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defensible. = Too many Marxist writers have not seriously
acknowledged these standards. (p. 14)

Liston finds there is an additional price to pay for failing to adhere to
these standards. The result often translates into research marked by
theoretical preoccupation, misconstrued moral superiority, and undiscerning
of its ethical implications (p. 17). He opines that, "the tradition can do
better" (p. 8).

Concerns about a priori reasoning and empirical rigor in Marxism are
not unique (e.g., Hammersley, 1984; Hargreaves, 1982, 1985; Hickox, 1982).
Conversely, there are others within the paradigm who would claim that
empirical verification is inimical to critical theory, political pragmatism or
use of the dialectical. In defending his call for evidential warrant, Liston
sets out to debunk such a claim asserting that irrespective of one’s
theoretical framework, employment of the empirical is necessary as a
"control over the arbitrariness of belief" (Scheffler in Liston, p. 36).

Liston reserves his major criticism, though, for what he sees as the
tradition’s tendency toward functional analyses which Marxist educational
sociologists themselves critique as ‘“positivistic, deterministic and
mechanistic” (p. 42). Yet, Liston argues it is still uncritically employed by
many of those same researchers, contending that they are guilty of faulty
logic whereby "the analyst identifies an effect ... of a particular practice
and assumes the practice is required” (p. 45). To support his claim, Liston
examines the work of several radical researchers (i.e., Apple, 1982; Bowles
& Gintis, 1976; Carnoy & Levin, 1985; Giroux, 1981). It is outside the
scope of this review to pursue that examination. Suffice it to say that
Liston finds they all employ a functional logic that leads to a description
of the relationship between capitalism and schooling being elevated to one
of explanation. He sees such facile functional explanations, a priori
reasoning, and eschewal of evidential assessments as producing not only a
theoretical and conceptual fortress (p. 68), but also a diminution of
Marxism’s potential as "a provocative, powerful and valuable framework for
analyzing schools” (p. 12). For Liston, salvation lies within analytical
Marxism.
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upon a standard of social justice. Liston counters that Marx did not
employ such an ethical standard in his critique of capitalism, but rather a
conception of human freedom (p. 126). And so, in order to pursue greater
human freedom, "for students to become self-determining, the realities of
capitalism must be unveiled" (p. 154). Thus, focus is centered upon the
interpretation of reality. A supplementary concern relates to possible
restrictions on those interpretations — "does a Marxist educational agenda
support a distinctly Marxist understanding of capitalism or a pluralist
offering of social explanatory frameworks?" (p. 163).

A particular strength of Capitalist Schools rests with its succinct and
systematic overview of many of the assumptions, issues, and debates that
inhabit the Marxist educational project. In addressing them Liston has not
only illuminated the multiplicity of concerns that researchers are grappling
with, but through his call for further critical inspection he has also been
disapproving of the tacit nature of many of their understandings.
Articulate and cogent in his arguments, Liston demonstrates the unswerving
force of his commitment to Marxism’s potential. However, the question
still remains as to whether his reasoned argumentation is sufficiently
convincing for others to migrate to his vision. Telling them they got it all
wrong makes the task considerably more challenging.

Teacher Education and the Social Conditions of Schooling is a logical
extension for Liston. The text represents his and Zeichner’s views on the
role of teacher educators and teacher education. The authors commence
by expressing concern for the lack of philosophical grounding and moral
deliberation by many/most preservice teachers in the United States — they
are perceived as unable to articulate sound pedagogic (philosophical,
nontechnical) rationales and justifications for their educational activities
thereby remaining vulnerable to the technical imperatives currently
dominating the practice, often at the expense of moral and ethical, if not
social and political, implications. This technical focus finds preservice
teachers dwelling disproportionately on issues of curricular content, time
and classroom management, grouping practices, questioning techniques, and
so forth (p. 20) — what Giroux (1992) calls "fetishized methodology” (p.
155). More than the acquisition of mere technique, teacher education, they























