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Progressivism and Curriculum 
Differentiation: Special Classes in the 
Atlanta Public Schools, 1898-1923 

Barry M. Franklin 

Addressing the Atlanta Board of Education at its January 1898 meeting, 
Superintendent William F. Slaton called for the adoption of a regulation 
to "prevent children of dull minds and weak intellects from remaining 
3 or 4 years in the same grade." Their presence, Slaton stated, was leading 
"to the annoyance of the teacher and detriment of the grade."' This call 
to deal with low achieving students was not the only recommendation 
to alter existing school policies and programs that the city's Board of 
Education heard that year or the next. In his annual reports for both 
1898 and 1899, Slaton called on the Board of Education to introduce 
vocational education into Atlanta's course of study to meet the needs of 
high school students who, as he put it, "are bread-winners early in life 
and subsequently heads of families."2 And during May 1899, the Board 
of Education received proposals urging it to introduce physical education 
into the curriculum and to establish kindergarten classes in several of the 
city's schools.3 Here were the first stirrings of Progressive educational 
reform, which would lead in Atlanta, as in other urban school systems, 
to a differentiated program, including vocational education and guidance, 
kindergartens, junior high schools, and special classes for handicapped 
children.4 

During the first two decades of the twentieth century, Atlanta school 
administrators and certain members of the Board of Education period- 

Barry M. Franklin is a member of the faculty of the Department of Curriculum and 
Instruction at Kennesaw State College. He wishes to thank Ms. Delcie Schrider, manager 
of the Records Center of the Atlanta Public Schools, who provided him access to the student 
records used in this essay. 

' Atlanta Board of Education, Minutes, 6 Jan. 1898, 2: 522. 
2 Atlanta Board of Education, Twenty-seventh Annual Report, 31 Dec. 1898, 52-53, 

and Twenty-eighth Annual Report, 31 Dec. 1899, 28. 
' Atlanta Board of Education, Minutes, 4, 23 May 1899, 3: 72, 80. 
4 For illustrations of curriculum differentiation in Atlanta, see Atlanta Constitution, 

13 Nov., 18 Dec. 1927, 1, 8, 22 Jan., 19 Feb., 11 Mar. 1928. 
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ically grappled with the problem that Slaton had raised concerning low 
achieving children in the city's public schools. Unable to settle on an 
acceptable plan to address this problem in regular classrooms, the school 
administration would, in 1915, establish its first special classes for men- 
tally defective children, children who were at least three years "behind 
in mental development."5 By 1920, Atlanta would have seven special 
classes in its forty white grammar schools and, for a short time, two 
special classes in its fifteen black grammar schools.6 

Progressive Era educational reformers, according to recent scholars, 
turned to curriculum differentiation as a bureaucratic strategy to respond 
to an array of external demands and pressures facing turn-of-the-century 
urban, centralized school systems. Although their interpretations are not 
very different from one another, they do have distinct points of emphasis. 
Some of these scholars have emphasized how a differentiated curriculum 
allowed schools to accommodate the increased enrollments and mitigate 
the overcrowding that accompanied the passage of compulsory atten- 
dance laws. According to this interpretation, the introduction of numer- 
ous specialized courses of study, some preparatory and some terminal, 
enabled teachers to handle more students. Teachers could deliver the 
same instructional content to entire classes of students who were similar 
in achievement, interests, and career aspirations, thereby making larger 
classes more manageable.7 

Others have stressed how early twentieth-century school reformers 
embraced the efficiency-oriented thinking of American business, partic- 
ularly the procedures of scientific management. Concerned about a school 
population that was becoming more diverse in class, ethnicity, and ability, 
these school reformers sought to design a more functional school pro- 
gram. Adapting such scientific management procedures as time study and 
job analysis to the task of selecting and organizing the curriculum, they 
created a school program composed of numerous specialized courses of 
study. These courses, so this interpretation goes, would channel students 

s Atlanta Board of Education, Minutes, 29 June 1915, 6: 317; ibid., 30 July 1915, 6: 
330; ibid., 22 June 1916, 7: 43. 

6 Atlanta Board of Education, School Directory, 1920-1930. The two special classes 
for black children in existence in 1920, one at Carrie Steele School and the other at Pittsburg 
Night School, were closed the following year and replaced by two classes at Storrs School. 
The next year, however, those classes were also closed. There were no other special classes 
for black children until 1929. For a discussion of special education for blacks in Georgia, 
see Jane Vivian Mack Strong, "A Study of Educational Facilities Available to Atypical 
Negro and White Children in Georgia" (M.Ed. thesis, Atlanta University, 1949). 

' David L. Angus, Jeffrey E. Mirel, and Maris A. Vinovskis, "Historical Development 
of Age Stratification in Schooling," Teachers College Record 90 (Winter 1988): 211-36; 
David Tyack, The One Best System: A History of American Urban Education (Cambridge, 
1974), 182-88. 
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into occupational and citizenship roles based on their background and 
ability.8 

And finally, some researchers have highlighted how school reformers 
promoted curriculum differentiation as the agents of business elites. By 
vocationalizing the curriculum, these reformers sought to produce a work 
force essential to industrial expansion and class divisions basic to a cap- 
italist society. According to this view, the introduction of a differentiated 
curriculum made the schools an instrument of social control to preserve 
the political and economic power of the upper and upper-middle classes 
at the expense of the working classes, particularly the urban poor and 
ethnic and racial minorities. Since this effort to vocationalize the curric- 
ulum was often contested, early twentieth-century schools became, ac- 
cording to this interpretation, a site of struggle between dominant and 
subordinate classes.9 

Atlanta's attempt to establish its first special classes offers an in- 
structive case for examining these recent interpretations of curriculum 
differentiation. These various explanations locate the impetus for this 
reform outside of the schools. They portray educators as relatively passive 
participants in efforts at curriculum differentiation, who were responding 
to external pressures or were acting as the agents of others. And they 
depict the schools as standing neutral, while dominant and subordinate 
classes or antagonistic interest groups battled for control of the curric- 
ulum. As a consequence, these interpretations have missed the role that 
school bureaucrats themselves have played as actors in initiating curric- 
ulum differentiation. Broad capitalist or business aims did not drive the 
reform, even though support for the capitalist state may have been the 
unintended consequence of curriculum differentiation. Similarly, business 
elites and other external agents did not play the prominent role in pro- 
moting special classes that they played in championing other forms of 
curriculum differentiation, particularly vocational education.'0 This study 
of the establishment and operation of special classes in Atlanta demon- 

8 Raymond E. Callahan, Education and the Cult of Efficiency: A Study of the Social 
Forces That Have Shaped the Administration of the Public Schools (Chicago, 1962), ch. 
5: Edward A. Krug, The Shaping of the American-High School, 1880-1920 (Madison, 
1969), 304-27. 

9 David John Hogan, Class and Reform: School and Society in Chicago, 1880-1930 
(Philadelphia, 1985), xx-xxv, 138-39, 228-35; Martin Cornoy and Henry M. Levin, 
Schooling and Work in the Democratic State (Stanford, 1985), 80-97. 

'? Ira Katznelson and Margaret Weir, Schooling for All: Class, Race, and the Decline 
of the Democratic Ideal (New York, 1985), ch. 6; Wayne J. Urban, "Educational Reform 
in a New South City: Atlanta, 1890-1925," in Education and the Rise of the New South, 
ed. Ronald Goodenow and Arthur 0. White (Boston, 1981), 114-30; Julia Wrigley, Class 
Politics and Public Schools: Chicago, 1900-1950 (New Brunswick, 1982), ch. 3. 
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strates how important the school system's internal authorities were in 
driving this reform. It also suggests that this aspect of curriculum dif- 
ferentiation strengthened the emerging American state-that is, the col- 
lection of individuals and agencies in the public sphere that hold obligatory 
authority over others-although efforts to promote capitalism did not 
provide the primary impetus for the change." 

The first concrete proposal for addressing the needs of Atlanta's 
retarded students was made in September 1908. Two teachers, a Miss 
Mitchell and a Miss Dunlap, suggested to the Board of Education that 
students "whose conduct and lessons for the day are satisfactory" be 
allowed to leave school at 1 P.M. while "slow and backward pupils and 
those with unprepared lessons" be held to 2 P.M., thereby giving them 
additional time to complete their work. Neither Superintendent William 
M. Slaton, who had succeeded his father, William F. Slaton, the year 
before, nor Assistant Superintendent Leonidas Landrum was willing to 
accept the recommendation. Slaton claimed that the proposal "would 
result in injury to all."'2 

The board, however, was more sympathetic to the idea. It asked the 
Committee on Schools and Teachers to study the matter and to make a 
report. Two months later, in November, the board accepted this com- 
mittee's recommendation to dismiss the first grade at 1 P.M. daily. First 
grade teachers would then be freed from their classroom responsibilities 
and instead would work with "backward children" in the other grades 
until the regular dismissal time of 2:30 P.M. (2:00 P.M. in May and June).13 

Judging by his rhetoric, Slaton was not opposed to all measures for 
dealing with low achieving students. In 1911, he urged the board to 
provide some assistance to "backward children."14 And a year later, 
Slaton spoke to the board about the need to establish special classes for 
delinquent children. "It is not just," he said, "that fifty or sixty children 
in a class should be retarded by two or three refractory members whose 

" The definition of the state used in this essay derives from Theda Skocpol, "Bringing 
the State Back In: Strategies of Analysis in Current Research," in Bringing the State Back 
In, ed. Peter B. Evans, Dietrich Rueschemeyer, and Theda Skocpol (Cambridge, 1985), 3- 
37; and Martin Carnoy, The State and Political Theory (Princeton, 1984). For a discussion 
of the role of the state as an actor in policy formation, see Skocpol, "Bringing the State 
Back In." I am indebted to Joseph Tropea for the suggestion that I look at special classes 
from this vantage point. For his attempt to use a state-centered interpretation for examining 
the development of special classes, see Joseph L. Tropea, "Bureaucratic Order and Special 
Children: Urban Schools, 1890s-1940s," History of Education Quarterly 27 (Spring 1987): 
29-53; and idem, "Bureaucratic Order and Special Children: Urban Schools, 1950s-1960s," 
ibid. (Fall 1987): 339-61. 

12 Atlanta Board of Education, Minutes, 24 Sep. 1908, 4:273. 
13 Ibid., 21 Nov. 1908, 4: 285; Atlanta Constitution, 26 Nov. 1908. 
14 Atlanta Board of Education, Minutes, 26 Jan. 1911, 5: 123. 
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William M. Slaton, superintendent of the Atlanta Public Schools, 
1907-15. Courtesy of Archives, Atlanta Public Schools. 

parents through weakness or ignorance, have not taught and trained 
them at home to obey school authority."'5 

Although the board that year did open up a class for deaf children 
at Ashby Street School and appointed a teacher to work with tubercular 
children confined to the city's Battle Hill Sanitorium, it was not willing 
to establish special classes for low achieving children.16 Two years later, 

'5 Ibid., 4 Jan. 1912, 5: 286. 
l6 Ibid., 27 June 1912, 5: 356; ibid., 25 July 1912, 5: 361; Atlanta Constitution, 28 

June, 27 Sep. 1912. 
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in December 1914, the board, which had recently elected as its president 
Robert Guinn, a proponent of curriculum differentiation, authorized that 
several vacation schools be established the following summer. Such schools, 
the board hoped, would allow students who had failed during the regular 
year to make up their work and to allow able children to advance more 
rapidly.'7 The vacation schools, however, did not seem to address the 
difficulties of all children with achievement problems. In a report to the 
board after the conclusion of its first session in June 1915, the admin- 
istrators of the vacation schools, Laura Smith and Ora Stamps, noted 
the problem created by "children whose mentality is deficient and whose 
presence in the school room hinders the instruction of normal children." 
They called on the board to establish special classes for these children. 
Landrum, who had replaced Slaton as superintendent that month, sup- 
ported the proposal, and the board approved.18 

Within several weeks, the city's first special class for mentally defi- 
cient white children was opened at Fair Street School.19 At the end of its 
first month of operation, the principal, Gussie Brenner, reported to the 
board on the progress of the program. She noted that the class was 
instilling "backward children" with self-respect, helping those whose 
retardation was improvable to return to their regular grade, and preparing 
the "worst cases" to be self-sufficient. Evidently impressed with her re- 
port, the board authorized the establishment of two more special classes 
for white children by the end of the year, one at Boulevard School and 
the other at Lee Street School.20 

For the most part, the explanations that recent scholars have ad- 
vanced to account for the appearance of a differentiated curriculum do 
not help us very much in understanding why Atlanta established its special 
classes for mentally deficient children. It is not clear that Atlanta intro- 
duced its special classes in response to the passage of a state compulsory 
attendance law. Atlanta's first special class was established in 1915, a 
full year before the state passed its first compulsory attendance law. And 
that law, which required children between eight and fourteen to attend 
school for four months a year through fourth grade, exempted, among 
others, children with mental defects, the very children for whom the 
special classes were ostensibly designed.2' Even as late as 1920, when 

17 Atlanta Board of Education, Minutes, 15 Dec. 1914, 6: 246-47; ibid., 8 June 1915, 
6: 295. 

*s Ibid., 29 June 1915, 6: 317. 
19 Ibid., 30 July 1915, 6: 330. 
2( Ibid.; Atlanta Constitution, 31 July 1915; Atlanta Board of Education, School Di- 

rectory, 1915-1919, 19, 39. 
21 United States Department of the Interior, Report of the Commissioner of Education 

for the Year Ended June 30, 1916 (Washington, D.C., 1916), 24. 
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Atlanta had nine special classes in operation, Georgia had not passed 
legislation either requiring the education of the mentally retarded or 
providing financial support to those school districts that voluntarily es- 
tablished programs for these children.22 Georgia's compulsory law may 
have served over time to bring more low achieving children into the 
schools, thus requiring the establishment of more of these special classes; 
nonetheless, this law does not seem to have been the impetus behind 
these classes. 

Events surrounding Atlanta's special classes do not support the claim 
of recent researchers that early twentieth-century school reformers turned 
to this innovation as a response to the needs and values of businessmen. 
It is true that the only segment of Atlanta's population that seemed to 
be interested in the special classes was drawn from the city's business 
and professional elite. But this elite did not offer a unified response to 
the issue of special classes. Since a number of business leaders were against 
special classes, it is not possible to link the business interest directly to 
their establishment. 

The business community was divided into so-called progressive and 
conservative factions, and within these factions, it was further divided 
over the issue of special classes. The conservatives were primarily bankers, 
corporate leaders, and professionals who looked to Clark Howell, editor 
of the Atlanta Constitution, for leadership. The progressive group in- 
cluded, for the most part, lawyers, real estate agents, and insurance 
salesmen under the leadership of Hoke Smith, publisher of the Atlanta 
Journal and at various times during this period governor of Georgia and 
United States Senator. Although struggles were often couched in the 
rhetoric of reaction versus reform, hence the labels of conservative and 
progressive, what these factions actually fought about much of the time 
was control of the city's political apparatus and ultimately control over 
the Georgia Democratic party.23 

Atlanta's school managers had ties to, or were part of, this business 
elite. But their association with either the conservative or progressive 
faction did not determine their position on special classes. For example, 
the Slatons and Leonidas Landrum tended to align with the city's con- 

22 Robert Kunzig, Public School Education of Atypical Children, United States De- 
partment of Interior, Office of Education Bulletin no. 10 (Washington, D.C., 1931), 14, 
25. 

23 David N. Plank, "Educational Reform and Organizational Change: Atlanta in the 
Progressive Era" (Unpublished manuscript, 1987), 6-7; David N. Plank and Paul E. Pe- 
terson, "Does Urban Reform Imply Class Conflict? The Case of Atlanta's Schools," in The 
Social History of American Eduction, ed. B. Edward McClellan and William J. Reese 
(Urbana, Ill., 1988), 217-18; Paul E. Peterson, The Politics of School Reform, 1870-1940 
(Chicago, 1985), 86. 
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servatives, but they joined with some progressives in supporting special 
classes.24 And other so-called progressives joined conservatives in op- 
posing this reform. In June 1918, W. H. Terrell, an attorney and Board 
of Education member who often spoke for the city's conservatives, tes- 
tified before a special committee of the Atlanta City Council, which was 
then investigating the schools, that "certain innovations" which the pro- 
gressive school board president, Robert Guinn, advocated, increased costs 
while actually decreasing the efficiency of the schools' operation.25 Speak- 
ing before the same committee, another attorney, Harvey Hatcher, who 
was usually a supporter of Guinn and who was chairman of the City 
Council's Finance Committee, attacked the special classes on the grounds 
of their cost. Thus, Hatcher's links to the progressive wing did not pre- 
clude him from joining conservatives in opposing special classes. The 
Finance Committee had actually threatened to abolish these classes early 
in 1918 when Laura Smith, who, as Primary Supervisor, was in charge 
of special education, requested a budget increase of one hundred dollars 
to purchase materials to introduce handwork into the special classes. It 
was only after Guinn intervened that the committee withdrew its threat.26 

Whatever there was in the way of a struggle over special classes, 
and it was minimal, occurred within the city's business and professional 
elite. The issue never became one that pitted dominant against subor- 
dinate classes. The dominant classes were too divided to take a single 
stand, and the subordinate groups voiced no opinicn about special classes. 
The city's black population, organized labor, and even teachers were 
virtually silent on the issue.27 

What then provided the impetus for the establishment of special 
classes in Atlanta? First, special classes seemed to offer school adminis- 

24 Urban, "Educational Reform," 118-19; idem, "Progressive Education in the Urban 
South: The Reform of the Atlanta Schools, 1914-1918," in The Age of Urban Reform: 
New Perspectives on the Progressive Era, ed. Michael H. Ebner and Eugene M. Tobin 
(Port Washington, 1977), 137-38. 

25 Atlanta City Council, "Evidence and Proceedings before a Special Committee of 
Five, Appointed under a Resolution of City Council," 12 June 1918, 386-89 (located in 
Office of City Clerk, Atlanta). 

26 Ibid., 263, 316-17. 
27 examined on a daily basis the Atlanta Independent, Atlanta's principal black 

newspaper, between 1916 and 1925 and the Journal of Labor, the official newspaper of 
the Atlanta Federation of Trades, between 1914 and 1921, and found no mention in either 
paper of low achieving children or special classes. I only found one reference to special 
classes in the papers of the Atlanta Public School Teachers' Association. At the February 
1920 meeting of the Association's Board of Directors, Gussie Brenner, principal of Fair 
Street School, noted the need for a "centrally located" facility to provide for the city's 
handicapped children. See Atlanta Public School Teachers' Association, Directors' Meeting, 
Feb. 1920, folder 3, box 2072, Atlanta Education Association Collection, Southern Labor 
Archives, Special Collections Department, Georgia State University. 
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trators a way to maintain the common school ideal of accessibility in a 
changing society. Atlanta school bureaucrats, as did their counterparts 
in other cities, frequently spoke of the need for a widely accessible system 
of public schooling. In his 1911 annual report, Superintendent William 
M. Slaton echoed the sentiments of mid-nineteenth-century common school 
reformers in calling for the education of all of the city's youth on the 
grounds that "ignorance and the lack of moral training is the greatest 
curse of mankind."28 Two years later, Board President Guinn called for 
a high school education for all of Atlanta's children in order to insure 
that they reach "the highest efficiency of which they are able."29 

Achieving this accessibility was, however, always problematic in 
Atlanta. From the beginning of the city's school system in 1872, there 
were never enough classrooms for all the children who wished to attend. 
Double sessions and class sizes in excess of sixty children were a common 
feature of the city's schools.30 Exacerbating this persistent overcrowding 
was the enrollment growth during the early years of the twentieth century. 
Between 1898 and 1915, statements of school administrators suggested 
that the city's schools were feeling the impact of an increasing number 
of troublesome children, as Atlanta's white, grammar school enrollment 
grew from 13,254 to 21,190 students, an increase of 67 percent.31 The 
growing number of low achieving students forced into overcrowded class- 
rooms made the work of the city's teachers more difficult. 

It was evidently burdensome keeping these children in school. At its 
October 1914 meeting, the Board of Education received a letter from J. 
E. Ellis, a teacher at Grant Park School, concerning one of her students, 
who had, as she put it, an "epileptic fit." According to the letter, Grant 
Park's principal, Mrs. W. P. Davis, would not allow the child to return 
to school "because the presence of the child was liable to cause distraction 
in the exercise of the school." At the same meeting, the board also 
considered a letter from Belle Simpson, the teacher of the deaf class at 
Ashby Street School, requesting the removal of one Herbert Manning. 
"He disturbs the class by doing many unusual and unexpected things 
and continuously distracts the attention of the class and the work of the 
teacher." Voting to remove both children from the schools, board mem- 
bers stated that incidences such as these indicated that teachers faced a 
problem of accommodating certain "deficient and disabled children." At 

29 Atlanta Board of Education, Minutes, 4 Jan. 1912, 5: 288. 
29 Ibid., 8 Apr. 1914, 6: 147-48. 
'" Melvin W. Ecke, From Ivy Street to Kennedy Center: Centennial History of the 

Atlanta Public School System (Atlanta, 1972), 14, 16-17, passim; Atlanta Constitution, 
25 Oct. 1914, 3, 4, 7 Feb. 1915. 

3" Ecke, From Ivy Street, 452-53 (Appendix B). 
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the suggestion of Guinn and two other members, a committee was ap- 
pointed to study the problem, and the following month it proposed the 
introduction of vacation schools.32 Establishing first vacation schools and 
then special classes offered a means whereby the city's schools could 
remain accessible as the student population became larger and more 
diverse. Although it was ultimately necessary to segregate low achieving 
children in special classes, the schools were still able to remain open to 
them. In creating these special classes, however, Atlanta's school man- 
agers were not just reacting to a need to make classrooms more man- 
ageable. They were initiating a reform that they believed would allow 
the schools, despite changing conditions, to remain true to their historic 
goal of being open to all children.33 

In addition, Atlanta's school officials called for special classes to 
enhance their status as professionals and to advance their political agen- 
das.34 Atlanta's school managers were not the only educators to support 
special classes during this period. Superintendents in urban school systems 
throughout the nation made similar appeals. In his 1906 report to the 
St. Paul, Minnesota, Board of Education, Superintendent S. L. Heeter 
noted that certain children, "misfits," as he called them, "do not fit into 
any class." They needed, he went on to say, a separate class staffed by 
a teacher of "sympathy, tact, skill and courage with such optimism and 
personality, as would lead and inspire irregular boys and girls."35 And 
three years later, Superintendent Stratton Brooks of Boston called for the 
establishment of special classes to minimize the harm that he believed 
was posed by the presence of "epileptics" and "others of physical pe- 
culiarity" in the regular classroom.36 

These appeals to expand the school program by introducing special 
classes and other forms of curriculum differentiation were one phase of 

12 Atlanta Board of Education, Minutes, 22 Oct. 1914, 6: 228-29; Atlanta Consti- 
tution, 23 Oct. 1914. 

33 For a discussion of how school reformers saw curriculum differentiation as a means 
of reconciling the public school's historic democratic goal of accessibility with the demands 
of a capitalist economy for selectivity in admissions, see David F. Labaree, The Making of 
an American High School: The Credentials Market and the Central High School of Phil- 
adelphia, 1838-1939 (New Haven, 1988), 7-8, 70-72, 161-62, 173-77. 

34 Margaret Weir and Theda Skocpol note that "government officials (or aspiring 
politicians) are quite likely to take a new initiative, conceivably well ahead of social de- 
mands, if existing state capacities can be readily adapted or reworked to do things that 
will bring advantages to them in their struggles with competitive political forces." See 
Margaret Weir and Theda Skocpol, "State Structures and the Possibilities for 'Keynesian' 
Responses to the Great Depression in Sweden, Britain, and the United States," in Bringing 
the State Back In, ed. Evans, Reueschemeyer, and Skocpol, 115. 

's St. Paul Board of School Inspectors, Forty-seventh and Forty-eighth Annual Reports 
of the Board of School Inspectors of the City of St. Paul, 16 June 1906, 67. 

"6 Boston Public Schools, Annual Report of the Superintendent, School Document no. 
13, July 1909, 15. 
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a larger effort during the first two decades of this century by an emerging 
corps of school administrators to legitimate the existence of their profes- 
sion. By extolling the virtues of such bureaucratic solutions as special 
classes, these administrators were in effect creating an ideology extolling 
technical expertise that could justify their standing as a distinct profes- 
sional specialty within the schools.37 New programs, such as special classes 
and vocational education, provided the symbolic trappings of incipient 
professionalism. 3 Promoting special classes, however, served more than 
an ideological function. Once school systems introduced special classes, 
they then had to go out and hire teachers who had expertise in teaching 
low achieving children. And having such teachers in their employ required 
these school systems to hire specialized administrative personnel as su- 
pervisors. These appeals for special classes not only legitimated school 
administration as a profession, they actually built the profession.39 

William M. Slaton used the issue of special classes to solidify his 
professional standing by linking himself with leading professionals in 
other cities. On at least two occasions, Slaton held up to the school board 
examples of cities that had established special classes as a means of 
spurring on reform. In January 1912, in calling on the board for the 
establishment of special classes for delinquent children, he noted that 
these classes were to be found in the "leading cities of the United States." 
And two months later upon returning from a meeting of the N.E.A.'s 
Department of Superintendence in St. Louis, he informed the board that 
this city, unlike Atlanta, provided special classes for deaf, mentally de- 
fective, and delinquent children.40 Implicit in Slaton's remarks on both 
occasions was the message that if Atlanta wanted to become a progressive 
city, it, too, would have to establish special classes. Slaton's urgings were 
not unlike those of other similarly placed professionals in other spheres 
who were advancing reform. Just as these individuals looked to their 
counterparts in other cities for innovations, say to reformers in New 
York for the idea of the municipal research bureau or to those in Gal- 
veston for the idea of the commission form of government, so did Slaton 

87 Callahan, Education and the Cult of Efficiency, ch. 8; David Tyack and Elizabeth 
Hansot, Managers of Virtue: Public School Leadership in America, 1820-1980 (New York, 
1982), 106-14. 

*ti For a discussion of the symbolic role of educational policy in legitimizing the edu- 
cational professions, see Herbert M. Kliebard, "Curriculum Policy as Symbolic Action: 
Connecting Education with the Workplace" (Paper presented at the annual meeting of the 
American Educational Research Association, San Francisco, Calif., 27 Mar. 1989). 

" Tyack, One Best System, 185-86. 
40 Atlanta Board of Education, Minutes, 1 Jan. 1912, 5: 286; ibid., 28 Mar. 1912, 5: 

309; Atlanta Constitution, 1 Jan. 1912. 
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look to school managers in St. Louis for the idea of the special class.4' 
Thus, the drive for professionalization and the drive for special classes 
were mutually reinforcing. On the one hand, his support for special 
classes helped Slaton strengthen his professional standing. On the other 
hand, his enhanced public image as a progressive superintendent could 
advance his political agenda, which included special classes. 

Robert Guinn was also able to use the issue of special classes to 
promote his political goals. Guinn came to the Board of Education as a 
political rival, in the Georgia Democratic party, of the Slaton family, 
particularly Governor John Slaton, Superintendent William M. Slaton's 
brother. Not unexpectedly, then, Guinn saw the superintendent as the 
main obstacle to the introduction of the Progressive school reforms that 
he so favored. Almost immediately upon joining the board in 1914, Guinn 
set out to embarrass the superintendent by calling for an outside survey 
of the city's schools. Going further, he arranged with M. L. Brittain, 
State Superintendent of Public Instruction, to have the State Supervisor 
of Rural Schools, Celeste Parrish, who was a former student of John 
Dewey at the University of Chicago and a proponent of curriculum dif- 
ferentiation, conduct the study. Slaton in fact objected to the study on 
the grounds that "the board could not guard itself against wild statements 
and prejudices which might enter into a survey prepared by Commissioner 
Guinn."42 

In her study, which took two weeks and included visits to approx- 
imately one-quarter of the city's white grammar schools and to Girls' 
High School, Parrish found little to approve of in Atlanta. She was par- 
ticularly critical of the curriculum because it lacked the kind of connection 
between the school program and the demands of adult life that she 
believed typified the best of Progressivism: "In all the cities which have 
reached a high grade of educational efficiency, there is a distinct attempt 
to relate the work of the schools to the experience of the children, and 
to the social and industrial life of the city. The Atlanta course of study 
has been static for so many years that the city has outgrown it."43 What 
was needed, according to Parrish's way of thinking, was a differentiated 
curriculum. She recommended the introduction of manual training and 

41 Martin Schiesi, The Politics of Efficiency: Municipal Administration and Reform in 
America, 1880-1920 (Berkeley, 1977), chs. 6-7. 

42 Atlanta Constitution, 27 Feb. 1914; Urban, "Progressive Education in the Urban 

South," 132-33; Charles Strickland, "Parrish, Celeste Susannah," in Notable American 
Women, ed. Edward T. Jones, Janet Wilson-Jones, and Paul Boyer (Cambridge, 1971), 3: 
18-20. 

43 Celeste S. Parrish, Survey of the Atlanta Public Schools (1914; reprint, Atlanta, 
1973), 22. 
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Robert J. Guinn, president of the Atlanta Board of Education, 1914-18. Courtesy of 
Archives, Atlanta Public Schools. 
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home economics in the grammar and secondary schools and the estab- 
lishment of a kindergarten program. For low achieving and troublesome 
children, she suggested that Atlanta follow the example of other cities 
and establish vocational schools and special classes."44 

Not satisfied with simply exposing the weaknesses of Atlanta's schools 
under Slaton's leadership, Guinn urged the board not to renew the su- 
perintendent's contract when it expired in June 1915. The city, Guinn 
argued, needed a superintendent with "progressive ideas" and "executive 
ability," qualities that he believed Slaton did not possess. Slaton, however, 
challenged Guinn's charge. Citing his support of numerous innovations 
in the city's schools, he noted his commitment to reform: "On my rec- 
ommendation and advocacy, the department of medical inspection was 
added to the schools. Was that progressive? On my recommendation the 
Normal Training School was established to manufacture our own teach- 
ers out of our own house material. Was that progressive?"45 

Guinn, however, prevailed and was able to muster a nine-to-three 
majority vote of the Board of Education to remove Slaton. Guinn's choice 
to replace Slaton was State Superintendent Brittain, who like Parrish had 
attended the University of Chicago and held similarly reformist views. 
Unable to convince Brittain to leave his elective office to come to Atlanta, 
Guinn arranged to have Landrum appointed as superintendent and then 
got Landrum to appoint another former University of Chicago student, 
Joseph Wardlaw, dean of the faculty of the State Normal School in 
Athens, as assistant superintendent. In 1917, after Landrum completed 
one term, the board replaced him with Wardlaw and then went on to 
create a new position for Landrum, that of business manager.4" Under 
Landrum and Wardlaw, Guinn was able to establish the city's first special 
classes. Creating special classes went a long way toward augmenting the 
administrative capacities of Atlanta's public schools. These classes pro- 
vided a mechanism by which administrators tried to keep the city's schools 
accessible in the face of a changing school population. And in promoting 
these classes and other forms of curriculum differentiation, Atlanta's 
school bureaucrats tried to advance their career and political goals. 

Although the reform agenda rested on a desire to make the schools 
more accessible, it remains to be seen how effectively school officials 
achieved this goal. And it remains to be seen what, if any, relationship 
existed between curriculum differentiation and the growth of industrial 

44 Ibid., 27. 
45 Atlanta Constitution, 25 Feb. 1915. 
46 Ecke, From Ivy Street, 107-109; Atlanta Constitution, 6, 29 June 1915; Atlanta 

Journal, 29 June 1915; Dorothy Orr, A History of Education in Georgia (Chapel Hill, 
1950), 387. 
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capitalism. To answer these questions, we need to look beyond the po- 
litical debate surrounding the creation of these classes and consider how 
these classes actually operated. 

There was no distinct curriculum in Atlanta for the grammar school 
special classes apart from the regular elementary course of study. A 1928 
newspaper account of the city's "ungraded classes," a designation adopted 
in 1924 to replace the term "special classes," noted that children were 
given "daily lessons in all elementary book work subjects."47 The task 
of special class teachers, according to the article, was to involve students 
in activities that they would enjoy and at which they would succeed. 
Evidently, teachers in these classes varied the work in accordance with 
the child's particular ability while seeing to it that assignments were 
"concrete and practical." 

The article then went on to describe two students enrolled in these 
classes. One, a boy, was unable to do the work of his fourth grade class 
and exhibited "atrocious" behavior. In the ungraded class, he was not 
only given work in reading, arithmetic, and geography, he was also 
involved in a number of practical activities, such as repairing toys for 
the Junior Red Cross and weaving a rug for his mother's Christmas 
present. "Since his placement," according to the article, "he has not been 
absent, nor would he think of leaving his happy schoolroom where his 
interest is stimulated along 'doing lines.' " A second student, a girl, did 
not complete grammar school until she was fourteen. Assigned to the 
ungraded class at Thomson Junior High School, she completed three 
years of "fine work" and was sent to Commercial High School to study 
home economics. "This girl, who could not master the regular course of 
study," the account concluded, "has been salvaged for society by special 
education."48 As we might expect from a program supposedly driven by 
the goals of social efficiency, the mission of the special class was to keep 
these children in school in hopes of enhancing whatever social contri- 
butions they might ultimately make. 

The curriculum for the city's junior high special or, as they later 
came to be called, ungraded classes reveals what those contributions were 
to be. Atlanta opened its first junior high school special class in 1924 
but did not specify the curriculum until a group of teachers developed a 
guidebook of suggested units in 1938.49 Children in these classes spent 
two periods a day working on units that integrated social studies, English, 

47 Atlanta Constitution, 25 Mar. 1928. 
48 Ibid. 
49 Atlanta Public Schools, Curriculum Suggestions for Ungraded Classes-Junior High 

Schools (Atlanta, 1938). 
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and spelling to solve everyday problems concerning shelter, conservation, 
transportation, and vocations, to name a few topics. They then spent a 
period each in mathematics, practical science, handicraft, shop, home 
economics, and physical education or music.50 In the vocations unit, 
which was designed to instill students with the "desire to be gainfully 
employed," children were encouraged to explore the possibility of en- 
tering such occupations as poultry raising, furniture repair, masonry, 
telegraph delivery, package wrapping, and industrial labor in meat pack- 
ing plants, cotton mills, and clothing factories. The handicraft period 
was to involve the students in making projects that were of a "vocational 
nature." It was hoped that these activities would teach these children to 
construct "attractive, salable articles," including end tables, fruit and 
flower baskets, whisk brooms, chairs, luncheon mats, and sweaters.5' 
The ultimate purpose of these special classes, then, appears to have been 
to keep low achieving students in school long enough to propel them 
into the unskilled or, at best, semiskilled occupations of the city's in- 
dustrial work force. To determine how consistent this goal was with the 
needs of an emerging capitalist economy requires that we look at which 
students enrolled in the special classes and what happened to them while 
there. 

Between 1921 and 1923, twenty-two of the approximately one hun- 
dred and twenty-five children in the city's special classes were enrolled 
in Lee Street School in Atlanta's West End neighborhood.52 Ostensibly 
designed for children with retarded mental development, the policy of 
the Board of Education dictated that each student referred to the special 
class was to be given a Binet Test."3 Yet, of the eighteen children for 
whom cumulative school records could be located, only one had a re- 
corded I.Q. score.54 That student, whom I will call John Bell, had an I.Q. 
of 64, a score that would, according to the practices of the day, lead to 
a placement in a special class such as the one at Lee Street.55 

5' Ibid., 32-33. St 
Ibid., 41-44. 

52 PTA Association, Lee Street School Enrollment, 1921-22, 1922-23, box 2, Lee 
Street School Collection, Atlanta Historical Society; George D. Strayer and N. L. Engelhardt, 
Report of the Survey of the Public Schools of Atlanta, Georgia (New York, 1921-22), 
2:117. 

53 Atlanta Board of Education, Minutes, 27 July 1916, 7: 59. 
54 This information could, of course, have been recorded elsewhere, but the manager 

of the Atlanta Public Schools Record Center was unaware of the existence of any other 
records for these students. 

'5 To protect the identity of the Lee Street special class students, I have given them 
pseudonyms that indicate their gender. For a discussion of the meaning of the scores on 
this first version of the Stanford-Binet Test, see Lewis M. Terman, The Measurement of 
Intelligence: An Explanation of and a Complete Guide for the Use of the Stanford Revision 
and Extension of the Binet-Simon Intelligence Scale (Boston, 1916), ch. 5. 
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Born in 1911, Bell entered grammar school at age six. He failed to 
be promoted from the first grade, having earned an A in conduct, a C 
in language and composition, a D in arithmetic, and Es (failure) in reading 
and literature, spelling, and penmanship.56 He repeated the first grade 
two more times without success. After his second attempt in 1920, he 
was promoted on Superintendent William F. Dykes's recommendation 
despite the fact that he earned Ds in language and composition, reading 
and literature, and penmanship. He then went on to repeat the second 
grade two times and was promoted to third grade at age ten. He evidently 
had extreme difficulty in this grade and, before completing it, was placed 
in Lee Street's special class. 

There were two children who began their school careers in the special 
class and whose records indicate clear reasons for that placement. One, 
Victoria Poor, who entered the special class at age fourteen, was almost 
immediately recommended for placement in Ashby Street's deaf class. 
The other, William Fews, entered the special class at Lee Street in 1916 
at age nine, transferred to the Boulevard School special class the following 
year, and then left school for a period of three years. In 1921, he returned 
to Lee Street's special class at age fourteen, at which point his records 
indicate that he should be placed in a residential institution for the 
"feebleminded." There was a third student who began school in Lee 
Street's special class, but there is no indication of why he was placed 
there. 

The remaining fourteen children were sent to the special class after 
having encountered problems in the regular grades. It is hard to pin down 
exactly what these problems were. Most of these children had repeated 
at least one, but often several, grades before being sent to the special 
class. There were, however, five children who successfully passed the first 
and second grades and sometime during the subsequent year were trans- 
ferred to the special class. Interestingly enough, most of these children 
had received good grades in both conduct and effort. 

Although it is difficilt to draw conclusions from cumulative records 
that list the grades that children received without indicating anything 
about what actually happened in the classroom, these grades do tell us 
something. Some of these students did consistently earn grades that would 
seem to fit individuals who were three years behind in their mental de- 
velopment. Jane Richards, for example, always seemed to do poorly in 

56 In 1914, the Atlanta Board of Education adopted the following grading system: A 
(excellent), 90-100; B (good), 80-89; C (satisfactory), 70-79; D (fair), 60-69; E (unsat- 
isfactory), below 60. In 1918, the board introduced a new grading system: A (excellent), 
90-100; B (good), 80-89; C (fair), 70-79; D (unsatisfactory), below 70. See Ecke, From 
Ivy Street, 101, 129. 
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her academic subjects. Although she was promoted to the second grade, 
she only earned Ds in her first grade courses in reading, spelling, history, 
and physiology/hygiene and Cs in arithmetic and penmanship. She then 
went on to repeat the second grade twice, failing on both occasions to 
be promoted. In her first attempt, she earned Es in composition, spelling, 
and arithmetic, while in her second, she earned Es in reading and com- 
position. After her second failure, she was placed in the special class 
where she remained for the next four years. Her record was, in fact, quite 
similar to that of John Bell who, as was noted earlier, had an I.Q. of 64. 

Most of the Lee Street special class children, however, received both 
good and poor grades, which would indicate a pattern of strengths and 
weaknesses that is uncharacteristic of the mentally defective. Julius Holt, 
for example, failed the second and fourth grades. Nonetheless, he had 
received an A in arithmetic in his first attempt at the second grade and 
a B in the same subject when he repeated the grade. Later, however, his 
arithmetic grades did decline. In the third grade, he earned a C in that 
subject and in the fourth, a D. In the year that he failed the fourth grade, 
which led him to be placed subsequently in the special class, Julius re- 
ceived Cs in reading and literature, spelling, history, and physiology/ 
hygiene and Ds in composition, arithmetic, and geography. Similarly, 
John Wynne failed fourth grade, which led to his placement in the special 
class, but received Bs in penmanship, geography, and history, and Cs in 
conduct, effort, and literature. His only unsatisfactory grades were Ds 
in reading, spelling, and arithmetic. 

The sketchy and incomplete information contained in the cumulative 
records of these students makes it impossible to say with certainty why 
these children were in the special class. The information that is available 
from Lee Street does suggest these children were a heterogeneous group. 
Some, no doubt, were, or at least exhibited characteristics of, children 
with mental defects. Most, however, had a pattern of grades more char- 
acteristic of children whose low achievement was the result of such en- 
vironmental deprivation as frequent absences, lack of interest, poor study 
habits, and inadequate parental supervision. These were children who 
were difficult to teach, and some may have been troublesome to manage. 

As we might expect, it was not easy to keep the Lee Street special 
class students in school. Fourteen of the eighteen children for whom 
records could be located never completed the Lee Street program. Six of 
them left the special class after a year or two to go to work or because 
their parents left the city. It is not clear what happened to the other eight 
since there are no entries on their cumulative records after their assign- 
ment to the special class. It appears that these children dropped out of 
the special class somewhere along the way. 

Four children did complete the Lee Street class and went on to attend 
the special class at Thomson Junior High School. Mat Hart and Eleanor 
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Lee Street School, June 1927. Courtesy of Archives, Atlanta Public Schools. 

Lee Street ungraded class (known as special class prior to 1923) dressed in costumes for 
their "Indian Life Project," June 1930. Courtesy of Archives, Atlanta Public Schools. 
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Gross completed a year at Thomson and left. The other two students, 
John Bell and Herbert Anderson, completed three years at Thomson. 
Bell, who supposedly had a 64 I.Q., achieved a mixed record. His best 
grades were in his vocational subjects where he earned As in metal shop, 
printing, and electrical shop, a B in wood shop, and a C in drawing. His 
worst grades were in mathematics where he received two Cs and a D, 
English where he received a C and two Ds, and business practice where 
he earned a D. In art, science, and history, however, he earned Bs. An- 
derson was the only Lee Street special class student to attend high school. 
In 1930, at age nineteen, he entered the city's Technological High School, 
which offered a special industrial program for older students. There is 
no indication on his cumulative record as to what courses he took or 
whether he was ultimately graduated. 

From the Lee Street data, it appears that Atlanta's special class was 
not particularly effective in enhancing the accessibility of the schools. It 
provided a place in the schools for low achieving children, but it could 
not hold them there. And at first glance, it appears that the class was 
not an effective instrument for producing the work force that the city's 
economy required. For the most part, white Atlantans, at least males, 
did not occupy unskilled and semiskilled jobs. Only 20 percent of the 
white male population, according to the 1920 census, held jobs that 
would be so classified. Even when women are included, only 36 percent 
of the white population held unskilled and semiskilled jobs. On the other 
hand, 78 percent of black males held these low level jobs.Y7 What role 
was there for an educational enterprise that channeled white children to 
jobs that blacks appeared more likely to hold? 

In fact, as events turned out, these special classes were useful vehicles 
for spurring onward processes of class formation corresponding to changes 
in the city's economy. The years after 1910 witnessed an occupational 
realignment in Atlanta. As the result of a combination of factors, in- 
cluding an economic downturn throughout the South that drove rural 
blacks and whites to the city, rising unemployment, and population growth, 
whites in Atlanta were gradually displacing blacks from jobs which they 
had once dominated.58 In 1910, blacks held 75 percent of the over eleven 
thousand unskilled and semiskilled jobs that existed in Atlanta, while 
whites held 25 percent of these jobs. By 1920, the actual number of 
unskilled and semiskilled jobs had virtually doubled to over twenty-three 

'7 U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Fourteenth Census of the 
United States, 1920: Population (Washington, D.C., 1922), 4: 1053-55. 

'i James D. Anderson, The Education of Blacks in the South, 1860-1935 (Chapel Hill, 
1988), 229-31. 
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thousand, while the share held by blacks was reduced to 65 percent. 
Whites, however, increased the proportion of these jobs which they held 
to 35 percent. Ten years later in 1930, the number of unskilled and 
semiskilled jobs increased by about five thousand with a slight shift in 
the black-white distribution. The proportion held by blacks was now 
64 percent in comparison to the white proportion of 36 percent.59 

Of the eighteen special class students for whom school records can 
be located, the majority had parents who were factory workers, carpen- 
ters, plumbers, or railroad engineers, while only a minority had parents 
who were businessmen or clerks. Using father's occupation as a measure 
of social class, it appears that about 58 percent of the Lee Street special 
class children came from working-class homes and about 41 percent from 
middle-class homes.6" This was different from the composition of Lee 
Street's regular classes, where 43 percent of the children came from 
working-class homes and 56 percent came from middle-class homes.61 
From the Lee Street data, it would appear that Atlanta's special classes 
served as a vehicle for transforming low achieving white children of 
working-class backgrounds into an underclass that was ready to assume 
the unskilled and semiskilled jobs created by changes in the city's oc- 
cupational structure. In recognition of the small number of special class 

59 U.S. Department of Commerce, Fourteenth Census, 1920: Population, 1053-55; 
Thirteenth Census of the United States, 1910: Population (Washington, D.C., 1913), 4: 
536; Fifteenth Census of the United States, 1930: Occupations by States (Washington, 
D.C., 1933), 391-93. 

60 The cumulative records of thirteen of the Lee Street special class students listed the 
occupations of their fathers. I categorized those occupations according to Thernstrom's 
Socio-Economic Ranking of Occupations as follows: high white collar-owner of a furniture 
factory (1 child); low white collar-foreman (1), insurance agent (1), postman (1), shipping 
clerk (1), skilled-railroad engineer (1), carpenter (2), plumber (1), semiskilled/unskilled- 
packer (1), textile worker (2), waiter (1). I combined semiskilled and unskilled because it 
was not possible to tell from the information on the cumulative record in which of these 
categories the occupations fell. See Stephan Thernstrom, The Other Bostonians: Poverty 
and Progress in the American Metropolis, 1880-1979 (Cambridge, 1973), 289-302 (Ap- 
pendix B). Although this data set is exceedingly small, I have decided to report the results. 
I am doing so because after three years of searching records in Atlanta, I have not been 
able to identify any other special children. 

61 To determine the class background of children from Lee Street's regular classes, I 
selected every fifth unduplicated name for which school cumulative records could be located 
from the 1921-22 class roster of 591 children and from the 1922-23 class roster of 568 
children. Using Thernstrom's Socio-Economic Ranking of Occupations to categorize these 
students, I found that 15 (12.1%) of the children's fathers held high white collar occu- 
pations; 55 (44.4%), low white collar occupations; 31 (25%), skilled occupations; and 23 
(18.5%), semiskilled/unskilled occupations. For the population of Atlanta, I again used 
Thernstrom's rankings with the occupations of white males reported in the 1920 census. 
This analysis indicated that 6,349 (16%) of white males held high white collar occupations; 
17,728 (44.6%), low white collar occupations; 7,511 (18.9%), skilled occupations; and 
8,160 (20.5%), semiskilled/unskilled occupations. 
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students whose records are obtainable, this must of course be a specu- 
lative finding. Nonetheless, such a finding does explain how the initiatives 
of school managers taken in the interest of expanding state administrative 
capacities could ultimately serve the goal of business classes to perpetuate 
capitalist social relationships.62 

Progressive Era school reform was one phase of a larger movement 
to provide an emerging American state with the capacities it needed at 
all levels to address the problems of twentieth-century urban, industrial 
society. One such problem was that of fulfilling the public school's his- 
toric mission to be widely accessible, while confronting a school popu- 
lation that was growing in size and diversity. These changes were bringing 
into early twentieth-century urban schools a larger number of low achiev- 
ing, difficult to teach children. By establishing special classes, Atlanta 
school bureaucrats thought they could accommodate these children, al- 
beit in segregated settings. Special classes also offered another benefit to 
Atlanta's school bureaucrats. They were able to use their support for 
these classes to promote their own professional identities and political 
agendas. 

Special classes, however, neither held children in school nor offered 
them anything of much worth during the time that they were there. From 
the beginning, special classes were a flawed reform. Instead of maintaining 
the common school ideal of accessibility under changed conditions, these 
classes served to obscure how much early twentieth-century school re- 
formers had departed from that ideal.63 

So much of what we now know about the history of curriculum 
differentiation has come as a result of the attempt of educational his- 
torians and other scholars to explore the connection between the devel- 
opment of public schooling and events in the larger society. Examining 
this linkage has energized our historical scholarship. It has led us to 
explore the role that class, race, gender, and ideology have played in the 
history of public schooling. And this examination has led us to recognize 
how schools can serve to produce and reproduce social inequality. This 
research focus, however, has had a downside. During the last few years 
we have been so interested in examining how dominant classes have 
promoted reforms, such as a differentiated curriculum, to achieve their 

62 For a discussion from a Marxist vantage point of how the initiative of state bu- 
reaucrats may be independent of the interests of business classes yet ultimately advance 
capital accumulation, see Fred Block, "The Ruling Class Does Not Rule: Notes on the 
Marxist Theory of the State," Socialist Revolution 7 (May 1977): 6-28. 

63 For a discussion of how Progressive Era school reforms undercut the ideals of the 
common school movement, see William J. Reese, "Public Schools and the Common Good," 
Educational Theory 38 (Fall 1988): 431-40. 
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own interests that we have lost sight of the role that school people 
themselves have played in instituting change. 

Several years ago Carl Kaestle urged educational historians to de- 
velop more "elegant" explanations of the development of public school- 
ing which would better relate the roles that both conflict and consensus 
have played in our educational history.64 Similarly, we need more refined 
interpretations of the history of curriculum differentiation and other 
Progressive Era educational reforms which pay attention to not only the 
actions of classes and interest groups outside of the schools but to the 
initiatives of those who manage the schools. Furthermore, it is possible 
to find a connection between these reforms and the development of in- 
dustrial capitalism. An examination of the aims of school managers and 
bureaucrats reveals, however, that this connection was more an ancillary 
consequence than the result of careful planning by a business elite. 

64 Carl Kaestle, "Conflict and Consensus Revisited: Notes toward a Reinterpretation 
of American Educational History," Harvard Educational Review 46 (Aug. 1976): 390- 
96. 
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