Instruction 1982

Mean Control Personnel and Staffing 1982

180

191
192
192

183

231

265

273

277
280
282
284
286
288
291

292-
297
298
299
300
301



~ =]~ N1 =)

-~

-16
.17
.18
.19
.20

.21
.22

Mean Control Students 1982

Mean Control Orgahization and Structure 1982

Hean Contrel Community Relations 1982
Mean Degree of Control All Items 1982

Changes in Mean Degree of Control for All
Respondents 1982

Rank Order for Degree of Control 1982

Comparison of Means 1974 and 1982

302
303
305

306

307
308

311



PARTICIPATION, AUTONOMY, INVOLVEMENT

THEORY INTO PRACTICE




INTRODUCTION

CONTEXT OF THE STUDY
PURPOSE OF THE STUDY
SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY
CRUCIAL QUESTIONS
EXPLANATORY LITERATURE
ORGANIZATION OF THE REPORT

OVERVIEW AND JUSTIFICATION



Page 3

A. CONTEXT OF THE STUDY

The study was based on the chande that occurred in the
Australian Capital Territory educational scene between the
years 1974 and 1982. The change was brought about by the
separation from the New South Wales government of the task of
the delivery of education to students in the Australian Capital
Territory. There had been agitation for change to local
participation in the control of education since the mid 1960’s
by professional and parent groups in Canberra and this desire
for autonomy was fostered by the new Federal Government elected
towards the end of 1872. A crisis had developed in the
education arena within the Australian Capital Territory during
the late 1960’s, but with a sense of confidence And a
willinéness to act, parents and professionals were anxiocus for
change and the new political power, a Labor governmenf elected
in 1972, supported reform that led to local control.

The study cbnsiders the change in educational
administration that occurred in 1974 with the commencement of
the new Australian Capital Territory Education Authority. The
changes in the administration for the education programmes in
the Australian Capital Territory were an attempt to overcome
the crisis that had developed in the 1960’s. Had this change
occurred in such ways as to support the principles of change as
espoused by Jurgen Habermas?

It has been proposed by Jurgen Habermas, (Legitimation

Crisis: 1975, Communication and the Evolution of Society:
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1879), that the way to overcome crises in society is to develop
a sustained and critical discourse over the norms and values,
as well as the means and facts of organizational life. With a
particular organization, or system, it would be necessary to
completely restructure the system and to institute a process of
corporate reflection. This must be a co—operati?e project
involving the members of the organization, or systeﬁ, Qorking
towards consensus about social action based on the mutual
understanding and respect for participants as persons. Hence,
in relation to the new educational system in the Australian
Capital Territory commenced in 1974, the question to be
addressed was the following. Had a fundamental change in the
struoture of the system, shared control and equality amongst
the participants and the new processes and principles for the
legitimation of the new structure, been assured by.the
opportunity given for free participation, autonomy and
involvement in consensus decision making and control?

To help answer this question the expectations of the
parents, professionals, public servants and principals
regarding shared decision making and control in the new system
are considered. Had, as suggested by Habermas, the proposed
shared control and participatory decision making in a free
environment brought about social betterment? Had there been a
development of ’self’, and ﬁ Egreater opportunity provided for
the development of ’being’?

The investigation was concerned with the problem of theory

into practice. Habermas had proposed that a crisis may be
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solved by a fundamental change in the-stfﬁcture of an
oréanization, and its legitimaey assured by free participation
and consensus decision making in the ’idgal speech’ situation -
this time by all those involved in the cultural production and
reproduction in schools. Was there a shéring pattern of
control in educational administration in the Australian Capital

Territory that would support the theory of Habermas?

B. PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

The first purpose of this study was to assess the degree
of shared decision making and control that developed in the new
system of educational administration in the Australian Capital
Territory in the period 1974 to 1982. The;report upon which
the system was based (Hugheé Report, 1973) emphasises
participation, autonomy and involvement by the key persqnnel in
the educational programme, i.e., parents, professiohals, public
servants and principals. It was'this pattern of sharing
decision méking and control as perceived by these key personnel
that would be considered.

The second purpose was to describe and analyse the changes
in the pattern of control over educational decisions.that took
place between 1974 and 1982, énd, on the evidence presented,
decide whether those changes had led to social betterment for
the participants.

The third purpose was to consider the changes in

educational administration in the Australian Capital Territory
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as exemplifying the social change theory of Jurden Habermas.
The study grew from this interest in converting theory into
practice.

The overall purpose of the study was thus to ascertain the
attitudes of parents, professionals, public servants and
principals towards shared decision making and control in the
new Canberra system between 1874 and 1982, and whether a real
sharing of decision-making and control as described by Habermas
had developed amongst the participants. If this shared control
existed, and the government schools and the system were serving
the human needs of self-development as proposed by sociologists
such as Habermas, this emancipatory action in the area of
educational administration would have benefited all using the
government system. In this case the themes of chandge as
Iproposed by Habermas, and in relation to the questions given

above, would have been exemplified.

C.. SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY

For the contemporary writers of the Critical Theory
School, such as Habermas, the desire for a democratic public
sphere and mass participation in the planning and management of
social life replaces the ideas of revolutionary vanguafd, state
centralization and planning elites. Freedom for al; members of
society would only be possible through critical education,
self-awareness and, thus, sense of being. Societal

institutions would become rational institutions ensuring a
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true, free, Jjust and participatory life for all members of
society.

Jurgen Habermas, fhe contemporary leader of the Critical
Theory School, has presented us with a critical analysis of
society rélating the growing lack of confidence in social
institutions in advanced capitalism to the increasing
_.sSeparation of adﬁinistration from public control. He
questions, imélicitly, the scientific basis of administration.
As the iﬁdividual is progressively isoclated from social
decision-making, alienation is the inevitable result as the
society becomes unresponsive to the individual. Habermas says
thatvthe legitimacy of such é society cannot last long and
rational administration is then only possible at the expense of
true democracy. He outliﬁes four possible crisis tendencies in
society, viz., (a) the economic, (b) rationality, (c)
legitimation, and (d) mdtiyation. Habermas maintains that in
advanced capitalism the economic crisis.can generally be
contained, but that to solve the other crises, a fundamental
change in the structure of the society or organization is
required. This change includes the development of the ideal
speech situation, where communicative oompeﬁence is present,
and agdreement depends on consensus and that consensus is
~reached by the force of the better argument, the setting being
free of any form of domination. In his Critical Social Theory
Habermas explains clearly the tendency towards crises in

advanced capitalist society and maintains the solution lies in:



(a)

(b)
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fundamental change in society by the transforﬁation
of the latent class structures existent in society so
that all may participate equally; and

by the development of communicative ethics -
undistorted discussion and consensus. Habermas’
approach provides a critical - emancipatory stance

towards organizational studies.

The significance of the study is that it leads to an

increased understanding of the changes which occurred in the
Australian Capital Territory, and does so by considering these
changes through the theoretical perspectives éromoted by the
Critical Theory School, and, particularly by those perSpgctives

advanced by Habermas.

This theoretical perspective was most pertinent to the

mood of the time as evidenced by the following statements:

(a} As Bowles and Gintis said in 1976:

“"Revolutionary educators...should vigorously press
for the democratisation of schools and colleges by
working towards a system of participatory power in
which students, teachers, parents and other members
of the community can pursue their common interests
and rationally resolve their conflicts.”

(b) and as a parent said in the Canberra Times on 20th

July, 1982:

“It must be a very complacent parent who can ever be
totally satisfied with education in general. It 1is
and always has been that only by continuing
questioning of educational systems and methods by all
those involved can improvements occur and as a
result, society progress. It might also be said
that, in this respect, government schools have been
leaders, due no doubt, to the freedom given to
teachers, parents and students in decision-making.”
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(c) and as David Bennett, a member of the Schools
Commission, said in 1982:

. “They proclaimed their intention of opening up the
school, of exploring new structures, expanding the
curriculum, increasing participation by teachers,
parents and students, and developing new
relationships between the school and the
community. .. funds should be controlled not by any
central bureaucracy in Canberra or in a State
Capital; but by democratic bodies responsible for
conducting schools or organizing local services...a
school must serve its local community - its clients -
there must be a close relationship between the
two...not only centralised bureaucracy but also
hierarchies which exist within schools should be

abolished. "

Of great importance to this study is the proposal that the
community of Canberra, and in particular the academic-
professional group (sixty five percent of the population),
realised that as far as education was concerned the State of
New South Wales was not delivering on its promises (a
rationality crisis emerged); that there was then an erosion of
belief in ﬁhe type of eduogtion system (a legitimation crisisﬁ
and with it a feeling that ’things’ were not what they should
be and that forces from ’out there’ controlled the education of
the children. The academic-professional group pressed for
change and the atmosphere was present among parents, teachers,
public servants and princip&ls that a new structure of
educational administration woﬁld restore credibility by
teamwork, collaboration and intedrated effort. The type of
education stressed by the academic-professional group was one
based on human needs rather than efficiency alone.

The new system of education bedan in 1974, based on

participatory decision-making, the opportunity for free
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discussion by as many participants as possible, and was thus

planned to be free of domination by any particular group.

There was to be shared control by parents, professionals,

public servants and principals in school boards, standing

committees and the schools authority'éouncil. This development

may be viewed as a step forward in the Australian Capital

Territory of the emancipatory action ideal of Habermas.

For the purpose of this study it:becomes very sigdnificant

to understand the following propositions:

(aj

(b)

(c)

(d)

That the new structure of the educational system in
1974 may be considered as a transition stage in
social structure for Habermas, reaching towards the
ideal; |

That the academic-professional group commenced
eﬁancipatory action, the criéis was solved by the
fundamental change in structure, and that the
development of communicati?e competence led to shared
décision—making in an atmosphere of ffeedOm and lack
of domination; |

That the administration reflected the early writers
in sociology and administration who had claimed that
man must participate in the life of society 1n order
to find meaning in life;

That if the shared control and decision-making
developed in the system by 1982 there was in place a
structure tailored to human needs, enhancing social

betterment and able to serve as an example to other
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regions where a crisis was evident and hence social

change was needed.

D. CRUCIAL QUESTIONS

Prior to tﬁe establishment of the new education system in
the Australian Capital Territory in 1974 it was envisaged by
local education groups that there would be a mix of
centralisation and decentralisation in any new system, and
participation by the bureaucracy, the professionals, the
community and the students in its decision making. The
emphasis was on the devolution of control and the autonémy of
the local school, with service facilities provided by the
public servants in the school’s office. Particular emphasis
was placed on the participation of the parents and |
professionals, with both to have a dgreater degree of control
than previously over curriculum, pedagogy and evaluation. -

This emancipatory action regarding educational
administration would mean taking a large degree of controi from
a centralised Head Office, with its domination of procedures,
and giving control to the ’town meeting’ of Habermas. Sharing
by the participant groups would occur at the local level
(school committees and boards), and the system ievel (Authority
Committees and Council). All the writers of Critical Theory as
well as ones such as Durkheim, Marx and Weber emphasise the |
domination of the individual in society and the need for change

to free participation in social institutions. Many writers in



Page 12

the field of educational administration also favoured this
decentralised control. Thus the following propositions were
addressed in the study:

(a) Patterns of sharing control in a group of educational
organizations, schools, could reflect the social
theory of Habermas.

(bi For this to be so there would need to be shared
distribution of control amongst the participants in
the Australian Capital Territory education system.

(c) If evidence showed that shared control did exist in
the government schools and the system had served
human ends by producing social benefit then a social
change tﬁeory, as presented by Habermas, would be
supported.

_ The crucial question for the study was the degree of
control in organizational decision-making by parents,
professionals, public servants and principals that developed in
the new education system in the Australian Capital Territory,
and whether such shared decision-making by these four groups,
parents, professionals, public servants and principals, had led

to social betterment. Was this an instance of social theory

being exemplified in practice?

E. EXPLANATORY LITERATURE

In designing the administrative structure of an

educational ordanization answerable to a Minister of the Crown
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a frequently encountered problem to be facéd is that of
determining the appropriate pattern of control. Some of the
literature on organization theory favours models of devblved
control and participative decision-making. For this model the
.claim is made that organizations function more effectively when
personnel close to the point of implementatidn are actively
involved in the decision-making and,.hence, in the processes of
control. Some of the benefits to a system of using the
devolved model of decision-making should arise from
capitalising on the specialised knowledge of all the
participants and some from the increased commitment of these
participants as they become involved in planning and decision
.activities. On the other hand, it is also recognised.that
accountability and résponsibility sometimes place constraints
on what is desirable in the organization. Sometimes, also, it
has been stated that the need for co-operation in large systems
often limits individual autonomy. In addition, educational
organizations have many special characteristics operating as
they do with many young minds and with ﬁ professional
workforce. Legal problems also place mandatory obligations
upon them as does the economic situationvof society at large.
Consequently, reservations have been expressed that
decentralisation of control over education cannot work on a
large scale (New South Wales), or a small scale (Canberra).

The literature review would involve writings on educational
administration in the areas of decentralisation of

decision-making, participction by school staff in
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idecision—making, participation by parents in decision-making,
- and the degree of participation by all professionals.

The literature reviews would present ideas on educational
administration from the positivist paradigm of research but
| there has been little discussion or acknowleddement that it may
be necessary to change structure completely in order to improve
administration. This was the other area of.literature the
: study would analyse - that of Critical Social Theory. The
readings in this area act to change this attitude by showing
the need for self-actualisation of the individual, in this case
by participation and involvement in the process of cultural
production and reproduction in schools. The history of this
.alternative paradigm in research is concerned with development
of the human self rather than efficiency, and with freedom from
domination. It is associated with the Frankfurt School and
referred to as Critical Theory. This study is concerned with
the social theory of Jurgen Habermas, the contemporary leader
of the Critical Theory paradigm, who provides a refined
critique of modern society. The critique has moved beyond the
traditional Marxist analysis of the distinction between
substructure and superstructure to show how the State has
developed political means of altering society. Habermas points
to crises that develop in advanced capitalist society, and
presents a theory of social change based on free communication
that will allow society to cope and prosper and the individual
to develop the ’self’. The literature review will be used to

explain the crisis in the Australian Capital Territory
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education system that. developed in the late 18960’s, to show the
development of a practical solution to the crisis, and to
illustrate:how the Australian Capital Territory system could be
locked upon as a transition stage in the development of a true
communicative society allowing for participation and
involvement by all, as envisaged by Habermas.

The final area of literature to be examined would be that
dealing with the participants in the education crisis within
the Australian Capital Territory, and their solution for the
future in the Australian Capital Territory educational
administration. In the new participatory structure for the
Australian Capital Territory this would mean the parents, the
prrofessionals, the public servants and the principals. The
analysis of the litefaturé would reveal the social perspectives
on each groﬁp and eaéh group’s perception of shared control in
the new structure. .

The purpose of the literature review wou1d>be éo present
the ideas of sociologists on the development of self, social
change in society leading to social betterment, the theory of
social chande as developed by Habermas, the formation of the
participatory education system in the Australian Capital
Territory, and the perspectives on decision making in
educational ordanization as a basis for ascertaining the degree

of shared control in the new system and so whether a liberating

praxis was present.
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F. ORGANIZATION OF THE REPORT

Introduction

The introduction to the study describes the purpose and form of
the study, and the questions to be examined in the study. It
gives a summary of each subsequent chapter and concludes with a
statement on the significance of the study for improved

educational administration.

SECTION 1: REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

THEORETICAL BASIS FOR A NEW FORM OF EDUCATIONAL
ADMINISTRATION
The purpose of this section is to present the
theoretical base for a new system of educational
administration. Emphasis is placed_on the
social change theory of Jurgen Habermﬁs,
administrative theory on shared dedision making,
and perspectives on shared control héld by
parents, professionals, public servants and
principals.

Chapter One: Perspectives on society, social change and the
social theory of Jurgen Habermas.
This chapter describes perspectives on society
from the founding fathers of Sociology to
contemporary Critical Theory. The importance of
self, self-and-other awareness and being is
emphasised leading to the grand theory and the

emancipatory Critical Theory. Attention is paid
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to the democratic public sphere, mass
participation and planning in public life. The
theory of Habermas is then detailed. Reference
is made to crises in society, the
reconstructivist approach, equality and
consensus decision-making. The notion that

development of communicative competence in the

_ideal speech situation provides the solution to

crises by having shared control and integrated
effort is presented in summary.

Perspectives on shared decision—making-in the
literature. |

This chapter discusses the impiications of
positivist theory in educational administration
for shared decision-making. The Qiscussion
proceeds by considering eduqational
organizations as special types, the decision
patterns within schools, decentralisation and
participative decision-making, decentralisation
and the community. The chapter concludes w?th a
summary that supports participation, autoﬁdmy

and involvement.

Chapter Three: Perspectives on sharing control by parents,

professionals, public servants, principals.
An historical perspective on control is
presented showing the gradual change to the

concept of co-operation in organizations. This
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Chapter Four:

Chapter Five:
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is followed by detailed discussion of each group
and its perceived attitudes toward sharing

decision-making. Positive attitudes are noted

except for some public servants.

CONTEXT OF STUDY

CRISIS AND CHANGE

This section is used to illustrate the
socio-economic mix in the Australian Capital
Territory and the movement for educational
administration change. It provides the detail
in order to understand whether a social change
theory has been exemplified in practice.
Activities leading to a new educational
structure.

This chapter begins with a socio-economic
description of the Australian Capital Territory
populatibn illustrating its unique qualities.
The education crisis within the Territory is
described, and evidence of agitation for
participation is presented. This shows the
level of ’communicative competence’ in the
community and affinity with ’town meeting’
ideals. |

Restructure and shared control.

The debate and political activities of the late

1960’s and early 1970’s are detailed. Features
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Chapter Sii:

Chapter Seven:
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of the Schools Authority Council, Schools
Authority Office, School Boards and standing
committees are reviewed. Tensions in sharing

are discussed.

THE INVESTIGATION

This section discusses the formation 6f the
sample, the preparation of the questionnaire and
the form of the interview-discussion. It then
proceeds to analyse the data collected.
Methodology.

This chapter presents an account of the methods
to be used to ascertain whether the theory of
shared decision-making has been put into
practice. The questionnaire to be completed by
a sample of parents, professionals, public
servants and principals is described as the
first part of evidence gathering. The second
part of personal interviews is discussed with
the format of interview described. Methods of
analysis to be used are then reviewed.

Analysis and findings.

This chapter reviews the findings regardingl
participation and sharing in 1874 and the
findings for 1982. Changes are observed for the
period before discussing the observations made

in interviews regarding participation,
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Chapter Eight:

G. OVERVIEW
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involvement, sharing leading to being. Based on
the evidence conclusions are drawn on the

development of social betterment as a result of

educational administration change.

PRACTICE, CONSENSUS, SHARING AND BEING

Theory into practice? _

This chapter uses the analysis of Section 3 to
present findindgs on the question being
investigated. Was there a shafing pattern of
control in educational administration in the
Australian Capital Territofy that would support
the social change theory of Habermas? The
social theory of Habermas will be reviewed, the
evidence in relation to the sharing in the new
system summarised, and the relevance of the
system to the field of educational
administration clarified. Has there been social
betterment by shared decision-making, autonomy

and involvement?

The school administrator runs into the theory-praxis

problem time and again. Schools should be administered and

managed according to some social theory. Yet school principals

perennially face the question of what the organizational

response should be to such issues as equality of opportunity,
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effective teaching and multiéultural programmes. A critical
evaluation of administrative studies and educational
administration studies reveals a weakness, where, in the
pursuit of scientific status, thé cultural ramifications of
functioning organizations are ignored. As a discipline
Educational Admihistration could be restructured and
reformulated. A critical theory of organizations would enhance
the dialectical growth of the individual in society and
administrators could begin to reconcile the theory-praxis
problem by examining the role of the organization as a social
entity. Education could base its analysis of, and program for,
institutional development on a critical sociology of
educational administration, using arguments from such fields as
sociology and social linguistics, aimed at restructuring the
modern educational institution‘so that it can respond to the
néeds of all groups in society. Educational Administration
wquld involve "the design of ofganizational structures which
meet certain redoubtable human needs - equality, Jjustice,
liberty, freedom - and it lies with the study of organizations
to discover how modern educational institutions can cope with
the practical dimensions of such issues” (Foster, 1980:2). It
is necessary to rationalise our institutions so that they serve
human ends and to develop a cﬁltural science of educational
administration. We need to develop a praxis of administration,
one that, in combining theory and practice, attempts to
overcome in oréanizations the structural weaknesses that result

in inequality. (Foster: 1980:23)
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Educational Administration had its roots in the efa of
scientific management. The coincidental emergence of the
theory of scientific management with the growth of educational
administration as a profession in the United Stateé of America,
legitimised by the development of university training
programmes, established a business orientation from which
educational administration has still to free itself. The
picturé that emerged of administration is one of men and women
pre-occupied with practicality and efficiency, lacking in
knowledge of, or concern with, educational, ethical or social
theory. Consequently the goals of management in education have
been defined in ways that closély resemble those proclaimed by
industry. Educational administration has been primarily a
technical process concerned largely with supply and demand gnd
the control of production.

There is thus a need for a perspecﬁiVe that argues for the
primacy of the interests, aims and objectives of individuals
within the social context of the schoolp It is a perspective
that demands participation, autonomy and involvement from all
those who are engaged in schools and in the processes of
cultural production and reproduction in échools.

This perspective is supplied by the recognition of the
contemporary critical social theory of Jurden Habermas as
presented in "Legitimation Crisis” 1973. Habermas has
explained the tendency towards crises in advanced caéitalist
society and he maintains that the solution to such crises lies

in fundamental change in society by the transformation of the
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latent class structures existent in society and by the

development of communicative ethics - undistorted discussion

and consensus. This reconstructivist approach provides a

critical—emancipatory stance towards organizational studies.

In relation to education this process of corporate
reflection must be a co-operative project involving the members
of an organization, the school, the members of society, the
school_system, all working towards consensus about social
action based on mutual understanding and respect for
ﬁarticipants as persons.

The new system of education in the Australian Capital
Territory had set up a process of education whereby the
opportunity had Been provided for participation, autonomy and
involvement. The critical social theory of Habermas provided
for social betterment by:

(a) necessitating a fundamental change in the structure of the
system;

(b} necessitating shared decision—makiﬁg and control amongst
the'barticipants;

(c} having the legitimacy of the new structure assured by the
opportunity for free participation in a truth situation
leading to consensus decision-making.

If the evidence of the study showed that shared decision-making

had developed and that there had been social betterment this

would be of dreat significance, for this new education system
would provide a path towards social transformations as man was

able to develop a sense of being as he participated in an area
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that was his. Similar systems of participative administration
and shared decision-making could be developed in other regions.
Educatioﬁal Aduinistration could be a science of praxis
concerned with participation, autonomy and involvement — inside
the school, outside the school with the local community, and at
the system level.
The study is. limited to this Basic idea and does not

endeavour to analyse the machinations within such groups as the

Council of the Schools Authority or the Teachers’ Federation in

the Australian Capital Territory.
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SECTION 1: REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

THEORETICAL BASIS FOR NEW FORM OF EDUCATIONAL ADMINISTRATION

Chapter One

Perspectives on Society, Social Change and Jurgen Habermas

>The world in which one lives is not completely arbitrary.
There are regularities for one kndws what is expected of one in
.most situations and one expects others to behave within a
certain framework. However one’s expectations are not always
the same as other people’s and sometimes one misinterprets the
Qorld because of one’s own uncertainty about appropriate
behaviours or because the world has changed in a way one never
anticipated. The relationships that may occur between man and
society are unlimited and so there must be many perspectives in
sociology, and any sociology can only be a partial account of
the world. -Some scholars, like Parsons in this century and
Mérx in the 19th Century, tried to encapsulate the world into
an all-embracing theory. They built complex models which
certainly help with understanding of the world and the many
organizations in iﬁ, but they do not accommodate the many
idiosyncracies of the individual.

Each person is a unique individual because of the family
into which he was born and the home in which he lived and the

street in which he played and the friends with whom he played.
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In turn, the street and the friends are different because of
his presence. People are products of so many things - denes,
history, economics% politics and tradition - and so the
'charaeteristic of each of the perspectives on sociology is a
result of the dialéctical relationship between a person and
society. A person is a product of a society but also helps to
make that society, for each of us lives in our own unique

. world, and that world is ever changing. In trying to identify
the relation of individual consciousness to society the
sociologist elaborates on the theme: ’How can I live?’ in
different ways, but in all can be seen an emphasis on
individuals, conforming and innovating, as they cope with the
demands, opportunities and restrictions of the situation in
which they find themselves.

August Comte is considered the foundér of sociology in the
sense that he fifst named it in his book ’Cours de Philosophig
Positive’ in 1838. Comte’s writing is an &nalysié of the
contemporary European society during the first two decades of
the 19th Century. Comte’s theory of social change maintains
that societies live and die and are replaced by new forms, with
each society built upon what has gone before in a truly organic
manner.  Comte’s contemporary society, passing from
theological/military to scientific/industrial was, of
necessity, in a state of chaos. He believed tﬁat the
reorganization that would haﬁpen in society would occur not by
revolution, but by the sciences becoming dominant, by their

synthesis and by the application of a positive political
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system. He considered that sociology as a positive science
could enhance  the development of the emergent sogiety and
realise a new social order. . He emphasised managderialism as the
key of the new society, but recognisedbthe importance of the
unity of workers and owners, and saw individual private
interests as capable of working together in harmony (Inkeles,
1964:3).

Comte cannot be regarded as having given sociology much

else of substance, apart from influencing later writers such as

Durkheim.

Durkheim thought his principle objective was to extend
scientific rationalism to human behaviour. Durkheim was
convinced that we could understand the social world in much the
same way as the natural scientist understands the material
world, that through reason, rational»thought and the pursuit of
logic, the complexities of the sociai world could be grasped by
man. As Clegg and Dunkerley state, (1980:22):

"His work had a curious mixture of philosophical stances.

On the one hand he was a staunch conservative, on the

other hand it is possible to find him having a great deal

in common with Marx in his general analysis of social
change. Where he differs from Marx and other social
writers is in terms of the political nature of the
movement. He also abhors the idea of violence and violent
clashes between social classes. His solution is to be
found in his concept of ’organic solidarity’. The theory

based upon this concept emphasised that changes in society
should be for the benefit of all.”

This social solidarity was his preoccupation throughout his
career - what keeps societies together rather than falling
apart. He argued that in earlier societies ’mechanical’

solidarity determined the individual’s behaviour through
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traditions and beliefs of his society. He is born,-haé his
existence as a child and adult, marries and dies in the manner
of his ancestors. Throughout life he knows his obligations and
the rights he has. As the population of society grows in size
the division of labour becomes more complex and the nature of
social solidarity changes to ’organic’. This is sustained by
the dependence we each have on each other. We need the
services of hundreds of others to sustain our.daiiy life -
people to provide our energy, food, attend to our health,
leisure and education — in turn we also contribute to the
sustenance of others. Durkheim thought that his division of
labour made a social system based on co-operation rather than
conflict. Giddens states this in the following manner.
(1978:22):
"An embracing moral consensus is indeed a necessary
condition of social solidarity, but only in simpler
societies. It is only one type of social cohesion, to
which Durkheim gave the name ’mechanical solidarity’. As
we approach modern times, it is increasingly displaced by
a second type, ’organic solidarity’. This is indeed a
form of cohesion based upon relationships of exchange
within a differentiated division of labour. But it cannot
be understood as the natural outcome of self-interest.
Rather, it expresses the emergency of new moral precepts;
’co-operation’, Durkheim stressed, ’has its intrinsic
morality’.”
Since the division of labour in society is produced by
differences in functions, Durkheim argues that it also allows
for differences in individual personalities. Furthermore,
. i
different functions performed by individuals allow them to

develop their individual personalities. Thus to Durkheim

everything flowed from the division of labour within society
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and this division created classes. He argued that social order
cannot be explained in terms of the enlightened self-interest
of individuals. There must be something apart from purely
individuél tendencies binding individuals together into social.
wvholes. This ’something’ was his social solidarity. In simple
societies this form of social solidarity rests upon
collectively held sentiments and ideas. In advanced societies
it rests upon the division of labour which is not just an
expedient device for increasing human happiness, but a moral
and social fact whose purpose is to bind society together.
Durkheim recognises, howevef, that the division of labour does
not in fact always produce social order. In many cases
differentiation of function is actuaily accompanied, ﬁot by
reintegration, but by conflict. In order to overcomerthis
conflict Durkheim says the reintegration of the social order
will be brought about by tbe organization of men into
occupational groups, whose professional ethics will not merely
integrate each group within itself, but also relate it to the
other groups in the large society.

He does have the merit of having fofmulated what must be
the central question of modern social organization - ’When the
0ld social order based upon kinship and the tribe breaks down,
what will be the elements from which the new social order will
be built up?’ In suggesting the occupational groups he
providéd an alternative to the individualistic and
family-centred ideal. Durkheim said that participation in a

social and normative order was essential for human happiness,
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and this would flow from the division of labour, for as
individuals perform different functions suited to their
personalities, social solidarity occurs as the occupational
groups co-operate. He believed that social harmony and
progress would be achieved by social policies based upon
science and reason with educatidn providing the appropriate
climate and enlightened leadership. As Giddens points out
(1978:17): -

"...for Durkheim, the state can and should serve as the

vehicle for the realisation of social reform through

furthering equality of opportunity.”
Other writers start from this basis of everything in society
flowing from the division of labour but conclude that the
division of labour is the Qery thing that leads to social
divisions and particularly to class conflict. Such a writer
was Karl Marx.

Marx’s influence has been less on the substantive
development of the sociology of education than on the way of
thinking about education and society. He was born into a
prosperous; middle-class family of lawyers in Trier, Germany on
5th May, 1818. He came to London, as a political refugee in
1849, and remained until his death in 1883.

The driving force for Marx’s system stems from the
relationship which we have with the means of production; in
other words the control we have over our labour, its inputs,
outputs and the necessary technologies to complete the tasks.
Marx argues that Qnder capitalism man’s real condition is one

of alienation. Man is also alienated from the product of his
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iaboﬁr in that he is just an appendage to the production
prbcess, a machine-minder or bureaucratic paper-mover. Man is
also alienated from his self in that his labour is forced, with
the result that the man is turned into an animal. Finally, man
is dlienated from his fellow man. The relationships of the
workplace permeate the whole of life so that man becomes what
he is in labour.

| The nature of man therefore, depends upon the conditions
determining his production. Even the system of beliefs which
we héld, ideology, is a consequence of the division of labour.
The ruling group in a society controls not only the productive
forces within society but also the ways of thinking. They
legiﬁimate what is right and acceptable and provide the very
framework within which thought is possible. The problem .
presented by Marx is how to transcend this framework, how to
rémove the class bias in one’s own thought. To understand
oufselves and our society we must ask critical, irreverent
questions about the organization of our society{ its
institutions and its culture.

The appeal of Marx’s view is the seeming inevitability of
change; the poor, through struggle, will inherit the earth and
the rich will be overthrown, but it is interesting to note, as
Hansen points out (1976:95) that Marx dreamed of a revolution
in which an established society is changed from within to form
a new society. He thus saw capitalism as a necessary stage in
man’s Jjourney to a Utopian future. This new Utopia, as viewed

by Marx, is seen in the following quote from Robinson (1980:8):
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"As soon as the distribution of labour comes into being,
each man has a particular, exclusive sphere of activity,
which is forced upon him and from which he cannot escape.
He is a hunter, a fisherman, a shepherd, or a cultural
eritic and must remain so if he does not want to lose his
means of livelihood; while in a communist society, where
nobody has one exclusive sphere of activity but each can
be accomplished in any branch he wishes, society regulates
the general production and thus makes it impossible for me
to do one thing today and another tomorrow, to hunt in the
morning, fish in the afternoon, rear cattle in the
evening, criticise after dinner, Jjust as I have a mind,
without ever becoming hunter, fisherman, shepherd or
critic. ™
There. are many interpretations of what Marx intended in parts
of his theory, but there is no doubt that he stressed
autonomous man, free from domination, and able then to create a
truly human social order. The value of his work to education
lies in its illumination of conflict. One may cite as an
example the methods used in-primary schools and high schools by
teachers for children and the nature of their eventual
employment. The former stress individual autonomy, creativity,
discovery and innovativeness while the employer requires
uniformity, regularity and conformity. The Marxist analysis
ties down this contradiction to the economic class relations of
production, and, thus, the domination by one group of another
in society. In our society class conflict occurs between the
bourgeoisie and the proletariat in the form of strikes, high
crime rate, school drop out and political dissent. In a
capitalist society, where the worker performs only one small
task in the division of labour and is paid not for his

creativiﬁy, but for his labour, the alienation reaches its

peak. It can only be eliminated when man can genuinely control
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his own labour and participate in his world.

| For Marx, the true course of conéciousness was in
individuals’ actions, and hence in fheir systems of production.
If we are to be free we must recognisé.our slavery; we must
see that modern capitalism rose out of the same source as other
movements of history - changes in technology that give rise to
conflicts in social relations and generate new ideas,
ideologies and religious beliefs. Hence, to Marx, it is
necessary to understand individual men and women, to understand
one’s self—and—othér involvement, and to understand, also,
society in order to remove the inequities in human life. There
must be freedom, then involvement in society.

Another with a view of autonomous man struggling to change
society was George Herbert Mead. Born in 1863 in South Hadley,
Massachussetts, he taught philosophy and Social'Psychology at
Chicago University until his death in 1931. Méad placed
particular emphasis upon the social world asserting that we
must discover how to change ourselves intentionally and our
society without destroying those things that are valuable.
Mead’s solution was to remember that each individual was unique
yet we all live in the same world. Mead maintained that we
must develop the ability to see the world as others see it and
so this led to hisvtantalising idea that we can be unique only
by beind part of our community. This is his concept of
self-and-other awareness.

The self was not a product of a basic personality

structure which would have been much the same as it is if you
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had been left on a desert island from birth. Rather the self
is formed in interaction with others. Self emerdes and,
importantly, continues to emergde and change. Mead views the
individual‘activeiy participating in the social world rather
than passively responding to events. C. Wright Mills expressed
a similar idea (18974:6):
~ "We have come to know that every individual lives from one
generation to the next, in some society; that he lives
out a biography, and that he lives it within some
historical sequence. By the fact of his living he
contributes, however minutely, to the shaping of this
society and to the course of its history, even as he is
made by society and by its historical push and shove.”
To Mead, this interdependence of self and others meant that
rational men and women could live in harmony and order, without
the need for an all-powerful, constraining ruler.
Only in a coherent society could the self appear. This
. perspective is basically similar to Marx and Weber, and looks
to individual action as the basic element of order and change.
Hansen (1976:31) points out that Mead argued the world was an
"organization of the perspectives of all the individuals in it.
And every individual has something that is peculiar to
himself". It is in this vision that we see the possibility of
a society of organizational individuality. The individual 1is
both the active creator of the world and, at the same time, the
product of the world.
Thus Mead found a key to the ideal society:
‘. ..individuals would act in their individuality, yet,
self-and-other aware, recognising how their individuality
links with that of others in mutual interest - they would

act in creative unity with others. Their societal
awareness would be part of their self-awareness; their
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self-involvement would include a societal involvement.

Even conflict would be creative leading not to destruction

but to negotiation and reform that increase the human

satisfactions and coherence of both individual and

society. "(Hansen, 1976:67)
Thus Mead focussed his critical sociology on the need for
self—awaréness and involvement for humaﬁ growth in society.

Max Weber faced the same basic QUestion £hat had driven
Marx - how can humanness and freedom survive undep the
inescapable progress of capitalism? The difference for Weber
was that it was not capitalism that was to be feared but the
organization of control that it'spawned.‘ Weber was born in:
Erfurt, Germany on 21st April, 1864, and died in 1920, and his
initial training was in law and history. Weber (1964:88)
defined Sociology as ’a science concerning itself with the
interpretive understanding of social action and thereby with a
casual explanation of its course and conéequénces’. In
understanding reality the social scienfistvdevelops what Weber
calls ’ideal types; of behaviour. An.ideal type is arrived at
not by taking an average, but by taking the logically extreme
form. In developiﬁg an ideal type of teacher, one would not
look for the qualities which all teachers have in common but
for those which each has in extreme. The conceptual model thus
developed becomes the mark against which actual teachers can be
compared.

It is for the development éf the ’ideal type’ of
organization, bureaucracy, that Weber is remembered so well.

Marx had failed toc see the “"organizational revolutiom” that had

already begun in his time. To Weber it was clear: the



Page 36

incentives of poverty were gradually replaced by organizational
incentives - not ownership, but administrative status was
becoming the main focus of the individual’s actions. Not
property (as in feudal societies), not even wealth (as in
capitalist societies) but status - one’s prestige and position
in society - Qas becoming the most important key to success in
a bureéucratic order. To Weber, rationality meant that thé
means men use are appropriate to the ends they have in mind.
In a bureaucracy, those ends appear to be clear cut: to
administer effectively a legislative programme, to increase
productive output. What, then, is most rational in a
bureaucracy? For Weber it was efficiency. An organization is
most rational when.the most efficient means are used to attain
its goals. This means that rational bureaucracy is necessary
to any complex economy, polity and society.

But Weber was disturbed bec&use,'in_the»functional reality
of the bureaucratic ordanization, the individual becomes a
simple cog. Weber looked deeper into this alienation and found
that as industrialism expanded, organization throughout society
- not only business, but government, law and education -
developed in a way that was ever less responsive to the needs
and lives of all members involved. Hence to Weber, it was that
concern for the ipdividual again that revealed a general
rhenomenon of the times: aiienation is the result of the
organization that men form in reéponse to new technologies. It
was not capitalism, but the bureaucratic organizations which it

spawned that were the threat to society.
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To the existential question: How can I live? Weber
believed that the answer must be found in terms of individual
freedom, creativity and responsibility, and life and thought
centred on these»problems. Both Marx and Weber were masters of
exploration and criticism, but before all else, Marx was é
social critic, Weber a sociological explorer.

Another strong influence on the development of sociology
of education and organizations was the structural functionalism’
of Talcott Parsons. Like Marx, Parsons was attracted by the
grand scheme, an overall theoretical framework within which
both man and society could be encompassed. Parsons saw reality
as a éocial system in which the ﬁarts are related to the whole,
énd which are explained in terms of their function for the
whole. Thus classrooms are explained in terms of their
function for the school,  the school in terms of the educational
system, and the latter in terms of its function for society,
ahd so on.

Parsqns’ ’grand theory’ begins with an explanation of
individual behaviour. He argues that all action is
goal-oriented and that, in pursuit of our goal, we take into
account the purposes of ofher people. This is not meant,Jin
any sense, as having consideration for others in moral terms;
.but simply recognising the social nature of our acts. In each
of our acts we are confronted by five dilemmas, the first of
which is the dilemma between affectivity and affective
neutrality. This is the choice between viewing one’s act as an

end in itself, or as part of some wider plan, as a means
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towards the attainment of some further goal. The other
dilemmas are specificity and diffuseness, or regarding the
person with whom one is interacting in narrow specific terms
such as ’shop assistant’, or in wider ﬁerms'such as ’close
friend’; universalism and particulariém, do you tfeat everyone
in the same way or focus on some_idiosyncracy;

self-orientation and collectivity-orientation, the dilemma of
viewing one’s action as it benefits the self or the wider
group; and finally the pattern variable of achievement and
ascription, the dilemma of treating someone in terms of what
they have achieved instead of who they are. As an illustration
of the pattern Qariables, a father would treat his child in
ways which are affective, diffuse, partiqularistic, ascriptive
and collectivity-orientated in the sense of acting for the
benefit of the family as a whole; coﬁversely an institute of
higher education would tend to treat students in ways which
were affectively neﬁtral, specific, Qniversalistic,
aohievement—oriented, and also collectivity-oriented.

Parsons also said it is possible to analyse each social
system by the response it makes to foqr functional
prerequisites. These are-the requirements of adaptation -
finding resources for life from the environment; integration,
or preserving the commitment of the members of the social
system to the whole by developing organizationélsuch as
religion, education and the legal system; ¢goal attainment,
achieving a consensus about the goals which are to be worked

towards for each society must have a means of deciding how it
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will be organized; and finally pattern maintenance, or the
repair of any damage to system parts which arises from the
working of the whole. The individual must be able to reconcile
conflicting roles imposed on him by different subsystems. In
using a systemic model, functionalism has the advantage of
directing our attention to the boundaries of the model. In
this anaiysis Parsons recognises different classes in society,
but makes the assgmption that all social systems share the same
values, that beneath surface differences there is a consensus
as to the fundamental values. This is its weakness - the
assumption of value consensus - fér it may be the case that in
society there are incompatible values such as those which
support the ipdividual’s freedom as against those which support
the individual’s responsibility to collectivity, or his
domination by an elite class (Clegg and Dunkerley,
1980:171-185).

Parsons thus says societies have needs which can only be
fulfilled by co-operation of individuals, and because of the
ouiture of society individuals behave in such a way thaﬁ these
needs are satisfied.

Much of the contemporary work in sociology has drawn from
Weber with, for example, the work of Schutz and Garfinkel.
However, Marx’s writings have led to the development of a
critical sociology with writers intent upon examining the ways
they believe the ruliﬁg class dominates society. Critical
Theory caught the imagination of students and intellectuals in

the 1860’s and 1970’s. As Held points out (1980:13):
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“"Partly because of their rise to prominence during the
political turmoils of the 1960°’s, and partly because they
draw on traditions which are rarely studied in the
Anglo-American world, the works of these authors are
frequently misunderstood. Yet, in their writings, they
opposed various schools of thought now being brought into
disrepute (positivism, for example) and did so more
cogently than many critics today. The critical theorists
directed attention to areas such as the state and mass
culture, areas which are only Jjust beginning to receive
the study they require. Their engagement with orthodox
Marxism on the one hand, and with conventional approaches
to social science on the other, provided a major challenge
to writers from both perspectives. Critical of both
capitalism and Soviet socialism, their writings pointed to
the possibility - a possibility often sought today - of an
alternative path to social development.”
Critical theory, though, does not form a unity as it does not
mean exactly the same thing to all its adherents. The
tradition of thinking that I refer to as Critical Theory is
divided into at least two branches - the first centred around
the Institute of Social Research, established in Frankfurt in
1923, and the second around the more recent work of»Jurgen
Habermas. The term ’Frankfurt School’ generally refers to the
writings of Horkheimer, Adorno, Marcuse, Lowenthal and Pollock
and the central figures of what is now termed Critical Theory
are Horkheimer, Adorno, Marcuse and Habermas (Held, 1980:15).
Following Marx, they were preoccupied, especially in their
early work, with the forces which moved society towards

rational institutions - institutions which would ensure a true,
free and Jjust life.

However, they were well aware of the many obstacles to
radical chande and sought to analyse and expose these. They
were thus concerned with both interpretation and |

transformation. David Held summarises their works when he
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states (1980:16):

“The motivation of this enterprise appears similar for
each of the theorists - the aim being to lay the
foundation for an exploration, in an inter-disciplinary
research context, of questions concerning the conditions
which made possible the reproduction and the
transformation of society, the meaning of culture, and the
relation between the individual, society and nature.

While there are differences in the way they formulate
questions, the Critical theorists believe that through an
examination of contemporary social and political issues
they could contribute to a critique of ideology and to the
development of a nonauthoritarian and non-bureaucratic

politics.”
For the Frankfurt School, not only bourgeocis intellectuals, but
also Communist Marxists, had become positivists. The critical
theorists viewed the Soviet Communist Party as exercising a
totalitarian dictatorship over the Russian proletariat and the
worldwide communist movement. They saw attempts to Jjustify
this dictatorship as being based on appeals to the possession
of a supposedly ’objective science’ of Marxism. The possession
of this science, the Stalinist leaders claimed, precluded the
need for democracy. As Antonio points out (1981:330):
“"Critical theorists attack western empiricism because it
verifies conventional values legitimating capitalist
society. Likewise, they reject Marxism-Leninism for
ordaining dominant values as scientific laws and socialist
state bureaucracy as the rational society. Critical
theorists oppose the inherent relativism of bourgeois
social science, as well as the absclutism of
Marxism-Leninism, because neither addresses the most
urgent issues of the day (characterized by the rise of
fascism, Stalinism, managerial capitalism, oligopoly, and
universal state-bureaucracy).”
The Frankfurt theorists sought, therefore, to create a critical
theory of society opposed to the positivism of the apologists

for both capitalism and Stalinism. This task required them to

show, first, that there is an essential connection, rather than



Page 42

an impassable logical gap, between rationality and values, and,
second, that there is no justification for the exercise of
tyranny by a self-proclaimed vanguard of the proletariat.

In a bold synfhesis of Marxist and Freudian assumptions
Critical Theory claimed, as its purview of investigétion and
criticism, the entire frame of social arfangements that impose
themselves upon the unconscious individual. To cure this
unexamined repressjon the Critical Theorist became a social
diagnostician and therapist, whose aim was nothing less than
the liberation of the individual and society. From
Horkheimer’s vantage, the demystification of social appearance
was a necessary prelude to an equitable community life
(1972:207):

“"The individual as a rule must simply accept the basic

conditions of this existence as given and strive to fulfil

them; he finds his satisfaction and praise in
accomplishing as well as he can the tasks connected with
his place in society and in courageously doing his duty
despite all the sharp criticism he may choose to exercise
in particular matters. But the critical attitude of which
we are speaking is wholly distrustful of the rules of
conduct with which society as presently constituted
provides each of its members. The separation between
individual and society in virtue of which the individual

accepts as natural the limits prescribed for his activity
is relativised in critical theory."”

To Critical Theorists the world was edging towards total
administration by the corporate elite, and this was bringing
forth the non—actiop, or apothocracy. If évery move was seen
as manipulated or programmed, everyday life would become sordid
and depreséing, and hope abandoned. Griesman (1977:135)

illustrates this well:



Page 43

"An organic analogy may be useful here. Contemporary
society is an organism that suffers from ’hardening of the
categories’; membranes that were once porous have become
impermeable. In attempting to strifle disturbance within
itself, the nerve centres of the organisms strive to force
all elements into one closed super-system. And following
the analogy, the closed system cannot by definition
survive. Hence, ’In the open air prison which the world
is becoming, it is no longer so important to know what
depends on what, such is the extent to which everything is
one’ (Adorno). If there is certain accuracy to this view,
then it doubtless has its depressing aspects. Still, this
is not a sociology of despair. _The rigidified system is
rehearsing its own rigor mortis, and as a moment in the
world-historical process, is not to be regarded as

something permanent.”
The aim of Critical Theory is to change this total
administrative concept so that "The escape of an arcadian
summer camp, which only satisfies limited individual needs, can
be replaced with sensible blueprints for a society tailored to
human needs instead ofdmass consumption” (Griesman, 1977:136).’

In order to retain vitality Critical Theory, must avoid
constant rehashes of Marx, Horkheimer and Adorno, fépetitious
attacks on positivism and endless debates about highly abstract
theories. The critique of class domination must be translated
in the historically concrete and regionally specific immaﬁent
critiques of bureaucratic domination. Detailed analyses should
inveétigate the possibilities of democratisation according to
the particular needs and concrete conditioﬁs of nations and
regions at different levels of development and with Varying
histories, social traditions and material cultures. Thus,
despite the emphasis on socialist democracy, critical theory
does not insist that a single model of post-bureaucratic

society be imposed in all settings.
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This application of Critical Theory to alternative
conditions presented the original Frankfurt writers with almost
insurmountable problems. However, with recent intensive
~re—examination, important advances are. being made in the
extension of Frankfurt’s critical method to different social
and intellectual controvefsiés. Trent Schroyer’s "The Critique
of Domination”(1973) offers rigorous inquiry into the origins
of critical theory in Marxism. -After tracing the strains
within the evolution of critical theory, Schroyer investigates
Habermas’ theory of linguistic competence and some of the
problems it has encountered. Schroyer would supplement the
formalism of Habermas with a mixture of Marx’s crisis theory
and the early works of Lukacs. The final result is a chapter
that documents crisis tendencies in American capitalism.
Schroyer’s is a most interesting analysis, drounded in the
growth of an interventionist State that has co-opted
traditional monopoly conditions. As Schroyer points out
(1973:27):

"We need a social science that is capable of reéognising

the ways in which existing structures exploit, alienate,

and repress human possibilities. We need a critical
science whose primary focus is the critique of domination.

Such a science would not be limited by scientific

blunders; it would attempt to not only assess the human

costs of social planning but would also be committed to
the investidgation of alternative modes of social
organization in which individual freedom and development
would be standards of rationality."”

The message from this Critical Theory to Educational

Administration is for the abolition of the continued

reproduction of existing educational, social and cultural
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inequalities and a real redistribution of educational
opportunity, resources and outcomes. There is a need to
abandon the "natural” science of administration and to
formulate a new cultural science. As Foster states (1980:23):
“"Is it possible to develop in this century a praxis ofi
administration, one that, in combining theory and

practice, attempts to overcome in organizations and
institutions, the structural weaknesses that result in

inequality?”
The desirevfor a democratic public sphere and mass
participation in the planning and.management of social life
replaces ideas of révolutionary vanguard and state
centralisation for the writers of Critical Theory.

Of the early writers mentioned some assert the paramount
importance, for»soéietal and individual well-being, of external
constraint, e.g., Durkheim and Parsons. Others stress
autonomous man, able to realise his full potential and to
creaée a truly humén social order only when freed from external
constraint, e.g., Mead, Marx, Weber and Schutz. With these
writers the problem is the individual’s assertion of control
over the social world. The writers of Critical Theory extended
this idea to the forces that would more societal institutions
to become rational institutions ensuring a true, free and just
life for all members of society. As with Mead, the individual
must participate actively in his social world rather than
respond passively ﬁo eventse and individual action is the basic
element of order and change. There must be a democratic public
sphere, and mass participation in the planning and management

of social life. The important question becomes how to change a
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| society that colonises people to accept dominated roles, and to
develop the emancipatory stance that leads to the development
of the individual and society.

The éontemporary writer of ﬁhe Critical Theory School,
Jurgen Habermas, attempts to meet this problem in his theory of
social change emphasising the freedom and participation by the
individual in his world.

Jurgen Habermas, a German social pﬁilosopher of the
celebrated Frankfurt School and now co-director of the Max
Planck Institute, has devoted his life to the development of a
critical, cognitive theory of social inquify. He is the most
influential social and philosophical thinker in Germany today
and also one of the intellectual giants of the century. As
Wilby states (1979:667):

"What distinguishes Habermas from all his contemporaries

is his astonishing encyclopaedic range. In an age of

specialisation and intellectual fragmentation, he rolls

philosophy, sociology, economics, history linguistics,

political science and psychology into one.”
However, he thinks of himself as a philosopher concerned with
the good, the true and the beautiful. His critical analysis of
society relates the growing lack of confidence in social
institutions in advanced capitalism fo the increasing
separation of administration frqm public control, and he
questions implicitly the scientific basis of administration.
But he does have a ’unity of perspective’ based on a global
analysis of history and society and aimed at identifying the

underlying causes of domination. The problem, according to

Habermas, is that the methods and aims of the natural sciences
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have subsumed those of the social sciences:

"Accordingly, the danger of an exclusively technical

civilization, which is devoid of the interconnection

between theory and praxis, can be clearly grasped; it is
threatened by the splitting of its consciousness, and by
the splitting of human beings into two classes - the
social engineers and the inmates of closed institutions

(1974:282). " '

Habermas has inherited the critical theory.traditions of the
Frankfurt School, but, whereas his predecessors provided a

" series of discrete, more or less illuminating insights,
Habermaé has refined the ideas of the Frankfurt School into a
coherent, embracing social and political theory.

The central politiéal idea in his work is that modern
capitalism faces a legitimation crisis. To Habermas,
legitimation is what persuades the mass of the population to
accept the current political order: it conyerts power into |
authority, it commands loyalty.

Putting this in another manner, Wilby (1979:667) points
out that pre-capitalist societies regarded'the distribution of
property as divinely ordained. Capitalism;lby contrast,
legitimised the distribution of property through the market.
But the market, as Marx predicted, proved inherently unstable.
To prevent endemic slumps the state had to intervene. In
advanced capitalism, the state goes beyond intervention - it
all but replaces the market as the steering mechanism of
capitalism.

The new state requires new legitimation. This it finds in

the imperatives of scientific technical progress, for it says

society must be run on rational lines by technical experts.
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"The only problems are technical problems and the
development of the social system must obey the logic of
scientific progress. Politicians, no matter what their
party, have to ’face the facts’. New developments with
far-reaching social consequences (such as
micro-electronics) have to be accepted without question”
(Wilby, 1979:667). : '
Hence, in the modern state‘more and more social questions are
taken out of the realm of public debate for the ’ordinary’
people cannot discuss these highly technical and scientific
matters, and Habermas maintains.(McCarthy, 364) that the masses
are being depoliticised. In the modern capitalist democracy,
their role is confined to occasional plebiscites offering
1ittle choice. between administrative teams. This is supported
by Levin (1980:91) when he states:
“"The pseudoscientific language of technocratic approaches
to planning indicates to average citizens that social
change can only be managed by experts working in a highly
centralised bureaucracy, that most citizens are incapable
of participating in that process, and that their needs are
too short-sighted. The very tenets of educational
planning, then, restrict decentralisation and democratic
participation...”
And illustrated by Giroux (1981:15) who says:
“"People in capitalist societies live dut their everyday
lives within specific material and social relationships
informed by subordination and domination and mediated by
the unequal distribution of power."”
Formally democratic institutions and procedures ensure both a
diffuse, generalised mass loyalty and the requisite
independence of administrative decision—making from the
specific interests of the citizens. They are democratic in
form, but not in substance. Modern politiecs 1is concerned

exclusively with manipulation, not with the purpose of

existence, or ’the good life’. Habermas points out (1975:62)
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that the government is faced with two tasks:

“On the one hand, it is supposed to raise the requisite

amount of taxes by skimming off profits and income and to

use the available taxes so rationally that crisis ridden
disturbances of growth can be avoided. On the other hand,
the selective raising of taxes, the discernible patterns
of priorities in their use, and the administrative
performances themselves must be so constituted that the
need for legitimation can be satisfied as it arises. If
the state fails in the former task there is a deficit in
administrative rationality. If it fails in the latter
task, a deficit in legitimation results.”

Habermas outlines a typology of crises inherent in contemporary

society — an economic crisis, a crisis of rationality, of

legitimacy and of motivation.

In Habermas’.viéw, an economic crisis in late capitalism
was not inevitable. But the steps taken by the State to avert
wtbe economic crisis entailed a crisis of rationality. The
 rationa1ity crisis is modelled after that of the economic
 crisis, and is a form of system crisis in which a breakdown in
system integration leads to a breakdown in social integration.
The Government, by making ever-increasing demands on itself,
-fails to cope, thus making what Habermas calls a "displaced
~economic crisis” (1875:68).

In his interpretation of the rationality crisis Foster
(1980:499) states that the crisis arises in relation to the
modern development of organizational rationality. This view ofv
reason, as it appears in the administration, is that ends are
not subject to discussion, that only means can be considered as
susceptible to rational analysis. By adopting this

instrumental rationality the State provides no frémework for

‘belief in the system other than that it in fact provides the
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type of decisions it says it will provide. But such decisions
have not been typical, Habermas maintains, because of the
complexity of the system and the varied productive
relationships in a liberal capitalistic economy. Foster points
out (1980:500) that one of the big contradictions in the
contemporary society is that two spheres of social interaction,
the political and the economic, have different aims. The
political sphere is based on the premise of equality despite
individual variations in talent and class origins, while the
economic sphere is based on the premise of superiority on
account of talent and class oridins. Thus an individual can
seek political equality, demanding representation and equal
opportunity, but no individual can demand economic equality.
In the words of Sarup (1978:167):
“"Capitalist society is determined by the imperatives of
profit and domination but this formally totalitarian
economic system is in contrast to the formally democratic
political system. ™
Habermas points out (1975:61) that modern states are
responsible for promoting economic grthh, structuring
production to meet collective needs, and correcting social
inequalities:
"It bears the cost of imperialistic market strategies...
It bears the infra-structural costs directly related to
production (transportation and communication systems,
scientific-technical progress, vocational training). It
bears the costs of social consumption indirectly related
to production (housing-construction, transportation,
health care, leisure, education, social security). It

bears the costs of social welfare, especially
unemployment. .. "
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With all this, Habermas maintains that it is when publié
administration or the State promises full employment, economic
growth, and a limitation of inflation but does not fulfil these
promises, then a rationality deficit emerges.

There is another side ﬁo the capacity of the political
system to discharge the necessary planning functions: the need
to secure legitimation for governmental activity. If the
adequate level of mass loyalty and compliance cannot be
maintained, while the steering imperatives taken over from the
economic system are carried through, there is danger of a
legitimation crisis - an erosion of belief in the system. The
system fails to deliver the goods and people start questioning
the systen. There is the feeling that ’things’ are "not what
they should be" and forces unknown have taken the system from
’our’ control. As Habermas explains it (1975:47):

"A rationality deficit in public administration means that

the state apparatus cannot, under given boundary

conditions, adequately steer the economic system. A

legitimation deficit means that it is not possible by

administrative means to maintain or establish effective
normative structures to the extent required...while
organizational rationality spreads, cultural traditions
are undermined and weakened. The residue of tradition
must, however, escape the administrative drasp, for
traditions important for legitimation cannot be
regenerated administratively."”
The State has to administer economic growth effectively, and
attempt to remove social inequality. To do this, it must use
its legitimate power. But, in so doing, it destroys one of the
norms supporting its leditimacy, that "private autonomy may not

be violated” (Habermas, 1979:175). The expanded activity of

the State has produced an increase in the need for
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legitimation, for justification of government intervention into
ne@ areas of life. The State adopts increasingly technological
sirategies of administration oriented towards systems
maintenance and adjustment. As noted earlier, the public realnm
' has been structurally depoliticised and Habermas says that it
is essential for the system to also have civil privatism -
“political abstinence combined Qith an orientation to career;
leisure, and consumption” - which "promotes the expectationvof
suitable rewards within the system (money, leisure-time, and
security)"” (1975:37). This involves a high output - low input
orientation of the citizenry vis a vis the government; an
orientation that is reciprocated in the welfare state
'programme,-and a familial—vocationel privatism that consists in
a "family orientation with developed interests in consumption
vand leisure on.the'one hand, and in a career orientation
suitable to status competition ori the other™ (1975:75); and an
orientation that corresponds to the competitive structure of
tbe educational and occgpational systems. Furthermore the'
structural depoliticisation of the public sphere is itself
justified by democratic elite theories or by technocratic
systems theories. According to Habermas, 1egitimisation.
deficits arise in this system in which civil privatism is
undermined by the spread of administrative rationality itself.
A scientific administration is a depoiiticised administration
end much of the newly established management science maintains
that increasingly complex systems require highly technical

control strategies beyond the grasp of the layperson. But the
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system is technically a democratic system, people wish to have
a say:
"...this development signifies danger for the civil
privatism that is secured informally through the
structures of the public realm. Efforts at participation
and the plethora of alternative models - especially in
cultural spheres such as school and university, press,
church, theatre, publishing, etc. - are indicators of this
danger, as is the increasing number of citizens’
initiatives (1975:72)."
As Habermas points out, the technically refined systems we have
cannot sustain the normative traditions needed for belief in
the system - the state must draw on its reserves of
legitimatidn. Legitimation, however,.is already in short
supply. Habermas clearly shows that an interventionist state
makes constantly increasing demands on the loyalty of its
citizens as it reaches into more and more areas of life and
raises the expectations of.the community. It even intervenes
in such areas as the upbringing of children, the school
curriculum and evaluation, and'fhe marriage contract. As Wilby
says, there is
“...the politicisation of areas of life previously
assigned to the private sphere. This runs counter .to
capitalism’s need to exclude the masses from political
decisions."” (1879:667) : '
Thus attempts to compensate for legitimation deficits through
conscious manipulafion are faced with systematic limits for the
cultural systen is "péculiarly resistant’” to administrative

control. As Habermas concludes (1975:73):

“In the final analysis, this class structure is the source
of the legitimation deficit.”
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Habermas acknowledges, however, that the missing legitimation
may be offset by rewards conforming to the system - money,
success, leisure, security - and so passes on to the final
stage of his argument, the motivation crisis.
A legitimation crisis can be predicted only if
expectations that cannot be fulfilled either with the
available quantity of value, or, generally with rewards
conforming to the system are systematically produced. A
legitimation crisis then, must be based on a motivation
crisis - that is, a discrepancy between the needs for
motives declared by the state, the educational system and
the occupational system on the one hand, and the
motivation supplied by the socio-cultural system on the
other (1975:74-5)."
It is quite evident that the arguments for a legitimation
crisis and those for a motivation crisis are tightly meshed.
Both are concerned with éocio—cultural,_rather than with
economic or administration, crisis tehdencies, with
disturbances. in the complementarity between the requirements of
the state apparatus and the occupational system on the one
hand, and the interpreted needs and legitimate expectations of
members of society on the other. Habermas shows that the
traditional sources of motivation lie>in a normative structure
that sanctions two types of privatism mentioned earlier;
civil, in which the citizen participated in the political
fabric only to the degree permitted by institutions; and
family-vocational where family motivations tended towards the
purchase of consumable goods and leisure time, and vocational
motivations were oriented towards status achievement. Habermas

claims that the cultural traditions supporting these

motivations, such as the Protestant Ethic, are being eroded and
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cannot be supplanted by new cultural traditions since
administration itself cannot create meaningful norms. To use
Wilby’s phrase, the "motivational engines of capitalism are
being undermined” (1979:688). Rewards are supposed to be
distributed according to individual achievement. Originally
this was done through the market but, once the market lost its
credibility, occupational success (linked td schooling)} took
over. But modern production structures make @he evaluation of
individual achievement more difficult. Work is increasingly )
routinised and specialised, even in the professions.

Individual initiative and talent play a smaller role. The link
between individual effort and reward is breaking down in other
ways, too.. Income differentials, particularly between the
lower raid and the unemployed, have been eroded. People,
increasingly, demand collective, social goods - more leisure
provision, better transport, better health care, better
education. A growing section of the population - school .
children, students, the aged, the'unemployed - does not work at
all, and many others do not depend on market mechanisms for
their rewards. As Habermas explains (1975:81) core components
of bourgeois ideolody, such as possessive individualism and
orientations to achievement and éxchange value, are also being
undermined by social change. The achievement ideology - the
idea that social rewards should be distributed bn the basis of-
achievement - becomes problematic to the extent that the market
loses its credibility as a ’fair’ mechanism for allocating

these rewards; the education system fails as a replacement
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meéhanism, either because of ihtrinsic inequities, or because
of the increasingly problematic connection between formal
education and occupational stress; increasingly fragmented and
monotonous labour processes underﬁine intrinsic motivation to
achieve; and extrinsic motivation to achieve (such as income)
is undermined by the non-competitive structure of the labor
market in organized sectors of the'economy and the tendency
toward equalisation of the standards of living of iower income
groups, and those on welfare and unemployment. This
motivational deficit is reflected in a sense of powerlessness
in the system as it is presently constituted.

Thus Habermas presents an alternative view to positivistic
developments in administrative theory. He outlines an argument
which links modern administrative theory to a developing crisis
in public confidence, and he ehbarks on a quest to construct a
theory of empirically verifiable norms to be reviewed later.
His assertion is that there are ﬁendencies in modern
goyernmental systems toward crises in the areas of rationality,
legitimation and motivation. Habermas makes no claims for the
inevitability of the crisis, only that it has "certain
plausibility". To conclude this first part, the words of
McCarthy are most appropriate (1978:383):

"Habermas regards the repoliticisation of the public

sphere as the potentially most crisis laden tendency in

contemporary capitalist society. The ’syndrome of civil
and familial-vocational privacy’ is being undermined by
certain changes in the dominant mode of socialisation,
changes producing motivational patterns and value

orientations that are incompatible with the requirements
of the economic and political systems.”
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In "Legitimation Crisis" Habermas examined the chances of
social emanéipation at all levels. He analysed primitive
sociai times, traditional social times and liberal capitalism
in ﬁerms similar to those of Marx. Enquiring whether the same
was true of late capitalism, Habermas outlined a typology of
crises inherent in contemporary society; an economic crisis, a
crisis of f&tionality, of legitimacy, and of motivation.
Habermas’ view was ?hat an economic crisis was not inevitable.
But the steps taken'by the State to avert it entailed a crisis
of rationality. For the conflict of interests inherent in late
capitalism and the contfadictory demands on state intervention
tended to mean that state aid was dysfunctionally distributed.
This in turn creéted é.orisis of legitimacy, for state
intervention meant opening up the gquestion of control and
choioe.L The only éolptions were "buying off" the most powerful
parties, or the creation of a new legitimising ideology. In
addition, growing public intervention involves lessening the
écope of the private sphere which had motivated bourgeois
society and thereby a crisis in motivation.

Habermas could see no solution to these staggered cfises
apart from recourse to a new set of norms that would involve
the communicative competence concept and the appropriate
socio—economic'organization. This is the second part of his
argument - to find a theory of verifiable norms whose existence
can be rationally discussed. 'The foundation of his theory
rests on a universal morality whose basis lies in communicative

ethics, a morality based on undistorted discussion and
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consensus.

In a number of studies Habermas has examined the
prevailing tendency to reduce all problems of “"action"” to
problems of teéhnical control and manipulation - a tendency
that results in "depoliticisation of the mass of the population
and the decline of the political realm as a political
institution” (1970:75). When practical d§scourse is
eliminated, or suppressed, the public realm loses - in the
classical sense of politics - its political function.
Convincing people that they should do one thing rather than
another by force of the better argument in public discussion is
a notion that is fast becoming alien to modern life. The
scientific-technical hedemony appears to threaten the
emancipatory interest of the human race as such.

Hence Habermas’ great involvement with speech and bis
theory of communicative competence, which he calls "universal
pragmatics”, has the aim of systematically investigating the
"general structures which appear in every possible speech
situation, which are themselves produced through the
performance of specific types of linguistic expressions, and
which serve to situate pragmatically the expressions generated
by the linguistically competent speaker” (Bernstein, 1978:208).

The basis for communicative ethics lies in Habermas’
analysis of a universal pragmatics, and the underlying
dimensions of speech acts. It is here that he makes his stand
on the possibility of rational discussion of norms. Science

must be maintained as a liberating force, but it must not
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dominate, for there must also be the avenue of debating
principles and values, the fundamentals of our social existence
through unrestricted public discussion. And this is only
-possible through removing barriers to communication.

Habermas asserts that truth should be embodied in the way
we talk to each other for languade is the root of any cultural
or social system. Unfortunately, in our society, communication
" is systematically distorted: it is used to manipulate, to
threaten, to exercise power, to dominate. This is anathema to
Habermas for an emancipeted life can only‘follow from
emancipated speech.

Habermas then explores the dimensions of the "ideal™
speech situation, pafticularly in "Communication and the
Evolution of Society” (1978). He says that basic to
understanding is a speaker’s claim that he.is “saying somethihg
in an understandable fashion, givihg sométhing to understand;
has thereby made himself understandable,vand has thereby come
to an understanding with another person” (1879:2). Or as
Bernstein explains it:

"Ideal speech is that form of discourse in which there is

no other compulsion but the compulsion of argumentation

itself; where there is a genuine symmetry among the
participants involved, following a universal
interchangeability of dialogue roles; where no form of
domination exists. The power of ideal speech is the power

of argumentation itself (1978:212)."

Each of the factors iﬁ ideal speech can be described in terms

of four dimensions basic to speech - comprehensibility, truth,

truthfulness and rightnesse
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“Comprehensibility is the claim that we have encased our

sounds in a shared grammar; truth is the claim that there

is a factual basis for the discussion, truthfulness is the
claim that the speaker’s intention in speaking is not
deceptive; and rightness is the claim that the utterance
is appropriate in the context in which it is uttered.”

(Foster, 1980:503)

Habermas offers these norms as universal values embedded in
speech. If these dimensiqns are universal components of
communication bétween'people, there may be universalistic
characteristies of norms such as “"truth” and "rightness”. His
argument depends an the assumption of an ’ideal’ speech
situation. The strength of this linguistically-based argument
is that it frees the concept of rationality and hence, allows
for the possibility of reconceptualising the purpose and design
of modern administrative théory. Rationality-as—efficiency may
- gradually disappear as a new administration appears sensitive
to the diverse issues of human life, and is able to deal with
them in a variety of settings.

The ideal speéch situation rules out domination, ideology,
neurosis, manipulation. The ideal life is symbolised in ideal
speech - and this embodies ideals of freedom and Jjustice.
Habermas presents a formula that unknots many of the unresolved
problems of critical social theory. It provides an alternative
to the scientific approach that can coexist with it. "And it
offers - a road to a universal morality that can solvelthe
legitimation crisis and define the cultural context of a
classless society” (Wilby, 1979:668). Whether this anticipated

form of communication, this anticipatéd form of life, is simply

a delusion, or whether the empirical conditions for its
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approximate attainment can be realised practically is a
"question that does not admit of a priori answer.
Habermasgattempted to provide a theoretical framework for
idéal cbmmuniéation, declaring that today the problem of
language has replaced the traditional problem of consciousness.
Habermas maintains that technological society can only be
rational if its policies are subject to public control. But
diécussion and opinion must be free from manipulation and
domination. McCarthy points out that Habermas "argues that the
meaning which discourse has for us can only be explained if
discourse involves a supposition by the participants thét they
are in énvideal speech situation, that is, that they are
discussing under conditions which guarantee that the consensus
they achieve will Be genuine” (1973:135). The very act of
speech involves the sﬁpposition of the possibility of an ideal
épeech situation in which the force of the better argument
élone would decide the issue. This would only be possible if
all members of society had an equal,K chance to participaté in
the discussion; and this would involve the notion of the |
transformation of society in a direction that would enable such
a communicative competence to characterise all members of
society. His thesis is that the structure is free from
constraint only when for all participants there is a
symmetrical distribution of chances to select and employ speech
acts, when there is an effective equality of chances for the
assumption of dialogue roles. The ultimate goal of social

emancipation is, therefore, inherent in any, and every, speech
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act. For Habermas, the reconstruction of a:theory of
rationality is also a reconstruction of a theory of'legitimacy.
Habermas’ reconstructivist appfoach éttempts to escape the
weaknesses of previous ideas on the subject.

Admittedly, much of Habermas’ argument-is couched in terms
of "tendencies” and'"possibilities", but we are presented with
an argument that attempts to intedgrate the economic, political,
and socio-cultural dimensions of society as a whole, and, in so
doing, considers factors which affect the human race as a whole
- science, language, moral development and political
administration.

Thus, Habermas presumes a relation of legitimation to
truth, and his analysis of the logic of legitimation problems
rests upon his theory of communicative competence. This theory
is an attempt to ground the critical theory of society. In his
theory Habermas asserts that ¢ach speech-act of a subject
exhibits an inherent interest in emancipaﬁion, and is.oriented
to truth. The ideal speech structure provides the conditions
necessary for undistorted communication between subjects by
facilitating the disoufsive redemption of validity claims
(discourse), which results in a consensus theory of truth.
Norms could be justified and accepted through an open,
co-operative discourse where the better argument does, in fact,
prevail. Habermas is concerned that society is no longer a
moral reality, that domination, alienation and inauthenticity
are so deeply embedded that socialisation modes are no longer

truth dependent. The only real solution is fundamental change
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brought about by continuatiﬁn of critical thinking.

Habermas thus presents a critical analysis of society
relating to the growing'lack of confidence in social
institutions in advanced capitalism to the increasing
separation of administration from public control, and the fact
that he questions implicitly the scientific basis of
administration.

In "Legitimation Crisis"”, Habermas asserts that rational
planning will lead to the end of the indiVidual by
progressively isolating the individual froﬁ soclal decision
"making. Fewer and fewer topics become issues for political
discourse. Alienation is the inevitable result as society
becomes unresponsive to the individual. Habermas maintains
that the legitimacy of such a sqciety cannot.ldst long, gnd
that the systém_cannot survive. Rational administration was
shown to be possible