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Figure 2 

Changes in the organizational state of philosophy of education, 1965-2016 

 

The case study shows that the internal organizational structures in which the philosophy 

of education faculty had their institutional home had considerable impact on the other variables 

considered, including course-type offered, class sizes, etc. Also, looking at the faculty as a 

whole, my analysis suggests the internal organizational component of ACE, especially  the three 

divisions which dominated life and work in the institution in and around the 1980s (policy, 

curriculum, and psychology) were often working as if they are in a different kind of institution—

the curriculum and methods faculty were working as if they were in a teachers’ college, the 

philosophers and historians in a liberal arts college, and the psychologists and modern policy 

faculty, a faculty of education. The environment and certain deans triggered crisis periods which 

morphed the overall institution’s climate, causing survival conditions to change, allowing certain 

plants to flourish and others to wither.
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Chapter 6 

Conclusions and Implications 

In dying as philosophy[,] the ideas come to live as a part of the common and unconscious 

intellectual life of men in general. They become the presupposed background, the 

unexpressed premises, the working (and therefore controlling) tools of thought and 

action . . . Unless we are to be mastered by them, we must master them. And this involves 

a continual dragging of them out of their unconscious hiding places; a deliberate and 

reflective overhauling of them—that is to say, the study of philosophy. . .[For] the best of 

reasons for studying philosophy—necessity. ~ John Dewey, Why study philosophy?1 

 

In this final chapter, I will conclude this work by way of reviewing the journey thus far 

taken, drawing conclusions, considering implications, and reflecting on meanings. I will restate 

and reflect on the initial raison d’étre of the study, the research questions, and review the 

approach and strategy taken to shed light on the inquiry. Collecting the findings detailed 

throughout the work, I will next attempt to answer the questions, discuss the efficacy of the 

theory used, and the difficulties encountered in the research. Finally, implications from these 

findings will be given directed to the theory used, directions for future research, and thoughts on 

the practical consequences going forward. 

Research Question and Approach 

The present study was undertaken to examine what I had initially assumed to be a healthy 

philosophical component in initial teacher preparation programs (ITPPs) as I had experienced in 

my own teacher education in the United States. In my B.Ed. program, this component was 

expected to provide the basis on which educational theory and practice is formulated, this being 

the tradition of philosophical thinking on matters of the aims of education, and other such topics. 

Instead, I discovered the existence of philosophy of education across institutions is unreliable—

precarious even—for it assumes no condition of required status in courses comprising teacher 

education programs, nor in the expertise of faculty comprising these institutions.  An extensive 

literature search discovered that over a half century of consistent remarks in articles and books 

                                                           
1 Dewey, J. 1893/1975. Why study philosophy? In J. A. Boydston (Ed.), The Early Works of John Dewey, 1882-1898, 

Vol 4 (pp. 63-65).  Carbondale, IL: Southern Illinois University Press, p. 63, 65. 
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describing this state of affairs, most authors viewed philosophy of education as being in decline 

in various ways and degrees, including up to the present day.2 

To explain this situation, the guiding research question formulated was, 

How has philosophy of education, as a field, changed over time, why has it changed, and 

the consequences for teacher preparation. 

Note that this question, while selecting the general territory and direction of the study, needed to 

be sharpened to be appropriately practical for a dissertation. This was done in the following 

ways: 

Time period: A wide net was cast for the study, from the 19th century to the present—I 

believed it was necessary to review the very first teacher education programs and observe 

how philosophy fared therein. I had suspected the changing nature of ITPPs affected the 

fate of philosophy, and thus seeing them both in their infancy was the correct starting 

place for this inquiry. 

Geography: The study surveys the major English-speaking countries where universities and 

academic fields are most developed. The United States was the focus, with an important 

part of Britain also covered. These motherlands which developed their own kinds of 

teacher education and philosophy of education influenced in a somewhat cosmopolitan 

way the academic institutions of the satellite nation of Canada. 

Construct: Philosophy of education as a field of study was the target, but it needed to be 

narrowed further to its manifestations in publications, professional organizations, and its 

coursework and faculty in teacher education institutions. These manifestations were 

studied alongside teacher education institutions, but the particular focus was teacher 

education programs, not other programs such as graduate and continuing education 

programs. Of particular interest were the origins of the field, its form in early teacher 

education, and how this component changed as teacher education and the role of the 

teacher changed, especially as mass education systems developed. 

                                                           
2 For example, in the latest Canadian foundations of education textbook, the state of the field is described as “pushed to 

the periphery of teacher education programs. This is perhaps reflective of a global trend—increasingly evident in 

Canada—which promotes a negative view of education that undervalues the contributions of broader philosophical 

perspectives to our understanding of education.” See Gereluk, et al., 2016, op. cit., p. x.  
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Within these delimitations, the question of the relationship between philosophy of 

education and the establishment and development of teacher education institutions proceeded as 

the broad, historical task of the study. Chapters were designed to cover time periods, each of 

which contained a particular form of philosophy of education which survived within a particular 

form of teacher education. In particular, the fifth chapter presented a case study of how 

philosophy of education fared at one teacher education institution, involving specific data in 

terms of course calendars, and interviewing mostly retired philosophers of education who served 

in the institution. Further details of the chapters, and the theory used to interpret the data, will be 

covered next. 

Approach to the Study 

The basic task of the study was the presentation of two seemingly separate developments, 

namely teacher education and philosophy of education, and, using a theory, show how they are 

connected. During the last 150 years, while it is plain to observe that teacher education 

institutions have risen and become numerous and complex, from summer sessions and normal 

schools, to teachers’ colleges, and in the modern period, faculties of education, over the same 

time-period, philosophy of education as a field has risen in these institutions, but appears to 

suffer a variable and uncertain status in varying degrees in modern faculties of education, as 

reported in the last 50 years of relevant academic literature. Key to understanding the decline of 

philosophy of education is in its changing “survival environments,” mostly teacher education 

institutions, and how philosophy attempted to survive as these institutions changed to survive in 

their own environments. 

Attempting to understand these “survival environments” requires a theoretical frame, the 

success of which depends on its overlay of both histories. The particular frame chosen was 

institutional organizational theory (IOT). This theory pays attention to how institutions change, 

and how those things dependent on these institutions—in the case of educational institutions, 

faculty and fields—alter to better survive during institutional change. The source of change is 

often from the outside environment when particular forces, such as Ministries of Education, 

coerce teacher education institutions through various acts and regulations. At the same time, 

institutions naturally form a barrier to better resist and soften change, over time becoming 

considerably recalcitrant and periodically resistant as viewed by agents in the outside 
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environment who seek to control it. A particularly important reason for these barriers is to keep 

its contents, its purpose and identity, stable, and to resist and minimize alterations to the 

“technical core,”3 the center of the institution. The core is the institution’s “factory floor,” where 

the work of the institution is undertaken, and all its tools used in the process are laid out. 

Administering these processes, serving as a middleman between the core and the outside world, 

is the managerial level, which buffers change and provides not only a time delay for change, but 

softens change by way of diplomacy. As teacher education institutions are public entities, 

“change” actions are necessarily initiated by democratic government and other forces, such as to 

alter or add new functions that might come from election of new political forces. 

At the same time, it seems to be a tacit assumption that public institutions can be 

controlled so as to always serve public interests, and never private interests. As F. A. Hayek 

famously pointed out in 1977,  

[what has] govern[ed] thinking since the 18th century, is the idea that we can make 

everything to our pleasure, that we can design social institutions in their working. Now 

that is basically mistaken. Social institutions have never been designed, and they do much 

more than we know.4 

This point is consistent with the idea from IOT evoked throughout this dissertation of institutions 

being “recalcitrant.” As I will review from the chapters, an example of this recalcitrance is the 

transformation of the technical core of teacher education institutions into favoring the more 

institutionally rewarding graduate education programs. Along the way, dysfunction is inevitable, 

and various crisis periods, as shown in the ACE case, are periods where dysfunctions are 

“corrected” or, perhaps better put, are part of a “tripartite compromise” between the current 

demands of the different institutional levels, the technical core’s flexibility for change, and the 

managerial levels efforts at diplomacy among institutional forces, such as the government, and 

interests from within the core. 

The efficacy of this theoretical frame will be considered by reviewing the focus and main 

finding of each chapter of this dissertation, beginning with chapter two where the research 

                                                           
3 This term, referred to as “technical level” by Talcott Parsons, was renamed to “technical core” by J. D. Thompson and 

was adopted in this study. This is because a “core” vs. a “level” better represents it as the center of the institution, 

which is surrounded by the other levels. 
4 From an interview on the Firing Line, hosted by William F. Buckley jr. 
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begins. Each chapter also provides an answer to the research question, revealing how philosophy 

of education has been changed over time due to its institutional environment. 

Chapter 2. This chapter presented an account of the status of education in the 19th 

century. Common schools dotted the landscape, most of which were one-room schoolhouses, 

especially in rural areas, which dominated. Teacher preparation, as undeveloped as the public-

school systems it was meant to serve, was known as “pedagogy,” a quite basic though synthetic, 

personal, and philosophic approach in the craft of schoolkeeping. In some cases, these programs 

were quite short, sometimes a month or two in length in the summer, and instructors tended to be 

headmasters from prominent grammar schools or local school inspectors. They were tasked with 

fostering a professional responsible for the complete education process, who could work alone, 

and under precarious conditions for the rural or frontier settings in which they were likely to 

work. The glue of pedagogy was philosophy, and while the university provided traditional 

philosophy for those destined to teach in and operate grammar schools, the few but growing 

normal schools in urban areas provided the “Great Educators” in courses and texts for common 

school teachers. Evidence of their importance can be seen in inclusion of these courses and texts 

as philosophic sources in “teacher libraries.” These texts were meant to pass down pedagogy, the 

wisdom of the teaching craft, termed a philosophy, a synthetic account not yet differentiated into 

theory and practice as it is in the modern period. These texts were selected as appropriate 

material for many purposes, such as for teacher education by headmasters in the normal schools, 

professional development by teacher institutes and associations, and as part of certificate 

requirements by local or state governments. Secondary teachers were educated in the university 

in traditional Arts programs and took posts as assistants and headmasters of “elite” and selective 

grammar schools.  

Overall Chapter two uncovered the origins of both teacher education and philosophy in 

their original non-institutional forms, save for grammar school teacher preparation in the 

university which followed traditional Arts programs containing components of philosophy, 

history, and other humanities. While both common and grammar school teachers had different 

preparation, the shared element was the importance of the person’s moral character, and in part, 

his training was meant to encourage a desire for future learning and development. The next 

chapter continued the story up until the Second World War. 
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Chapter 3. This chapter, covering the turn of the 20th century and ending after the 

Second World War, reviews a great deal of change which altered the situation substantially for 

the study of education and its delivery. Public education systems are forming, institutionalizing 

common schools into standardized, state-funded elementary schools, while the process for the 

establishment of public secondary schools was still underway. The rise of science was mobilized 

in every area of society, including education, and profoundly in the universities, which boomed 

in the post-war period, tending to become research institutions. Both the growth of the education 

system and the rise of science provided impetus for centralizing decision-making in now larger, 

centrally administered systems of schools, altering the occupation of teaching and thus ITPPs. 

Increasingly teachers were expected to work in the growing urban settings in multi- and 

differentiated-staff schools, and because of this, were trained in more institutional and stable 

normal schools.  

It was not elementary teacher training but the growth of secondary, already receiving one 

or two courses from university Chairs in pedagogy, which seeded larger departments of 

education as secondary teacher training programs were added to the responsibilities of 

universities. These departments needed to “upgrade” the low academic standing5 attributed to 

pedagogy by the rest of the university; they had to be institutionalized and split into smaller 

pieces and divided into theory and practice. Likewise, courses and faculty were no longer likely 

to be generalist, but specifically expert in a piece of the education process; the result was a 

compartmentalization of subjects, each subordinated to a role in the makeup of education and 

teacher training. In normal schools, philosophers of education often claimed a place in generalist 

“introduction to education” or “principles of education” courses, and sometimes formed specific 

philosophy of education courses when in larger teachers’ colleges near universities. At the same 

time, with science as the new way, early psychology was given a new lifeline, injected in digest-

form into ITPPs, and eventually crowding out humanities-type coursework by the late 20th 

century. As the old grammar schools were replaced by the new high schools, their teachers began 

being certificated to work in public high schools, yet their educational backgrounds were 

relatively unchanged, resting on possession of a university Arts degree with the addition of one 

or two required education “methods” courses. 

                                                           
5 Brubacher, 1966, op. cit., p. 488. 
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Overall the time-period covered in this chapter notes considerable institutional building 

in the education system, and the beginnings of new teacher methods and subject matter entering 

the ITPP curriculum. Pedagogy still hung on in smaller normal schools as compulsory 

introductory material in “principles of education”-type courses, and philosophy of education, for 

a time, rode the tide of the post-war boom, expanding in faculty and courses, generating 

textbooks, and building the field with the various “isms” it could muster from its parent 

discipline, philosophy. Teacher professionalism and remuneration was a high concern, and much 

hope was invested in the university study of education, and a university-branded lower school 

teaching staff. The impact of the new wave of science, especially as fueled by the war efforts, 

cannot be overemphasized. New institutions, the teachers’ colleges, would clean the slate to 

allow new “science-based” programs to take hold and attempt to recreate the technical core of 

teacher education institutions, without objection from hangers on like philosophy. This, in part, 

was due to the fragmentation of education for study purposes, which forced philosophy into a 

role of a contributor, rather than its previous role as a framer. These new institutions, which John 

Dewey supported, proposed to “upgrade” pedagogy to a science of education as closer ties to 

universities were encouraged.6 This science-driven upgrade process meant the Great Educators 

and teaching as a craft could not be seen as compatible with scientific methods of behaviorist 

psychological techniques which were now the “light and the way” of education. This new 

survival environment which favored scientific findings and “answers” would require philosophy 

to adapt or decline. At the same time, greater institutionalization meant a more complex 

institutional environment, with more forces at play attempting to gain control of these 

institutions. Likewise, as the education system expanded the occupation of teachers, their 

preparation was redesigned to match, and new specialties were certified with new credentials. 

Chapter 4. This chapter picked up the story after the Second World War and ended in 

the 1970s. The most important part of this era for philosophy of education was the rise of the 

analytical school of philosophy of education in Britain by R. S. Peters and Israel Scheffler in the 

United States. At the same time, teacher training of both elementary and high school teachers 

was largely merged into new faculties of education, research arms of the provincial and state 

ministries or departments of education, and programs jointly staffed and managed by local 

                                                           
6 Recall that John Dewey advocated for the universities to undertake the study of education as a public service. While 

many universities have faculties of education, universities as a whole would not undertake to study education. 
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universities. The perspectives of science would continue to be demanded from education 

programs, and “evidence-based” research and practice would be encouraged from all education 

faculty members. Educational policy studies also rose at this time, based in the need to study 

large and complex education systems and train those who were to manage them. It is here where 

some philosophers of education, led by Peters in Britain and Scheffler in the United States, tried 

for a coup to recover the lost ground of philosophy, but re-situate its soil and life into graduate 

programs. As research became the purpose of modern universities, and faculties of education 

their foster child, graduate programs became the center. As a result, ITPPs were somewhat 

displaced at the technical core of faculties of education, a natural development as academic 

prestige and dollars became more abundant in the former than the latter. This turning of the 

technical core to graduate programs occurred at the same time that accreditation organizations 

became more strict in their requirements over ITPPs, and more or less began arms-length 

governance over these programs, faculties complacently yielding and happily providing the 

isomorphic minimum while they were developing the more rewarding graduate program frontier. 

This transformation, in part, led to the bunking of philosophy and other humanities subjects into 

omnibus “foundations of education” courses, by this time a widely-practiced consolidation, the 

specific topics contained within it destined to decline as instructors could not be an expert in all 

foundations areas.  

Unfortunately for the analytical philosophers of education, while the tactic seemed to 

have been the right one—policy at the graduate level and educational issues at the ITPP level—

analytical methods failed to become a dominant and defining mode in either, and while the first 

batch of newly minted philosophers of education coming out of the London Institute was 

received by surrounding institutions in Britain, the tradition never gained any entrenched status 

in faculties of education. Contemporaneous with the rise of the analytical school was the rise of 

philosophers of education bemoaning the decline of the field, a view apparently shared by 

authors in both the earlier population of philosophers and by the newer analytical philosophers, 

spanning the 1950s and intensified into the modern and “postmodern” period. A review of the 

last several decades of this literature, which continues up to the present, can be found in 

Appendix 2. Despite various efforts, something else was causing philosophy of education to 

decline inevitably. 
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Chapter 5. In this chapter, the story-method of revealing the trials and tribulations of 

philosophy of education as shown in the academic literature is halted in order to observe its rise 

and fate in a single institution. This was the Althouse College of Education (ACE), located in 

London, Ontario, Canada, which was to become the Faculty of Education of the University of 

Western Ontario. Research for this case study included reviews of official and university course 

calendars. Retired philosophers of education and other faculty were also interviewed to provide 

insight to the just over half century life of the institution. Overall the fate of philosophy of 

education went through the steps seen in the larger field, except that it was perhaps more severe 

at ACE as the last philosophy faculty had retired in 2011. 

ACE was founded as a secondary teacher training institution in 1965. At this time, there 

were separate “foundations” departments for philosophy, history of education, psychology and 

sociology, and professional practice and administration, each of which had some autonomy in 

their course offerings. This initial setup was akin to a liberal arts college, providing founding 

disciplines which operated as independent partitions, their courses informing teaching as a 

tradition and a profession. Academic philosophy was the initial subject matter, not philosophy of 

education, but by the 1970s, and with aid from R. S. Peters who visited the Faculty, philosophy 

coursework added “philosophy of X” courses, the “X” being various subjects taught by 

secondary teachers. This new coursework remained consistent with the original liberal purpose 

of philosophy, providing a deeper understanding of subject matter, including some insight into 

how students might correctly or incorrectly come to understandings of various subjects. 

Other factors, but primarily changes in departmental structures in the late 1970s, led to a 

consolidation of philosophy courses into a single, compulsory philosophy of education course 

and accompanying textbook. All instructors, rather than teaching their strengths, taught all the 

areas of this course. In 1980, the foundations departments were consolidated into “education 

policy studies.” This new formulation remained relatively stable until the late 1990s when 

another institutional crisis led to further changes. Philosophy of education was ended as a 

separate course, and a “social foundations of education” course began. A consolidated course 

and a consolidated department provided no justification for specific subject or disciplinary 

expertise among its faculty. After 1988, no philosophers of education were hired at the faculty, 
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and even this last hire in 1988 was not primarily intended for the teacher education program, but 

the graduate program. 

Overall, the story of philosophy at ACE remains fairly consistent with the story given in 

the last three chapters. A combination of factors led to a decline of philosophy of education, 

especially due to the structure of its home institution, and its changing technical core. The 

various “institutional forces” which are cited in the “decline literature,” as well as the general 

history of teacher education’s institutionalization, seem to be a fairly robust predictor of the fall 

of philosophy of education. These transformations and decline do not appear in university 

philosophy departments; they have tended to have a much more stable institutional history than 

philosophy in teacher education institutions, and relatively more stable health, even while 

suffering from periodic decline in the humanities. While it would be strange for a university, as a 

higher education institution, not to have a philosophy department, no such expectation exists for 

modern teacher education institutions. Though both institutions tend to be established with one, 

only one of them tends to keep it. 

An Answer to the Inquiry – The Proper Place of Philosophy 

The narrowed research question sought an understanding of how and why philosophy of 

education in ITPPs has changed. How philosophy of education has transformed during different 

time periods due to its institutional habitat have been broadly summarized in the preceding 

review of the chapters. I will now turn to implications and attempt a solution or perhaps a 

treatment to the institutionalism that preys upon philosophy and teacher education. The fate of 

the field of philosophy of education, everything else being equal, is vested in three important 

parts of teacher education: (1) its institutions; (2) its programs; and (3) the teaching profession. 

Teacher education is affected by external, often coercive measures to regulate its programming, 

and this mechanism has, in part, led to the decline of philosophy of education. Therefore, a 

possible remedy would be to counter this “coupling” or outside-in influence by an internal 

normative influence, empowering a source of institutional organization from the inside, the 

technical core, that radiates out. In theory, the result would be slower dysfunction, and a 

resistance to institutional level “co-optation.” 

Place in Teacher Education Institutions. Philosophy of education began as part of the 

liberal arts method of teacher education, and has struggled to survive in later scientific research-
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focused faculties of education,7 smothered by systematic, institutional forces. A reorganization of 

the technical core of teacher preparation institutions is needed, and we must rediscover 

philosophy’s unique role in the technical core. This will locate the proper place for philosophy in 

institutions of teacher preparation, not as a component, but as its soul.8 Philosophy is the starting 

place, the foundation, of all educational institutions, for their justification depends on defending 

the idea of education, that it is possible, and that it is worthwhile. Toward this end, universities 

and professors often have written statements declaring their philosophy of education, and the 

mark of the Ph.D. designates a reminder that “philosophy,” not science, is the explicit 

institutional signet of our intellectual and scientific work.  

Over time, this soul has been forgotten as the technical core was tunneled by outside, 

institutional forces into teacher preparation. Philosophy has created all our fields of inquiry. Each 

new field goes through a maturing process, which distances it from its parent, but in the modern 

era with the prospect of survival in modern universities, the pressure to be “cutting edge” tends 

not to include value in a “sound philosophical basis” as it once did; indeed, emancipation from 

philosophy mistakenly seems to be part of a field’s maturity. Once “education” entered the 

university, this process began and philosophy was brought in temporarily to support the maturing 

of the “study of education.”9 Over the time of this maturing and the explosion of research 

produced from educational fields, philosophy was less able to hold its curricular ground.  

However, since philosophy is inalienable and thus it is impossible to “mature” out of 

philosophy, it was moved, or hidden. As it was institutionalized, it slowly receded in explicit 

courses, often placed within larger social foundations courses, and became part of the 

                                                           
7 A particularly apt observation is to witness the health of philosophy in the main university: it pays no considerable rent 

in research dollars, nor reputation to the university in terms of publicized scientific research. Rather, it would seem 

to remain for reasons of tradition and cross-faculty partnerships, for all subjects eventually reach philosophy. 

However, a further important factor is it is protected behind an autonomous department of philosophy. I would 

predict that if the Faculty of Arts at a typical university were to dis-empower all its internal departments, as did 

many faculties of education, to form a consolidated “Faculty of Humanities,” and its courses were also consolidated 

to humanities I, humanities II, etc., many core fields would be lost, and faculty expertise replaced by hybrid faculty. 
8 This characterization was the central theme of the later anthology on the decline of philosophy of education. It is 

discussed in Appendix 2. See: Kincheloe & Hewitt, 2011, op. cit. 
9 This idea was beyond the scope of the dissertation to pursue, but the relative success of educational psychology in 

maintaining its foothold in the study of education may be due to its faster maturing as a (social) science field than 

education was able, and thus, while education struggled to mature and achieve academic respectability, it leaned on 

and welcomed the influence of its older brother who was having more success socializing on the academic 

playground. 
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unquestioned intrinsic framework for both education research and teacher education. Pragmatism 

was this default philosophy for educators, being an expedient10 philosophy that supported 

ongoing school system construction and maintenance. And yet, Dewey declared philosophy the 

“general theory” of education, as having a unique role in the intellectual structure in whatever 

form the “study of education” might take. I suggest the form of knowledge of the field of 

education must be found in the structure of the institutions designed to partake in revealing its 

secrets and inducing its teachings to its prospective practitioners. Therefore, putting philosophy 

back into its proper place requires all other educational fields being put into their proper places. 

While the first teacher preparation institutions seemed promising, institutions break down and 

need to be periodically renewed, re-established, and re-constituted. 

Institutional organizational theory predicts eventual institutional dysfunction, such as the 

displacement of institutional goals as institutions react to their environment, become recalcitrant, 

and begin taking on a life of their own to sustain their survival and resist alteration. However, 

institutions, especially public institutions, have no right to this maturation—they are not founded 

to be an end in themselves—they are chartered to serve a specific public good, and once enough 

dysfunction has altered the course of institutions beyond their purpose, they must be renewed. A 

reconstruction process could return philosophy to its unique, central place in teacher education 

institutions, released from being stowed away, becoming “post-institutional.”11 With this re-

organization of the technical core, not only could these institutions combat being “vulnerable to 

fads and frills”12 that come from the wider political landscape, and return a “curriculum 

conscience”13 to educators, renewed faculties of education could abort the gradual narrowing of 

their research focus on (public) schools and serve the public better by providing research in 

                                                           
10 This expediency to render aid to the public schools may be an indicator of the privileging of research with immediate 

practical aims, which appears to dominate the output of faculties of education. While this might be more appropriate 

for a “faculty of public schooling,” akin to an industry-linked training college, a university faculty of education 

should surely study education as an academic subject, and not confine research to public schools. This would return 

more worldly academic subjects, such as philosophy and history, to the study of education. This would also better 

decide the question of teacher preparation as training or as an education, impacting the teaching profession. 
11 Kline, K. 2012. Toward a post-institutional philosophy of education. Conference Proceedings of the Ohio Valley 

Philosophy of Education Society (Presidential Address), 37(4), 10-19. 
12 As Ornstein notes, “philosophy gives meaning to our decisions and actions” and prevents us from being “vulnerable 

to fads and frills as well as to external prescriptions for education change. See: Ornstein, A. C. 2007. Philosophy as a 

basis for curriculum decisions. In A. C. Ornstein, E. F. Pajak, & S. B. Ornstein (Eds.), Contemporary issues in 

curriculum (4th ed., pp. 5–11). Sydney: Pearson. 
13 Posner, G. F. 1998. Chapter 5: Models of curriculum planning. In M. W. Apple, & L. E. Beyer (Eds.), The 

curriculum:  Problems, politics and possibilities (2nd ed., pp. 79–100). New York: SUNY. 
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education as it occurs outside schools in the wider world, including the university itself. If 

philosophy is the soul of the institution, its heart is its life and it must “survive” by radiating its 

life, from inside-out, rather than the current model of institutional survival, from outside-in. 

Therefore, what was long buried must be revealed again; to honour this soul braves the perennial 

question of “what is it to be educated?”14 A possible solution to de-institutionalize faculties of 

education would be supporting the creation of a philosophy of education for teacher education 

institutions,15 an animating document to be widely circulated, thought upon, compared with other 

institutions, and cherished as the institution’s academic charter. The construction and renewal of 

this charter would begin a post-institutional life for philosophy of education and in some ways a 

new lifeline for faculties of education. The charter provides a normative, internal source of 

institutional life and development apart from long-standing, competing, and often coercive, 

environmental sources. 

Place in Teacher Education. This charter could reasonably be the starting place for 

teacher education. Defending the charter would require the faculty of the institution, especially 

its philosophers of education, to construct a program of study to explain every point and define 

every important word of the charter.16 The tactics of this defense would unearth the entire 

business of educating, and provide a curricular map to guide the analysis of specific concepts in 

education, and thus deploying educational fields to inform concepts such as the learning process, 

                                                           
14 This question is often paired with whether teacher preparation ought to be education or training. A very good place to 

start would be Peters’s analysis of the concept of education. He argues “to be educated requires…some 

understanding of principles, of the ‘reason why’ of things…An educated man suggests a more all-round type of 

development…Certainly ‘training’ always suggests confinement. People are trained for jobs, as mechanics, and in 

science. No one can be trained in a general sort of way.” See: Peters, R. S. 1966. What is an educational process? In 

R. S. Peters (Ed.), The concept of education (pp. 1-23). London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, p. 6-7. 
15 I am somewhat reluctant to call it this, as ironically it seems, currently philosophy of education statements are 

somewhat of an embarrassment to the field of philosophy of education as the statements tend not to be rigorous, 

interesting, nor original. However, in lieu of a better term, perhaps or vision or mission statement, this document 

composed from an institution’s education faculty ought to be something respectable, defendable, and original, and 

around the length of a 15-20 minute speech. Having constructed such a statement is also evidence of a “program”-

approach to teacher education rather than offering unconnected courses because they are required by accrediting 

standards. 
16 For instance, “inclusive education,” if included in the charter, would be presented as an idea to be considered, its 

assumptions unearthed, and its values criticized, both from a theoretical and a practical standpoint. Students would 

also be encouraged to take any stand they can effectively defend, writing final papers that either praise or condemn 

full or partial inclusion; some may even brave to question the idea of special education. I point this out as courses 

such as these may tend to assume all its enrolled students wish to be “inclusive” educators, and desire the practical 

training to do so. And while it may be true most students enrolling in the course do desire the training, I believe the 

role of the university, and thus of a faculty of education, must always emphasize the academic and the theoretical, 

rather than (often) hire external staff to teach practical courses that appear more appropriate for a technical college.   
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informed by psychology, or school as a social institution, informed by sociology and history. As 

these paths are explored, philosophy performs its proper role, as it did in pedagogy, in 

synthesizing these isolated curricular paths back into a philosophy of education, where the “is” 

and “ought” are together again, the synthetic form providing the coherence required so the 

knowledge gathered from a teacher education program may be practiced in the classroom. 

Having experienced this kind of deductive-inductive teacher education, students will mimic this 

method of education and craft their own philosophy of education statement, guided by an expert 

who will avoid clichés and truisms, combining the framework of the program with their own 

philosophy of life, their values, and other aspects that contribute to a creative view of the 

education and teaching process.  

Note how this approach to teacher preparation de-emphasizes fitting teachers into the 

roles required of school systems, constructing its programs on the basis of the requirements of a 

credential sought by teachers, all of which seem to narrow the meaning of a professional. In the 

same way, the more philosophical term “moral” can be rescued from being replaced by “social” 

or just “good” when discussing ethical issues in teaching.17 The overall problem has been the co-

optation of external, coercive standards over teacher education, creating a piecemeal program of 

vocational components, each of which seeks to satisfy these institutional level demands. Instead, 

for teacher preparation to find internal order, it must start from the beginning, primarily 

providing a foundation in education, and secondarily unraveling and scrutinizing how education 

is practiced by teachers, schools, and school systems in the present. The most difficult questions 

facing philosophers of education must be faced by teachers; their professional understanding of 

education depends on it. This place of philosophy of education depends on this approach to 

                                                           
17 Ethics is often narrowed to our actions towards others, and further narrowed to social goods as the only ethical aim 

(or obedience to professional standards). The broader term “moral” subsumes ethics by centering questions on the 

individual as an agent with his own approach toward his own life. The “moral” tended to be used in the past, 

focussing on the character of the schoolroom teacher, often including a religious component. The “moral,” thus, is 

an expanded term where philosophy should have a proper stake, as well as the individual teacher who must devise a 

moral or self-reflective approach to being a teacher. This is in contrast to the ethical approach of driving human 

behavior, by which a focus on external actions fixes those actions to conforming to externally-derived professional 

standards, ignoring (or compromising) inner motives and values. Hayek also discussed this replacement of “moral” 

for “social” for similar reasons as I have explained—to aim professional behavior to the external results of “social 

goods” devised in a rationalistic sense. He suggests these “plans” to be faulty and instead advises individuals to stick 

to long-standing socially-evolved moral codes to judge controversial situations, rather than depend on rationalistic, 

immature, policies or standards. Or more succinctly: “only the judge and not the administrator may order coercion.” 

See: Hayek, F. A. 1960/2011. Freedom, reason, and tradition. In R. Hamowy (Ed.), The collected works of F. A. 

Hayek, Volume XVII, The constitution of liberty: The definitive edition (pp. 107-132). Chicago: UCP, p. 129. 
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teacher education. That which would save ITPPs and enliven them again into a proper education 

also saves philosophy of education.18 In other words, philosophy of education will return to life 

in a different kind of ITPP with a more hospitable “survival environment,” but this is contingent 

on teacher education institutions also achieving a more cooperative relationship with its 

institutional environment. 

Place in Teacher Professionalism. The most important aspect of a profession is 

ownership of its intellectual tradition; its history and literature that sustains a culture of 

conversation in education, past and present. Maintaining this tradition is contingent on the 

preparation of teachers previously described, and institutions with a stake in this tradition. The 

current situation is quite different, with professional development almost solely delivered by 

administration, and the occupation of teaching battles blue-collar (unionization) and white-collar 

(association) influences.19 It has been a Sisyphean task, for self-governance has in most cases 

been imposed via institutionalism and rule formalism, rather than from a natural process of a 

mature teaching culture of pedagogy, with self-governance formed democratically.20 The needs 

of the education system have taken precedence, which is why ITPPs have transformed in the way 

they have, at the expense of philosophy, modern ITPPs fostering technicians over teacher 

professionalism. Technicians lack a personal philosophy of education, and are fixed by training 

to the tasks of a rule- and policy-bound occupation. They are also less concerned with the moral 

dimensions of the tasks, assuming those are officially sanctioned by their employer. On the other 

hand, a professional ought to be educated in such a way as to gain the judgement and knowledge 

needed to operate independently, without the administrative oversight needed by technicians to 

                                                           
18 An even bolder reorganization of higher education that might support teacher education’s fostering of teachers’ 

philosophy of education might have prior “college education . . . primarily . . . task[ed] [with] assisting every student 

to develop an independent philosophy of life.” From Bode, B. H. 1933. The confusion in present-day education. In 

W. H. Kilpatrick (Ed.), The educational frontier (pp. 3-31). New York: Century Co. 
19 A profession without philosophy is what Campbell found in the transformation of teacher union policies and 

professional standards, noting the lack of moral content and their replacement with “formalized codes” as guides to 

action. See: Campbell, E. 1996. Review: The moral core of professionalism as a teachable ideal and a matter of 

character. Curriculum Inquiry, 26(1), 71–80. Quote from p. 72. 
20 This latter path to professionalism is particularly hampered by unionization which by its actions sustains a kind of 

“Third” in the occupation. While this problem may be more rampant in the United States, one pertinent example is 

the Ontario LeSage Report of 2012 which sought to amend problems with disciplining offending teachers, a problem 

characteristic of mass public schooling. The main point, though, is the LeSage solution was delivered externally 

rather than by a self-governance motion by teachers anxious to regulate their profession for the goods of themselves, 

their clients and society. 



180 

 

function. They are concerned about the moral results of their practice, and willing to dissent from 

malignant standards when the professional deems them in conflict with their ethical principles. 

With this contrast, one can see how educational psychology, as a practical science with 

useful knowledge of how to accomplish certain ends, was overemphasised and relatively stable 

in ITPPs that sided with training; educational psychology has been healthy and has not suffered 

through the institutional changes other fields have in education. Furthermore, psychology was 

pushed as the professionalizing subject of teachers—can psychology properly arrange the “study 

of education,” putting other fields in their proper place? —as medicine is for physicians, and has 

discounted practical wisdom and a synthetic outlook as traditionally provided by pedagogy and 

the Great Educators. If the practice of education is itself a synthetic practice, and while it is 

valuable to analyze the aspects and parts of education, the delivery of education must be returned 

to its original synthetic form to be put into practice. This is a further place for philosophy of 

education, as the glue of pedagogy, of practice. If we are to avoid creating technicians, as might 

be produced in a devolved faculty of education which fosters teachers as state actors who are 

“professional” in their efficient carrying-out of the orders of state authorities, philosophy must 

return to its proper place in any profession and a balanced21 teacher education must be created. 

To be clear, separate professional ethics courses are not enough and themselves an 

institutionalized form of philosophy of education.22 Philosophy cannot and should not be 

confined to one course; it has a greater role than the actions of teachers, or the conflicts of policy 

as might be covered in a professional ethics course. Philosophy has a part in every field, for it 

governs them all, and governs the approach teachers take in the classroom via their approach, 

understanding, and values in and of education. This sort of teacher education also fuels the 

                                                           
21 As Marrou describes of education in Ancient Greece, “their distrust of over-specialization was one of the noblest and 

most lasting characteristics of the Greek genius: its sense of reasonable limits, of human nature—in a word, its 

humanism. The child and adolescent should study, ‘not to become experts but to educate themselves.’ [Plato’s 

Protagoras, 312b]…[F]or there is a fundamental antinomy between scientific research and education. If a young 

mind is made a slave to science and treated merely as an instrument in furthering scientific progress, its education 

suffers, becomes narrow and short-sighted. But if on the other hand too much emphasis is laid on the open mind, on 

a purely humanistic culture, there is a danger of superficiality and unreality. This problem has still not been settled.” 

From: Marrou, H. I. 1956. A history of education in antiquity (G. Lamb, trans). Madison, WS: University of 

Wisconsin Press, p. 57. 
22 Cf. Maxwell, B. 2013. How professional ethics education could save the life of educational philosophy. Annual 

Conference of the Philosophy of Education Society of Great Britain. Oxford, England. 
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intellectual tradition of a profession, for it is often the philosophical aspects of various subjects, 

policies, and practices that are most debated and discussed. 

Further implications are provided below on the use of IOT, remarks toward what future 

research could be conducted based on the findings of this study, and for the practice of education 

going forward. 

Implications: Theory 

Institutional organizational theory treats formal organizations as environments that are 

both influenced from the outside, and have internal motives. It is unsurprising, therefore, that the 

situation and fate of philosophy of education in normal schools, teachers’ colleges, and faculties 

of education, examined through IOT, would depend substantially on environmental conditions. 

As I have described, structural changes to teacher education institutions, especially those that 

affect departments and coursework, unavoidably alter the status of philosophy of education, and 

other subject areas. 

IOT predicts that in a relatively undeveloped state, the institution will be designed in its 

natural, non-institutionalized form. This was the case in normal schools for the common school 

teachers wherein philosophy was found in education—philosophy as education’s intrinsic 

framework, enlivening and inspiring teaching culture. 

In the next stage of university-affiliated teachers’ colleges, philosophy in education 

becomes institutionalized into philosophy of education. This is necessary to foster a “study of 

education” which breaks apart this research area into parts for study, dividing theory from 

practice, for example. This results in specialization of departments, faculty, and courses, each of 

which survives only while holding a secure place in programs, as primarily guaranteed by being 

designated a compulsory part of a certificating program. At this stage also, faculty are 

encouraged to “upgrade” academically to Ph.D.’s, and graduate programs begin to be planned as 

Ph.D. faculty concentrate. 

In the final stage, university-integrated faculties of education further intensify the 

research orientation of the institution, the members of which ultimately crave the greatest 

rewards in research dollars and scholarship, that of scientific work and graduate programs. To 

begin this process, the institution is re-organized via changes to departments and coursework. As 
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ITPPs become subordinate in the technical core or the changing institution, the managerial level 

retools the technical core to better meet graduate program demands. The institutional level, 

exemplified by Ministries or Departments of Education and teacher organizations, having little 

influence over graduate programs,23 increases its influence over ITPP standards, which 

increasingly come to favor practical, vocational, components. These isomorphic conditions tend 

to hamper task performance of the fragmented ITPP, which further entrenches institutional level 

command through tightened coupling as the institution re-tools to provide expanded graduate and 

in-service programs. Inside the institution, attrition sets in for faculty and fields which do not 

supply the new technical core,24 for modern faculties of education are no longer built primarily 

on their ITPP, and some exist without it. The rise of “educational policy” departments can be 

seen as evidence of institutional level influence (especially as Ministries offer research projects 

to faculty), and further doom the traditional though now less institutionally-rewarding areas, such 

as history and philosophy. These areas, while useful for schoolkeeping, are relegated to 

providing impotent, valueless, obsolete criticism in the face of a fully operational juggernaut of a 

school system which needs only maintenance from its policy-fasteners. 

Despite these grim developments, IOT would also predict an institutional solution that 

seems to have worked for some pockets of philosophy of education in faculties of education. 

Save for a return to teachers’ colleges unattached to universities, which some have advocated,25 

if separate funding lines can be secured, research institutes set up inside faculties of education 

provide the shielding that previous departments of philosophy have done in teachers’ colleges. 

Put another way, research institutes or research centers provide a kind of managerial level, 

                                                           
23 For example, in the case of ACE, both its founding documents and its merger agreement both permit graduate 

programs which the Faculty may create to be governed by the Faculty and the university, not the Ministry. This fact 

may be precisely the reason for a kind of “institutional drift” toward its graduate programs; it may be “growth” more 

easily realized since it avoids regulation from the Ministry (and the OCT) governing the ITPP, and while this 

regulation ought to be made up by university governance over all graduate programs, I have seen surprisingly little 

evidence that Western University plays a significant role in any programs offered by faculties of education. 
24 As Wilson points out, “institutional marginalization of these experts has been accompanied by a marginalization of 

their expertise.” See: Wilson, 1993, op. cit., p. 44. 
25 Robin Barrow, personal communication, June 2014. See also Barrow, R. 2014. Swansong: The price of everything. In 

J. Gingell (Ed.), Education and the common good: Essays in honor of Robin Barrow (pp. 128-150). New York: 

Routledge, p. 144. Wilson also calls for “alternative institutions” and finds practical training and disciplinary 

education (in pure psychology, philosophy, etc), “too diverse to be woven together in a single institution.” See: 

Wilson, 1993, op. cit., p. 77. Wilson was a British philosopher of education, and Paul O’Leary and James Sanders 

served on the editorial board for this work. 
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fulfilling what faculties of education demand: research dollars and institutional reputation, which 

explains why lone teachers’ college philosophers writing their books became “dinosaurs.”  

In using IOT to examine the predicament of philosophy of education, I was surprised to 

find how absent institutional explanations were in the decline literature. Most contributors to the 

decline literature blamed themselves for their own decline, especially pointing to the lack of 

purity of their Ph.D. progeny or, if from analytical philosophers of education, the lack of training 

and rigor in analytical methods, rather than looking to the changing nature of the institutions they 

were attempting to inhabit. I also learned that department structures matter a great deal to the 

inner-workings of institutions, especially when those components are meant to concentrate and 

have a particular role in a communal product. Put another way, walls matter, and when they are 

broken down, the contents mix, becoming diffuse and ineffective.  

Implications for Future Research 

There are many other avenues which could be taken to research the topic of how the field 

of philosophy of education has fared. This particular research focused on the history of the 

increasing institutionalization of teacher education institutions, especially teacher education 

programs.  

1. A parallel study could have examined only the field itself, providing an inventory of 

the topics of the field over its existence, searching for paradigms that could be related 

to broader themes in the environment (social, economical, etc.). 

2. Graduate programs, rather than ITPPs, could have been the focus. It appears to be an 

important factor in faculties of education; why (analytical) philosophy of education 

could not find a niche here, but other forms of philosophy of education could in early 

programs in teacher preparation. The impact of graduate programs could be studied.26 

3. Another study could test the hypothesis often found in the decline literature of the 

problem of poorly trained faculty. This would track faculty members, graduate 

students in philosophy of education and their academic backgrounds and research 

interests, and statistically cross-examine their futures in publishing and posts secured. 

                                                           
26 To whom might engage in this study, at the graduate level, philosophy would appear to be “on the horns” for these 

primary and connected reasons: (1) the lack of use of philosophy of education research in education policy; and 

somewhat due to this, (2) education research grant panels do not tend to value philosophy of education. 
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4. History of Education has suffered a similar fate to philosophy of education, and it 

would be of interest as a complement to the current study to trace and test the fate of 

this sister field and look for similar and different reasons which explain their common 

fate. 

5. Further case studies of other teacher education institutions, such as a positive case 

where philosophy of education still holds on in its ITPP, would be of interest. Perhaps 

the case of ACE was a worst case scenario, but given the decline literature, some of 

which is reviewed up to the present day in Appendix 2, it would seem to be 

indisputable that increasing institutionalization is indeed taxing on philosophy of 

education. For it to survive, its peculiar health must be explained by a kind of oasis, 

whether due to a celebrity faculty member, or a sheltering research center.27 

Implications for Practice 

This final section discusses implications from the study for the field of philosophy of 

education going forward, and for teacher education. 

Faculties of education are currently ruled by their graduate programs, in addition to 

Ministry or continuing education courses. Whether the Masters of Teaching programs, AQ 

courses in Ontario (in-service training which expand teachers’ certificates, whether in subjects 

they may teach or special training), or the more recent Ed.D. programs, these programs are more 

or less vocational, tending to focus on the “political economy” of the school system, to use an 

old term. While these graduate programs might “accidentally,” as it were, describe the history of 

education, question the nature and purpose of the schools, the aims of education, or the 

philosophies of education operating currently or possibly in some future time, these topics are 

rarely the purpose of these programs, and likewise the instructors’ ability to discuss these areas 

effectively from a thorough philosophic background would probably not be the reason they were 

hired.28 Instead, these programs tend to hire non-academic instructors for their experience in the 

                                                           
27 My own ITPP at a liberal arts college, D’Youville College, Buffalo, New York State in 2008 had a single, 

compulsory course in the “social and philosophical foundations of education” but as the instructor was trained in 

philosophy of education, she had the freedom to devise the course to favor it. 
28 For example, a recent survey of ITPPs and Masters of Teaching (MAT) programs in Australia, Canada, and the 

United States discovered variable and low percentages of programs requiring students to complete a professional 

ethics course. The lowest numbers were reported for the MAT programs. In Australia, three of thirty MAT programs 

surveyed required the course, in Canada, two of seven, and in the United States, one of forty-one. See: Maxwell, B., 
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field—their (often uncritical) practical knowledge—which institutionally hemorrhages 

philosophy of education and cycles teachers and their education through the merry-go-round of 

what Dewey called the “routine empirical affair.”29 The overall problem of faculties of education 

today, shared by other university-invested professions, is the institutionalization of knowledge 

production, by way of governance over faculty and fields, and knowledge implementation, via 

programs and a selected student body.30 

This state of affairs is not perfectly accomplished, for institutions primarily safeguard 

their survival while providing services of knowledge production and delivery. The tendency to 

favor the expedient and the status-quo serves to protect the institution from attacks from its 

environment, by reducing pariahs, such as by pushing research into centers with multiple faculty 

to sanitize the work, and insulating change when it unavoidably occurs. The typically solitary 

work of philosophers of education is disfavored by this condition, as well as by the need to 

acquire external, preferably large grants conducive to research centers. Furthermore, the 

deleterious effects of practical specialization are evident in liberalizing subjects such as 

philosophy, but a further nail in the coffin was the lost opportunity for analytical philosophy to 

flourish as the unavoidable research arm of every faculty, a development which theoretically 

could have provided the cutting-edge of education policy31 construction. It seems evident that a 

purely academic form of such a center would be impossible, and even intolerable while 

education in a society dominated by Ministries of Education looms large, as the legislated 

kingmaker of a complex, bureaucratic system. In other words, “academic” work in education 

would tend not to be financially supported unless it is practical, appealing to the needs of the 

present school system, and to education research committees which tend to value practically 

orientated projects—this is consistent with the non-existence of “theoretical” or speculative 

education departments in faculties of education, while they do exist elsewhere in the university, 

including philosophy departments! And this situation also seems to explain the difficulty of 

                                                           
Tremblay-Laprise, A. A., Filion, M., et al., 2016. A five-country survey on ethics education in preservice teaching 

programs. Journal of Teacher Education, 67(2), 135-151. 
29 Dewey, J. 1916. Democracy and education: An introduction to the philosophy of education. New York: Free Press, p. 

329. 
30 Essentially the problem is unshielded centralism, causing isomorphism, which culls diversity of thought. 
31 See Griffiths, M. 2012. Re-thinking the relevance of philosophy of education for educational policy making. EP&T, 

46(5), 546–559. It may be the case that while analytical philosophy of education is a creature of centralism, it would 

not be encouraged to operate outside the educational power structure. Unsupported by policy-makers, it wilted. 
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education reform: save for the size of the system and the many players at the table, the difficulty 

is also due to the overbearing effect of state expediency in the face of shifting fads and policy 

fantasies over and above academic sources of critique.32 This situation does not permit faculties 

of education to naturally create organized policy-making centers with a critical mass focused in a 

particular approach, such as analytical philosophy. Instead, this situation promotes anarchic 

critique from countless perspectives, and while thorough en masse, such critiques are divided, 

and thus harmless to a massive education system and the ensconced hordes of administrators 

who maintain it. Table 7 below summarizes the prior discussion into two conceptions of teacher 

education institutions. 

Table 7 

Two Ideal Types of Teacher Education Institutions 

 Type I Type II 

Inquiry into Education Scientific Philosophic 

Structure of Teacher 

Education 
Compartmentalized Integrated 

Method of Teacher 

Education 
Training General education33 

Aim of Institution • Teacher education and research 

for efficiency of present school 

system 

• Research quantity over quality 

(quickness of response to 

conflict) 

• Teacher education as 

preparation to act 

independently as a 

professional 

• Research in leisure only, 

quality over quantity 

                                                           
32 Cuban and Tyack identify slow reform measures, in part, due to expanding bureaucracies. See Tyack, D. & Cuban, L. 

1995. Tinkering toward utopia: A century of public school reform. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 
33 An important Canadian historical source of the expected contribution of the university in the form of a general “arts” 

education for teachers can be found in Dyde writing in 1904. He writes: “Whenever a profession is thoroughly 

organized, the professional training is carried on side by side with the liberal training of ‘Arts.’ Teachers are the only 

exception. The university pays no attention to the teacher further than to draw up several courses, approved by the 

Department of Education, from which the candidate for specialist must make a selection, but the prospective teacher 

leaves the university in order to undergo his professional training.” (p. 176). This state of affairs seems oddly similar 

a century later, for teachers still “leave” university “arts” to undergo separate training. See: Dyde, S. W. 1904. 

Should there be a faculty of education in the university? Queen’s Quarterly, 12, 165–177. 
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Institutional Action Expediency to promote conflict-

free system 

Entrepreneurial / anti-

institutional 

 

Alternatively, one could look at the changing approach of teacher education from an 

ethical theory point of view. In the 19th century, teacher education was more concerned with the 

person compared to modern times; this is the focus of virtue (aretaic) ethics, which argues that 

fostering a good person would create a professional able to deal with contingencies. With the 

hopeful expectations of the rise of science in the first half of the 20th century came more 

utilitarian ethics (actions, results), using education to fulfill national goals, serving institution 

building on success (and failure, which just needs more resources, or so it goes). What seems to 

be settling in the modern period is deontological ethics (rules, duty), having some grasp of 

educational results from the prior experiments, and serves bureaucratic and technical 

establishment. 

While government properly sets the boundaries of social activities that may endanger 

others, to dictate and institutionalize what manifests within those boundaries is—or should be—

intolerable in a free Western society. Likewise in teaching, while a gatekeeping entity 

empowered by the legislature may set certain boundaries in the practice of teaching, what 

manifests within is a matter of the philosophies of education of the teachers. Today, as the 

decline literature continues,34 teachers are becoming institutionalized, or as Walker bluntly 

states, teachers are being subject to a “narrow deprofessionalising training agenda [in] teacher 

education.”35 Teacher education needs to aspire once again to construct a philosophy of 

education for its programs which will empower teachers to engage in the professionalizing 

conversation of this design, and the design they would make their own.36 As this freedom of 

delivery of education has been narrowed through policy, so has declined philosophy.  

Envoi 

Our civilization has long believed that wise laws and policies makes our society better, but 

modern times have seen an explosion of legislation and accompanying regulations that 

                                                           
34 Gereluk, et al., 2016, op. cit. 
35 Walker, J. C. 1996. Towards a contemporary philosophy of professional education. EP&T, 28(1), 76–97. Quote p. 91. 
36 See Appendix 3 which provides an excellent structure of the philosophical study of education.  
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compound to tighten the ropes of the rack placed on human freedom and ingenuity. Hayek’s 

indictment of the “fatal conceit” of our central planning37 builds on the tightening institutional 

grip of Weber’s iron cage in seemingly all walks of life but, as shown in the preceding pages, 

certainly in the occupation and education of teachers. Among several tragic consequences, this 

“conceit” has reduced the dream of teacher professionalism to sets of bureaucratic prescriptions 

which add more bars to the iron cage rather than inducting teachers into an enlightened 

awareness of their obligations to their pupils and themselves within the sacred traditions of their 

craft. Then again, when would we know we have gone too far? What does an overbearing 

institutionalism mean, what would it look like? Perhaps the health of philosophy is that indicator. 

Perhaps without it, there is nothing to stop the iron cage from turning into an iron maiden. 

Instead, we could resolve to admit not everything can be designed, and that in education, our 

institutions should provide philosophy a space where timeless issues are accorded the gravity 

they deserve, and not elided or replaced with forests of rules. 

                                                           
37 For a brief review of Hayek’s “knowledge problem,” see Currie-Knight, K. 2012. Education, decentralization, and the 

knowledge problem: A Hayekian case for decentralized education. Philosophical Studies in Education, 43, 117–127. 

For his original, famous essay, see Hayek, F. A. 1945. The use of knowledge in society. American Economic 

Review, 35(4), 519–530. 
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Appendix 1 – Summary Table of ACE Case

                                                           
1 While the first run of the secondary ITPP began in 1965, the ACE building was still being prepared and other 

buildings around Western, including the London Teachers’ College (Elborn College) were used to hold classes. By 

the next year, ACE was ready. 
2 This list of courses appears in the 1971-1972 ACE Calendar. 
3 According to the Proceedings and Addresses of the American Philosophical Association (PA-APA), in the members 

list of 1972-73, Howard lists the Harvard Graduate School. A year later, University of London is listed. The 1973-

1974 ACE Calendar lists Howard as on a “leave of absence” from 1972-1973. 
4 According to the PA-APA, Burke lists his affiliation in 1972-73 as the Philosophy Department at ACE, but in 1973-74 

he lists a psychiatry department in a medical centre in New Mexico. 

Table 8 

Philosophy Courses at Althouse College of Education, 1965-2016 

Time Period 

and Important 

Events 

Type of 

Courses 

Course 

Examples 

Class Format, 

Length, and Class 

Size 

Department Name and 

Faculty List 

Legend: (h = hired); 

(t. transferred); (r = 

retired); (l = left to 

take a post elsewhere). 

1965-1967 

(Ontario 

College of 

Education built 

1963, added 

“Althouse” to 

name in 1965 

as first full year 

program began 

1965-1966)1 

Academic or 

General 

Philosophy 

 

Epistemology 

Logic 

History of 

Modern 

Philosophy 

Aesthetics  

(and others) 

Seminars 

10 weeks @ 3h/w = 

30h 

~20 students per 

class. 

Department of 

Philosophy: 

Vernon A. Howard 

(dept. head) 

Paul T. O’Leary 

David R. Burke 

Barbara E. Houston 

John E. McPeck (h. 

1966) 

1967-1978 

(R. S. Peters 

visit, 1967-

1968) 

(Merged with 

nearby Elborn 

Academic 

Philosophy 

+ 

Philosophy 

of Teaching 

Subjects 

Introduction to 

Philosophy2 

Philosophy of 

History / 

Religion 

Seminars 

10 weeks @ 3h/w = 

30h 

Class size vary as 

very specific 

courses ~5-30 

Department of 

Philosophy of 

Education: 

Howard (l. 1972)3 

Burke (l. 1973)4 

O’Leary 
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5 Ayim presented a paper to the Peirce Society in the 1972 APA, Eastern division conference where she lists York 

University as her affiliation. According to the PA-APA, Ayim listed a Burlington, Ontario address in 1973-74, and 

thereafter a London address until 1990. Ayim first appears in the 1977 ACE Calendar and is listed as Emeritus from 

1999 through 2002, having been involved in graduate courses, but she did not teach in Social Foundations. 
6 Apostolos P. Koutsouvilis published in philosophy of religion (especially in Heythrop Journal) and held a PhD from 

the University of London.  
7 Michael Henry McCarthy received his PhD from Toronto in 1973. In 1982 and 1985 he lists a Brockville, Ontario 

affiliation in articles on Kant published in Kant-Studien. 
8 As Bjerring finished his PhD at Western’s philosophy department in 1978 (along with Houston), he was hired to teach 

part-time for ACE in philosophy. He also did work for previous dean Shapiro starting in 1978 when Shapiro became 

Vice President (Academic) at Western University. By 1986 when Shapiro became Deputy Minister of Education for 

Ontario, Bjerring had left both ACE and Shapiro to work in the university’s administration. Bjerring is not listed 

among the authors of the 4th edition of the 1985 Philosophy of Education textbook. 
9 Significant changes to departmental structure happen in this time period, near Shapiro’s deanship and during 

Kymlicka’s deanship. However, the time period has been labeled to designate the type of philosophy course offered. 

College 

(elementary 

ITPP) in 1973, 

Senate 

approved 

creation of 

Faculty of 

Education in 

1974) 

(Robin Barrow, 

visiting 

professor for 1 

year, 1977-

1978) 

(O’Leary 

returns from 

sabbatical, 

1978) 

Logic and the 

Philosophy of 

Science 

Philosophy of 

the Elementary 

Years 

Phenomenology 

and Existential 

Philosophy 

Ethics 

Seminar in 

Special Topics 

Philosophy and 

Education 

Philosophy of 

the Social 

Sciences offered 

1967-1968 

McPeck 

Houston 

Maryann Ayim (h. 

1977)5 

Goldwin J. Emerson 

(t. merger 1973) 

A. P. Koutsouvilis 

(1971-1977)6 

Michael H. McCarthy 

(1975-1977)7 

Andrew K. Bjerring 

(h. 1977, l. <1985)8 

1979-1998 

Allen Pearson 

(dean 1995-

2007) 

Consolidated 

“Philosophy 

of 

Education” 

Philosophy of 

Education 

Lectures/Seminars 

10 weeks @ 3h/w = 

30h 

Department of 

Educational Policy 

Studies 1980:9 

O’Leary (r. 1996) 
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10 According to an author brief in the Atlantis, a publication of Acadia University, Barbara E. Houston was teaching in 

both ACE and the University of New Hampshire by at least 1987 and, according to the latter's website, she made the 

move exclusive in 1991. See https://cola.unh.edu/education/emeriti . This is collaborated with the ACE Calendar, 

which no longer lists Houston in the 1992-1993 calendar.  
11 Garth Lambert taught methods courses in classics (Latin). In 1968, after classics subjects were no longer mandatory 

in the high schools, he was listed under social studies in the early 1970s. In 1978, he joined the History and 

Comparative Education Department, moved into Policy in 1980, and is listed as an author in the 4th edition of the 

philosophy of education textbook in 1985. He became Emeritus in 1992. 
12 Beginning in the 2015-2016 school year, all teacher education programs in Ontario lengthened to two years. 
13 This elective course was designed and taught twice by myself as a PhD student to B.Ed. students. It was funded by 

my graduate studies program (final year), but when this ran out, it was not funded by the B.Ed. program. 
14 This refers to the number of weeks which presented an explicit topic in philosophy, such as moral education, or “what 

is knowledge?” Social Foundations covered topics in law, history, sociology, philosophy, as well as case studies of 

educational problems. 

Class size ~25 for 

seminars 

McPeck (r. 1999) 

Houston (l. 1991)10 

Ayim (r. <1996) 

Emerson (r. 1986) 

Garth Lambert (r. 

</=1991)11 

Fred Ellett (h. 1988) 

1999-201612 Social 

Foundations 

Social 

Foundations of 

Education 

 

Developing your 

Philosophy of 

Education (Fall, 

2014; Winter, 

2015)13 

Lectures/Seminars 

In 1999-2000, 2h 

lecture, 1h seminars 

/ week.  Explicit14 

philosophy content 

2 of 18 weeks @ 

3h/w = 6h 

In 2013-2014, 

lectures were cut, 

seminars extended 

to 90 mins, thus 2 

@ 1.5h/w = 3h. 

Class size ~30 

In 2016, class size 

was 40-45 

Department of Critical 

Policy, Equity, & 

Leadership: 

Fred Ellett (r. 2011) 

Allen Pearson (r. 

2011) 

(and many other non-

PoE faculty) 
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Appendix 2 – Philosophy of Education, 1980 to 2015 

Background of Political Changes to Education, 1980-2000 

Before reviewing the state of philosophy of education in the last quarter of the 20th 

century, I will provide the general background up to now of the context of education. The need 

to bring in discussion of professionalism, the education system, ITPPs, and higher education is 

because all are implicated in bringing about a loss of philosophy in teaching culture and teacher 

education. 

Overall, as elsewhere, the history of public education is written by the victors. It is a story 

of the colonization of a relatively decentralized cottage industry of schools, industrialized into a 

public school system used as a means to achieve various economic, social, political, and later, 

global ends. Much of the emphasis over the 20th century in education was allotted to those 

initiatives, “reforms,” and effects which supported this industrialization. 

The first quarter of the 20th century was infused with the promises of the sciences in the 

organization of human capital, and culminated in the “scientific management” movement, later 

documented by Callahan.1 The third quarter featured consistent war, Sputnik and the space race, 

and the civil rights movements active in the 1960s. These events, in part, led governments to 

make stronger connections in school operations and curriculum to improve the economy, 

national security, and social order, efforts later studied in the Coleman Report.2 Standardized 

testing, first used in the army, was now being administered in schools to place students in 

optimum programming. As economic concerns and war-measures accelerated the sciences—C. 

P. Snow warned of the creation of “Two Cultures” in 1959—those in the humanities were 

viewed with suspicion, as made explicit in the McCarthy period in the United States. War and 

foreign competition were driving the agenda at the federal level of many nations, and this agenda 

led to a view, prevalent since Mann in the 19th century, of education not as a human service of 

individual growth and enlightenment, but as a dial used by central planners to work toward 

                                                           
1 Callahan, 1962, op. cit. See also Rice, J. M. 1913. Scientific management in education. New 

York: Hinds, Noble & Eldredge. 
2 The 1966 report entitled “Equality of Educational Opportunity,” or better known as the Coleman Report, studied 

“school effects” and found school spending made little difference to student achievement relative to the much larger 

factors of socio-economic status and family background. 
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economic or social goals to serve “interests in the nation-state,”3 later expanding these same 

targets in the 21st century to globalism. 

Ontario's education context echoes this broader story. As reviewed in the previous 

chapter, a series of reports came after the Second World War to remobilize schools to deal with 

changing demographics and fill much-needed teaching positions. The later 1960s saw the apex of 

the child-centered movement with the Hall-Dennis report (Living and Learning) in 1968, later 

countered by the 1987 Radwanski report,4 which was followed by the creation of an arms-length 

college of teachers and a provincial testing organization, as well as goal and curricular 

tightening, with a move away from Hall-Dennis focus on process to outcomes-based goals.  

Similarly, in the final quarter of the 20th century in the United States, A Nation at Risk5 

continued the emphasis on literacy, maths, and sciences, as would No Child Left Behind continue 

the trend in 2001, mandating “evidence-based” practices for participating states as the scientific 

standard of the instructional methods of teachers. As Clifford and Guthrie report, the 1980s 

“turned much of the then-young science of education into a crusade for efficiency that promoted 

the bureaucratic, top-down controls that have limited teacher professionalism.”6 Likewise in 

Ontario, efficiency was pursued by tighter coupling within the education system, such as through 

consolidating school boards, eliminating grade 13, making more credits compulsory, which 

limited curricular electives, and other such changes. The standards set by board exams for 

students wishing to enter the high schools ended in the 1950s but were revived as psychometrics 

for the purposes of collecting information. This data, such as test scores, was monitored to serve 

“accountability” regulations and resulted in a standardizing influence of schools.7 Not long after, 

although teacher federations had acquired bargaining power in 1975, government stepped in to 

somewhat check unionization by establishing an “arms-length” professional body via the Ontario 

                                                           
3 Brint, S. 2006. Schools and societies (2nd ed.). Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, p. 5. 
4 Allison, D. J. & Paquette, J. 1991. (Eds). Reform and Relevance in Schooling: Dropouts, Destreaming, and the 

Common Curriculum. Toronto: OISE. This particular anthology includes many from the faculty of Althouse 

College, including Robin Barrow who visited previously. 
5 U. S. Department of Education. 1983. A nation at risk, the imperative for educational reform: A report to the nation 

and the secretary of education. Washington, DC. 
6 Clifford & Guthrie, 1988, op. cit., p. 9. 
7 This testing was formalized in the Education Quality and Accountability Office (EQAO) in 1996, and its first round of 

testing began a year later on grade 3 students, testing literacy and maths skills. While this was a far cry from the 

target and purpose of high-stakes testing a half century earlier, their shared intentions of attempting to raise 

standards is indicative of the governance approach in a decentralized vs a centralized school system. 
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College of Teachers Act of 1996, the OCT beginning operations a year later. Overall, the 

Ministry, host universities, the several teacher federations, and the OCT were set as the main 

players in the institutional environment for Ontario's teacher education institutions for some 

time. 

While these larger moves were taking place at the political and institutional level, 

philosophers of education at the faculty level during these decades were still figuring out what 

their role ought to be. While there have been lots of good arguments for philosophy of education 

to have an important role in a good teacher education program, nevertheless the results of a 

decline of philosophy of education coursework and faculty, including “educational foundations” 

consolidation, suggests these arguments have not been enough, and that other (institutional) 

forces were constraining the curriculum of ITPPs at the expense of philosophy of education, and 

other humanities subjects, such as history.8  

The State of Philosophy of Education in the 1980s to the Present 

I have previously mentioned the study by McKenna in 1981 suggesting Canadian 

philosophy of education was “alive and well” up to the end of the 1970s. Another comprehensive 

study of Canada was produced by Hare in 1991 suggesting a similar status, which also noted a 

“strengthening” of connection between philosophers and philosophers of education.9 I also must 

mention that, in the same year, Beck published a review of the historical roots and mixtures of 

“North American, British and Australian Philosophy of Education,” sadly lumping Canada in 

with the United States.10 In particular, Beck notes that analytical philosophy was well underway 

prior to Peters via Scheffler, and Hare, in criticism, notes that Canada was influenced by the 

United States and Britain, as was Australasia, where a journal and a society were in place by 

                                                           
8 A study of the decline of history of education is urgently needed, as its history and its causes of decline are similar to 

that of philosophy of education. I would be happy to send anyone who might consider this project article links I have 

uncovered while researching for this project. See also: Kerr, D., Mandzuk, D., & Raptis, H. 2011. The role of the 

social foundations of education in programs of teacher preparation in Canada. CJE, 34(4), 118–134. 
9 Hare, 1991, op. cit. Hare mentions all the philosophers at Althouse College, including Barrow’s particularly noted for 

his analytical swashbuckling in Canadian curriculum theory literature, producing several books. Hare notes 

Barrow’s remark that “teaching is given back to teachers when it is recognized that “the judgement of the individual 

teacher. . .must be paramount in deciding how to proceed, rather than the generalized demands of some curriculum 

design or otherwise imposed rules of educational experts.” Quote from Barrow, R. 1984. Giving teaching back to 

teachers. London, ON: Althouse Press, p. 264. 
10 Beck, C. 1991. North American, British and Australian Philosophy of Education from 1941 to 1991: Links, trends, 

prospects. Educational Theory, 41, 311-320. 
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1969 and 1970 respectively, whereas in Canada these institutional landmarks were not attained 

until 1987 and 1976, respectively. 

The lateness of these institutional assets for philosophy of education on the Canadian 

scene is precisely why this rosy picture is given by McKenna and Hare, for most of Canada's 

faculties of education at this point were only several decades old. In the United States, the United 

Kingdom, and Australasia, philosophers of education consistently suggest decline earlier, but 

differ to a great extent on the cause. My own particular explanation has focused on the view from 

institutional organizational theory, which looks at institutions not only as (1) primarily interested 

in their own survival in dealing with a coercive environment of often competing and demanding 

interest groups, but also, (2) while we may have expected institutions to set up a firm outer wall 

to resist this barrage, instead, over time institutional boundaries were sapped and their technical 

cores raided, conceding rather than tempering demands to produce different kinds of teachers. In 

Parson’s schema, faculties of education as early as a few decades ago may have, as members of 

the university, lost the power at their managerial level11 to check external political and union 

interests seeking to produce teachers aware and supportive of new education policy and changes 

to the professional status of teachers. The balance of power has shifted; Clifford and Guthrie 

similarly find an alliance with certain parts of the institutional level, noting that “deans are today 

attempting to exert the dominant influence over the restructuring of teaching, in ways that 

continue to celebrate researchers over teachers, educational science over eclectic craft 

knowledge.”12 It seems an unholy alliance has been created with the universities and the 

government against the more independent teachers unions, resulting in the technical core of ITPP 

being hollowed-out and changed from its roots as a center of liberal education to a manufactory 

of technical teachers, and leading a considerable faction of postmodern philosophers of 

education to declare defeat to corporate interests.   

Few philosophers of education have examined their own institutions as a culprit, and 

many still believed the fault was due to an academic reason, such as a failure to define their 

                                                           
11 Lea, D. R. 2011. The managerial university and the decline of modern thought. EP&T, 43(8), 816–837. 
12 Clifford & Guthrie, 1988, op. cit., p. 4. Burkhardt and Schoenfeld find education research not influential, useful, or 

well-funded, and argue it should be more practical to practitioners and policy-makers and not speculative. See 

Burkhardt, H. & Schoenfeld, A. H. 2003. Improving educational research: Toward a more useful, more influential, 

and better-funded enterprise. Educational Researcher, 32(9), 3–14. 
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discipline. Yet some, since the 1980s, identify “institutional forces” similar to what I have 

discussed throughout this document. In particular, two independent educational researchers in 

the UK, Hamlyn and Wilson, both point to the setting in which philosophers of education are 

expected to work. Hamlyn references this twice, first in what he called “institutional factors” and 

second in this description, pointing out that the “concerns of philosophers were to some extent 

influenced, or even dictated, by the institutional settings in which they had come to work.”13 He 

also finds that philosophy of education has been pinched in a “university system,” between their 

parent philosophy which is largely disengaged and unwilling to descend to practical questions, 

and the practice-orientation and presentism of their supposed homes. In other words, 

philosophers of education have had difficulty either cohabiting with the educational natives, or 

being appreciated for their career choices by their purist parents.  

Wilson,14 while complaining of the quality of philosophers of education and seeing “little 

hope” for improvement without a revival of interest in the “rational and intellectual discussion of 

educational issues,”15 points to the debilitating effects of “institutional pressures” and various 

educational bodies that “force philosophy into various straight-jackets.” Since “so much of 

philosophy is necessarily informal. . .[it is] likely to disappear under the influence of over-

organization, external assessment, and cost-benefit analysis.”16  And, perhaps most powerfully, 

he finds that as “education is a natural stage for the dance of fashion and fantasy,” since 

philosophers of education have a “missionary instinct,” meaning they want to see their ideas 

come to light, the decline of the discipline is “the price to be paid for refusing to turn philosophy 

into something else.” Finally, Wilson points out that faculties of education “earn their bread and 

butter by preparing teachers rather than by studying education,”17 which surely harkens back to 

teachers’ colleges, but more importantly reveals what counts as institutional survival. 

From both Hamlyn and Wilson can be seen a struggle which philosophers of education 

are having to endure while failing to take root in the institutional soil of faculties of education. 

And, perhaps more egregious, by this time in the 1980s to the 2000s, an increasing number of 

                                                           
13 Hamlyn, D. W. 1985. Need philosophy of education be so dreary? JOPE, 19(2), 159-165. Quote from p. 163. 
14 Wilson, J. 1980. Philosophy and education: Retrospect and prospect. Oxford Review of Education, 6(1), 41-52. 
15 Ibid, p. 51. 
16 Ibid, p. 47. And previous long quotations. 
17 Ibid, p. 48. And previous two long quotations. 
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philosophers of education would have received their doctorate from another philosopher of 

education, which should have increased the habituation of this new breed of faculty to their 

environments. Something else must be wrong—yet, philosophy as training is not necessarily 

anathema, philosophy can offer “truths” and critical thinking about educational issues.18 

Nevertheless, philosophers of education continue to report consistently on poor times ahead.19 

Nearing the end of the decade, Wilson's assessment of the situation has changed little, 

finding philosophy of education being “squeezed out” of practical decision making in education, 

encouraging philosophers of education, as if waiting for relief or rescue, to adapt and be prepared 

to “function . . . where they can.”20 Wilson bemoans the loss of transcendental senses of 

“philosophy,” its absence Scheffler called the problem of “provincialism” of practice in 

education faculties which he recalls in the mid-1980s creating a “post-doctoral research centre”21 

as a shelter for philosophy of education that it might survive the coming winter.  

Another philosopher of education from the UK, White, brings a particularly interesting 

explanation of the situation. He notes that philosophy of education was more or less the basis of 

policy-making in education up to the mid-1980s in the UK, but had fallen away since then. The 

key reason, he argues, was “pre-1988 governments were not responsible for the content of the 

school curriculum. Decision-making about aims and curricula was left to schools themselves. 

Each had its own policy on this.”22 Under such a condition, it is unsurprising philosophy of 

education was in good standing in ITPPs as teachers were analogous to modern schoolkeepers. 

Wilson continues, after 1988, a national curriculum “began to move policy-making upwards 

                                                           
18 M. J. Adler would certainly agree that philosophy has truths to offer, something similar to facts. Also, I have 

discussed in earlier chapters that arming teachers with critical thinking is not necessarily a value to top-down policy 

implementation, nor unions, if they operate more oligarchically than democratically. It would seem critical thinking 

most benefits decentralized arrangements where decisions rarely deal in ordinary, predictable situations which 

precludes policy or rules and rather requires professionals entrusted to exercise good judgement. The most rule 

bound occupations require no judgement and thus no professionals. Consider whether teachers over a century of 

time have required more or less professionalism and more or less skills? For further arguments along these lines, 

see: McPeck, J. E. & Sanders, J. T. 1974. Some reflections on education as a profession. Journal of Educational 

Thought, 8(2), 55–66. 
19 A reply article by White disagrees with Hamlyn that the field currently is in a problem state, but rather that it has 

failed to adapt and create new lively issues to continue at the pace of change in education research, and that “so few 

younger philosophers can get posts.” See White, J. 1987. The medical condition of philosophy of education. JOPE, 

21(2), 155-162. 
20 Wilson, J. 1988. What philosophy can do for education. CJE, 13(1), 83-91. Quote from p. 83. 
21 Scheffler, I. 2004. Gallery of scholars: A philosopher’s recollections. Boston: Kluwer, p. 130. 
22 White, J. 2012. The role of policy in philosophy of education: An argument and an illustration. JOPE, 46(4), 503-

515. Quote from p. 504. 
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from school to [the] central government level, with teachers increasingly becoming implementers 

of decisions made elsewhere rather than policy-makers in their own right.”23 This certainly 

reveals an indisputable factor in the role of philosophy of education and whose interests it serves, 

then as a guide, now outsourced. 

Even after the fallout in the universities from Bloom's The Closing of the American Mind, 

philosophers of education continued to report decline as if unaffected by the closer public 

scrutiny to higher education. In Australasia, McCann and Yaxley, writing in 1992, find a 

“growing rejection of the value of the philosophy of education within pre-service programs” and 

note it provides the crucial benefit of “disciplined discourse which recognizes the problematic, 

ambiguous, tentative and uncertain nature of human action.”24 In the United States, similar 

arguments were made, if not for philosophy, at least for educational foundations courses, yet one 

survey found these courses dissatisfying to both faculty and students.25 In their defense, Kneller 

stated openly, 

What use are Foundations courses? . . . To the teacher as teacher, very little. To the 

person and the scholar, very much. They introduce the student to the study of Education 

as a discipline on a par with other disciplines.26 

This certainly reflects a bygone era, where preparation was for the person to become a 

teacher, rather than the modern conception of teacher education fostering skill development and 

law navigation.27 This is consistent with Wilson’s judgement on the situation in the United 

Kingdom, finding “(to put it bluntly) that we have now a generation of educators who are 

themselves largely uneducated in the educational disciplines.”28 Certainly the role of teachers has 

changed, but it seems that the “decline” literature has largely ignored the powerful impact of the 

contexts in which modern teachers teach and their teacher education institutions—the particular 

perspective on the decline provided by IOT as explored in this work is rarely invoked. Instead it 

is almost universally assumed that the latest institutionalization of teacher education, the 

                                                           
23 Ibid, p. 506. He states the situation now, in 2012, is that “policy-involvement is a minority activity among us” (p. 

507). 
24 McCann, H. & Yaxley, B. 1992. Retaining the philosophy of education in teacher education. EP&T, 24(1), 51-67. 
25 Sirotnik, 1990, op. cit. 
26 Kneller, G. F. 1994. Educationists and their vanities: One hundred missives to my colleagues. San Francisco: Caddo 

Gap, p. 53. 
27 Or the transition from aretaic ethics (virtue, moral person), to utilitarian (results via science), and to today’s 

deontological tendencies (formalize results into rules). I discuss this idea briefly in Chapter 6. 
28 Wilson, 1993, op. cit., p. 41. 
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university embedded faculty of education, remains devoted to and protective of a liberal form of 

teacher education, and in failing to appreciate this do not see how the “questioning” or 

perspective-taking of philosophers does not serve the new interests found in wider policy and 

education system goals. The outcome of this most recent institutionalization has nonetheless 

been clear: the attrition of philosophy faculty and the compaction of their contribution to teacher 

education into “foundations” to make room for new initiatives, inevitably trivializing if not 

eliminating educational disciplines such as philosophy of education from the education of 

modern teachers. 

Philosophy of Education in the New Millennium 

As ITPPs shifted to offering foundations courses, and the smaller allotment given to a 

variety of subjects now compacted into “foundations” increased alarm for philosophers of 

education, there were considerably fewer posts for new faculty in the field. Nevertheless, 

philosophers of education hired under different circumstances kept their posts but, perhaps 

saddened that their posts would disappear when they retired, came together to argue for a 

continued place in these new omnibus courses.29 

Meanwhile, somewhat akin to relief efforts, not yet at the stage of refugee camps, 

academic journals responded by devoting full issues to the fate of the discipline, as well as 

countless conference themes, all for the purposes of philosophers of education to pause and 

undergo some maintenance of their field.30 To name a few, journals included Educational 

Philosophy and Theory in 1996, Educational Theory in 2002, and in 2009, the European 

Educational Research Journal published a symposium from a conference in Switzerland, and 

Educational Philosophy and Theory on the topic of the fate of the Philosophy of Education 

Society of Australasia (PESA).31 More recently, the Journal of Philosophy of Education in 2012 

                                                           
29 For example, in Canada, four prominent faculty: Chinnery, A., Hare, W., Kerr, D., & Okshevsky, W. 2007. Teaching 

philosophy of education: The value of questions. Interchange, 38(2), 99–118. 
30 For example, the Canadian Society for the Study of Education’s Philosophy of Education division held a panel on the 

fate of philosophy of education in 2012 at the University of Waterloo, from which two years later I presented my 

proposal for this research to this same crowd at Brock University.  
31 Clark notes when the founding members of PESA (in 1970) were not replaced by institutions in Australasia, the 

society suffered. See Clark, J. 2009. Leaning tower of PESA. EP&T, 41(7), 808–810. This appears to be around the 

early 2000s when attendance dropped considerably, and James Marshall was considering a motion to disband the 

society. See: Haynes, B. 2009. Philosophy of education society of Australasia: The official record. EP&T, 41(7), 

738–741. 
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had a special issue devoted to recovering the place of educational philosophy in education 

policy, and Theory and Research in Education in 2014 published a symposium devoted to the 

purpose of philosophy of education. 

Skipping to Educational Theory, a controversial article by Arcilla32 bluntly declared that 

“by and large, the philosophical community expresses no interest in thinking about education. 

The educational community does not seem to care about philosophy.”33 It was suggested that 

disdain from both of these communities was marooning philosophers of education into their own 

“increasingly marginal and shrinking community.”34 This perspective triggered a series of 

response articles which comprised Issue 3 of that year, including one authored by Ellet of 

Althouse College of Education who provided a more hopeful account, despite “fragmented, 

limited, and restricted”35 lines of communication between the two groups. Another rejoinder, 

Bredo, suggested that philosophy of education should exhibit “lowered ambitions” and, in 

grabbing the “two horns” which philosophers of education faced, the apathy of both philosophy 

and education, seek to meet both “set of constraints, if at a lesser level.”36 Another respondent, 

Fenstermacher, identifies “scripted[ness]” in the work of teachers which has reduced the 

advantage of philosophy for the teacher.37 

Far more derisive was Burbules. In the same special issue, he identifies “institutional 

factors” that have led to the field’s decline, stating that other than the odd scholar who was 

valued personally, “there was never a deeply held commitment by most faculty or administrators 

in schools and departments of education to the value of philosophy of education” and that 

philosophers of education can no longer hide behind “teacher certification requirements [to] 

mandate a course in “philosophical foundations of education,” or [even expect] the course will 

                                                           
32 Arcilla, R. V. 2002. Why aren’t philosophers and educators speaking to each other? Educational Theory, 52(1), 1-11. 
33 This disdain from philosophers continues to persist: an anthology edited by Rorty in 1998 entitled Philosophers on 

Education precluded philosophers of education and rather provided a historical account of the philosophies of over 

25 Great Educators by specialists on each thinker’s philosophy. A tribute to Scheffler is included by the editor, 

whose recent retirement may have in part encouraged the book’s creation. For a long review of this work by a 

philosopher of education, see: White, J. 1999. Philosophers on education. JOPE, 33(3), 485–500. 
34 Ibid, p. 1. 
35 Ellett, F. S. jr. 2002. Why aren’t philosophers and educators speaking to each other? Some reasons for hope. 

Educational Theory, 52(3), 315–325. Quote from p. 325. 
36 Bredo, E. 2002. How can philosophy of education be both viable and good? Educational Theory, 52(3), 263–271. 

Quote from p. 264. 
37 Fenstermacher, G. D. 2002. Should philosophers of education be speaking to each other? Educational Theory, 52(3), 

339–348. 
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be taught by someone with a doctorate in this area.”38 In a further remark, he confirms my fears 

that “the self-concept and intellectual vitality of the field of philosophy of education and its 

institutional viability do not necessarily run on the same tracks.”39 This statement from Burbules 

appears to be devastating, suggesting the field could still perish by the poisoning of its soil, 

sourced in a kind of anti-academic movement opposite to the hopes and ideals used to justify the 

initial incorporation of ITPPs into universities. It seems this justification has been re-purposed, 

legitimating the marginalization or elimination of academic fields from the technical core that 

have not fitted comfortably into the recent broader agenda of education or, perhaps more simply, 

philosophy of education (and history of education) is no longer institutionally required. 

Continuing with the literature, little has changed over the last decade and philosophers of 

education continue to blame themselves for the decline, while pointing out the little help 

afforded from philosophers or educators. Guzenhauser argues that high-stakes testing has 

infected lower and higher education and has set a “default philosophy of education,” limiting 

thinking and reform in education.40 Carr in the UK declares an “inevitable manifestation of a 

fundamental intellectual disorder”41 within the field because of the intellectual split of education 

from philosophy in the past as the former entered the universities for study. Van Goor, Heyting, 

and Vreeke provide a somewhat more unique suggestion that a coup d'état of “anti-

foundationalist” philosophers of education has, in a sense, sabotaged the field and 

presumptuously made demands of educators to adjust to their postmodern philosophy!42 J. Clark 

in New Zealand discusses how philosophy of education can “fit” in today’s world, but remarks 

that the topic is considered a “luxury” and of no interest to teachers focused on “enhanc[ing] 

their employment opportunities.”43 This is in considerable contrast to Tozer and Miretzky who 

                                                           
38 Burbules, 2002, op. cit., p. 350. 
39 Ibid, p. 351. 
40 Gunzenhauser, M. G. 2003. High-stakes testing and the default philosophy of education. Theory Into Practice, 42(1), 

51–58. Alfie Kohn’s work is also of interest here in terms of testing regimes as institutional coupling, setting 

assessment and outcomes as a monitor on task performance which seems to limit a teacher’s control of curriculum 

delivery. 
41 Carr, W. 2004. Philosophy and education. JOPE, 38(1), 55–73. An exchange between Hirst and Carr follows on the 

limits of the field. See Hirst, P. & Carr, W. 2005. Philosophy and education-A symposium. JOPE, 39(4), 615–632. 
42 van Goor, R., Heyting, F., & Vreeke, G. J. 2004. Beyond foundations: Signs of a new normativity in philosophy of 

education. Educational Theory, 54(2), 173–192. See also Greene, M. 1993. Reflections on postmodernism and 

education. Educational Policy, 7(2), 206-211; Barrow, R. 1999. The need for philosophical analysis in a postmodern 

era. Interchange, 30(4), 415–432. 
43 Clark, J. 2006. Philosophy of education in today’s world and tomorrow’s: A view from “down under.” Paideusis, 

15(1), 21–30. Quote from p. 25. 
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argue that the “dedicated study in Foundations elevates the knowledge of the teacher to a 

distinctive professional level,”44 echoing my consistent remarks that it is foundation subjects, 

like philosophy, which are the essential ingredient in making a profession, as opposed to the 

creation and imposition of a rule-bound workforce. 

The continued absence of philosophy from teacher education programs can also be shown 

in texts produced by notable teacher education researchers such as Linda Darling-Hammond and 

Lee Shulman. Even with a title of “preparing teachers for a changing world,” a chapter 

specifically devoted to teacher education programs does not notice philosophy of education!45 

Similarly, Darling-Hammond,46 in a 2006 article on “21st century teacher education,” makes no 

mention of philosophy, and “foundations of education” ominously appears only in the keywords. 

Perhaps not surprising to some, a survey of the philosophy of education of 2600 student-teachers 

in Ontario from 2002 to 2007 found 90% agreed with progressivism.47 Perhaps more interesting 

would be comparing a pre- and post-test, for it is likely that most students enter with these views, 

find they are not substantively challenged, and exit with them reinforced. I have yet to discover 

any university administrator citing this as a problem of either education or the value of diversity 

of thought. 

Continuing with samples from the literature, Nelson in Canada finds philosophy of 

education becoming unrecognized by both philosophers and educationists and left “on the 

sidelines”48 and Hare in 2007 finds “philosophy has all but disappeared from such programs as 

teacher education.”49 Barrow, writing in a special issue devoted to R. S. Peters in 2009, attempts 

                                                           
44 Tozer & Miretzky, 2005, op. cit., p. 22. 
45 The chapter notes a requirement of programs is a “shared vision,” suggesting if philosophy exists at all, its not to be 

presented openly to students, but rather should be a single, pre-determined vision of the program. See: Hammerness, 

K., Darling-Hammond, L., Grossman, P., Rust, F., & Shulman, L. 2005. The design of teacher education programs. 

In L. Darling-Hammond & J. Bransford (Eds.), Preparing teachers for a changing world: What teachers should 

learn and be able to do (pp. 390–441). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. The main title of this text does not hide the 

authors” view of professionalism, reinforcing the idea of teachers as technicians, their prescriptive training 

providing what they “should learn” and what they should “be able to do.” Such a title might appear on a dog 

handler’s manual. 
46 Darling-Hammond, L. 2006. Constructing 21st-century teacher education. Journal of Teacher Education, 57(3), 300–

314. 
47 Ryan, T. G. 2008. Philosophical homogeneity in pre-service education: A longitudinal survey. Issues in Educational 

Research, 18(1), 73–89. 
48 Nelson, 2008, op. cit. Another article on Canada, in particular at the University of British Columbia, finds a similar 

fate. See: Coombs, J. 2010. A career in philosophy of education. Paideusis, 19(2), 54–60. 
49 Hare, W. 2007. Why philosophy for educators? International Journal of Applied Philosophy, 21(2), 149–159. 
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to correct a slow misunderstanding of the London Line in a new generation of philosophers of 

education, who he notes have replaced their lack of expertise in analysis with writing from a 

particular ideology.50 Interestingly, it was Waks in 198851 who claimed analytical philosophy of 

education had been the cause of this alienation now being experienced by philosophers of 

education from philosophers and educators. It may, indeed, have been an institutional power 

strategy when analytical philosophers attempted to infiltrate policy-making, but ultimately it was 

short-lived and not sustained. Perhaps in part due to lack of outside support, Siegel in 2009 

confirms as editor of the Oxford Handbook of Philosophy and Education that philosophers, since 

the 1990s, continue to “not recognize” philosophy of education as part of philosophy. While 

Siegel notes the work he edited was created to remedy this rift, in part, the irony is he later also 

notes this handbook contains only authors who have made contributions to academic philosophy, 

perhaps to insinuate a debt that philosophers of education must pay.52 Finally, Duemer and 

Simpson find philosophy of education “intentionally eliminated” in many institutions, naming 

the culprit as the “evolution of educator preparation” which has been “a major factor in the 

perceived death of philosophy of education.”53 

This body of academic literature eventually culminated in two important anthologies: 

Waks's 2008 Leaders in Philosophy of Education and Kincheloe and Hewitt's 2011 Regenerating 

the Philosophy of Education. Both are important texts which seem to have been coincidentally 

designed with one another in mind; the former capturing the past and present, and the latter the 

present and future of the field. To highlight a few unique points, Robin Barrow, writing in 

                                                           
50 Barrow, R. 2009. Was Peters nearly right about education? JOPE, 43(sp1), 9–25. 
51 Waks, L. J. 1988. Three contexts of philosophy of education: Intellectual, institutional, and ideological. Educational 

Theory, 38(2), 167–174. Waks suggests the problem is that philosophers of education cannot fit nicely into separate 

disciplines, but rather must be “nosy,” in the sense that their work is always on other people’s work—philosophy’s 

raw material is issues and problems of practice and life itself. A further problem is that while it doesn’t function well 

when separated as the university system is structured, it also demands an expert and the idea of training or liberally 

educating every profession on the use of philosophy in their work which may be impractical, even if the 

practitioners concerned are decorated with PhDs. Perhaps the university “straight-jacket,” as has been mentioned 

before, is inappropriate in faculties of education, and education as a field requires more blending of experts to be 

productive, bringing back synthesis to education. 
52 Siegel, H. 2009. Introduction: Philosophy of education and philosophy. In H. Siegel (Ed.), The Oxford Handbook of 

philosophy of education (pp. 3–8). Oxford: OUP, p. 5, 7. 
53 Duemer, L. & Simpson, D. 2010. At the crossroads: Altercations and transformations in philosophy of education. 

Journal of Philosophy and History of Education, 60, 184–191. This particular article became a chapter in Kincheloe 

and Hewitt’s 2011 anthology. 
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Leaders54 and as a highly published philosopher of education,55 is well suited to find the 

publishing situation56 has drastically changed. He also suggests it may be time to close the 

experiment on faculties of education—that the tactics of institutional survival of faculties of 

education qua university faculties has been detrimental as compared with a humbler and less 

complicated existence as separate teachers’ colleges or teacher education provided in liberal arts 

colleges.57 

The anthology, Regenerating the philosophy of education, What happened to soul? 

contains particularly blunt accounts of the death of philosophy of education, the consequences to 

teachers, and calls for everything from triage to revival methods.58 A consistent theme, as written 

in the subtitle, is philosophy as the “soul of educator preparation programs,”59 the “soul of 

foundations,”60 and the “soul of colleges of education” which has been “purge[d].”61 I cannot 

think of a better reference to what I have been describing throughout this document as an 

                                                           
54 Barrow, R. 2008. Or what’s a heaven for? In L. J. Waks (Ed.), Leaders in philosophy of education: Intellectual self-

portraits (pp. 27–38). Rotterdam, The Netherlands: Sense. 
55 In 2014, an anthology devoted to Barrow was published as part of the Routledge International Studies in the 

Philosophy of Education. In his chapter, he spends a few pages describing in great detail the problems in today’s 

universities and how philosophy of education has fared. It is impossible to sum up his remarks, except to say that he 

finds overall the situation akin to a circus: financial interests have clearly run the agenda for some time, philosophers 

of education rarely have backgrounds in philosophy and deal in issues tangentially and in piecemeal form, and 

where there are pockets of light, it is soon devoured by academic masses and other educational interest groups who 

go on with their slogans and emotional appeals and perhaps abuse the vices of democracy. He even suggests, given 

we are in a “commercially orientated, anti-humanistic, and even anti-intellectual culture” philosophers of education 

ought to turn their attention to higher education itself! See Barrow, 2014, op. cit., p. 144. John Wilson, also a highly 

productive philosopher of education, also provides his assessment of philosophy and the decline of educational 

disciplines in faculties of education in the United Kingdom. See: Wilson, 1993, op. cit. 
56 For an empirical study of trends in author topics, see: Hayden, M. J. 2012. What do philosophers of education do? An 

empirical study of philosophy of education journals. Studies in Philosophy and Education, 31(1), 1–27. 
57 Barrow suggested to me, and also published these views in Barrow, 2014, op. cit., that teachers’ colleges would gain 

a great deal if they exited the university scene. I can foresee a great deal of political opposition, and a loss of the 

illusion of a “university” standard to research. Wilson, 1993, op. cit., similarly argued the university should step in 

to create “departments of education” which study education via traditional disciplines (psychology, philosophy, 

etc.), making the study of education intellectual respectable, and leave “practice” to an apprenticeship model in the 

schools.  
58 One of the editors relates in the introduction, “I never thought I would ever have to justify the moral importance of 

social foundations courses—particularly philosophy of education courses.” He was discussing his experiences in 

front of a committee considering cutting the course from a Doctor of Philosophy program. Perhaps this title appears 

in its abbreviated form too often in the university that we have forgotten what the degree was meant to afford. 
59 Simpson, D. J. & Duemer, L. S. 2011. Philosophy of education: Looking back to the crossroads and forward to the 

possibilities. In J. L. Kincheloe & R. Hewitt (Eds.), Regenerating the philosophy of education (pp. 199–208). New 

York: Peter Lang, p. 199. 
60 Steinberg, S. R. 2011. The philosophical soul: Where did it come from? Where did it go? In J. L. Kincheloe & R. 

Hewitt (Eds.), Regenerating the philosophy of education (pp. 3–10). New York: Peter Lang, p. 7. 
61 Simpson & Duemer, 2011, op. cit., p. 199. 
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alteration of the technical core or soul of these institutions, where at one time philosophy was the 

natural framework upon which teacher education functioned, and for the same reason, 

philosophy was the professional mark of a teacher, from Ancient Greece to the early university 

A.B., and perhaps fading away in the 20th century. And continuing with the metaphor, a soulless 

person is basically a zombie, one who lacks higher functions yet carries on doing its more basic 

tasks. This is aligned with many contributors who suggest foundations or philosophy provide 

“dimensionality to schooling” versus a “flattening out”62 of education practice, risking the 

creation of “pancake”63 teachers. Finally, Carlson provides a common postmodern view, 

critiquing the invasion of financial interests into the universities which has corrupted education. 

In particular, faculties are “losing control over [their] curriculum” due to “performance-based 

certification standards,” and faculty are expected to “compete for funding dollars,” which will 

eventually “seal” the fate of foundations. Overall, he finds a “dumbing down” of teacher 

education through a narrow emphasis upon technical pedagogical knowledge.”64 Swain finds this 

process, the “slow and steady elimination” of the concession course that is foundations, to be 

already occurring in 2013.65 While some philosophers of education have tried to appeal to the 

more practical interests of modern faculties of education, others have suggested they must return 

to theory,66 and perhaps for their criticisms to cut more deeply in order to goad attention.67 

A further note of a more local phenomenon which seemed to have had a ripple effect for 

philosophers of education concerns a series of departmental amalgamations at the Ontario 

Institute for Studies in Education (OISE) at the University of Toronto. At one point in time, 

separate departments existed for Sociology and Equity Studies in Education (SESE) and History 

                                                           
62 Petrovic, J. E. & Kuntz, A. M. 2011. (Re)placing foundations in education: Politics of survival in conservative times. 

In J. L. Kincheloe & R. Hewitt (Eds.), Regenerating the philosophy of education (pp. 69–86). New York: Peter 

Lang, p. 71. 
63 Theobald, P., & Tanabe, C. S. 2011. “It’s just the way things are:” The lamentable erosion of philosophy in teacher 

education. In J. L. Kincheloe & R. Hewitt (Eds.), Regenerating the philosophy of education (pp. 35–42). New York: 

Peter Lang, p. 42. 
64 Carlson, D. 2011. Eyes of the education faculty: Derrida, philosophy, and teacher education in the postmodern 

university. In J. L. Kincheloe & R. Hewitt (Eds.), Regenerating the philosophy of education (pp. 11–24). New York: 

Peter Lang, p. 21. 
65 Swain, A. 2013. The problem with “nuts and bolts:” How the emphasis on “highly qualified professionals” is 

undermining education. Educational Studies, 49(2), 119–133. 
66 Keehn, G. 2016. The need for roots redux: On the supposed disciplinary right to a nonideal theory. Philosophical 

Studies in Education, 47, 98–107. 
67 Duarte, E. M. 2012. Retrieving immortal questions, initiating immortal conversations. Philosophical Studies in 

Education, 43, 43–61. 
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and Philosophy (H&P). Today, both of those departments now reside under one (long) banner: 

Humanities, Social Sciences, & Social Justice Education (HSSSJE).68 In addition, presently all 

admissions to graduate studies in philosophy or history of education have “ceased” and students 

are now asked to apply to the department of sociology. In 2011, an online petition69 helped save 

OISE’s history and philosophy doctoral program which was to be cut. According to their 

website, the Ontario Council of Graduate Studies (OCGS) cited low staffing levels and imminent 

retirements as sufficient reason to declare the program as lacking a sufficient “intellectual 

climate for a doctoral program.” Faculty members associated with this petition came not only 

from OISE but also Simon Frasier, UBC, and the United States, including professors emeriti. 

As a final addition to this appendix, I wish to offer a personal experience in teaching 

Social Foundations at my own institution which relates much to what has been described. At our 

instructors meeting prior to beginning the 2014 school year, administration handed out a four-

page list of 75 curricular expectations required of all courses in our ITPP. The document was 

entitled “Learning OUTCOMES required for OCT ACCREDITATION” (capitalization 

retained). Each of the three divisions at my faculty (curriculum, psychology, and policy) were 

required to rate their current contribution to each curricular point, though divisions were not 

expected to meet every point, such as the “Ontario context” for psychology. Unsurprisingly, 

philosophy was not listed anywhere, and the curricular points related to policy were mostly 

referencing law and a teacher’s duty to be aware of and support current mandates from the 

Ministry, whether aboriginal education, social justice, special education, safe schools, and the 

like. As an example of a curricular point, teachers are expected to understand “equity, diversity, 

inclusion and social justice and the key role of teachers in identifying and eliminating barriers 

and creating social change.” This is quite a task, and much is smuggled into this package deal of 

ideas. It would do a teacher—not to mention the politicians and bureaucrats who create and 

enforced these and related mandates—much good to unearth the political, ideological and, dare I 

say, philosophical nature of these concepts before attempting to wear them in the classroom.70  

                                                           
68 The HSSSJE website can be found here: http://www.oise.utoronto.ca/hsssje/index.html 
69 Bai, H., Boyd, D. R., Burbules, N., Hare, W., & Vokey, D. 2011. OISE’s History and Philosophy of Education 

program may be axed. The History Education Network. Retrieved from: http://thenhier.ca/en/node/712 
70 One further brief remark, one particular policy faculty member related to me that “I am no longer a philosopher . . . 

philosophy doesn’t sell.” 
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