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While reading seemingly opposing theorists, such as Hirsch and Noddings, I felt there was undertone of harmony in the desired results; albeit with dissonance in the reasons and methods.  Dewy seems to be in very little opposition to much of what Hirsch proposes.  Although, Dewey advocates using student’s immediate world as a start to learning, he does not feel that knowledge should stop there.  Although, Dewey and Noddings advocate utilizing student’s interests in the classroom, they both warn about relying too much on the whims of the child.  Dewey stated clearly that this was detrimental to development and learning and would lead to “spoiling and indulgence” (Child and Curriculum pg. 193).  Therefore, I begin my explanation of the various conversations or “battles” related to pedagogical conflicts over the nature of a child and what they need to be a successful learner by starting with Rousseau.  I begin with Rousseau, as he is the only theorist I feel warrants the type of stanch criticisms proposed by Hirsch.
Rousseau is a bit of an outsider.  He is the only theorist who finds society as detrimental to development and is the only theorist who withholds the bulk of “moral and verbal instruction” until (in my opinion) much too late in life.  Dewey agrees that we should start with the child’s immediate environment and pay attention to developmental stages, but he does not leave the child there for such a long duration.  Dewey advocated that there was a specific way for the “introduction into the more formal subjects of curriculum through the medium of these activities” not the elimination of those formal subjects (My Pedagogic Creed pg. 6).  Again Hirsch advocates sound subject matter, but Dewey’s curriculum does not neglect direct teaching of subject matter; it just integrates it into life and personal experience.   
Noddings and Rousseau have similar beliefs about how interference into natural learning creates social rebellion and society-blame due to a lack of natural consequences (Noddings pg. 3 “Interference divides the soul in his care into an obedient part and a rebellious part”).  Both put an emphasis on individual needs. However, differences in age, view of stages, and view of society as detrimental verses positive; are far too great to compare them as like-minded (Noddings “as we listen to our students, we gain their trust, and in an ongoing relation of care or trust….they will not see our efforts as “interference” but, rather a cooperative work”) Noddings speaks of a “community of knowing”, not social chains. Excluding Rousseau, most progressive theorists use the human need for a place in society and for communicative exchanges to facilitate learning, not hinder it. (Dewey pg. 1 “I believe that the only true education comes through the stimulation of the child’s powers by the demands of the social situations in which he finds himself”  Noddings pg. 3 “We recognize a moral interdependence…” “…our duty is to create a community of learners”).  However, I don’t think that focusing on social interaction has to mean using oversimplified group projects over and over again.
Dewey agreed with Rousseau about the stifling nature of formalized education, and how it is unable to relate to a child in his limited personal sphere and mental capacity.  Dewey emphasized a child’s personal sphere, as evidenced by the following pedagogical statement in “The Child and the Curriculum” pg. 183 (“The child lives in a somewhat narrow world of personal contacts.  Things hardly come within his experience unless they touch, intimately and obviously his own well-being or that of his family or friends.  His world is a world of persons with their personal interests, rather than the realm of facts and laws….affection and sympathy is keynote”).  Dewey seems to agree with Rousseau about the importance of “feelings” to a child, but opposes the notion of “sentimentalism” in curriculum (Pedagogic Creed pg. 9 ”Next to deadness and dullness, formalism and routine… education is threatened with no greater evil than sentimentalism… (it is) the result of the attempt to divorce feeling from action”). 

Dewey and Noddings point out the importance of interest and meaning (much like Rousseau) but, again, strongly oppose allowing child whims to dominate the curriculum (My Pedagogic Creed pg. 9 “To humor the interest is to fail to penetrate below the surface and it’s sure result is to substitute caprice and whim for genuine interest”).  Oakeshott states that to limit curriculum by interest and the personal life of the child would not fully reflect the full “inheritance” he is to become a part of.  In order to “be reflected in the mirror of inheritance” a child must be exposed to all angles of it “whether agreeable or disagreeable”.  Oakeshott states “that much of the information he (the teacher/sage) has to convey has no such application and would be corrupted by being turned in this direction” (Learning and Teaching pg. 58).  I feel that this statement singles out Oakeshott as more teacher-focused and perhaps leaning towards traditionalist ideals.

Hirsch totes the glory of the traditionalist way, stating tests and statistical information to back him.  He states that knowledge should be the focus of “back to the basics” learning, in order for students to be successful learners.  However Oakeshott, who seems to view knowledge as raised to the level of sacred rite, would argue that the true test of knowledge is if you can use information for “judgment”.  I am not sure we can create a multiple choice test for higher order thinking such as this.  Hirsch also strongly criticizes the progressive moment as lacking in a sound knowledge based curriculum or not being rigorous enough for students, perhaps even watered down. (This is my own interpretation of his tone while writing in “Romancing the Child” and in certain sections of “Traditional Education is Progressive”.)  Hirsch thinks teachers lose their focus on knowledge as they are wrapped up in a kind of religious view of education, and that progressives have a false sense of instinctually knowing what a child is capable of and ready for. (Romancing the Child pg. 6)  A description of a test given in 1907 to an 11 year old girl is used to demonstrate this discrepancy between a child’s real ability and what progressivists have been teaching.  However, Noddings and Oakeshott both clearly state that they feel that a teacher should be a “competent” and “have large repertoires at their fingertips.”  Noddings (Caring for Child, conclusion) Transmitting this vast knowledge base is for Noddings a responsibility.  For Oakeshott, a teacher is the “agent of civilization” (pg. 48) (granted this title has some religiosity in it) and should teach facts which have no “immediate practical significance……The business of the teacher is to release his pupils from servitude to the current dominant feelings, emotions, images ideas, beliefs and even skills, not by inventing alternatives to them which seem to him more durable, but by making available to him something that more approximates the whole of his inheritance” (pg. 48).  This doesn’t seem watered down to me.

Dewey did not leave a child to discover things for himself, as he believed “Nothing can be developed from nothing, nothing but the crude can be developed out of the crude” (The Child and Curriculum pg. 196).  He also warns “…it is the danger of the “new education” that it regards the child’s present powers and interests as something finally significant” (pg 193).  Dewey stated this “there are those who see no alternative between forcing the child from without or leaving him entirely alone.  Seeing no alternative, some chose one mode, some another, both fall into the same fundamental error, both fail to see that development is and definite process having its own law which can be fulfilled only when adequate and normal conditions are provided” (pg. 195).  Dewey seems to believe that one does not have to physically divorce himself from the material, to become a serious student.  He believed by having interest and motivation in we can avoid the “three evils” (pg. 202-204) including “lack of any organic connection with what the child has already seen and felt and loves means the material purely formal and symbolic.”  Knowledge should be taught in a structured way, using past exploration and experience to guide a recreated experience for and by the child (He used a map metaphor, which I found quite an appropriate way of describing this pg. 198).  A student needs motivation or they will be learning for all the wrong reasons (fear of punishment or embarrassment for example) and that is not true knowledge, anyway (Noddings also agrees pg. 2 “They equate caring with coercion and good teaching with hard work and control”). A child who is learning for the wrong reasons will eventually stop learning when the “coercion and guilt” is removed.  Learning that does not inspire itself to continue, in my opinion is not successful.  However, I agree with Hirch that a traditionalist education, can achieve the same aims a progressivist claims is impossible in formalized education.
Many of the theorists ideas seem to be shaped by what they feel a child is capable of, the nature of a child, and how and when to introduce this child into the larger society.  In the article “Jean-Jacques Rouseau on Nature, Wholeness and Education” children are described as “innocent, vulnerable, slow to mature and entitled to freedom and happiness.”  Pg. 6 “Children are naturally good.”  Moral and verbal instruction happens later as it is best to start the most natural way possible; and that begins with the senses (Discussion of five stages infancy to adulthood).  The teacher is a facilitator sensing when enough appropriate development has been achieved to move on to the next stage.  The student and the teacher work in a kind of symbiotic relationship. The teacher provides experiences, which provide growth to the child, that lead to new developmental stages, which prepare the student for more experiences…and so on.  Rousseau believed that the child requires “much liberty, but limited power” (starting at stage 1).  The student flourishes when left “undisturbed till his facilities have developed” (noted in stage 2), but the teacher should have a strong control over the environment.  All the while the child’s innocence is taken into account and he is to be left “ignorant” of the teacher’s control over the environment.  Dewey felt that learning, in which the child does not see the process for is “divorced from the action”.
To Rousseau a child is as unable to develop sufficient attention for direct teacher intervention (other than environmental control which he knows nothing about) until the age of 12-15.  After enough experiences and freedom to develop, a child will become self realized.  However, Hirch and Oakeshott are both supporters of early education that does not withhold knowledge, but presents it fully and at length.  Oakeshott uses Jean Paul Richter’s maxim page 2 section 2…”that in teaching a two-year-old one should speak to him as if her were six.” The child should be presented this material, and concern about understanding is seen to be a matter of time and exposure to the inheritance.  Oakesshott understood the equity issue in education. A child needs to be equipped to converse in the language of the knowing in order create equity. 
Again to Oakeshott lessons should not be valued for their “worth” it is not for the teacher to decide if something has value.  I like this idea as I often feel the over practical nature of education deadens and dulls it.  I started to love learning not by my classroom, but by the Discovery and History channel. However, I feel classroom management may be difficult in this kind of advanced curricula.  Children who are spoken to at a higher level are either incredibly stimulated and awakened or turned off completely.  Minds that do not see the purpose tend to wonder.  Still, I think I would have enjoyed being Oakeshott’s student the most out of all the theorists.  I guess my idea of who is the best teacher for some differs than who is the best teacher for most.  Many do not see the point in learning for learning sake, but I think we become more interesting when we “know things”.
The article “The Sage for the Ages” described my Art history teacher almost exactly.  I never missed a class.  I tended to learn differently from my peers; preferring a good, interesting lecture to a “group activity” any day.  I preferred class discussions with my teacher because I could learn something original from the source of learning, instead of the regurgitated ideas from my peers in small groups. I liked to learn in constructivist ways, but I also would have been just as happy with an interesting teacher and a decent visual aid. 

So as much as a feel Dewey is good for the majority of students, I feel students who tend to “live in their heads” and who seek a world outside their personal sphere, lose much from his form of learning. Perhaps Dewey is universal, and Dewey can be exciting; but Dewey also feels a little bit like always ordering vanilla ice cream at Baskin Robbins.  You can add your own sprinkles and chocolate syrup, but in the end, it’s still vanilla ice cream. 
I was thinking about it last night and I think the bigger conflict deals with timeframe (one of the reasons why I have dismissed much of Rousseau’s claims).  I think an elementary school teacher should think like Dewey and Hirsch.  A middle school teacher should think like Dewey, Hirsch, Noddings, and Oakeshott.  A high school teacher should think like Oakeshott and Hirsch.  I feel for the most part Rousseau’s ideas are too unrealistic for appropriate classroom management. I think it would be beneficial for the child to include an hour or two of “Rousseau time” in the overall daily curriculum. I agree with Oakeshott and Hirsch traditionalism is progressivism. So again, I re- iterate, much of this debate involves more about who a child is and how they should learn, not what they should be capable of after learning.  All theorists (excluding in my opinion Rousseau) feel knowledge is paramount to the purpose of a successful education.  

Creativity, I think is an internalized thing.  Give a child the information and abilities, provide a safe environment (including the kind of trust Noddings mentioned and freedom to be wrong that Sir Ken Robinson advocated) and the child will remain creative.  I liked the quote you chose by Picasso, "All children are born artists.  The trick is to remain an artist as we grow up."  

In the end traditionalism sounds a lot like progressivism, (as long as it is not homogenized and permits creativity and multiple knowledge based correct answers).  It is in the skill in implementation of the teaching method, not the belief behind it, that leads to a successful learner. A good progressivist seems to look a lot like a good traditionalist.  A good traditionalist seems to look a lot like a good progressivist.  Like what Jane Adams said (and you quoted in your summary) “it is not in the "antagonisms" but in the unity possible in holding different positions together. “
