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The outsourcing of governmental  action for the poor and the bureaucratization of charismatic charity
by

Hervé Varenne and Linda Lin
[LINDA: THIS IS ONLY FOR YOUR EYES AT THIS POINT]

This piece was triggered by our relative surprise at the curricula and pedagogy of a parent education program run by a famous “community-based organization.”  How would it happen that it should, in brief, essentially rely on a deficit model of the parents and an altogether heavy-handed as well as often condescending, form of teaching?  I pursue here my interest of the complex ways through which is exercised state (political) control of apparently “independent” organizations that led me to look at the way NCATE control Teachers College and other schools of education (2006).  We have not had much access to the inner working of HCZ but I suspect that, as is the case with the faculty of Teachers College, many in the staff of HCZ may also have doubts and wonder why they are caught.  I am exploring here, as I did earlier, a more sequential analysis of the processed of getting caught.
  One aspect of this involves what we may come to call the “devolution of authority” that may be an essential aspect of the bureaucratic state, and the mechanism through which it actually catches people in the modes of its authority.

[IN THE FINAL PAPER, IF IT DEVELOPS, WE WILL HAVE TO CREATE A COMPOSITE USING INFO FROM THE VARIOUS ORGANIZATIONS WE WILL HAVE VISITED]

I start with a rhetorical question: given various elites with the authority to act politically to alleviate poverty and/or (but not at all the same thing) make the experience of poverty less difficult, how do these elites get to know about the poor, about what could be done, and about what will be done in the times and places where the elites can act?  We are concerned solely with the elites that focus on “education,” in government, the university, and the worlds of more or less independent charity.  And we are concerned about the evolution of their practical (discursive and programmatic) understandings of their activities as precisely an educational process in the sense Varenne has explored (2007, in prep.).  Whether members of these elites come to their work by rising through a bureaucracy, or through various kinds of conversion experiences, and whether they will use the language we are using here, they must have learned about the poor, about what are “the poor’s educational needs”; they must have sought information about, say, “what works best,” as well as about various real or imagined limits on what a particular person or bureaucracy can do they must have attempted to transform what they have learned, and then taught all this to any other of significant others (from reluctant politicians, to enthusiastic but possibly misguided funders), as well as translated what they got convinced they must do into any number of bureaucratic languages which, by hiding and revealing different aspects of what it is they are doing, actually allow the whole activity to continue.  How what they are variously know as doing, actually interfaces with the population of the poor that is the object of all the activity is an open question–particularly if one is concerned with the poor themselves.  It is the case however that we, as members of the scholarly elites, cannot get directly to the poor and, until we understand the constraining conditions that we put on each other, then we are unlikely to sort out why it is that we know so much more about what the poor lack, educationally, than what is available to them.

Caricaturaly (or as a not even preliminary model), members of various elites hear voices from the locations of poverty (not only an issue of the poor speaking as of their, possibly self-elected, representatives doing so at a time and place when the voices can be heard).  These voices trigger various forms of activities.  At one extreme there is an individual (“charismatic”) person giving up one career to an alternate one of service (e.g. the origin myth of HCZ).  At another extreme, there are political activities by the state producing agencies of the government (e.g. the origin myth of the public schools in Euro-America).  There are many other types of activities–for example the activity of a few individuals petitioning the state to change its policies (e.g. the work of ?? and Michael Reubel to change funding formulas in New York State).  In all cases these activities as they move from wish to practical implementation face difficulties that themselves change as all involved consider what happened to earlier such efforts.

We attempt to develop this model further by looking at the evolution of settings (we are not settling yet whether these are bureaucracies, institutions, organization, or communities) that are said to have started through the heroic acts of a person which, by reference to Max Weber (), we write about as a “charismatic leader.”  At this time we also focus on those leaders willing or able to work outside “faith-based” strictures and thus be in the odd position of being particularly appealing to state mediating agencies–particularly in the United States where, by the end of the 20th century, the more powerful discourses became those who emphasize the limits of the state to deliver services efficiently, but where constitutional strictures about the separation of church and state remain strong.  We suspect that much of what we write here will apply to “faith-based initiatives” that, in certain cases, do articulate with the state.  How this applies to other initiatives that remain independent from the state (e.g. directly religious programs) is a question for further investigation.

What seems to be happening, given the dissatisfaction with direct governmental agency, and the good public relations that some charismatic leaders have produced for their efforts, is that the state has been devolving some of its resources and some of its authority to the (non governmental) “organization” that the leader sketched and that resources make ever more practically real in the lives of the increasing number of people (staff, employees, teachers, and population) that the leader identified as a population.  Looking at Harlem at the turn of the 21st century, it looks like much of the parent education, health education, and other form of non-degree education, is being done by more or less well-developed organizations, some quite large (e.g. HCZ) and some much smaller (e.g. “In the Spirit of Children”?) with any number of others, from more or less well-funded programs by local universities or hospitals (TC Ed Zone, North General), etc. (Cooke Center for Learning and Development? Phase: Piggy Bank Incorporated?).

All this may seem benign to the extent that it does bring many “services” to the neighborhoods where the poor are located.  In Harlem, these not-quite-governmental service organizations may not be as numerous as churches, but one is never but a few block from one.  This abundance may seem less benign when on pays closer attention to the actual programs the NGOs offer, the groundings of their curricula, their pedagogies, their recruitment methods (both of staff and “clients”), and everything else that makes the everyday life of everyone involved.  We will leave aside the question of “outcomes”–for reasons that will soon be clearer.  We will also leave aside the question of “efficiency” (how much is accomplished with the funds expanded), though these could be important for policy-makers.  We take as not trivial that these NGOs are the direct source of much employment, even if it is not as secure as public service would be.  We focus instead on curriculum, pedagogy, the recruitment of teachers, the evaluation of the programs, as well as the selection of the students, the assessment of what is to be “the-needs-we-can-alleviate” and the evaluation of their “success” in the program.  These are classical issues in all scholarly research on schooling and it is already interesting that they are popping up again away from settings directly controlled by schooling authorities.  There remains interesting differences in the devolution of authority to the extent that service NGOs are not involved in the measurement of merit that establish “educational status” for all those settings where it is required.  At the end of many of the courses given by NGOs, those who attended receive certificates, but not one would take those for career-changing “degrees.”  These certificates have no authority on those who could change a career.

We are concerned with the intersection of two movements of devolution, and particularly on the second.  The first, as mentioned earlier, is the movement through which state agencies devolve their political authority to act for the overall polity to various organizations that are not initially a part of the state (“private” universities and hospitals, all the way to the most local of “community-based” organizations).  The second movement involves a devolution of charismatic authority to a bureaucracy built by the charismatic leader from its immediate staff through the instructors who will be the direct interface of the NGO with its clients.  Caricaturaly, the leader will have to transform his or her sense of what needs to be done into various statements and documents, let’s say a “philosophy” or “mission.”  This statement (as written, spoken in lectures or presentations to donors, discussed on television, etc.) is acknowledged by a broader and broader network of “significant others” (those who can make a difference for the evolution of the organization and its reproduction), including funders, the media, governmental regulators, researchers and evaluators, and even perhaps the people to be served.  This lead to such activities as bringing a pediatrician (e.g. Brazelton at HCZ) famous in the media as a “child development expert,” or opening oneself to Oprah to be introduced as “one man saving thousands of America’s children.”  

[IN A PAPER WE WOULD HAVE MORE EXAMPLES HERE]

Given the reality that the institution is funded by large grants from many foundations, and that it may have the meet the payroll for hundreds of staff member, it is not surprising that public relations should be a major activity of the leader and that remaining “known as” a successful organization is a major task.

But mission statements and public relations are not enough.  One also has to produce a bureaucracy that will grow with the reputation of the organization, sometimes leading to a full business structures with CEOs and both “top” and “middle managements” and, most troublesome probably, the set of instructors on full or half-time positions, interns, etc., who are the actual interface of the organization with its clients and who must themselves be recruited, trained, and then evaluated.  This task must also involve the establishment of curricula from the broadest (“we need a program for new mothers to teach them about child development) to the most local (a lesson plan on brain development).  This also involve finding a pedagogy including greeting rituals, lectures, discussion groups, homework, tests.  

[IN A PAPER WE WOULD HAVE SOME EXAMPLES HERE]

All this, in the long run, reconstitutes what an “educational program” should be by making it evermore like a school...  It makes it possible for the leader to say that he is doing what he is says he is doing.  That is no one who gives funds for the program could say that they were being misused.

Whether the program achieves its goal is another question altogether that is either a matter of outcome evaluation (the most usual way to look at this) or a matter of the actual sequencing of the program as event within the life of the people.  This is what interests us in the long run: how do the clients learn about the program (from whom? In discussions with whom?)? how do they talk about it to those around them? what sorts of conversations happen about the program? 

�  One source is Wieder (1974)


�  Faith-based organizations like the Catholic Jesuits are in the same position when building up their schools (Mullooly 200?, 2007)
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