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As a member of the educational establishment, Norm Fruchter in his Commentary of May 31, 
\995, blindly refuses to acknowledge that public education--that is, government owned and 
operated education--is a social experiment that has failed, and that no matter what he and his 
colleagues attempt to do to transform it is not going to work. Just as communism could nol be 
transforn1ed by Gorbachev to make it work, neither can our socialist education system be 
effecti vely transformed. The reason is very simple: the original proponents of govemment 
education were driven by the messianic certainty that a secular education could produce morzti 
perfection. Just as communism failed to produce the new Soviet man, so has secular government 
education failed to produce that model of moral perfection. What we have instead is a moral 
nightmare. 

Secular government education must be abandoned because education is morally a function of 
religion and therefore must be private. Even our secular public schools are governed by a religion 
called humanism. One merely has to read the two Humanist Manifestos to recognize the 
philosophical basis of the current public school curriculum. In other words, our government 
education system represents an establishment of religion and is therefore in violation of the 
Constitution. 

Secular government education must also be abandoned because of the enormolls and irreparable 
harm it is doing to millions of American children. The fact that in some elementary classrooms half 
the students are on Ritalin is proof enough that the system is morally, spiritually and academically 
bankru pt. 

Indeed, what is basically wrong with the system is its compulsory nature. Compulsory school 
attendance is a form of involuntary servitude, which is completely incompatible with the principles 
of a free society. We hear much about children's rights. But what about the child's right not to be 
forced into a public institution to be "educated"? 

Mr. Fruchter sees the present debate as one between public control and market forces. But it is 
i11uch more than that. It is between humanism and Biblical religion, between government control 
and educational freedom. The growing, vibrant homeschool movement and the increasing 
frustration of such educators at Mr. Fruchter are clear indicators of which way the irresistible 
winds of change are blowing. 

Samuel L. Blumenfeld 



- -- --- - -- - -- ------ ---0 ..... __ _ 'w' ___ ...... .. .... o - .................... -'w' .. ....... .. ~ .. ·O' ... .... - . . ........ . , r---- n 
change. It is a plan that i::; based 
upon documentation or needs or 
problems; reflects an under-
standing of the cause of the prob-
lem; suggests plausible solutions 
and methods for meeting identi-
fied needs, which are supported 
by research or some competent 
authority; and presents realistic, 
measurable objectives and a plan 
to honestly evaluate their accom-
plishment. 

The Denver principals, I sug-
gest, did not plan effectively, did 
not understand the needs of their 
pupils, did not know how to create 
positive change, and did not eval-
uate how well they were meeting 
distl-ict objectives. They should be 
the last choice to become grant-
proposal writers in the school dis-
trict, not the first. 
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Public Will, Market Forcel', 
And 'Socialist Education' 
To the Editor: 

As a member of the educational 
establishment, Norm Fruchter in 
rus Commentary blindly refuses to 
acknowledge that public educa-
tion-that is, government-owned 
and -operated education-is a so-
cial experiment that has failed, 
and that no matter how he and his 
colleagues attempt to traIl8fOlW it, 
it is not going to work ("Public 
Will, Political Context, and Public 
Education," May 31, 1995). 

unle.s.s they delllOl1.strate they can write and 
.speak Bnglish well," and 82 percent favor 
"setting up very clear guidelines 011 what 
students learn and teachers should teach in 
every major subject." Parents also uphold 
learning environments that vary according 
to ind.ividual ability. Only 34 percent believe 
that mixed-ability grouping helps students 
learn, in stark contrast to the position of 
most progressive educators. 

Parents are apparently not against ad-
vancing more generalized, community-ori-
ented aspirations in schools; they merely 
want team goals balanced by a serious com-
mitment to the individual pursuit of knowl-
edge. They believe this pursu.it will bring in 
its wake the skills and understandings nec-
essary for their children to lead productive 
and successful lives. 

The battle lines indicated by this new 
sketch of public views redraw an age-old 
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a bland and ultimately  
deceptive notion  
of community.  

of large numbers of students learning the 
same thing at the same time and with the 
same degree of accomplishment. They have 
replaced the most necessary goa] of equality 
of opportunity with a utopian fantasy of 
equality of acruevement. They are pleased by 
what seems to them the decency of a homo-
geneous view of the achievements of our 
youths, But the effects of their policies are 
hardly convincing. More and more students 
approach schooling with a belief in a prede-
termined equality of accomplishment. From 

in artificial, homogeneous collectives with 
the expectation that not only will society be 
so constituted, but that life will he equally 
nonthreatening? 

Collectivist notions of learning dress up 
an ideology that has the potential for 
disarming our children, one by one, from 
facing the realities of a complex and chal-
lenging world . Educators who balk at dif-
ferentiating amqng students invite a revo-
lution that will transfer control of schooling 
from educators to a new leadership- Amer-
ican parents. Charter .schools, vouchers, and 
home-schooling, however undeveloped at 
the present time, arc but forerunners of 
a new, alternative contract for educating 
in America . • 

William G. Durden is the director o{ the 
Center {or Talented Youth at Johns Hopkins 

. University in Baltimore. 
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effectively trans- the current public 
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very simple:The orig- other words, our gov-
inal proponents of ernment education 
government educa- system represents an 
tion were driven by establishment of reli-
the messianic cer- gion and is therefore 
tainty that a secular 
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d uce moral perfection. Just as 
Communism failed to produce 
the new Soviet man, so has secu-
lar government education failed 
to produce that model of moral 
perfection. What we have instead 
is a moral nightmare. 

Secular government education 
must be abandoned because edu-
cation is morally a function of reii-
gion and therefore must be pri-
vate . Even our secular public 
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Secular government education 
must also be abandoned because 
of the enormous and irreparable · 
harm it is doing to millions of 
American children. The fact that 
in some elementary classrooms 
half the students are on Ritalin is 
proof enough that the system is 
morally, spiritually, and academi-
cally bankrupt. 

Indeed , what is basically wrong 
with the system is its compulsory 

nature. Compulsory school atten-
dance is a form of involuntary 
servitude, which is completely in-
compatible with the principles of 
a free society. We hear much 
about children's rights. But what 
about the child's right not to be 
forced in a public institution to be 
"educated"? 

Mr. Fruchter sees the present 
debate as one between public 
control and market forces. But it 
is much more than that. It is be-
tween humanism and Biblical re-
ligion, between government con-
trol and educational freedom. 
The growing, vibrant home-
school movement and the in-
creasing frustration of such edu-
cators as Mr. Fruchter are clear 
indicators of which way the irre-
sistible winds of change are 
blowing. 

Samuel L. Blumenfeld 
Waltham, Ma.s s. 

Gleaning Religious Content 
I n Andy Warhol's Soup Cans 
To the Editor: 

Warren A. Nord argue~ that 
public school .students are "indoc-
trinated" when secular, scientific 
heuristics are employed to the 
exclusion of competing religious 
paradigms in the intel'pretation 
of natural phenomena, history, 
and human experience ("Re-
thinking Indoctrination," Com· 
mentary, May 24, 1995). MI'. Nord 
defends the inclusion of religious 
perspectives in public curricula 
as "constitutionally liberal," as-
serting that the U.S. Supreme 
Court interpretation of the estab-
lishment clause requires that 
public schools be neutral in such 
matters. 

The devil , of course, is in the 
details. Let us fur the moment ig-
nore the thorny issue of which 
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