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Introduction

A historical-sociological approach. This study
presents an analysis of lower daytime technical education in the Netherlands. The
theme is studied on the macro, national level from a historical-sociological view.
The period dealt with, 1798-1993, covers almost two centuries. The study starts
from the assumption that it is possible and desirable to generalize about historical
facts, particularly in the case of such a macroscopic theme. Generalization
involves at least an implicit theory of relations between facts. It is considered a
task of the historian to make his or her assumptions as clear and explicit as
possible and, therefore, make at least a start to theorizing. The contents of such
notions can then be discussed in comparison with other theoretical notions . In1)

this study, the most explicit theory possible is chosen. It is a sociological
perspective elaborated from Margaret Archer's morphogenetic theory on origins
and development of educational systems . This theory has taken educational2)

systems as the level of analysis. It is historical-comparative, as it regards diverse
national educational systems from their times of origins, and sociological, as it
combines structural and interactional analyses. Archer has applied her theory to
the educational systems of England, France, Denmark, and Russia.

The history of the Dutch educational system is interesting for several reasons.
The relationship between the educational system and the State dates back to the
end of the 18th century, relatively early in comparison to most other countries. It
has known a long and intense struggle with regard to the religious content of
education, resulting in a furcated educational system. It has a loaded relationship
between general education on the one hand and vocational education on the other.
It shows the elaboration of an extensive, state-related educational superstructure.
The analysis of the Dutch system with Archer's theory proved to be a testing case
for two reasons . First, the theory developed for comparative use was too general3)

to apply to one case, especially a case so complex as the Dutch. For this reason,
it was necessary to develop the theory into a more extensive and grounded
theoretical framework. Second, a complete historical analysis of this system was
not possible within the present study. A restriction had to be made, either in time,
by studying the whole system for a shorter period, or in scope, by studying a part
of the system over a longer period of time. The latter option was chosen. As a
consequence, the theory has to be made suitable for subsystem analysis.

The specific part of the Dutch educational system chosen for analysis is the
subsystem of lower technical education. This choice was encouraged by the
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following considerations. 1) Lower technical education is a subsystem large
enough to be studied adequately, but small enough to realize its study within this
context. 2) The history of lower technical education is a long one, dating back to
the middle of the 19th century or, when including its predecessors of evening
education, dating even to the origins of the Dutch State educational system at the
beginning of the 19th century. 3) Several historical studies of lower technical
education have been written with the result that many data are relatively easy to
be found, while none of these studies have yet been placed within a well-developed
theoretical framework or have analyzed a period longer than about 65 years. 4)
The history of lower technical education is theoretically interesting from the point
of view of both the structural and the action approach. The subsystem lower
technical education has evolved from a relatively independent addition to the
general system into a well integrated part. It has known a thorough change in its
structural relations. Lower technical education has mainly evolved from private
initiative, however, other types of interest groups have increasingly become
involved. For this reason, the extended theoretical framework can indeed be
examined in the study of this subsystem.

The aims of this research are 1) the formulation of a theoretical framework
based on Archer's original theory and suitable for the analysis of a subsystem, 2)
the description of the development of lower daytime technical education in the
Netherlands as part of the national educational system , and 3) the interpretation4)

of this development within the constructed theoretical framework. The given
explanations should be able to stand up to explanations from other approaches.

The theoretical setting of this study is subsequently specified in three steps.
First, studies on the history of Dutch technical education are examined. Second,
theories on the history of the Dutch educational system are dealt with, and third,
general sociological theories on educational systems are discussed. The
presentation of these studies focuses on a) the range of a specific study to time and
place, b) the degree to which the object has been analyzed with a specific theory
or concepts , and c) the contents of this theory or concepts . After the treatise5) 6)

of the theoretical setting, the choice for Archer's sociological theory is explained,
followed by an introduction to the remaining chapters.

Studies on the history of Dutch technical educationThe
field of vocational education in the Netherlands has not
been studied as extensively as other types of education .7)

During the last thirty years, books on a part of the history
of lower technical education in the Netherlands have been
published by Meppelink, Goudswaard, and Meijers . Their8)

studies are discussed in relation to the points of focus
mentioned above.
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In 1961, H.P. Meppelink has published a thesis on
technical vocational education for boys in the Netherlands
during the 19th century . Meppelink maintained a9)

sociographic approach which aimed at studying the
structuring of technical education and the social powers
active in its origins and elaboration. He used a
methodological and theoretical framework, however,
without any clear concepts for the analysis of these
subjects and their relations. Meppelink extensively analyzed
the actual manifestations of technical vocational education
to type, social and vocational destination, goals,
development, and the intended group. He also examined
the powers, which had shaped technical education and its
social significance. Meppelink related the previous aspects
into one analysis of the structure and the elaboration of
technical vocational education in phases of 20 years.

In 1981, N.B. Goudswaard has published a thesis on
the first decades of technical education . Goudswaard10)

maintained a descriptive, narrative approach with neither
a theoretical and methodological framework, nor concepts
for the analysis of his material. Goudswaard investigated
technical education for boys during the period 1798-1863
in the Netherlands. He tried to answer questions with
respect to the availability of technical education, the
groups and persons who stimulated and maintained it, the
motives for their support, and the identification of its
consumers. Furthermore, Goudswaard related to factors,
which had influenced the manifestation of technical
education, namely the discussion on structure and
contents of secondary education, the educational needs of
industry, the demand for vocational education, the
initiatives of the State concerning technical education, and
the motives with regard to its elaboration. Finally,
Goudswaard looked into the several manifestations of
technical education, especially the schools for design and
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industrial education, concluding with the Secondary
Education Act of 1863 and its consequences.

In 1983, Frans Meijers has published a thesis on a more
recent period in the history of Dutch technical education,
using a framework from sociology of education . Meijers11)

looked into lower daytime technical education and State
educational policy in the period 1945-1975, divided into
three decades. He maintained an educational sociological
approach, assuming that social inequality was reproduced
in education, not directly but as a result of state
intervention. Meijers distinguished between three levels of
analysis: educational policies, their institutional context,
and the social relations viz. social inequality. Meijers
concluded that (technical) education advanced the
reproduction of social inequalities. This reproduction was
legitimized by the meritocratic ideology. A direct influence
by dominant social groups was not necessary as the
meritocratic ideology was generally accepted and the state
educational policies were adapted to the structural changes
of the labour market.

These three studies on the history of Dutch technical
education show very different positions on a dimension,
with ideal typical historical and historical-sociological
research as opposites. Goudswaard's approach mostly
resembles the historical approach. He hardly gives an
account of his methodological and theoretical assumptions
and maintains an almost purely narrative approach at a
very concrete level. Meppelink's place is one in-between
the two opposites. He adheres to the sociographic
approach within sociology, but refrains from using
theoretical concepts. His work has also been very
descriptive. Meijers' approach resembles most closely a
historical-sociological approach, due to his theoretically
inspired pretensions. Even though he draws very widely
ranged conclusions, such as a correspondence between
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the State educational policy and the educational needs of
dominant groups, he lacks an elaborated theoretical
framework and concepts for a more precise indication of
processes and relations between his levels of analysis.

All authors have paid attention to the social context,
educational interest groups, and the structure and contents
of technical education. However, Meppelink and
Goudswaard concentrate on the actual manifestations of
technical education and Meijers on state policy. Their
scope of analysis has varied in the degree to which these
subjects or levels of analysis are related. Goudswaard
hardly intends such a relation, Meppelink relates them
untheoretically, and Meijers' theory is not sufficient.
Furthermore, the time dimension has been treated very
differently. Goudswaard only gives a narration of separate
manifestations of technical education between 1798 and
1863. Meppelink also gives a narration with conclusions on
consecutive periods of 20 years within the 19th century.
Meijers distinguishes between three periods between 1945
and 1975, in which each period follows on from the
previous one, but is very distinct from it at the same time.
The differences to integrality of analysis and time
dimension are closely related to their positions on the
dimension of historical and historical-sociological research.

The three analyses of the history of Dutch technical
education are lacking in two respects. The first is the
period for which research was carried out. Both
Goudswaard and Meppelink have looked at (a part of) the
19th century, while Meijers looked at the post-war period.
An analysis regarding the complete period is not available.
Fundamental changes within the extended period have not
yet been analyzed. The second is the lack of an integral
theoretical framework. As Goudswaard and Meppelink
have not attempted to develop a theoretical framework,
and Meijers has not succeeded in it, the need for a well
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founded, extended framework still exists. The present
study analyses a long period in the history of Dutch lower
technical education as part of the educational system,
namely the 19th and 20th century, and uses an explicit
theoretical framework.

Theories on the history of Dutch education. The history
of Dutch lower technical education is closely related to the
development of the Dutch educational system. Books have
been published on the history of Dutch education as a
whole and during a prolonged period  by Idenburg,12)

Matthijssen (two contributions), Dodde, Boekholt & De
Booy, the Leiden sociologists of education, and the
figurative sociologists De Swaan and De Vries . Their13)

studies are reviewed from a) the position on a dimension
between historical versus historical-sociological research,
b) the scope of research in time and range, and c) the
contents of the theoretical assumptions.

The best known work on the history of Dutch education
is that of Ph.J. Idenburg . Idenburg has given a narration14)

on four fundamental themes in Dutch educational history.
He treated these four themes on the national level from the
end of the 18th century onwards. He did not attempt to
relate the four topics . Idenburg's outline is significant as15)

the first book to thematize Dutch educational history,
however, the themes have not been elaborated
theoretically.

M.A.J.M. Matthijssen has made two contributions to
the analysis of the history of Dutch education. The first
one, from 1971, started off from a theory of socialization

. Matthijssen did not give a complete analysis of Dutch16)

educational history, but merely a selection of moments by
way of illustration. In the second book, published in 1982,
Matthijssen has used concepts from sociology of
knowledge to meet the criticism of his first book, especially
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with respect to his only having given a history of ideas .17)

Just as in his first publication, Matthijssen distinguished
between four consecutive periods . He concentrated on18)

the educational struggle concerning secondary education
at two unrelated times.

In the eighties, N.L. Dodde has published on the history
of Dutch education from a historical-educationist point of
view . His publications regarded the long term19)

educational history and its theoretical foundations .20)

Although Dodde used several theoretical notions, his
concepts were not well-related. His historical range is the
most extended one. In 1987, a long term view on the
history of Dutch education has been presented by two
historians, P.Th.F.M. Boekholt and E.P. de Booy .21)

Boekholt & De Booy's book is the most detailed and long-
ranged of the works mentioned in this section, but also the
least explicit theoretically.

Sociologists of education from the University of Leiden
have been engaged in a research program on Dutch
educational history, inspired by the theories of Michel
Foucault and the Birmingham Centre of Contemporary
Cultural Studies, and by the discussion on the reproduction
thesis . The research object was popular education in the22)

19th and 20th century, specifically education and
prevention of poverty, the origins of compulsory education,
and the training and social position of teachers. The
project's results have been published in several articles and
books, especially by Manuela du Bois-Reymond , and in23)

doctorate theses of Theo Veld and Jan Lenders .24)

Although not participating in the research program, Sjoerd
Karsten's and Meijers' theses can also be seen as
examples of this tradition, due to the resemblance in
choice of object and theoretical assumptions .25)

Sociologists from Amsterdam have been engaged in
historical sociology in an attempt to analyze the
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transformation of the state and state care arrangements in
western societies. Their theoretical framework stemmed
from figuration sociology, originally developed by Norbert
Elias. Part of their activities concerned the history of Dutch
education. Abram de Swaan has attempted to analyze
education in relation to the rise of the welfare state. He
described and explained the rise of care arrangements by
the state in a comparative view . More recently, Geert de26)

Vries has tried to combine different explanations of the
growth of educational participation within an overall
framework of figuration constraint .27)

The first criterion for comparing the approaches
mentioned above is the position on the dimension of
historical versus historical-sociological research. Boekholt
& De Booy with their rather implicit theoretical notions take
a position that comes closest to the side of historical
research. Idenburg shows resemblance to this side by
describing four, self-justifying, themes. The other authors
come closer to the historical-sociological end of the
dimension, as they have tried to start from theoretically
founded propositions. De Swaan & De Vries are closest to
this end: they maintain the most theoretical and abstract
level of analysis. Matthijssen and the sociologists of
education from Leiden are the most explicit in their account
for a frame of reference. Dodde takes a position in-
between; he has only made a provisional attempt at
constructing a theoretical framework and refrained from
engaging in methodological considerations.

The second criterion for comparison concerns the
contents of theoretical concepts. Matthijssen and Dodde
emphasize one factor as being decisive for educational
change, the rise of a new rationality of knowledge, and a
new educational reform movement respectively. On the
other hand, Idenburg, De Swaan and De Vries explicitly
combine several influences. In the case of Idenburg,
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Matthijssen, and Dodde, ideational factors are stressed.
The sociologists of education from Leiden also pay much
attention to ideologies. All authors have had difficulty with
the analysis of the relation between social context and
educational change. They either ignore this context, do not
analyse the mutual relation, or assume a direct relation
between social change and education. More attention has
been given to educational interest groups and the
processes of change. Matthijssen and the sociologists of
education from Leiden attempt to give an accurate analysis
of the processes of change and of the groups involved. De
Vries and De Swaan also mention relevant interest groups.
However, these authors lack clear concepts for
distinguishing between different kinds of groups,
strategies, and processes of change. Most of the authors
have provided information, and to some extent concepts,
for the analysis of the contents of education. Matthijssen
is the most pronounced in recognising different rationalities
of knowledge. Furthermore, Dodde attempts to identify
differences in the transmission of knowledge over time.
The sociologist of education from Leiden confine
themselves to the analysis of educational ideologies.
Idenburg, Boekholt & De Booy, De Swaan and De Vries
refrain from giving concepts for the analysis of educational
culture, either due to a lack of theoretical notions, or to a
neglect of interest in contents of education. Not one of the
authors analyzes the structure of education as a level
distinct from social conditions or the contents of
education.

The third criterion concerns the scope of analysis
regarding time and place. Dodde and Boekholt & De Booy
give the longest range of historical analysis of Dutch
education, but with great differences with respect to their
concept of time. Boekholt & De Booy represent educational
history as a continuous case, and provide the most
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balanced report of historical periods. Dodde sharply
distinguishes between long, middle, and short term
periods, and is more selective in the presentation of
historical facts. De Swaan also deals with a long period,
but only as far as the relation with the state has been
concerned. De Vries discusses several periods, but only
with regard to educational participation. The other authors
concentrate on the last two or three centuries of
educational history. Idenburg provides a narrative and
detailed account, which is divided into four themes. On the
other hand, Matthijssen sharply distinguishes between
historical periods and certain models or rationalities.
Matthijssen is also very selective in range. The sociologists
of education from Leiden do not hold a clear position in
this respect, as they lack an integral framework and a wide
range of subjects.

Reviewing the analyses of Dutch educational history,
the available studies show different choices in the relation
between description and explanation. These choices vary
from extensive descriptions with little explanatory concepts
to extensive explanations with little empirical detail. As far
as methodological and theoretical frameworks have been
employed, these frameworks lack in important respects,
usually either with regard to processes of change, or to
system characteristics.

The sociology of educational systemsThe analysis of
the Dutch educational system and its subsystems can be
seen as a specific case of the study of educational systems
in general. Analysis of educational systems from a
theoretical and historical point of view has been dealt with
in sociology of education . The main concern in sociology28)

of education has been the relation between society and
education, specifically the inequality of educational
chances to social class . Most theories, e.g. functionalist29)
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and neo-marxist theories, have assumed a direct relation
between education and society, neglecting the specific
characteristics of national educational systems and their
historical elaboration . Analysis of education in a30)

historical perspective is necessary to clarify the structure
and social position of education in specific periods, and
acquire a better understanding of the mechanisms and
processes of educational change. The specific structure of
education is an important factor in filtering societal
pressures (which pressures for change, to what extent,
and in which pace). A sociology of educational systems
and their history, therefore, is essential. A sociology of
educational systems deals with the institutional level, as
distinguished from an individual or organizational level of
explanation .31)

In sociology of education, a number of studies on
educational systems, taken as the structural relations
between educational provisions on the national level, has
been published. An early analysis is that of Emile Durkheim

. Other classic sociological authors have also had notions32)

as to the relation between society and education and on
educational systems . In the last decennia, a number of33)

new approaches have contributed to a sociology of
educational systems. The typologies by Turner and Hopper,
the neo-Durkheimian approach by Bernstein, the neo-
Weberian approaches by Archer & Vaughan, Collins, and
Archer, the neo-Marxist approaches by Bourdieu, Bowles
& Gintis, and Green, and finally the world system approach
by Meyer and others are discussed below.

Ralph Turner has made a distinction between two forms
of mobility in societies , and connected these forms with34)

the school system's structure. The two forms are contest
and sponsored mobility. Turner has illustrated the two
forms of mobility in the American and English systems: the
former is based on the contest type of mobility and the
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latter on the sponsored. Earl I. Hopper has criticized
Turner's typology . Instead, Hopper mentioned four35)

dimensions of the selection process, briefly indicated as
how, when, who, and why is to be selected, and
ideologies corresponding with different choices on these
dimensions. Hopper has given examples of societies with
educational systems which are representative for positions
on all four dimensions. With the exception of two
dimensions, the four dimensions have not been related to
each other .36)

Basil Bernstein  has aimed at an analysis of the37)

relations between the class based division of labour and its
moral order, the structure of the agencies of transmissions
(especially the family and the school), and the meanings of
texts. He elaborated concepts with regard to the
organization, transmission, and evaluation of educational
knowledge, which can be used to describe educational
systems . Bernstein has applied these distinctions to the38)

English, European, and American educational systems.
Archer & Vaughan, Collins, and Archer have elaborated

on theories which adhere to a neo-Weberian approach of
educational conflict. Margaret Archer & Michalina Vaughan

 have made an analysis of educational change in England39)

and France between 1789 and 1848. The transition of the
educational systems in this period was the result of conflict
between groups and their ideas . The sociologist Randall40)

Collins has also used a conflict theory for the analysis of
American educational history and the explanation of
educational growth. Collins  stated that educational41)

growth stems primarily from the expansion of mobility
opportunities, achieved by the efforts of social status
groups. He distinguished between productive labour and
political labour, the latter concerning the conditions under
which wealth was acquired . In an extensive publication42)

after her study with Vaughan, Margaret Archer has
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presented a theory on the origins and further development
of state educational systems . Archer maintained a43)

macro-sociological view with a morphogenetic analytical
cycle which combines a structural and action approach.
Archer has applied her model to the history of education of
four countries: England, France, Denmark, and Russia .44)

Several authors have analyzed the history of
educational systems from a neo-Marxist view. Pierre
Bourdieu has thoroughly analyzed the role of education in
cultural and social reproduction . Bourdieu, together with45)

Jean-Claude Passeron, looked at the role of education in
this process of reproduction . While Bourdieu and46)

Passeron have formulated their propositions in a general
sense, they only applied them to the educational system in
France . Samuel Bowles and Herbert Gintis have also47)

elaborated on a theory accentuating the relation between
education and society. Society is viewed as capitalistic,
leading to class distinctions and alienated labour . Bowles48)

& Gintis have made a historical analysis of educational
reform movements in the United States . Andy Green has49)

tried to explain the uneven development of education
systems in relation to the process of state formation .50)

Green illustrated his views by looking at the processes of
formation of modern states and education systems in
Continental Europe (Prussia and France), England, and
America in the 19th century .51)

American researchers, such as John Meyer, Michael
Hannan, Richard Rubinson, Fransisco Ramirez, and John
Boli, have presented an analysis of educational systems
from a world system point of view . Meyer et al.52)

analyzed the relation between the expansion of educational
systems on the one hand, appearing from an increase in
educational participation, and the growth of economy and
the power of the state on the other . In a separate53)

publication, Boli has developed a theory to explain the rise
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of mass schooling with largely similar curricula in all
countries . He illustrated the theory with data on the rise54)

of mass schooling in Sweden.
When viewed from the intention or degree of theorizing,

the contributions can be placed on a dimension of historical
to historical-sociological approaches. Turner and Hopper
have only given one or a few criteria for comparison of
educational systems. Their work is rather a first step to
more theoretical analyses. On the opposite side, Bourdieu
& Passeron have provided the most coherent theoretical
framework for analysis of educational systems. Their model
is abstract to such an extent that it hardly allows for
national diversions. Bernstein, Archer & Vaughan, and
Archer have also developed coherent theoretical concepts
and assumptions with respect to their relations. Collins,
Green, Bowles & Gintis, and the authors of the world
system approach have started from a number of central
theoretical notions, however, their frameworks are less
developed theoretically.

Distinct variations between the authors appear from the
perspective of the contents of their theories. These
variations exist at both the general sociological level, e.g.
neo-Marxist or neo-Weberian, and the level of educational
systems. The analysis of the processes of educational
change has been elaborated on in the work of Archer and
Vaughan and, to a lesser degree, Collins. Only Archer and
Vaughan give clear concepts for the analysis of processes
of educational change. The analysis of educational systems
has received attention from all authors, especially
Bernstein, Archer, and Hopper. However, most authors
have concentrated on the socializing effects of education
and its consequences for later social positions. They
assume quite a direct relation between education and
society, neglecting the relative autonomy of education and
the existence of the structure of educational systems. On
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the other hand, the authors of the world system approach
have been interested in the common features of
educational systems, specifically the rise of attendance
rates and mass curricula. The combination of the analysis
of educational systems with processes of change is best
found in Archer's approach.

The scope of analyses to place and time also
demonstrates many differences. Bourdieu & Passeron,
Bowles & Gintis, and Collins have limited themselves to the
study of one system. Turner, and Archer & Vaughan have
dealt with two systems. Bernstein, Archer, Green, and
Hopper have compared more systems. The most global
view has been the world system approach. This approach
is interested in international relations rather than separate
systems. Turner, Hopper, Bernstein, Bourdieu & Passeron,
and the world system approach have hardly studied their
educational systems in a historical perspective. Collins,
Bowles & Gintis, Archer & Vaughan, Green, and Archer
have maintained a historical perspective, although Archer
& Vaughan and Green limit themselves to the phase of
origins of educational systems.

The choice for Archer's theory of educational
systemsArcher's work, particularly her Social Origins of
Educational Systems, has shown most concern for the
analysis of structural properties of educational systems and
the processes of change. This approach is chosen as the
founding theory for the historical analysis of a subsystem
within Dutch education.

An advantage of adopting her approach is that Archer
has determined her position towards some of the most
important sociological paradigms. To begin with, she has
taken a stand towards methodological empiricism and
methodological individualism . The former is regarded as55)

a-theoretical, a-historical and atomistic; the latter as a-
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historical and a-structural.
Archer has also discussed the significance of neo-

Marxism, neo-functionalism, and neo-Weberianism . She56)

has most affinity with neo-Weberianism for the theoretical
and methodological foundation of a sociology of
educational systems. Such an approach is macro-
sociological, historical and comparative, combines
theoretical development and empirical research, combines
the analysis of structure with the analysis of culture, as
well as the analysis of structure and culture with the
analysis of social action. According to Archer, neo-
Weberianism provides the framework in which significant
contributions of neo-Marxism (an undogmatic analysis of
relations between social institutions, particularly the state)
and neo-functionalism (general systems theory and
exchange theory) can be integrated. Archer has found
Walter Buckley's concept of morphogenetic systems 57)

promising for the analysis of educational systems. Its one
weak point, the analysis of interaction processes and their
structural consequences, is met by incorporating Peter
Blau's analysis of power relations . The limitations of58)

Blau's theory, the poor relation between the macro and the
micro level, and the insufficient elaboration of exchange
relations on the macro level, are met when the exchange
theory is embedded into a more elaborated theory, which
takes account of the analysis of structures and structural
constraints. The weak point both authors have in common,
the absence of historical concepts for the elaboration of
socio-cultural systems, is met within the more extensive
framework of a neo-Weberian sociology of educational
systems. As neither the modern systems theory, nor the
exchange theory are incompatible with a historian
perspective, the fundamental elements of a theory of
educational systems are present .59)

Finally, Archer has criticized main views in sociology of
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education on their overdirect relation between education
and society . She has pointed to three assumptions in60)

these views, namely penetrability, complementarity, and
homogeneity. The assumption of penetrability holds that
the relation between society and education is a direct and
unproblematic one. In any case society is analyzed, in
terms of a class structure or otherwise, education is seen
as completely open to and reflective of the social structure.
This assumption neglects the different access of social
groups to education and educational change, the existence
of conflicts of power with regard to education, and the
processes by which education is changed. The assumption
of complementarity holds that education totally satisfies
the educational needs of society. Educational practices are
supposed to be complementary to social needs. This
assumption neglects the possibility of variation in
education and deviance in relation to the social needs. The
assumption of homogeneity holds that the general
propositions regarding the relation between society and
education apply to all educational systems. This
assumption neglects the fact that educational systems
have different characteristics. These differences condition
the processes of educational change and result in
distinctive changes in different educational systems, even
when originated from the same social interests. Archer has
chosen to avoid these assumptions by analyzing both the
structure of educational systems and the processes of
educational change.

Archer's theory has been criticized in turn by several
authors. The choice for her theory as the basis for the
theoretical framework implies a confrontation with this
criticism. The criticisms on Archer's theory are divided into
a critique on the pretensions of her theory and the
restrictions of the theory's scope . The points of criticism61)

are reviewed at the end of this section.
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The criticism on the pretensions of Archer's theory has
come from two points of view. The first has criticized the
suggestion that macro-sociology provides an overarching
theory for the comparative analysis of educational systems.
Edmund King has taken this suggestion as an intrusion of
the field of comparative education, defending the
traditional, a-theoretical, historical approach of education

. He argued that Archer has not done justice to the62)

specific national and historical context of educational
development, and reproaches her for being led by
secondary sources. The second view has been more
sociological and regards Archer's pretension to bridge the
micro-macro dualism. Vandra Masemann has stated that
the justification of this pretension is the weakest part of
the book, and that the theoretical problem of how to bridge
such a gulf is answered inadequately . Others have63)

stated that this pretension cannot be fulfilled as either the
analysis of the micro-level or the analysis of the macro-
level is found needing. These criticisms are looked at
further in relation to the scope of the theory. Dudley
Plunkett has raised the question whether Archer's theory
is only suitable for explaining educational development
afterwards, or whether it also allows for predictions .64)

Hans de Frankrijker has gone on even further by stating
that Archer's approach is more appropriate as a model of
description than a model of explanation .65)

The criticism on the scope of Archer's theory is also
divided into two points. The first point concerns the little
attention paid to the analysis of the micro-level, that is the
actual contents of education. King has criticized Archer for
not giving a definition of education, and neglecting the
relation between the educational system and education
itself. Furthermore, educational interaction is merely
viewed by Archer as political interactions . Dennis Smith66)

has also stated that Archer neglects the analysis of the
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contents of educational transmission . Plunkett has67)

criticized Archer for not having regarded the analysis of the
processes of teaching and learning, the curricular and
pedagogical theories, and the educational concepts and
values . John Craig has stated that Archer only looks at68)

organized group interactions in her analysis of educational
interactions, and passes by the unorganized activities of
individual consumers of education and their suppliers,
namely pupils, students and their parents, and the teachers

.69)

The limited analysis of the macro-level is the second
point of criticism regarding the theory's scope. The critics,
however, have emphasized different aspects of this macro-
level. In general, the analysis of the social position of
interest groups has been found insufficient. Matthijssen
has regarded it as unjust that Archer links power to
groups. Instead, he pleaded for the analysis of the social-
institutional frame of power relations . Boli has stated70)

that status group competition theories, such as Archer's,
do not explain which groups became involved .71)

Furthermore, Archer's theory does not explain the common
elements of national educational systems, such as their
universalistic, standardized curricula. Other critics have
been more specific on the part of the macro-level which
has received insufficient consideration. First, the amount of
attention regarding the significance of the national culture
has been found inadequate. Maurice Kogan has stated that
the national values or the culture of a nation are the
foundation of the actions of educational interest groups,
and that they have a significance of their own . Robert72)

Anderson has also pointed at the significance of conflicts
of values . Second, economy has been neglected. Craig73)

has stated that Archer is too preoccupied with the
mechanism of educational change, and too little with the
sources of the pressure for change. He believed that
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Archer is wrongly unwilling to generalize about the
conditioning of national educational politics as a result of
environmental changes of educational systems, such as
industrialization . Erik Hansen has pointed out that74)

Archer underestimates the significance of industrial
organization and economical developments . Third, the75)

class structure of society has been disregarded. Dennis
Warwick & John Williams have stated that Archer
transcends not the level of negotiations between groups,
due to neglect of the class structure of society . Meijers76)

has found that social inequality in the form of asymmetrical
power relations between social classes is left out in
Archer's theory . Smith has perhaps been most clear in77)

this respect by stating that Archer views class structures
through the distorted eye of pressure group ideologies.
Furthermore, she limits her analysis to groups with
possession of resources and, as a result, neglects the
groups unable to exert social force . Fourth, the role of78)

the state has been ignored. Green has found that Archer
neglects the analysis of the social and economic structures
and lacks a comparative theory of the state . Moreover,79)

Anderson has found that the greatest missing factor in the
account of the growth of state educational systems is the
state itself .80)

The restrictions of the theory's scope pointed at by the
critics, on the one hand the actual contents of education
and the primary educational interactions, and on the other
the social relations in which the struggle regarding the
structuring of education takes place, have partly been
Archer's intention. As far as these criticisms were
acknowledged by Archer, she has attempted to meet
specific points of criticism in later publications. In 1982,
she has made two major additions to the theory presented
in 1979 . The first addition regarded the analysis of81)

actions of unorganized actors, the so-called primary action.
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Here, she dealt with the criticism, specifically mentioned by
Craig, that no attention has been given to decisions of the
actual consumers of education, the students. The second
addition regarded the most recent development of
educational systems. To grasp these developments
theoretically, Archer has distinguished between a phase of
expansion and a phase of inflation . The criticism82)

regarding the absence of an analysis of the contents of
education has been taken most seriously by Archer. She
has aimed for a thorough analysis of the concept of culture
within sociology, as a precondition for the analysis of the
cultural contents of education . The criticism as to the83)

absence of an analysis of society itself has been taken
more lightly by Archer. Such a 'grand theory' would be a
task in itself. To her, the attention for the relations of the
educational system with the state and other social
institutions, and for the struggle of power between interest
groups was sufficient for the goal of a theoretically
founded, historical-comparative analysis of educational
systems . Besides discussing these points of criticism,84)

Archer has also elaborated on the significance of the
morphogenetic approach .85)

Outline of this study. The theoretical framework for this
study, based on and elaborated from Archer's theory, is
presented in the following chapter. The framework deals
with the analysis of systems and subsystems, as well as
the processes of interaction. The relation between (sub-
)system change and interaction is analyzed within an
extended analytical cycle. The construction of the
framework is based on an examination of Archer's theory,
including her articles on related subjects, and theories
which have been relevant for her approach. The extensions
to the theory are considered to match the fundamental
assumptions of the original theory. The applicability of the
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extended framework is assumed to be greater than
Archer's original theory.

The historical-empirical part of this study is related to
the extended theoretical framework in two ways. First, the
framework serves as a criterion for the selection and
presentation of historical facts. Second, it is the frame for
interpretation of structural and cultural changes, and the
related processes of interaction during a specific period.
The historical-empirical part is divided into six chapters on
consecutive periods in the history of lower technical
education, namely 1798-1863, 1863-1891, 1892-1920,
1921-1945, 1946-1963, and 1963-1993. The points of
distinction between these chapters correspond to major
points of historical discontinuation of the object. The
reasons for these particular points in time are derived from
the significance of historical data within the theoretical
framework. Such a point usually co-incides with an
important change in state policy towards lower technical
education or in the subsystem's structure. The points do
not necessarily reflect major changes in general Dutch
history or the history of its educational system. Each
period is dealt with from the general perspective of the
theoretical framework and goes into: a) the conditioning
effects on lower technical education stemming from
environmental changes of the educational system, the
educational system itself, and the internal relations of the
subsystem, and issues selected and formulated by the
author as an introduction to the historical section; b) the
interactions with regard to lower technical education and
the educational interest groups which have been active in
it, represented by a discussion of the major issues of
change; c) the educational facilities at the end of the period
to both the number of students and schools, and the
contents of education; d) the outcome of the main issues
and the interpretation of the structural and cultural changes
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of the subsystem during the period as a result of the
previous structure/culture and interactions. The attention
in the chapters varies according to the specific historical
period. In the first chapter, a lot of attention is given to the
origins of a Dutch state educational system. Although the
object of research is lower daytime technical education,
the first chapters also pay attention to evening courses and
on other levels of technical education.

The information on historical facts has been obtained
from various sources. Literature and sources which have
been made up at a later time, are the main source of
information. This is in line with Archer's original research
and with most of the contributions to theories on
educational systems, as discussed in the previous
paragraphs, in which secondary sources form the main
source of information. Primary sources have been
examined in the case where the information from
secondary sources was not sufficient, for instance with
regard to the component elements of the subsystem and
the actors and processes of change. No systematic
research of primary sources has been aimed for. The
sources have primarily been used for factual information on
technical education and relevant actors, disregarding their
interpretations of these facts. The following scheme
presents the English concepts which are used for specific
Dutch terms.
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vakgericht vocational ambachtsschool technical craft
onderwijs education leerlingstelsel school

(verzamelbegrip) labour school onderwijs / system
werkschool school for nijverheidsonder
tekenschool design wijs
tekenen drawing technisch
vakschool craft school onderwijs

 (collective term) industrieel apprenticeship

beroepsonderwij
s

industrial
education

technical
education
professional
education

Scheme 1.1: Relevant Dutch and English terms

The final chapter reviews two centuries of subsystem
development, the interpretations of these developments,
and discusses the adequacy of the extended theoretical
framework for the analysis of Dutch technical education.


