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Arthur Ellis, Reinhard Golz & Wolfgang Mayrhofer

The Education Systems of Germany
and Other European Countries of the 19th
Century in the View of American and
Russian Classics:

Horace Mann and Konstantin Ushinsky'

Summary: The article deals with comparative studies of the American founder of the Common School and
public education in the US.A, Horace Mann (1796-1859), and the founder of the Russian pedagogy and public
school, Konstantin Ushinsky (1824-1870). They were visiting several European education systems, in order to
get inspirations for the reform activities in their own countries. In the early 19t century the education system in
the German Kingdom of Prussia was considered the most progressive in Europe. The article shows what Mann,
Ushinsky and others could learn from their comparisons, what they thought to be useful for their countries or
what might be rather rejected. It is mostly about the question if and to which extent national educational
experiences are importable, exportable and interchangeable. Some of the instructive findings of the American
Horace Mann and the Russian Konstantin Ushinsky, but also their misconceptions are both historically relevant
and of most currency.

Pestome: (mambsi 3aHUMAEMCsl CpaBHUME/IbHbIM —UCC/Ae008aHUEM Oesime/qbHOCMU  AMEPUKAHCKO20
ocHoeamessi ,Common School” u zocydapcmeenHozo o6paszosarusa 6 ClUA, Xopac MauH (1796-1859), u
ocHosamest pycckoli nedazozuku U HapodHoli wkoabl, KoHcmanmuHa YwuHckozo (1824-1870). OHu
3HAKOMSAMCS C HEKOMOPbIMU esponelickuMu cucmemamu 06pa3osaHusi 051 Moz20, 4mMo6bl HA4amo
pedpopmuposarue danHol obaacmu 8 cobcmeeHHbIX cmpaHax. B Hauasne 19-20 eeka o6pasogamesvHas
cucmema koposaescmsa Ilpyccuu cuumanacs camoti npozpeccusHoll 8 Eepone. Cmamobsi nokasvieaem, uemy
Hayuuauce MaHH, YwuHcKull u dpyeue us ceoux cpasHeHutl, ¥mo OHU cHUManu noAe3HbIM 0151 CBOUX CMPAH U
umo 8blHyJHcdeHbl bblau omeepeHymb. [lpesicde 8cezo, pedb udem o 8onpoce, HACKOAbKO HAYUOHAAbHBIL ONbim
8 ob1acmu 06paszosaHusl nodexcam umnopmy, skchopmy u o6meHy. Hekomopble codepicameibHble 8b1800bL
amepukanya Xopaca ManHa u poccusiHuHa KoHcmaHmuHa YWUuHCKozo, a makice OWUOKU S8A510Mcs
pene8aHMHbIMU KaK 8 UCMOPUHECKOM, MAK U 8 COBPEMEHHOM NAAHE.

Zusammenfassung: Der Artikel beschdftigt sich mit den vergleichenden Studien des amerikanischen
Begrtinders der ,,Common School” und der éffentlichen Bildung in den USA, Horace Mann (1796-1859), und mit
dem Begriinder der russischen Pddagogik und Volksschule, Konstantin Uschinski (1824-1870). Sie besichtigten
einige europdische Bildungssysteme, um Anregungen fiir Reformaktivitdten in ihren eigenen Ldndern zu
erhalten. Im friihen 19. Jahrhundert galt das Bildungssystem im Kénigreich PreufSen als das progressivste in
Europa. Der Artikel zeigt, was Mann, Uschinski und andere von ihren Vergleichen lernen konnten, was sie fiir
niitzlich fiir ihre Lédnder hielten oder besser abgelehnt werden sollte. Es geht vor allem um die Frage, ob und
inwieweit nationale Bildungserfahrungen importierbar, exportierbar und austauschbar sind. Einige der
instruktiven Befunde des Amerikaners Horace Mann und des Russen Konstantin Uschinski, aber auch ihre
Missverstdndnisse sind sowohl historisch relevant als auch von grofSer Aktualitqit.

This article also appears in a slightly different version in an anthology (in-print) in: Kucha, R. & Cudak, H.
(Eds.) (2013): European Ideas in the Works of Famous Educationalists. Internationalization, Globalization
and Their Impact on Education. L.6dZ (Poland): Spotecznej Wydawnictwo Akademii Nauk (Academy of
Social Sciences Publishing) ISBN: 978-83-6291 6-61-0. The authors thanks the publisher and the editors of
that anthology for the permission to publish this article in the current issue of the online journal.



Ellis, Golz & Mayrhofer: Horace Mann and Konstantin Ushinsky International Dialogues on Education,
2014, Volume 1, Number 1, pp. 7-28
ISSN 2198-5944

Challenges and Functions
of Historical and Comparative Studies in Education

Higher education today, especially the branch of higher education devoted to teacher training, is
challenged by the computerized information age. Schools of education are subject to manifold criticisms,
including their very relevancy in a world where technologies have made possible access to learning in
ways hardly imaginable even a generation ago. But criticisms of the pedagogical training of teachers are
nothing new. From the late 18th century forward when normal schools were conceived first in Germany,
detractors have seen teacher training as failed bridge between knowledge of subject matter and
practical experience in schools. It is argued here that teachers should understand the development of
their profession from a historical perspective in order to become internationally orientated and able to
develop their own, and their students’ humane, social and intercultural competencies. History of
Education as part of teacher training is not fit for the future if it continues to deal only with the long-ago
and sufficiently known historic developments and figures and refuses to take into account the
intellectual developments and profound ideas of the countries from which one might learn to cooperate
now and in the future. International educational discourses must consider their historic genesis. A mere
pragmatic-practical consideration of the current status is too cursory and often misleading. The
development of sound, democratic, and humanistic professional ethics begins with reflection on the
contributions of those who have laid the groundwork for present theory and practice. We need, so to
speak, a longer, deeper breath, in order not to follow an unreflected pragmatism, but to think beyond
the moment, both historically and prospectively. The German pedagogue Friedrich A. Diesterweg
(1790-1866) put it this way: Those who don't know the history of their subject, will never
understand the coherence of the whole issue, the moving power beyond the impact of the current
moment (Diesterweg, 1958, 205). And we should keep in mind the words of the American
philosopher George Santayana (1863-1952) who famously noted that “those who cannot remember
the past are condemned to repeat it“ (Santayana, 1905, 284).

Scarcely anything in the human communication gets by without a comparison. Comparative
educational studies are part of teacher training as well and of special importance in contexts of the
globalization. In this respect the different positions of the classics in the field of comparative
education are newly current, offering valuable historical insights against which to think about new
theoretical and practical problems and challenges of the processes of Europeanization. In19t
century Europe there were those who desired to improve their own national education by
importing the best elements of other education systems. To be named here is, of course, Marc-Antoine
Jullien de Paris (1775-1848), one of the most quoted French founders of Comparative Education (Jullien
von Paris, 1954; see also Gautherine, 1993).

We want to say, however, a bit more about two other figures whose works are of special relevance in
the above mentioned sense. It is about comparative studies of the American founder of the “Common
School”, Horace Mann (1796-1859), and of the “Father of the Russian? pedagogy and public school”,
Konstantin D. Ushinsky (1824-1870).3

2 Ushinsky is the most important classic of Russian education. It is, however, also understandable when not
only Ukrainian educationalists consider Ushinsky as of Ukranian heritage. He was born 1823 in Tula
(Russia), died and was buried in Odessa (Ukraine) in1870. Different information in the literature about the
dates of birth and death (1824-1871) are caused by different documents and even by some information
derived from his family and himself but also by different Russian calendrical countings (old/new style).
The most instructive and interesting research questions and information regarding the biography of
Ushinsky are still to be found in the chapter “Different documents and materials about single periods of K.D.
Ushinsky's life“ in Volume 11 of the “Collected Works"“, 238ff. [See also: Hans, N. (2012): The Russian
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Comparisons of foreign education systems, theories and practises did have and do have different
functions, or intentions; it was and remains about a search for new and different directions: 1.) the
search for the particular and the unique in other education systems (the ideographic-theoretical
function) in relationship to the societal and cultural environment; 2.) the search for the universal; the
comparison takes the role which has the experiment in the natural sciences (the experimental-theoretic
function); 3.) the search for the general international trends, which become a guideline for the own
educational reform (the evolutionist-practical function); 4.) the search for the better model; you want
to constructively learn and use positive foreign experiences for the improvement of your own system
(the melioristic-practical function) (Horner, 1993, 6-11; 1997, 71).

In the early years of the 19t century the education system in the German Kingdom of Prussia was
considered the most progressive in Europe and thus in the world. Certain German educational thinkers
enjoyed especially favourable reputations in the developed world. No wonder that several leading
foreign figures in the field of education, but also writers and others took a great interest in the Prussian
educational theory and practise, among them e.g. Horace Mann, Calvin Ellis Stowe, Edward Everett and
others from the United States and Konstantin D. Ushinsky and Leo N. Tolstoy from Russia. There were
many seekers in search of new pedagogical insights who travelled to Prussia for that purpose. Here we
have chosen to focus on two such visitors to Europe: Mann and Ushinsky, in order to develop the
different educational perspectives of these two intriguing representatives of their own national
education and of the comparative studies in the 19t century. Horace Mann and Konstantin Ushinsky
were searching for the particular, for the trends, for the universal but (first of all) for the better model by
visiting several European countries and by studying the according literature, in order to get inspirations
for the reform activities in their own countries. They visited Europe independently from each other, at
different times and with very different durations of their stays; Mann visited England, Ireland, Scotland
and Germany in 1843 for a period of about six weeks. Ushinsky's visit was from 1862 to 1867 in
Germany, Switzerland, France, Belgium and Italy. They didn't know each other personally. While Horace
Mann could not know the works of Ushinsky, the latter, however, knew some works of Mann and his
activities in the field of education. In 1858 Ushinsky published two comprehensive essays on “School
reforms in North America” and on “The inner composition of North American schools” (Ywunckuii /
Ushinsky, 1948, 167-203 & 204-232). For lack of space here we are not able to include these works into our
observations, although they are worthy of newly-discovered, especially by students of Russian-
American comparative studies of education. At this point, however, we want to indicate at least
Ushinsky's reference to Horace Mann and other important figures of the Common School movement in
America (ibid,, 180). It seems to be meaningful - in the sense of Diesterweg und Santayana - to find out,
what they could learn from their comparisons and what they thought to be useful for their countries or
might well be rejected. Some of their findings, instructive impulses but also their misconceptions are not
only historically relevant but of most currency.

The special case of the German (Prussian) education and its
relevance for the work of Horace Mann and Konstantin Ushinsky

Tradition of Education. New York: Routledge, 75; see also: Vykhrustsch, A. (2004): Pedagogical Ideas of
Ukraine in the Context of the European Traditions. In: Kucha, R. (Ed.): European Integration through
Education. Lublin: Maria Curie-Sklodowska University Press, p. 493 f.]

3 Because of the different (Russian, German, English) sources used in this article, the name of the Russian
(and Ukrainian) pedagogue is written in different ways and transcriptions, e.g. as Yunnckuii, Uschinski,
Ushinsky, or USinskij. As this article is written in English we use the most common English version:
Ushinsky. This form of the name is also used in the literature list, regardless of whether the relevant titles
are translated into other languages such as German. At the end of such references is: (Russ.) - as an
indication of the original language.
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Education in the 19t century Prussia: Facts and developments

What was the situation of education in Prussia* when Horace Mann, Konstantin Ushinsky and other
travelers visited the country? At the end of the 18t century, Prussia was one of the first countries
in the world to try to introduce a generally compulsory primary education, comprising an eight-
year course of primary education, the so called Volksschule. It provided not only the skills needed in
an early industrialized world (reading, writing and a little arithmetic), but also an education in
ethics, duty, discipline and obedience. Though several Prussian ministers, particularly Freiherr von
Zedlitz, sought to replace local control over schooling with a centralized, uniform system
administered by the state during the eighteenth century, not until the implementation of the
Prussian General Land Law of 1794 did the state first attempts to take over responsibility for all
educational institutions. But the implementation of these ideas was difficult and till the end of the
18t century not carried out, so that these measures were mere paper reforms. The real beginnings
of modern public education in Prussia must be placed in the nineteenth century (Good & Teller,
1970, 348f.).

This century began for Prussia with the defeat in the battle of Jena and Auerstedt in October,
1806, where Napoleon’s army annihilated Prussia’s military forces. Nine month after the defeat,
France imposed the severe peace of Tilsit on the humiliated Prussians. The country lost vast
territories and was enforced to support the further occupations of Napoleon with soldiers. The
defeat and the drastic peace treaty aroused on one side the patriotism in the country and on the
other side political and social reforms in Prussia, the so called reforms of Stein and Hardenberg.
These reforms had to include educational reforms as well and of this the leaders were well aware.
The reorganization of the central educational administration and the founding of the University of
Berlin testify to Prussian concern for education. The former “Oberschulkollegium” was abolished
and a new institution was set up in 1808 as a division of the Ministry of the Interior.

The first chief of the division was Wilhelm von Humboldt (1767-1835). With others, Humboldt
founded the University of Berlin (today Humboldt-University), he secured for Prussian students the
right to study at non-Prussian universities, introduced a state examination for all prospective
secondary school teachers, and reformed the gymnasium on a more thoroughly humanistic plan,
with domination of the old languages Greece and Latin. One principle he stated (and which is still
existent in the German educational system) was the strict division of general education and
vocational training. But the greatest changes in education occurred in the elementary schools. The
idea of compulsory primary education, with an eight-year course of primary education, was
realized step by step during the 19t century.

In 1816 visited about two millions of children (about 50 per cent of children in the age from the
6th to the 14t living year) 20.345 elementary schools and were taught by 21.766 teachers. In the
year 1846 this were 2,43 millions of children (about 78 per cent of children in the age from the 6t
to the 14t living year) in 24.044 schools, taught by 27.770 teachers (Herrmann, 1993, 256). The
results of this endeavor are rather impressive, especially for the Middle and Western Provinces of
Prussia, while the Eastern Provinces were still underdeveloped (see table 1).

Table 1: School attendance in Prussia 1840
(in percent of all children in the age from the 6t to the 14t living year)

4 Prussia (German name: Preuf3en; Konigreich Preuf3en): the largest and most influencial state in Germany,
leading the North German Confederation from 1867 to 1871 (establishing of the German Empire);
dissolved in 1947, divided between East and West Germany, Poland, and the former Soviet Union.

10
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District (Regierungsbezirk) | Per cent
Merseburg 93,06
Magdeburg 91,90
Erfurt 90,03
Koblenz 89,85
Potsdam 88,77
[..] [...]
Posen 67,52
Danzig 67,49
Marienwerder 65,69
Bromberg 56,01

Source: Hoffmann, 1843, 155-161, elaborated by Wolfgang Mayrhofer

The fast development of the Elementary Education during the 19t century is shown in table 2.

Table 2: Progress of Elementary Education as shown by the Decrease in Illiteracy
in Prussia, by Provinces

Provinces 1841 1864/65 1881 1894/95
Per cent | Per cent | Per cent | Per cent
East Prussia 7,05 0,99
West Prussia 15,33 16,54 8,79 1,23
Brandenburg 2,47 0,96 0,32 0,06
Pomerania 1,23 1,47 0,43 0,12
Posen 41,00 16,90 0,97 0,98
Silesia 9,22 3,78 2,33 0,43
Saxony 1,19 0,49 0,28 0,09
Westphalia 2,14 1,03 0,60 0,02
Rhenish Prussia 7,06 1,13 0,23 0,05
Hohenzollern - - - .
The State 9,30 5,52 2,38 0,33

Source: Cubberley, 1920, 583.

It is difficult to estimate if the figures in the table are correct. But they show a tendency: in Prussia
it was a prominent aim of the state to eradicate illiteracy and it could be nearly realized till the end
of the century. One of the reasons for this was the development of the training of Elementary
Teachers, because without the adequate number of well-trained teachers it was impossible to fulfill
these aims.

Since the beginning of the 19% century more and more Teachers' Seminaries
(Volksschullehrerseminare) were established, to increase the quality of teaching. There existed in
1811 15 seminaries (Sandfuchs, 2004, 16), and in 1840 45 seminaries in Prussia (Reble, 1995, 249),
and alone in the Prussian Province Saxony in 1839 eleven seminaries with altogether 402

11
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participants (Mayrhofer, 1995, 171). In 1826 a final examination for the seminaries and a second
examination after three years teaching were introduced (Sandfuchs, 2004, 17).

This, from the educational point of view, progressive development continued till the 1840t and
was one reason, because the educational system in Prussia was much admired by diverse foreign
visitors, for example Victor Cousin of France and Horace Mann of the United States. But the
political situation had changed by the time Konstantin Ushinsky visited Prussia, and he wasn't
nearly as euphoric as Mann and other American visitors some years before.

Many teachers were active organizers and participants of the revolutionary events of 1848/49
in Prussia and other states in Germany and Europe. After the revolution failed, it was upon the
elementary schools (Volksschulen) and the Teachers' Seminaries that the most severe official
displeasure now fell. “Over-education” was regarded as the main reason for the revolutionary
activities. So, for example, the Teachers' Seminary at Breslau was closed, and the head of the
Seminary at Berlin, Diesterweg, was dismissed because of his progressive demands. He
campaigned for improved teacher training of the elementary school teachers and for higher
salaries, and he organized educational associations, directed conferences, delivered speeches and
conducted institutes. He fought against clerical administration of schools and opposed the teaching
of sectarian religion (Good & Teller, 1970, 353).

Bitter reproaches were heaped upon the elementary-school teachers, and the new King of
Prussia, Friedrich Wilhelm IV. (1840-1861), considered their work as the very root of what he
considered to be the politically disastrous situation of the State (Cubberley, 1920, 582). To a
conference of Seminary teachers, held in 1849 in Berlin, he said:

“You and you alone are to blame for all the misery which the last year has brought upon Prussia! The
irreligious pseudo-education of the masses is to be blamed for it, which you have been spreading under
the name of true wisdom, and by which you have eradicated religious belief and loyalty from the hearts
of my subjects and alienated their affections from my person. This sham education, strutting about like
a peacock, has always been odious to me. I hated it already from the bottom of my soul before I came
to the throne, and, since my accession, I have done everything I could to suppress it. I mean to proceed
on this path, without taking heed of any one, and, indeed, no power on earth shall divert me from it.”
(quoted in Cubberley, 1920, 583)

In 1854 the so called “Prussian Regulations” were issued which put the course of instruction for
elementary schools back to the level of the 18t century. The one-class rural elementary school
became the standard. Everything beyond reading, writing, little arithmetic, and religious instruction
in strict accordance with the creeds of the Church, was considered as not necessary and therefore
not allowed. The elimination of illiteracy, the creation of obedient citizens, and the nationalizing of
education became the aim of these schools.

The training in teachers' seminaries was reduced to the lowest necessities, and those entrusted
with leadership in the seminaries were given clearly to understand that they were to train common
elementary teachers, and not to prepare educated men. Such subjects as theory of education,
didactics and psychology were eliminated. A return was made to the subject-matter theory of
education, and a limited subject-matter at that, and it once more became the business of the teacher
to see that this was carefully learned. Religious instruction was of first importance in the training
(ibid., 583f.).

After about 1860, largely in response to modern scientific and industrial forces among a people
turning from agriculture toward industrialism, a slight relaxation of the reactionary legislation
began to be evident. This expressed itself chiefly in a diminution of the time given to “memoriter”
work in religion, and the introduction in its place of work in German history and geography, with

12
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some work in natural science. In the Teachers' Seminaries instruction in German literature,
formerly rigidly excluded, was now added. It was not, however, until after the unification of
Germany, following the Franco-Prussian War, and the creation of Imperial Germany under the
directive guidance of Bismarck (1870/71), that any real change took place. Then the changes were
due to new political, religious, social, industrial, and economic forces which belong to the later
period of German history. In 1872 a new law gave to the Prussian elementary schools a new course
of study that reasserted the authority of the State in education, extended the control of the public
authorities, and made the State instead of the Church the authority even for religious instruction.
The schools were now to be used to build up and strengthen the nation, but particularly to support
the new Prussian idea as to the work and function of the State. Natural sciences and modern
languages (Realien) were given a new prominence, because of new industrial needs, and instruction
in religion was revamped. The old memoriter work was greatly reduced, and in its place an
emotional and political emphasis was given to the religious instruction (Scheibe, 1974, 155f.).

The secondary schools also were redirected. A new emphasis on scientific subjects and modern
languages replaced the earlier emphasis on Greek and Latin. In 1890 the Emperor interfered to
force a reform of the gymnasial programs in order better to adapt them to modern needs
(Mayrhofer, 1994, 38f.)

Horace Mann and Early 19t Century American Educational Reform

The primary education system of 17t century in Colonial New England was well established and
nearly universally subscribed. The so-called ‘Old Deluder Satan’ Act of 1647 (The Massachusetts
Law of 1647) provided for basic education in reading, writing, arithmetic, and religion in all the
towns of Massachusetts. Calvinist doctrine required each individual to seek his or her own salvation
through a reading and understanding of the Scriptures. All formal education from primary to
college was subjected to a religious motive. The intercessory function of priests to hear confessions
and otherwise act as an intermediary between the individual and God was anathema to Protestant
reformists in general, whether Luther, Zwingli, or Calvin. Therefore, it was axiomatic that literacy
must prevail, and as a result the New England literacy rates of that era were probably the highest in
the world. However, over time, Calvinist influence waned, and a growing secularism gained
strength, particularly among Unitarians, Transcendentalists, and even Congregationalists. Thus the
original reason for becoming literate held far less sway, and literacy rates dropped accordingly. By
the time of the American Revolution (1775-1787) primary school attendance had dropped
precipitously in New England. A new reason for acquiring basic literacy and numeracy was needed
if schools were to exist. That new reason according to Horace Mann and others of his persuasion
was democracy (Cremin, 1957).

As early as 1830 Charles Brooks had visited Prussia to learn more of the school system in that
German province. Returning home via Liverpool to New York in the wake of his visit, he
encountered Dr. H. Julius, an educator from Hamburg. Spending 41 days in the company of Julius
aboard ship, Brooks later wrote, “I fell in love with the Prussian system.” Thus began the American
love affair with Prussian schools (Albee, 1907).

Brooks, who termed the Prussian system, “better than any of which we are acquainted,” wrote
that “[T]he Prussian principle seems to be this: that everything which it is desirable to have in the
national character should be carefully inculcated in elementary education. (...) Over and over again
have the Prussians proved that elementary education cannot be fully attained without purposely-
prepared teachers. Out of this fact has come the maxim, ‘as is the master, so is the school.” He saw
in the Prussian system three crucial elements that must of necessity be adopted if American public
schools were to succeed: 1) that the state must recognize the national importance of education, 2)

13
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that “purposely prepared” teachers be produced by the normal schools, and 3) that the “State must
commit the details to a Board of Education with a secretary who shall supervise and recommend”
(ibid.).

Henry Barnard (1811-1900), who served as commissioner of public schools for the state of
Rhode Island, and later as superintendent of common schools in Connecticut, visited Europe in
1835-1836 for the purpose of studying the various school systems found there. The book he wrote
on the basis of his experience, National Education in Europe, was published in 1854 and
represented the most thorough examination of European schools ever published for an American
audience in the 19t century. Like Brooks before him and Mann afterword, he was deeply impressed
by what he saw in the schools of the various German states. He writes:

“To Germany, as a whole, as one people, and not to any particular state of Germany, as now recognized
on the map of Europe, belongs the credit of first thoroughly organizing a system of public education
under the administration of the civil power. Here, too, education first assumed the form and name of a
science, and the art of teaching and training children was first taught systematically in seminaries
established for this special purpose.” (Barnard, 1854, 2)

But Barnard’s most effusive praise is reserved for the schools of Prussia. Citing an obscure work
titled, “Social Conditions and Education of the People,” Barnard points to “the three great results
which the Prussian government has labored to ensure by this system of education” (Barnard, 1854,
94). Those results included 1) the commitment of management of the parochial schools in different
towns to the people under certain very simple restrictions, 2) to assist the school committees with
advice from the most able inhabitants the county; 3) to gain the cordial cooperation of the ministers
or religion.

In anticipation of the criticisms of government control these strictures might bring from
American educators and the public, he writes “I know there are many in our land who say, ‘But why
have any system at all?”” Barnard answers his own question by replying pragmatically that “So
great have been the results of this system, that it is now a well-known fact, that, except in the cases
of sickness, every child between the ages of six and ten in the whole of Prussia, is receiving
instruction from highly educated teachers, under the surveillance of the parochial ministers.” And
to further conclude his rhetorical argument he writes, “A proof of the satisfaction, with which the
Prussian people regard the educational regulations, is the undeniable fact, that all the materials and
machinery for instruction are being so constantly and so rapidly improved over the whole country,
and by the people themselves“ (Barnard, 1854, 94f.). Thus he ties together such governmental
controls as teacher qualifications, school inspections, and religious oversight to the idea of popular
support.

Barnard, as Horace Mann (1844a) did after him, uses English schools as a foil against which to
extoll the virtues of Prussian schools where all children were sent to school at no expense to
parents. He takes considerable effort to point out the failures of the English system which relied at
the time on charities and volunteerism and where many parishes had no schools at all for people of
the poorer classes. “Nothing,” he writes, “can be more liberal, than the manner in which the
Prussian towns have provided for their educational wants” (Barnhard, 1854, 103). He notes that
“the character of the instruction in all the German schools is suggestive: the teachers labor to teach
the children to educate themselves” (ibid., 110). This he contrasts with English schools where “the
teacher still contents himself with the old cramming system” (ibid.). His conclusion is that Prussian
schools teach “reasoning powers” while likening the English schools to places that “impart facts to a
fool, [which] is like intrusting (sic) fire to a madman” (ibid.).
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Horace Mann (1796-1859) knew Henry Barnard rather well and was certainly influenced by his
insights to European education including their shared disdain for England’s schools where
compulsory attendance was not required. Mann was a lawyer by training who served from 1827-
1837 in the Massachusetts legislature where he made a name for himself through his advocacy of
the need for state mental hospitals. It was during this time that he was approached by James G.
Carter (1795-1849), Massachusetts House Chairman of the Committee on Education to consider the
position of Secretary to the newly created Board of Education, a post that, according to his
supporters, among them Charles Brooks, ought to have been Carter’s own given the leadership he
had shown in establishing the first state board of education in America (Albee, 1907). The
significance of Carter’s work is found in, among other things, the precedent-setting moves of
government funding and thus of control of schools and the founding, with Charles Brooks and
others, of the first normal school at Framington, Massachusetts (Mann, 1846, cited in Cubberley,
1920).

Readily accepting the post of Secretary, Mann, in the midst of his political career, famously
proclaimed: “My law books are for sale...” Answering a call to advance the cause of public
education, he served for twelve years (1837-1849) as Secretary to the Board of Education for the
Commonwealth of Massachusetts. It was during the course of his tenure that he visited Europe for
six weeks in 1843 for the purposes of examining schools and taking a year’s leave of absence to rest
and celebrate his marriage to Elizabeth Peabody, the sister of the author Nathaniel Hawthorne’s
wife. This seemed a perfect time for Mann, upon whom history has bestowed the title of “Father of
the Common School Movement,” and who was exhausted from his labors which included among
other things editorship of The Common School Journal, turning that post over to the philosopher
Ralph Waldo Emerson. He visited schools in England and Scotland, as well as schools in Belgium,
Holland, and Germany (Martin, 1915).

There was nothing particularly unusual about Mann'’s desire to visit and learn from European
schools and educators. A number of educators had done just that in the 1830s, most notably Henry
Barnard of Rhode Island and Connecticut, and Calvin Ellis Stowe of Ohio, both of whom brought
back reports of what might be learned from these older nations, Prussia in particular (Stowe,
1837). Persuasive as Barnard was about the need for compulsory tax supported schools in
Connecticut where he served as Secretary of Education and was instrumental in the passage of an
1838 law which made this official, in 1842 the state legislature, with the concurrence of the
governor, repealed not only the law but dissolved the Board as well using the rationale that the law
was a “dangerous innovation.” Lamenting this outcome in the American Journal of Education,
Horace Mann (1846a, 719) wrote “[Iln an evil hour the whole fabric was overthrown. The
Educational Board was abolished. Of course, the office of its devoted and faithful Secretary fell with
it.”

Following his own visit to Europe and writing in The Common School Journal, Mann concluded
that “the most interesting portions of the world in regard to education are the Protestant states of
Germany. It was Luther’s reformation which gave being and birth to their systems of public
schools” (1844a, 10). His enthusiasm for Prussian teaching methods and school system
organization seemed boundless.

Although Mann was indeed deeply impressed with the public schools he visited while in Prussia,
he acknowledged that “those who detract from the prerogatives of education as the means of
conferring talent, power, wealth, the arts, [and] prosperity upon a people” (ibid.) had a point,
especially when they claimed that Prussia was inferior to England in the useful arts and to France in
the exact sciences. But it was Mann’s considered opinion that this conclusion was held on a
misunderstanding of Prussian history. Mann’s claim was that under Frederic William III and his
advisors von Stein and Hardenberg, Prussia became “a new creation” as serfdom was eliminated
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and “men were elevated into owners of the soil they tilled, and made, comparatively, freemen.” He
gave great credit to the state-controlled system of schools for Prussia’s advances (Mann, 1844a, 11).

With much rhetorical energy Mann concluded on the basis of his visits to Prussian schools that
the work of education was “rising more rapidly in the scale of civilization than any other of the
nations in Christendom” (ibid.). He claimed that the “better methods” and greater efficiency of
teaching school subjects such as arithmetic and reading found in Prussian schools were valid
reasons for public schools in the USA to emulate the system of education found in that Germanic
province.

Mann’s Seventh Annual Report is filled with praise for what he saw in Prussia (Mann, 1844a).
Not everyone embraced his enthusiastic desire to put Prussian methods into practice. His answer
to critics who accused Prussian schools of teaching passive obedience to government or blind
adherence to the articles of a church, was that American schools can surely use the same methods
for “the support and perpetuation of republican institutions.”

Mann was stung by a 143 page “pamphlet” (as he termed it) written by thirty-one Boston school
masters who took umbrage at what they perceived to be his denigration of the state of education in
Massachusetts and “the general unsoundness and debility of the Common School System of
Massachusetts” (Association of Masters of the Boston Public Schools, 1844, 15). They questioned
not only his “superficial” knowledge of Prussian schools (his time spent there was admittedly brief)
and his expansive claims of their effectiveness, but in fact his knowledge of the Boston schools and
those throughout the state. Their claim was that Mann, in order to advance his cause, had created a
canard in which the typical Prussian school teacher might be likened to Melanchthon himself while
portraying the typical Massachusetts teacher as something like Washington Irving’s caricature,
Ichabod Crane. The Boston school masters in turn compared Mann’s view of the state of education
in Massachusetts to the writings of “Madame Trollope” whose dim view of things American was
widely known (ibid.).

Among other criticisms leveled by the Boston school masters was Mann’s advocacy of normal
schools. It was the school masters’ point of view that the “normalites,” as they called graduates of
the normal schools, were equipped with shallow methods and unproven theories as opposed to
masters who had gained their expertise through their knowledge of subject matter and practical
experience. They claimed that Mann and his followers had created “a spirit of distrust in teachers”
as backcloth to his demand that normal schools were needed to upgrade the level of instruction in
Massachusetts. This debate continues to the present day and is certainly not confined to this single
period of American pedagogical history (ibid.).

Mann took the time to write and have published a rebuttal in which he attempted to refute the
claims of the school masters. It is obvious to the reader of his “reply” that he was caught off guard
by the attack, which one might imagine strengthened the school masters’ claim that he was not in
touch with the day-to-day work of Massachusetts schools. He denied in particular that he had
denigrated Massachusetts teachers, using them as a foil against which to contrast the superior
methods employed in Prussian schools (Mann, 1844b).

In spite of this furor, Mann, a gifted orator and writer, seemed to have the upper hand. Among
the many functions of Prussian schools that particularly impressed Mann were two: 1) age-graded
classrooms and 2) a new teacher(s) each year. Both of these were novelties as far as American
public school organization was concerned. The two innovations ultimately carried the day. These
19t century ideas are today dominant practice in American schools, public and private. So
dominant are they, in fact, that no one has come up with a sustaining alternative even though
attempts have been made, including multi-age grading, continuous progress, and the practice of
“looping” in which a teacher stays with an elementary class of students for a two-year period.
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Similarly, the practice of specialized teacher training as pioneered by the normal schools, is
currently, in spite of its detractors, found in schools and colleges of education in universities today.

Mann was obviously more interested in administrative matters and organizational structures
than in pedagogics. In fact, he had almost no scholarly or experiential background in that area
(Association of Masters of the Boston Public Schools, 1844). He had been trained as a lawyer but
left that pursuit as well as his political career for the “bully pulpit” opportunity he saw in the
position of Secretary of Education in Massachusetts. He completed his life’s work as a member of
the U. S. Congress and as President of Antioch University in Ohio. As President of Antioch, he
instituted and taught a course on methods in education (Ellis, Cogan & Howey, 1991).

Mann'’s legacy becomes clear to the reader of his twelve Annual Reports to the Massachusetts
Board of Education. He fought tirelessly for public support of universal common school education
(Cremin, 1957), leading to the passage ultimately of the first State law requiring compulsory school
attendance in 1852. The English, whose school system Mann (1844a) disdained, had no such
compulsory attendance laws, and the influence in this regard clearly came from what Mann and
others saw and liked in Prussia.

Mann advanced the pragmatic argument, particularly in his Fifth Annual Report (1841), that
economic wealth and opportunity would naturally increase as a result of universal public
education. Thus was his appeal to businesses that it is in their self-interest to pay taxes for public
schools because more productive workers would emerge from the system. In his book, The Legacies
of Literacy, Harvey Graff (1991, 75) offers a note of caution to such optimism when he writes that
“It appears unlikely that the common school served as a vehicle for occupational mobility.... [I]t did
not alter patterns of economic inequality, but, rather, tended to perpetuate them.“ Reading between
the lines, one could conclude that while this statement is true, the “training” children receive in
school did and does equip them to be compliant and industrious, thus serving business needs. Graff
(1991, 352) writes further that, (...) [I]n part, public education gained assent because of its close
relationship to the dominant ideology of democratic capitalism in nineteenth-century North
America”.

Mann argued persuasively for proper buildings and equipment, for the formal training of
teachers, for state certification, for non-sectarian teaching and curricula, and for the use of the
more-child centered methods found in the educational theories of Johann Pestalozzi, Friedrich
Froebel, and Johann Herbart, Swiss and German educators whose ideas were instrumental in the
shaping of what was to become the Progressive Movement in American education and the
movement away from what John Dewey called the “traditional” approach to teaching and learning.

Without question, Mann deserves a place in the pantheon of American education. His embrace
and influential endorsement of what might be called the Prussian model, changed American
education from a localized, haphazard system in which the favored few received formal instruction
to one in which all children were not merely allowed, but were required, to attend school. Even
today, critics argue that compulsory attendance in state schools represents a usurpation of the
authority of the home and a means by which the state can shape young minds towards questionable
ends. But a most telling fact is that Mann’s arguments, now nearly two centuries old, have in large
measure carried the day.
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The appraisal of the educational and cultural situation in Germany and other European
countries by Konstantin D. Ushinsky®

The life and work of Konstantin Dmitrievic Ushinsky (1823/4-1870), one the most important
figures in Russian historic and current pedagogy is, of course, well known in Russia but also in most
of Eastern European (first of all in Slavonic speaking) countries. Regarding the Western world the
situation is different. Even a few older and some recent publications (Boguslavsky, 2011; Cipro,
2001, Golz, 1993, 2003; Hans, 1962;) cannot hide the fact that Ushinsky's scientific legacy is still
virtually unknown. In contrast, in Russia many editions of his works, starting with the ,Collected
Works“ in 11 volumes (Ushinsky, 1948) until the different new editions in the 21 century as well as
countless books and articles, which must here go unmentioned, are proof of an unbroken tradition
of respect for and in recent times a growing interest in the “father of Russian pedagogy and public
education” (see also Golz, 1993, 2003, 2008; Giinther, 1976).

His work contains not only insights which are still relevant today, but also more problematic
aspects, especially in the field of historically comparative education. The latter refers primarily to
the relationship between Russian education and the education of the progressive European
countries of the time. In 1857 Ushinsky defined “the general historical foundations of European
education” (Ymunckuii/Ushinsky, 1948, 71). He is concerned with creating an awareness of the
character of a “folk” (people) in contrast to that of other peoples, that has been inherited and should
be preserved. The specific character that is specific to each people draws on all the aspects that
form the historical life of a people: religion, the natural environment, family life, traditions, poetry,
laws, industry, literature etc., but in particular on the public education system.

According to Ushinsky the European education systems share superficial characteristics, not
only in the choice of school subjects studied, but also in their organization and didactic methods etc.
Despite these similarities, however, each people has its own educational aims and methods which
stem from its own national identity and individuality (Ywunckuii/Ushinsky, 1960, 60). In other words:
Russia cannot and should not copy foreign methods. It needs neither their diseases nor their
medicine. It is education which forms the character of a people, not an appropriated system
(Kegler, 1991). Some of Russia’s leading educationalists expressed opinions in this vein: “The
unchecked gushing in praise of everything which has come from other countries [..] does not
educate our young people to be patriots. But at the moment patriotism seems to be gradually
reassuming its proper place” (Nikandrov, 2000a, 41). In doing so both Ushinsky and contemporary
Russian educationalists question the vision proposed by the actual founder of comparative
educational studies, the French educationalist M.-A. Jullien de Paris and the founder of comparative
educational studies in Germany, Friedrich Schneider (1881-1974).6

5 Some passages of his chapter on Ushinsky partly based upon earlier publications of the co-author R. Golz.

6  Marc-Antoine Jullien de Paris (1775-1848), a child of the enlightenment, published his “Sketches and
Preparatory Studies for a Work on Comparative Education” in 1817, in order to form the foundation for
school reform using a comparative analysis of materials on the educational institutions of several
European countries. His aim was to improve France’s education system by importing the best elements
from other countries. Friedrich Schneider (1881-1974), the founder of comparative educational studies in
Germany, emphasized the point - at first glance similar to Ushinsky - that a country’s education system is
not a conglomerate of outside influences. On the other hand, however, according to Schneider, education is
not something to be isolated nationally. To isolate the national from international developments and
experiences will lead to an academic cul-de-sac, because: “No country and no people can in the long term
exclude the influences of other peoples on their education system. By the same token they cannot stop
their own educational ideas and ideals influencing the educational philosophy of other peoples” (Schneider,
1947, 327).
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Ushinsky did his search from a somewhat fixed position as can be seen in his special
investigation into German academia and the German people’s character. A typical feature of the
German character, according to Ushinsky’s observations, is a tendency to abstraction,
systematization and definition. Every matter begins and ends with a philosophical reflection. The
German'’s task is to ensure that no object on this earth escapes being classified in some category of
his system. This underlying feature of the German character has thus influenced the public
education system in Germany. Despite the fact that the majority of German educationalists were
convinced that they were studying the education of humankind in general, regardless of nationality,
German educational studies were in fact a purely German phenomenon. German educational
textbooks are, in fact, about the ideal of a modern German (Ymunckuii/Ushinsky, 1948, 76).

Ushinsky was often critical of his German educationalist contemporaries. One exception is Karl
Schmidt (1819-1864), a German teacher, executive of educational institutions and writer.
Schmidt’s anthropologically naturalistic philosophy regarding developments in the world history of
educational thinking and practice as well as its connection to the cultural life were clearly
important influences on Ushinsky’s anthropologically educational work (Golz, 1993, 105f.).

Some of the works of Schmidt on anthropological foundation of pedagogy might have appeared
to Ushinsky virtually as a revelation. Finally there were problems reconsidered which were
obviously of special interest in Russia in the 1860's and in the following years. In 1860 Ushinsky
published the work ,Die Gymnasialpddagogik Karl Schmidts“ (The grammar-school pedagogy of
Karl Schmidt).” With this publication Ushinsky hoped, to have established a basis for a reform of the
Russian school. Similar to Schmidt he wrote about: the idea of the school in general and of the
grammar school (Gymnasium) in particular; the students in physiological and psychological
respects; the instruction as a means of the development of the emotions, the mind and the volition;
the method of instruction in all subjects of the grammar school courses. Therewith Ushinsky
wanted to contribute to the Russian discussion about a reform of the grammar school (Gymnasium)
by its division into a ,classical“ and a ,realistic” type of school, just as it was suggested by Schmidt.
In Russia there weren't any publications dealing with the problem in an appropriate way.

The positions of Schmidt were also a considerable basis for Ushinsky's own educational-
anthropological theory and practice. Perhaps the best example of this is the unfortunately not
completed main work “Man as the Subject of Education. Pedagogical Anthropology” (first published
in 1868) (Yurmuckuii/Ushinsky, 1948). Ushinsky points out in his foreword, that the educator must
aspire to know the human being with all its weaknesses and with all its dignity, with all its everyday
inane needs and with all its great spiritual demands. The educator must be able to draw the means
of educational influences from the respective human nature, and those means are boundless (ibid.,
35). Despite all appreciation and partly critically constructive acceptance of positions of German
and other European pedagogues - Ushinsky keeps his Russian-national attitudes and
interpretations. Also his positive appraisal of Karl Schmidt's work and of parts of the works of
other German pedagogues could not prevent him from a rather critical or at least reserved
observation of the pedagogy and spiritual life in Germany. He treats some well-known German
pedagogues, psychologists and other thinkers, like e.g. Frobel, Diesterweg, Beneke, Herbart (Zajakin,
2004) and others never as a mere follower but always with a profound but fair reviewer of their
work. This position is also to be observed in his rather critical and sometimes ironic attitude
towards the then much-admired German institutions of higher education and their societal
environment.

7 Ushinsky refers particularly to Schmidt, K. (1857): Gymnasial-Pddagogik: Die Naturgesetze der Erziehung
und des Unterrichts in humanistischen und realistischen gelehrten Schulen.
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Ushinsky initially admires German universities. They epitomize for him the true ideal of general
human knowledge - for within their walls every new insight is examined openly and from all
perspectives; is developed systematically as far as it will go and thus gains acceptance within the
system of general human knowledge (Gilinther, 1975, 30). Ushinsky then, however, points out the
unusual contrast between the scholarly universal and the “penny” interests of the masses which
threaten to dominate all human thought. He had indeed earlier observed that families and citizens
were not well-informed about the work of German scholars “who were quite plain in their
appearance and were happy to drink a beer with their neighbors or talk about the price of potatoes
with Lottie (...)” (ibid., 31). However, by the 1860s trade and industry had developed at such great
speed that Ushinsky describes the “dull” reverse side of this “coin”: the bad influence of
industrialization on morality. On a trip through Germany in the 1860s he wonders where the
famous German honesty and conscientiousness have gone. They calculate the prices too high and
cheat when weighing out goods etc., exactly as they would do in a Moscow shopping arcade. The
difference being that when caught cheating the German retains his unflappable expression of
superior dignity and unblemished honesty, whereas when accused the Muscovite will puff himself
up, scratch his head and be patently confused. Ushinsky is amazed at the Germans’ feverish striving
for profit, at the ubiquitous conversations about guineas, crowns, shillings and sixpences. No one is
interested in hearing about last night’s opera or operetta, about a recently published work of
literature or about a new scientific discovery - except the specialists, that is (ibid., 32).

Other Europeans are clearly more akin to Ushinsky in their mentality than the Germans. He
enthuses about the national cheerfulness of the French at their traditional festivities. They show
genuine pleasure at the theatre whereas all German festivities are terribly dull and influenced by
“penny” interests. It has become clear that Ushinsky is no stranger to satire. Here is a further
example: “A Frenchman is never an expert, but a German is an expert by nature. If he is a scholar
then he is a thorough scholar; if he is a proprietor then he is a thorough, particular proprietor who
should have no other business; and finally if he is ignorant then he is thoroughly ignorant (..)“ (ibid.,
88).

In contrast to German public education English public education is less concerned with
comprehensive and systematized knowledge and more with developing character, habits, ways of
thinking and manners. When a young English gentleman reads the classics it is not as the object of
historical research or philosophical analysis which would be the German approach. Above all the
Englishman strives for transparency of language, clarity and accuracy of expression - of which the
classics provide excellent examples - and which have had such a powerful influence on the logical
nature of English speech. At the center of an English education is the characteristic, the habit, of
disciplining oneself which is a marked feature of any real gentleman (Yuruuckuii/Ushinsky, 1948,
86). Ushinsky comments on an idea of John Locke’s that boys should be treated as adults from as
early an age as possible so that they will become adults earlier. This cold common-sense is a typical
feature of the English and is a tenet of the English education system. A foreigner observes “with
some disquiet those small ten-year-old gentlemen (...) who maintain their dignity at all times and in
all places” (ibid., 88). Perhaps the English education system has not deliberately created adolescent
philosophers and systematic scholars but it is just their premature reserve that makes such an
unchild-like impression: “These small, reserved gentlemen who know how to behave themselves so
well, which goes against the grain of the warm-hearted Slavs.” It should not be forgotten that
“childhood is a phase in life too, and often the best one” (ibid). Here we see the premise: the nature
of education is reflected in the nature of the people (ibid., 89).

Ushinsky claims that a people’s sense of their “folk” character is so strong that it will be the last
feature to go after everything sacred and noble in a nation has declined. In this context he touches
on the problem of migration. “There are people who hate their homeland, yet how much love is
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sometimes hidden behind that hate! (..) You can forget the name of your homeland and yet still
carry its character around inside you (...)” It is therefore not surprising “when an education that has
been created by the people on a national basis is more effective than even the best education
systems which are based on abstract ideas or borrowed from other peoples” (Uschinski, 1963, 66).

Public education can only be successful to the extent to which literature and public opinion
provide a forum for it and questions of education become public issues which everyone
understands and which are as relevant to everyone as family matters (ibid., 69). This sounds almost
contemporary. Ushinsky calls for more educational literature, more educational societies, more
frequent assessments of educational results, trips of an educational nature, a lively exchange
between chalk-face teachers and finally “the heart-felt involvement of society itself in the public
education system” (ibid., 70). These views are clearly ahead of their time, although public education
at that time by no means meant the education of an entire nation. In a contemporary perspective
we might say that he anticipated certain aspects of socialization theory when he referred to the
natural environment, family life, cultural and religious traditions, poetry, laws, industry, literature
etc.,, “all the things that form the historical life of a people are our real education. Compared to this
the influence of educational institutions are inconsequential, especially when they are built on
artificial elements.” (Ymnnckuii/Ushinsky, 1948, 148). On the other hand there is also a strong
emphasis on the idea of the Russian nation when he categorically rejects an education system built
on foreign elements because it “would have significantly less effect on the development of character
than a system that has been created by the people of the nation concerned themselves” (ibid., 165;
see also Uschinski, 1963, 70).

Ushinsky’s ideas play an important role in current Russian pedagogy on issues such as national
revival, national rebirth and ethnic self-education (ethno-pedagogy). This form of education aims
to create patriots, sons of the nation with a highly-developed sense of national pride and human
dignity. In this context we can see a pronounced return to Slavonic and in particular Russian
educationalists of the past. This was clearly a phenomenon of the current Russian zeitgeist of the
last years (see Nikandrov, 1997, 1999, 2000a; Volkov, 1999). For the leading Russian educationalist
N. D. Nikandrov for example, “the aim of socialization and education now and in future” is “the
Russian patriot who sets his priorities according to Russian national values - while respecting the
values of other cultures” (Nikandrov, 2000b, 266). Nikandrov is convinced that a return to a
national idea will provide the basis for the survival of Russia’s moral values. These are orthodoxy,
patriotism and a sense of a shared “folk” identity (ibid., 263). Alongside these educational
developments which place an emphasis on the national there are, however, other positions of a
more relativist nature where it is feasible that the values of the world culture are learnt together
with those of the native culture, but always only when combined (Golz, 2001). The emphasis on
national elements is an understandable and yet also problematic development. It is understandable
in the context of a perceived loss of national and universal human dignity. Yet it can be problematic
in the context of the potential danger that a national (patriotic) movement could become a
nationalistic one and the desired tolerance within a nation between the different cultures could
become the undesirable dominance of the majority culture and thus lead to conflict (GerSunskij,
2002, 472).

Even Ushinsky wondered whether along with national virtues there are also national vices. “All
along the line history has proved that our concepts of virtue and vice cannot be applied to entire
nations” (Yuuuckuii/Ushinsky, 1948, 165). In this regard it might be useful to consider the dialectic
way Ushinsky deals with the relationship between universally valid (European) virtues and
indispensable national specifics of education. He points out that - on the one hand - the educational
experience of other peoples is a valuable legacy for all; however, on the other hand, only insofar the
international historic experiences belong to all peoples. Every nation must try to use its own
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strengths. Therefore it is especially necessary to develop a strong interest of the respective society
in an active public education. The only enduring basis for any possible improvement in the field of
education is the awakening of the public opinion (ibid., 166). The rediscoveries and new editions of
Ushinsky’s works will not only reflect his views on the “folk” character of education but also put his
complete works up for discussion. There are many of his societal and social observations still to be
discovered, and it is unsatisfying not being able to discuss some of them because of the limitations
of a single chapter. Among them is Ushinsky's intensive and enlightened analysis of the role of
women in the European societies of the era, especially his critical appraisal of the situation of
women in Germany (Ywwunckuii/Ushinsky, 1948, 262-276). His insights could well lead to more
balanced judgments in contemporary and historical contexts that do justice to Ushinsky’s work and
the immense role it could play in the discussions on ,European integration through
education” (Kucha, Ed., 2004).

Conclusion: The contribution of Horace Mann and Konstantin
Ushinsky to the comparative studies of German and European
education

Let us begin our conclusion with the words of Horace Mann who wrote: “Arrange the most highly
civilized and conspicuous nations of Europe in their due order of precedence, as it regards the
education of their people, and the kingdoms of Prussia and Saxony (...) with several of the western
and south-western states of the German nation would undoubtedly stand preeminent, both in
regard to the quantity and quality of instruction” (Mann, 1843, 38).

Konstantin Ushinsky in contrast was of the mind, that “there is no educational system that
would be common to all nations. Every nation has its own specific education system. Experiences of
other nations in the sphere of education are a valuable legacy to all, but not even the best examples
can be accepted without being first tried by every nation with the exertion of its own efforts in this
sphere” (Cipro, 1994; 2001).

What can we learn from the 19th Century visits to Western Europe of Horace Mann, who wrote
enthusiastically about Prussian education and Konstantin Ushinsky, who expressed reservations
about an uncritical superficial adoption of other nations‘ educational systems? After all, this was
long ago, prior to the rise of modern and post-modern ideas about education. Both men were
products of their time and place, and they were limited in that regard just as we are today. But each
had a vision of what might be. In Mann’s case, the dream was of state-controlled public schools for
all boys and girls, rich and poor alike. For Ushinsky, the goal was of a progressive system of
education rooted in the best values and virtues of Russian culture based on an “intuition of national
origins.”

Horace Mann (1796-1859) died the very year of John Dewey’s birth, and at a time of the
beginnings of the industrial state. The America that Mann knew was largely Protestant, agrarian
and a country that had only recently begun to accept large waves of immigrants from European
countries other than those of Anglo-Saxon origin. In fact, America was still in a process of inventing
itself, attempting to shed its English colonial status. Mann was a New Englander whose influence
was hardly felt or even known in the slave-holding South, so when we speak of Horace Mann and
the Common School Movement in America, we refer to the Northern states. The state of education
in the slave-holding states of the American south was quite another matter.

Konstantin Ushinsky (18237-1871) grew up in a time of severe autocratic rule in Russia. It was
not until 1855, when he was twenty-two years of age that the political climate changed during the
early years of the more progressive regime of Alexander II. During this brief seven-year time period,
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he was able to publish his enlightened views including the idea that both male and female deserved
an education, that education should be based on sciences such as psychology and anthropology, and
that education should be democratic in manner with progressive methods used to nurture the
young. His close study of European education from 1862-67 came about basically at a time of exile
in his life for falling out of favor with authorities who chose to send him to the West rather than
Siberia.

Horace Mann was a New Englander born nearly two centuries after the establishment of the
Massachusetts Bay Colony. He was an inheritor of a tradition of free public primary education that
dated to 1642. But the primary schools established by the Calvinist settlers and which insisted on
literacy so that each person could read the Scriptures for himself had largely fallen by the wayside,
and newer world views such as Unitarianism and Transcendentalism had taken hold among New
England intellectuals, displacing to some considerable extent the Trinitarian influence promulgated
by the founders. Public schools had fallen into disrepute, and private schools and tutorial teaching
were the means by which more afflent families educated their children. It was in this societal
melieu that Horace Mann accepted the position of Secretary to the Board of Education of the
Commonwealth of Massachusetts in 1837. He immediately began an active pursuit of his plan to
establish state controlled primary schools with compulsory education for all children with
democracy replacing salvation as motive. Mann was persuaded by certain enthusiasts who had
visited Europe that the model he should establish in America already existed in Prussia.

Ushinsky, on the other hand, lived during a time when the rise of the industrial state in Europe,
though much less so in Russia, was evident to behold. The effects of a transformation of societies
from an agricultural to an industrial basis would be profound, raising serious questions about the
purposes of schooling. It is obvious from his astute observations that he saw Prussian schools more
as places of training than of education. He well understood that Russia had longstanding traditions
and a deeply-rooted folk culture that should form the basis of schooling. Unlike Mann, who held to
the idea that Prussian educational methodologies were to be eagerly adopted, Ushinsky was wary
of such borrowing. It is the case that Ushinsky differed with Mann that teaching arithmetic and
reading involves something more than methodology. If one can accept the analogy that school
subjects are the bricks, then the cultural context in which they are taught is the mortar. In other
words, borrowing piecemeal from another culture is fraught with imminent peril. It runs the risk of
underestimating the normative cultural values that are the fabric of social and moral life and which
are unique to each society.

To be sure, each of these men saw a different Prussia. Mann saw an educational system that had
somehow emerged from its 18th Century shadows of tyranny to become the most progressive in
the world. Most notable was the institution of the primary school, a compulsory, state-controlled
eight year course of study that quickly achieved remarkable results in literacy levels. Using new
methods which eschewed such traditional measures as corporal punishment and ridicule of
children, and which embraced progressive methods of teaching reading, writing, and arithmetic,
the Prussian system rapidly attracted attention. Ushinsky arrived in Prussia well after the 1849
reaction to “over-education“ which included closing of normal schools, elimination of progressive
methods of teaching, dominance of religious instruction, and a return to one-class rural primary
schools. Largely gone were the age-graded classes, the practice of a new teacher each year, and
even compulsory attendance. Ushinsky had left Europe by the time Bismarck had reoriented state-
controlled schools largely to serve industrial and military expansionist needs, but no doubt he saw
this coming.

With reference to Horner’s claim that comparative education serves four functions, the search
for 1) the particular, 2) the universal, 3) international trends, and 4) the better model, it is clear
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that Mann (not to mention Edward Everett, Calvin Ellis Stowe and to some extent Henry Barnard,
who also brought back from their European travels enthusiastic accounts of Prussian schools)
considered many elements of Prussian education to exemplify “the better model“ the essence of
which could and ought to be adopted by American schools. Ushinsky, in contradistinction, saw in
Prussian education “the particular” or unique elements few of which were compatible with Russian
culture and traditions in spite of the fact that one always learns something of value from visiting
foreign schools.

After his completing legal studies at Brown University, Mann worked variously as a tutor of
Greek and Latin and as a librarian. From 1827 to 1837 he served in the Massachusetts House of
Representatives and in the State Senate. He was both progressive and pragmatic in his views and
an legislator/administrator at heart. To be sure he had a vision of what American education might
be, and his twelve annual reports are by any measure classics of educational literature. His vision

included free public school elementary education for all American children, not just the favored few.

His pragmatic views led him to accept wholeheartedly the “efficiencies” he saw in the Prussian idea
of compulsory attendance, age-grade classes, subjects taught separately, teachers trained and
certified, and a new teacher(s) each year. It is clear in retrospect he did not see that these
efficiencies would have a profound effect on school life in ways that critics claim have led to
training over education, and regimentation resulting in a sense of restraint and coercion over
creativity and freedom and for young learners.

One notable difference in their perceptions of Prussian education was Mann’s enthusiastic,
almost naive embrace of what he saw, while Ushinsky formed quite another impression, one of
benign skepticism. Of course, they each saw a different Prussia in a different time. Furthermore,
Mann’s 1843 visit to Europe was a matter of weeks while Ushinsky spent five years (1862-1867) in
Europe. They each brought unique preconceived ideas of what their respective nations needed to
learn. Perhaps Ushinsky had a different idea of global/comparative education’s purpose, that is,
that an embrace of the exotic is not always necessary and should be approached with caution.
Rather, his considered view was that one learns more about one’s culture and society by seeing
how others go about organizing theirs. In that sense, comparative educational study is extremely
useful. But to be fair, it is quite possible that Mann himself would not have been impressed with the
Prussian education of the 1860s.

Ushinsky, also a lawyer by training, could be described as a scientist of education. His prodigious
work was based on pedagogics and the rudiments of the nascent disciplines of anthropology and
psychology. In fact, Ushinsky was quite impressed and influenced by Karl Schmidt's ideas of
anthropologically naturalistic philosophy with its connections to the cultural life of a people. While
Mann’s vision of schooling was for the masses of children, Ushinky was a product of a more class-
based society where such a possibility was remote. Therefore, Ushinsky’s views of educational
propriety could be mistakenly considered elitist compared to Mann‘s who was an advocate of the
rights of all, rich and poor, to a free public education. It is probable that Ushinsky would have
agreed with this premise had he thought it possible. This represents a profound difference of goal
structure since Mann saw the public school where children of all backgrounds studied together as a
cradle of republican democracy, Ushinsky saw the school as a place of greater intellectual endeavor
and achievement as well as the locus of enculturation into the history, literature, religion, and love
of country and folkways of a person’s native land, in his case, Russia. In this respect he could be
considered, as Nikolai Nikandrov is today, an advocate of patriotism and love of country at the
heart of a person’s education. Certainly, he had respect, as Nikandrov does for other systems of
education and their achievements, but from this viewpoint, patriotism, no matter how much it is
universally valued, is unique to each culture. Therefore, it cannot be separated from the
social/moral fabric of life. Each culture has its own unique characteristics and attributes. Given this
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perspective, it is misleading to think that superficial borrowing of ideas and methods developed in
one society could serve another in any appreciable depth.

The lessons learned by these two educational reformers continue to reverberate in their
respective cultures. Many aspects of the Prussian model touted by Horace Mann are evident today
in American schools, most particularly schools of education for teacher training, age-graded classes,
new teachers for children each year, the separation of school subjects by discipline, state control
and certification of teachers, and acceptance of standardized examinations for marks and
promotion. Mann was convinced that the teaching methods found in Prussia, an autocratic state,
were usefully adapted to American schools where republican democracy was the goal of education.
This conclusion, that the American embrace of the Prussian model, remains controversial to this
day.

In the case of Russia, the imprint is less dramatic. Without a doubt many of the more progressive
methods based on psychology and anthropology owe much to Ushinsky’s astute observations of
what he saw in European schools. This much was clear during the Soviet period. And as a result,
Ushinsky did refine his thoughts about the anthropology of education and its potential to inform
emotion, mind, and volition in teaching and learning. In this sense, we can fairly say that his ability
to enhance the spirit and richness of Russian education was furthered by his knowledge of
comparative education.

What would these two classics think of the educational systems of their respective countries
today? To some extent this represents an untestable hypothesis. On the other hand, it could be a
worthwhile discussion but only if it is informed by a knowledge of the history of our profession.
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Reforming Education Since the Year 2000:
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Abstract: This paper analyzes the reformation of Russian education since the disintegration of the Soviet
Union, with an emphasis on what happened since the year 2000. It is shown how the 1990s innovative
changes were burdened with challenges and problems. The present-day trends and plans include
introducting of education standards, making preschool education available to all families, raising school
and university teachers’ salaries, keeping and widening access to quality education while restructuring
(sometimes closing) ineffective institutions, encouraging gifted students, and improving teacher training
and school facilities. All this will be possible if financing education is kept stable and gradually increased
and if evolutionary change is accepted as general practice with no more revolutionary upheavals.

Pe3iome: Cmambsi aHaausupyem peopaaHu3ayul0 pocCulickozo 06pa308aHUs, HAYUHAS C KpYWeHUs
Cosemckozo Coroza, npu ocobom yueme cobbimuti 2000-x 20008. B Heli nokazvigeaemcsi, KK UHHOBAYUOHHbIE
U3MEHEHUS1 0MsA20WaAUCh CAOHCHOCMSAMU U npobaemamu. CogpemeHHble HaNPasaeHus: pazsumusi U NAaHbl
eKk/Ir04aiom 8 cebs1 8eedeHue 06pa308amebHbIX CMAaHIapmMos, Haauvue OWKOIbHO20 06pA308aHUS O/ BCEX
demell, nosvluieHue 3apabomHbiX naam npenodasamesiell 8 WKOAAX U YHUBepcUmMemax, COXpaHeHue U
pacwuperue docmyna K KayecmseHHoMy 06paso8aHuto. O0HO8peMeHHO pecmpyKmypusayuu noosepaaromcs
HeaghpekmusHble yupedxcdeHusi (uHozda 3akpblearomcs), noddepircusaromcst MaaaHmMAUssble y4eHUKU U
yayqwaemcsi no020mosKa ydumeJiell, @ makdce wWKo/bHble yupesxcdeHus. Bce amo 6ydem 603MOXCHbBIM, ecau
duHaHcuposaHue ocmaxemcsi cmabuabHbLIM U 6Gydem nocmeneHHO nosblwamucs, U ecau 6ydym
NPUHUMAMbCS I60HYUOHHbLIE USMEHEHUS 8 Kauecmae obwjeli npakmuku 6e3 dabHeluux pesoaoyUOHHbIX
nepesopomos.

Zusammenfassung: Der Artikel analysiert die Umgestaltung der russischen Bildung seit dem Zusammenbruch
der Sowjetunion, bei besonderer Beachtung der Ereignisse seit dem Jahr 2000. Es wirds gezeigt, wie die
innovativen Verdnderungen mit Herausforderungen und Problemen belastet waren. Die gegenwdrtigen Trends
und Pldne beinhalten die Einfiihrung von Bildungsstandards, die Verfiigbarkeit der Vorschulerziehung fiir alle
Familien, die Erhohung der Gehdlter der Lehrkrdfte in Schulen und Universitdten, den Erhalt und die
Ausweitung des Zugangs zu qualitativ guter Bildung. Zugleich werden ineffektive Institutionen restrukturiert
(manchmal geschlossen), talentierte Schiiler gefordert und die Lehrerbildung sowie die schulischen
Einrichtungen verbessert. All dies wird moglich, wenn die Finanzierung stabil bleibt und graduell erhéht wird
und wenn der evolutiondre Wandel akzeptiert wird als allgemeine Praxis mit keinen weiteren revolutiondren
Umwdlzungen.

The Starting Point

Over twenty years ago, on December 21, 1991, the Soviet Union (USSR) ceased to exist as a state.
Many people in today’s Russia deeply regret this while being conscious of the many issues that had
to be addressed to improve the situation in the country.

Since then, there have been an unprecedented sequence of changes in education. It should be
noted that this may be due in part to the education reform announced in the Soviet Union in 1984.
Viewed from the present, its importance was in admitting that “the best education system in the
world” needed to be changed in several aspects. By the time M.Gorbachev left power in 1991, it was
clear that the “reform itself had to be reformed,” as many people said and wrote at that time. What
was important, however, is that while reforming education in the Soviet Union occurred peacefully
and without changes in the political structure, the reforms were initiated by the people whose aim
was to change the whole political and social fabric of the country. A detailed and thorough analysis
of educational reforms in Russia and the Peoples’ Republic of China has been conducted by a team
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of Chinese and Russian academics (Poccus - Kuraii, 2007). The present article is of a smaller scope
and, while drawing on and agreeing with the main conclusions of the volume mentioned, will give a
synopsis of the reforms in Russian education since about the year 2000.

It is worthwhile to mention that educational changes in Russia after the collapse of the USSR
were initiated by two very important documents. In July 1991, President B. Yeltsin signed Decree
No. 1 (“Ukaz” in Russia) on priority measures for educational development (Ykas, 1991) and a year
later the Law on Education was adopted. Both documents made history in Russian education
though the economy of the time could not support most of the recommendations. In fact, some of
the recommendations have not yet been realized, such as teachers’ salaries should be equal to the
average salary in industry and university teachers should get twice as much. However, both
documents were clear indicators that those in power consider education a priority.

Pros and Cons

Before discussing the reform results, it should be emphasized that none of the changes were
unanimously and enthusiastically supported. As the first Russian Minister of Education, Edward
Dneprov, stated, there have been reforms, counter-reforms and pseudo (would-be) reforms
(Dneprov, 1994). As part of the radical group in Russian education at that time, Dneprov wanted to
do away with many of the practices of the Soviet education system and in part succeeded in doing
so. One other aspect to be emphasized is that after 1991 many changes began in the whole social
structure of the state and the field of education just followed suit. President M. Gorbachev had
created the slogans of openness (“glasnost”) and pluralism. In education, these aims had such an
effect that they are the first to be explored. Each aspect of educational reform is discussed by
describing the plan, the impact, the current situation, and future directions.

Ideology and Education

There is no doubt that the pressure of political ideology on all aspects of life in the Soviet Union was
very strong, including on education and culture. In fact, it meant that what was considered
inappropriate for the Soviet citizens to know and/or discuss was excluded from the educational
curriculum. Therefore, students could not critique the philosophical writings of “bourgeois”
philosophers like Hegel, Kant or Sartre since they had never read a single article by them. Nor could
students assess a work of art (be it music or painting or literature) without having heard or seen or
read the work of art itself.

Prominent among the pieces of cultural heritage which were forbidden were jazz music, abstract
paintings and various dances. Examples include “the bulldozer exhibition” of avant-garde non-
conformist painters in 1974 which was forcefully destroyed in Moscow. Dances like rock'n’roll or
boogie-woogie could only be learned in small private dance schools but not in larger state-run
schools and those who liked the Beatles music could only enjoy it through hand-made, low-quality
recordings. People who had a rare possibility to travel abroad had their luggage searched while
returning to the Soviet Union to stop “anti-Soviet” printed material from entering the country. The
loss of intellectual and spiritual freedom was certainly felt by many.

All this began to change under Gorbachev and still more radically under Yeltsin. The control of
the Communist Party over matters of culture and education was abolished, while everything which
had been forbidden for reasons of ideology was gradually allowed. Institutions of learning and
culture became places of open discussion as school and university curricula were no longer dictated
by ideological preferences, and teachers and students received much more freedom in their
approaches to teaching and learning.
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This was certainly a positive development but it was also a challenge. Textbooks, especially in
the humanities, were written depending on the authors’ understanding of what is fact and what is
fiction. Therefore, students learning history in one school classroom learned from a textbook that J.
Stalin was a genius and brought the Soviet Union to victory in the Great Patriotic War of 1941-1945
with help from talented generals and brave soldiers. In another classroom of the same school,
another teacher using another textbook taught students that J. Stalin was a dictator and the victory
of 1941-45 was achieved by immense loss of human life as the generals knew little about military
strategy and tactics, and the soldiers were driven to attack solely by fear of brutal repression. If
prior to 1991 in the Soviet Union there were just a few history textbooks with strict ideological
coordination of the content, there were more than sixty history textbooks at the beginning of this
century.

Locating accurate historical information is no easy matter especially while archives were very
slowly, and selectively, made public. Some archives and documents that shed light on developments
prior to or just after World War II are top secret in Russia and abroad and are likely too sensitive to
ever be made public. One example is “Operation Unthinkable” which was released from the ‘top
secret’ category in Great Britain at the beginning of the 21st century (Reynolds, 2006). The
documents are the plan of the British Cabinet to attack Russia just after Germany was defeated on
July 1, 1945. The plans, developed under the supervision of W. Churchill and supported by the
American President, did not materialize because the leaders were convinced that there was little
chance of success considering the military and political situation of the time. This new information
would certainly influence modern history teachers.

Today the situation is changing. Special commissions of the two state academies - the Russian
Academy of Sciences and the Russian Academy of Education - are to give expert opinions on
scientific content and pedagogy of all textbooks that are approved for schools. This approach is
criticized from three points of view. Some people call it a hidden form of censorship which is
specifically forbidden by the Russian Constitution (article 29). Others insist upon still stricter
control being necessary as there are many cases where ideological preferences overrun scientific
facts. Still others write complaints to officials and organizations insisting on something being
included in or excluded from school curricula.

As head of one of the commissions, I see the difficulties quite clearly and understand why the
progress is slow and uncertain. The reason is not in the field of education but in the wider social
and economic context. The ideological pressure of the Soviet times was not replaced by another
acceptable ideology which valued education and culture, though much policy demonstrates the
importance of both. As a result, a whole generation of young people grew up with the
understanding that money is the only thing that matters and that market ideology will make
everything right - and not only in the field of economics. As in other countries with transition
economies, this led to a decline in morals as described by most people including professional
sociologists. A recent analysis of the morality of the young in today’s Russia is presented in a short
but informative article by S. Batchikov and S. Kara-Murza (2011). The very title of the article is, in
fact, a synopsis of its content: “Chaotic reforms, cultural trauma and pathology of consciousness.”
The whole situation is called catastrophic by some. I would say that success of reforms in the
Peoples Republic of China as [ understand them is partly explained by a clever balance of tradition
and innovation. The explanation is certainly not new and can be easily found in the important
volume prepared by Russian and Chinese experts that has already been mentioned above (Poccus -
Kurait, 2007). It is important to recall that too much emphasis on a market economy can endanger
the economy itself as well as the morals of the society. This point was made by successful capitalists
themselves and the book by G. Soros - “The crisis of global capitalism: Open society endangered”
(Copoc, 1999) demonstrates this quite well and was translated into Russian at a very opportune
moment.
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Access and Quality

Much has been done as far as access to education is concerned. At the end of the Soviet period we
had about 600 post-secondary schools which were all run by the state. Now there are more than
3000 universities and post-secondary institutions though the population of Russia is just half of the
population of the USSR. With a population of over 400 students per 10,000, we have surpassed
most countries of the world. This was attained when all Soviet schools of higher education had
degree programs of five years or more. While, we are moving to a system in which most students
will end their university life with a four-year bachelor’s degree, access to higher education has
never been higher.

Perhaps the greatest public interest as far as university students are concerned is in the debate
on how school-leavers are admitted to universities. Since 2009 the all-Russia/unified state
examination is the standard procedure for admittance, which is similar to the process in many
countries. The idea is to check the knowledge and skills of school-leavers by a set of written tests
which are the same all over the country and administered on the same day by independent
commissions. This is a stark contrast with former oral examinations administered by schools and
universities themselves. Though Russia has been experimenting with this procedure since 2001,
there are many people who oppose it for several reasons. One criticism is that this approach to
assessing knowledge ignores other aspects of intelligence, with creativity being one of them. But in
practical terms, a more important reason is the opportunity for corruption and for the unauthorized
use of modern information technologies which have resulted in scandals all over the country. These
are criticisms of the general public and a substantial part of the expert community. In contrast,
those in authority support the procedure. My understanding is that this exam is an appropriate way
to get a general assessment of school-leavers’ achievement but as the sole criterion of admitting to
university it is not completely reliable.

In the USSR there were slightly over five million university students and now there are about
nine million in Russia alone. Often, growth in quantity is accompanied by problems of sustaining
good quality. Motivation to access higher education is steadily rising after the slump of the 1990s.
During the 90s, getting a university education did not appear to be worthwhile for it took much
time and gave little reward. Now university teachers complain about many school-leavers’ poor
knowledge, and still poorer skills and study habits. Accordingly, the Russian President ordered the
Ministry of Education and Science to monitor post-secondary schools to find the ineffective ones.
Nobody seemed to oppose the monitoring but the criteria and the swiftness of the procedure called
forth massive criticism on the part of university teachers and rectors (presidents). Though as many
as 50 indicators were used to assess the universities, they included those that had always been
criticized by academics. One issue was the cumulative result of the unified state examination
characteristic of the students who entered different universities. As a result some classical
universities, as well as some universities of fine arts, were named by the Ministry as “having
symptoms of ineffectiveness.” The ensuing criticism and accompanying students’ protests led to
milder pronouncements and the exclusion of some universities from the list. But the procedure
itself will continue with the declared aim to improve some of the ineffective universities while
closing the worst ones. There is at least one point of general consent: there are too many
universities, some providing a very poor quality of education.

While access to higher education is certainly the most disputable issue, there is another problem
of interest. In the Soviet period about 80% of all pre-school children went to kindergartens or an
even earlier level of a creche (a day nursery). Now with the general income of the people slowly
rising, most parents prefer to keep their children at home until about the age of three when they can
go to kindergartens or similar preschool groups. Since the slump in the 1990s Russia has not yet
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reestablished the network of preschool institutions it used to have, though most educators and
most parents agree that even medium-quality kindergartens prepare children for school better than
an average family. In fact, it was the “low income” argument that stimulated people to send children
to kindergartens in the Soviet times. But the Soviet experience was used by the whole world to let
women have better career possibilities and to better prepare children for school. Now many
countries surpass Russia in the percentage of children going to preschool institutions while parents
in Russia have problems sending a child to a kindergarten as they have to line up for it. Some
measures are being taken to alleviate the problem and I am optimistic about the future.

There is another problem facing school-aged children-that of school quality. Previously, children
went to school closest to their homes. Rare exceptions were cases of schools for children with
special needs and so-called schools “with a bias” (schools with advanced programs of foreign
languages, mathematics, physics, biology etc.). Since the 1992 Law on Education was adopted,
parents have the right to choose schools and by way of personal contacts and the internet they are
seeking better schools. Quarrels in front of the school doors are not uncommon during enrollment
time. It is another example when a reform (the right for choice) is coupled with a problem (not all
schools are considered to be “good”). Nowadays schools are obliged to accept children who live in
the school area and then other students can be considered. In Moscow and some other cities,
schools are enrolling children using the internet, a practice that may continue to grow.

Now that strict control of school and university curricula of the Soviet days gone, the problem of
what to teach is exacerbated by the newly acquired freedom of choice. As far as universities are
concerned the debate is usually limited to the professional community of university teachers and
scientists. But school curricula have really become a national issue and since the beginning of the
1990s the work on national school standards is ongoing. At the very beginning of this time, the
standards were limited to the content of school education. Since about the year 2000 these efforts
have gradually shifted to a wider scope. A 2007 amendment to the Law on Education set the
national educational standard at three provisions or requirements: the structure of the basic
program of education (including an explicit list of the subjects to be taught); the level of student
achievement; and the conditions of learning (quality of school buildings, salary of teachers and
teaching load, use of advanced technologies). This wider understanding of education standards is
also kept in the new Law on Education in the Russian Federation adopted in 2012 and signed by
President V. Putin on January 5, 2013. The Law is to be implemented beginning with September 1,
2013.

The standards for primary and elementary schools have already been adopted and are gradually
being introduced in schools. The complete secondary education standard (11 years of study) has
been very hotly debated. The most important point of disagreement is how much the new school
system should keep from the previous system. In my opinion, a complete break from traditional
values and practices is destructive. Since the new standards are to be introduced all over the
country by 2020, there is still time to think about and to experiment with the standards adopted by
the Minister for Education and Science, A. Fursenko, shortly before he left office.

Management and Finance

Education management and finance are so closely interwoven that they can and should be
discussed together. A well-known drawback of the Soviet education was a very high degree of
centralization. However, this was a positive feature in the transition period of the 1920s and 1930s
because of the vast territory of the country and stiff resistance to change. It also helped during the
immense stress of the war of 1941-1945 and the restoration after it. But it all changed later. The
rigidity of the system left little space for the creativity of teachers and students as well as for
incorporating regional features. Therefore, the two key words of the reforms in educational
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management at the beginning of the 1990s were ‘decentralization’ and ‘democratization.” This
meant giving more administrative powers to lower levels of management including educational
institutions themselves and more independence in spending money. The particular features were
embodied in the text of the 1992 Law on Education. They are in line with the practices of other
countries and are of no special interest in this discussion.

More important in an analysis of the major educational reforms is the issue of finance. Contrary
to the Decree No. 1 by B. Yeltsin and the 1992 Law on Education, financing education in the 1990s
was insufficient. The time was marked by low wages for all educators and sometimes they did not
receive any wages for several months. This is why teachers’ strikes were more frequent than strikes
by other workers. Compared to those times, there has been a noticeable increase in educational
budgets, and now it is about 4% of the gross domestic product. Still, some innovations were
introduced (or at least proclaimed) at that time and partially adhered to. Instead of strict itemizing
of budgetary spending, schools were given greater flexibility and independence regarding how they
used their financing. Schools were allowed to charge fees for some extracurricular activities and for
education services for people who did not belong to the schools. The money earned could then be
used to increase teachers’ salaries and develop material resources. Some measures were taken to
make teachers’ wages dependent on the quality of their work. Unfortunately at that time, those
policies were not implemented in all schools so these measures continue to be introduced, with
slight variations. The general idea is that “money should follow students.” This means that schools
have to compete to enroll more students and this practice is actively being executed.

Another innovation since the Soviet model is using parents’ and sponsors’ money to finance
education. The USSR was justly proud of all education being free of charge, with short-term courses
like tailoring or car-driving being rare exceptions. Since 1990, there exists in Russia thousands of
non-government (private) schools, colleges, universities and other educational institutions. Still,
more often a part - sometimes a substantial part - of the student body in state-run institutions pay
tuition fees.

Since about the same time, there has been a stipulation that education should be financed by the
state within limits, so that parents and post-secondary students only pay for what exceeds this limit.
However, until now private schools rarely received state funding as educational authorities were
sometimes short of money. It happens, too, that the more elite schools prefer not to take money
from the state because of stricter accountability for this money. But there is strong pressure now to
make the state financing of education work. It is partly explained by the demographic pattern.
Because of a dwindling population, there are fewer potential students so tuition fees account for
less of institutions’ overall budgets. In this current situation money allotted by the state becomes
more attractive. Many rectors (presidents) of state and private universities have apprehensions that
the transition to three- or four-year bachelor’s and five- or six-year master’s programs will mean a
decline in educational revenue. There have been many statements to the contrary from the
authorities at various levels. However, only time will tell if shorter programs translate into less
money.

Socialization and Upbringing

As the afore-mentioned reforms demonstrate, changes are typically coupled with challenges and
flaws. But there is one aspect where I would say we have almost failed in Russia. This is the
socialization and inclusion of the young into the newly formed social, economic and cultural fabric
of life. The issue of socialization was considered of special importance in the Soviet Union but its
system of values was quite different from that of the present. Getting rid of the former system of
values presented difficulties of two sorts. First, some of society’s values changed, not because they
were intrinsically bad but because they were specifically valued in the Soviet system and they were
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therefore “too Soviet.” A good example is the value of patriotism which was one of the objectives of
education in the Soviet Union. ‘Patriotism’ became a derogatory word by those who came to power
in 1991. In the same vein, ‘coordination’ and ‘mutual assistance’ gave way to ‘criticism’ and
‘competition, ‘collectivism’ was converted to ‘individualism, and ‘cultural values’ was supplanted by
‘material and monetary gains.” This contributed to higher crime rates, especially among the young
people, as well as other societal and economic problems.

Certainly education alone is not responsible for the problems of society. There are other factors
which influence socialization which have been analyzed in detail elsewhere (3ameconkuit, 2008;
Huxkanzapos, 2000). Messages found in the media including posters, banners, leaflets and
advertisements which people come across in their daily lives create a distorted and unattractive
image of Russia which many people internalize.

Through television and radio broadcasts, youth are exposed to violence, sex, and messages about
attaining material success at all costs. Most parents, educators, as well as the general public are
aware of this. However, on the one hand the Russian constitution specifically forbids censorship.
Therefore, any attempt to reduce the number of violent and sexual images on TV screen can be
interpreted as censorship. On the other hand, such TV shows bring the most money to these TV
stations. The internet is also full of such images. While there have been several attempts to establish
supervisory boards to address the problem, they have all failed. This is an important issue to
monitor because it appears that this situation in Russia is more serious than in other countries.

As it stands, however, the education system has to cope with the problems created by the media
rather than rely on their help in the process of socialization. In several articles and a report
presented at the joint session of all the Russian state academies of sciences, I tried to highlight the
messages that appear in the mass media in present-day Russia (Hukangpos, 2007; HukaHzpos,
2010 et al.). Though some people in this country may disagree, the report was supported by the
session. The messages the media send the public can be summarized as follows:

1. The negative or evil ideas and deeds take the dominant position in the world and are
consequently emphasized in the media.

2. Our world is the world of violence of all sorts (physical, military, sexual, psychological).

3. The basic sexual instinct is the basis of everything. It is difficult to distinguish between “normal”
and “too much of” but many observations support the idea that, in quantity and openness,
sexually explicit visual material is more widely available in Russia than any other country in the
world. The cult of the “dolce vita” (literally “sweet life” in Italian), material success in general
and money in particular, is natural and necessary. Therefore, higher (spiritual) needs are
explained either by stupidity or by poverty.

4. Consumerism rules the world, not only in economy but in overall relations between people as
everything can be bought and sold.

5. Competition and rivalry for profit and resources are natural. Mutual help and altruism are
exceptions appropriate to freaks or saints as the basic principle is “take all from life.”

6. The Russian authorities at all levels of government do not take care of the people and are highly
corrupt. They were better in the 1990s (that is when we strictly followed the US lead in
everything - N. Nikandrov).

7. The Russian army, police and the law-enforcing agencies in general are against the people, and
are cruel and corrupt.

8. Civil patriotism was possible in the past (e.g., in the Great Patriotic War of 1941-1945) but now
it is impossible because of the relations between the people and those in power.

9. The rights and freedoms of people in Russia are not adequately defended and are purposefully
violated by those in power and by the people towards each other, which happens more often
than in “civilized,” that is “Western,” countries.
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10. The high dignitaries in the Russian Orthodox Church tarnished their reputations by their
collaboration with the state security authorities in the past and now by their use of their
position of power for purposes of material gains.

11. The development of Russia is behind other countries.

12. There are insurmountable conflicts between the countries of the Union of Independent States
which are caused by the events of earlier Russian history and the imperial habits of present
Russian leaders.

13. The Russian authorities are ineffective because they are split. There is conflict between the
federal and the regional authorities, among the various branches of power, as well as in the
Putin - Medvedev dynamic.

There is a lot of text and visual material which provide support for these statements. And there is
also much TV and other media content to support a more balanced view of Russia. But for various
reasons, if the number of images, number of repetitions and proximity to prime time are
considered, more negative messages about Russian society are presented than positive messages.
These messages have the effect of producing excessive anxiety in people, particularly those with
other similar psychological problems.

Apart from the aforementioned joint session of the academies of sciences, I also had
opportunities to speak about this issue in both houses of the Federal Assembly (the Russian
Parliament). I am optimistic the issue of socialization will be addressed because similar
pronouncements have been made by President V. Putin, Prime Minister D. Medvedev, and other
important figures in decision-making positions. I am optimistic, too, because the newly adopted
Law on Education in the Russian Federation signed by V. Putin on January 5, 2013 specifically
mentions socialization for the first time in Russian law-making practice. Nevertheless, the current
pattern of the socialization, which is no less important than education, is presently fostering
unfavorable behavior in young Russian citizens and the necessary changes are yet to come.

Other Hopes for the Future

In summary, there have certainly been important achievements in the education system though
they are all coupled with challenges. There is much more freedom in society and much more choice
in education - but it is often misused. Access to education has never been so easy - but it has
contributed to poor quality in many educational institutions. Teachers are free to experiment with
the content and methods of instruction - but the teaching load is too high and some teachers leave
schools for better salaries and less stress. There are many initiatives by educational authorities to
change things for the better - but teachers and specialists in education are not always consulted.
There is accountability of schools and competition among them to get more and better students -
but it does not always help to maintain social justice. People demand good quality education - but
that means more lessons, more study and poorer student health. Monitoring the quality of
education is important and necessary - but the principles, methods and the practice itself is hotly
debated and severely criticized.

The educational and state authorities of Russia are certainly conscious of the above-mentioned
problems. They are also conscious of the disappointment of the public about all of this. As a result,
pronouncements about the importance of education are common for all government officials at all
levels, up to the very top, and not only during times of approaching elections. Issues regarding
education also take priority in various documents adopted at the highest (presidential and
governmental) levels for the current period until about 2020. In May, 2012 the last part of the
school standards were adopted and, as already mentioned, the new Law on Education in the
Russian Federation was signed by the President. Analyses of this important document provides
several measures which give an idea of general trends in educational development for the coming
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years.

The Law on Education took several years to be worked out as it passed through a very intricate
system of debates and corrections. The number of suggestions made by professionals and ordinary
citizens was in the thousands, which is in itself unprecedented. Much of the discussion in the Duma
(the lower house of the Russian parliament) was understandably highly publicized for two reasons.
First, education concerns everyone in the country. Second, it is therefore a good chance to gain (or
lose) points in election campaigns (of which there have been several, including the presidential and
the parliamentary election, as well as regional and local ones). With so much feedback, the Law on
Education could not have been consensus-based for practical reasons. As well, it is almost five times
longer than the previous version of 1992 with all of its corrections and reference articles. Some
important stipulations are included which will provide quality elements in the educational system
of the country. On the other hand, some changes are not for the better. One example: the new Law
on Education omits the term “basic professional education” which denotes training factory workers
in vocational schools. The argument for this change is that the country currently needs fewer
workers and only those with basic training since professional education will be included in the
higher level of the “secondary professional education.” Since the Russian Constitution stipulates
that “basic professional education” is free of charge but “secondary professional education” is not,
many poorer students who have some support from the state such as free board and lodging may
lose this support.

It has been repeated many times that the practice of education being mostly free of charge is to
be continued. The promise dates back to the very beginning of independent Russia (1992) but there
has been a widening practice of taking fees for various aspects of education so people have
apprehensions. Some misgivings are slogans of the political opposition and they are not unfounded.
Up to now there have been elaborate and strict financial and organizational rules for which service
fees can be charged and how this is to be done. However, they are not strictly adhered to and people
often complain that too much money has to be paid for too many things. The new Law on Education
provides some guidelines for the practice and contains specific stipulations for the whole
educational system being free of charge within the limits of the federal state standard of 37 hours
per week.

As for preschool education, the most important goal is to assure full access to it for all families
who need and want it. This is to be achieved by 2016. Now about 60 per cent of children go to
various types of preschool settings and by the beginning of 2012/2013 school year, about two
million parents lined up to get the service for their children. The problem is so acute that special
emphasis was noted in the Ukaz (Decree) of President V. Putin “On the national strategy of action in
the interests of children” The Ukaz was signed on June 1, 2012, International Children’s Day, just
three weeks after Putin’s inauguration. In the new Law on Education, preschool education is
emphasized but some people fear this focus will introduce a sort of final examination for very young
children.

The Law on Education is important, too, for making certain that the existing provisions of the
new general education standards are now gradually introduced in schools. As mentioned above,
education within the limits of the standards is to be free of charge. This is why teachers and parents
are closely watching what is being promised and implemented in this field. The present day
standards are a compromise between a wider content of education proposed by the Presidium of
the Russian Academy of Education and a narrower content (which is understandably cheaper)
proposed by another group, as is the standard of the upper secondary education (years 10 and 11 of
the school program). My hope is that, since the last mentioned standard is to be fully introduced by
about 2020, there will be a bias towards wider education content. The immediate task is to monitor
bringing education standards into school practice and introducing the corrections shown to be
necessary by school practice. In 2012 the Russian Academy of Education instituted a Commission
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with the participation of the regional ministers of education to coordinate the procedure.

The government promises to put more money into education practice and infrastructure. So far
this has been demonstrated with the growth of the budget in recent years which is greater than in
some other fields. This can be attributed to the growth of the gross domestic product (GDP) which
is stable. For example, in 2005 the GDP was 21609 billion rubles while in 2011 it was 54369 billion
rubles. At the same time the percentage of the GDP spent on education was kept at about 4%. The
same is true about the “consolidated” budget (the sum total of all the money from the budgets of
various levels). The general education schools are financed mostly by the municipal budgets. This
explains a very substantial difference among teachers’ salaries in various regions of Russia. Though
some measures are taken to alleviate the problem, the average salary of a teacher in Moscow is
55.600 rubles (September, 2012), while in the region of Orel it is 13.300 rubles, and in the Altay
region it is 12.300 rubles. Steps are also being taken to make teachers’ salaries more dependent on
the quality of their work but there is no consensus about how the quality is to be evaluated. The
primary task now is to raise teachers’ salaries to the average level of salaries in each particular
region. The task is realistic and is sure to be achieved soon.

The Law on Education adds certainty to the very sensitive issue of finance in general and
teachers’ salaries in particular. The teachers’ status is also elevated though they are not, as some
people had hoped, made “civil state servants.” The issue of teachers becoming civil servants has
been discussed since the beginning of the 2000s. My understanding of the problem is twofold. On
the one hand, civil servants in Russian terminology and practice get high salaries and sometimes
higher bonuses of various sorts. However, they are less independent in their professional behavior
and this is something Russian teachers are becoming more and more conscious of and accustomed
to since the early 1990s.

Many experts foresee some trouble with the introduction of the normalized per capita approach
to financing schools and universities. Seemingly, this is the only logical way of action: the more
students, the more money (“Money follows students!”). But the practice of implementing the
approach revealed problems. It is difficult to implement in rural schools where the task of teaching
is no less demanding than in urban areas while classes are smaller. The practice of restructuring
and merging schools is not easy to implement because of large distances between townships and
villages with poor transportation and road facilities. And it has been shown that closing a school in
a village most likely means “closing” the village itself because younger people with children leave
for other places with better educational facilities. Still, steps are being taken in this direction and
computer/internet technologies are helping.

In the latter respect considerable progress has been made. All schools are now provided with
computers and internet facilities. Sometimes this is the only way to make up-to-date knowledge and
methods of teaching immediately available in far-off places. Using interactive electronic textbooks is
also gaining popularity. The new Law on Education introduces the possibility and practice of
distance education technologies. While they are already being used more widely, the provisions in
the Law are making distance technologies a practice among more schools with the possibility of
getting almost all forms of education under the obligatory supervision of, and testing by, teachers.

The Law on Education requires more attention to be paid to encouraging gifted students of all
ages. Appropriate programs are adopted for gifted children and university students as grants are
provided for them and their teachers. With the unified state examination as the main criterion of
admittance to higher education, the so-called “olympiads” (competitions among schoolchildren in
various subjects) provide gifted children a chance to be encouraged for their specific abilities and
achievements. Sometimes success in the competitions is considered more important than the
poorer results of their state examinations. No less important is the provision for learners with
special needs (physical, mental/emotional or behavioral) in education. The general idea is that of
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inclusive education, like almost everywhere in the world. This approach is gaining strength as this is
the first time it is stipulated in law.

Important changes are ahead for the Russian higher education system. On the one hand, Russia
is the number one country for the percentage of people with higher education diplomas (54 per
cent while Canada is second with 51 per cent and Israel is third with 46 per cent). It should also be
mentioned that most of these graduates have studied for five years or more whereas the majority of
other countries’ degrees are four year bachelors’ programs. But it is not that simple. The quality
issue is quite real in many universities and post-secondary institutions, particularly in many non-
government institutions.

The other problem is that of demographics. There are too few school-leavers to fill the many
existing university vacancies. And, last but not least, now most students will end their university life
with a Bachelor’s degree, with only about 10 per cent of graduates continuing their studies in
masters programs. The specialist five-year programs which were of chief importance before will
now be an exception. Given all of these changes, the plans are to close or restructure about 30 per
cent of universities by 2016.

It is also a benchmark that at least five Russian universities have been ranked to be among the
top 100 international universities. The Quaquarelli-Symonds ranking, similar to other rankings,
place special emphasis on research, number of teachers, students from abroad, and citations per
faculty. Though many experts consider the “publish or perish” approach outdated, measures will
also be taken to raise the corresponding indicators in leading Russian universities, including better
financing.

Something must be done to improve teacher training. As it is now, about 5 per cent to 10 per
cent of graduates of teacher training institutions become school teachers. Others find employment
elsewhere. The solution is seen in making teacher training institutions part of larger universities to
enhance their training in the fields of their future school subjects. However, this may result in
lowering their preparedness to teach, which only time will tell to be true or false. Some rectors
(presidents) of teacher training institutions have apprehensions about this move as they fear that
they will become Cinderellas (low-placed servants) in larger universities. Hopefully the higher
status of educators in the new Law on Education will help attract better students wishing to become
teachers.

As mentioned above, higher education standards attract less public attention than those of
general education. However, with the introduction of bachelor and master degrees as levels of
higher education, working out the hundreds of specialized standards will also present a serious
practical task if not an altogether new problem.

An important feature in the changes to be implemented in the near future is that more attention
is to be given to moral education. This was considered indispensable in Soviet times and was all but
forgotten in the 1990s. More often than not, it is now discussed under the general heading of
‘forming the identity of the citizens of Russia. It is now part of the educational standards at all
levels. However, it is crucial at the level of general education (forms 1 to 11) and it took much time
and effort by the Russian Academy of Education to make this happen. The hope for this change has
been eroded, unfortunately, by a little progress in positive socialization--that is to say, making the
young to adhere to a system of values of good citizenship. As shown above, the general messages of
mass media and other socialization instruments works against, rather than in cooperation with, the
education system and has been kept almost intact since the 1990s. Hopefully the newly formed
Committee on mass media in the State Duma will have more success in cooperating with various
levels and institutions of education in insuring positive socialization and better moral education
(Japmogexun, 2012). If not, the above-mentioned messages of the media will produce even more
harm.
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With a lot of criticism on the part of some experts and interested citizens, I am still optimistic. It
is very easy to say that the road to hell is paved with good intentions. But hopefully we will not lose
the gains that have been achieved as we have passed through difficult times in education. What we
do need is a time of evolutionary change rather than revolutionary upheavals and in this respect
there is a certain consensus in Russia.
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Olga Graumann

Aspekte der Geschichte
westeuropaischer Lehrerbildung

Summary: The history of teacher education is very multi-faceted; therefore it is only possible to point to
highlights of its progression. This article indicates some developmental aspects of the history of teacher
education in Germany and gives some brief sketches of the history of teacher education in Austria, France, and
England, with the intent to provide insight into current educational-policy discussions and developments.

Pe3tome: Hcmopusi no02omogku yuumeseli pazHoo6pasHa HACMOAbKO, 4MO 6CAKUL pa3 MONCHO JUWb
@pazmenmapHo paccmompems ee mevenue. Ha ocHose ucmopuu nodzomosku yuumeveti 6 ['epmanuu, a
makdice 8 Kpamkux 3apucoekax u3 ucmopuu nodzomosku yvyumeseii ¢ Ascmpuu, Ppanyuu, AHeauu u
HUmaauu 6 danHOU cmambve NOKA3b18AIOMC HEKOMOpble AUHUU pA3eumus, Komopvle deaarw 6o.ee
NOHAMHbIMU COBPEMEHHbIE 06PA308AMENbHO-NOAUMUYECKUE OUCKYCCUU.

Zusammenfassung: Die Geschichte der Lehrerbildung ist so vielfiltig, dass immer nur Schlaglichter auf
ihren Verlauf geworfen werden kénnen. Anhand der deutschen Geschichte der Lehrerbildung sowie in
kurzen Abrissen auch der Geschichte der Lehrerbildung in Osterreich, Frankreich, England und Italien
werden in diesem Artikel einige der Entwicklungslinien gezeigt, die die heutigen bildungspolitischen
Diskussionen und Entwicklungen verstdndlicher machen sollen.

Aspekte der Geschichte der Lehrerbildung in Deutschland

Kurzer Abriss der Schulentwicklung in Deutschland
vom Mittelalter bis zur Aufkldrung

Die Schulentwicklung war zunichst eingebunden in den europiischen Christianisierungsprozess.
Im Mittelalter iibernimmt die Schule in Form von Domschulen (auch Stifts-, Kloster- oder Kleriker-
schulen genannt) die Aufgabe der Ausbildung von kirchlich gepriagten Amtsfunktionen. Die
Domschulen Dbildeten Kleriker aus, die zugleich Lehraufgaben {bernahmen sowie
Verwaltungsbeamte, Juristen und spater auch Mediziner. Gelehrt wurde in der Regel in der
lateinischen Sprache, nach dem Lehrplan der ,Septem Artes Liberalis“ (Grammatik, Rhetorik,
Dialektik, Arithmetik, Geometrie, Musiktheorie und Astronomie). Dabei wurde von einem
statischen Welt- und Wissenschaftsverstiandnis ausgegangen d.h.,, was der Mensch iiberhaupt
wissen konnte, war bekannt, worauf es erzieherisch und unterrichtlich ankam, war Einiibung und
Nachsprechen: ,Die Schule ist vor allem Buchschule, ihr Lernen ist bestimmbares, planbares und
kontrollierfahiges Buchlernen®, schreibt Keck (1997, 188).

Im Ubergang vom Mittelalter zur Neuzeit (Ende 15. Jahrhundert, Anfang 16. Jahrhundert) griff
die sogenannte Renaissance auf die Werte der Antike zuriick und das Bediirfnis nach einer rein
weltlichen Bildung wurde geférdert. Auch durch das allméhliche Aufblithen des Handels und der
Hanse wurde es im ausgehenden Mittelalter immer notwendiger, die Muttersprache, die Sprachen
der Nachbarlander und das Rechnen zu erlernen. Dem Zeitalter der Renaissance liegt der
Humanismus zugrunde, der eine umfassende Bildungsreform wollte, die es ermdglichte, dass sich
die menschlichen Fahigkeiten durch die Verbindung von Wissen und Tugend entfalten kénnen.
Durch Nachahmung klassischer Vorbilder wollte man ein ideales Menschentum verwirklichen. Die
Domschule entwickelte sich daher weiter von einer Kklerikalen und aristokratischen zu einer
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biirgerlichen und demokratischen Schule, einer humanistischen Gelehrtenschule, die nicht mehr
nur von Jugendlichen des Adels sondern auch vom Biirgertum besucht wurde (Blankertz 1982, 19).

Gegen Ende des Mittelalters wurde erstmals die dominierende Rolle der katholischen Kirche in
Staat und Gesellschaft infrage gestellt. Die Reformation leitete den grofiten Wandel in diese
Richtung ein (Keck, 2009, 159). Unter Martin Luther (1483 bis 1546) als Begriinder der
Reformation begann im 16. Jahrhundert eine Spaltung des Christentums in verschiedene
Konfessionen. Viele Gebiete des Heiligen Romischen Reiches deutscher Nation wurden
protestantisch und katholischer Besitz ging vielerorts in den Besitz der Fiirsten tiber. Luther ging
gegen den Autoritiatsanspruch der Kirche des Papstes vor und vertrat die These, dass der Glaube
allein und nicht Sakramente und Bufde Gnade vor Gott erwirken. In der Kirche Luthers stand im
Gottesdienst nicht wie in der katholischen Messe, die heilige Handlung der Verwandlung von Brot
und Wein in den Leib und das Blut Christi im Mittelpunkt, sondern die Predigt und der Kate-
chismusunterricht.

Jeder sollte daher in der Schriftsprache unterwiesen werden, um das ,Gottes Wort" in der Bibel
in der Muttersprache lesen zu kénnen. Lutter hatte die vorher nur lateinischer Sprache vorhandene
Bibel ins Deutsche iibersetzt. Die Erfindung der Buchdruckerkunst (Mitte des 15. Jahrhunderts)
ermoglichte eine weite Verbreitung der Bibel. Zuniachst mussten die Erwachsenen das Lesen
erlernen, um diese Fahigkeit dann an die Kinder weiterzugeben. Es entstand die ,,gemeine Schule®,
auch Kiister- oder Mefinerschule genannt (Keck, 2003, 22). Damit war der Weg geebnet fiir die
Alphabetisierung des Volkes und die Institutionalisierung von Lese- und Schreibtechniken, die
durch Vorsagen und Nachsagen nicht mehr nur sonntags in der Kirche, sondern téglich im
Unterricht gelehrt werden sollten.

Der Katechismus (Handbuch der Unterweisung in Grundfragen des christlichen Glaubens) war
die fundamentale Glaubensgrundlage fiir beide Konfessionen und bedingte letztlich eine
allgemeine, von der Konfession unabhdngige Alphabetisierung. Daher wird Bildung nicht nur von
Luther sondern auch von den Jesuiten als Vertreter des Katholizismus als das Fundament aller
Reform betrachtet (Keck, 2003, 25). Sowohl Reformation als auch Gegenreformation setzen damit
erste Anfiange fiir ein Volksschulwesen, denn ab dieser Zeit wurde ein systematischer
Religionsunterricht notwendig, fiir den das Lesen und Schreiben erforderlich war (Blankertz, 1982,
20).

Im 17. Jahrhundert, der Zeit der Nachreformation und dem Zeitalter des Absolutismus, wurden
die Landesfiirsten und freien Reichsstadte zu Schultrdgern mit je eigenen Schulordnungen wie z.B.
Gotha 1642 mit einer fiir jeden einzelnen Staat zentralen Schulplanung (Keck 2002, 1112). Erst ab
dieser Zeit der territorialen Konfessionsausbildung, (d.h. der jeweilige Fiirst bestimmt die religiose
Ausrichtung seiner Untertanen) beginnen sich protestantische und katholische Schulsysteme zu
unterscheiden (Keck, 2003, 26). Die Schulordnungen fiihrten dazu, dass nun iiber die Struktur von
Unterricht und Schulorganisation iiber die Landesgrenzen hinaus diskutiert wurde. Der
Schulmethodus von Gotha galt schon zu seiner Zeit als Praxismodell. Im Mittelpunkt jeder
Unterweisung stand jedoch neben der Gottesfurcht der Gehorsam gegeniiber dem Landesfiirsten.

Beziiglich der Lehrerbildung fiir das hohere Lehramt muss man rekapitulieren, dass bis zu
Beginn des 19. Jahrhunderts in den Latein- und Gelehrtenschulen katholische oder protestantische
Geistliche unterrichteten. Die Lehrer fiir das héhere Lehramt hatten immer eine universitire
wissenschaftliche Ausbildung, auch wenn diese nicht auf das Lehren, sprich Didaktik und
Padagogik, ausgerichtet war. Die Reform der Universitat, die auf Wilhelm von Humboldt (1767-
1835) zuriickgeht, verdnderte auch das Bild des Gymnasiallehrers, der jetzt die Gymnasiasten auf
das zukiinftige Universitiatsstudium vorbereiten sollte. Die Ausbildung an der Universitdt wurde
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deshalb auf die Fachwissenschaften orientiert. Dieses zeigte sich auch in der Einfilhrung der
berufsqualifizierenden Staatspriifung 1810 (examen pro facultate docendi) und der Abiturpriifung
1812 in PreufRen.

Damit trennt sich erstmals die Professionalisierung des hoheren Lehramts von der Theologie.
Die Prifungen wurden zunidchst von der Philologie bestimmt, doch allmahlich werden auch
Mathematik und die Naturwissenschaften bedeutsam. Durch die preufiische Priifungsordnung von
1831 und die Neuregelung von 1866 lost der fachwissenschaftlich gebildete Gelehrte den
umfassend gebildeten Schulmann ab. Piadagogik ist nach wie vor kein Pflichtfach - die
Uberzeugung, ein guter Wissenschaftler sei immer auch ein guter Lehrer, wird bis weit in die
Jetztzeit hinein gepflegt (Sandfuchs, 2004, 17ff.).

Eine umfassende Volksbildung und eine institutionalisierte Lehrerausbildung fiir das niedere
Schulwesen gab es jedoch lange Zeit noch nicht. Man muss betonen, dass - trotz bedeutsamer
Modelle und Schriften von Johan Amos Comenius/Komensky (1592-1670), Wolfgang Ratke (1571-
1635) und Andreas Rhyer (1601-1669), die von Intellektuellen rezipiert wurden - die
Schulsituation auf dem Land in einem erbarmlichen Zustand war, sofern es iiberhaupt Schulen gab.
Eine Gruppe von Kindern allen Alters wurde in der Wohnstube des ,Schulmeisters” unterrichtet, in
der sich auch die Familie und das Vieh aufhielt. Obgleich es eine Unterrichtspflicht gab, gingen die
meisten Kindern nur im Winter und sonntags zur Schule, da sie in ihren Familien zur taglichen
Feldarbeit gebraucht wurden. Die Lehrer fiir das Volk hatten keine Ausbildung, sie rekrutierten sich
haufig aus entlassenen Soldaten, einfachen Handwerkern und Arbeitslosen, die selbst kaum
rechnen und lesen konnten.

Von 1729 gibt es z.B. Berichte liber den Bewerbungsvorgang fiir eine Schulstelle vor der
Gemeinde, bei der der Bewerber seine Kenntnisse beziiglich der Kirchenlieder, des Lesens des
Katechismus, des Schreibens und des Rechnens zeigen musste.

,Jakob Moehl, Weber, hat die 50 Jahre hinter sich. Er sang: O Mensch beweine, Zeuch ein zu deinen
Thoren. Wer nur den lieben Gott lafdt walten. Melodie ging ab in viele andere Lieder, er quiekte
manchmal, so doch nit sein soll. Gelesen Josua 19, 1-17 mit 10 Fehlern, buchstabierte Josua 18, 26-29
ohne Fehler. Dreierlei Handschriften gelesen - schwach und mit Stocken. Drei Fragen aus dem
Verstand - befriedigend. Aus dem Katechismo die 10 Gebote und die 41. Frage aufgesagt, ohne Fehler,
drei diktierte Reihen geschrieben, 5 Fehler, des Rechnens ist er nit kundig.” Jakob Moehl wurde von der
Gemeinde und dem Pastor einstimmig gewahlt, weil die anderen Kandidaten noch schlechter waren“
(zitiert nach ,Die kaufmannische Schule“, H. 12/1976).

Dieser Zustand dnderte sich allmahlich mit der Epoche der Aufklarung, einer Epoche der modernen
westlichen Philosophie. Man kann auch vom ,Zeitalter der Aufklarung’ sprechen. Der Philosoph
Emanuel Kant beantwortet, als die Epoche bereits ihrem Ende entgegenging, die Frage ,Was ist
Aufklarung?“ wie folgt:

JAufklarung ist der Ausgang des Menschen aus seiner selbst verschuldeten Unmiindigkeit.
Unmiindigkeit ist das Unvermdgen, sich seines Verstandes ohne Leitung eines anderen zu bedienen.
Selbstverschuldet ist diese Unmiindigkeit, wenn die Ursache derselben nicht am Mangel des
Verstandes, sondern der Entschlieffung und des Muthes liegt, sich seiner ohne Leitung eines andern zu
bedienen. sapere aude! Habe Muth dich deines eigenen Verstandes zu bedienen! Ist also der
Wabhlspruch der Aufklarung” (Kant, 1784, 169). ,,... es ist so bequem, unmiindig zu sein...“ (Kant, ebd.).

Die Idee des vernunftgeleiteten, miindigen und zum Handeln berufenen Menschen wirkte sich auch
auf die Pdadagogik aus, denn der Kindererziehung und damit auch dem Schulwesen wurde eine
zentrale Rolle bei der Entwicklung zum miindigen Biirger zugewiesen. Schule erhielt zunehmend
das Ausbildungsmonopol in Bezug auf Vermittlung von Wissen, Kénnen und Werten. ,Sie, die
Vernunft, galt als ein und dieselbe fiir alle denkenden Subjekte, fiir alle Nationen, Rassen, Epochen
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und Kulturen (...). Das finden wir, wie selbstverstindlich, auch bei einem Klassiker der Padagogik:
Jean-Jacques Rousseau®, schreibt Blankertz (1982, 27). Neu war nun, dass Erziehung in der Hand
des Menschen liegt und zum Gegenstand einer eigenen Reflexion gemacht werden muss. Das zeigt
sich darin, dass Christian Trapp, ein Theoretiker der Aufklarungspadagogik und Philanthrop, 1779
den ersten Lehrstuhl fiir PAdagogik an einer deutschen Universitdt in Halle erhielt und Johann
Heinrich Campe (1746-1818) 16 Bande herausgab mit dem Titel: ,Allgemeine Revision des
gesamten Schul- und Erziehungswesens von einer Gesellschaft praktischer Erzieher. Er berief sich
dabei vor allem auf Rousseau, indem die befreiende Wirkung seiner Piddagogik und die
Anerkennung des Eigenrechtes des Kindes hier schulpadagogisch konkretisiert wurden. Die
Philanthropine (Philanthrop griech. ,Menschenfreund) waren eine Alternative zu der im
Schematismus erstarrten lateinischen Schulgelehrsamkeit. Sie hoben viele einengende Gebrauche
auf wie z.B. das Tragen von Periicken. Statt nur iiber Bilichern zu sitzen, gab es Sport und
Wanderungen. Den Kern der Didaktik machte eine weltoffene Bildung aus, die - an der Schwelle
zum Zeitalter der Industrialisierung - an modernen Sprachen, Mathematik und den
Naturwissenschaften orientiert war. Die Einrichtungen der Philanthropen zeigten, dass ,Schule
auch Statte der Freude, des Frohsinns und Spiels sein kdnne, dass Schule nicht gekennzeichnet sein
miisse durch Schreie geziichtigter Kinder und vom Zorn berauschter Lehrer (Blankertz, 1982, 81).
Obgleich mehr als 60 reformoffene aufgeklarte Erziehungs-, Unterrichts- und Lehranstalten
zwischen 1770 und 1800, ausgehend von dem von Johann Bernhard Basedow (1724-1790)
gegriindeten Philanthropin in Dessau, in Deutschland eingerichtet wurden, hat sich diese Padagogik
nicht durchgesetzt (vgl. etwa Feige, 1997, 4). Die meisten dieser Anstalten iiberlebten kaum ldnger
als zwanzig Jahre. Bewirkt haben die Philanthropen jedoch, dass nun eine allgemeine
Unterrichtspflicht von staatlicher Seite liickenlos realisiert werden sollte und der Staat ausreichend
Schulen zur Verfligung stellen musste, in der die Kinder und Jugendlichen auf einen Beruf im Sinne
von Nachwuchsbildung vorbereitet werden sollten (Blankertz, 1982, 86f.). Das , Generallandschul-
reglement” von 1763 in Preufien enthielt die Aufforderung zum Schulbesuch und bildete damit die
Grundlage fiir die Entwicklung des deutschen Volksschulwesens.

Entwicklungsstufen der Lehrerbildung

Nach dem Generallandschulreglement beginnt nun auch die Zeit, in der man von einer allméahlichen
Professionalisierung des Lehrers flir das niedere Schulwesen, die Volksschule, sprechen kann. Die
Entwicklung der deutschen Volksschullehrerausbildung kann in drei Phasen gegliedert werden
(vgl. Oelker & Neumann, 1985, 127):

= Schulung im Lehrerseminar
= Studium in pddagogischen Akademien (spéater hiefden sie Padagogische Hochschulen):
= Wissenschaftliche Ausbildung an Universitdten

Lehrerseminar

Erste Vorlaufer eines Lehrerseminars gab es bereits im 17. und 18. Jahrhundert. Zu den
Aufklarungspadagogen gehorten neben den Philanthropen auch die Pietisten. Nach Keck kommt
insbesondere durch den Pietismus die Bildung des Volkes in den Blick (Keck, 1989, 199). August
Hermann Francke (1663-1727), der bedeutendste Piddagoge unter den Pietisten, griindete 1694 in
Halle an der Saale eine Armenschule, die sich bald zu einer Anstalt entwickelte, die neben der
Schule Spinnereien, Webereien, eine Apotheke und eine Druckerei enthielt. Der Pietismus lehrte im
Gegensatz zu Luthers Protestantismus, dass der Mensch, der sein Leben Gott weihe und gute Werke
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vollbringe, von Gott nicht im Stich gelassen werde. Francke war gepragt durch die Schulordnung
von Gotha von 1642 und zielte auf eine beruflich orientierte realistische Wendung des Schulwesens
ab. Der Pietismus forderte die Trennung von Staat und Kirche und half, einen neuen Stand des
gebildeten Biirgertums zu schaffen, der das Zentrum der deutschen Kultur wurde (Blankertz, 1982,
54). ,Erziehung fiihrt in das wirkliche Leben, und das wirkliche Leben erfordert ausdriicklich
Erziehung“ (Blankertz, 1982, 28). Aus diesem Gedankengut heraus griindete Johann ]. Hecker
(1707-1768), ein Schiiler Franckes, 1748 das erste preufiische Lehrerseminar, ein ,Kiister- und
Schulmeisterseminar”, das spezifisch Lehrer fiir die von ihm ins Leben gerufene ,Realschule”
ausbilden sollte. Diese Lehrerseminare, die sich zunehmend weiter verbreiteten, waren zunachst
keine eigenstindigen Einrichtungen, sondern sie waren Waisenhdusern, Biirgerschulen oder
Lateinschulen zugeordnet (vgl. Sandfuchs, 2004, 22). Erst ab Anfang des 19. Jahrhunderts wurden
die Lehrerseminare eigenstdndige Institutionen.

Im Laufe des 19. Jahrhunderts war es dann auch moglich, dass Frauen in den Volksschulen
unter-richteten. Das erste preufdische Lehrerinnenseminar wurde 1832 gegriindet. Die Griinde
dafiir waren Lehrermangel bzw. Lehreriiberfluss. Lehrerinnen durften nicht heiraten und erhielten
nur Zeitvertrage, so dass sie schnell eingestellt bzw. entlassen werden konnten. Die Ausbildung von
Frauen und Mannern war bis in die 1920er Jahre getrennt.

Adolf Diesterweg (1790-1866) war von 1832 bis 1847 Direktor des Stadtschulseminars in
Berlin. Als liberaler Padagoge engagierte er sich fiir eine professionalisierte
Volksschullehrerbildung und die soziale Anerkennung des Volksschullehrers, der zu dieser Zeit
eher verachtet wurde als Hungerleider, da er einen nur geringen Lohn erhielt sowie als Vertreter
der ,Priigelpadagogik” angesehen wurde. Diesterweg war Anhinger Johann Heinrich Pestalozzis
(1746-1827) und er trugen viel dazu bei, dessen Ideen und didaktischen Grundsitze zu vertreten,
die er mit den Auffassungen von Friedrich Frobel (1782-1852) verband.

In seiner Zeit als Direktor des Lehrerseminars in Moers (von 1820-1832) besuchte Diesterweg
verschiedene Volksschulen, die er zum grofien Teil in einem sehr schlechten Zustand antraf.

»Scharfste Kritik iibte Diesterweg an der Tatsache, dafs Ungehorsam und Zuchtlosigkeit den Unterricht
an einigen Schulen bestimmen. Die Lehrer seien nicht in der Lage, sich durchzusetzen. Uber die von der
frihen Industrialisierung erfafiten Stadte des Wuppertals fillte er ein besonders hartes Urteil: ,In den
meisten Schulen Elberfelds und Barmens herrscht unter den Schiilern ein solcher Grad von Unruhe,
Unbestandigkeit, zerstreutes Wesen, Frechheit, Ruhelosigkeit und wahre Gottlosigkeit, daf} die
Moglichkeit fast libertroffen wird’. So habe in der Schule des Lehrers Wilms, einem pensionsreifen
alten Mann, ,ein wilder Tumult mit Apparaten, Fiiffen und Armen, ein tolles Durcheinanderschreien
einer ungezogenen, frechen Jugend’ geherrscht. Das Ganze habe geradezu den Anblick eines offenen
Kriegszustandes dargeboten. Die Lehrer miissten sich mit Drohung und Gewaltanwendung Respekt
verschaffen.“ (Goebel, 1995, 103).

Diesterweg machte fiir diese Zustidnde die unzureichende Seminarausbildung verantwortlich, auch
die seiner eigenen Seminaristen. ,Der Hebel der Schulreform, die den methodisch besser
ausgeriisteten Lehrer zum Ziel hatte, war also bei den eigenen Seminarabsolventen anzusetzen®,
schreibt Goebel (1995, 104). In einem der Seminare fand Diesterweg ,das Bessere, welches das
Seminar zu verbreiten sucht, eingefiihrt: sinnvolles Lesen, verstindlichen und gemiithlichen
Religionsunterricht, wohlklingendes sanftes Singen, iiberhaupt denkendes Lehren und Lernen,
geregelte Zucht und unbedingten Gehorsam“ (ebd., 104). Allerdings muss man auch sehen, dass die
Schulverhéltnisse haufig unzumutbar waren. Die Rdume waren fiir die grofie Zahl an Schiilern -
teilweise 160 Kinder - viel zu klein und mangelhaft ausgestattet. Die Kinder mussten auf den Knien
schreiben, da keine Tische aufgestellt werden konnten. Die Lehrer mussten 40 Wochenstunden
arbeiten, die Lehrerbesoldung war so gering, dass sie mehrere Nebenberufe (Kister,
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Versicherungsvertreter, Kleinbauer) annehmen mussten, um leben zu kdnnen. Oft erhielten sie von
den Eltern Fleisch, Eier und Mehl. [Erstaunlicherweise habe ich als junge Lehrerin um 1970 in der
Volksschule auf dem Land ebenfalls noch Fleisch und Eier von den Bauern als Geschenk erhalten. So
lange hielt sich diese Tradition.]

Der politische Hauptgrund fiir die sehr viel langsamere Entwicklung der Volksschullehrer-
ausbildung im Vergleich zur Professionalisierung im Bereich der hoheren Bildung, ist nach Oelker
und Neumann im Scheitern der Revolution von 1848 zu sehen (1985, 128). Reformorientiere und
liberale Padagogen wie u.a. Adolf Diesterweg wurden zum Siindenbock fiir die Revolution erklart,
eingesperrt oder - wie Diesterweg — ihres Amtes enthoben. ,Seit Beginn des 19. Jhds. wird
Schulreform zunehmend vom Staat zur Steuerung der gesellschaftlichen Entwicklung in Anspruch
genommen®, schreibt Keck (2009, 161). Dies zeigt sich insbesondere in der Reaktion auf die
Revolution von Seiten des Wilhelminismus (Kaiser Wilhelm): Zementierung des Stindestaates und
Aufbau von Bildungsprivilegien fiir Adlige und héhere Stande.

Allerdings hatten die Zerschlagung der Revolution und die darauf folgenden Reglementierungen
auch etwas Gutes insofern, als erste Standards fiir die Volksschullehrerbildung entwickelt wurden.
Ab 1890 wurden dann flichendeckend Lehrerseminare eingerichtet (in kleinen Stiadten, um die
Kandidaten von aufriihrerischen Bewegungen abzuschotten) und diese eine Ausbildung erhielten,
auch wenn der Wissenskanon, der hier erworben werden sollte, nach wie vor sehr eng war. Die
»Allgemeinen Bestimmungen“ des Volksschul-, Praparanden- und Seminarwesens von 1872, die fiir
Preufden Giiltigkeit hatten, enthalten nun eine Lehrordnung und einen Lehrplan (Oelkers &
Neumann, 1985, 128). Von der Umsetzung der Forderung, die u. a. Diesterweg schon 1836 erhob,
dass auch die Lehrerausbildung fiir die Volksschule einer universitdren Bildung bediirfe, da die
Seminarausbildung nicht dem gegenwartigen Stand der Wissenschaft entspriache, war man nach
wie vor sehr weit entfernt.

Studium in pddagogischen Akademien

Ob die Universitit im Stande ist, Lehrer auszubilden, die ihr Lehrgeschaft verstehen sollen, also
eher praktisch ausgebildet werden miissen, wurde schon Mitte des 19. Jahrhunderts von
Lehrerverbanden auf ihren Versammlungen diskutiert (vgl. Sandfuchs 2004, 25) und diese
Diskussionen sind nie ganz verstummt. Auf der Lehrerversammlung in Konigsberg 1904 wurden
z. B. folgende Beschliisse gefasst (vgl. Sandfuchs, 2004, 29):

1. Die Universitdt als Zentralstelle wissenschaftlicher Arbeit ist die geeignetste, durch keine
andere Einrichtung vollwertig zu ersetzende Statte fiir die Volksschullehrerbildung.

2. Fiir die Zukunft erstreben wir daher die Hochschulbildung fiir alle Lehrer.

3. Fir die Jetztzeit dagegen fordern wir, daf} jedem Volksschullehrer aufgrund seines Abgangs-
zeugnisses vom Seminar die Berechtigung zum Universitatsstudium erteilt werde.

1909, noch vor dem ersten Weltkrieg, machte der Deutsche Lehrerverein den
Kompromissvorschlag einer ,Pddagogischen Akademie”.

Welche kontroversen Diskussionen dann auf der Reichsschulkonferenz von 1919 gefiihrt
wurden, zeigt z.B. die Einlassung von Eduard Spranger, einem Klassiker der modernen Padagogik.
Er lehnte das Abitur fiir Volksschullehrer ab und warnte vor einem ,Ansturm der Volksschullehrer
auf die Universitaten“. Andere Pddagogen hielten dagegen, dass die Pddagogik mehr als bisher der
y,Fundamentierung auf exakter wissenschaftlicher Forschung“ bediirfe (Sandfuchs, 2009, 64f.).
Padagogik wurde als eine hermeneutische Wissen-schaft verstanden, die die
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Erziehungswirklichkeit im Verstehensprozess durchdringen sollte. ,Praxis-druck einerseits und
Akademisierung andererseits bestimmten das theoretische Bemiihen der Padagogik wahrend der
Weimarer Republik“ (Weiner, 1992, 203). Hermann Nohl, einer der Hauptvertreter der
geisteswissenschaftlichen Padagogik, wollte insbesondere die Lehr- und Forschungstatigkeit eng
auf die Anforderungen der Praxis in allen Bereichen beziehen (ebd. 204). Doch gerade auch die
Frage nach der Gewichtung von Theorie und Praxis wurde kontrovers diskutiert.

1926 griindete der damalige preufische Kultusminister gemafR der Weimarer Verfassung die
erste ,Pddagogische Akademie” bzw. ,Padagogische Hochschule®, fiir deren Aufnahme das Abitur
Voraussetzung war. In Baden-Wirttemberg und Bayern (hier schon 1910) wurden - meist
konfessionell gebundene -, Lehrerbildungsanstalten” eingerichtet, fiir deren Aufnahme das Abitur
nicht immer zwingend war. Diese ,Zwischenstufe” zwischen seminaristischer und universitirer
Ausbildung wurde damit begriindet, dass die Volksschule keine wissenschaftlichen Fachlehrer
brauche, sondern in erster Linie Erzieher. Zwischen Grund- und Hauptschule (1. Bis 4. Schuljahr
bzw. die oberen Jahrginge der Volksschule) wurde dabei nicht unterschieden. Die pddagogischen
Akademien stellten folgerichtig nicht die wissenschaftliche Forschung, sondern die umfassende, vor
allem auch &sthetisch-musisch ausgerichtete Bildungserfahrung in den Mittelpunkt der Berufs-
vorbereitung (vgl. Oelker & Neumann, 1985, 129). Die Standesvertreter der Volksschullehrerschaft
jedoch waren anderer Meinung und forderten die gleiche wissenschaftliche Vorbildung fiir aller
Lehramter, fiir Volksschule ebenso wie fiir Gymnasien. Doch bis heute wird diese Forderung in
Deutschland nicht erfiillt.

Aus der Volksschullehramtsausbildung heraus entstanden zu Beginn des 20. Jahrhunderts
weitere Lehramter wie das Lehramt des Realschullehrers, des Hilfsschullehrers und des
Berufsschullehrers. Auch hier wird die Akademisierung der Ausbildung angestrebt (vgl. Sandfuchs,
2004, 25). Auf diese Lehramter kann jedoch an dieser Stelle nicht weiter eingegangen werden.

Zeit des Nationalsozialismus

Die nationalsozialistische Schulpolitik brachte in Bezug auf die Organisation Kkeine
schwerwiegenden Einschnitte. Die Erziehung der NSDAP konzentrierte sich auf
Jugendorganisationen wie die Hitlerjugend, den Aufbau der ,Staatsjugend“ und entsprechende
Schulungen. Bei der Volksschullehrerbildung dagegen ,kulminierten Antiintellektualismus und
restriktive Schulpolitik“ (Blankertz, 1982, 242). Alle jiidischen Lehrerbildungsstatten wurden ge-
schlossen und im ,Gesetz gegen Uberfiillung der deutschen Schulen und Hochschulen“ wird der
Eindruck suggeriert, als gébe es einen iiberproportional hohen Anteil jiidischer Studierender an
den Universitaten. 1933 wurden die Pddagogischen Akademien in ,,Hochschulen fiir Lehrerbildung”
(HfL) umbenannt, was jedoch nur scheinbar eine akademische Lehrerbildung zu sichern schien.
Republiktreue Dozenten wurden entlassen und 1940 wurden die Hochschulen durch
sLehrerbildungsanstalten (LBA) ersetzt. Den Einrichtungen waren streng ideologisch durch-
strukturierte Internatsbetriebe (fiir Manner und Frauen getrennt) angegliedert. Schon bald
zeichnete sich ein eklatanter Volksschullehrermangel ab - insbesondere ab 1939 auch
kriegsbedingt —, so dass begabten Schiilern schon nach einem achtjéhrigen Besuch der Volksschule
die Moglichkeit zu einer Ausbildung zum Volksschullehrer angeboten wurde. Abitur war keine
Voraussetzung mehr. Die Ausbildungszeit betrug 5 Jahre, mit Mittlerer Reife sogar nur 3 Jahre.
Nach zwei Jahren Dienst musste eine zweite Lehrerpriifung abgelegt werden, worauf die
lebenslange Verbeamtung erfolgen konnte. Die Ausbildung war kostenlos und damit unabhéngig
vom finanziellen Status der Eltern.
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Eine grofe Zahl der Professoren bekannte sich zu Hitler und war bereit, die
nationalsozialistischen Erziehungsziele zu iibernehmen und eine grofde Zahl der Lehrerschaft und
der Lehrerbildner trat in die NSDAP ein. Teils taten sie es, weil es von ihnen als Beamte erwartet
wurde, teils waren Sie aber auch liberzeugte Anhanger Hitlers und der Erziehungsvorstellungen
des Nationalsozialismus. Dresselhaus schreibt dazu: ,Die Erreichung der faschistischen Systeme in
[talien und Deutschland beruht auf einer engen Verflechtung der faschistischen Bewegung mit
weiten Teilen der herrschenden Klasse. Hierzu gehéren vor allem das Militar, die Biirokratie und
die Kirchen (...) Aber nicht nur das Militar auch die mittleren und héheren Beamten in Justiz und
Verwaltung sowie Lehrer an Hochschulen und Gymnasien hatten in Deutschland dem kaiserlichen
Obrigkeitsstaat treu gedient, einem Staat, der den Glanz einer Grofdmacht ausstrahlte und zugleich
ihre gesellschaftlichen Privilegien schiitzte. Der Faschismus schien ihnen die Ordnung im Inneren
und die Machtstellung nach aufien wiederherzustellen” (1997, 410). Die Struktur und Ideologie von
Biirokratie, Kirche und Lehramt, war durch die vorausgehende Feudalherrschaft autoritar
bestimmt und auf Gehorsam ausgerichtet, so dass vielfach Beamte nur allzu bereit waren, das
System des Nationalsozialismus zu unterstiitzen.

In zahlreichen Lehrerbildungsanstalten wurde, wie z.B. in Kiel, die Ernennung Hitlers zum
Reichskanzler zusammen mit nationalsozialistischen Studenten im Januar 1933 durch Hissen der
Hakenkreuzflagge iiber dem Gebaude begriifst. Der Direktor zeigte sich einverstanden mit den
personellen Verdanderungen, die sich durch das Gesetz zur ,Wiederherstellung des Berufs-
beamtentums” (BBG) ergaben, das hief u.a, dass nur diejenigen, die eine ,rein arische
Abstammung” nachweisen konnten, im o6ffentlichen Dienst angestellt werden konnten. ,Jiidisch
versippte” Beamte waren in den Ruhestand zu versetzen.! Das veranlasste viele Professoren und
Lehrer dazu, aus Angst, den Arbeitsplatz zu verlieren, Mitglied in der NSDAP zu werden, auch wenn
sie sich nicht zum Faschismus bekennen konnten. Dariiber hinaus gab es wie z.B. in Kiel auch
Kollegen, die nicht nur Mitglieder der NSDAP waren, sondern auch Mitglieder der SS und/oder SA.2

Da die nationalsozialistische Herrschaft verhaltnismaflig kurze Zeit dauerte, sind die
Auswirkungen bis heute nur schwer abzuschitzen. ,Dennoch wird man davon ausgehen miissen,
dafl eine ganze Generation von Kindern und Jugendlichen in diesen zw®dlf Jahren erheblichen
Einfliissen totalitarer Herrschaft ausgesetzt und unterlegen war” (Weiner, 1992, 199).

Lehrerbildung in der Bundesrepublik Deutschland

Nach 1945 wollten die Besatzungsmachte zundchst ein horizontal gegliedertes Schulsystem in
Deutschland sowie eine Lehrerbildung an wissenschaftlichen Hochschulen einfiihren. Doch es
setzte sich das traditionelle dreigliedrige Schulsystem durch. Fiir die Volksschullehrerbildung
etablierten sich in fast allen Bundesldandern ,Padagogische Hochschulen®, die in den 1970er Jahren
in die Universititen integriert wurden.

Eine wesentliche Spezifik deutscher Lehrerbildung liegt in der Kulturhoheit der 16 Bundes-
lander. Ein Mindestmaf3 an Einheitlichkeit wird durch die Kultusministerkonferenz (KMK) gewahr-
leistet. Dennoch ist nicht immer gesichert, dass Abschliisse jeweils gegenseitig anerkannt werden.

Seit dem 1970 vorgelegten ,Strukturplan zur Neuordnung des Bildungswesens“ gliedert sich
das Schulsystem auf in die Elementarstufe (Kindergarten und Vorschulerziehung), die vier (in
einigen Bundeslidnder sechsjahrige) Primarstufe, die weiterfithrenden Schulen (Hauptschule, Real-
schule mit dem Sekundarstufen I - Abschluss der ,Mittleren Reife” und Gymnasium mit dem Abitur

1 Zitiert nach URL http://www.uni-kiel.de/ns-zeit/bios/glossar.shtml#beamtengesetz.
2 Siehe auch URL http://www.uni-kiel.de /ns-zeit/ph/.
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als Abschluss sowie alle Einrichtungen der Berufsausbildung (Sekundarstufe II). Deutschland hat
bis heute das dreigliedrige Schulsystem erhalten und in fast allen Bundeslandern endet die Primar-
stufe bereits nach dem 4. Schuljahr - damit unterscheidet es sich von fast allen anderen
europdischen Lindern, die entweder eine 6jidhrige Primarstufe oder ein Einheitsschulsystem
haben.

Lehrer fiir die Primar- und Sekundarstufe I miissen in der Regel ein 6-8semestriges Studium (in
den meisten Bundeslandern inzwischen konsekutiv (Bologna-Prozess) und fiir das Lehramt fiir die
Sekundarstufe II ein 10semestriges Studium absolvieren. Das heifst, dass es nach wie vor
unterschiedliche Lehramtsausbildungen gibt, was sich auch im Lehrergehalt niederschlagt. Grund-
und Hauptschullehrer erhalten ein geringeres Gehalt als Gymnasiallehrer. In der Regel werden zwei
Unterrichtsficher und Bildungswissenschaften (Pddagogik und Psychologie) studiert. In der
Ausbildung fiir das gymnasiale Lehramt gewinnt die Pddagogik zunehmend an Bedeutung.
Wahrend des Studiums werden mehrere schulpraktische Studien absolviert. Nach dem ersten
Staatsexamen bzw. dem Masterdiplom (das von der Universitat vergeben wird) folgt eine ein- bis
zweijahrige Referendariatszeit bzw. ein Vorbereitungsdienst, der der praxisorientierten Berufsvor-
bereitung dient und in der meist auch schon eigenverantwortlich unterrichtet wird. Die Ausbildung
wird mit einem zweiten Staatsexamen abgeschlossen. Die Lehrkrifte sind zum lebenslangen Lernen
durch Weiterbildung verpflichtet.

Die Chance, eine Planstelle an einer Schule zu erhalten, hdangt vom zyklisch wiederkehrenden
Uberfluss oder Mangel an Lehrkriften ab. Da die Lehrerbildung stindigen Reformen unterworfen
ist, sind diese Ausfiihrungen nur Richtmaf3e.

,Der lange Marsch der Lehrerausbildung vom voraussetzungslosen Nebenberuf zur akademischen
Profession ist zunachst als Erfolg zu betrachten (...), jedenfalls wenn man die mehr als hundertjahrigen
Postulate der Lehrerorganisationen zugrunde legt: Die Bezahlung der Lehrer ist angemessen, die
Ausriistung der Schulen und Universititen ist besser als je zuvor, traditionelle
Minderwertigkeitsgefiihle sind verschwunden, ldhmende Streitpunkte (zum Beispiel Konfessionalitét
oder Koedukation) sind kein Thema mehr. (...) Ein differenziertes Angebot an Wissensbestdnden hat
die deutsche Lehrerschaft in ihrer langen Geschichte nie gehabt.“ (Oelker & Neumann, 1985, 130).

Die Autoren weisen jedoch schon in den 1980er Jahren darauf hin, dass es offensichtlich keinen
Konsens dariiber gibt, welches Wissen und in welcher Form Wissen Lehrern vermittelt werden soll,
damit sie es sinnvoll anwenden konnen. Das Theorie-Praxis Problem ist schwer aufzuldsen, da die
Erwartungen an eine praktische Berufsausbildung und an ein wissenschaftliches Studium
unvereinbar zu sein scheinen (vgl. ebd., 131). Zwei gegenldufige Konzeptvorschlige werden derzeit
diskutiert: die Vereinheitlichung der Lehrerausbildung auf allen Stufen (Primar- und Sekundar-
stufen) und das Stufenlehrermodell (inhaltliche Differenzierung nach Primarstufe, Sekundarstufe I
und Sekundarstufe II). Die letzten drei Jahrzehnte sind demnach gekennzeichnet durch kontrovers
gefilhrte Diskussionen, durch Umstrukturierungen und sich stetig dndernde Reformen. Seit den
1990er Jahren gibt es in allen Bundesldndern wieder eine schulformbezogene Ausbildung, wobei in
einigen Bundeslandern wie u.a. Niedersachsen Primar-, Haupt- und Realschule zusammengefasst
werden, wdahrend die gymnasiale Lehrerbildung, die Berufsschullehrerbildung und die
Sonderschullehrerbildung jedoch getrennte Studiengédnge sind.

Was ist nun spezifisch deutsch? Karl Marx schreibt: ,Die Deutschen haben in der Politik gedacht,
was die anderen Volker getan haben“ (1976, 385). Damit bezeichnet er eine Besonderheit der
Deutschen, ins ,Theoretisieren“ zu fliichten (Dresselhaus, 1997, 428). Dies hat nach Dresselhaus
geistesgeschichtliche Wurzeln in der Verinnerlichung des obrigkeitsstaatlichen Denkens im
Protestantismus von Luther, aus der langfristig auch die Treue des Beamten resultierte. Weiter
heifdt es bei Marx:
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»Luther hat allerdings die Knechtschaft aus Devotion besiegt, weil er die Knechtschaft aus Uberzeugung
an ihre Stelle gesetzt hat. Er hat den Glauben an die Autoritdt gebrochen, weil er die Autoritiat des
Glaubens restauriert hat. Er hat die Pfaffen in Laien verwandelt, weil er die Laien in Pfaffen verwandelt
hat. Er hat den Menschen von der dufieren Religiositdt befreit, weil er die Religiositidt zum inneren
Menschen gemacht hat. Er hat den Leib von der Kette emanzipiert, weil er das Herz an die Kette gelegt.”
(Marx, 1976, 386)

Die aus Frankreich kommende revolutionare Welle wurde 1848 in Deutschland niedergeschlagen,
da das deutsche Biirgertum ,die von unten nachdrangenden Arbeitermassen mehr” fiirchtete ,als
die feudale Reaktion“ (Dresselhaus, 1997, 429). Damit versucht Dresselhaus m. E. zurecht die doch
eher konservative Schulpolitik, wie sie in Deutschland gegeniiber anderen europdischen Landern
noch heute vorzufinden ist, zu erklaren.

Geschichte der Lehrerbildung
in anderen westeuropdaischen Landern

Osterreich

Im ausgehenden 18. Jahrhundert, im Zuge der Aufklirung, bildeten sich in Osterreich und damit
u. a. auch in Ungarn, Bulgarien, Rumanien, Tschechien und ebenso in Italien, das sich in dieser Zeit
an die Entwicklung in der o6sterreichisch besetzten Lombardei orientierte (Polenghi, 2012, 139),
erste Lehrerbildungsanstalten, die sogenannten ,Normalschulen®. In Wien wurde die erste dieser
Schulen 1771 gegriindet. Ziel war eine stirker paddagogisch-wissenschaftlich akzentuierte
Berufsvorbildung (Grimm, Bali & Pirka, 2012, 92). Das Griindungsdokument der dsterreichischen
Volksschule war die von Maria Theresia (1717-1780) unterzeichnete ,Allgemeine Schulordnung fiir
die deutsche Normal-, Haupt- und Trivialschule in simmtlichen Kayserl. Kénigl. Erblandern®. Es
bestimmte Organisation, Inhalt und Methode des Elementarunterrichts fiir fast ein Jahrhundert
(ebd., 92). In ihr wurden ,Normen fiir die Lehrerbildung” formuliert, die fiir die Normalschulen
bindend waren. Anfangs waren es nur dreimonatige ,Prdparandenkurse“, 1806 wurden sie auf
sechs Monate verldngert. Im Vordergrund stand das , Abrichten“ und ,Praparieren der Zoglinge,
doch der Anfang fiir eine systematische Berufsvorbereitung war gesetzt.

Langer als in Deutschland blieb das hohere Lehramt bis 1848 in den Hinden der Theologen wie
der Jesuiten und Benediktiner. Pidagogisch-didaktische Aspekte fehlten in dieser Ausbildung. 1876
wurde in Wien das erste ,Padagogische Seminar“ eingerichtet. Die Priifungsordnung fiir
Kandidaten des Lehramtes an Gymnasien, Realgymnasien und Realschulen von 1911 sah eine
»philosophisch-padagogische Vorpriifung“ am Ende des fiinften Semesters vor, dennoch wurde das
padagogische Begleitstudium wie auch in Deutschland nicht in das fachwissenschaftliche Studium
integriert.

Die Revolution von 1848 ebnete zwar den Weg fiir eine grundlegende Modernisierung des
gesamten Osterreichischen Bildungswesens (ebd., 94), doch der Primarbereich blieb zunichst
unverdandert. Die Praparandenkurse wurden jedoch von einem auf zwei Jahre erweitert. Erst mit
dem ,Reichsvolksschulgesetz“ von 1869 kam es zu einer Verbesserung der
,Pflichtschullehrerbildung” und 1875 wurden vierjdhrige Lehrerbildungsanstalten (LBA)
eingerichtet, die staatlich oder katholisch waren. ,Damit ging die ziemlich genau 100 Jahre
wihrende Ara der Praparandenkurse zu Ende” schreiben Grimm, Bali und Pirka (ebd., 95). Fiir die
Aufnahme in die LBAs musste das 15. Lebensjahr beendet, sittliche Unbescholtenheit nachgewiesen
und die Birgerschule, das Untergymnasium oder die Unterrealschule abgeschlossen sein. Das
Curriculum war von Theorie und Praxis geprdgt. Die LBA wurden mit einer ,Reifeprifung”
abgeschlossen, die die Zéglinge zum Unterricht an Volksschulen befahigte.
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Mit der Konstituierung der demokratischen Republik Osterreich 1918 begann - wie auch in
Deutschland zu dieser Zeit - eine neue Ara der Bildungspolitik. Auch hier wurde nun die
Akademisierung der ,Pflichtschullehrer” gefordert. Es wurde eine hochschulméfige Ausbildung der
Lehrer aller Schultypen an Universititen mit angeschlossenen Ubungsschulen gewiinscht (ebd., 98).
Doch die Vertreter der bisherigen vierjahrigen LBAs setzten sich durch. Der Anschluss Osterreichs
an das nationalsozialistische Grofddeutsche Reich 1938 bis 1945 vereinte die deutsche und
osterreichische Entwicklung im Bereich der Volksschullehrerausbildung. 1962 erfolgte der
Durchbruch zur akademischen Lehrerbildung. Es wurde eine vierjahrige Lehrerbildung an
Padagogischen Akademien obligatorisch, die weder Hochschulen noch Héhere Schulen sind, ,sie
stehen irgendwo dazwischen und unterstehen direkt dem Unterrichtsministerium“ (ebd., 101). Mit
der Verabschiedung des Paddagogischen Hochschulgesetzes 2007 wurden aus den ,Padagogischen
Akademien“ ,Padagogische Hochschulen“. Damit wurde in Osterreich die Lehrerausbildung fiir
Volksschulen, Hauptschulen und Sonderschulen und fiir Berufsschulen auf Hochschulniveau
gehoben.

Frankreich

Auch in Frankreich beginnt die Professionalisierung der Lehrerbildung im frithen 19. Jahrhundert.
Es wurden die ,écoles normales” (EN) als staatliche Lehrerbildungsanstalten gegriindet (Grundig
de Vazquez, 2012, 128). Sie boten eine dreijahrige fachliche und padagogische Ausbildung an, fiir
die die Kandidaten eine Aufnahmepriifung ablegen mussten. Wie auch in Deutschland war der
Volksschullehrer sozial wenig begiinstigt, doch die Lehrerbildungsanstalten sorgten zumindest fiir
verbindliche staatliche Leistungsstandards und dafiir, dass der Lehrerberuf allmahlich durch den
regularen Ausbildungsweg aufgewertet wurde. Jede Kommune sollte nun mit einer Volksschule
ausgestattet werden. Nach dem Ende des deutsch-franzdsischen Krieges 1870/71 zeichneten sich
unter der Regierung der reformorientierten Republikaner bedeutende Fortschritte in der
franzosischen Lehrerbildung und eine grundlegende Erneuerung des franzdsischen Volksschul-
wesens ab. Die Republikaner ,hofften auf eine neue Generation von rational denkenden,
republiktreuen, sozial orientierten und gebildeten Biirgern, welche die demokratische Gesellschaft
tragen sollten. Dafiir war eine flichendeckende hochwertige Primarschulbildung nétig, in deren
Genuss jeder einzelne kommen sollte.” (ebd., 129). Nicht die soziale Herkunft, sondern die Leistung
sollte entscheidend sein. Die Schulen sollten staatlich und kostenfrei sein. Nur ein gut qualifiziertes
Lehrpersonal kann diesen Anforderungen gerecht werden. In Frankreich begann man also schon 50
Jahre friither als in Deutschland die Schulen und die Lehrerbildung zu reformieren.

Das bisherige Lehrerbildungssystem wurde um elitdre Lehrerbildungsanstalten erginzt, wie z.B.
die ,écoles normales supérieures“ (ENS), in denen besonders begabte Lehramtsstudenten auf
hohere Posten im Primarstufenbereich vorbereitet werden sollten. 1880 wurden die ersten Schulen
fiir weibliche Lehrkréfte gegriindet.

Ahnlich wie in Deutschland sah die Volksschullehrerbildung jedoch vor, dass den Lehrern ein
zwar fundiertes, aber eingeengtes Wissen vermittelt werden sollte, das sie intellektuell nicht zu
weit von den Schiilern entfernte, um deren Bediirfnisse weiterhin wahrnehmen zu kénnen. Das
fiihrte dazu, dass die Volksschullehrer in der Regel aus bescheidenen Verhaltnissen stammten, was
von Regierungsseite erwiinscht war. Ein wichtiges Ziel war eine gefestigte moralische
Grundhaltung. Die Lehrer des hoheren Bildungswesens gingen aus den Universititen hervor.

1989 wurden einheitliche Lehrerbildungseinrichtungen beschlossen. Diese universitdren
Lehrerbildungsinstitute ,instituts universitaires des formation des maitres“ (IUFM) sind fiir Aus-
und Fortbildung aller Lehrkrifte des staatlichen Schulwesens verantwortlich. 1990 wurden die
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Lehrer aller Schulformen auf eine Gehaltsstufe gestellt - ein Vorgang, auf den man in Deutschland
wohl noch lange warten muss. 2005 wurden die [UFM an die Universititen angegliedert (ebd., 133).

England

Die Lehrerausbildung im 19. Jahrhundert lasst sich als Meisterlehre (,class-room based apprentice-
ship“) bezeichnen. In der zweiten Halfte des 19. Jahrhunderts gab es das sogenannte ,Pupil-
Teacher-System“: Die Schiiler erhielten mit 13 Jahren die Méglichkeit in eine 5 Jahre dauernde
,Meisterlehre“ aufgenommen zu werden, wobei die fachliche Unterweisung nur einen sehr
geringen zeitlichen Anteil hatte. Als Ergdnzung konnten sie ein , Training-College“ besuchen, das auf
moralische Erziehung und die Erziehung der Personlichkeit fokussiert war. Zu Beginn des 20.
Jahrhunderts gab es fiir die Lehrer der Sekundarstufe mehr Fachunterricht, damit wurde jedoch
der Bezug zur Praxis verringert. Folglich wurde die Vermittlung padagogischer Techniken an die
,Colleges Tutors“ transferiert und gehorte nicht mehr zur Profession an sich. Im Laufe der ersten
Jahrzehnte des 20. Jahrhunderts war die Ausbildung nicht mehr nur auf einen ,Meister” orientiert
und die Lehramtsanwarter konnten selbstbestimmter ihre Ausbildung gestalten.

In den 1950-1970er Jahren gab es eine Verlagerung der Lehrerbildung in die héhere Bildung:
»Colleges of education”, ,Instituts of higher education“ und ,Polytechnics“ stellten solche
Programme bereit. Die Einfilhrung des ,Bachelors of Education“ brachte eine Reihe neuer
Disziplinen wie Soziologie, Psychologie, Philosophie und Geschichte mit sich. Als Ergebnis wurde
die Lehrerausbildung zunehmend akademisiert auf Kosten der Praxisanteile und somit verarmte
die Beziehung zwischen akademischem Wissen und praktischen Fertigkeiten mehr und mehr. In
den 1980er Jahren geriet die Schule wieder in den Blick der Politik und es wurde ein ,professional
standards framwork” mit einem zentral vorgeschriebenen Curriculum, einem rigorosen
Inspektionssystem und der Orientierung auf den Schiiler out-put, auf die die Lehrerbildung ver-
pflichtet wurde, eingefiihrt. Dies fithrte 1998 zu einem Rahmen fiir die Standardisierung der
Lehrerausbildung (DFFE, QTS). Damit beginnt eine neue Professionalisierung der Lehrerbildung,
die Vorbild fiir alle anderen europdischen Liander wurde.

Heute wird dieses System teilweise als zu technokratisch (,highliy technicist, instrumental
approach to teaching) kritisiert. Die Kritik fiihrt soweit, dass ein Politiker 2010 die alte
Meisterlehre wieder einfiihren mdchte: , Teaching is a craft and it is best learnt as an apprentice
observing the master craftsman or woman“ (Jones, 2012, 206).

Italien

In Italien hatten im 19. Jahrhundert die Lombardei und das Koénigreich Sardinien die besten
Bildungsgesetze. Die Lombardei hatte schon im ausgehenden 18. Jahrhundert die gleiche
Lehrerausbildung wie Osterreich. Daher war die Lombardei fiir das 1861 vereinte Italien
mafigebend fiir alle anderen Staaten und von hier ausgehend verbreitete sich die ,Normalmethode“
(Polenghi, 2012, 139). Die Mehrheit der Lehrer - und im Gegensatz zu Deutschland nicht nur der
Gymnasiallehrer, sondern auch der Volksschullehrer - waren Priester, aufRer in der Lombardei und
in Stdtirol, als Folge der Politik Josephs II. Auch kamen von dort die weiblichen Lehrkrifte, die es
im iibrigen Italien zu dieser Zeit noch nicht gab.

[talien wurde 1859 vereint, das bedeutete, dass ein Schulgesetz verabschiedet wurde, das im
Konigreich Italien bis 1923 in Kraft war. Erst 1913 gingen die Grundschulen von den Kommunen in
die staatliche Verantwortung tiber. Die Normalschule, in der weiterhin die Grundschullehrer fiir die
sechsjahrige Grundschule ausgebildet wurden, dauerte nur zwei oder drei Jahre und konnte bereits
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von 14jdhrigen Schiilern besucht werden. 1896 wurde eine dreijdhrige Mittelschule eingefiihrt,
doch die Ausbildung der Grundschullehrer blieb bis Anfang des 20. Jahrhunderts oberflachlich. ,Da
Italien viele Lehrer bendtigte, um den Analphabetismus (besonders im Siiden) zu bekdmpfen, zogen
die Regierungen Quantitit statt Qualitiat vor” (ebd., 141). Wie auch in den anderen europdischen
Landern forderten die Lehrer selbst (siehe Lehrergewerkschaft ,Unione Magistrale Nazionale“,
1900 gegriindet) eine besser Ausbildung. Doch nur einige Universitidten boten zwischen 1904 und
1923 sogenannte zweijahrige ,Padagogische Schulen” an, fiir diejenigen, die Direktor einer Schule
werden wollten. Auf diese Lehramtsstudenten wurde von den anderen Studierenden
herabgeschaut, denn ,die Universitdt sollte in ihren Augen elitar bleiben“ (ebd., 141). Da es fiir
Madchen die einzige Moglichkeit war, eine bessere Bildung zu erwerben, wurde die Normalschule
schon um 1900 zu 94 Prozent von Madchen besucht. Nun waren nicht mehr Priester, sondern
Frauen in der Grundschule. Diese rasche Feminisierung hatte zwei pragmatische Griinde: Die
Frauen erhielten 1/3 weniger Gehalt als die Manner und sie lief3en sich weniger in Gewerkschaften
organisieren (ebd., 142). Letztlich war dies jedoch ein wichtiger Weg zur Emanzipation - Maria
Montessori (1870-1952) war eine der bedeutendsten Padagoginnen, die auf diesem emanzipatori-
schen Weg voranschritt.

1923 wurde zur Regierungszeit Mussolinis die ,Padagogische Schule“ geschlossen, die Normal-
schulen wurden jedoch reformiert und verbessert, sie hiefen jetzt ,Istituto Magistrale“. Das
Curriculum wurde auf Kosten der Praktika erweitert — wie auch in vielen anderen europdischen
Landern. Erst 1952 wurde in die Grundschullehrerausbildung das Praktikum wieder eingefiihrt.
Nach dem ,Istituto Magistrale“ konnte eine vierjahrige Paddagogische Fachhochschule besucht
werden, die zum Lehramt in der Sekundarstufe befdhigte. Gymnasiallehrer mussten ein Studium
absolviert haben, und auch hier findet sich wieder die Ansicht, dass Sekundarschullehrer keine
padagogische und didaktische Ausbildung nétig haben (ebd., 145).

Seit 1995 wurde die Padagogische Fakultat in die Bildungswissenschaftliche Fakultidt umgewan-
delt. Ab 2011 muss fiir das Grundschullehramt ein 5-jahriger Kurs absolviert werden mit
vorheriger Zulassungspriifung. Dies bedeutet nach Polenghi jedoch keine Verbesserung, ,da das
Curriculum vom Enzyklopddismus gepragt ist“ (ebd. 148). Grundschullehrer miissen jedoch
Sonderpadagogik und Klinische Psychologie studieren, da die Integration von Schiilern mit einer
Behinderung in die Regelschule in Italien obligatorisch ist. Als Besonderheit fiigt Polenghi (ebd.,
150ff.) noch an, dass in den Grundschulen fast 100 Prozent Frauen unterrichten und der Anteil in
der Sekundarstufe steigend ist (damit ist er sehr viel hoher als in anderen europaischen Landern).
Das wirkt sich - auch im Vergleich mit anderen Liandern - heute noch negativ auf das Gehalt und
den sozialen Status aus.

Analyse und Gesamtiiberblick

Man kann von einer gesamteuropdischen Entwicklung der Institutionalisierung der Lehrerbildung
fiir das niedere Lehramt sprechen, die im ausgehenden 18. Jahrhundert allméhlich beginnt. Bis
Ende des 19. Jahrhunderts gab es in der Regel flichendeckende Lehrerbildungsstatten fiir das
niedere Lehramt in allen westeuropdischen Lidndern, auch den hier nicht ndher beschriebenen
skandinavischen Landern. Die gemeinsame Grundlage fiir eine Professionalisierung der Lehrer-
bildung ist die Aufkldarung, die den selbststdndig denkenden Menschen erforderte.

Auch in der Zeit vom ausgehenden 19. Jahrhundert bis zum Ende des ersten Weltkrieges zeigen
sich vergleichbare Entwicklungsstrange, ausgelost durch den Perspektivenwechsel hin zum Kind,
seinen Bediirfnissen und individuellen Entwicklungsmoéglichkeiten. Reformpadagogische Ansétze,
die das Kind in den Mittelpunkt ihrer pddagogischen und didaktischen Bemiihungen stellen, finden
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sich in fast allen europdischen Landern. Allen gemeinsam ist jedoch auch, dass die
reformpadagogischen Theorien zwar Eingang in die Lehrerbildung gefunden haben, jedoch eher
nicht die Lehrerbildung insgesamt pragten, die nach wie vor von den jeweiligen nationalen
politischen Gegebenheiten abhidngig war. Die Revolution 1848 wirkte sich z.B. in Deutschland sehr
viel anders aus als in Frankreich und die Zeit nach dem ersten Weltkrieg brachte nur in den
Landern, die von der Monarchie in eine Republik iibergingen, auch einschneidende Reformen in der
Bildungspolitik wie in Deutschland und Osterreich. Die Zeit zwischen 1930 und 1945 war
insbesondere fiir Deutschland sowie teilweise auch Osterreich und Italien - nicht aber fiir
Frankreich und England - bildungspolitisch relevant.

Gemeinsam ist allen westeuropdischen Lindern auch die Kluft zwischen den beiden Lehrer-
kategorien: dem Lehramt fiir die ,héhere” Bildung und dem Lehramt fiir das ,niedere” Volk. Die
einen absolvieren als Lehrerbildner fiir zukiinftige Studenten ein wissenschaftliches Studium (in
der Regel ohne oder nur mit geringen padagogischen Anteilen), die anderen eine praxisorientierte,
im Wissenskanon eingeengte Ausbildung im Sinne von: ,The man who teaches the children of
peasenats must be a peasant himself” (zitiert nach Winter, 1980, 297). Wie viel Fachwissenschaft,
wie viel Padagogik, wie viel Praxis bendtigt eine Lehrerausbildung? Diese Diskussion wird in allen
Landern immer wieder neu gefiihrt - auch das ist eine Gemeinsamkeit.

Gegen Ende des zwanzigsten Jahrhunderts entscheiden sich einige Liander wie England und
Frankreich fiir eine einheitliche Lehrerbildung. Roth schreibt dazu: ,Volksschullehrerbildung
spiegelt deshalb immer, was eine Gesellschaft von dem sogenannten ,Volke‘ denkt und halt, wieweit
Unterricht und Erziehung Herrschaftsausiibung ist, wieweit die Beschrankung und Begrenzung der
Information fiir das Volk geht (...), - oder wieweit sie Aufmunterung zur Teilhabe und Partizipation
praktizieren will“ (Roth, 1975, 824).

Die Zeit unmittelbar nach dem zweiten Weltkrieg ist generell gekennzeichnet durch den
Wiederaufbau - Volksbildung und ,héhere“ Bildung waren weiterhin unterschiedliche
Ausbildungs-strange. ,Vielfiltige Mafinahmen nationaler Bildungspolitik stellen sich auf
westeuropdischer Ebene als Verdnderungen dar mit den Zielsetzungen, eine allgemeine
Hoherqualifikation zu realisieren, die ,Chancengleichheit’ des Zugangs zu den Bildungsinstitutionen
zu schaffen, die Barrieren zwischen unterschiedlichen Schullaufbahnen abzubauen® schreibt
Winter (1980, 261) und er fahrt fort: ,Dieser Prozef3, in den 60er Jahren eingeleitet, dauert an und
trifft in der Gegenwart auf die verscharft restriktiven Bedingungen einer langfristigen Wirtschafts-
und Gesellschaftskrise“ (ebd., 262).

Die nationalen Gesellschaftssysteme konnen seit Kriegsende 6konomisch und politisch als Sub-
systeme der Weltwirtschaft und Weltpolitik verstanden werden. Daher sind insbesondere die
letzten Jahrzehnte durch einen bisher nicht dagewesenen Internationalisierungsprozess gekenn-
zeichnet. Starker als bisher bedingen politisch-6konomische Verdnderungen ,wechselnde Macht-
konstellationen innerhalb des internationalen Systems und damit in dialektischer Abhangigkeit
nationale Entwicklungen“ (Winter, 1980, 73). Die Schulentwicklung und die Lehrerbildung kann
daher nicht mehr nur national betrachtet werden, denn die Tendenz geht zu einer
Vereinheitlichung und Vergleichbarkeit innerhalb Europas, um der Globalisierung Rechnung zu
tragen. Der Bologna-Prozess, der bis 2010 die Schaffung eines einheitlichen europdischen
Hochschulraums vorsah, ist diesem Trend verpflichtet. Grunder bezeichnet ihn als ,den
folgenschwersten Wandel in der tertidren Ausbildung seit zweihundert Jahren. Die Umstellung von
Diplom und Lizentiat auf B.A. und M.A. kommt einer revolutioniren Umwalzung gleich.
Revolutionen haben Vorteile und Nachteile.“ (2010, 338). Eine differenzierte Diskussion dieser Vor-
und Nachteile ist an dieser Stelle nicht mdglich. In allen Landern, die sich dem Bologna-Prozess
angeschlossen haben, zeigt sich jedoch, dass damit die Reformen keineswegs abgeschlossen sind,
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sondern dass eine Reform die andere abldst. Ob sich dadurch die Lehrerausbildung verbessert, sei
dahingestellt.

Vorteil ist jedoch die Vereinfachung der Internationalisierung in Form von gegenseitiger
Anerkennung der Leistungen in Doppelabschlussprogrammen, die Durchfithrung von
internationalen Projekten im Bereich der Curriculumentwicklung (siehe TEMPUS-Projekte der EU)
und des teilweise einfacheren Studentenaustauschs.

Der Europaische Qualifikationsrahmen (engl. EQF), eine Initiative der Europaischen Union, tragt
dazu bei, Bildungsabschliisse vergleichbarer zu machen. Er definiert eine Reihe von Bildungs-
niveaus, bezogen auf Kenntnisse, Fertigkeiten und Kompetenzen. Diese unverbindliche Empfehlung
wurde 2008 vom Europaischen Parlament beschlossen. Sie ist ein weiterer Schritt in die Richtung
einer europaischen Vereinheitlichung der Lehrerbildung und einer grofderen Vergleichbarkeit der
Ausbildungssysteme.

Schlussbemerkung

JAufklarung im Sinne Kants, als Ausgang des Menschen aus selbstverschuldeter Unmiindigkeit,
Liberalismus und Rechtsstaat, die biirgerliche Bewegung zur Freiheit und zur Nation hin, die
Revolution von 1848 und die industrielle Revolution, Kapitalismus und Arbeiterbewegung, die
Entwicklung der Wissenschaft und Kunst: Das alles war europdisch ebenso wie deutsch. Was ,Bildung’
einmal meinte, war im Ursprung ohnehin europdisch oder vielmehr und ganz entschieden
weltbiirgerlich angelegt.“ (von Krockow, 1990, 106)

Das Vorhergehende hat viele Gemeinsamkeiten westeuropaischer Lehrerbildung gezeigt wie auch
nationale Unterschiede. Eine Bemerkung sei jedoch am Schluss gestattet, die einen Aspekt aufgreift,
der bisher nicht erwédhnt wurde: die Lehrerpersonlichkeit selbst. Letztlich kommt es auf die
Lehrerpersonlichkeit an, auf ihre Befahigung, das Beste in den Kindern zu wecken und sie zu ihren
personlichen Hochstleistungen zu fithren und das ist nur zu einem Teil abhingig von
Ausbildungssystem und Land. Sandfuchs schreibt zwar véllig richtig: ,Bis heute ist die Entwicklung
der Lehrerbildung bestimmt von der gesellschaftlichen Einstellung zur Bedeutung von
Schulbildung und Lehrberuf, dem Wechsel von Uberfiillungs- und Mangelkrisen im Lehrerberuf,
den 6konomischen Bedingungen sowie politischen und weltanschaulichen Positionen und Uber-
zeugungen. Sie ist zudem gekennzeichnet durch eine zuweilen nur vordergriindig sachliche
Diskussion, hinter der bildungspolitische Vorbehalte, finanzielle Erwagungen und Interessen von
Statusgruppen verborgen werden (Sandfuchs, 2012, 62). Doch auch wenn die je nationale
Bildungspolitik die Reformen vorgibt, so ist doch der Lehrer nicht willenloses Instrument. Er kann
Jfur eine allseitige Entwicklung der menschlichen Personlichkeit und den gesamt gesellschaftlichen
Fortschritt tatig sein und verhindern, daff aus der reformierten Schule eine formierte wird“
(Winter, 1980, 263).
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