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Abstract

This thesis is concerned with the definition of an inclusive democratic educational theory
and practice which mediates the assumed tension between individualism and collectivism,
difference and equality, and liberty and equality. In Part 1, I set out the elements of an
inclusive theory of democracy and then proceed in Part 2 to examine various aspects of
educational practice in the light of this. My main claim is that these assumed tensions can be
mediated through the conceptualising of our composite identity in terms of the notion of
dual social ontology. This refers to our two-fold identities as universal, common human
beings and our multiple subjective positions as particular, different individuating beings.
Together, these two aspects of our identity constitute the basis for conceptualising our
simultaneous commonality and difference and for an inclusive notion of democracy. I argue
further that the key to understanding the intersection of commonality and difference in
social relations and institutional practices is the concept of the spheres of social relations
and their constitutive meanings. The latter provide the criterion by which we can judge the
appropriateness of difference or equality in that sphere or in practices which relate to it.

In the light of these concepts, I trace the ideological contestation at the heart of democratic
theory between liberalism and socialism. My claim is that the mutual limitations of these
theories preclude constructing an inclusive theory of democracy which incorporates
collective equality and individual liberty in a non-polarised way. I argue that the tension
between individualism and collectivism can be mediated by analysing these cluster concepts
into non-polarised simpler elements. My main contention is that only self-interested
individualism, which assumes individuals as atomistic self-seekers, is necessarily in
conceptual conflict with collectivism. The other two elements of individualism which I
identify, namely, individuality, our universal common identity as bearers of rights, and
individuation, the process of self-development through the expression of the unique
difference, are shown to be compatible with collective concerns and the social view of
human identity. Together, I suggest, individuality and individuation constitute our dual
social ontology and the foundation for moral regard and an inclusive theory of democracy
which accommodates difference and commonality. During the discussion, I draw from
several theorists who provide inclusive frameworks in terms of the social, dialogical view of
human nature and identity formation and who combine contemporary concerns for
pluralism and critical social transformation.

I examine the conceptual link between education and democracy through the educative
notion of democracy and education for democracy. Critical educational theory is explored
as an exemplar of an inclusive democratic educational practice incorporating individual and
collective dimensions. The dynamics of commonality and difference are traced in key
aspects of the educational process, namely, moral development, learning and the
relationship between authority and freedom, and with regard to the democratisation of
schooling, the appropriate boundary between the spheres of education and of politics,
distributive justice in education and the curriculum. I argue throughout that the discursive
tool of dual social ontology, along with the concept of the spheres of social relations and
their constitutive meanings, provides the conceptual framework by which these tensions can
be mediated and incorporated in an inclusive democratic educational theory and practice.
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Preface

The conceptual genesis of this thesis goes all the way back to the mid-1980s - a dark time

of heightened repression and bitter resistance in South Africa under apartheid. Nowhere

was this struggle more evident than in education. Schools and surrounding suburbs

throughout the country had become bloody battlegrounds as students again took to the

streets en masse in defiance of the regime. Alongside this activism, through the alternative

programmes which sprung up during boycotts, the notion of a "People's Education"

emerged. Under this rubric, a rather crudely cobbled amalgam of ideas formed the focus of

an alternative to apartheid education. Despite its unevenness, the immense appeal of

People's Education lay in the fact that it captured, in educational terms, the political

aspirations of the oppressed majority for liberation.

At that stage, I was teaching in a small non-racial independent high school in Cape Town. •

There, the window of opportunity had been somewhat opened to explore pedagogical

alternatives to mainstream state academic education. Based on the Steiner/Waldorf

method, a creative and integrated approach to curriculum, methodology and child

development had been developed. The school was governed non-hierarchically with no

principal, with maximum parental participation and without the conventional ex-colonial

accoutrements of uniforms, prefects and competitive esprit de corps. The overall emphasis------was on the holistic develo ment of the individual child. Considerable effort in the-------~ .
classroom and in staff development sessions was directed towards identifying the

individual temperament of each child, and building detailed pictures of differentiated

developmental patterns. The school community comprised a mainly middle-class, liberal

constituency. Despite concerted emphasis on community and social values, the overall

ethos and educational aim of the school was thus individualistic.

An ongoing personal concern of mine had been to forge a meaningful link between my

work, amidst these creative but detached alternatives, and the social and political

imperatives underlying the educational crises and policy developments in South Africa. In

October 1987, I attended a .conference on People's Education at the University of the

Western Cape. I remember distinctly the moment when the conceptual issue at the heart of

https://etd.uwc.ac.za/



2 Preface

this thesis crystallised. A student leader had ascended the podium to deliver an address. He

prefaced his speech with the customary series of "Viva's" and other political rallying calls

and slogans characteristic of anti-apartheid ritual culture at meetings and marches. He

embarked on a series of rhythmic leader-and-chorus chants which identified the enemies of

the struggle. "Down with apartheid!" he cried. "Down!" came the collective staccato

response from the crowd. "Down with repression!" "Down!" And so he proceeded to call
up and consign to ideological damnation a stream of perceived opponents: Imperialism!

Capitalism! Individualism!

It was at that moment that the dilemma became conscious in my thoughts. Down with

individualism? The development of each individual was, after all, the explicit aim of my

and my school's educational efforts. While politically sympathetic to the collective

socialist framework underlying the liberation cause and to the limitations of liberalism, it

still seemed that in some way the baby was being thrown out with the ideological

bathwater here. I began to wonder what sense of individualism was inimical to the

collective liberation struggle and how this differed from the kind of benign individual

development of children in which I was engaged.

I valued individual development, but did not want to see this pitted against the struggle

against apartheid, which in turn, I did not want to see associated with blind allegiance to

collective authority. This led me to examine what I perceived to be the false polarisation

entailed here, and to begin to consider analytically exactly what was being opposed. I

began to suspect that only one aspect of individualism, that is, self-interested individualism

was necessarily conceptually opposed to collectivism. I also began to conceptualise an

inclusive notion of democracy and of democratic educational theory and practice that

would incorporate appropriate elements of both individualism and collectivism.

In those heated days of fiery political rhetoric, it was understandable why the blanket

condemnation of individualism had spilt over into the educational sphere in the name of

the struggle against apartheid. Yet, while sympathetic to the general cause, it appeared to

me to have gone too far. Under the clarion call for the democratisation of the classroom, all

difference between the authority of teachers and the identity of learners was frequently and

uncritically elided. All sorts of claims to student entitlement and equality were being made,
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Preface 3

which failed, in my view, to distinguish legitimate areas of differentiation arising from the

different functions, identities and personal attributes and aptitudes of the various role-

players in the institutional setting of the school. In these respects, we are clearly not all

equal, and the attempt to impose equality in this way therefore represents the distorted

application of the political struggle in the educational sphere. To take one extreme but

illustrative instance current at that time: the pivotal importance of education in the

liberation struggle and the highly politicised role played by black students in this led to a

strong collectivist ethos surrounding the national patriotic identity and the socialist-

inspired liberation movement. On this, rested the claim for group-based entitlement. In its

most extreme form, this claim was embodied in the "pass one, pass all" demand. Poor

individual academic performances were thus seen exclusively as the result of external

political and structural conditions. This gave rise to the collective claim that all victims of

apartheid should be entitled to pass. No space was made for variations in individual

aptitude or application. Without diminishing the combined effects of the structural features

of apartheid and capitalism, it seemed clear to me that, in this case, the political battle for

equality of provision, access and opportunity (which is a sphere in which difference is

legitimately excluded) had spilt problematically over into the area of assessment (a sphere

which is rendered meaningless unless applied at the individual level).

In this way, the conceptual questions and framework which underlie this thesis began to

emerge. The key organising concepts of the argument quickly took shape: the false

polarisation of elements of liberal democracy and socialism, and, in tum, of individualism

and collectivism; an inclusive notion of democracy and a democratic educational practice

which incorporates these.

The opportunity to explore these issues systematically presented itself when I enrolled in a

coursework master's programme in "Education and Democracy" in the Department of

Philosophy of Education at the University of the Western Cape in 1988.

One of the most widely read general introductory books on Waldorf Education bears the

title: Education Towards Freedom. This phrase resonated strongly with the distinctive

slogan of People's Education: "Education for Liberation". Itwas with this in mind that the

original title of this thesis was chosen: Education towards Freedom: The Development of a

https://etd.uwc.ac.za/



4 Preface

Democratic Educational Practice in South Africa, and the possible contribution of Waldorf

Education. Both phrases express the aspiration towards the emancipatory ideal of

education. However, in each case this ideal was conceived fundamentally differently,

reflecting basic ideological and political-philosophic contraries. Waldorf Education - as

generally practised in South Africa - conceptualises freedom predominantly in terms of

individual liberation. People's Education, as the name implies, conceptualised education

for collective liberation. The question arose: are these individually-based and collectively-

based notions of freedom mutually exclusive and necessarily contradictory?

What sense of freedom is implied in each case? How do these varying senses of freedom

relate to equality? Are the aims of an education for democracy credibly fulfilled in each

case? How can we understand sameness and difference in democratically legitimate ways?

What constitutes an inclusive democratic educational theory and practice? How is

democracy to be considered in the educational context and how do such theoretical

considerations translate into practice? What role can the independent schools play? These

questions consolidated into the main concerns of the original thesis.

The importance of People's Education stemmed from its pivotal in role the political

struggle in education. By contrast, while Waldorf Education could be seen to embody -

theoretically at least - many "democratic" features, the prevailing assumption of the

majority of its proponents is that education should be free of political purpose and should

remain separate from the political sphere. It therefore seemed sensible for me to embark on

a critique of these two approaches as part of the original work.

Two contrasting views of social change and the role of education towards this were

apparent. The political context of People's Education tended to interpret social

transformation in collective terms within a broad socialist orientation. Given the enormous

disparities generated by racial capitalism under apartheid, it is not surprising that priority,

in this view, was afforded to equality, the obstacle to which was perceived as capitalist-

driven individual self-interest. Marxist theories of human nature, history, social change and

the material basis of human fulfilment broadly underpinned the theoretical framework of

People's Education. Social transformation, in this perspective, entailed the fundamental

restructuring of inequitable (predominantly economic) social relations in which the role of

https://etd.uwc.ac.za/



Preface 5

By contrast, Waldorf Educational practice tends to see social transformation in terms of the

development of individual skills and awareness. Education is conceived mainly as the

realisation of personal (predominantly inner) liberty and as the acquisition of creative

skills. Education is generally regarded as non-ideological. Its perceived obstacle is the

conforming determinism of any (especially socialist) universalist project which inhibits

individual freedom, although it seemed to me that in practice it often fell prey to the

dogma of its own overarching doctrine. A non-material view of human nature, freedom

and fulfilment underpins its theoretical framework. At risk here, from the inclusive

democratic perspective, is the failure to recognise and respond to the social and political

imperative to address external structurally-based social inequalities and determinants.

individual agency was secondary or totally excluded. Education was pre-eminently and

inextricably a political matter. The collective politicisation of students was thus a stated

goal. The emphasis on equality was often strictly interpreted as parity in the quantitative

distribution of resources. The development of individual potential was largely denied,

mistaken, in my view, for individualistic self-interest. At risk in this approach, from the

inclusive democratic perspective, was the notion of individual self-development, liberty

and agency.

The critique in the original thesis was directed towards the polarities represented by these

two positions: towards Waldorf Education in challenging the split between its inherently

democratic educational theory and the liberal individualistic assumptions of its educational

practice; and towards the People's Education movement in challenging the socialist

ideological emphasis on anti-individualistic collectivism. Neither polarity, it was argued, is

sufficient to the task of establishing an inclusive democratic educational theory and

practice. Elements of both liberal democracy and socialism, and individualism and

collectivism are necessary. My main claim and contribution was that an inclusive notion of

democracy could be seen to mediate the tensions between individualism and collectivism,

difference and commonality, and subjective transformation and structural social change.

These apparently contradictory concepts could then be seen as complementary elements of

an inclusive understanding of democracy, and no longer as falsely polarised. From this

theoretical framework, an inclusive democratic educational theory could be extrapolated,
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6 Preface

in the light of which the democratic credibility of various aspects of educational practice in

the institutional location of the school could be assessed.

Having submitted the thesis along these lines, I was given the opportunity to upgrade it to

a doctoral one, with some additional readings and changes. Years of intervening full-time

work (this time in the Education Policy Unit at University of the Western Cape where the

focus of my work is now higher education policy analysis and research) prevented the

completion of this task until now. Fearful of the conceptual framework becoming dated, I

kept - as best as was possible - an eye on current debates. Since then, discourses in social

and educational theory and policy debates have focused on several lines of inquiry which,

thankfully, appeared to link directly to the main concerns of the original thesis. Significant

among these were the libertarianlcommunitarian debate; the review of socialism and

Marxism in response to the cataclysmic demise of the Eastern European socialist states;

debates about commonality/nation-building and difference in relation to the curriculum;

debates on the politics of identity, diversity and citizenship; and policy concerns about

equality, equity and development. All this emerged against the broader backdrop of the

emerging discourse of post-modernity and globalisation, with its inherent tensions between

universalism and particularism, and between the global and local. Far from being faced

with a dated set of issues, I was confronted by a rapidly shifting, bewildering and complex

set of contemporary contestations.

The current thesis retains the main contours of the original argument. As is set out more

formally in the introduction below, the central purpose remains the definition of an

inclusive democratic educational theory and practice which avoids the false polarisation of

individualism and collectivism, difference and commonality and liberty and equality.

Engaging in further reading and reflection enriched and expanded the conceptual

framework of the original thesis. This led to two further central organising concepts.

Firstly, it became apparent that mediating individualism and collectivism, and liberalism

and socialism, entailed the conceptualisation of identity in terms of simultaneous

difference and commonality. This is embodied in what I call 'dual social ontology'. The

second new seminal idea to emerge was that the criterion for judging legitimate (and non-

legitimate) interpretations and applications of difference and commonality in a particular
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Preface 7

context lies in the socially constructed constitutive meaning of the various spheres of

relations which comprise social life.

While it has not been possible to systematically investigate all the current debates, recent

developments are addressed and woven into the new text where appropriate. Consequently,

the closely related notions of difference and commonality, universalism and particularism

are linked to the original framing ideas of individualism and collectivism. The entire final

section of the original thesis (comprising the double critique of People's Education and

Waldorf Education and the case study of the school where I was working) has been

dropped. These elements have indeed dated. Some of the final chapters have been

extensively rewritten and others are entirely new. By focusing on relevant areas of

educational practice, they illustrate how the theoretical framework of an inclusive notion of

democracy can form the basis of a democratic educational theory and practice.

This thesis, then, is a reworked version of a previous text. While the full accommodation

of the complexities of current debates would have necessitated a complete new start, the

veracity and relevance of the original thesis in the light of these new and important

developments will hopefully be apparent.

https://etd.uwc.ac.za/



Rudolf Steiner

PART 1

TOWARDS AN INCLUSIVE THEORY OF DEMOCRACY

The healthy social life is found
when in the mirror of each human soul
the whole community finds reflection,
and when in the community
the virtue of each one is living

This is the Motto of the Social Ethic

Introduction

One of the principal concerns of social science is the understanding of human identity,

central to which is the complex inter-relationship between individual and society. Indeed,

the dynamics between individual and collective identity, difference and commonality,

liberty and equality, universal and particular are at the heart of the unfolding philosophic,

political, economic and cultural drama of human life. This is especially so in the

contemporary conditions of late-modernity, characterised as is it by the crisis of identity in

the modem subject.

There is, however, a ubiquitous tendency to polarise these related pairs of concepts. While

they are in many respects clearly in tension, the complex inter-relationships of social life

deny simple and false dichotomies. This gives rise to a number of fundamental questions

which are of direct concern for educators, particularly in the rapidly shifting terrain of

South African educational policy and practice, and against the backdrop of changing global

patterns. In what senses are we legitimately different from and the same as others? Are

individualism and collectivism, and difference and equality necessarily in tension? How do

difference and commonality apply appropriately in the various spheres of social relations?

What inclusive concept of democracy might accommodate and mediate these tensions?

https://etd.uwc.ac.za/



10 Introduction: Part 1

How are we to understand and mediate the vanous elements and manifestations of

difference and commonality in the educational setting?

These are the main lines of inquiry in this thesis. Closely associated with the tension

between individualism and collectivism are a number of related issues such as autonomy,

agency, citizenship, nation-building and multiculturalism, which are crucial to the shaping

of educational theory, practice and policy. The central concern of this thesis is the

definition of an inclusive democratic educational theory and practice. The aim is

conceptually to clarify the real and apparent tensions between the related concepts of

individualism and collectivism, liberty and equality, difference and commonality'. The

main claim is that these are not necessarily in conceptual tension, and that together they

form the constitutive elements of an inclusive notion of democracy. It is suggested that this

inclusive definition of democracy provides a more fruitful and nuanced basis for

understanding the complexities of a democratic educational theory and practice. A central

contention is that this understanding derives from the key issue of identity. My proposition

is that the basis for an inclusive and non-polarised conception of democracy rests on what I

call our 'dual social ontology'. This notion comprises, on the one hand, our universally

shared institutions as unique individualities, which constitutes the basis of common

citizenship and human rights, and, on the other, our particular and differentiated

individuating beings, which is expressed through the multiple, subject identities that frame

our differences. It is suggested that the criteria for assessing the legitimate expressions of

difference and commonality are embedded in the constitutive meaning of the spheres of

social relations, the intersection of which constitutes the complexity of social life.

Part 1 of this thesis sets out the argument for an inclusive theory of democracy and Part 2

examines certain aspects of educational theory, practice and policy in the light of this. The

central concern throughout is the mediation of the related tensions between liberty and

equality, individualism and collectivism, and difference and commonality. In

substantiating my argument, I draw from and discuss various thinkers who present

inclusive frameworks of both democratic and educational theory. The approach to this

mediation which I have adopted in the thesis is set out in terms of several central

organising concepts: an inclusive notion of democracy and of educational practice; the

concept of dual social ontology, which incorporates simultaneous difference and

https://etd.uwc.ac.za/



Towards an Inclusive Theory of Democracy 11

commonality; and the constitutive meaning of the spheres of social relations, which

constitutes the criterion by which legitimate difference and commonality can be assessed.

These focal themes are now briefly introduced2
.

At the highest levels of generality, democratic theory and practice in all its multifarious

forms aspires towards liberty, equality and social justice. This implies some form of

mediation between the individual and collective identity which is, as Steiner's "Motto of

the Social Ethic" quoted above suggests, the essence of the democratic ideal. A democratic

community comprises the common values and meanings of the individuals which

constitute it and is, conversely, reflected in individual identification with and commitment

to the community. In a democratic community, the normative ideal is for the virtue of each

individual to reach potential in relation to both individual and collective purposes.

Likewise, an inclusive democratic educational practice seeks to mediate, via its methods

and outcomes, between individual difference and collective identity and goals.

However, at lower levels of generality, fundamental contestations arise in the interpretation

of democracy. Central among these is the traditional polarisation of liberal democracy and

socialism". These two ideological clusters prioritise the two constitutive elements of

democracy, namely (individual) liberty and (collective) equality, respectively, and interpret

these principles in fundamentally different ways. Liberal democracy affirms the

uniqueness and value of individuals as ends in themselves and as equal bearers of universal

rights, and along with this, defends diversity, pluralism, choice, and self-determining

freedom from external imposition. Beyond the guarantee of formal rights and equality,

however, this concern for negative liberty is blind to the wider inequalities generated by

the 'free' market and accumulation, the private ownership of property and a minimal state.

Liberal democracy thus affirms strict equality in the politico-legal sphere (where all

differences are irrelevant) and asserts differentiation in the socio-cultural and economic

spheres (where diversity and freedom from external imposition are expressed in the

negative conceptualisation of liberty).

Socialism, by contrast, in its pursuit of egalitarian social justice, seeks to eliminate

dominating difference from all social spheres. Individual freedom is linked to the free

development of the collective. The attainment of liberty and equality entails the collective
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12 Introduction: Part 1

appropriation of the means of production and social control. In doing so, however, the

limits to centralised state power are neglected, and the orthodox historical materialist

theory of social change makes no conceptual space for individual agency.

In more recent times, this fundamental tension between liberal democracy and socialism

has emerged in the exchanges between libertarians and communitarians (see Sandel, 1982,

and his refutation of Rawls, discussed in Enslin, 1990 and Pendlebury, 1990) regarding the

nature of individual rights and community and the resultant ontological contestations. In

addition, the dramatic revolutions in Eastern Europe in 1989 were followed by intense

reflection about the future of democracy in relation to the apparent triumph of liberal

democracy and failure of socialism (Held, 1992). More recently, contemporary social

science has been preoccupied with understanding the nature of late- or post-modernity

which involves the proliferation of subjective identities in response to the fragmentation,

dislocation and de-centring of the Cartesian subject (Hall, 1992) and new forms of

collective identity formations (Thompson, 1992). As part of this, the traditional certainties

of dominant overarching universalising discourses which underlie the two great

emancipatory traditions of liberalism and Marxism, have been undermined by the rise of

particularism, seeking to assert cultural, linguistic, epistemological specificities in support

of marginalised groups. The main thrust of these alternatives is to challenge the difference-

blindness of universalism which underpins hegemonic Western, male-oriented interests

and culture at the expense of the emancipatory interests of other subordinated groupings

(Mouffe, 1992a; Sassoon, 1991).

As is explained in the ensuing discussion, the tension between liberty and equality is

closely related to individualism and collectivism, which in tum expresses the fundamental

social dynamics of differentiation and identification respectively. These terms refer to the

ways in which we (legitimately or unjustifiably) conceive of ourselves as different from, or

the same as, other individuals and groupings within the various shared, explicit or implicit

meanings of the social spheres. A democratic social order can be conceptualised as that set

of arrangements, institutions and practices which justly (that is, freely and equitably)

mediate and regulate legitimate forms of identification and differentiation. My main claim

is that the key to conceptualising this mediation is our dual social ontology, which implies

simultaneous commonality and difference. The question then arises: when can we
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justifiably identify ourselves collectively as equals (that is, without necessarily denying

individuality and the diverse plurality of society) and when as freely differentiated, or

individuated, from others (that is, without necessarily perpetuating inequalities)? What is

required, then, is a principle of legitimate difference and commonality as the foundation

for an inclusive conception of democracy. With this purpose is mind, my further claim is

that the appropriateness of regarding each other as the same and as different relates to the

constitutive meaning of the sphere of social relation underlying the particular relation in

question.

Albie Sachs (1990: 19) captures the notion of dual social ontology comprising the

paradoxically simultaneous struggle towards sameness and difference in the following

passage:

The question of identity - so sensitive to the Afrikaner - has become
problematical because the right of political equality is confused with the right
of cultural differences ... We are struggling in South Africa for the right to be
the same. We are also struggling for the right to be different ... Identity relates
to personality, culture, tastes, beliefs and ways of seeing and doing things.
Here we struggle for the right to be different ... Sameness refers to one's status
as a citizen, voter, scholar, patient or employee".

Implicit in his formulation is the assertion that difference is constitutive of the individual-

cultural sphere and sameness of the politico-legal sphere which comprises our common

status as citizens. Much of the ensuing discussion is devoted to the explication of this idea

of the constitutive meaning of the spheres of social relations in terms of commonality and

difference.

At a more philosophic level, the tension between individualism and collectivism arises

from different views about the ontological or normative priority of the individual and

collective. Further issues surround the epistemological and ethical autonomy of the

individual in relation to external social and cultural authority. Needless to say, the

systematic philosophic treatment of these matters is considerably beyond the scope of this

thesis. Nonetheless, they constitute an important underlying thread to the main line of

argument and some of the principal implications are drawn out in the ensuing discussion.
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In education, the inherent tendency to dichotomise the concepts of individualism and

collectivism, and difference and commonality have important implications for theory,

practice and policy. This tension manifests in a number of disparate but related ways.

These are set out in Part 2 of the thesis, with the intention of showing that an inclusive

conceptualisation of our ontology and democratic relations can mediate these assumed

tensions. It is shown that the categories of agency, autonomy, authority and freedom

impact directly on how we conceptualise educational relationships and the processes of

teaching, learning, and moral development.

The distorted emphasis on discriminatory difference under apartheid generated, within the

struggle against it, a strong counter-emphasis on equality which was captured in the

collective persona of the 'people', the 'community' and Peoples' Education. In this view,

differentiation was readily perceived as synonymous with the maintenance of privilege.

Eliminating difference was therefore the only route to justice. However, this contradicts

the numerous ways in which difference and diversity legitimately manifests in educational

policy and practice. This includes the different identities of role-players, individual

variations in aptitudes and learning styles, and the variety of programmes and basic,

further and higher educational institutional functions required to meet the increasing

diversity of the student body. In both macro-policy and micro-practice, therefore, it is

important to determine clearly where to apply appropriately relevant notions of difference

and commonality. The competing demands of specialisation and generalisation, for

example, must be negotiated, as must institutional segregation and association. The criteria

for such a negotiation lie within a complex notion of equality as part of the framework of

distributive justice under modem plural conditions (Walzer, 1983).

In educational policy, the prioritisation of redressing past inequalities ansmg from

apartheid has led to the problematic conflation of equality and equity. In response to this,

equity has been conceptualised as a complex notion of equality which incorporates

difference (Gilmour and Soudien, 1991; Christie, 1993;Me Lennan, 1993). The imperative

to demonstrate highly visible immediate change leads to the tendency towards a strict

quantitative interpretation of equality, which focuses on parity in provision. While this is

necessary to fulfil the formal demands of equity in relation to provision, the effect is that

significant differences among marginalised groups are easily undermined. In the pursuit of
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social justice, the equal distribution of resources is a necessary but not sufficient condition;

it must be accompanied by policy analysis and research which accommodates the

recognition of particular circumstances and difference (Gilmour and Soudien, 1991).

The issues of identity, difference and commonality have likewise been the focus of intense

inquiry and deliberation about negotiating the contesting claims of the core curriculum and

multiculturalism in the reconstruction of education in South Africa (Greenstein, 1996;

Muller, 1992, 1993, 1997; Schneider, 1997). Debates (some quite heated) have recently

focused on related tensions between education for citizenship and nation-building on the

one hand, and the rejection of this as a universalist obstruction to the particularities of

women's struggles on the other (Cross and Leroke, 1995; Enslin, 1995). Likewise, we

have been warned that engaging in the politics of difference in the South African context

without a firm grounding in the politics of equal dignity might endanger social cohesion

(Morrow, 1996a, 1996b).

The mediation of individualism and collectivism concerns is the focus of critical pedagogy

(Giroux, 1981; Giroux and McLaren, 1986), the framework of which is inclusive in two

principal ways. Firstly, it situates the critical transformation of individual consciousness

within the collective concerns of critical social theory. Secondly, in so doing, it highlights

the importance of the recognition of difference within concern for sociality and social

justice. The success of this mediation by critical pedagogists is, however, questioned by

Bowers (1984). He argues that several critical educational theorists (including Giroux,

Freire, and Bowles and Gintis) remain caught within an individualistic framework in

failing to place limits to critical individualism. These debates throw considerable light on

the issues at hand and provide important reference points in relation to which my own

position is set out during the course of the discussion.

This inclusive view of educational practice is mirrored by similar analyses at the broader

level of political philosophy and social theory. In response to the various assumed

dichotomies between these related issues, several thinkers have, in one way or another,

attempted to reconcile or mediate the apparent tensions between individualism and

collectivism . It should be noted at the outset that the intention in this thesis, and of these

writers, is not simply to dissolve the tension. There are no easy semantic shifts by which
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apparent contradictions can be resolved. These tensions are embedded in the concrete

dialectic of social life and are often intractably opposed. The argument here is nonetheless

that current democratic and educational discourses often unnecessarily dichotomise these

conceptual pairs. Negotiating the tensions is thus not just a question of eliminating

weaknesses and cobbling together strengths, but a more coherent conceptual analysis of

the underlying related issues of individualism and collectivism, difference and

commonality, and liberty and equality. What is offered in this analysis is, firstly a

discursive tool (namely, inclusive notions of ontology and democracy which incorporate

difference and commonality) by which the tension can be mediated, and secondly, a

justification of the criteria by which that mediation might be fruitfully sought (namely, the

constitutive meaning of social relationships by which difference and commonality can be

judged legitimate or not).

Principally, efforts towards mediation of these tensions have been prompted by analyses of

the limitations inherent in both liberalism and socialism. Gould (1988), for example,

advances a philosophic reappraisal of democracy in the light of the apparent tension

between individual freedom and sociality. Her argument for a moral, social ontological

conception of the self with the capacity for self-determining freedom and reciprocal

relations as the philosophic basis for negotiating this tension, accords closely with the main

concerns of this thesis. Another significant mediating effort is that of Sherover-Marcuse

(1986) who seeks to redeem orthodox Marxism from its perceived materialist/collectivist

dogmatism and determinism by emphasising a practice of subjectivity which, she argues, is

central to the emancipatory/humanist stream of Marxism. Likewise, other neo-Marxists

have constructed a fresh concept of "radical citizenship" which incorporates aspects of

liberalism and pluralism into the socialist project (Mouffe, 1992b) and have reconciled

equality and the politics of difference from the perspective of feminist critique (Mouffe,

1992b and Sassoon, 1991). Others have countered the post-modernist and relativist

emphasis on unbounded difference. These theorists have established the foundation for

ethical and moral individualism and the authentic moral individual-in-relation in response

to current debates on the complexities and crises of identity in the contemporary conditions

oflate-modernity (Taylor, 1992;Gould, 1988;Mason, 1996, 1997).
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These various views have major import for the main focus of this thesis. My central claim

is that only self-interested individualism is necessarily opposed to collectivism and that

authentic moral self-development is constitutive of, and therefore compatible with,

sociality. The first part of the thesis provides a conceptual analysis of the nature of

individualism and collectivism with this in mind. Individualism and collectivism are

shown to be complex, cluster concepts. Three principal conceptualisations of individualism

emerge: a) self-interested individualism, premised originally on an atomistic, abstract

notion of the individual; b) the "social" view of the individual which holds that identity

formation is interactively, or "dialogically" and socially situated; and c) the ethically and

epistemologically autonomous individual endowed with the capacity for moral regard and

for whom self-development intrinsically entails the progressive development of moral

capacity and autonomy. Likewise, different conceptions of collectivism are set out. In the

conditions of late-modernity, characterised by the contrary dynamics of the

universalisation of the particular and the particularisation of the universal, an often

bewildering array of new conceptions of both individual and collective identity formations

have emerged. It is argued that, against this analytic backdrop, the relationships between

individualism and collectivism are complex and often counterintuitive. To take two

illustrative examples: Self-interested individuals are not simply atomistic self-seekers, but

pursue their interests through instrumental collectivities. Likewise, normative

individualism is not inimical to the values and goals of socialism, as the mediating efforts

of neo-Marxists and others signal.

The argument, then, is that only certain aspects of individualism and collectivism are

necessarily opposed, namely, self-interested individualism (by definition) and all forms of

collective identification which deny autonomy and thereby free moral agency. It is in this

regard that the views of Taylor, Gould and Mouffe are significant. They provide the

framework for understanding a critically important link between individual and collective,

that is, the (relatively) autonomous moral identification of individual and collective

purpose. This is grounded on the moral capacity of the "authentic", socially situated self,

which emerges progressively as a function of self-development. These views thus combine

the second and third aspects of individualism outlined above and distinguish this from self-

interested individualism. This distinction captures the "ambiguity" of individualism,

identified by a wide variety of writers from the seventeenth century onwards. This is, on
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the one hand, the socially situated relatively autonomous, authentic, self-in-community and

the rational maximiser of self-interest on the other.

Notwithstanding the many revisionist and conciliatory efforts to negotiate the opposites in

question in the light of contemporary conditions and the intense critical response to the

revolutions of 1989-90, Held (1992:5) suggests that "an adequate blend of the positive

elements of both liberal and social democracy has not been achieved either in theory and

practice". As will be seen below in more detail, he argues further that "democracy has not

been at the centre of theories of modernity and post-modernity" (1992: 40). The concerns

of democracy and identity, in other words, have not been adequately articulated in relation

to present conditions.

With all this in mind, the main aim of the thesis, then, is to define an inclusive notion of

democracy related to the ontological considerations of contemporary conditions. The

purpose of this is to inform and identify a democratic educational practice in the South

African context. Given the tension between, and the limitations of, liberal democracy and

socialism, such a comprehensive notion will, as Held suggests, necessarily incorporate

elements of both.

It is contended that avoiding the polarisation of individualism and collectivism and of

related pairs of concepts, entails identifying which aspects are compatible and which not.

In essence, this means delimiting the legitimate (and non-legitimate) application of

difference or equality', in other words, under what conditions we can meaningfully think

of ourselves as different or the same.

The criterion for this assessment, it is proposed, is embedded in the notion of different

spheres of social relations, such as the politico-legal, the power-political, the cultural, the

educational and the economic spheres (Walzer, 1983; Steiner, 1985). It is contended that

each of these spheres has socially derived constitutive meanings or shared understandings

which can be expressed in terms of the social relations of difference and equality, or more

accurately, the particular intersection of these, for while conceptually autonomous, no

social sphere is detached or one-dimensionally linked simplistically to either difference or

equality. The constitutive meaning of the politico-legal sphere, for instance, is primarily
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related to equality, which is embodied in the notion of universal citizenship, equality

before the law and human and constitutional rights and obligations. The principle of strict

equality therefore applies in this sphere, in which difference is morally and ontologically

irrelevant and is therefore excluded. All citizens stand before the difference-blind figure of

Justice as equals, unless equity-driven measures, such as affirmative action, are justified as

the legitimate recognition and expression of difference in the emancipatory or

developmental interests of marginalised groups.

The complex intersection of the spheres of social relations in social life arises from our

complex identity. The constitutive meaning of the politico-legal sphere relates to our

common identity as rights-bearing citizens and juridical persons in the public domain. This

is underpinned by our universal human identity, which we share with all mankind and

which is thus the moral basis for universal and other human rights. The constitutive

meaning of other social spheres, like the cultural and the educational, relates primarily to

developmental difference and to our multiple identities as socially and culturally situated

members of civil society. Difference in these spheres is morally and ontologically relevant

and significant in two ways - one developmental and one dominating. The first sense of

significant difference refers to the diversity and choice of differentiated individual and

group identity which expresses the self-developmental process of individuation. Secondly,

it relates to the politics of difference, the identification with and recognition of particular

marginalised groups as part of the ongoing power-political struggle for equity.

Underlying our composite identities as citizens and as members of cultural, social and

other groups, therefore, is the complex intersection of difference and commonality. Our

identity as humans is therefore simultaneously constituted by different kinds of identity

formations: we are at once members of the human race, global subjects, citizens of a

nation-state; identified by race, ethnicity, religious affiliation, gender; members of

particular communities, cultures, associations, families. Within these intersecting

communities and collectivities, we experience complex and sometimes contradictory forms

of commonality and difference, the dynamics of which are subject to power-political

tensions and to patterns of domination and sub-ordination which characterise social

relations.
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It is important to note that our complex identities are not just an array of multiple

subjectivities, but consist of different categories of identity, which relate to the main social

spheres. A central claim in this thesis is that the two fundamental dynamics of social

relations and therefore of democracy - differentiation and identification - give rise to our

dual social ontology. As noted, this comprises our simultaneous identity as common

individualities, bearers of universal rights and ends-in-ourselves on the one hand, and
particular, concrete, individuating individuals who express the process of socially situated

self-development through difference, diversity and multiple subjective positions. Together,

these two types of identity comprise our simultaneous commonality and difference. Key

linkages between individualism and collectivism emerge in relation to these concepts. The

notion of the self-in-community combines the idea of the socially situated, but relatively

autonomous moral agent. It will be shown that the moral regard for the dignity of others

arises from the moral imagination of ourselves and others in terms of our dual social

ontology which incorporates commonality and difference. It is fundamentally through

these conceptual linkages that the tensions between individualism and collectivism can be

negotiated.

Accounts of late- or post-modernity generally present the contemporary subject as a

plurality of identities without any kind of relational definition within these. While

reference is made to national identity and to the profusion of cultural identities which

characterise post-modernity, the significance of the fact that there are still important

categorical differences within these, which relate to different spheres of social relations,

appears to have escaped most analysts. Mouffe's (1992b) proposition for a radical notion

of citizenship, which she sees as a pre-eminent identity among others, is an important

exception. This provides the foundation for a politico-ethical principle by which other

differences are mediated. This notion, while universal, is contested and contingent and thus

avoids categorisation as an overarching narrative. While there are clear tensions and

contradictions among cultural and national identities, the fragmentation of the modem

subject and the corresponding emphasis on particularism and difference does not

necessarily preclude retaining such a politico-ethical principle as the foundation of

commonality.
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The dual social ontology proposed in this thesis does not imply a universalist or essentialist

framework, or deny power relations and other forms of contestation which underlie the

politics of identity. The configuration of identities, and the construction of meaning

underlying them, is always specific to particular political, cultural and economic

conditions and to related particular prevailing hegemonies.

I argue in this thesis that this understanding of identity, difference and commonality in

relation to the social spheres provides the conceptual framework in terms of which the

traditionally polarised concepts of individualism and collectivism, liberty and equality,

difference and commonality can be mediated. In so doing, it presents the basis for an

inclusive theory of democracy and to identify the legitimate (and will be seen, the non-

legitimate) applications of difference and equality. In turn, this conceptual framework

helps us to understand how similar tensions within educational theory and practice can be

mediated in order to fulfil its democratic purpose.

The central claim is that the conceptualisation of ourselves as dual, socially situated

identities, simultaneously comprising universal commonalities and multiple particular

differences, the meaning and legitimacy of which can be related to the various social

spheres, helps us towards a more complementary account of the assumed polarised

relationship between individualism and collectivism, between difference and commonality

and between liberty and equality. This is proposed as a basis for constructing an inclusive

notion of democracy and democratic educational theory and practice.

It is important to note that the intention in this thesis is not to provide a substantive account

of an inclusive theory of democracy and how individualism and collectivism and

difference and commonality can be negotiated. Likewise, it is not within the scope of the

thesis to set out in detailed substantive terms how this theory could be applied in the

educational sphere. Some illustrative indications are nonetheless provided in Part 2 about

the educational implications of an inclusive theory of democracy and the principles of how

difference and commonality might be mediated in the institutional setting of the school.

The more modest overall purpose of this thesis is to set out an argument for the principle

of inclusivity, that is, that an adequate theory of democracy will mediate legitimate forms
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of individualism, liberty and difference on the one hand, and collectivism, equality and

commonality on the other.

Structure of the overall argument

Part 1 of this thesis sets out a framework of inclusive democracy which mediates the

fundamental tension between individualism and collectivism, difference and equality, and

liberty and equality. Part 2 applies this framework in various aspects of educational

practice with the aim of demonstrating how an inclusive democratic educational theory and

practice might be conceived.

I begin in Chapter 1 by tracing the tension in democratic theory between liberty and

equality. The different interpretations of liberty and equality which underlie the ideological

contestation between liberal democracy and variants of non-liberal democracy are outlined.

In examining these, I identify the democratic strengths and limitations of each. My claim is

that none of these theories is adequate to the task of constructing an inclusive theory of

democracy which incorporates the constitutive elements of equality and liberty in a non-

polarised way.

Chapter 2 examines two further sets of closely related tensions which form the main theme

of this thesis, namely, individualism and collectivism, and difference and commonality.

The purpose of the chapter is to identify and define the fundamental social relations of

differentiation and identification which underlie these sets of tensions, and to provide an

inclusive conceptual framework with which to discuss these. I set out the conceptual links

between individualism and freedom, and between collectivism and equality. Examining

these concepts reveals that they are more inter-related and less polarised than is suggested

by the dichotomous discourse in which they are commonly discussed.

In Chapters 3 and 4, I systematically examine the concepts of "individualism" and

"collectivism" as cluster concepts. In Chapter 3, I first characterise the tendency towards

the false polarisation of opposing concepts. The main focus of the chapter is the

identification and discussion of three constitutive elements of individualism, namely,

individuality, our universal common identity as human beings and bearers of rights, which
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is the basis of our commonality; individuation, the process of progressive self-development

of autonomy and moral capacity and the expression of the unique diversity and difference

of individuals and groups as part of this; and self-interested individualism, the view of

human nature which presupposes our identity as atomistic self-seekers. The main claim is

that only the last is necessarily in conceptual conflict with collectivism, and indeed, that

the social view of human nature underlies both individuality and individuation. Together, I

argue, these two concepts constitute our dual social ontology, a notion which provides the

conceptual foundation of our simultaneous identity as different and equal and for the

mediation of these competing demands. The nature of individuation, a concept of

considerable importance for education, is elaborated and an intuitionist argument for the

assumption of moral capacity is advanced. Two related themes are then discussed: the

functional relationship between individualism and capitalism and the tension between

citizenship and personhood. Discussion of these seeks to substantiate my claim that an

inclusive ontological framework as the foundation of a democratic theory provides the

basis for the mediation of these tensions.

Chapter 4 alms to corroborate the mam line of argument that not all aspects of

individualism are conceptually incompatible with collectivism. The nature of collectivism

is briefly set out, focusing on arguments for the compatibility of Marxism and normative

individualism. I then examine the views of several theorists, including the early socialists,

the early Marx, Durkheim and the interactionist sociologists, Dewey's integration of

individual and collective purpose and Taylor's notion of authentic individualism. These

theorists all set out frameworks which are inclusive of individualism and collectivism, and

difference and equality. I identify two assumptions underlying this inclusive framework:

the first is the social view of human nature, that is, that identity formation and self-

development are dialogical, socially situated processes; and secondly, that the

compatibility of individualism and collectivism is argued by identifying the "ambiguity" of

individualism. This distinguishes between atomistic self-interested individualism, which is

in direct tension with collectivism, and ethical and epistemological individualism, by

which individual and collective purposes can be autonomously identified.

Chapter 5 explores a pivotal concept in this thesis: the spheres of social relations and their

constitutive meanings. Adapting aspects of Walzer's theory of distributive justice, I argue
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that social life is characterised by distinct spheres of social relations, such as the political,

the cultural, the educational and the economic. The constitutive meanings, or shared

understandings of each of these, can be interpreted in terms of the fundamental relations of

difference and equality. This provides the criterion by which we can judge the

appropriateness of asserting either difference or equality as a good in a particular context

or practice. I then look at Held's theory of democracy in the light of this framework.

Chapters 6 and 7 examine further examples of theorists who advance conceptual

frameworks which are inclusive of individualism and collectivism and of difference and

equality. The purpose of this is to corroborate and elaborate the main line of argument in

this thesis. In Chapter 6, I explore three theorists, who in diverse ways present an inclusive

approach to democratic theory and practice. Gould provides a major philosophic treatment

of the subject, arguing for the redefinition of democratic theory which moves beyond the

tension between individuality and sociality. The foundation for this argument provides

important reference points for my claims: the notion of social ontology; her concept of

"individuals-in-relation"; the idea of freedom as self-development and the equal right to

conditions for self-development. I then turn to Sassoon's argument for the politics of

difference and the recognition and redress of the adverse concrete historical conditions in

which women and other marginalised groups live their daily lives. Finally, I discuss

Mouffe's account of radical democracy. This pivotal discussion provides an inclusive

democratic framework which combines the assertion of difference as part of the socialist

project with an ethico-political principle of commonality, drawn from the tradition of

universal liberal rights, by which difference is mediated.

Chapter 7 explores the notion of democracy as an educative process. I trace the roots of

this idea through the participatory theorists of the New Left and critical theory to Held. I

focus on the account of Sherover-Marcuse of "the practice of subjectivity" which

incorporates the dimension of individual subjective transformation within the socialist

framework of social change. This provides a key to understanding the conceptual link

between education and democracy: an educative notion of democracy and an education for

democracy.
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These links are elaborated in Part 2 of this thesis which examines the framework of

inclusive democracy in the sphere of education. My intention is to show how the

framework developed in Part 1 can provide the conceptual and discursive tools by which to

mediate the tensions of individualism and collectivism underlying a democratic

educational practice. Chapter 8 examines the notion of education/or democracy, focusing

on critical educational theory as an exemplar of an inclusive democratic educational

practice incorporating individual and collective dimensions.

Chapter 9 explores the idea of democracy in education, and provides an account of key

aspects of the educational process - moral development, learning and the relationship

between authority and freedom - showing that each of these can be characterised as the

interaction between intentional individual agency and facilitative external authority.

In Chapter 10, I focus on the issue of the democratisation of schooling and the appropriate

boundary between the spheres of education and of politics and the tension between the

politics of difference and the politics of equal dignity. I argue here that the application of

an inclusive framework derived from dual social ontology, and the concept of the spheres

of social relations and their constitutive meanings, provides the conceptual framework by

which to mediate these tensions.

Chapter 11 focuses on the question of distributive justice in education. I argue, drawing

from Walzer and a range of South African educational theorists, that a distributive

paradigm, based on a simple and strict notion of equality has a valid, but limited,

application. Instead, a notion of complex equality, or equity, which accommodates relevant

difference, is necessary in the pursuit of social justice in the distribution of educational

resources and in educational research and policy.

The final chapter looks at the question of equality and difference in the curriculum. The

tensions between universalism and particularism in curriculum theory are drawn out, and

various mediating approaches are discussed. I argue once again that the inclusive

framework of democracy, which derives from dual social ontology, along with the notions

of the constitutive meanings of the spheres of social relations, offers a justification for the
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mediation of these sets of tensions and the basis of an inclusive democratic educational

theory and practice.
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Chapter 1

Competing Notions of Democracy - The Tension

between Liberty and Equality

The first of the various sets of tensions under consideration is the traditional contestation

between liberal democracy and socialism. Liberty and equality are widely identified as

constitutive elements of democracy'. While there is general consensus about the normative

value and goals of democracy in broad terms, liberal democracy and socialism - and the

ideological tension between them - can be distinguished by their different interpretations

of liberty and equality and the varying priority afforded to each. This chapter identifies the

nature of that contestation, and argues that the mutual limitations of liberalism and

socialism preclude them from constituting an inclusive theory of democracy. In the course

of the discussion, I begin to problematise these issues in terms of the main organising

themes of the thesis, namely, individualism and collectivism, difference and commonality

and the various spheres of social relations.

Consequently, it is argued, conceptual links can be drawn between liberal democracy and

individualism and between socialism and collectivism. Individualism can be closely

The main claim is that, while liberalism emphasises the equality of individual liberty, it

limits this to the sphere of formal politico-legal rights. It also prioritises a differentiating

interpretation of liberty in the form of social pluralism and deregulation in the economic

sphere, thus permitting the determination of individual purpose and self-interest in these

spheres. Consequently, liberal democracy remains blind to the political and economic

inequalities which inevitably arise as a result. By contrast, socialism emphasises social and

economic egalitarianism as the principle of social justice, but remains vulnerable to the

excesses of state power and the denial of liberty and agency which are inevitably

associated with the coercive model of social change and with the imposition and

maintenance of equality in all spheres.

https://etd.uwc.ac.za/



28 Chapter 1

associated with the differentiating interpretation of liberty upheld by liberal democracy, in

spite of the formal equality which it supports in relation to political rights. Likewise,

socialist collectivism can be closely associated with the priority of equality,

notwithstanding the fact that it incorporates a doctrine of individual freedom which is

framed in collective terms.

Following Macpherson's distinction between three fundamental types of democratic

theory, namely, liberal democracy and what he terms the "communist" and

"underdeveloped" variants of non-liberal democracy, the fundamental limitations of each

of these democratic theories are noted. The purpose of this is to assert that both liberal

democracy and socialism, in their emphasis on particular aspects of individual liberty and

collective equality respectively, are inadequate to the task of constructing an inclusive

theory of democracy. The non-contradictory elements of liberty and equality are therefore

both necessary as the constitutive elements of the inclusive understanding of democracy.

Democracy: Universal Appeal and Conflicting Interpretations

"Democracy" has, in recent history, become a universally favourable epithet. Despite the

confusingly wide range of interpretations and practices claiming democratic credibility,

and notwithstanding its ambivalent progress through history, it has achieved a position of

moral pre-eminence in contemporary times. As Macpherson' (1966: 1-2) explains:

Democracy used to be a bad word ... Democracy, in its original sense of rule
by the people or government in accordance with the will of the bulk of the
people, [was] a bad thing - fatal to individual freedom and to all the graces of
civilised living. That was the position taken by pretty nearly all men of
intelligence from the earliest historical times down to about a hundred years
ago. Then, within fifty years, democracy became a good thing ... so much so
that everybody claims to have it. Revolutions have been made against our kind
of democracy - our Western liberal democracy - in the name of proletarian
democracy, of "people's democracy" and of the several varieties of African
and Asian democracy ... Democracy has become an ambiguous thing, with
different meanings - even apparently opposite meanings - for different
peoples.

Part of the reason for this universal favour lies in the fact that, despite its varIOUS

limitations, democracy remains, in Churchill's often-quoted phrase, "the worst form of
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As the etymology of the word suggests, democracy implies rule by the people, in

contradistinction to monarchies and aristocracies. Democracy entails, at a minimum, some

form of political equality. Beyond such broad definitions, Dahl (quoted in Held, 1991:

876) shows that the concept has been marked by conflicting interpretations through the

ages. The connotations of the key terms of "rule by" and "the people" are ambiguously and

inconsistently understood and applied. This gives rise to a number of qualifying questions:

government except for all those other forms which have been tried from time to time". A

more fundamental reason is that in contemporary times, democracy - in spite of the

complex and often contradictory clusters of ideas and values associated with it -

symbolises our generally held aspirations towards a just and equitable social order and

towards the fulfilment of both individual and collective human potential and purpose.

Who are to be considered "the people"? What constitutes a "people" entitled to
rule themselves? What kind of participation is envisaged for them? How
broadly or narrowly is the scope of the rule to be construed? Is democracy a set
of political institutions or a process? How does the size of a political
community affect the nature and dynamics of democracy? Is the justification of
democracy damaged if it fails to provide adequate protection for non-political
rights such as religious freedom and if it fails to advance the common good?
(ibid.)

The history of democracy has been characterised by a series of extensions of power and

participation - the universalisation of democratic values and practices by which these were

progressively expanded to all citizens (Turner, 1986). Dahl (quoted in Held, 1991: 877)

describes this sequence in terms of a number of "great transformations" in democratic

theory and practice. The first was the emergence of the self-governing city-states; the

second concerned the development of democracy at the level of the nation-state and the

establishment of universal political rights; the third relates to the prospect of applying

democracy to, above all, the economic sphere and its extension to all realms of the

apparatus of government.

There is almost universal acceptance of the second of these shifts. It is in relation to the

third that the meaning of the political good has been contested in contemporary times by

variants of the two great emancipatory ideologies, liberalism and Marxism. Crudely

generalised, these are that liberalism upholds the normative value of individual liberty and
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diversity through formal politico-legal rights, but at the cost of equality in other social

spheres. Conversely, socialism attempts to redress this by asserting equality in all spheres

through the creation of centrally controlled conditions for collective emancipation. These,

however, tend to restrict individual liberty, to emphasise coercive theories of social change

which deny individual agency and focus on economic relations and class identity. As is

explored later, it can be seen that a key point of difference in these two interpretations of

democracy and their later variants is the definition of politics and where the appropriate

boundary between the political, the economic and the other social spheres lies (Held,

1991). In broad terms, liberalism restricts the notion of politics to government and to the

politico-legal sphere of rights, and creates a sharp divide between public and private.

Marxism argues for a wider, more emancipatory notion of politics, and focuses this on the

collectivisation of the economic sphere. Neo-Marxists, as well as the protagonists of

difference and radical liberals, all extend the notion of politics into other social spheres as

part of the struggle against domination and marginalisation in all areas of society. Held, as

we shall see, also raises important considerations about extending the boundary of

democracy beyond the nation-state to incorporate our cosmopolitan identities as global

citizens. I shall argue later that this has important implications for the curriculum, which

should therefore include an appropriate balance between global and local perspectives.

In spite of the enormous challenge to existing socialism presented by the 1989 revolution

in Eastern Europe and by the developments of late-modernity, the socialist ideal remains

morally alive, although theoretically under intense review. Marxists and neo-Marxists have

responded in disparate ways, some clinging to old orthodoxies, and others adapting and

absorbing forms of the new contemporary pluralist trends (Held, 1992; Mouffe, 1992a).

On the other hand, despite the growing world-wide inequalities associated with the global

.neo-liberal consensus, liberal democracy appears to be on the ascendant. Emboldened by

the apparent triumph of libertarian liberalism, its adherents claim the evidence of history as

justification for its veracity (Fukuyama, 1989). Yet, faced with growing evidence of the

ever widening gap in wealth and opportunity globally, it remains vulnerable to its moral

critics, and radical variants of liberalism have distanced themselves from its strong

association with self-interested libertarianism by adopting more social perspectives
(Appiah, 1997). These shifting views signal the constant adaptive interplay between the

two main contesting positions of liberalism and Marxism.

https://etd.uwc.ac.za/



Democracy: The Tension between Liberty and Equality 31

As mentioned above in the introduction, Held (1992:5) maintains that the many

conciliatory efforts to combine the positive elements of each have been theoretically and

practically unsuccessful. The key issue, for him, is that contemporary variants of liberalism

and socialism do not adequately consider the main appeal and nature of democracy in the

context of late-modernity, namely (as we shall see later), its mediation of notions of the

political good. Held states:

Despite the near ubiquity of some form of democracy, its common use in
political discourse and its practically universal invocation by political regimes
in the late twentieth century, the concept has not been at the centre of theories
of modernity or post-modernity. Democracy bestows an 'aura of legitimacy'
on modem political life: policies and strategies appear justified and appropriate
where they are claimed to be democratic. Yet, under what conditions they may
be reasonably considered democratic, and when one can legitimately claim the
mantle of democracy, remains unclear (1992: 40).

Following both Macpherson and Held, it can be seen that considerable uncertainty persists

regarding the credibility of contested notions of democracy. This is so in relation to

interpretations of its two constituent elements of liberty and equality, and, importantly, in

relation to the great drama of particular and universal identity which is unfolding on the

stage of contemporary late-modernity. In addressing these issues, I now tum to examine in

more detail the notions of liberty and equality which underlie the contrast between

liberalism and socialism. I then proceed to discuss Macpherson's explanation of the key

points of contention between three main divergent concepts of democracy.

Liberty and Equality - the Constituent Elements of Democracy

Macpherson (1966:1-2) distinguishes three major kinds of democracy: liberal democracy,

and two variants of non-liberal democracy: those of the communist and of the "under-

developed'f nations. In his analysis of the justifying theories of all three kinds of

democracy, he shows that at the highest level of generality, they share common ethical

goals.

In each case the aim is to provide the conditions for the full and free
development of human capacities, and to do this equally for all members of the
society ... In each case the essence of man [sic] is taken to be activity in pursuit
of a rational conscious purpose. And in each case the realisation of this essence
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is seen to require both freedom and equality: freedom of each individual from
subservience to the will of others, and equality in the freedom ... It is when we
move down from the highest level of generality that the serious differences
between the three kinds become apparent (1966: 58-9).

Implicit in Macpherson's formulation is that the two constituent elements of democracy

are liberty and equality. His subsequent delineation of the essential differences between

liberal and non-liberal democracy shows that, in broad terms, liberal democracy

emphasises individual freedom, while non-liberal democracy emphasises collective

equality.

The non-liberal concepts of democracy ... both hold that the requisite equality
of human rights or human freedom cannot be provided for in a market society
... They are not interested in the freedom of individual acquisition of property,
for they find this to be not only not necessary to but inconsistent with their
vision of real human freedom and equal human rights. Nor do they give a high
priority ... to the political freedoms ... Freedom is sacrificed to equality; or,
more accurately, present freedoms are sacrificed to a vision of fuller and more
equal freedom in the future. Freedom, in this view, contradicts itself: to get it
in the future is to deny it in the present (ibid.).

The crude linkage between liberalism and liberty and socialism and equality must, of

course, be qualified. The dangers of the schematic over-simplification of political thought

in this way are signalled by Siedentop (1979: 153). He argues that the contrast commonly

drawn between liberalism and socialism is reductive, simplistic and misleading. It ignores

the contribution that early liberalism made towards the egalitarian discourse of socialism.

He argues:

To say as many writers do, that the two traditions [of liberalism and socialism]
give priority to different concepts - liberty in the one case, equality in the other
- fails to make clear the sense in which liberalism itself is rooted in the concept
of "natural" equality. The presumption in favour of equal treatment, built into
the framework of ideas in the Contract Theory, meant that no man had a moral
obligation to obey another as such - that is, the right to command and the duty
to obey were no longer written into hereditary social rules as in a caste society.
Thus the fundamental or root concept of liberalism is equality, and its
commitment to liberty springs from that (ibid.).

Siedentop highlights the historical and conceptual inter-relatedness of freedom and

equality. Appiah (1997: 80) epigrammatically sums up the same idea when he states:
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Liberalism starts with views that are both modern and radical. We are all equal
and we all have the dignity that was once the privilege of an elite ... [Dignity
used to be an attribute related to] the title and privilege of landowners. [It] is
still ... an entitlement to respect. But now everyone shares that entitlement.
Dignity is now human dignity; you get it just by showing up. That is what
makes liberalism radical.

This "natural" or universal attribute, referred to by Siedentop, is indeed by definition

rooted in equality and forms the basis of universal human rights which was the great

triumph of the Enlightenment. It is precisely these aspects of liberal democracy which

Mouffe (1992b) and other neo-Marxists argue to radicalise and incorporate into radical

democracy. But equality remains a formal concept, related to the politico-legal sphere of

rights underpinning contractarian theory. These moral and political categories are

abstracted from the complex power relations and structures which create patterns of

domination in the real social and economic spheres. The great socialist challenge to this is

that formal equality linked as it is in liberalism to the inequalities generated by the market

and private accumulation, is not only insufficient to the realisation of individual and

collective freedom and potential, but also constitutes the major impediment to this.

Thus, while it is true in broad schematic terms that liberalism normatively asserts

individual liberty and diversity, and that socialism affirms a broad notion of social

equality, as democratic theories they both incorporate interpretations of the values of

freedom and equality. According to Macpherson's analysis (and also, as we shall see,

according to Held (1992) and others who have made the same point), the essential

difference between liberal democracy and the two non-liberal variants of democracy, lies

in the fact that liberalism interprets liberty and equality in individual terms in relation to

formal rights which limit the power of the state and other individuals, while socialism

interprets liberty and equality in collective social and economic terms in the attempt to

offset the divisive and stratifying effects of the market.

Following Macpherson, I have suggested so far that democracy is to be seen in terms of

the two constituent elements of freedom and equality. Further, the claim is that (a

particular notion of) individual freedom holds priority in liberal democratic theory and

collective equality in non-liberal democratic theory. Liberal democracy is thus closely

associated with individualism and non-liberal democracy with collectivism. There is
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therefore a clear conceptual relationship between (again, particular notions of) freedom

and of individualism on the one hand, and equality and collectivism on the other. These

assertions are substantiated in the next chapter where the concepts of freedom and equality

are problematised in terms of the more fundamental social categories which form the main

focus of this inquiry, namely, individualism and collectivism, and difference and

commonality. I now turn to the three forms of democracy delineated by Macpherson and

examine the ideological and historical tension between them. In each case, the principle

limitations in relation to an inclusive concept of democracy are identified.

Contesting Ideologies of Democracy - Tensions between

Individual Liberty and Collective Equality

Macpherson's analysis of the three main types of democracy provides a useful framework

with which to examine further the principal elements of democracy. In my discussion of

each, my intention is to isolate the central problems associated with each concept of

democracy. This serves my purpose in arriving at a more inclusive concept of democracy

that can serve as a basis for developing the notion of a democratic educational theory and

practice.

1. Liberal Democracy and the Problem of Self-interested Individualism

Macpherson argues that liberal democracy arose as a form of political economy in

response to the demands of liberal society - a society of choice, of competition and of the

capitalistic market economy. Central to these arrangements was unmitigated individual

freedom and minimum governmental interference so that choice could be maximised.

Individuals were free to choose their religion, their pattern of life, their
marriage partners, their occupations ... to make the best arrangements ... in
everything that affected their living. They offered their services, their products,
their savings or their labour, on the market and got the market price, which was
itself determined by all their independent decisions. With the income they got
they made more choices - how much to spend, how much to save, what to
spend on, and what to invest in ... This was the market economy (1966: 6).
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These characteristics were the result of changes in the fundamental relationship between

the individual and society in the post-Renaissance West, brought about by a progressively

expanding sense of individualism through history. The foremost manifestation of this was

the aspiration to exercise autonomous choice, coupled with economic relations which

provided (at least for some) the substantive enabling conditions for this. Prior to this, social

relations were fundamentally based on the primacy of external authority, custom, and

hierarchically defined status. This was displaced by a society in which the discourse of

individualism gained dominance and in which individual mobility, enterprise,

independently concluded contract - the outcomes of individual choices and interests -

prevailed over social solidarity. In Macpherson's words,

Previously, people had been, and had thought of themselves as, not individuals
but members of ranks or orders or communities. Their fairly fixed place in a
customary society had given them some security but little freedom. Now,
people began, with delight or with fear, to think of themselves as individuals
free to choose (1996: 7).

What emerged originally in the post-Renaissance period of European history, was a noble

celebration of independent creative humanism, autonomously free of the claustrophobic

constraints of Medieval hierarchical authority. This new relationship between individual

and society was irrevocably altered by the Industrial Revolution, which created the

possibility of a new kind of individual economic independence. Greater modes of

productivity meant new forms of economic relations, which were institutionalised in the

capitalist market economy, and which could be harnessed and controlled by individual

entrepreneurialism, giving rise to a contrasting sense of individualism: the atomistic, self-

interested marketeer, the economic individualist. Here the central ambiguity of

individualism can be identified: noble autonomy from constricting external authority and

narcissistic self-interest4.

The ascendancy of individualism and free choice thus represents the priority of the

constitutive democratic element of liberty - construed as individual negative freedom -

over the other element, namely equality, which in the new order of social relations was

entirely lacking in all spheres other than the formal politico-legal one. As Macpherson puts

it,
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This society based on individual choices had of course some drawbacks. There
was, necessarily, great inequality, for you cannot have a capitalist market
society unless some people have got accumulated capital and a great many
others have none, or have so little that they cannot work on their own but have
to offer their labour to others. This involves inequality in freedom of choice: all
are free but some are freer than others ... there had always been inequality, so
the new freedom was held to be a net gain. In any case the new system took
root and produced the liberal individualist society. There was nothing
democratic about it, in any sense of equality of real right, but it was liberal
(1966: 7-8).

Macpherson shows that liberal democracy was the outcome of, and did not precede, liberal

society. It came as a "late addition to the competitive market society and the liberal state".

The system of responsible government was a market-type arrangement, whereby the state

provided the apparatus of legal regulations and services needed to sustain the market

economy efficiently and profitably. This entailed upholding the principle of minimum

interference. Regulation and any other form of state intervention, including welfarism,

represented threats to the "free" market principle and were accordingly to be minimised.

Market-like accountability was provided in the form of a government answerable to its

"clients" through the procedure of periodic elections, and choice was ensured through a

plural democracy consisting of multiple parties and candidates. Civil liberties - essential to

the system to ensure minimal collective interference - were institutionalised.

The market society eventually produced an irresistible pressure towards democratisation.

Democratic procedures were extended universally because, as Macpherson (1966: 9) puts

it, in the "logic of the system, there was no defensible ground for withholding the vote

from [the disenfranchised]". Apart from being driven by this indefensible logic, it may be

added that extending formal democratic rights posed no economic or ideological threat to

the hegemony of dominant cultural and economic classes.

Thus the doctrine of laissez-faire liberalism legitimised itself in terms of individual

freedom - an ambiguous term which applied both to the post-Renaissance doctrine of

autonomous individualism and to self-interested individualism which characterised the

capitalist market society. As we shall see in subsequent chapters, the distinction between

these two ambiguous aspects of individualism forms a central part of the debate (see

Lukes, 1973; Turner, 1986; Taylor, 1992; Gould, 1986, among others). The first affirms

the unique value of each individual - irrespective of difference in social status or
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community role - as self-determining, autonomous Kantian ends in themselves, not as

instruments for other people's will. The second view conceptualises individuals as separate

.atomistic entities competitively seeking their own private interests, which are perceived as

natural and good, in that the general good is best served by the combined effort of

individual self-interest. In this latter view, therefore, the principle of individual

independence, with minimal external imposition on individual freedom of choice, is the

rational basis for social organisation. The moral challenge to liberalism lies in the paradox

which arises when, despite the legitimation of individual liberty and political rights,

political and social inequalities emerge through asymmetrical power relations. The

democratic strength of liberalism lies in the universalisation of individual rights and

liberties; its democratic credibility is strained by the inequalities which inevitably arise

beyond the formal rights sphere as a result of the unregulated individualistic accumulation

of power and wealth.

Yet not all proponents of individualism are heartless egoists; this would amount to a gross

caricature and a false polarisation in itself. Firstly, well-meaning people reconcile their

participation in exploitative and stratifying structures in a number of ways. Many are only

dimly (if at all) conscious of the structural implications of their daily pursuits. Secondly,

practical alternatives are limited; meaningful change involves major structural shifts,

beyond the scope of individual agency. In addition, the range of democratically credible

ideological alternatives has narrowed after the events of 1989. Bereft of clear theoretical

and practical alternatives, individuals understandably look after their own interests.

Thirdly, economic individualists and free market proponents believe that the interests of all

are served by this approach. Robertson provides a useful definition of this as follows:

It is not true ... that the difference between the individualist scheme of life and
the typical medieval or the typical socialist scheme of life is that the
individualist has no social ideals while the others have. What is true is that the
individualist has different ideals. Individualism, as a doctrine, sees in the
individual and his psychological aptitudes the necessary basis of society's
economic organisation, believes that the actions of individuals will suffice to
provide the principles of society's economic organisation, seeks to realise
social progress through the individual by allowing him all the scope for his free
self-development which is possible. It believes that for this two institutions are
necessary: economic freedom (that is, freedom of enterprise) and private
property. It believes that different individuals have different aptitudes and that
each should be allowed to develop them in competition with others to the best
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of his ability. Therefore, as a system, individualism is the system of free trade,
of competition, of private property (quoted in Lukes, 1973: 88-9).

The collective purpose, in this view, is best (though not equitably) served by following

mutual self-interest. Inevitable disparities are offset by a version of the "happy slave"

syndrome. The disadvantaged willingly forfeit the demand for a more equitable

distribution of wealth and opportunity in exchange for relative improvement in their well-

being. In any event, the locus of power is beyond the reach of ordinary individuals.

From this account, it can be seen that the principle problem of liberal democracy is its

limitation of equality to the formal rights sphere and its blindness to gross inequalities in

the distribution of power, wealth and opportunity in other spheres. In addition, the

conceptual link between liberal democracy and individual freedom can be clearly traced.

The latter emerges as an ambiguous term: as epistemological and ethical autonomy on the

one hand, and self-interested individualism on the other, supported by changing economic

relations based on free market principles of choice and non-intervention. I now look at

Macpherson's account of how "non-liberal" democratic collectivism arose in opposition to

the self-interested individualism of the capitalist market society, and examine its

democratic credibility.

2. "Communist Non-liberal" Democracy and the Problem of Coercive

Social Change

Normative collectivism - in both what I will later distinguish as its sectional and

egalitarian forms - pre-dates individualism and is a later response to it. Pre-Renaissance

Western society was sectionally collectivist in its structures and cultural manifestations,

based as it was on elitist hierarchical divisions. Egalitarian collectivism, inspired by the

Marxist critique of capitalism, is a response to the rise of individualistic liberal democracy.

The power of its appeal (and for some its loss of favour) is derived from the fact that it

represents the antithesis of Western liberal democracy. Macpherson (1966: 5), writing, it

will be remembered, in the 1960s, describes how "in the present Soviet countries and the

now newly-independent underdeveloped countries - democracy ... came as a revolution

against the liberal capitalist society and state". These new political powers conceptualise

their democratic credibility in terms of collective social and economic equality.
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A theory of democracy highly divergent from that of liberal democracy emerged from this

critique. Macpherson argues that the claim of the non-liberalism to be regarded as

democratic can be justified and is to be taken seriously. This claim rests on the egalitarian,

collectivist basis of freedom. According to Macpherson, democracy as the goal of the

oppressed masses, connotes a universal emancipatory project to establish a society free of

social and economic division. "To the people at the bottom, or even half-way up,

democracy ... had always been not just a way of freeing themselves from oppression, but

of freeing the whole of humanity, of permitting the realization of the humanity of all men

[sic]" (1966: 13, emphasis added). Equality, here, is interpreted in its strict, that IS,

universal and egalitarian sense.

Non-liberal democracy, on this account, is egalitarian democracy, not only in terms of

political rights, but also in the economic sphere. Dominating differentiation in all spheres

is thus excluded and identification is based exclusively on class identity. In supporting the

democratic credibility of non-liberal democracy, Macpherson makes a significant

distinction between the narrow and broad senses of democracy. The narrow sense refers to

the strictly procedural aspects: government by majority rule, regular elections by universal

suffrage, representation, and so on. The broader sense of democracy - just as legitimate in

his view - incorporates egalitarian and emancipatory elements of democracy.

Democracy, in its non-liberal sense, has very generally been taken to mean
something more than a system of government. This broader sense of
democracy has always been driven by egalitarian ideals, not just in respect of
the putative equality of opportunity to climb a class ladder, but grounded on a
notion of equality as could only be fully realised in a society where no class
was able to dominate or live at the expense of others (1966: 22).

Following this broader definition of democracy, many seemingly paradoxical aspects of

non-liberal democracy - such as the vanguard, the dictatorship of the proletariat and the

legitimation of coercive social change - can, according to Macpherson, be regarded as

democratically acceptable. The criterion is whether they adhere in the long-term to their

In my terms, the narrow sense of democracy, understood as equal rights, is restricted in

liberalism to the politico-legal sphere. The broad sense is extended in Marxism to all

spheres.
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stated goal of the emancipation of the masses. In other words, ends-directed intentionality

becomes the criterion by which to assess the democratic legitimacy of these means. The

historical record of the actually existing socialist societies suggests that these emancipatory

ends proved highly elusive.

This, then, is the argument for accepting the legitimacy of non-liberal democracy: it

upholds the democratic element of equality, and justifies the collectivisation of the means

of production and the concentration of power in the hands of a political elite and coercive

social change as a necessary instrumental means towards the emancipatory ends which

benefit the collective.

These perspectives allow us to distil the tension within Marxism in terms of the tension

between individualism and collectivism. In its orthodox Marxist form, the non-liberal

democratic tradition is permeated by an anti-individualism which arises from the

economism of historical materialism and the coercive model of social change. The two

streams of Marxist non-liberal democratic theory - the humanistic/emancipatory, and the

historical/materialistic - are in tension (Sherover-Marcuse, 1986, whose account of this is

discussed in a subsequent chapter).

For Marx, human potential is thwarted by alienating circumstances structurally entrenched

in the "economic base" - the material forces of production are controlled by the elite under

the specific economic relations of capitalist market society. Workers are forced into selling

their labour and to experience social and economic conditions unfavourable to their broad

human development.

According to the orthodox theory of historical materialism, in order to redress these

inequalities, the economic relations of society have to be transformed. This step is

impossible without the political mobilisation of the working class, leading to the

dictatorship of the proletariat, which Marx called "democracy". This (partial) sense of

democracy is, Macpherson argues, in keeping with the original sense of democracy as the

rule by a class. In the Marxist perspective, it was seen as a necessary stage towards the full

liberation of human potential because the self-interested individualistic motivation of the

capitalist classes could not be transformed by any other means. The legal, political,
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ideological and cultural centres of power in the capitalist framework had to be forcibly

broken.

The import of this is that social change can only occur through coercive measures. What

implication does this have for an inclusive notion of democracy and a democratic approach

to social change? More particularly, what impact does this have on the notion of individual

agency and subjective transformation implicit in the humanistlemancipatory stream of

Marxism? What democratic credibility does historical materialism hold?

As Macpherson suggests, undemocratic means can be justified only towards a democratic

end. In prioritising the egalitarian sense of democracy, Marxist socialism sacrifices present

liberal freedom for the attainment of later collective and egalitarian freedom. The strict

economism of the doctrine of historical materialism makes no conceptual space for

autonomous agency in its view of social change. Instead, it adheres rigidly to that

interpretation of Marxist doctrine which claims that the character of the social

superstructure is entirely determined by the character of the dominant economic relations.

There are two important consequences of this view.

The first is that individuals involved on any level of super-structural activities remain

necessarily subject to and receptive to determining economic forces in the process of social

change. This view limits the possibilities of human agency in the process of both social

change and education. Maintained in its unyielding (Althusserian) form in the

correspondence theories of Bowles and Gintis and others, it has attracted severe criticism

in its theoretical inability to account for the emergence of resistance under conditions of

repression.

A second implication is that social change can only meaningfully occur when these base-

level economic relations are altered. No other source of social change is seen as viable.

Because bourgeois self-interest is entrenched in institutions serving capitalism, there is no

alternative to coercive social change. However strongly one favours this approach,

however avidly one adopts the ends-oriented justification in terms of future

democratisation, this unavoidably poses a problem for democracy. Individual liberty and

autonomy and the regard for individuals as ends in themselves are threatened by coercive
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social change, however strongly justified in terms of the emancipatory interests of the

collective good.

The democratic paradox of Marxism can thus be expressed in terms of the tension between

individualism and collectivism. Effectively, the two streams in Marxism split democracy

on the one hand into a power-political concept whereby change is forcibly attained in the

collective interest according to historical materialism, and on the other hand, into an

ethical- and epistemological-concept relating to the transformation of autonomous

individual consciousness as conceived in the humanistic/emancipatory stream. The

paradox of Marxist collectivism arises from the tension between these. As we shall see,

Sherover-Marcuse (1986) aims to redeem orthodox Marxism from its dogmatic and

reductionist tendencies by resuscitating the humanistlemancipatory stream through the

introduction of a "practice of subjectivity" which reinserts human agency, individual

consciousness and autonomy at the centre of social change and thus incorporates both

individual and social structural dimensions within an inclusive theory of democracy.

In addition, it should be noted that not only has the democratic credibility of orthodox

Marxism been challenged, but its explanatory framework has also been tested by recent

developments. Orthodox Marxist theory failed to predict the response of workers in highly

productive societies such as the former West Germany, Japan, Taiwan and South Korea.

As Turner (1988:1) explains, "the collapse of capitalism through socio-economic crisis and

revolutionary struggle no longer has the inevitability ascribed to it by Marx's apocalyptic

vision of history and the alternatives to capitalism are no longer innocent". Likewise, as

discussed later, the development of globalisation and the countervailing rise of national,

cultural and ethnic sentiments, were equally unpredicted by orthodox Marxist theory (Hall,

1992). Current debates about whether post-modernity and globalisation can be

incorporated within Marxist theory rage on (Callinicos, 1991; Held, 1992).

In summary, I have suggested that the democratic problem of "communist non-liberal"

democracy arises from the coercive theories of social change, the primacy of economic

relations within this and the assertion of class identification which all combine to

compromise, conceptually and practically, individual autonomy. In this way, the tension

within communist non-liberal democracy can be problematised in terms of the two
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conflicting streams within Marxism, and hence as the fundamental tension between

individualism and collectivism. Thus, the three ideological principles upon which orthodox

communist non-liberal democracy is based, namely, reductionist historical materialism,

coercive social change and the dictatorship of the proletariat, all compromise the inclusive

sense of democracy in forfeiting individual freedom, agency and identity formation in

favour of a strict egalitarian interpretation of collective emancipation.

I now look at the third of Macpherson's forms of democracy - the non-liberal democracy

of the non-communist type which further justifies the assertion of equality above freedom

as the fundamental political and moral good. This exposes the problem of how the general

will and the common good relate to the democratic principle of individual freedom and

autonomy.

3. "Underdeveloped Non-liberal" Democracy and the Problem of the

General Willand the Common Good

The basic difference, according to Macpherson, between the communist and non-

communist variants of non-liberal democracy, is that the latter are not defined in terms of

class struggle. The oppressed people constitute a single national unity, as opposed to a

nation divided by class conflict according to orthodox Marxist analysis.

In the specific cultural and economic conditions of 'underdeveloped' countries, the liberal

democratic emphasis on competitive self-interested individualism and plurality of choice

was rejected. Given the over-riding priorities of nation-building, modernisation and the

creation of capital and material productivity, the multi-party politics of choice were

perceived as non-applicable and non-viable in the developing country contexts.

Opposition, in this perspective, was tantamount to treason and represented a major obstacle

to the goals of emerging nationhood. Thus the liberal democratic elements of the right to

legitimate dissent, of individual freedom, civil liberties and multi-party plurality were all

sacrificed to the universalising imperative of national priorities. What theory of democracy

underlies these views? Does it have a claim to be genuinely democratic?
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Macpherson shows that this form of democracy is supported by the theory of the general

will. Again, this lays emphasis on ends, not means.

... the criterion of democracy [is] the achievement of ends which the mass of
the people share and which they put ahead of separate individual ends. And
this of course is the classic, pre-liberal, [Rousseauan] notion of democracy.
Like Rousseau, the [underdeveloped countries] find the source of their social
ills, of moral depravity, of dehumanization and the loss of human freedom, in
the institution of inequality. Like him, they believe that men [sic] can be
restored to full freedom and humanity by, and only by, the operation of a
general will. Dignity, freedom, and humanity are to be achieved by re-
establishing the equality that had been forcibly or fraudulently taken from
them. This requires a revolution at once political and moral, an assertion of the
will of an undifferentiated people as the only legitimate source of political
power (1966: 29, emphasis added).

The priorities of establishing national identity and unity, material productivity and capital

in the interests of achieving an egalitarian society justify the strongly coercive strategies

seen to be necessary to achieve these aims. Abstract and atomist individualism is rejected

in favour of a culturally reinforced view of human nature and freedom as primarily social

and collective in character. Difference is minimised in favour of national unity.

However, the subsequent establishment of multi-party politics and market economies have

put this theory of democracy in doubt. The historical record questions the assumption that

(especially coerced) unity of purpose leads to the desired goals of national cohesion and

increased economic productivity. The almost universal abandonment among African

nations, including Zimbabwe, Mozambique, Zambia, Namibia and Malawi, of one-party

politics and central, nationalised economies, raises serious doubts about this theory and

practice of democracy. Recent counter-trends towards the curbing of pluralist political

activity in Zambia, Nigeria and Kenya (to mention but a few) bear testimony to the fact

that these issues are still pertinent to contemporary African politics.

Prioritising collective interests in terms of the general will renders individual freedom,

autonomy and the right to legitimate dissent, highly vulnerable. Further, identifying the

general will, constitutes in itself a major democratic challenge and easily lapses into

authoritarianism. The existence of an homogenous, politically active and politically

conscious population of democratic agents, whose general will is expressed through a
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unified and unproblematic set of national goals, is a highly questionable assumption. As is

discussed in more detail later, national identity as an 'imagined community' has in some

instances become strengthened in response to contemporary global conditions. However,

the pervasive overall trend is towards the differentiation and particularisation of identity

and increasing scepticism towards the relevance of universalising categories such as the

nation.

Equally questionable, given the recent ethnically based genocide in central Africa and the

former Yugoslavia, is the assumption that national identity can unify deeply ingrained

ethnic divisions. The principle of the common will can only be democratically legitimate if

and only if individual will (within various ethnic and cultural groups) and the general will

are autonomously identified.

Similarly, the current emphasis for the priority of nation-building in South Africa in the

light of the divisiveness of apartheid is challenged on two counts. Firstly, the notion of

commonality on the basis of unified nationhood is doubtful, given the extent of social,

cultural, ethnic and other divisions in South Africa. Secondly, the upholders of the politics

of difference claim that nationhood as an overarching notion obscures the emancipatory

interests of subordinated groups, especially women (Mouffe, 199b; Sassoon, 1991; Me

Lerman, 1993; Enslin, 1993). The tension between universal nation-building and particular

difference as it manifests in relation to curriculum issues is discussed in Part 2.

Conclusion

In this chapter, I have suggested that democracy can be seen in terms of its constituent

elements of liberty and equality. Drawing from Macpherson, I argued that, while there is

broad consensus about the values and goals of democracy at a general level, there is a

variety of interpretations and contestations about the nature of democracy at the lower

levels of generality.

With some qualifications about the danger of making simplistic linkages, I showed that the

fundamental ideological opposition between liberal democracy and socialism can be

understood in terms of the different interpretations and values placed on liberty and
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equality. Macpherson's discussion of three types of democracy provided an account of the

limitations of each in terms of the underlying tension between individualism and

collectivism and in relation to the social spheres. Itwas seen that liberal democracy defines

liberty negatively and asserts the equality of individual liberty in the politico-legal sphere.

However, this renders liberalism blind to the inequalities which inevitably arise from the

unregulated individualistic accumulation of power and wealth in the other spheres. By

contrast, socialism seeks social justice by prioritising equality in all spheres. However, the

accompanying historical materialist framework of social change and its emphasis on class

and national identity (in the "communist" and "underdeveloped" variants of non-liberal

democracy respectively), on the transformation of economic relations through centralised

state power threatens individual liberty, agency and the subjective dimension of social

change. This, as we saw, expresses the contradiction between the historical-materialist and

humanist-emancipatory streams in Marxism.

From this, it emerges that neither orthodox Marxism nor libertarian liberalism are adequate

in terms of an inclusive theory of democracy, one in which the competing claims of

individualism and collectivism, and liberty and equality, agency and structure are

mediated. In preparing the way to examine how this may be conceptualised, in the next

chapter I examine in more detail the links between freedom and individualism, and

between equality and collectivism, showing that these links can be understood in terms of

the underlying social dynamics of differentiation and identification. The purpose of this is

to show that only self-interested individualism is necessarily contradictory to collective

identification and that, conversely, other aspects of individualism and individuality - the

formation of identity and the self-development of moral capacity and autonomy - are

"dialogical" in nature and therefore closely inter-related to the social context and

processes. As we shall see, this has important implications for educational practice.
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Individualism and Collectivism, Difference and

Commonality: the Underlying Social Tensions

In Chapter 1, the tension between liberty and equality was set out against the backdrop of the

ongoing ideological contestation between liberal democracy and socialism. In this chapter and

the next, I examine the two further sets of concepts with which these are closely related,

namely, individualism and collectivism, and difference and commonality.

The intention in this chapter is to identify and define the fundamental social relations of

differentiation and identification which underlie these sets of tensions, and to provide a

conceptual framework with which to discuss these.

To this end, the linkage between freedom and individualism, and between equality and

collectivism is first examined. Three aspects of freedom are related to three corresponding

senses of individualism. Itwill be shown that, as soon as we begin to examine these concepts

and their links, they can be seen to be more inter-related than is suggested by the dichotomous

discourse in which they are often described. It will become apparent that only self-interested

individualism, and the associated atomist and abstract notions of individualism, are

necessarily in conceptual conflict with collectivism. Conversely, aspects of individualism

other than these are more embedded in the social context than might be first assumed. As will

be argued, the formation of identity and purpose, and the process of self-development are

intrinsically social and interactive in character. This perspective leads to the social, as

opposed to the atomist view of human nature.

I then proceed to discuss the principles of differentiation and identification as underlying

patterns of social dynamics and key terms in the sociological understanding of identity

formation. Some contemporary manifestations of these patterns are identified in order to

capture briefly the complexity of new emerging subjective and collective formations in the
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context of globalisation and late-modem conditions. As part of this, the related tensions

between universalism and particularism are described.

The overall argument is that only an inclusive approach to democracy, identity, knowledge

acquisition and moral development will provide an adequate conceptual framework by which

the apparent polarities of individual and collective, and difference and commonality can be

successfully mediated. In this chapter and in the following one, I argue that the analysis of

these apparent contradictories shows that only certain elements of individualism and

collectivism are conceptually opposed. The sociological perspective on identity formation,

knowledge acquisition and moral development presupposes an inclusive and interactive

understanding of these processes.

To begin, however, it is necessary to map out some analytical reference points within the

emerging conceptual framework before proceeding.

Some framing concepts

Two essentially contradictory views of human nature, of freedom, and of democracy underpin

the discourses of individualism and collectivism. These are the atomist and the wholistic or

social views of human nature respectively. The former view perceives human beings as

distinct individuals, ontologically prior to society, whereas the latter view perceives human

nature as being (partly or wholly) constituted by society which has ontological priority.

Closely related to the atomistic conception is the view of what Lukes (1973: 73) terms the

"abstract individual". The individual is pictured in essentialist terms as possessing universal

attributes of given and unchanging sets of wants, desires, drives, needs and purposes and is

accordingly viewed primarily as an a-historical and a-cultural being - autonomous, self-

sufficient and independent of any given social, cultural or historical context. Lukes describes

this view thus: "This givenness of fixed and invariant human psychological features leads to

an abstract conception of the individual who is seen as merely the bearer of those features,

which determine his behaviour, and specify his [sic] interests, needs and rights" 1
•
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A variant of the social view of human nature is the interactionist sociological perspective

which represents a mediating point between the atomist and social views. Self-development,

the acquisition of knowledge and socialisation are perceived as contingent, interactive

processes involving the individual subject in a particular social collective context. As will

become apparent during the course of the discussion, the interactionist view serves to dissolve

the tension between ontological individualism and collectivism in presenting a perspective of

the individual as at once free and determined. In proposing an inclusive theory of democracy,

I adopt this view of human nature.

Watt (1989: 30-1) provides an informative conceptual framework for distinguishing key

elements of individualism. Firstly, he defines the term in terms of ontological and normative

individualism:

Ontological individualism involves thinking of individual people as having a
more fundamental type of reality, as being the primary entities, while groups,
societies, collective phenomena generally have a derivative existence ...
Normative individualism is the view that individual people rather than groups or
societies are the fundamental centres of ultimate value or worth.

Secondly, Watt (1989: 28-9) distinguishes between the doctrines of "altruistic individualism"

and "egoistic individualism" - two radically different strands in the individualistic tradition.

The first strand, which could be called altruistic individualism, begins with the
conviction that individual people have in themselves a unique value which has no
connection with their social status or the importance of their community roles.
This ... is tightly linked to the principle that people, and a community as a whole,
ought to treat all individuals as ends in themselves ... never merely as tools or
objects. It is also linked, perhaps a little less tightly, through the thought that the
unique individuality of each person should be prized. The second strand of
individualistic thought, which could be called egoistic individualism, begins with
the perception of people as by nature separate human atoms pursuing their own
private advantage in a competitive setting. This is closely linked with the moral
view that this egoistic motivation is not only natural but good, because the good
of all ... is best served by the combined effort of all that individual self-seeking.
Therefore societies ought to be organised on the principle of individual
independence, with minimal communal restrictions on individual freedom of
choice, and minimal or no communal support those who can't stand on their own
feet.
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The collapsing of these two senses of individualism gives rise to what Watt (1989: 212) calls

the "paradox of individualism".

This is the tendency, when the rhetoric of individual liberty and rights becomes a
powerful form of political argument and expresses itself in social reality, for the
resulting society to be one in which the powerful few can use their liberty and
rights to restrict the liberty and rights of the majority. Marx pointed it out in the
1840s, and the same tendency can be observed in the swing to the right which has
affected most western nations during the 1980s.

This paradox expresses the limitation of liberal democracy identified in Chapter 1. This is the

gap between equal formal rights in the politico-legal sphere and the inequalities in other

spheres which arise from the unregulated concentration of power, wealth and opportunity

within the libertarian framework of negative liberty.

Having identified these concepts, I now turn to examine the relationship between freedom and

individualism, and equality and collectivism. These terms were broadly associated in the

previous chapter. My intention here is to trace some of the more complex linkages, and to

identify different aspects of individualism which emerge from these considerations. This

paves the way for the subsequent argument that not all aspects of individualism and

collectivism are opposed.

Freedom and Individualism

Freedom and individualism are closely related concepts. The common usage of the terms

"individualism" and "collectivism" assumes the tension between the atomistic, abstract, self-

interested individual, linked to the negative conception of liberty, and a notion of strict

egalitarian collectivism, fashioned primarily as an ideological response to this. As indicated, it

is precisely the countering of this uncritical polarisation of individualism and collectivism as

cluster terms which is the central concern of this part of the thesis. To accomplish this, the

cluster terms must be disaggregated and those elements which are in tension must be

distinguished from those which are not, so that an inclusive understanding of democracy can

be proposed.
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The conceptual links, then, between individualism and collectivism, and liberty and equality

are more complex and need further delineation. In this section, I begin this by suggesting that

freedom - in three key senses in which it can be understood - can be seen to be related to

three distinct elements of individualism. These three aspects of freedom are related to: a) the

atomist view of human identity, which is closely associated with self-interested

individualism; b) the social view of human identity, which, surprisingly perhaps, can be

shown to be not necessarily opposed to normative individualism; and c) individual autonomy,

choice and uniqueness, which is related to epistemological and ethical individualism. From

these considerations, three counterintuitive links emerge which reverse common assumptions

mentioned about the polarisation of individualism and collectivism. Firstly, freedom can be

associated with collective purpose. Secondly and related to this, the social view of human

nature is by no means the exclusive preserve of collectivists; it has been co-opted by "radical"

liberals (Appiah, 1997). Thirdly, the collective notion of freedom, which underlies the social

view of identity, is not opposed to, and indeed can be associated with, normative

individualism'. These complexities serve to signify that aspects of individualism and

collectivism are more closely conceptually linked than might be expected.

1.Self-interested Freedom: the Atomistic Individual

The first sense of freedom, that connected to the idea of atomism and the abstract individual,

is associated with the pursuit and preservation of separate individual identity, interests and

choices. It is defined by the extent to which external intervention is minimised. This

corresponds directly to Berlin's negative sense of liberty (Berlin, 1969), which I discuss in

greater detail in the following chapter. This sense of freedom, directed as it is towards

individual self-interest, is culturally and historically specific, as Marx contended. (I return to

this idea in a moment).

The identification of negative liberty as the highest primary good arises directly out of the

atomistic conception of human nature. As Taylor (1985a: 187) shows, this conception

assumes" ... a vision of society as in some sense constituted by individuals for the fulfilment

of ends which are primarily individual [and which] defends in some sense the priority of the

individual and his [sic] rights over society, or which present a purely instrumental view of

society". Society, in this view, is seen merely as the aggregate of the separate individuals
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which comprise it - an artefact, instrumentally formed into sets of arrangements as a means to

fulfil individual needs, which constitute the highest social end. This perspective is closely

linked to the social contract and natural law theorists who deduced the principles of social and

political life from a hypothetical logically, ontologically, (and in some cases even historically)

prior state of nature. In this state, individuals are motivated by, as Taylor puts it, convergent,

as opposed to shared interests'. Individuals further their interests by tacitly consenting to the

social contract which is constituted by the rules and regulations of social conduct for the

mutual benefit of self-interested individuals. This view also tends to assume the existence of

fully developed and autonomous individuals, whole and self-sufficient, abstracted from their

context. The implication of this view for social science is that the basis for explaining human

behaviour is exclusively defined in terms of the individual; that is, it advocates

methodological individualism. The atomistic view of human nature presupposes ontological

and normative individualism.

In this regard, Sandel's three concepts of community (1982: 147-153) provide a further useful

framework with which to unravel the complex relationship between individual and collective.

The first two are identified by Rawls. In the instrumental conception, individuals are regarded

as competitively self-interested, and the community is a "necessary burden" which is borne as

an instrumental means towards the fulfilment of their own ends. In the sentimental notion of

the community, members share certain common ends and recognise the value of the

community as a good in itself. The third sense is the constitutive concept of community in

which members' identities are (partly) constituted by the self-understanding of being a

member. Here members not only choose this relationship, but discover their attachment "not

merely as an attribute but as a constituent of their identity". I refer to these concepts in the

course of the subsequent discussion.

It should be noted that, in the instrumental conception of freedom and society, individual and

sectional group interests are instrumentally served by collective social structures. Individuals

and groups serve their own self-interest though co-operation for mutual, but not necessarily

symmetrical benefit. Thus many collectives are co-operative in purpose but not necessarily

egalitarian in structure or benefit. Typical examples are the interests of the ruling aristocratic

class in feudal society or the operation of a large modern hierarchically structured

corporation. The interests served in such cases are collective - but selectively so, and favour
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certain sections of society over others. There is thus a distinction between what might be

termed "sectional collectivism", which serves (usually elitist) differentiated group interests

and "egalitarian collectivism", which serves to the undifferentiated general interest.

Sectional collectives thus correspond to Sandel's notion of instrumental communities.

2. Collective Freedom: the Social View of Human Identity

There is a second sense of freedom - a Marxist, collective, wholistic or social one - which is

not antagonistic to collective concerns. On the contrary, authentic freedom in this view, is

reached only in a social context, through the fulfilment of collective obligations and thus

through the identification of individual and collective purposes. As individuals we are not

separately free until we are all equally free, or at least in Marx's view, are free of the

alienating effects of the outer, structural hindrances to the fulfilment of human potential.

Taylor (1985a: 190-1) describes this developmental and "wholistic" view of freedom as

follows in terms of what he calls the "social nature of man":

What has been argued in the different theories of the social nature of man is not
just that men cannot physically survive alone, but much more that they only
develop their characteristically human capacities in society. The claim is that
living in cultural society is a necessary condition of the development of rationality
... or of becoming a moral agent in the full sense of the term, or of becoming a
fully responsible, autonomous being.

Marx's view of the social nature of identity and freedom emerged through his critique of

Bentham's utilitarianism, in which human beings were viewed as essentially anti-social in

nature. Marx identified the social and historical specificity of the atomistic conception of the

individual and rejected the essentialist "economic man" of capitalism, governed by greed, as a

construct of a specific culture. As Abercrombie et al put it:

Marx's philosophical anthropology involved the notion that to satisfy our
individual needs we have to be social beings. It was this anthropology of the
social individual that provided Marx with what he took to be a factual and moral
critique of contemporary society. In particular, it is the division of labour under
capitalist conditions of production that transforms complete or 'full' individuals
into specialized, bare individuals, whose personality is distorted by the narrow,
constrained circumstances of their labour and life-world (1986: 8).
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Marx clearly affirmed the ontological priority of society, rejecting the methodological

individualism inherent in bourgeois social theory and instead postulated the view that -

abstracted from their social context - individuals have no essential characteristics. Society is

not constituted by individuals but consists of the totality of relationships formed by

individuals. There is thus no such entity as the natural individual; what constitutes an

individual and individuality is the specific social construct of particular societies. This view is

clearly connected to Marx's ethical theory. The aim of Marxism was the "creation of social

arrangements - socialism - which encouraged the full development and exercise of human

capacities" (quoted in Abercrombie et aI, 1986: 10). Marx regarded capitalism, in

encouraging a greater diversity of needs, as part of the process towards the liberation of these

capacities. However, because it is based on market relations, it created a constraining effect,

since it "represented having rather than being". Consequently, "the capitalist, bare individual

promoted only a partial human individuality, which could only be fully developed in

socialism".

Notwithstanding Marx's social view of human nature and his emphasis on the ontological

priority of society, the goal of socialism remains the full development of individual human

capacity. Therefore, as I argue in Chapter 4 in more detail, the wholistic or social view of

human nature is not incompatible with normative individualism. Likewise, the various neo-

Marxist views discussed in Chapters 6 and 7 assume that individual liberty, rights and agency

and the subjective dimension of social change are compatible with the aims of goals of

socialism. These views counter the crude polarisation of individualism and (particularly the

Marxist form of) collectivism. It suggests that only certain aspects of these concepts are

conceptually opposed and significantly opens the conceptual space for the combination of

social collective concerns and individual value, rights and autonomy.

In postulating this philosophical anthropology of individuals capable only of developing

capacities in and through their socially situated identities, as opposed to the self-seeking

atomistic self-seeking individuals of contemporary liberal democracy, Marx thus also

identifies the ambiguity of individualism. The key issue (and a recurring theme in this thesis),

however, in considering freedom in relation to this social conception of identity is whether the

identification with the collective is relatively free and autonomous, or whether it is relatively

unconsciously socialised or, at the extreme, coerced. This leads directly to the third sense of
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freedom as autonomous expression of epistemological and ethical individualism. This

represents a 'softer' variant of the social view of human nature, which in its extreme form,

rejects the notion of human agency.

3. Freedom as Autonomy: Epistemological and Ethical Individualism within the

Social View of Identity

The question of ontological priority and individual autonomy in relation to the social context

remains a central concern of sociology and political philosophy. How are we to understand

individual epistemological and ethical autonomy in relation to the identity formation within

the shaping forces of culture, the nation and economic relations? Without fully entering the

complexities here, my contention at this stage of the argument is: accepting that social,

economic and cultural determinants are (powerfully but not exclusively) constitutive of

human identity, does not preclude the epistemological and ethical autonomy of the individual.

Situated in the social context, and exposed to the powerful socialising forces of language,

culture, economic relations and authority, the individual can still be conceptualised as

relatively autonomous. In other words, in affirming both the socialising impact of structure

and culture as well as relative autonomous agency, the individual can be regarded as

simultaneously determined and free". Here I draw from discussions of the sociological

perspectives of Durkheim and the interactionist view of identity formation which presuppose

a similar view of the socially situated individual agent.

This free and meaningful acquisition of knowledge and moral sensibility on the part of the

conscious agent resonates strongly with the Kantian notion of epistemological and ethical

autonomy. The significance of this for my purposes is that it links individual agency in the

free and conscious acquisition of knowledge to the external social world, cultural authority

Durkheim maintained that the individual is "simultaneously separate from the 'social' and the

product of the social" (quoted in Abercrombie et al, 1986: 14). Notwithstanding the fact that

human knowledge can be seen to be (again, partly) socially constructed, and that ethical life

can be said to be meaningless in a social vacuum, knowledge and moral sensibility are only

freely acquired and meaningful when these are the result of subjective intentionality of a

conscious individual agent acting in a social context.
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and community. The individual, in this view, is not isolated in relativist subjectivism or in the

social confines of self-interest. Nor is the individual the subordinate recipient of external

moral. and epistemological authority. Instead, the individual has the capacity to bridge the

individual and collective divide through the (relatively) autonomous and intentional

construction of knowledge and moral regard. This constitutes the third sense of freedom:

epistemological and ethical autonomy within the social context. In simultaneously

recognising the impact of social context and agency, an important conceptual link between

individual and collective is forged.

For Durkheim there was clearly no necessary contradiction between individualism and

collectivisms. His refutation of Spencer's utilitarian individualism is based on the rejection of

the "impossibility of explaining economic relations by reference simply to economic self-

interest" (Abercrombie et al, 1986: 11). By contrast, economic systems operate on the

principle of the implicit, prior, non-contractual legal norms which constitute social solidarity.

This notion of "social solidarity in society is to be explained by social facts and not by

inappropriate explanations of a psychologistic character" - such as self-interest.

Consequently, Durkheim's views have "often been taken to be a form of radical sociologism

which treats the 'individual' as simply the effect of social relations". However, Abercrombie

et al argue that Durkheim's understanding of the individual is "both more complex and

interesting than this conventional view would suggest". Thus, "individualism, and especially

moral individualism rather than economic individualism, remain the abiding focus of

Durkheim's sociology and of his political philosophy". These authors conclude that although

Durkheim is often identified as the "sociologist of the social sui generis, he was also the

sociologist of the moral individual as the product of the long-term structural changes in the

nature of Western societies, which gave rise to individualism and the individual". Along

similar lines to the identification of the ambiguity of individualism by other theorists,

mentioned earlier, Durkheim, according to Abercrombie et al, makes a "central conceptual

distinction between the utilitarian egoism of Spencer's sociology and the individualism that is

associated with the moral philosophy of Kant and Rousseau" (ibid.). The basis of this

distinction is that the form of individualism underlying the categorical imperative "glorifies

the individual in general, not the self in particular'". This notion of the general universalised

self is the foundation of the new secular form of religion of humanity. Accordingly,

Durkheim does not see individualism in its moral form as incompatible with social stability;
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on the contrary, the "social order actually requires a religion of the individual that is, of

humanity". For Durkheim, the tension between individualism and collectivism can be seen in

that, as Abercrombie et al (1986: 14-5) phrase it,

economic man [sic] (that is, the egoistic personality of utilitarian thought) is the
product of the capitalist economy (especially the capitalist market), while the
Kantian man (that is, the moral personality of reciprocal relationships which are
characteristic of the organic solidarity of modem society) is the product of social
solidarity in civil society. In this Durkheimian world, the economic and the social
order stand in a relationship of contradiction, a contradiction which is equally
reflected in Durkheim's special view of human beings".

Thus Durkheim also implicitly identifies the ambiguity of individualism in positing the view

that the Kantian moral individual, as distinct from the egoistic personality of utilitarian

thought, expresses "social solidarity in society". In this sense, individualism and collectivism

are not contradictory in Durheim's perspective.

Abercrombie et al (ibid.) show that in Durkheim's view, "individualism is not a threat to

community, so long as institutions can direct personal wishes into a general consciousness".

Moral individualism constitutes such a social institution, corresponding to the manner in

which religion might be defined as a social institution. The individual is the expression of the

"modem religion of humanity" which, for Durkheim, can overthrow the "false religion of

egoism". In his view, significantly for my purposes, "the terms 'individual' and

'individualism' have no necessary relationship, since individualism, once properly

understood, was not in fact about the isolated self but about the moral whole". This then, is

another example of the affirmation of social and collective relations and concerns which are

not conceptually opposed to ethical individualism - a notion which is clearly distinguished

from economic individualism. The analytic distinction between the "economic man - the

egoistic, utilitarian personality" on the one hand, and the "Kantian man" (the moral

personality of reciprocal relationships which are characteristic of the organic solidarity of

modem society) is an important one. The Kantian moral individualist, far from being driven

by self-interest, expressed social solidarity in civil society.

Hall (1992: 284) provides another perspective on how mainstream sociology sees no

necessary contradiction between individualism and collectivism. From the outset, a non-

individualistic discourse was characteristic of the emerging discipline of sociology. This
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influenced the conceptual foundations of the modern subject, according to Hall. While the

essentialist notion of the sovereign individual remained central to economics and law, the

original growth of sociology as a discipline provided a critique of the 'rational individualism'

implicit in the Cartesian subject.

The sociological perspective located the individual in group processes and the collective

norms which, it argued, underpin any contract between individual subjects. It therefore

developed an alternative account of how individual subjectivity is formed through

membership of, and participation in, wider social relationships and conversely, how processes

and structures are sustained by the roles which individuals play in them. This 'internalizing'

of the outside in the subject, and the 'externalizing' of the inside through action in the social

world, is the primary sociological account of the modern subject, and is encapsulated in the

theory of socialisation.

The integration of the individual into society - socialisation - has been a long-term concern of

sociology. Hall explains that the symbolic interactionists developed a highly interactive view

of this process. Goffman, for example, focused on the different presentations of the self in

various social situations and on how the conflict between different roles is negotiated. Parsons

studied the macro-sociological complementarity between the self and the social system.

Despite these integrative approaches to the individual and society, however, elements of

mainstream sociology maintained a Cartesian dualism "in the tendency to construct the

problem as a relation between two connected, but separate, entities: 'the individual and

society" (Hall, 1992: 284).

Another aspect of the social context of the individual can be seen in the new collective and

social forms which emerged as a result of the growing complexity of modem society and

which formed a counterpoint to the development of modem individualism (Hall, 1992: 283).

Liberal theories of government based on individual rights had to come to terms with the

structures of the nation-state and the great masses which make up a modem democracy.

Industrialisation forced the articulation of the classic laws of political economy, property,

contract and exchange to operate amidst the great class formations of modem capitalism. The

individual entrepreneur was "transformed into the corporate conglomerates of the modem

economy and the individual citizen became enmeshed in the bureaucratic administrative
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machinery of the modem state". As a result, a more social conception of the subject evolved-

with the individual perceived to be more situated in the great surrounding formations of

modem society. These two poles of human identity - the conception of the self and forms of

collectivity - have undergone significant shifts within the discourse of contemporary late-

modem society. This theme is picked up again in the next section on patterns of

differentiation and identification.

This social view of human identity and the emerging complexities of social relations in

contemporary conditions has not escaped liberal thinkers. Appiah (1997), for instance, is keen

to present the case for a "radical" liberalism. This modem version of liberalism co-opts a

number of traditional non-liberal elements: the social view of identity formation, welfare, and

a non-abstract view of the individual as a relatively autonomous agent. In so doing, this

version of liberalism distances itself from "conservative or libertarian liberalism that places

too much faith in the market" (Appiah, 1997: 94). This radical liberal view thus combines

strong notions of normative individualism and the emphasis on individual autonomy with

moral concerns for the collective. This represents another of the many two-way conciliatory

attempts to bridge the traditionally polarised gap between libertarian liberalism and

socialism7
•

Appiah's view of the radical nature of liberalism has already been mentioned; it lies in the

universal liberalisation of dignity. What makes it modem in his view, however, is "the

distinctive thought of liberal political philosophy ... that individual autonomy is at the heart

of political morality" (1997: 80). The kernel of this is that "what the good is for each of us is

shaped by choices we ourselves have made". This stems from the right, within limits, to

construct our own lives. What is good for the individual, depends, in part, on the "reflective

appropriation of the beliefs and values" which guide our lives and, significantly, on the

appropriation of the identities provided by our social and cultural context. This view of the

individual good implies neither relativism, nor scepticism, nor does it necessarily reject

external authority. It also embraces the socially and culturally embedded formation of identity

and discourse. But it also strongly upholds the moral force of individual autonomy from

external interference. Sometimes the government, Appiah argues, "should let me do what I

have decided to do in the light of my own best understanding, even though what I have
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decided is wrong". Even when someone is wrong, "the state has to have compelling reasons

to intervene" (1997: 83).

Appiah also expropriates the principle of welfarism as a "basic" liberal one which flows from

the fundamental concern for dignity. Appiah strongly rejects the "picture of the liberal self as

a solitary individualist". A concern for autonomy, he argues, "is often wrongly seen as

inconsistent with valuing sociality and relationship" (1997: 88). In contrast, Appiah adopts a

social view of human nature and identity formation. We are social beings in that we are

interdependent, we value relationships and our socially produced cultural and economic

goods. Our identity is "crucially constituted through concepts (and practices) made available

by religion, society, school and state, and mediated to varying degrees by the family". The

value of pluralism is the variegated environment which it provides to expand and enrich the

variety of choices and "options for identity" (ibid.).

This emphasis on diversity is an important element of freedom. The particularism of our

social and cultural identities is not necessarily constraining and subject to domination. It also

provides the framework for the development of our capacities and individual potential. The

wider our choices in a plural society, the freer we are to explore suitable developmental

routes. Yet freedom does not proceed simply from variety. "Variety for variety's sake," as

Appiah suggests, is an aesthetic rather than political preoccupation. The cosmopolitan

liberal's love of variety serves a higher good - that of autonomy. Likewise, choices, as Taylor

argues, must be significant if they are to have import for our autonomy''. According to

Appiah, freely chosen or "reflectively appropriated" homogeneity poses no problem in

principle for autonomy.

Appiah's radical liberalism, however nobly it upholds the virtues of individual sovereignty

within a social context, remains fundamentally individualistic and universalistic. The

weakness of Appiah's argument for self-determination, even if individual judgement is

wrong, is that the moral import of our actions and choices is rarely only of individual

consequence. Liberalism, even in its radical guise, judges the effects of our actions only in

relation to an abstracted juridical agent, and therefore does not consider the impact on

particular others, except negatively in relation to non-interference with the other's formal

rights and the generalised notion of dignity. Limiting the moral boundary to the formal sphere
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of rights and universalised dignity ignores the range of other inequalities and patterns of

subjugation which arise from the overt and hidden play of power and sectional interests in the

other social spheres. Although social concern is expressed through welfarism, it is hard to see

how the weak conciliatory interventionism which Appiah supports in the form of minimum

welfare levels, basic health and education and the provision of information to enable choices

- necessary though these are - can be sufficient in tackling the gross inequalities and power

relations which deny the very dignity that is identified as the highest good of liberalism. A

stronger social and moral imperative is required, which is provided, as we shall see, by Taylor

and Gould and by the neo-Marxists discussed below.

The educational implications of Appiah's view are significant. As will be discussed later, our

conceptions of autonomy and authority are closely related to how we conceptualise learning

and moral development. The notions of relative autonomy, the social context of identity

formation, and the reflective appropriation of social and cultural authority, are all crucially

important to the understanding of the learning process and the appropriate relationship of self

and other in this. The notion of "reflective appropriation" of external authority captures

exactly the process of autonomous internalisation of knowledge.

However, Appiah's strong support of the principle of non-intervention must be qualified,

especially when translating it into the educational sphere. While it is educationally

developmental to allow children to make mistakes, the intervention of authority is also

necessary for a number of reasons. First, a point which will be made repeatedly: external

authority as well as the categories of particularist identity shaped by social relations, are not

necessarily dominating. On the contrary, the categories of cultural and other identities provide

for the mediating of what Appiah calls "options for identity". Intervention and challenge,

especially in the educational context (and our lives are broadly educational in this sense)

contribute towards our development. This is captured in Blake's aphorism that "Opposition is

true friendship". Intervention, like the identification of difference, can be (but need not

necessarily be) dominating. It can also further emancipatory, or developmental, interests.

Authoritative intervention is also justified in order to redress inequalities.

In this section I have investigated the conceptual link between freedom and individualism. I

have suggested that three senses of freedom - in the atomist sense, in its connection to social
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view of human nature, in the sense of autonomy and diversity - are all related to different

concepts of individualism. The first sense of freedom is an individualistic concept associated

with Berlin's notion of negative liberty (Berlin, 1969), underpinned by a specifically

atomistic view of human nature, and is also conceptually linked to libertarian liberalism. The

second has Marxist collectivist overtones, but interestingly has been appropriated by radical

liberalism. The social constitution of identity, which emerges in sociological perspectives and

in Marxist analysis, however, is - as shall be argued in Chapter 4 - not incompatible with

normative individualism. The third sense of freedom is related to epistemological and ethical

autonomy, and can be seen to underlie both Marxism and liberalism. The point was made

that, in the light of Durkheim and other sociological perspectives, both individual agency and

collective social context are simultaneously involved in the interactive nature of identity

formation, moral development and knowledge acquisition. The importance of both structure

and agency can thus be incorporated in an inclusive understanding of the relationship between

individual and collective. However, a more urgent social and moral imperative is necessary

than the view of the autonomous individual provided by liberalism, even in its more radical

variant, which also adopts a social view of identity formation. From these considerations, it

begins to emerge that only the self-interested variant of individualism is necessarily in

opposition to collectivism, and that, conversely, freedom and social context are more inter-

related than might be assumed.

These conclusions indicate that the concepts freedom, individualism, equality and

collectivism are complex clusters in themselves. The clusters are explored in Chapters 3 and 4

respectively. In order to examine the latter in a little more detail at this point, I now tum to the

link between equality and collectivism.

Equality and Collectivism

In examining this link, it is first necessary to set out a working definition of collectivism in

relation to three levels of analysis. As a cluster term, collectivism is defined as an alternative

to ideological, ontological and explanatory frameworks of individualism.

Collectivism, as suggested earlier, is commonly understood as the ideological antithesis of

liberal individualism. Within the orthodox Marxist and socialist tradition, it is associated with
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class identification and the universal egalitarian emancipatory ideal of a classless society free

of structural domination, alienation and exploitation which will result from the

collectivisation of the means of production.

Collectivism as an ontological concept, as opposed to individualism and the principle of

differentiation, is thus linked to the principle of identification, that is, the various ways in

which we share common identity, purpose and value within social and cultural collectives.

The strongest form of this is our common equal identity as citizens and bearers of human

rights. Beyond this strict sense of universal equality, which we share with all humans, we

share more differentiated particular bonds of various levels of commonality within our

national, cultural, religious, social and economic realities. Commonality and difference, as

opposites, are inversely related. Thus, we share universal commonality (or equality of

identity) with all others as human beings; we share sexual identity with approximately half

the world's population. We are members of certain age groups, nationalities, socio-economic

strata, language, cultural, religious and interest groups and so on. At the other extreme is our

own unique individuality, which we share with no one. Between these, lies the range of

identities, identifications and allegiances which make up our membership of the various

collectives that comprise the social fabric. In the conditions of late modernity, these linkages

are dynamic and complex. New forms of collectives and cultural identities are constantly

evolving.

In addition, as opposed to the atomistic and abstract understanding of the individual,

collectivism also incorporates the broader sociological explanation of individual identity

formation and socialisation within the variety of social, political, cultural and economic

collectivities, structures and authorities which comprise society. This wider sociological sense

of collectivism is thus opposed to the explanatory model of methodological individualism

associated with atomism and abstract individualism.

These three dimensions of collectivism, the ideological, the ontological and the explanatory

are discussed in more detail in Chapter 4. My intention here is to explore briefly the link

between equality and collectivism and some of the ramifications of this. In what ways are

collectivism and equality linked?
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Firstly and most obviously, in its ideological, socialist sense mentioned above, collectivism is

clearly linked to the strict notion of equality. The principle of egalitarian equality underlying

orthodox Marxism is based on universal class-based collective identity. Egalitarianism, in this

view, extends beyond the politico-legal into the economic sphere and entails the

collectivisation of the means of production. The admission of difference - in the identification

of the bourgeoisie or in the operation of a political elite - is seen as a transitional strategy

towards a classless society and the putative end of history and politics. The moral strength of

the egalitarian claim stems from the need to redress social inequalities generated by sectional

economic and political structures. The democratic problem, as noted, arises from the link

between egalitarianism and its accompanying strategic and theoretical counterparts: strong

centralised state power, coercive theories of social change and historical materialism. This

restricts pluralism, rejects the notion of agency and autonomy and limits political identity to

class formations. The neo-Marxist response has been to combine elements of ethical and

epistemological individualism, plurality and liberalism to offset these dogmatic tendencies.

These are discussed in subsequent chapters.

However, this link between ideological collectivism and equality, should not blind us to the

egalitarian roots of liberalism, as the comments of Siedentop (1979) and Appiah (1997)

referred to above remind us. The great achievement of the Enlightenment in this regard was

the universalisation of rights. In relation to the constitutive meaning of the politico-legal

sphere of rights, no difference can be justified (except where this would further the particular

interests of those differentiated). Justice, as noted, is blind to difference of any type. The

moral underpinning of this is, of course, that every human being, regardless of any

differentiating attribute or particular identity, is worthy of dignity, respect and to basic human

rights.

The common element of egalitarianism within Marxism and liberalism in this way underlies

their shared character as universalist emancipatory theories. However, in each case this

universal egalitarian notion is interpreted differently in terms of what constitutes citizenship

and, as noted, in which spheres equality is deemed appropriate. Marxism identifies equality in

class terms in all spheres and liberalism in terms of abstract citizenship in the politico-legal

sphere.
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In its difference-blindness, the universalism within both ideologies generates problems which

compromise their democratic credibility, as we saw in Chapter 1. Therefore, from the

inclusive democratic perspective, strict equality has an important but limited legitimacy in the

politico-legal sphere, and must be complemented by the recognition of relevant difference

appropriately in the other spheres. These considerations lead us to a recurring theme in this

thesis, namely, that the recognition of both equality and difference in the appropriate spheres

underlies the mediation of these apparent contraries and therefore constitutes the basis of the

inclusive understanding of democracy.

In the case of orthodox Marxism, all differences beyond class identity are ignored. This is

problematic in the light of the contemporary manifestation of pluralism. Likewise, in the case

of liberal democracy, differences arising from inequalities beyond the formal politico-legal

rights sphere are not recognised. This, in turn, is problematic in relation to the imperative of

social justice and Macpherson's broad sense of democracy to which I referred in the last

chapter.

It is against both of these sets of universalising tendencies that the politics of difference has

been directed. Particularists of all persuasions argue that difference blindness is, under certain

circumstances, discriminatory. This leads to the struggle for the legal and constitutional

entrenchment measures in the formal rights sphere to protect the interests of particular

marginalised groups, and in the broader terrain of social relations, to counter domination in

the non-formal power-political sphere. As we shall see, the inclusion of difference within the

notion of equality is captured in the notion of complex equality (Walzer, 1983; Me Lennan,

1993;) and equity (Gilmour and Soudien, 1991; Christie, 1993). This distinguishes between

strict equality (which admits no difference) and equity (which admits relevant difference).

The educational significance of this is addressed in subsequent chapters.

The justification of difference on equity grounds, argued by Rawls and widely accepted as a

principle of distributive justice, is captured by Appiah (1997: 94) thus:

Equality, of course, is a matter of treating relevantly similar people similarly, not
of treating everybody the same. There is nothing intrinsically unequal about
providing different educational resources to different people, provided there is a
relevant difference between them: the provision of glasses to children with poor
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sight or of extra tuition to children with learning disabilities ... is a way of
treating them equally and not a way of treating other children unequally.

The key issue here is the identification of relevant difference. Relevance is determined by

context and intent. The differences cited in the example by Appiah are identified in the

developmental interests of the children concerned. By contrast, differentiation created and

maintained in the interests of domination, may claim to be developmental, but, as apartheid

history illustrates, cannot be justified on the same grounds.

To sum up: In this chapter so far, I have analysed some of the conceptual links between

freedom and individualism on the one hand, and equality and collectivism on the other. This

analysis indicates that the links between individualism and freedom and between equality and

collectivism are not straightforward, and are indeed in some respects counterintuitive in

relation to common assumptions. One reason for this is that individualism and collectivism, as

is set out systematically in Chapter 3, are cluster concepts which refer to ideological,

ontological and explanatory levels of analysis.

At this point, we can note three emergmg strands of individualism: firstly, self-interest

(Watt's egoistic notion); secondly, the social view of identity formation, which is not

antagonistic to normative individualism and to collective concerns (as shall be argued in

detail later); and thirdly, ethical and epistemological individualism premised on a strong sense

of autonomy, which in the sociological perspective is compatible with the social view of

human nature. This distinction prepares the ground for my main assertion that only certain

elements of individualism and collectivism and liberty and equality are polarised. Equality, it

was seen, is common to the universal emancipatory traditions of both liberalism and Marxism

but relates in each case to different understandings of common collective identity. These

universalist underpinnings obscure difference. Equality, therefore, is only possible for these

particular marginalised groups through the recognition of their difference.

Underlying individualism and collectivism and the tension between them, are the more

fundamental social processes of difference and commonality. The next section defines what I

call the principles of "differentiation" and "identification". The nature of our conceptions of

individualism and collectivism has altered radically in the contemporary conditions of late-

modernity. The character of recent shifts in subjective and collective formations is described
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in relation to the dynamics of differentiation and identification. Far from being restricted to

the two overarching universal notions of commonality associated with liberalism and

Marxism, the preponderance of plural, particular late-modem forms of collectivity and

corresponding changes in the representation of the modem subject have fundamentally altered

our conceptualisation of individualism and collectivism.

The Principles of Differentiation and Identification

Underlying the social values, relations and identity formations of individualism and

collectivism are the dual but opposite patterns of social differentiation and identification. As

has been indicated, one of the central conundrums of democracy is to ascertain when and in

which social spheres we (as individuals and collectives) are to be regarded as relevantly

different, and in what ways we are to be regarded as legitimately the same and equal. Finding

the mediating key to this issue is fundamental to an adequate notion of democracy and

democratic practices in all spheres including education.

The dynamics of differentiation and identification underlie the ebb and flow of our social,

cultural and political history. At the heart of all struggles for power and domination, survival

and emancipation is the constant conflict, negotiation and reconfiguration of different social

and political groupings, alliances and identities9.

The identification by individuals with collective ethnic, cultural and national structures is a

basic feature of human existence, and constitutes the process of socialisation. The process of

social identification and identity formation has consequences for how we understand freedom,

equality and justice. It is therefore of central concern to democratic theory and practice and to

education. As indicated, identity formation in the social context is a function of both structure

and agency. The social context provides the language, discourse and values by which our

sense of identity and purpose is framed and contested. To the extent that this is a conscious

and articulate process, we are as individuals relatively autonomous. The normative ideal of a

democratic and non-polarised understanding of individual agency and collective relations and

concerns is that the individual's acquisition of knowledge, the development of moral

sensibility and the identification with collectives is a function of epistemological and ethical

autonomy. This sums up the ideal of democracy, inclusively conceived.
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Identification, then, is the interactive process by which individuals 'project' themselves and

identify with collective formations and by which collectives reproduce themselves through

socialisation. It is thus a two-way, highly contingent, mobile, dialectic and dialogical process,

captured in the interactionist model. The basis of this is some form of (real or perceived)

commonality.

Differentiation, by contrast, is the process by which individuals and groups identify

themselves as different from others in a variety of real and perceived ways. Difference, too,

has consequences for how we conceptualise liberty, equality and equity.

In this regard, it should be noted from the outset that two important senses of difference can

be distinguished: one associated with domination and the other with the diversity of self-

development. This is mirrored in the central ambiguity in our usage of the terms 'difference',

and 'diversity' which are used interchangeably (Muller, 1997: 181). Difference created and

directed towards self-interest or sectional interest is, by definition, socially divisive,

discriminatory and conflictual. Apartheid is the classic and highly explicit example of this.

Subtler forms pervade social and cultural life in terms of the subjugation of marginalised

gender, race, class, ethnic, physical abilities and other categories. A hard version of this

conflictual view of difference, held for example by some radical feminist particularists,

asserts that all forms of socially constructed difference are dominating. This is linked to

deconstructionist views which see no essential substance in cultural identity formations. A

softer view of difference acknowledges that difference can be dominating, but sees it also as

"benign", as Muller puts it, and serves as the mediating categories for the development of

individual capacity and creative diversity (see also Schneider, 1997, whose views on this are

discussed in Part 2 in relation to the curriculum). This sense of diversity is linked to the

contemporary trend towards pluralistic differentiation and particularism. In an ideal world of

tolerance and symmetrical power relations, difference in this sense would signal, in Muller's

terms, "an amicable, democratic, mutually equal plurality" (Muller, 1997: 181). In the real

world, difference arising from the power-political dynamics of domination and subordination

must be acknowledged in order to resist this. In both cases, recognition is, as Schneider

argues, crucial to respecting the rights and dignity of concretely situated individuals.
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From the preceding discussion, it can be seen that there are thus two points of reference in the

dual process of differentiation and identification: the collective community and the individual

subject. Patterns of differentiation and identification are, of course, historically and culturally

specific, and have been differently conceptualised accordingly. These must be seen against

the backdrop of profound shifts in collective formations through the course of history which

have been accompanied by corresponding changes in conceptions of the nature of the

individual subject. The intricacies of these developments cannot be captured here. However,

the brief overview provided below (drawing mainly from Hall, 1992) serves to highlight the

two concurrent processes which fundamentally altered patterns of differentiation and

identification in contemporary times: the particularisation of collective life (and counter-

responses to this) on the one hand, and the corresponding expansion of individual

consciousness on the other. I begin with the new emerging forms of collective.

New Emerging Collective Formations

In the pre-modem world, identification with the collective was relatively uncomplicated. This

follows from the nature of collectives in those societies which were characterised by strongly

defined cultural, religious, ethnic and geographical boundaries, by rigid hierarchical social

structures, strong ties of heredity in localised communities and by binding symbols of

collective identity and socialising rituals. Above all, pre-modem societies were generally

homogenous.

The rise of modernity and late-modernity in the West profoundly altered the character of

these collectives. The rise of secular humanism, the Enlightenment and industrialisation

culminated in the emergence of the nation-state, the principal collective formation which has

dominated cultural and political identity in modem history. Communities were (and still are)

not only political formations, but constitute a system of cultural representation, a symbolic

and, as Anderson (1983) puts it, an 'imagined community' which powerfully generates a

sense of identity and allegiance. Hall identifies the representational strategies by which

identification with the nation occurs. These comprise the national narrative, which is retold in

national histories, literatures and popular culture and which provides, through symbols, rituals

and images, the representations of shared experience of the 'imagined community' of

nationhood. The emphasis is laid on continuity, tradition and on the timeless origins of the
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nation through foundational myths. Above all, the notion of a pure and original people or

'folk' is engendered. Elements of this discourse are not exclusively modem, of course, and

served pre-modem cultures.

This process, Hall explains, is currently characterised by two dual processes: the 'Janus-

faced' gaze into the glories of the past and into the modem hi-tech competitive future; and

linked to this, Wallerstein's observation that the nationalisms of the modem world are the

ambiguous expression [of a desire] for . . . assimilation into the universal . . . and

simultaneously for ... adhering to the particular, the reinvention of differences ... a

universalisation through particularism and particularism through universalism" (quoted in

Hall, 1992: 295).

This dialectic between particularism and universalism thus underlies changes in collective

formations in late-modernity. In the form of nation-building, this, as we shall see, provides

challenges for how we conceive the purpose of education and in particular, the curriculum.

National cultures and identities are much less unified than the representational imagination

projects. Most nations are, as Hall suggests, "cultural hybrids", comprising disparate cultures,

classes, gender and ethnic groups, usually achieved by the forcible suppression of cultural and

ethnic difference. As noted, the universalising concept of nationhood and citizenship is being

challenged as a phallocentric form of domination by marginalised groupings who argue that

the recognition of difference is crucial for equity. National identification and the assertion of

difference and are thus in continual and conflictual relationship. As Hall states:

Instead of thinking of national cultures as unified, we should think of them as
constituting a discursive device which represents difference as unity or identity.
They are cross-cut by deep internal divisions and differences, and 'unified' only
through the exercise of different forms of cultural power. Yet - as in the fantasies
of the 'whole' self of which Lacanian psychoanalysis speaks - national identities
continue to be represented as unified (1992: 297, original emphasis).

Central to this unifying strategy is the postulation of 'one people'. Attempts to construct this

around notions of ethnicity and race are undercut by the hybridity of all modem nations, the

combined result of mass migration (especially from ex-colonies), by new cultural and ethnic

diasporas which have emerged as a result, and by the stress which inter-marriage and new

cultural formations are putting on the simple definition of identity'".
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This tension has been exacerbated by globalisation, which in itself generates strong forms of

universalism and the reactive reassertion of particularism. The tendency towards the 'global

post-modem' represents a broader frame for this tension. The particularism of national

cultures and economies contrasts with the universalistic identifications of the 'global post-

modem', an amalgam of Western global consumer identities constantly projected through

global media, electronic and commercial networks. Yet this tension is not simply linear. As

Hall suggests, it comprises three concurrent tendencies. Firstly, national identities are being

eroded by the cultural homogenisation of global post-modernity. Linked to this, it can be

added, the growing power of transnational corporations is compromising national sovereignty

and imposing the interests of the global neo-liberal consensus over the interests of host

nations, and especially the poor within them (Chomsky, 1997). Secondly, local particularist

identities are being strengthened in resistance to globalisation, as they assert their traditions

and values. Thirdly, new hybrid identities are taking the place of declining homogenous

national and cultural identities in a process in which different cultural traditions are being

'translated' into new and dual forms. This is particularly so in the case of migrants who create

new diasporas, which span traditional and foreign cultures.

Other new forms of collectives include the emerging nationalism in Eastern Europe and the

former Soviet Republics and in fundamentalist Islamic states. The revival of ethnicity within

national minorities represents a particularly interesting case, as it signals a growing rift

between the body politic and ethnic membership linked to cultural conformity (Bauman,

quoted in Hall, 1992: 313)11.Within the West, a plethora of new age communities, religious

groupings, new family formations and other rapidly changing groupings constitute a new

"collective effervescence" and "social communion" (Thompson, 1992). Consumerism has

produced aspirant identities (the people we would like to be), no less real than other

constructions such as class. In addition, new "emancipatory narratives are being written round

collectives other than the imaginary community of nation or the international brotherhood of

socialist man" (Hebdige, quoted in Thompson, 1992: 242). These comprise "emotionally

based collectivities" and "communities of affect" (rather than 'communities of interest')"

exemplified in televangelism and cross-national events such as Band Aid and the Free

Mandela movement, which are facilitated by modem global telecommunications networks,

organised around issues of common moral concern12.
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These developments, suggests Thompson, challenge us to extend our sociological paradigm to

incorporate these "non-rational aspects of the social". Society is based "upon a deeply

evocative communion of self and other, and the Enlightenment privileging of reason has

distracted sociological attention from that fundamental dimension of social life" (ibid.). Such

a paradigm has political and policy implications, argues Thompson, "because it focuses, not

merely on the ownership and distribution of wealth, but also on the conditions which would

permit a pluralistic and multiplex society to tolerate and even promote numerous middle-level

communal groups offering a satisfying sense of commitment and gratification". This

represents a challenge to incorporate new forms of collectivism within the transformation of

civil society, which - we shall shortly see - is crucial to the revitalisation of democracy

through the incorporation of our simultaneous identities as citizens and individuals (Held,

1992).

This, then, is the shifting collective backdrop against which individual identification occurs in

contemporary times. The increasing and evermore rapid differentiation of social formations

and the change in patterns of identification is summed up by Hall (1992: 277) as follows:

The identities which composed the social landscapes 'out there', and which
ensured our subjective conformity with the external 'needs' of the culture, are
breaking up as a result of structural and institutional change. The very process of
identification, though which we project ourselves into our cultural identities, has
become more open-ended, variable and problematic.

Having described the formation of new collectives, I now tum to the second consideration of

new patterns of identification and differentiation, namely, changes in conceptualisations of

the modem subject.

Changes in the Conceptualisation of the Modern Subject

It is a commonplace that the pre-modem subject was less self-consciously individualistic than

its modem counterpart. As indicated, this corresponded to strong forms of relatively

homogenous collectives. The modem age has generated a distinct form of individualism in

terms of which Hall (1992: 275) distinguishes three conceptions of modem identity. Each of

these can be said to exhibit the changing patterns of differentiation and identification. Hall

identifies: a) the Enlightenment subject, conceptualised as a fully centred, unified individual,
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endowed with reason, consciousness and agency, and a stable, essential identity; b) the

sociological subject, (which has become the classic sociological conception and is

encapsulated in the theory of socialisation), in which identity is seen to be formed through the

interaction of self and society, and is not autonomous or self-sufficient, but established in

relation to significant others who mediate collective values, meanings and symbols; and c) the

post-modem subject, composed not of a single, stable and unified identity, but of several,

sometimes contradictory, fragmentary identities in response to the corresponding

fragmentation of the external social landscape.

This 'crisis of identity' is linked to wider changes which are "dislocating the central structures

and processes of modem societies and undermining the frameworks which gave individuals

stable anchorage in the social world" (Hall, 1992: 274). This amounts to a fragmentation of

the cultural landscapes of class, gender, sexuality, ethnicity, race and nationality which in

modem society provided fixed points of reference. In the course of this, personal identities are

seen to be undermined as integrated subjects - the dislocation or de-centring of the subject.

No longer does it comprise a unified identity, but is composed of multiple unresolved

identities. Hall (1992: 267) describes the 'post-modem subject' thus:

[This is] conceptualised as having no fixed, essential or permanent identity.
Identity is ... formed and transformed continuously in relation to the ways we are
represented or addressed in the cultural systems which surround us. It is
historically, not biologically defined. The subject assumes different identities at
different times, identities which are not unified around a coherent 'self. Within us
are contradictory identities, pulling in different directions, so that our
identifications are continuously being shifted about. If we feel we have a unified
identity from birth to death, it is only because we construct a comforting story or
'narrative of the self about ourselves. The fully unified, completed, secure and
coherent identity is a fantasy. Instead, as the systems of meaning and cultural
representation multiply, we are confronted by a bewildering, fleeting multiplicity
if possible identities, anyone of which we could identify with - at least
temporarily.

Globalisation impacts upon this. Modernity is characterised by rapid change, dislocation,

internal ruptures and 'difference' - intersected by social divisions and antagonisms which

"produce a variety of different subject positions". Among the political consequences is that no

single identity - class for instance - can align all these different identities into an overarching

'master identity', in relation to which a politics can be articulated. People no longer identify

their own interests exclusively in terms of class, which therefore "cannot serve as a discursive
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device or mobilizing category though which all the diverse social interests and identities of

people can be reconciled and represented" (ibid.). This has the effect of fracturing the

contemporary political landscape into competing identifications, arising from the

displacement of class as a single identifying category by a number of emerging identities

linked to new social movements: feminism, black struggles, ecological and national liberation

movements. Identification is no longer automatic; it has been politicised and contested in the

"shift from a politics of (class) identity to a politics of difference".

The successive influences of (among others) the Reformation, Renaissance humanism, the

Enlightenment, Marx, Freud and a variety of new perspectives on language, discipline, power

and identity formation have progressively "de-centred" the stable, fixed identity of the

Cartesian subject into the contradictory, dynamic, fragmented identities of the post-modem

subject.

In conclusion, this rapid and telescopic overview of new forms of individual and collective

formations provided in this section serves to highlight the intricacies inherent in the

fundamental social dynamics of differentiation and identification, which underlies the

relationship between individualism and collectivism. As can be seen, one expression of this in

contemporary times is the pattern of universalism and particularism. Significantly, in the light

of the main focus of this thesis, Hall (1992: 214) suggests that the resurgence of nationalism

and other forms of particularism, alongside globalisation, was a remarkable turnabout which

was never foreseen by the modernising Enlightenment perspectives of the West - liberalism

and Marxism. Both implied that "attachment to the local and particular would gradually give

way to more universalistic and cosmopolitan or international values and identities; that

nationalism and ethnicity were archaic forms of attachment - the sorts of things which would

be 'melted away' by the revolutionising force of modernity ... and be replaced by more

rational universalistic identities". The outcome appears to be that globalisation has produced

"neither simply the triumph of the 'global' nor the persistence, in its old nationalistic form, of

the 'local'. A more varied and contradictory process is underway" (ibid.).

These tendencies render modernist and universalist conceptions of the tensions between

individualism and collectivism unable to account for the emerging complexities. Radical

liberals, like Appiah, respond by co-opting a more socially situated view of the individual.
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Neo-Marxists like Mouffe and other 'New Times' revisionists, as we shall see, are moving in

the opposite direction, incorporating elements of pluralism and liberalism, and conceding that

orthodox Marxism (with its emphasis on class identity and the denial of agency) cannot

explain post-modernity as a late capitalism. These efforts will be discussed in later chapters.

Yet the fundamental dynamics of the tension remain the same: the contrary pull of

differentiation and identification against the backdrop of new late-modernist forms of

particularism and universalism, involving the decentring of individual subjective identity

alongside new emergent collective formations.

Conclusion

The purpose of this chapter was to identify individualism and collectivism, and in tum

differentiation and identification, and universalism and particularism as the fundamental sets

of social tensions underlying contestations among the different variants of democratic theory

and practice.

The analysis of the relationship between freedom and individualism and between equality and

collectivism revealed complex and sometimes counterintuitive linkages. I argued that three

strands of individualism emerge: self-interested individualism, the social view of the

individual, and the ethically and epistemologically autonomous individual. Significantly for

my overall purpose of defining an inclusive approach to democracy by which assumed

polarities can be mediated, it begins to emerge that only self-interested individualism is in

conceptual conflict with collectivism. Indeed, other aspects of individualism and freedom,

namely, those associated with the social view of human nature, are closely linked to collective

processes and structures. The interactive model of identity formation, knowledge acquisition

and moral development presupposes an inclusive and interactive understanding of these

processes. This model accounts for both structure and agency, and thus makes space for the

shaping influence of social context alongside individual autonomy.

I have suggested that the autonomous moral and ontological identification of individual and

collective purpose and identity provides one of the fundamental ways of overcoming the

tension between self and society. This entails the combination of the second and third aspects
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of individualism outlined above, into the concept of the self-in-community - the socially

situated and ethically and epistemologically autonomous individual. This is to be

distinguished from self-interested individualism. This constitutes the central ambiguity of

individualism: self-interest and the self-in-community. Only the former is necessarily opposed

to the moral regard for the collective. Nonetheless, the patterns of differentiation and

identification are complex, even with regard to self-interested individualism. Self-interested

individuals, while their individual purpose fundamentally differentiates them from collective

purpose, nevertheless most often identify instrumentally with various communities and

collective formations.

The key point is that the autonomous moral regard for others of the self-in-community builds

a fundamental link between individual and collective. It comprises the exercise of individual

ethical and epistemological autonomy and corresponds to what Appiah (1997) calls

"reflective appropriation". Thus the two key elements of this identification with collective

purpose are that is it both autonomous and moral in nature. As a result, forms of identification

with the collective which are the result of strong socialisation, ideological coercion or of the

myriad variants of contemporary constructions all compromise autonomy. Likewise, any form

of instrumental identification with the collective contradicts the moral basis of the self-in-

community.

The concrete, relatively autonomous self-in-community is thus situated between the two

poles, on the one hand, of autonomy and agency and on the other, the forces of socialisation

and structural determinism, as indicated earlier - both free as potential agents and shaped by

social context. The normative ideal within this lies in the notion of the autonomous moral or

democratic agent, socially situated but progressively autonomously acquiring knowledge,

identifying individual with collective purpose through self and moral development. This ideal

presupposes an inclusive framework which accommodates individualism and collectivism,

and underlying this, difference and commonality.

The analysis of the principles of differentiation and identification highlighted the

contemporary tendencies towards new forms of subjective and collective formations and the

tension between universalism and particularism which underlie this. It was shown that the two
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modernist, universalising emancipatory traditions of liberal democracy and Marxism cannot

inadequately explain the complexities of these current developments.

These analyses confirm that at the heart of the fundamental dynamics of differentiation and

identification, and the contemporary variants of this, lies the tension between individualism

and collectivism. They point clearly to the need for an inclusive framework which will

accommodate these in a non-polarised way.

The question arises: what concept of democracy and identity will incorporate these in this

way? Building on the inclusive sociological perspective of individual and collective outlined

in this chapter, it will be suggested that the notion of a dual social ontology provides the key

to this, and that an understanding of the constitutive meaning of the social spheres as the

criterion for assessing the legitimacy of difference and commonality in social relations

provide the conceptual key to the required inclusivity.

Subsequent chapters set these concepts out. The next chapter explores the elements of

individualism in further detail in order to substantiate these claims.
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The Nature of Individualism

The main line of argument in the first part of this thesis is directed towards constructing

what I have called an 'inclusive' notion of democracy. This is undertaken in order to

inform the concept of a democratic educational theory and practice appropriate to the

South African context in contemporary times. I have suggested that democracy is best

conceived in terms of how it mediates the dynamics of sameness and difference among

individuals and collectives. Put differently, the issue of identity (which essentially

concerns the mediation of individual difference and collective commonality) lies at the

heart of how we think about democracy and in tum about education. An inclusive

understanding of democracy seeks to incorporate, rather than polarise individual and

collective concerns, the values of liberty and equality, and the ontological categories of

difference and commonality. There are several ways in which these dichotomies can be

(and are being) softened, giving rise to inclusive perspectives.

Firstly, as we saw in Chapter 2, current debates on the nature of late-modernity provide a

more complex perspective on the patterns of individual differentiation and collective

identification and preclude a simple dichotomy between individualism and collectivism. I

have argued that in the conditions of late-modernity, our composite identities as human

beings, as citizens, as members of social and cultural groups and as individuals provide

new insights on the changing social forms of our simultaneous sameness and difference.

Within this, the inadequacy of Marxism and liberal democracy to explain and

accommodate the new dynamics of universalism and particularism suggests that a more

inclusive framework is necessary.

Secondly, and following from this, in response to globalisation, late-modernity and the

demise of the Eastern European socialist states, the traditional polarisation of liberal

democracy and Marxism, and within this of the related notions of individualism and
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collectivism, has been mediated by moves from both sides towards a middle ground. These

are discussed later.

Thirdly, as a result, the common assumption that individualism and collectivism are

incompatible can be challenged. It is argued in this thesis that the conceptual analysis of

these cluster terms shows that only certain aspects are incompatible. The sociological

conceptualisation of our identities as socially situated, relatively autonomous moral and

democratic agents, provides an explanatory framework which is inclusive of individual

agency and collective structures. This inclusive perspective allows us to recognise our dual

social ontology which comprises our simultaneous commonality and difference.

This chapter and the next focus on a conceptual analysis of the two cluster terms

"individualism" and "collectivism", in order to substantiate the claim that only certain

elements of these notions are conceptually incompatible with each other.

I begin by identifying and briefly characterising the tendency towards false polarisation. I

then provide an outline of the nature of individualism in terms of three core concepts:

individuality, individuation and self-interested individualism, which are characterised in

some detail. The main claim is that only the last is incompatible with collectivism.

Individuation, a pivotal notion in the overall argument and a significant one in relation to

education, is elaborated. lts relation to autonomy, moral capacity and self-development is

set out. An argument for the assumption of moral capacity is provided, and the importance

of the developmental view of human nature for education is highlighted.

Thereafter, in order to substantiate my claims, I discuss two major related themes which

provide additional insights into the complex nature of individualism and its relationship to

collectivism. Firstly, the functional, as opposed to the causal, relationship between

individualism and capitalism is explained by reference to the Japanese form of capitalism,

which provides an interesting example of linking individual and collective purposes within

a capitalist framework. This, once again, indicates that these concepts are less polarised

than might be commonly assumed. Secondly, the origins and tension between personhood

and citizenship is discussed, drawing from Turner's (1986) work. My assertion is that

these two concepts correspond to my notions of individuality and individuation, which
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together are constitutive of a dual social ontology. Turner's account of the subject is a

definitive one, providing key historical and sociological insights into the tension between

these two aspects of individualism. My purpose in focusing on this is to substantiate one of

the main themes of this thesis, namely, that an inclusive ontological approach which refers

to the different social spheres offers a conceptual framework by which these tensions can

be mediated.

False Polarisation

Discourses surrounding complex issues like democracy and education are plagued by the

tendency to falsely dichotomise key terms. In analytically defining concepts, and thus

bounding them, we often forfeit the complexity of the social realities we seek to clarify.

Discourses are in constant contestation and become either dominant or oppositional in a

society. Discursive struggle and social struggle are intertwined. Self-interested

individualism, for example, which became dominant in seventeenth century Britain, has

become oppositional in late twentieth century Western capitalist society (Abercrombie et

ai, 1986). Discourses also form alliances with one another, often reaching partial

agreement, especially in relation to a common adversary. An instance of this is the

common perception of early nineteenth century conservatives and socialists (although they

disagreed on solutions) that self-interest individualism was destructive of social unity and

harmony.

False polarisation can be characterised in the following five ways. Firstly, there is the

focus on the extreme, often caricatural version of the opposite view, which is thus often

distorted. Socialism, for example, may be perceived in monochromatic terms as the

heartless imposition of egalitarian authoritarianism.

Secondly, positions are defined largely (and often unconsciously) negatively in reaction to

opposite views. In this way, a position becomes dependent on the opposing view for its

definition and rationale - what Muller (1997:182) calls "constitutive oppositions". This

relates to the Aristotelian notion of "correlative" identities, defined in relation to each

other, such "teacher" and "learner". The interdependence of falsely polarised viewpoints is
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illustrated by Gouldner (quoted in Taylor, 1985: 8) in his consideration of the tension in

Marxist thinking between what he terms a "Critical Marxism" and a "Scientific Marxism"

- a distinction which corresponds to what I referred to as the "humanist-emancipatory" and

the "historical materialist" streams in Marxism respectively. Each can be viewed "as a

complete paradigm which is constituted by a contrasting set of assumptions and

presuppositions". Significantly, Gouldner claims that "the two paradigms continually

generate each other out of their own deficiencies. Each paradigm thus requires the other".

This kind of circular reference to other discourses is part of social practice and should not

be unexpected, according to Abercrombie et al (1986). In discussing how discourses

typically interact, they capture the dynamics of false polarisation as follows:

...analytical separations are achieved at some cost. Not only do discourses have
significant conceptual overlaps but also an advocate of anyone of the
discourses will find it difficult to describe this position without contrasting it
with others. Different discourses, as part of social life, typically refer to each
other. They elaborate their views of the individual by contrast with others. For
example, conservative theorists advocating a doctrine of individuality, may do
so by contrasting its virtues with the vices of individualism; the latter
discourse, by concentrating on the individual's activity in the world, is seen to
neglect the development of the authentic inner self. Discourses contest
common ground and they make reference not only to each other but also to
other features of society that excite praise or blame (1986: 84).

Similarly, the illusion is created that rejecting the opposing position IS a sufficient

justification for one's own view, or will result in victory. This, as we shall see, is linked to

one of the defining features of ideological dogmatism, namely, that the implementation of

favoured doctrines unproblematically leads to desired ends (Sherover-Marcuse, 1986).

Thirdly, an aspect of the second is that the perception of the opposing viewpoint is often

based on a partial and selective focus on certain negative aspects - those which are seen as

threatening or vulnerable to critique - which are then projected onto the whole of the

opposite view, this obliterating positive elements. For instance, the perceived threat by

collectivist authoritarianism to individual liberty overshadows the gains made by an

egalitarian system (such as Cuba) in terms of universal health care and employment.
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Fourthly, and following from this, diverse and discrete elements of the opposing position

are collapsed and conflated, on the assumption that those elements are conceptually linked.

The heat of political rhetoric exacerbates the tendency to conflate terms. The discursive

battles in our own apartheid history testify to this. As the anecdote which was described in

the Preface illustrates, capitalist domination and individualism were clearly conflated in

the view of that chanting student leader, and the whole complex cluster of concepts

comprising individualism was summarily dispatched in the name of the collectivity of the

liberation struggle. This tendency makes the assertion of inclusive notions of democracy

more perilous.

Fifthly, a position is universalised (or as Marx would have it, naturalised) as a higher, prior

and more comprehensive self-evident good, while the opposition is depicted as a

relativised, derivative position I. For example, orthodox Marxism seeks to explain

capitalism as a necessary stage towards a classless society. The validity and feasibility of

such universalising meta-narratives, is precisely the issue put in question by post-

modernists.

False polarisation thus stands as a potential obstacle to an adequate and inclusive concept

of democracy and accordingly, a democratic educational practice. Conceptual clarification

of this tendency in relation to individualism and collectivism and other related concepts is

a major concern of this thesis.

There are three possible strategies in response to polarised constitutive opposites (Muller,

1997: 182). The first is to support one side of the opposition and "oppose the other as

being of minor or doubtful relevance". The second is to conflate the opposition into a

"third undifferentiated domain". The third, the most challenging in Muller's view, is to

"keep the oppositional meanings in tension, understanding the tension itself to be

constitutive of the elusive phenomenon". It will be seen that some of the theorists

discussed below attempt to achieve inclusivity by utilising the second strategy. It will

become evident that this is not adequate to the task. The strategy I adopt in this thesis

relates closely to the third of Muller's three types: by conceptually analysing the terms

comprising the opposition, and by offering criteria for distinguishing between them, false

polarisation and persistent conceptual tensions are mediated, rather than resolved, within
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an inclusive framework. In other words, the conceptual framework of this thesis seeks to

mediate the tension between key sets of concepts central to democracy and education. It

does so by arguing that the tension is dialectical and contingent in nature, rather than
simply conceptual.

These then are some of the pitfalls along our discursive paths which must be avoided in

seeking the mediating ground between the commonly polarised opposition between

individualism and collectivism and related pairs of concepts. With these is mind, I now

turn to the main focus of this chapter: the conceptual analysis of the term "individualism".

The Nature of Individualism

My purpose in this section is to redeem the concepts "individualism" and "collectivism"

from false polarisation by showing that only certain historically, ideologically and

culturally specific notions of individualism and collectivism are at odds with each other.

The terms "individualism" and "collectivism" will be shown to be complex clusters of

ideas, consisting of simpler elements. My main claim is that certain elements of

individualism and collectivism are interdependent aspects of an inclusive democratic

understanding of the relationship between individual and society. This will have

considerable bearing on our thinking about education. In order to substantiate these claims,

I now proceed to elaborate the analytic framework which has emerged thus far into a series

of key terms by which the identification of the simpler elements of the cluster terms of

individualism and collectivism becomes possible. I frame this discussion in terms of a) the

atomist and social views of human nature; b) the principles of social identification and

differentiation; and c) Watt's notions of altruistic, egoistic, ontological and normative

individualism (Watt, 1989).

Individualism and Collectivism as cluster terms

"Individualism" and "collectivism" are in themselves cluster terms which have

accumulated around them a bewildering variety of meanings, often resulting in confusing

and sometimes contradictory usage. There is no one coherent and consistent idea behind

each of these terms. This is not unusual, as Watt (1999: 1) explains: "The world of social
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theory has never been peopled with clear-cut concepts ... Individualism is another of these

loosely-connected clusters of ideals and ideas".

Both Watt and Lukes (1973) provide extensive conceptual analyses of the variety of

meanings and usage of the term "individualism". Significantly, they draw from the same

passage in Arthur Lovejoy's The Great Chain of Being in illuminating the heterogeneity of

meanings surrounding the term "individualism". Lukes quotes Lovejoy as follows:

... the doctrines or tendencies that are designated by familiar names ending in -
ism or -ity, though they occasionally may be, are usually not, units of the sort
which the historian of ideas seeks to discriminate. They commonly constitute,
rather, compounds to which this method of analysis needs to be applied.
Idealism, romanticism, rationalism, transcendentalism, pragmatism... are
names of complexes, not of simples - and complexes in two senses. They
stand, as a rule, not for one doctrine, but for several distinct and often
conflicting doctrines held by different individuals or groups to whose way of
thinking these appellations have been applied, either by themselves or in the
traditional terminology of historians; and each of these doctrines, in tum, is
likely to be resolvable into simpler elements, often very strangely combined
and derivative from a variety of dissimilar motives and historic influences
(1973: 43).

There are wide cultural and national variations in the doctrines of individualism which

further contribute to the complexity surrounding the term. Importantly, within these,

individualistic doctrines are used in a variety of distinct spheres, in which, as Abercrombie

et al (1986: 6) write, they are claimed to characterise "political theories, religious beliefs,

literature, painting and economic theory, all apparently different fields with different

cognitive requirements". According to these authors, several analytical issues are collapsed

in emerging nineteenth century discourses on the relationship between individual and

society: the description of the "actual relationship of individuals and society, the pictures

of that relationship adopted in their societies, the desirable relationship and the

methodological issues of whether to explain social phenomena in individualistic or social

structural terms". As they explain:

Individuals can, after all, be important in a number of different ways. Different
social theories will find different qualities of the individual to be important,
and societies and social groups will vary widely in the way that they esteem
individual differences. In sum, besides the very general idea and process of
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finding individuals important, there are also much more specific theories of the
proper relationship between individuals and collectives (1986: 74).

Faced with this maze of cluster concepts, it is necessary to construct an analytic framework

which traces and clarifies the relationships between them. I now proceed to analyse the

term "individualism" into simpler components, in terms of which the apparent and real

tensions between them can be clearly delineated. Further elaboration of the term from a

historical perspective emerges later in this chapter and in the next.

Three Elements of Individualism: Individuality, Individuation and Self-

interested Individualism

From the preceding discussion in Chapter 2, three discrete notions of individualism began

to emerge: a) self-interested individualism, related (in its original conception) to the

atomistic view of identity; b) the social view of identity, underlying socialist, interactionist

and, as we saw, some radical liberal views; and c) ethical and epistemological

individualism, intrinsic to which is autonomy and moral capacity. In addition to these, I

have referred to the notion of universal citizenship which underlies common (and diverse)

human identity and which constitutes the justification for equal rights and regard as human

beings.

My first task in the conceptual analysis of the complex ensemble of concepts which make

up the cluster term "individualism", is to differentiate between what I will call

individuality, individuation and self-interested individualism':

My use of the concept individuality refers to our common identity as unique individual

human beings as bearers of universal human rights, which is the basis of our being equally

worthy of respect and dignity. This concept thus relates to equality - the sense in which all

human are to be regarded as the same. The concept individuation refers to the process by

which particular individual and human attributes, autonomy and moral potentialities are

progressively developed and emancipated by varying degree in time from inner and outer

obstacles and domination. The self-developmental process of individuation occurs through

the mediating categories of cultural, social and other particularities and is expressed in the

particular subjective positions and identities, significant personal choices and preferences,
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and social and cultural practices which differentiate us as diverse groups and individuals.

This concept thus relates primarily to differences between people and groups, other than

that we all share a common identity as individuating beings. The self-developmental

notion of individuation is constitutive of the meaning of the educational sphere. Finally,

the concept self-interested individualism describes both the atomistic conception of the

individual who by nature pursues self-interest, as well as the practices and socio-economic

conditions and social formations which underpin this3.

My main claim is two-fold: a) that the first two concepts (individuality and individuation)

are compatible with collectivism in that they are constitutive elements of dual social

ontology and therefore of democracy, and b) that only the third (self-interested

individualism) is conceptually antagonistic towards collectivism. To substantiate this

claim, I now turn to elaborate these three concepts in more detail.

1) Individuality: the Basisof Human Dignity and Commonality

As individual human beings, we share a common, fundamental human identity by virtue of

which we are intrinsically equally worthy of respect, of dignity and of the kinds of rights

embodied in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights of the United Nations of 1948 and

in most national constitutions, Bills of Rights and legal frameworks. This notion of

individuality (which can be conceived of synonymously with the idea of fundamental

"humanity", or "human dignity") is underpinned by strict equality which is constitutive of

the meaning of the politico-legal rights sphere. The notion carries a strong moral and

normative imperative, and is the basis of regarding all individuals alike as ends in

themselves. It is fundamentally egalitarian in nature: all individuals are equally deserving

of regard by virtue of their common human identity and it implicitly carries the demand for

universal non-discriminatory respect. This worthiness is independent of any specific

inherited or acquired attributes, talents or handicaps, of any favourable or disadvantaged

social or economic station in life and of particular cultural, religious or ethnic identity or

affiliation. This sense of "individuality" corresponds to Watt's notion of "altruistic

individualism" and also to what Lukes (1973: 43) calls the "dignity of man" - the

"ultimate moral principle of the supreme and intrinsic value, or dignity, of the individual

human being". For Lukes, this regard for individual dignity distinguishes the New from the
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Old Testament writings; it was de-emphasised in the collective social milieu of medieval

times, and resurfaced during the Renaissance, when the "idea of the individual's supreme

worth was openly proclaimed". This idea, according to Lukes, is most impressively

expressed by Kant, for whom every rational being exists as an end in itself, not merely as

an arbitrary means of instrumentally fulfilling the will of others.

The meaning which I attach to this term is governed by universal equality, the strongest

variant of the principle of identification. All differences are irrelevant in relation to

individuality. It constitutes the most fundamental level of commonality, the respect in

which all human beings are regarded as worthy of equal dignity, human rights and respect.

This concept of individuality applies equally to young children, to the terminally ill or the

poverty-stricken, and to criminals or mentally handicapped persons as much as to fully

grown and healthy adults. All such people (and all others) are, by virtue of their common

identity as unique human individualities, worthy of equal respect and dignity, irrespective

of any differentiation in terms of particular social, economic and personal strengths or

deficiencies. The moral and political consequence of this concept is that people must be

protected from circumstances that demean their human dignity. Constitutional, political

and legal rights function in this way to safeguard people's dignity and individuality. As we

have seen, there are arguments which claim that it is necessary to extend the boundaries of

the political rights beyond the politico-legal sphere and to recognise that, without enabling

conditions by which people can establish (at least minimum acceptable levels of) economic

and social wellbeing, their dignity remains an abstract and empty notion. In this view, the

privation of such enabling conditions (difficult though they may be to define) demeans

human dignity (Abercrombie, et al, 1986; Gould, 1988; Held, 1992).

2) Individuation: Progressive Self-development and the Expression of Difference

I use the second term, individuation, to express a two-fold meaning. Firstly, it refers to the

process of self-development through which individual autonomy, particular attributes,

human potential and moral capacity are progressively developed and emancipated by

degree in time from internal and external obstacles and domination. It refers secondly to

the diversity of individuals (and groups of individuals) through which the process of

individuation is mediated. This includes the range and particularities of the subjective
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positions, identities, significant choices, preferences and practices by which the process of

individuation is expressed and interactively facilitated. In its individual dimension,

individuation also includes the interior personal reflective life of the conscience. In its

collective dimension, it manifests in the diversity of particular cultural and social practices.

Individuation thus expresses our differentiated and diverse nature as individuals and

collectives in a developmental perspective. lts importance for my purposes lies in its link

to individual ethical and epistemological autonomy and moral capacity, which provides

one of the significant bridges between the individual and the collective. Our identity as

individuating beings is, alongside our individuality (as discussed above), a constitutive

component of our dual social ontology. It thus provides the conceptual link on the one

hand between difference and autonomy, and on the other, commonality. lts developmental

nature is especially relevant in the consideration of democracy, agency and autonomy, and

hence of education. As noted, self-development is constitutive of the meaning of

education, and hence, as we shall see in Chapter 7, ofthe educative notion of democracy.

Our identity as individuating beings also carnes moral import. Along with our

individuality, the common universal identity of all people as individuating beings,

constitutes the foundation of mutual moral regard and reciprocal relations. To the extent

that we are all individuating beings, we are equal. This is of special significance in respect

to relations between non-equals, which arise by definition in all spheres other than the

politico-legal, including, for example, between educators and learners.

In all other respects, individuation is a concept governed by the principle of differentiation.

This means that it refers to the basis upon which individuals and identifiable groups of

individuals are legitimately differentiated as a function of a) the differing degrees of their

autonomy, and moral and other forms of development; and b) their diverse and multiple

individuating subjectivities, identities, personalities, uniqueness, and significant self-

determinations. The degree of individuation reflects the varying stages of autonomy and

self-development attained by various individuals from the subjective and external sources

of domination and authority.
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There are three defining features of individuation: it is developmental (involving the

formation of identity), and it entails the progressive development of autonomy and of

moral capacity. These are important not only for the immediate focus of the discussion,

namely bridging the false polarisation between individualism and collectivism, but also for

defining an educational practice which accommodates these complexities. Together with

individuality, these attributes of autonomy and moral capacity constitute "democratic

agency", and possessing them constitutes a "democratic identity", or as I have expressed it,

a dual social ontology. To the extent that these attributes are developed in an individual,

that person is individuated. I now briefly discuss these three features.

Individuation as Progressive Self-Development and Identity Formation

Individuation, as I have defined it, leads to a developmental view of human nature. Identity

formation and the growth of autonomy can therefore be seen in a developmental

perspective. Individuation is a process mediated by cultural and historical context and

contingent on enabling conditions and individual capacity. It is a commonplace but

significant observation that both individual development and Western cultural history are

characterised by the progressive expansion of subjective self-consciousness, plural

differentiation and autonomy by which subjects are less bound by social convention and

political, cultural and religious authoritarianism. Abercrombie et al (1986: 36) express this

point as follows:

Over time, European societies have gradually developed a way of treating, and
thinking about, the human condition, which stresses the importance of
individuals in relation to collectivities such as the tribe, the nation, the state,
church or family. Not only is this a long-drawn-out process, with its origins at
least in the twelfth century, but it is also pervasive and covers all aspects of
human existence, from attitudes to death to the appearance of the novel form as
a distinctive literature genre, from representations of the individual in painting
and sculpture to religious experience.

Marx (quoted in Lukes, 1973: 76) expressed a similar idea in observing that "the further

we go back into history, the more the individual, and, therefore the producing individual

seems to depend on and constitute a part of a larger whole".
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The import of this commonplace observation seems, however, to have escaped the serious

concern of educational theorists until Piaget and Steiner. Accepting this developmental

view of progressive individuation has important consequences for how we regard the

relation between the individual and collective. As will be apparent in Part 2 of the thesis, it

also has profound implications for educational theory and practice and in particular how

we interpret the legitimate application of democracy in the school context.

Individuation, then, connotes the self-developmental process of identity formation - the

attainment and strengthening of particular personal attributes, progressive autonomy,

moral capacity and human potential. Self-development itself entails several significant
ideas.

Firstly, the idea of the self-developing or individuating subject, as opposed to the absolute

rational and fully autonomous Enlightenment subject, suggests that individual human

attributes are potentialities: they are not absolute and essentialist "givens" as the atomists

suggest. This is reflected in Weber's view of (what he terms) "individuality" which "is not

something individuals possess simply because they are persons, but something they

achieve as a result of an inner struggle for personal coherence and unity" (quoted in

Abercrombie et al, 1986: 20). Personality, for Weber describes a person "whose inner

being is coherent and self-consciously developed and is a condition we have to create

(against the odds) rather than a status we acquire by virtue of our membership of the

human species".

Secondly, the idea of the modem, individuating, post-Enlightenment subject implies that

self-development also involves engaging with the unconscious dimension of our

subjectivities. The insights of psychoanalysis inform us that the mind is constituted not

only by rational consciousness. It is not a single entity, but has multiple elements which

form our identities, sexuality and the structure of our desires on the basis of what Hall

(1992: 286) describes as the "psychic and symbolic processes of the unconscious, which

function according to a 'logic' very different from that of Reason".

Lacanian theories of identity formation emphasise this unconscious aspect of self-

development. Through the 'mirror' phase of development, the image of the self as 'whole'
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and unified is "something which the infant only gradually, partially, and with great

difficulty learns ... in relation to others" (Hall, 1992: 287, original emphasis). This is the

unconscious counterpart to the conscious 'looking glass' conception of the interactive self.

Self-development entails integrating the various contradictory and split elements of the self

into the image of a unified person. Identity is thus "formed through unconscious processes

over time, rather than being innate in consciousness at birth". lts unity remains something

imaginary or fantasised, and in process, with some elements, such as the feminine aspect

of the male, remaining largely unconscious and exerting an unacknowledged influence

throughout life. Instead of conceptualising identity as a completed process, therefore, it is

best regarded as the on-going process of identification (Hall, ibid.). In addition to the sense

in which this term was utilised earlier, namely establishing common identity with some

form of external cultural, national or ethnic collective, Hall's account of this

psychoanalytic perspective suggests that identity formation arises from a lack of wholeness

which is "filled from outside us, by ways in which we imagine ourselves to be seen by

others" (original emphasis). In psychoanalytic terms, the motive force for the construction

of biography in this continual search for the fullness of identity, which integrates conscious

and unconscious parts of our divided selves, is to "recapture this fantasized pleasure of

fullness" (ibid.).

The Jungian concept of individuation (from which the usage of the term in this thesis was

derived) likewise envisages the progressive integration of conscious and unconscious

elements of our inner and social lives in the self-developmental pursuit of wholistic

identity. The term "individuation" etymologically expresses the idea of indivisible

wholeness which is the (unattainable) goal of integrating these elements. Through this we

increasingly overcome the limitations of our "lower" egotistical selves - the "shadow"

aspects of our beings: deficiencies and fears often projected onto outsiders (reminiscent of

Gouldner's description of how our constructions of the views of our ideological

adversaries are distortions of our own deficiencies). Human potential is progressively

attained in becoming conscious of the "higher" self, a notion which, as we shall see in

Chapter 4, underlies Taylor's (1992) concept of the authentic self, which represents the

self-developmental stage beyond the self-interested narcissism. Further aspects of identity

formation in relation to autonomy are discussed in the next section.
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Individuation as Progressive Autonomy

I wish my life and decisions to depend on myself, not on external forces of
whatever kind. I wish to be the instrument of my own, not other men's, acts of
will. I wish to be a subject, not an object; to be moved by reasons, by
conscious purposes which are my own, not by causes which affect me, as it
were, from outside. I wish to be somebody, not nobody; a doer - deciding, not
being decided for, self-directed and not acted upon by external nature or by
other men as if I were a thing, or an animal, or a slave incapable of playing a
human role, that is, of conceiving goals and policies of my own and realising
them. This is at least part of what I mean when I say that I am rational (1973:
55).

Autonomy entails self-determination, purposeful agency and critical reflection in thinking,

judgement and actions, independent of conforming external pressures. While autonomy

does not imply the automatic rejection of cultural authority, it suggests that the acceptance

of external cultural, ethical and epistemological norms and values is the result of what

Appiah (1997) calls "reflective appropriation", rather than the uncritical obedience to

external dogma and doctrine. I have already mentioned Durkheim's similar account of

autonomy as the free and meaningful acquisition of knowledge and moral sensibility which

are the result of subjective intentionality of a conscious individual agent acting in a social

context. The notion of autonomy as internalised authority is associated with what Taylor

calls "authenticity", which I discuss in the next chapter. Similarly, Lukes defines

autonomy as "self-direction, according to which an individual's thought and action is his

own, and not determined by agencies or causes outside his control" (Lukes, 1973: 55). In
particular, an individual is autonomous (at the social level) "to the degree to which he [sic]

subjects the pressures and norms with which he is confronted to conscious and critical

evaluation, and forms intentions and reaches practical decisions as the result of interest and

rational reflection" (ibid.). The etymological connection between authenticity and authority

captures the notion of the purposive authorship of one's own life.

Autonomy is as Lukes shows, closely related to Berlin's notion of positive liberty (and by

implication, is inconsistent with negative liberty, notwithstanding its definition as a mode

of differentiation):

Autonomy and individual uniqueness are closely related notions. According to

Abercrombie et al, the central point of the doctrine of (what these authors term)
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individuality, which arises when the normative value of this inner facet of individualism is

stressed, is "the need for the expression of each person's uniqueness". This aspect is

concerned with "the interior qualities of the person, with expressivity, and subjective

conscience, and the development of sensibility, consciousness, personality and will. The

cultivation of these qualities marks one person off from the next" (1986: 78, emphasis

added, which highlights the principle of differentiation at work here). According to the

doctrine of (in their sense of the term) individuality, "society should be arranged so that

individual qualities and differences can be recognized and individual talents developed.

Self-development is a prime virtue" (ibid.).

These ideas originate in the New Testament and received apotheosis in the Protestant

Reformation". This, as Appiah (1997: 81) shows, meant that "the most consequential

questions were to be decided individually by each person, searching in his or her own heart

(so that conformity to outer forms was less critical than inner conviction)". The focus of

this doctrine of subjectivity, the significance of the autonomous and unique self and of

individual experience was a central concern of the nineteenth century among, variously, J.

S. Mill as well as the European Romantic tradition, in terms of which individuals are

fundamentally different. In this view, each person possesses unique qualities and distinct

talents given by Nature, upon which any constraining conformity is immoral. The

distinctive kernel of liberal political philosophy, argues Appiah (1997: 80), is that

"individual autonomy is at the heart of political morality". In liberal democratic theories,

differentiation constitutes the justifying principle of legitimate dissent, privacy and

pluralist diversity. In post-modem discourse this tendency is reflected in the rise and

recognition of various particularisms. These various forms of individuation can be seen to

be directly associated with the principle of differentiation. It retains democratic credibility

only if its implementation in practice and in social structures does not lead to inequalities

or the alienation and subordination of the other.

Though an expression of differentiation and independence, the process of individuation is

socially situated and is the outcome of interaction with others. Appiah's reminder that

autonomy is often mistakenly regarded as inconsistent with sociality and relation has

already been mentioned. The autonomous self "is a human self, and we are, as Aristotle

long ago insisted, creatures of the polis, social beings" (1997: 88). Taylor's (1992) view of
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identity formation is similar. We are "dialogically" constituted, in his view. It is through

the mirror of others' reflection that we discover who we are. Recognition of the other is

therefore a crucial element of the moral and dignified r~gard for other.

Autonomy and identity formation are also closely related. The clearer this interactive

recognition, reflection and critical reflexivity is, the more clairvoyant we are in the process

of identity formation about the way in which the social context shapes our identities,

values and purposes. This resonates with Durkheim's inclusive understanding of the

individual and collective and with the symbolic interactionists' conception of the

formation and modification of identity through continuous dialogue with the cultural

worlds. As Hall (1992: 276) indicates, identity, in this understanding, "bridges the gap

between the 'inside' and the 'outside' - between the personal and the public worlds". Our

simultaneous identification with outside cultural identities and the internalisation of their

meanings and values, "helps to align our subjective feelings with the objective places we

occupy in the social world" (ibid.). Identity thus "'sutures the subject into the structure".

From this it can been seen that the more conscious, critical and reflective this identification

with cultural and other identities is, the more autonomous a process it is. This process of

individual differentiation and autonomous identification represents a significant form of

linking individual and collective. As we shall see in the next section, there is also a moral

dimension to this.

The notion of autonomy is open to cultural and historical interpretation. It is not only

modem, but also as Appiah (1997: 81) states "on a world scale, decidedly controversial".

Fundamentalists, doctrinaire communists, and Catholics among others, all hold that "what

is morally required of people is given in advance - by an eternal order for the Ayatollahs

and the Curia, by the truths of Marx for the heirs of Mao Tse Tung" (ibid.). Within the

West, while individualism and differentiation appear to be culturally dominant modes,

there are strong forces of identification, as we have noted, which are ambiguously situated

within capitalism and globalisatiorr'.

As a developmental process, autonomy is inevitably a relative attribute. In the face of the

social situation of our identity formation and the conforming pressures of our surrounding

cultures, languages, discourses and peers, no one can claim absolute autonomy. Watt
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(1988: 44) points out that for these reasons it may be argued that "autonomy is necessarily

a relative concept, that a state of absolute or complete autonomy not only is in practice

unattainable, but cannot be coherently described". As we saw in Chapter 1, Durkheim

views the individual as simultaneously differentiated from the social, but a product of it.

This also implies necessary limits to difference, individuation and autonomy - a thread

which emerges later in the discussion.

Individuation as Moral Development

The third important aspect of individuation is its moral dimension. This is a centrally

important element in conceptualising the inclusive and non-polarised linkage between the

individual and collective. Establishing a coherent argument for a fundamental moral sense

is of course one of the central ongoing concerns of philosophic inquiry. Without engaging

the intricacies of the issue here, my claim is that a moral sense can be thought of as being

constitutive of the process of individuation, and hence of autonomy and self-development.

The constitutive meaning which we attach to the notion of individuation allows us to

reflexively conceptualise ourselves as moral agents with (relative) capacity. On this

foundation, we are able to fashion our attitudes to others as well as our practices, including

educational ones, accordingly as moral ones, grounded in reciprocal relationships''.

Our conception of ourselves as composite identities, simultaneously comprising

individuality (the basis of universal human commonality) and an individuating, historically

and culturally situated individual (which expresses difference in the form of multiple

socio-cultural identities), is the foundation upon which our moral regard for others can be

derived.

Central to the constitutive meaning of this moral sense is recognition and respect for the

dignity of both the individuality and individuating being of others. This arises out of the

nature of the process of identity formation, as described earlier, which depends on

supportive interaction. Denying recognition and respect, for example through dominating

and discriminating social relations, obstructs self-development and in principle destroys

the mutuality of interactive identity formation.
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Thus, the foundation of our moral regard for others is our self-conception as dual

ontological identities comprising individualities and individuating beings. This captures

our simultaneous commonality (in terms of our fundamental human identity and

citizenship) and our varied and particular cultural and other identities. Together, this

conception of our identity as the simultaneous combination of universal commonality and

particular differences allows us to create an inclusive ontology which mediates the

polarisation of these categories. Our worthiness of respect and dignity relates to both

aspects of this dual identity and they therefore carry moral import. The object of our moral

regard for others is the recognition and support of the two-fold identity of others as

individuating individualities.

The importance of this line of argument is that it places constitutive notions of identity and

their moral and developmental implications at the heart of an inclusive notion of

democracy and therefore of education.

This approach relates to Taylor's (1992) understanding of the moral foundation of what he

calls the "ethics of authenticity" and the importance of recognition in interactive identity

formation, which is discussed in more detail in the next chapter. As will be seen, in

explaining the ambiguity of individualism, Taylor explains the prominence of self-interest

in contemporary culture as a distortion of the ideal of authenticity.

The argument also follows closely that of Mason (1996, 1997) who establishes the

justificatory ground for a foundational, non-relativist moral theory which accommodates

respect for difference. Mason argues that some readings of post-modernism have

associated the "collapse of foundational ethical metanarratives and the celebration of

difference with moral relativism" (Mason, 1997: 5). This implies the "demise of moral

duty". Drawing from Bauman, Mason offers an intuitionist account of moral capacity. For

Bauman, the demise of foundational ethical metanarratives means that our only moral

source is our conscience. This intuitionist approach assumes a morality without an ethical

code. Humans are defined by their moral capacity, which lies intuitively in all of us and

not in an external ethical code. This capacity is pre-rational and therefore non-

instrumental. However, our moral capacity is ambivalent with regard to its realisation, as

humans are neither essentially good nor bad. Thus universal ethical codes, which seek to

https://etd.uwc.ac.za/



98 Chapter 3

accommodate this ambivalence, are impossible and result in displacing autonomy with

heteronomy. Ethical universalism is threatened by moral autonomy. However, Bauman's

autonomous and intuitive 'uncodified' moral condition is not necessarily relativist.

From this, Mason argues that intuitively trusting our conscience implies respect for

ourselves as a source of moral judgements. If this value is shared, a moral community is

possible. Thus, "from a moral intuitionist position, we can develop the moral principle that

we respect ourselves and each other as human beings" (Mason, 1997: 6). From this

universal and foundational principle of mutual respect for the dignity of being, a second

principle can be derived which entails willingness to take responsibility for the

consequences of our moral actions and choices. These two principles constitute what

Mason calls "the ethics of integrity". To act with moral integrity "is to be mutually

respectful and morally responsible".

Mason identifies his notion of the "ethics of integrity" as a dialectical tension between the

commitment to a foundational principle and the face-to-face demands of a particular

situation, that is, "between moral action as motivated by foundational principles and by

face-to-face situation-specific responsibility and solidarity". Foundationalism risks

blindness to difference; relativist post-modem ethics risks a-politicism. This tension thus

reflects the broader tensions between universality and community, and objectivity and

solidarity. Regarding the latter, Mason draws from Rorty's discussion as follows:

Dynamically within this tension are discursive moral principles, moral
obligations that are wrought simultaneously by the bipolar demands of a
foundational respect for the dignity of being (associated with Rorty's objective
pole) on the one hand, and by the demand that we take responsibility for our
moral decisions by virtue of a Levinasion face-to-face solidarity (associated
with Rorty's pole of solidarity) on the other. Ever situated within this dialectic,
such discursive moral principles acknowledge the tension between universality
and community, and objectivity and solidarity (Mason, 1997: 7).

By the assertion of mutual respect and through its dialectal nature, this view implies

tolerance of diversity and of cultural perspectives on morality.

Mason's argument thus provides a foundational basis for the respect for others' dignity and

difference, which corresponds exactly to the two constitutive categories of identity I have
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mentioned, namely individuality (which implies respect for dignity as a universal

principle) and individuation (which implies recognition and respect for difference). The

shape of the two arguments is similar. Self-conception of our capacities as moral agents

allows us to develop the principles of respect for the universal dignity and particular

difference in others.

The basis for this, in my argument, is that these two aspects of our being are

simultaneously constitutive of dual social ontology. The argument does not proceed from

an empirical is to a moral ought. Instead, it postulates moral capacity as a contingent

potentiality. If accommodated as part of the constitutive understanding of what it means to

be human, and if this becomes grounded in the shared meanings of a community, then

relations within the community can become morally guided by the principles of respect for

dignity and difference.

It is important to note that this argument does not help us adjudicate between conflicting

moral views - the kinds of dilemmas which Mason indicates face teachers in the

multicultural climate of South African classrooms. However, as Mason suggests, it does

establish the principles of respect for others and responsibility for our actions, and for

"other values which follow directly from these principles, such as honesty and fairness in

all classroom relationships" (1997: 8). Thus, any action which impairs dignity or is

morally irresponsible can be challenged in terms of these principles.

The tension between autonomy and heteronomous foundationalism is too broad to span,

with the result that resolving moral conflicts is impossible. However, in this thesis, I go

one step further in determining criteria for the justification of the assertion of difference or

equality, which - as has been argued throughout - underlies much of the contestation

around fundamental democratic concerns. This lies firstly in the judgement of whether the

assertion of difference or equality is consistent with the constitutive meaning of the social

sphere concerned and secondly, whether asserting difference furthers the process of

individuation, that is, whether it is in the developmental and emancipatory interests of

society or those who are differentiated, or whether it leads to subordination.
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Historically, the moral dimension of individual self-development, as Lukes shows, is

closely associated with the later German Romantic tradition, in which it was developed

into a theory of organic community where individuality shifted its reference from

individual persons to supra-personal forces. The earlier form of German Romanticism was

expressly individualistic and anti-social in that individual emancipation could be realised

only in isolation from the constrictions of convention. This point is elaborated in the

following chapter. In the later Romantic tradition, the attainment of collective goals

represents fulfilment of individual powers. These threads can be seen running though

thinkers as diverse as Jung, Marx and Steiner, all of whom were influenced by the later

German Romantic tradition7
• Steiner (1985), for instance, based his educational ideas on

the idea that developing autonomous consciousness is necessarily a differentiating

phenomenon; developing moral imagination allows the conscious and autonomous

identification with social collectives.

Likewise, the Romantic idea of moral and wholistic individuality underpins the ethical

basis of Marxism. As Lukes (1973: 70) describes, the human being according to Marx has

... a wide range of creative potentialities whose "own self-realization exists as
a inner necessity, a need". In the truly human society of communism there will
be "a new manifestation of human powers and a new enrichment of the human
being" when "man appropriates his manifold being in an all-inclusive way, and
thus is a whole man".

Lukes shows that Marx's conception of self-development is

... essentially communal: "Only in community with others has each individual
the means of cultivating his gifts in all directions"; "the individuals obtain their
freedom in and through their association". Communism is a form of social
organisation which transcends that of "personal independence based on
dependence on things" and makes possible "Free individuality, based on the
universal development of individuals and on their joint mastery over their
communal, social productive powers and wealth ... (ibid.)."

Moral self-development, that is, the convergence of individual and collective purpose,

values and interests can be expressed in the notion of fraternity. In moral terms, fraternity

can be pictured as the mediating principle between individualism and collectivism, by

which individual and collective purposes are freely and autonomously identified.
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Fraternity expresses the attitude of social solidarity and the construction of meaning by

which the fulfilment of collective purpose is seen as congruent with the accomplishment of

individual purpose. Insofar as it is developmental, that is, not an essential given, but the

outcome of self-development in the social context, it comprises an aspect of individuation.

Autonomous moral agency in the conditions of late-modernity can thus be defined as the

faculty to choose what is necessarily and intuitively right with regard to social concerns.

This resonates with the arguments advanced by Mason discussed earlier. Along with the

constitutive elements of liberty and equality, the moral sense of fraternity completes the

democratic triad, and represents the inclusive notion of democracy which lies at the centre

of my argument.

The notion of subjective self-development underlies numerous other approaches. It is, as

already mentioned, a component of the early Marx's emancipatory/humanist stream

(Sherover-Marcuse, 1986) and is central to educational theory, which is discussed later.

In summary: Individuation signifies two related aspects of individualism which are

associated with difference: firstly, the progressive development of autonomy and moral

capacity which is self-developmental and which involves the formation of identity; and

secondly, the expression of this process through individual and collective diversity and

difference. Autonomy and moral capacity are thus constitutive of the meaning of the self-

developmental process of individuation. The foundation for our moral regard for others

lies in the intuition of our own, and therefore or others', moral capacity and in applying

this in the form of reciprocal relations. I now tum to the third of the three elements of

individualism, namely, self-interested individualism.

3) Self-interested Individualism

The third category of individualism, which I refer to as "self-interested individualism" is

associated with the atomist views of human nature and with instrumental communities.

This represents the socially divisive, competitive and inequitable attitudes and practices

commonly associated with the supportive structural conditions of capitalism, the market

and unregulated accumulation.

https://etd.uwc.ac.za/



102 Chapter 3

The elaborate individualistic tradition of underlying atomistic assumptions IS best

exemplified in the work of Adam Smith, who laid the political economic foundations for

the doctrine of self-interested individualism. As Watt (1989: 14) suggests,

Adam Smith's The Wealth of Nations ... is concerned to describe the conditions
for a way of life which will be, not godly, or morally upright, or just, but
simply materially prosperous. Increasing the total wealth of a society is taken
as the ultimate goal of the argument, without qualifications concerning whether
the wealth is justly distributed, whether it is earned and spent in morally
acceptable ways, whether increased wealth leads to moral religious
improvement or decline, and so on. In short it is written from a secular,
materialistic and amoral point of view ... which is entirely familiar to a reader
of the 20th century.

According to Watt, the essence of Smith's views is that the wealth of a nation is best

served by minimal government intervention in the economic sphere, "leaving it as an

unregulated area of freedom, to be exploited by individual initiative and controlled by the

competitive environment of a free market" (ibid.). Smith's formulation has become the

foundation of the eighteenth century liberal conventions and has been enjoying a revival

amongst the new right since the 1980s. Watt claims that two basic assumptions

underpinning Smith's worldview focus on individual psychology and the "natural"

operation of the economy.

The first is that people are naturally motivated by egotistical desires - by self-
love ... rather than the altruistic concern for other individuals, or a more
general commitment to a common good. The second is that there is a natural
harmony involving all these self-interested individuals in a society, because
each serves his or her best interests most effectively by supplying, for money
or barter, goods or services which others want. The common good is best
served when nobody is concerned about it, but each individual looks after his
or her own advantage ... Self-seeking is thus represented, not only as a natural
human tendency, but as a social virtue rather than as a social fault (1989: 15).

Watt explains that for Smith, the "natural effort of every individual to better his own

condition ... is so powerful a principle, that it is alone ... capable of carrying society to

wealth and prosperity" (ibid.).

Two corollaries follow from this view. The first is that anyone failing to achieve prosperity

is to be regarded as a burden to society in not contributing to the general good. Secondly,

https://etd.uwc.ac.za/



The Nature of Individualism 103

Robinson Crusoe is the archetype of the value of activity and the importance of
being able to control nature. He is devastatingly single-minded in the
improvement of his island, in the bending of the environment to his will and,
incidentally, to his advantage. This impulse to activity is seen, indeed is
accentuated, in the quality of restlessness and in the pursuit of novelty that so
many commentators have detected in the culture of capitalism.

non-achievement is consequent upon personal deficiency, and not structural inequalities.

The capitalist market society assumes the fairness of competitive individual initiative

which, on the basis of putative equal opportunity, accounts for personal success or failure

measured in terms of material attainment. Taken to its extreme, this attitude leads to the

suspicion that welfare encourages idleness. Charity consequently becomes, as Watt (1989:

16) argues "if not exactly a weakness, at least a tendency to be kept strictly in check

[whose] place at the head of the social virtues was taken by diligence and independence".

Following the same logic, the heavy taxation of the rich to benefit the poor is detrimental

to the collective good as it discourages productivity and blunts the motive force of human

endeavour: self-interested individual ambition. Smith's formulations undoubtedly reflected

the interests of the mercantile class in Britain who were trading profitably and

accumulating huge amounts of capital. According to strict laissez-faire liberalism, tax and

welfare obligations are unnecessary obstacles in the path of capital accumulation. This

crystallises the polarity between individual and collective which underlies this conception

of the self and the practices which underpin it.

The culture of self-interested individualism has become personified in the ideal of the

rugged, restlessly active, self-reliant and single-minded individual. This persona has

become a central feature on the landscape of Western, and especially North American

culture - despite the shift towards the interactionist sociological conception of the self and

new forms of late-modem collectivities. As Abercrombie et al (1986: 81) show,

This definitive restless activity is not "random or irrational in the way of some of the

Romantic proponents of individuality" (ibid.). On the contrary, "individualism advocates

rationality in activity in the world". The active individual is perceived to be driven by an

inner drive of energy motivated to transform nature through work, an enterprise

perpetually threatened by the inherent obstacles in society and the state. This energy is

characteristically termed "achievement motivation", high levels of which are culturally
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endorsed, along with the assumed values of competition, self-actualisation and freedom of

opportunity to transcend social barriers, such as inherited social status, in attaining success.

Part of the ideological attraction of self-interested individualism is the promise of

autonomy, choice and self-determination, which is perceived as the reward of individual

energy and enterprise. For most people this is an elusive, illusory ideal and is commonly

expressed in a material form. Through the buying power of money, we can purchase status,

a "free" lifestyle of leisure, mobility and material goods. This sense of individualism is a

cultural and economic artefact which reached its apogee in post-war American culture.

Like all cultures and subcultures, self-interested individualism has its own self-defining

and self-perpetuating values, language, images and idols. The media, entertainment and

advertising industries have systematically harnessed the cultural power of the

individualistic ideal in order to capitalise on the vast need for commodities perceived to be

necessary for its attainment. The myth of individual success assumes a material basis for

fulfilment, and is fundamentally opposed to any form of collective notion of freedom and

fulfilment. The ideal is vicariously experienced through identification with media figures

and a global consumer identity. Ideal attributes (such as physical beauty, youthfulness,

wealth and status), are of course largely unattainable in real life, except to the privileged

few. Paradoxically however, these universalised images contradict individuality by

reducing the importance and comparative value of individual particularities. Consumerism

departicularises the individual in spite of the attempt to portray products as personally

customised. I return to this idea shortly during the course of the discussion on

individualism and capitalism.

As noted, Hebdige (quoted in Thompson, 1992: 240) shows how consumer identities and

lifestyles constitute social categories which form parallel dimensions of social

identification and stratification. These new collectivities - based on the myth of individual

archetypes - are no less real than class and other constructions of identity. Marketing has

provided "the dominant and most pervasive classifications of 'social types' in the 1980s

(the yuppie is the most obvious example)" which we use "as a kind of social shorthand

even if we are reluctant to find ourselves reflected in them" (ibid.). These are identified in

the prototypical style of 'psychographies' - "forms of research which don't present

https://etd.uwc.ac.za/



The Nature of Individualism 105

descriptions of living, breathing individuals so much as hypothetical 'analogues' of

'aspirational clusters"'. This "social map of desire" cuts across old social-sexual polarities

and is designed to be transnational and transcultural. However reprehensible these forms of

knowledge might be to some, amidst poverty and other problems, "the fact is that they do

actively create and sustain our version of the social" (ibid.).

Central to all these contemporary media and commercially driven identity formations is the

image and the ideal of the self-interested individual. Despite the intricate instrumental

collectives involved, the motor force and the normative value of the culture is centred

around the individual and self-interest. This is sustained by the (particularly North

American) stereo-type of the charismatic, acquisitive self-determining achiever as the

dominant role model.

These issues are important for education, as they provide indications of the rapidly shifting

dominant discourses in the west as part of globalisation. They thus reflect the prevailing

social values and ethos, and also identify where efforts should be directed in the pursuit of

creating critical curricula and mobile autonomous thinking in the face of complex new

forms of commercially-driven identity formation and politics. Regarding the latter, Held

(1991) indicates that there is a cosmopolitan dimension to democracy in terms of which we

are all global citizens. However buried we might be in our local context, we remain subject

to global relations of domination. Our critical reflection of this, supported by common

alliances, is a first step in challenging the global neo-liberal consensus and its globalising

media and commercial representations. For this reason, these considerations should be part

of the curriculum.

So far in this chapter, I have discussed the tendency towards false polarisation and then set

out the nature of individualism in terms of the three key concepts of individuality,

individuation and self-interested individualism. With this outline in place, I now turn to

two further accounts of individualism: the functional relationship between individualism

and capitalism and the relationship between personhood and citizenship.
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Individualism and Capitalism

The role of business in fostering the culture of self-interested individualism raises the

complex relationship between individualism and capitalism - notions which are often

uncritically conflated. Abercrombie, et al (1986), however, refute the "pervasive, powerful

and persistent" assertion that individualism and capitalism are conceptually related. This

account shows that individualism is a complex socially constructed concept and further

that co-operative and collective styles of capitalism provide another instance which

reverses common assumptions about the incompatibility of individualism and collectivism.

The term 'individualism' in the authors' view, has not been adequately scrutinised, and

"has largely been taken for granted as something whose meaning is both commonplace and

common sense" (Abercrombie et al, 1986: 1). Instead, as noted above, it is a cluster term,

whose current usage refers to "several quite different things". Accordingly, the authors

submit the terms "individualism" and "capitalism" to rigorous historical and conceptual

analysis, the outcome of which is that, in their view, there is no necessary link between

them.

The authors seek to clarify a number of seemingly anomalous features of the relationship

between individualism and capitalism, focusing on the tension between inward and

outward forms of individualism, namely their definition of 'individualism' and

'individuality'. They thus distinguish several usages of the term 'individualism'. Firstly,

'individualism' signifies the "social recognition that individuals differ among themselves

and that individuals should be given importance as against collectivities", which for the

authors is the "simplest and least developed social conception of the individual" (ibid.). A

more elaborated cultural conception is the 'Discovery of the Individual'. 'Individualism' is

the mainly political and secondarily economic doctrine "relating to the rights and

obligations of persons that was associated with the English political theory of the

seventeenth century, which later heavily influenced British and American culture"

(Abercrombie et al, 1986: 2). The term, 'individuality' on the other hand, as noted

previously, refers to "the education of inner feeling and subjectivity". By contrast, the term

"individuation" as used by the authors, relates to the "bureaucratic procedure that uniquely

identifies individuals for the purpose of social administration and control".
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Influenced by Christianity, individualism has a long history in the West and emerged as an

"elaborate and coherent theoretical discourse" in the seventeenth century as a "secular

view of the political and economic rights of the propertied" (Abercrombie et al, 1986: 88).

It was associated with the philosophical and normative revolution that occurred in

seventeenth century England, and marked the definitive boundary between individualism

and the preceding collectivism. At this time, "the notion of individual rights was developed

as a systematic alternative to political obligation found in scriptural prescriptions and the

natural law of hierarchy and to social obligations deriving from an organic collective

Christian tradition" (ibid.).

The primacy of rights, which "ascribes rights to people and denies the centrality of the

principle of belonging", forms the essence of this new discourse. Consequently, the

individual assumes ontological and normative priority, as "social and political obligations,

indeed the very existence of social and political communities, are secondary and

derivative, because they are conditional on an individual's consent or because they

promote individual interest. This individualistic social theory formed the intellectual

foundations of later American and British liberal theory, and "indeed of the whole genus of

modem atomistic conceptions of society" (ibid.).

Accordingly, this new discourse - in accelerating what the authors term "the long-run

discovery of the individual" - represented a major shift from the predominant collectivism

of the medieval world-view, in which the individual seen as "subordinate in hierarchical

relationships of political and religious authority and as inferior to and dependent on an

organic social community" (ibid.). In Medieval culture, the individual was not perceived to

be capable of autonomous action, still less possessing rights as an independent social agent

- indeed, it may be added, this would have been construed as heretical.

The progressive development of the doctrine of individualism through the post-

Renaissance period is far too complex to chronicle here beyond a broad outline. Among

the precursors and signifiers of the new developing discourse were: the thirteenth century

'common law' which "embodied principles of consent, reciprocity and rights"; the first

signs of civic humanism in Italy; the association of the moral worth of the individual with

an Aristotelian notion of citizenship, construed as active participation on public affairs;
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independence; the political opposition to the monarchical principle; growing economic

individualism, that is, the concept of the individual as the sole proprietor of his or her own

capacities, embodied in Macpherson's term "possessive individualism", which derives

from the market analogy of society and social relations, human beings as free agents, and

the private ownership of property, labour and capital.

From this brief historical outline, the contrast between the emerging conceptualisation of

the individual as the autonomous bearer of rights and the prior hierarchical and

authoritarian forms of collectivism is clearly evident.

The authors' main intention is to assert that, given these historical links, the relationship

between individualism and capitalism is not a necessary but a functional one. A pervasive

commonly held view is that individualism stands in a determinant relationship to

capitalism, that is, that the values of the individualistic doctrine fostered the capitalist

mode of production. This view holds, in other words, that there are "fixed relationships

between sets of beliefs and modes of production" (Abercrombie et aI, 1986: 37). By

contrast, the authors argue that individualism is the "outcome of a whole series of

idiosyncratic and accidental features of Western culture" (ibid.). The discourses of both

individualism and capitalism were coincidentally dominant and therefore formed a

functional relationship. Accordingly there is no necessary relationship or elective affinity

between them.

This functional relationship is constituted firstly by the fact that, in the context of

individualism as a dominant discourse, capitalism assumes a specifically individualistic

form, and secondly, in that the dominance of capitalism "in tum promotes the continued

significance of individualism". Capitalism can clearly take different forms, for example

non-individualistic one in Japan and a more (instrumentally and sectionally) collective

form in later western capitalism.

According to the authors, Japanese late capitalism can be characterised as nationalistic,

paternalistic, anti-individualistic, thus embodying collectivism. This empirical evidence

forms a powerful argument against the uncritical association of individualism and

capitalism. To this it can be added that these highly co-operative forms of mutual self-
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interest which underlie this collective model of capitalism are characterised by

interdependence and reciprocity rather than the strict competitiveness of the Western

model". This vastly different manifestation of capitalism is rooted in the different lines of

Japanese industrialisation development, characterised by a centrally administered

approach, motivated as much by nationalism (and, at times, militarism) as profits, and by

consultation between bureaucrats, financiers and industrialists to establish national

priorities. National economic interest comes before private interests, and is defined by

government. Individual companies jointly form a 'national team', which competes with

other nations as a united body. This nationalistic manifestation of collectivism outweighs

the individual pursuit of private interests.

Distinguishing features of the anti-individualistic, collectivist character of Japanese

capitalism include its welfare corporatism; business practice based on group identity;

consultative decision-making; collective (rather than individual) responsibility; trading

relations between firms based on the moderation of individual self-interest by goodwill or

'give-and-take' within a framework of long-term relations, where the relation is valued as

an end in itself as well as a means of promoting private ends.

These features have been shaped by the collectivism and anti-individualism inherent in the

Confucian ethic, in which group life is sacred and the meaning of social life lies in the

development of relationships founded on trust, loyalty, the service of others, and a

benevolence which views human nature as naturally good. The moral individual is one

who develops as the social person, as opposed to the Christian notion of individual

salvation in another world.

Japanese values, in combination with conducive structural realities" therefore helped to

shape its distinctive form of modern capitalism. The Japanese case study reflects a

culturally, socially and economically grounded collective alternative to Western self-

interested individualismlO. According to the authors, the collective form of Japanese

capitalism indicates that individualism does therefore not have "causal priority in the

genesis of capitalism". Instead, it "helps to determine the form that capitalism will take"

(Abercrombie et al, 1986: 120, original emphasis).
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Indeed, in contemporary times, the functional relationship no longer persists; individualism

and capitalism no longer reinforce each other. With the transformation of individualistic

capitalism into more complex collective forms, individualism has become dysfunctional

for capitalism. The stereotypical American image of the individualistic, "macho" decision-

making style of management is entirely inappropriate to the corporate form of collective

capitalism. This is because of the inconsistency between the increasingly collectivist form

of corporate capitalism and individualistic management attitudes and policies.

From this it can be seen that there is no straightforward relationship between individualism

and capitalism, and that, by contrast, the culture of self-interested individualism can be

construed as somewhat inconsistent with the demands of growing interdependence in

global and corporate capitalism. While this might simply suggest more complex

instrumental economic communities serving competitive self-interest, the Japanese case

shows that the shared collective values underlying corporate relations constitute more of a

sentimental than an instrumental community, in Sandel's terms (1982). From this account

we can conclude that not only is the relationship between (self-interested) individualism

and late capitalism counterintuitively functional (rather than causal) and has even become

dysfunctional, but also that non-instrumental collectivism appears to facilitate a successful

alternative model. This provides yet another example of the way in which individualism

and collectivism are not as antagonistic as might be expected. This has educational

implications. Underlying conceptions and dominant assumptions about the nature of the

relationship between individualism and collectivism and their role in the economy

necessarily shape educational theory and practice. Accordingly, educating for a collective

mode of capitalism would differ fundamentally from prevailing western curriculum

models.

I now tum to Turner's account of personhood and citizenship in the next section which

provides an illuminating perspective of the particular and universal dimension of the

tension between individualism and collectivism.
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Personhood and Citizenship

Earlier, I defined three elements of individualism, namely, individuality, individuation and

self-interest. The importance of Turner's analysis for my purposes is that he identifies and

analyses the tension between the former two aspects of individualism in terms of the

notions of citizenship and personhood.

Turner's (1986) account of individualism is one of the major theoretical treatments of the

issue in the literature. His informative outline of the emerging tensions between particular

personhood and universal citizenship against the backdrop of capitalism political-economy

provides historical and conceptual substantiation to my corresponding notions of

individuation and individuality respectively. The purpose of focusing on Turner's analysis

is to show that the tension between these two elements of individualism - the particular

and the universal - are constitutive of an inclusive ontological concept and can thus be

mediated. Turner's account is therefore important in relation to the seminal theme of dual

social ontology in this thesis.

Turner situates this tension in the broader frame of a sociological understanding of the self

which, he contends, cannot be abstracted from the specific historical and political context.

Interestingly for my purposes, the nature of sociological inquiry is defined by Turner as

"the relationship between three dichotomies: nature/culture, individual/society, and

mind/body" I I. He argues that "social ontology cannot be discussed without a political

sociology of capitalist development", and that "the category of the self and the person is in

the process of rapid transformation under the impact of the expansion of the category of

citizenship within modem capitalist societies".

Turner offers an insightful account of the historical emergence of the notions of

personhood and citizenship. The origin of the autonomous, conscious and conscience-ruled

individual, according to Turner, is to be found in the "historical forces which lie at the

dawn of western civilisation", particularly Hellenised Christianity - the merger of Roman

jurisprudence with Christian ethical theory. Following Mauss, Turner describes the

emergence of the notion ofpersona in the ritualised masks of Etruria "where possession of

collective masks by a clan bestowed rights and obligations on the collective". This
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collective persona was "eventually transferred to citizens and was consequently denied to

slaves, who, because they did not own their bodies, were excluded from personality".

Under the influence of Christianity, the Stoic notion of a "moral person" was established,

in which persons were essentially souls. Cassiodorus's definition is the foundation for the

modem concept of personhood: persona substantia rationalis individua - the person is an

indivisible, rational, individual substance.

The feudal notion of the self was "embedded in the symbols of office". Personhood and

honour were lodged in a man's shield and other heraldic symbols which signified status,

rank and rights based on personhood 12. In this society, "the moral worth of a person was

covered by the notion of 'honour' which was institutionalised in particular social roles.

The self was entirely incorporated in the ritualised role".

The modem sense of selfhood emerged "directly out the Protestant emphasis on the

individual liberty of interior consciousness which liberated the isolated individual from the

confines of the confessional". With this, "there arose the notion that the person equals the

self, and the self equals consciousness". This provided the foundation for philosophic

development from Kant to Fichte, "in which the self became the basic category of

consciousness", to the modem world where "everybody has an ego and every ego is a

consciousness". Both Marx and Weber recognised the fact that Protestant individualism

constituted a suitable atomistic ideology for the emergence of a capitalist culture.

The expansion of urban industrial wealth shifted the "hierarchical notion of honour based

on inheritance to the idea of the gentleman who is produced by education rather than

blood". The latter was a product of the urban, commercial, non-military environment

"whose status was in principle achieved not ascribed". This new status was in practice still

signified by styles in dress, speech, manners and breeding but these symbols were no

longer exclusive legally-backed rights.

The extension of the franchise, the ethic of merit and the existence of mass markets aided

"the decline of the ascriptive signs of personal worth". The modem self is therefore

"ongoingly constructed in face-to-face interactions". This has led to the situation in which

the "self and the presentation of self have become dependent on the performance of style
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rather than on fixed symbols of hierarchical status". Modern sociology has encapsulated

this new performing personality type in the image of "the looking-glass self', which exists

only by virtue of the perception of others and by which self and appearance merge. This is

the "narcissistic personality" - the new presentational persona, occupying the competitive

arena of urban space. Pushing Turner's apt extended dramaturgical metaphor one step

further, we can imagine the late-modern self as the wearer of the different multiple masks

of the divided self - the modern fragmented equivalent of ancient collective rituals and

symbols.

With this background in place, Turner notes that two related sets of tensions emerge within

the development of the individualistic modern self, which must be analysed in relation to

the notions of personality, identity and identification.

Firstly, within classical sociology, Turner explains, "there is the common argument that

industrial capitalism initially creates the 'individual' and subsequently demolishes

individual autonomy through various forms of social regulation". Individualism appears to

be a consequence of the growing division of labour in which specialisation transforms the

social bonds of a society. On the other hand, however, the "growing technical division of

labour within the factory undermines the individuality of the worker by subordinating them

to detailed control". Turner (1986: 10-11) describes this tension as follows:

On the one hand, there is the widespread belief that individualism is the
dominant ideology of capitalist society, an ideology which works in
conjunction with consumerism. On the other hand, that capitalist society is an
administered regime, whose bureaucratic form and dominance are
incompatible with the survival of the individual. Capitalism appears to produce
'the individual' as a fiction of exchange relations, a fiction which is inscribed
in legal thought ... but in practice the bureaucratic nature of production appears
to demolish the individual who becomes in Weber's words, a mere cog in the
machine. In this case, the ideology of individualism has no grounding in the
'lived experience' of human beings, since the individual is erased by
capitalism.

The second tension is that the modern self has become "more abstract by becoming more

universal". In his view, "individuals become less particular because citizenship becomes

more general and the paradox is that citizenship undermines individualism because to be

https://etd.uwc.ac.za/



114 Chapter 3

an individual is to be a particular individual". This tension IS expressed In the two

contrasting notions of personhood and citizenship.

Philosophically, individual personhood is "a being with a body, consciousness, continuity,

commitment and responsibility" and a publicly recognisable autobiography':'.

Consequently, personhood, social identity and public recognition are closely associated.

Central to this is the particularity of personal embodiment. Difference, in other words, is

what characterises personhood.

By contrast, the juridical personality is a modem social construction which is defined in

terms of rights and responsibilities. The crucial characteristic of modem law in capitalist

society is "universalism, at least at a formal and abstract level". This emerges from the

tendency in capitalism to break:the particularities of hierarchical society and has created

one global economy and a universal working class. This universalism is in direct

contradiction with the class inequality perpetuated by capitalism. The possession of formal

citizenship rights does not of course guarantee real liberties, rights and opportunities. "To

argue," says Turner, "that citizenship becomes universal is not to deny the continuity of

inequality in the market place or to ignore the presence of sexism, ageism, or racism".

Turner contends, however, that "without some notions of universalist criteria it would not

be possible to identify inequalities". Therefore, argues Turner, the more universalised the

notion of the self is, the less particular it is. For this reason the modem individual is under

attack.

The notion of the "abstract citizen" has contributed to the process of universalisation.

Citizenship, in its three dimensions - civil (individual freedom and freedom of speech),

political (the exercise of power) and social (the right to economic welfare and social

security) - has historically been extended progressively to include firstly all working

males, then women, then children, the latter as bearers of social rights. During the

extension of these various rights, the particularities of personhood - those aspects of social

identity, namely class, race, gender, and age - became, with respect to relevant civil,

political and social rights, redundant categories. The implication, according to Turner, is

that "particularistic criteria [of political rights and legal status] ... are seen to be
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progressively irrelevant and inconsequential with respect to universalistic norms of

citizenship".

Turner distinguishes three terms: individualism, individuality, and individuation, (to which

he assigns different meanings to mine). He associates "individualism" with the doctrine of

individual rights, first fully articulated by Locke and others at the end of the seventeenth

century. (This corresponds to my notion of "individuality"). Individuals were connected

with society through a social (not natural) contract which involved the network of rights

and duties seen to be essential to bourgeois civil society. Defined thus as a doctrine of

rights, individualism is distinct from the subjectivity of the individual or the "cultivation of

the interior life". However, the economic expression of this form of individualism in the

private ownership of property, management and investment represents an increasing

contradiction. It forms the oppositional base for the working and middle classes and

minorities who strengthen their struggle for improved social conditions by the appeal to

civil rights.

Turner uses the term "individuality" to denote the "romantic theory of the interior and

private nature of personal life". (This is equivalent to those aspects of my notion of

"individuation" which relate to autonomy). This emphasises "personal development in

opposition to convention," and, influenced by Nietzsche, challenges traditional moralities

and middle-class hypocrisy as part of the oppositional culture of the literary elites whose

critiques of modem culture and mass vulgarity challenged the "perceived threat of mass

literacy, standardisation and commercialisation".

By contrast, the term "individuation" signifies for Turner the "bureaucratic practices and

disciplines which individuate citizens for purposes of exact taxation, social regimentation

and political surveillance". This is associated with the theme of Foucault's Discipline and

Punishment and with Weber's account of rational bureaucracy. The paradox of

individuation is, according to Turner, that "in making people different and separate, it also

makes them more subject to control and regulation". Individuation is a necessary

consequence of treating individuals as equals, a requirement of providing social rights -

the bureaucratic basis for assuring "minimal levels of social equality and justice in terms of

health, welfare and education,,14.
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Turner argues that the expansion of universalistic citizenship necessitates the expansion of

bureaucratic individuation. Hence "both universalism and individuation undermine the

relevance of particularistic features of individuals". This expresses the incompatibility of

competitive capitalism and citizenship. The former creates individualism "as the

ideological legitimation of private property", but in order to provide services on a universal

basis, it intervenes in the economy and produces "universalistic norms of social

entitlement". Ontologically this means that behind personal particularities there is no

personhood, since personhood cannot be abstracted from the particularities which define it

in the public space. Thus the attack on the particular individual is the direct result of both

the "expansion of the nation-state whose subjects are universal citizens and the

expansionary thrust of exchange relations which are uninterested in and disinterested by

particular persons".

According to Turner, then, the departicularisation of the individual anses from the

combined effects of three linked processes, namely, the abstract universal notion of

citizenship, bureaucratic individuation, and the depersonalised capitalist relations of

production. In these terms, Turner captures the tension between the particular and the

universal, which can be seen to be an aspect of the tension between what I have called the

principles of differentiation and identification.

The purpose of this excursion into Turner's analysis is firstly to highlight the concept of

the individual as a complex, dynamic, ambiguous social construction, subject to

ideological divergence and historical transformation. Secondly, I want to show that the

tension he poses between universal and particular aspects of individualism can be mediated

by viewing identity in the inclusive framework of a dual social ontology, thus throwing

further light on this issue, which forms a central theme of this thesis.

In terms of Turner's outline, what I have termed the individuality of each person is that

aspect of identity which relates to citizenship - the notion of the universalised, abstract,

juridical bearer of rights. Likewise, the particularities by which his notion of personhood

are characterised and recognised are a reflection of what I called individuation. My

contention is that both individuality (which expresses commonality) and individuation

(which expresses difference) should be seen as complementary aspects of composite
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modern identity, captured in the notion of a dual social ontology. The basis of the

distinction between these aspects of identity, and hence the basis of mediating the

conceptual tension between them, lies in the notion of the different spheres of social

relations. My assertion is that the constitutive meaning of these spheres provides the

criterion for judging whether particular difference or universal commonality is legitimate.

Difference is thus irrelevant in the formal rights sphere which relates to our identity as

common citizens. By contrast, universalist equality is meaningless (and potentially

discriminatory) in relation to the particularities and differences which comprise our

identities as persons in the cultural and social spheres. Seen in this light within an inclusive

notion of dual social ontology, there should be no conceptual tension between personhood

and citizenship.

However, in opposition to this view it could be argued that the tension posed by Turner

between personhood and citizenship can be seen both on the conceptual and the empirical

level. Accordingly, the objection to my argument may be raised that an inclusive

conceptual framework remains abstracted from the empirical and substantive realities in

which the tension between the particular and the universal is very much alive. As a result,

particular individuals suffer the deleterious effects of these universalising influences and

the structural realities and dominating power-political dynamics which uphold them15
.

Conceptual frameworks, in this view, have no effect on these levels.

My contention is that the utility of an inclusive conceptual framework lies in its provision

of a justificatory basis for these substantive struggles, in much the same way in which

Turner argues that the criteria of universalist rights are necessary to identify inequalities

and thus form the oppositional base for the struggles of subordinated classes and minorities

for improved conditions. All practices and power relations are in part the reflection of

discourses and understandings. Changing material conditions also involves changing the

ideological framework and discourses which frame them.

Seen in these terms, the thrust of Turner's argument is closely linked to what Watt termed

the "paradox of individualism", that is, the contradiction between formal equal

universalistic rights which recognise the dignity of the abstract individual, and particular

social, cultural and economic practices which reproduce alienating conditions, social
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stratification and inequalities. The detrimental effects of the three sources of the attack on

the particular individual identified by Turner, namely, alienating capitalist practices, (in his

terms) individuating bureaucracy and difference-blind universalism, are empirically

evident obstacles to the full realisation of our democratic ideals. However, as Turner

acknowledges, universal civil rights and civil service bureaucracy are important in the

struggle towards equality, social rights and the equitable distribution of public services.

Likewise, identifying the dehumanising effects of capitalism, does not lead to strict

egalitarianism. The key to resolving these tensions is therefore not to seek to eliminate

these elements by creating a monistic unity, or by pursuing unlimited particularism.

Instead, it involves mediation at both the conceptual and substantive levels through

inclusive theory and practice.

At the heart of this matter lie the contestations, mentioned earlier, over where the boundary

between the political and other spheres is to be drawn. Debates about the legitimacy of

extending democratic rights beyond the formal politico-legal sphere into the economic and

socio-cultural spheres, it will be remembered, is one way of distinguishing the position of

liberal democrats from Marxists and the politicians of difference respectively. In the light

of the contemporary dominance of liberal democracy which limits democracy to the

politico-legal sphere, the struggle for a broader conception of democracy (in Macpherson's

terms) must therefore focus on the transformation of social relations and practices which

impair the dignity and rights of individuals in all spheres, thus progressively closing the

gap between formal and actual rights. To be an individual in the inclusive sense of

universal individuality and a particular individuation being, is to be worthy of both formal

legal rights and social and civil rights, which are not restricted to juridical persons only.

Individuals can thus be identified simultaneously in terms of the common identity as

bearers of universal human rights and individuating beings which includes access to

sufficient enabling conditions to realise their human potential.

This entails the combined politico-legal struggle to recognise formal rights in the other

spheres, and the power-political struggle to expose and counter the non-formal dynamics

of power and domination. Part of this involves the conceptualisation of complex equality,

or equity, which recognises relevant differences in particular contexts. Another part of the

struggle involves countering the utilisation of bureaucracy for political control and

https://etd.uwc.ac.za/



The Nature of Individualism 119

surveillance, which can be seen to be the non-legitimate intrusion of the power-political

sphere into the public service sphere.

Like all power-political and ideological struggles, these contestations thus involve

challenging prevailing discourses. Herein lies the link between the conceptual and the

substantive and empirical. The conceptualisation of our composite identity in terms of a

dual social ontology provides a justificatory and conceptual framework for the struggle to

change actual conditions.

I have argued that the notion of a dual social ontology comprises equal citizenship in the

politico-legal sphere (in which we are legitimately stripped of differentiating

particularities) and particularised individuating beings (in the cultural and other spheres,

where expression of difference is part of the meaning and expression of our expanding

autonomy and identity formation). It is my contention that this inclusive notion can

provide the conceptual basis on which the tensions between personhood and citizenship

identified by Turner can be mediated.

The mediation of these categories of identity, as we shall see subsequently, has import for

the curriculum. It will be argued that the tension which Turner identifies between

personhood and citizenship has been replicated in the form of the debates between

multiculturalism and the core curriculum, that is, between educating for multiplicity and

for citizenship. My claim will be that an inclusive curriculum, designed to match our

composite identity as both individuating persons and citizens forms the cornerstone of an

inclusive democratic educational practice.

Conclusion

The overall purpose of this chapter was to argue that only certain elements of

individualism and collectivism are necessarily conceptually opposed. To this end, I

resolved the cluster term "individualism" into three constituent elements: individuality,

individuation and self-interested individualism.
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I defined individuality as the basis of the individual's claim to human rights, dignity and

recognition. It is grounded on our universal commonality as human beings and on the

assumption that differences are legitimately excluded from consideration in terms of the

constitutive meaning of the sphere of politico-legal and human rights to which this

category of identity relates.

The category of individuation identifies individuals as potentially and progressively

autonomous, morally conscious persons and agents. The process involves socially situated

identity formation, which in the sociological perspective of Durkheim and the

interactionists, overcomes the apparent and false polarisation of individualism and

collectivism, and in particular, the tension between agency and structure. Individuation

also expresses particular difference and diversity, which is constitutive of the socio-

cultural spheres to which it relates. It is a contingent process, mediated by the myriad

cultural, national and other identities which constitute our social realities. The formation of

individual identity is thus not only socially constructed, but also individually varied, and

incorporates complex conscious and unconscious elements of the self. Although primarily

linked to difference, all individuals share a common identity as individuating beings, and

as such are worthy of equal regard and recognition.

I have suggested that, together, these two aspects of individualism comprise our dual social

ontology which thus combines simultaneously universal and particular elements of our

identity. Together, they form the basis of our moral regard for others as individuating

individualities.

The third element, self-interested individualism, reflects the conception of the individual as

an atomistic self-seeker. The roots of this conceptualisation lie in British seventeenth

century political economics and the economic individualism of Adam Smith and

Bentham's utilitarianism. It has been reproduced in contemporary consumer and capitalist

culture, although the relationship between individualism and capitalism is complex and can

take on more co-operative and collective forms, as in the Japanese model. This

understanding of the individual is thus underpinned by normative and ontological

individualism and closely linked to the notion of the abstract individual. In terms of
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explanatory frameworks III the social sciences, it IS associated with methodological

individualism.

This analysis suggests that only the last aspect of individualism is necessarily incompatible

with collective concerns and a social view of identity. As is evident, the notion of

individuality is founded on equality. The process of individuation clearly expresses the

social view of human identity and is premised upon the interactionist sociological

understanding of identity formation and moral development. Thus in political, ideological

and scientific terms, only the self-interested notion of individualism can be seen to be

directly contradictory with a collective perspective.

Turner's analysis of the tension between personhood and citizenship corroborates the

complexity and ideological contingency of aspects of individualism, and provided the

opportunity to show how an inclusive notion of social ontology linked to an understanding

of the constitutive meaning of the social spheres can be seen to mediate these conceptual

tensions and contribute towards substantive social change.

I now tum in the next chapter to examine the nature of collectivism with the purpose of

further substantiating the main argument of this part of the thesis, mainly that not all

elements of individualism and collectivism are necessarily opposed and that the

compatible elements, namely, individuality and individuation, together constitute our dual

social ontology, which in turn, underlies an inclusive notion of democracy.
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Collectivism and the Social View of Human Identity

The previous chapter focused on the nature of individualism with the purpose of showing

that not all aspects of individualism are conceptually incompatible with collectivism. This

chapter corroborates this argument by addressing briefly the nature of collectivism and

then by examining the views of some theorists for whom individualism and collectivism

are not opposed. Among these are the early socialists, as well as Dewey and Taylor. Two

main assumptions underlie the inclusive position of these thinkers. The first is the social

view of human identity, namely, that individual identity formation and other aspects of

self-development and freedom are socially situated processes. An important corollary of

this view is that Marxism can be seen to incorporate normative individualism. Secondly,

the compatibility of individualism and collectivism is argued by identifying the

'ambiguity' of individualism. This distinguishes between atomistic self-interested

individualism, which is in direct tension with collectivism, and ethical and epistemological

individualism, by which individual and collective purposes can be autonomously

identified.

The chapter begins with an outline of the nature of collectivism. After defining some

framing concepts, I examine three collective counters to individualism: conservatism,

fascism and, in some detail, Marxism. During the course of the last, I focus on arguments

supporting the view of the compatibility of Marxism and normative individualism. By way

of introduction to the range of thinkers for whom individualism and collectivism are not

opposed, I then describe the ambiguity of individualism. Thereafter, I discuss Dewey and

Taylor's account of "authentic" individualism to corroborate a number of the central

assertions in this thesis. Taylor's elucidation of the autonomous, moral and authentic self-

determining self, situated in the "dialogical" social context, substantiates and elaborates

key aspects of a non-polarised and inclusive understanding of the relationship between

individualism and collectivism.
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The Nature of Collectivism

Collectivism is a more elusive notion than individualism. Like individualism, it too is a

cluster term, comprising various shades of meaning and emphasis, but has received far less

analytic and conceptual treatment. This is possibly a consequence of its tendency to be

used as a correlative to individualism, which, in its progressive, historical and cultural

development is of central concern in political philosophy and social science. In Chapter 2,

in tracing the link between collectivism and equality, I mentioned that I attach three levels

of meaning to the term "collectivism", namely, the ideological, the ontological and the

theoretical/explanatory. I now elaborate on this.

Collectivism, in its ideological sense, tends to be used mainly in antithesis to self-

interested individualism. Thus negatively defined, collectivism signifies egalitarianism and

social solidarity which are associated with socialist opposition to the liberal, economic and

self-interested forms of individualism and its association with capitalism and laissez faire

economics. Within the orthodox Marxist tradition, the over-riding category of collective

identification is that of class. In this regard, the narrow sense of the term 'collectivism'

connotes the universal emancipatory project of strict egalitarianism, capturing the ideal of

a classless society free of structural domination, alienation and exploitation as a result of

the collectivisation of the means of production.

In its broader ontological and theoretical/explanatory sense, however, 'the collective' as a

cluster concept refers to the sociological understanding of individual and group identity

formation as shaped in the context of the myriad social, political, cultural and economic

groupings, structures, identities and authorities which comprise society. This broader sense

of the term arises in opposition to the abstract and atomist notions of individualism and the

explanatory framework of methodological individualism which is associated with these.

Marx's social anthropology, as described earlier, represents a "stronger" more

deterministic version of this social view of human nature. As noted, the "scientific"

framework of historical materialism asserts ontological collectivism and the primacy of

structural conditions, especially economic relations, as the determining force in society.

The "softer" version comprises the sociological view of Durkheim and the interactionists

whose views represent a mediation between ontological individualism and collectivism. In
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this sociological perspective, individual identity, purpose and meaning is interactively

formed within the social context, which provides the particular "grammar" through which

individual and cultural diversity and development is expressed.

Regarding the sociological view, the point made by Hall (1992) should be recalled,

namely, that mainstream sociologists, though recognising the inter-relationship between

individual and society in the process of socialisation, still tend to see these categories in

polarised terms. In addition, it should be remembered that within the varied and rapidly

shifting landscape of late-modem society, new contemporary collective formations are

constantly developing. Among these are new family configurations, new religious

allegiances and cultural and ethnic hybrids, media and market related identifications, and

so on, which are as "real" in terms of self-perception as class. In this sense, the notion of

the collective gains a richer contemporary texture.

The meanings which I attach to the cluster term "collective" in this thesis thus incorporate

all social views of human nature and identity which counter individualism at the

ideological, the ontological and theoretical-explanatory levels of analysis. This includes

both egalitarian socialism and what I have referred to as the sociological and interactionist

view. The term also refers to the various forms of commonality which people share within

the myriad forms of collective association and identification which comprise late-modem

plural society.

Despite its dominance at the pre-theoretical level in Western popular and commercial

discourse, individualism is a relatively recent modem phenomenon, which was preceded

by forms of sectional collectivism. Prior to the Renaissance, and in many crucial ways

since then, individuals largely conceived their identities and purposes in relation to larger

collective cultural, religious, ethnic and national structures. As a result of a number of key

cultural and political shifts, which were outlined above, the culture of self-interested

individualism prevails in Western society. This stands in marked contrast with the

sociological conception of the socially situated self, whose identity is formed dialogically,

to borrow Taylor's term once more.
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In his discussion of alternatives to individualism, Watt (1986: 47) reminds us that

individualism is to be regarded as an ideology, "rather than the natural and uniquely

rational way of seeing the realities of life, as it sometimes presents itself to us". The culture

and ideology of individualism is so deeply entrenched in Western culture, that the very

existence of coherent alternative views is counterintuitive. Similarly, Taylor (1992: 58)

suggests that individualism is so persuasive an assumption in Western cultural, political

and social life, that it becomes "the only conceivable outlook". In the light of this

pervasive cultural and ideological tradition, it seems natural and inevitable to view the

individual as ontologically prior, the community or nation as derivative, and the myth of

atomism and of independent autonomy and agency as reality.

Avoiding the automatic polarisation of individualism and collectivism is precisely one of

the purposes of this thesis. In this section, I highlight some of the elements within the

cluster term, and argue that only some aspects of collectivism are necessarily opposed to

(again, certain elements of) individualism. A significant aspect of this argument is the

claim that Marxism is not necessarily opposed to normative individualism. Given the

strong association between Marxism and collectivism, this is an important instance which

shows that individualism and collectivism are more closely linked than might be

commonly assumed. I start by introducing some framing concepts.

Watt's (1989) conceptual framework for defining the elements of individualism provides a

useful basis for defining collective counterparts. Categories corresponding to his

definitions of ontological individualism and normative individualism can be extrapolated

as follows:

Ontological collectivism opposes ontological individualism and affirms the primacy of the

social collective. Linked to this, social relations, rather than the individual, form the

methodological focus of scientific investigation. As noted, however, to the extent that we

accept the view of Durkheim and others of the socially situated individual as

simultaneously free and determined, the distinction between ontological individualism and

ontological collectivism blurs. More accurately, it can be said that this distinction becomes

theoretically abstract, and more contingent on the relative weighting between individual
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agency and social structure which is the outcome of particular social, historical, and

cultural contexts.

Normative collectivism describes the view that the legitimate goal of human endeavour is

social collective. Extreme ideologies, such as fascism and Stalinist communism attribute

value to individuals only insofar as they contribute towards this goal. In addition, as

previously noted, the terms egalitarian collectivism and sectional collectivism should be

distinguished. The first refers to the strict application of universal equality and rights in all

social spheres as part of the socialist egalitarian project. On the other hand, "sectional

collectivism" supports normative individualism, but on a selective, non-egalitarian basis. It

relates to instrumental communities which, in the context of asymmetrical power relations,

serve the interests of controlling elites.

With these introductory framework concepts m place, I now turn to examme three

collective responses to individualism.

Three Collectivist Responses to Individualism: Conservative, Fascist and

Socialist

Three principal forms of collectivist ideological, ontological and theoretical/explanatory

counters to atomism and methodological individualism can be distinguished, namely, the

conservative, fascist and socialist. These are now briefly outlined, focusing on the third.

For some, individualism resides in dangerous ideas, for others it is social or
economic anarchy, a lack of the requisite institutions and norms, for yet others
it is the prevalence of self-interested attitudes among individuals. For men of
the right ... it is all that undermines a traditional, hierarchical social order.

Regarding the first, the seventeenth and eighteenth century rise of individualism initially

carried essentially pejorative connotations for many religious and conservative thinkers.

Individualism was seen as a challenge to the naturalistic, divinely-ordained authority of the

(sectional) collective. From the conservative-aristocratic perspective, individualism was

regarded as an evil threat to authority and order. As Lukes (1973: 9) writes,
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Lukes associates this notion of individualism with what Durkheim identified as the "twin

concepts of 'anomie' and 'egoism' - the social, moral and political isolation of individuals,

their dissociation from social purposes and social regulation, the breakdown of social

solidarity" (ibid.). In this view, individualism was interpreted as a relativistic nightmare. It

was moralistically associated with unbridled passions, undisciplined personal inclinations

which had to be checked by rigorous repression. Individual sovereignty, in this

perspective, carried overtones of heretical egotismI. On these grounds, the conservative

hegemony of aristocratic and ecclesiastical authority was justified. However, as the market

society developed alongside the guarantee of negative liberty and the continued support for

traditional values upholding the aristocratic hierarchy, the interests of the ruling elites were

protected, and the liberalisation of political rights posed no threat.

The second response to individualism, fascism, counters individualism by posmg a

sectional form of collectivism based on a social view of human nature. As an example of

collectivist thinking, Watt (1986: 49) discusses the work of the Italian philosopher and

fascist sympathiser, Gentile. The notion of the abstract individual is rejected by Gentile,

drawing from the Hegelian doctrine of internal relations, according to which, in Watt's

words, "a thing is changed, and therefore partly constituted by, the relations which it has

with other things" (ibid.). Nothing, therefore can be understood in isolation without

abstracting something of its essential meaning. People are essentially social beings. Gentile

argues that communal forms of culture, such as language, are necessary in order to express

individuality. Watt explains that Gentile views individuals as "essentially and

fundamentally members of an organic, historical community, who have no identity or

rights apart from that community" (ibid.).

Gentile's work provides an extreme but nonetheless systematic and even compelling

account of an alternative to atomistic individualism. In stark contrast to liberal

individualists, no area of an individual privacy is regarded as legitimately free from state

intervention. Instead, the state has authoritative control over every aspect of social life. It

expresses the communal will and personality. The communal ideal, to which individual

will and autonomy must be sacrificed, is alone worthy of value. The individual is thus

identified wholly, through propaganda and harsher coercive means if necessary, with the

collective, which, in Gentile's view, comprises the nation. The individualistic attributes of
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autonomy and independent thinking and judgement are spurned as undesirable

characteristics. Instead the individual is required to align totally with (the right kind of)

national culture, values and history. This strong sense of connection with the national

collective is not, of course, egalitarian in nature; it is usually accompanied by notions of

national, ethnic and racial superiority and enforced by the ruling elite. Membership of the

collective is governed by hereditary factors as opposed to economic relations and class

identity as in the case of Marx. In accord with the principles of inclusive democracy, moral

identification with the collective is the outcome of autonomous agency.

I now turn in greater detail to the third response to individualism, Marxism and socialism.

Marxism and socialism counter individualism on both theoretical and ideological-moral

grounds. Firstly, the explanatory framework of orthodox Marxism in the form of historical

materialism rejects the ontological and theoretical assumptions associated with capitalism,

namely, self-interested egotism, individual agency, methodological individualism and the

related atomistic and abstract VIews of individualism. Secondly, the

humanistlemancipatory stream of Marxism upholds the moral imperative to overcome the

inequalities and alienating conditions arising from capitalist relations of production. Yet,

unlike conservatism and fascism, which fundamentally reject individualism, Marxism -

especially the humanistlemancipatory element - can be seen to be sympathetic to certain

aspects of individualism. The relationship between Marxism and individualism is therefore

more complex than a simple polarisation. However, as Marxism itself is a cluster of

sometimes opposing doctrinal streams, careful qualifications are necessary.

The first part of my claim which I set out in this chapter, drawing from Watt (1989),

Abercrombie et al (1986) and Turner (1986), is that the emancipatory stream in Marxism

is not opposed to normative individualism. Thereafter, in subsequent chapters, the work of

several neo-Marxists will be outlined. Mouffe (1992b), it will be seen, argues that the

ideological and theoretical constraints of orthodox Marxism and the practices within the

actually existing socialist states can be overcome by incorporating certain liberal

individualistic elements which provide the foundation for a politico-ethical basis of

commonality. Sherover-Marcuse (1986) contends that a subjective emancipatory practice

is not only compatible with Marxism, but is implied in his earlier work. From these
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interpretations of Marxism, it will be seen that individualism and collectivism are not

simple contradictories. I begin, then, in this chapter with the argument that normative

individualism is compatible with Marxist collectivism, examining both the theoretical and

moral dimensions of this.

The main lines of Marx's theoretical opposition to individualism is based on the claim that

the idea of the abstract, atomistic self-interested individual is a "naturalistic fallacy", a

fiction consisting of an assumed universalisation of bourgeois values, which obscures the

fact that it is the product of its own historical and ideological context. Marx rejects

contractarian assumptions of distinct autonomous individuals, abstracted from their social

contexts. Instead, according to Marx (quoted in Watt, 1986: 58)

Man is a zoon politikon in the most literal sense: he is not only a social animal,
but an animal that can be individualised only within society. Production by a
solitary individual outside society ... is just as preposterous as the development
of speech without individuals who live together and talk to one another.

Individual independence and isolation is therefore an illusion, especially when considering

the socialising aspects of culture, language, and custom by which human identity is

defined, constructed and recognisable. Watt explains that while Marx "maintains that a

social environment is natural and essential to human beings, he [Marx] does not argue that

any particular type of social structure is natural or essential". Instead, Marx "postulates an

evolutionary series of forms of human society which shape the characteristics of the people

... in different ways. So any conception of individual human nature is to considerable

degree a social construct" (quoted in Watt, 1986: 58).

Likewise, Abercrombie et al (1986: 77) show that in the Marxist perspective, individuals

cannot freely construct their lives outside of the determining conditions of particular

economic relations. Individuals appear in society as "personifications of social relations: a

capitalist is not to be treated as a self-motivating human actor but as a representative of

capital" (ibid.). Despite the strength of this determinist stream in Marxism, it would be

erroneous to conclude that Marxism is crudely and totally anti-individualistic; this in itself

would represent a false polarisation. While clearly rejecting the ontological individualism

associated with atomism, some conceptual space for individual agency is made in

Marxism, in that human beings as social agents are characterised by "their active
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appropriation and transformation of nature through their labour" (Abercrombie et al, 1986:

7). Ontologically, therefore, Marx saw "human individuals as agents, who, in transforming

their environment, necessarily transform themselves". Individual development as

"conscious and practical agents is set in the context of the social character of human

reality" (ibid., original emphasis). Before the institutionalisation of private property and

the division of labour, and before alienation, Abercrombie et al argue, "the

utilitarian/liberal opposition between 'individual' and 'society' did not exist, at least as a

meaningful opposition". Therefore, the atomistic individual of bourgeois culture is a

"historical and social product of a particular type of society". Rejecting this historical

construction, however, does not altogether preclude individual human agency.

More significantly, the emancipatory element in socialism can be interpreted as normative

individualism. This links to the main aspect of Marxist opposition to individualism and its

association with capitalism, that is, the moral dimension. According to Abercrombie et ai,

socialism "not only permits greater equality and fraternity but also encourages the active

and real liberty of the subject". Capitalism is chiefly critiqued in terms of its repressive

effect on individual freedom. As Abercrombie et al suggest,

In a ... fundamental sense, capitalist societies deny freedom ... Capitalism
prevents individuals from using and realizing their full powers as human
beings. In reducing everything to commodities, people cannot exploit their
particular gifts and talents. In this concern with the way in which particular
societies may make life one-dimensional, socialists propose a view of the
individual that has affinities with the discourse that we call individuality"
(ibid.).

The roots of this socialist emphasis on normative individualism are located by Lukes in the

association between ethical individualism and the transition towards a more enlightened

social sensibility. Lukes describes how Fourier's disciples denied any basic opposition

between individualism and socialism, while Jaures contended that "socialism is the logical

completion of individualism". For all these socialist thinkers, "individualism signified the

autonomy, freedom and sacredness of the individual - values which had hitherto taken on

a negative, oppressive and anarchic form but could henceforth only be preserved within a

co-operative and rationally-organized social order" (Lukes, 1973: 12).

https://etd.uwc.ac.za/



132 Chapter 4

Part of the goal of an egalitarian socialist society is thus emancipation from alienating

economic relations and the ensuing fulfilment of individual potential. The development of

authentic individual purpose, in this view, is seen as central to the normative and moral

aims of socialism.

The theoretical and moral dimensions to Marxist critique are highlighted by Abercrombie

et al (1986). According to these authors, Marx's view of the individual was based on his

refutation of Bentham's political economy and his universalisation of the economic "man"

as the definitive feature of humanity. Marx also rejected specifically the self-interested

aspect of individualism which for him was clearly a thin disguise for the naked self-

interests of individuals and the legitimation of private property. Marx, in the view of these

authors, was not "unambiguously critical of individualism", recognising that the civil

rights foundation of individualistic theory could legitimate working class claims.

Significantly, however, Marx's view of non-alienated human beings "also drew upon a

form of moral individualism, since a society which was no longer alienated would produce

individuals who were rounded out and not over-specialized" (ibid.). In conceptualising a

non-alienated society, Marx, "in a strange and paradoxical fashion, reproduced the moral

discourse of much liberal and Christian thought by suggesting that in the absence of

egoism individuals would be reconciled with the community".

Watt (1989: 60-1) argues along similar lines in relation to Marx's notion of alienation. He

identifies an element of normative individualism intrinsic to Marx's moral denunciation of

dehumanising working conditions as follows:

Marx does not merely describe the situation ... but expresses the strongest
moral condemnation of it ... What is wrong with this scheme of things is that
people are reduced to objects: mechanisms for achieving the ends of other
people. Marx's criticism of capitalist relations of production is ... in the direct
line of descent from the moral philosophy of Kant, with its central insistence
that people ought to be regarded as ends in themselves, never merely as means
to other people's ends.

In Watt's understanding, the highest social good for Marx consists in "purposeful, self-

directed, productive activity" (ibid.). This is, according to Watt, "obviously very closely

related to the way in which the individualistic tradition puts central importance on the

autonomy, the self-directedness of the individual". Watt argues that this viewpoint is to be
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distinguished from that of individualists like J. S. Mill, in that Marx claims that, given the

social nature of human beings, the notion of autonomous, self-directed individuals in

isolation from the social collective is impossible. But, Watt continues, "if the individual

person's activity is to be self-directed in a social setting (spontaneous and free in Marx's

words), the social setting must be one of voluntary co-operation' and equality, in which

nobody is subordinated to anyone else, and all participate in setting group goals". Mere

material well-being is not enough to restore human dignity from the state of alienation.

Economic and social self-directedness are jointly necessary conditions for its attainment.

Freedom and autonomy are defined partly in non-material terms.

Watt argues that Marx's view is clearly opposed to ontological individualism, in that

human nature cannot be understood independently of the social setting, and also in that

society is unintelligible as an aggregate of the entities which constitute it. However, from

Watt's formulation it can be seen that this softer collectivist explanation of the social view

of human nature, while rejecting atomism, does not posit a strictly deterministic alternative

and thus makes space for agency. Drawing from Marx's theory of alienation and the moral

dimension of his emancipatory concerns, Watt claims that Marx does not reject normative

individualism. The basis of Marx's critique of capitalism is the dehumanising effect of

binding people as objects to other people's ends, rather than enjoying the status and fruits

of autonomous and self-directing individuals. This objective is, Watt argues, closely

associated with normative individualism.

This view is corroborated by Turner (1986: 3) who states:

The individual/society relationship ... was an essential aspect of the theoretical
development of classical sociology. Both Marx and Durkheim can, in very
different ways, be regarded as critics of utilitarian individualism which had
been unleashed by competitive capitalism; against 'possessive individualism',
they proposed 'ethical individualism' as a form of being compatible with
socialism.

Turner distinguishes between Marxists and Foucaultians on the basis that the former

recognise the existence of a "human essence" independent of the social particularities,

whereas the latter do not. As we have seen, the historical development of citizenship, (that

is the gradual extension of equal democratic rights to all social categories like age, gender
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or race) consisted of "stripping away of particularistic categories of personhood" in the

sense that these categories ceased to be significant. In the Marxist perspective, these

artificial social constructs restrain and even annihilate the essence. Accordingly, through

the process of emancipation of the essence from the particularities, "human potentialities

will be released". This substantiates Watt's assertion, in that the focus of Marxist

emancipation is the individual human essence which therefore enjoys normative value.

These accounts confirm the view that - given the careful analytic distinction between

elements of the cluster concepts of "individualism" and "collectivism" - that the notions of

normative and ethical individualism on the one hand, and collectivism on the other can be

seen to be closely inter-related, even within Marxist and socialist discourse.

By analysing elements of collectivism, it therefore becomes apparent that only certain

aspects of these commonly opposed concepts are contradictory. In this section, I have

drawn from Watt, Turner and Abercrombie et al to show that Marxism can be seen to

affirm normative individualism within its predominantly collectivist framework, and that

its view of ethical individualism is not at odds with socialism.

I now turn to trace briefly how several thinkers have identified the ambiguity of

individualism, namely the distinction between self-interested individualism on the one

hand, and ethical and epistemological autonomy on the other. In terms of this distinction,

clarity is gained as to which elements of individualism are, and which are not, necessarily

opposed.

The Ambiguity of Individualism: Self-interested Individualism and

Autonomy

The conceptual question at the heart of this inquiry is the paradox that there are aspects of

individualism which are clearly in tension with moral collective concerns, with

collective/social views and with the inclusive sociological view of identity, and other

aspects which are constitutive of the social view of human identity. Many thinkers have

identified the ambiguous distinction which is central to this analysis, namely, that between

the self-interested and autonomous conceptualisation of individualism. On the basis of this
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distinction, which has been referred to as the "ambiguity of individualism", the former has

been identified as being in conceptual tension with collectivism, and the latter as being

compatible with it. The ambiguity, then, arises from the ambivalent view of individualism

on the one hand as a socially divisive tendency which threatens the moral-ideological basis

of social solidarity and the ontological-theoretical foundation of the social view of identity,

and on the other as the liberating expression of the socially situated autonomous

individual, capable of challenging the conforming imposition of external authority.

In identifying this ambiguity and by conceptually distinguishing between the self-

interested and autonomous aspects of individualism, many thinkers have been able to

provide inclusive accounts of (the non-contradictory) elements of individualism and

collectivism'. On the contrary, the development of autonomy and moral sense, as I have

suggested in relation to the notion of progressive autonomy, are closely linked and can

only be conceived as dialogically, socially situated processes. I begin by identifying a

number of thinkers in the western tradition for whom individual autonomy and the social

view of human nature are not antagonistic.

The ambiguity of individualism can be traced to roots of individualism in the Christian

tradition, which, as both Durkheim and Weber argued, provided a conducive background

for its development. For Durkheim (quoted in Abercrombie et al, 1986: 13), Christianity

"contributed to the growth of an individualistic 'spirit', because it encouraged an

appreciation of the importance of individual judgement, personal conviction and

conscience in moral life". It thus advanced beliefs about the moral value of the

autonomous individual and for "profound developments in the notion of 'personality"'.

Weber (quoted in Abercrombie et al, 1986: 17) recognised the contribution Christianity

made towards "de-tribalizing urban space" in emphasising the communal rather than the

blood-tie and kinship basis of faith. Also, Christianity "gave a clear emphasis to the soul

and the cultivation of conscience in the confessional" - an important influence in the

development of individualism. Weber's major contribution was his insight into the

Protestant Ethic in relation to the rise and character of capitalism. In Weber's view, the

Reformation "liquidated the institutional links between the individual and God; in

particular, the whole sacramental system was virtually demolished leaving the individual

'naked' before God", giving rise to an "unprecedented inner loneliness of the single
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individual" (ibid.). The new mode of consciousness of this religious individualism was free

of the confines of the confessional, but subject to the "interior court of the conscience", as

Abercrombie et al describe it. It was this development of individualism which not only

provided the basis for autonomy but which also "paved the way to the mentality of homo

economicus and possessive individualism with the growth of capitalism" (ibid.). Herein

lies the ambiguity of individualism.

The two streams inherent in the post-Renaissance development of individualistic thinking

was manifest in the ambivalent historical response to it. As noted, individualism was

initially perceived, especially in France during the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, as a

chaotic force capable of disintegrating the social order and as an heretical threat to

authority. De Toequeville (quoted in Abercrombie et aI, 1986: 5), an important originator

of the sociological perspective on individualism, saw it as "verging on egoism, which

elevated private self-interest and selfishness above all other values, in the long run sapping

all forms of public life and communal relationships".

Louis Blanc (quoted in Lukes, 1973: 11) captures the dual nature of individualism in

describing it on the one hand as socially divisive and on the other hand, that it engendered

the confident, assertive individual, autonomously freed from restrictive external authority.

It takes "man out of society", making him "sole judge of what surrounds him and of

himself'. It gives him a "heightened sense of his rights without showing him his duties,

[and] abandons him to his own powers". It also leads to self-interest and the shortcomings

of individual judgement.

To provide breathing-space and scope for human thought repressed for so long,
to intoxicate it with pride and audacity; to submit to the judgement of every
mind the totality of traditions, centuries, their achievements, their beliefs; to
place man in an isolation full of anxieties, full of perils, but sometimes also full
of majesty, and to enable him to resolve personally, in the midst of an immense
struggle, in the uproar of a universal debate, the problem of his happiness and
his destiny ... this is by no means an achievement without grandeur, and it is
the achievement of individualism. One must speak of it with respect and as a
necessary transition (quoted in Lukes, 1973: 11-2).

The roots of the existential separateness of the late-modem human condition with all its

terror and glory is graphically depicted in this passage. The "intoxicating pride and
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audacity" resonates with the Kantian idea of ethical and epistemological autonomy in

submitting the whole of conventional knowledge and social practice to critical scrutiny and

to personal verification - the notion that autonomous knowledge is necessary condition for

truth: for every individual to "resolve personally" the universal problems of existence. This

strand of individualism was thus perceived to be the basis of a fresh and healthy critical

appraisal of given truths, customs and traditions. Collective truths ought to be questioned;

the claustrophobic constraints of dogmatic authority need to be cast off and independent

autonomous judgement exercised. Yet inherent is also the dislocating effect of the

assertion of difference and the threat to sociality and commonality posed by unchecked

relativism.

The identification of this ambiguity within individualism, namely, the self-interested

neglect of communal responsibility and ethical and epistemological autonomy, allowed

these thinkers to identify which aspects were, and which were not, necessarily antagonistic

towards collectivism. The two elements of individualism identified in terms of the

ambiguity of individualism correspond to what I have called "self-interested

individualism" and "individuation" respectively. The former threatens the co-operative

coherence of social relations. The latter expresses diversity, variation, creativity and

autonomy which is the goal of self-development and the source of independent judgement,

a moral end in itself. It challenges external authority and the rigid conformity of collective

life, but does so within the social context and without the necessary rejection of that

authority.

It has already been mentioned that in the view of the early socialists, ethical individualism

was associated with the transition towards a more enlightened social sensibility linked to

socialism. They denied any basic opposition between individualism and socialism and saw

socialism as the logical completion of individualism. Individualism signified the

autonomy, freedom and sacredness of the individual which could only be maintained

within a co-operative and rationally-organised social order. This was opposed to the

negative and anarchic form of self-interested individualism. Thus, for these thinkers, the

dualistic antagonism between individualism and collectivism is resolved in the realisation

of an ideal future (socialist) fraternity.
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In similar vein, Balzac and others differentiated the terms, "individualism" and

"individuality" as Lukes (1973: 8-9) explains:

... Many, from Balzac onwards, stressed the opposition between individualism,
implying anarchy and social atomisation, and individualite, implying personal
independence and self-realisation. For the Swiss theologian Alexandre Vinet,
these were "two sworn enemies: the first an obstacle and negation of any
society; the latter a principle to which society owes all its savor, life and
reality. The "progress of individualism" meant the "relaxation of social unity
because of the increasingly pronounced predominance of egoism", while the
gradual extinction of individuality meant the "increasingly strong inclination
for minds ... to surrender themselves to what is known as public opinion or the
spirit of the age".

A similar conceptual pattern emerges from the account of Abercrombie et al (1986) of

Simmel's differentiation between the conceptualisations of individualism during the

eighteenth and nineteenth century. In the eighteenth century, the self was conceptualised as

sharply distinct from society, in association with negative liberty and with the essentialist,

abstract notion of identity, which provided the formal basis for universal commonality and

equality.

In the eighteenth century, social theorists argued for the severance of the ties
between individuals and society and the freedom of the individual from
constraints. Freedom meant that the natural, essential qualities of mankind
could be released. Only in absolute freedom could individuals behave as moral
entities. Such a notion of freedom is highly congruent with equality, because
the natural or essential core of every person is the same for all people.
Differences between people are purely accidental characteristics imposed by
external forces (1986: 20)4.

By contrast, in Simmel's view, the nineteenth century emphasis on the differentiating

uniqueness of individualism, separated freedom and equality. As Abercrombie et al

describe:

In this view of individualism, the stress was not on free individuals as such, but
on irreplaceable individuals whose individuality lay in their differences from
others. Individuals, far from being essentially similar, were unique, and a high
moral task, in Romanticism for example, was the realization of this uniqueness.
This was an individualism of inequality which stressed the separate uniqueness
of each person in place of the commonality of humankind (ibid.).
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These emerging notions of individuality were seen as contraries in the absence of a

discourse by which the various strands of individualism could be incorporated within a

composite concept of identity: differentiating uniqueness and autonomy, and the

identifying abstract universalised notion of equality.

In this view, individualism was associated with maximum differentiation, without any

containing sense of commonality. Simmei describes the difference between the emphasis

on individualism during these two centuries as follows. The first is "the ideal of

fundamentally equal, even if wholly free and self-responsible, personalities". The second is

"that of the individuality, which, precisely in its innermost nature, is incomparable and

which is called upon to play an irreplaceable role" (ibid.).

Likewise, Lukes (1973: 17-18) shows that the nineteenth century German attitude to

individualism was reinforced by the early Romantic idea of individuality, which

emphasised "individual uniqueness, originality, self-realization ... in contrast to the

rational, universal and uniform standards of the Enlightenment, which they saw a

"quantitative", "abstract" and therefore sterile". As opposed to the atomized but

undifferentiated individual of eighteenth century France, there emerged, in Simmel's

terms, the 'new' German "individuality of uniqueness as against that of singleness"

(quoted in Lukes, 1973: 18).

Early German Romanticism thus stresses the conflict between individual and society,

championing the figure of the idiosyncratic artistic genius who, in inspirational solitude

and introspection, expressed unique creative subjectivity, rebelliously and eccentrically

challenging convention. This individualistically anti-social attitude is often accompanied

by an elitist contempt for mundane work and a passive, a-politicism. Emancipation is

perceived in terms of individual inner self-development, which is facilitated only by

minimising external interference and by dissociation from the conforming constraints of

convention. Nietzsche, for instance, was primarily concerned with "interior perfectability

and often regards the public sphere as incompatible with personal development". His

notion of the "authentic personality" is realised "despite, rather than through, the external

public realm, which is regarded as false and valueless"s (Abercrombie, et ai, 1986: 80).
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This highly individualistic interpretation of the principle of differentiation provides a

fertile ground for its application in the sectionally collective forms of nationalism, elitism

and sectarianism. As Abercrombie et al suggest, "this Romantic interest in singularity,

applied most obviously to individuals, can also be applied to nations". Nations were

perceived to possess "their own inner essences and this variety was a source of pleasure

rather than of fear". The surge of Romanticism coincided with strong nationalist sentiment,

particularly Slav nationalism, and "the use of partly forgotten regional languages for

literary purposes" (ibid.).

The early anti-social form of Romantic individualism, however, was later transformed into

a "characteristically German Weltanschauung, or cosmology, a total view of the (natural

and social) world fundamentally in conflict with the essentially humanist and rationalist

thought typical of the rest of Western civilization" (Lukes, 1973: 19). The emerging notion

of the free, creative personal individual was expanded into "an organic and nationalistic

theory of community" in which individuality was transferred to the organic entity of the

state, a supra-personal force, transcending but incorporating individualism. This was in

significant contrast to the earlier eighteenth century sense of individualism, in that it

becomes a total collective organism which unifies its heterogeneous elements, thus

providing a principle of identification and commonality. In this way, this notion of ethical

individualism was clearly not incompatible with social concerns. Quoting from Thomas

Mann, Lukes (1973: 22) shows that this sense of individualism was

entirely compatible with ethical socialism, which is called "state socialism" but
which is quite distinct from the philosophy of the rights of man and Marxism.
For it is only the individualism of the Enlightenment, the liberal individualism
of the West, which is incompatible with the social principle.

Furthermore, Mann recognised that rejecting the individualistic Enlightenment, does not

entail the dissolution of the individual in society and the state. "The German theory of

organic community protected freedom, whereas ideas deriving from the Enlightenment

(among which Mann included Marxism) led to Jacobinism, state absolutism, political

tyranny". Thus, Lukes states: "Here one can see that individualism is not thought as by the

French, to endanger social solidarity, but to be its supreme realization" (ibid.).
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Finally, another perspective on the identification of the ambiguity of individualism can be

seen from the sociological view of Durkheim, in which he distinguishes between economic

and moral individualism. According to Abercrombie et al, Durkheim saw economic

individualism "as it emerged in Spencerianism and social Darwinism as the major cause of

anomie and suicide" (Abercrombie et al, 1986: 82). For Durkheim, utilitarian theory,

which underlies a laissez-faire society, results in maximum social happiness. Unguided by

the normative restraint of an unbridled pursuit of self-interest, human experience would

rapidly be subject to anomie. He therefore signalled the importance of "moral integrity and

moral regulation for human development and autonomy". Significantly, Durkheim's

argument is labelled by Abercrombie et al as a "sociological Kantianism, in that

individuals can only be free and happy insofar as they follow the imperatives of the social

order, where this order is essentially moral". In this way, Durkheim resolves the tension

between individualism and collectivism, detaching the notion of self-interested

individualism from the moral individualism which is essential to fulfil the emancipatory

ideal.

Abercrombie et al conclude their discussion of the classical sociologists with this (for my

purposes) illuminating comment. It shows that the ambiguity of individualism was clearly

distinguished in terms of economic and ethical individualism, and that individual and

society were not simply polarised.

We can see how these classical sociologists were critical of economic
individualism but had a distinctive position on moral individualism. The
restoration of the individual to the community in Marx was associated with the
decline in alienation in the future socialist society. For Durkheim, professional
ethics and nationalism might provide the sort of moral individualism that was a
necessary antidote to the egoistic form of individualism. Weber sought to
reconcile individual choice and interests with the wider needs of modem
society. In his ethic of responsibility, we see this moral imperative at work,
namely that individuals have to choose sensibly and honestly in a world
. without absolute guidelines (ibid.).

This brief historical and semantic analysis of the term "individualism" thus provides a

clear indication that, within the western tradition, the ambiguity between self-interested

individualism and the ethical and autonomous strands of individualism were clearly

distinguished and that only the former can be seen to be necessarily antagonistic to

collectivism.
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We have seen that early socialist thinkers, sociologists and later nineteenth century

Romanticists all create a framework which is broadly inclusive of individualism and

collectivism, and provide some means of linking the principles of differentiation and

identification, and thereby difference and commonality. Significantly among these, we saw

that the less deterministic emancipatory thread Marxism can be interpreted as compatible

with normative individualism.

I now turn to a brief account of two major theorists, Dewey and Taylor, each of whose

particular inclusive accounts of individualism and collectivism provide additional insights

which both substantiate and elaborate the conceptual compatibility of autonomous

individuality and sociality.

Dewey's denial of polarity between individualism and

collectivism

In contrast to the prevailing Western assumptions about the tension between individualism

and collectivism, Dewey" is of the view that it is possible to be simultaneously an

individualist and a collectivist. He sees human nature as social in character, rejecting the

perspective that the human mind develops in isolation from the social setting, from within,

according to innate natural laws, and beyond the autonomous control of the individual.

Instead, he adopts the social view of human identity in claiming that it is through social

interaction in the social medium that independent thinking is developed.

Like Taylor (1992), as we shall shortly see, Dewey's point of departure is the ambiguity of

individualism, in terms of which he regards self-interested individualism as a distortion of

ideal of individualism. He passionately attacks the assumption that the motive force of the

human will is egoism. Watt (1989: 103) describes how for Dewey, self-interest "destroys a

sense of community, and rules out involvement in and commitment to shared projects and

collective goals". This lack of community is a severe cultural and spiritual

impoverishment, resulting in confusion in modem society in spite of possible increase in

material wealth. In Dewey's view, the ideal society consists of the striving towards a

common good.
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In a similar way to Turner (1986), Dewey identifies a clear tension and disjuncture

between the dominant image in American culture of the self-directing, rugged, successful

individualist and the conforming economic and social realities consequent upon

industrialised capitalism. Poverty, mechanised jobs, the inhibition of individual initiative

and the standardisation of work and leisure are the inevitable outcomes. Thus, in Dewey's

opinion, while posing the representation of individualism, "our material culture ... is

verging upon the collective and corporate". Dewey distinguished this tendency towards

standardisation from, as Watt describes it, the "genuine organic collective life".

Watt identifies the obvious similarities in sentiment between Dewey and the early Marx.

The latter, as shown above, is seen by Watt as consonant with the ethical basis of Kant's

normative individualism. Similarly, Watt claims that Dewey's position is not a rejection of

individualism, but a transformation of it into a form compatible with a collectivist moral

regard. The idea of self-development is not necessarily antagonistic to the social collective,

but in fact is to be seen as underlying it. As Lukes (1973: 71-2) also observes, self-

development

is either anti-social, with the individual set apart from and hostile to society (as
among some of the early Romantics), or extra-social, when the individual
pursues his own path, free of social pressures (as with Mill) or highly social,
where the individual's self-development is achieved through community with
others (as with Marx).

In this way, Dewey shows that individualistic ideals, properly understood, are entirely

compatible with collective ideals. He does not mean that a sensible compromise can be

found, but that no compromise is necessary, because what really serves individualistic ends

also serves collective ends. Both can be pursued whole-heartedly at the same time.

Avoiding false polarisation and the homed dilemma of ontological individualism and

collectivism, Dewey sees that "originality and uniqueness are not opposed to social nurture

... The positive and constructive energy of individuals, as manifested in the remaking and

redirection of social forces is in itself a social necessity" (quoted in Watt, 1986: 111). Thus

creative individuality has a positive social function; it is not be automatically associated

with self-interested individualism. For Dewey, a "new culture ... will release whatever is
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distinctive and potentially creative in individuals, and individuals thus freed will be the

constant makers of a continuously new society".

However, Watt regards Dewey's attempt at reconciling individualism and collectivism as

unsuccessful. He argues that although Dewey unequivocally rejects egoistic individualism,

one cannot assume that his argument necessarily supports normative and altruistic

individualism. This, Watt reminds us, is the principle that each individual ought to be

"respected as uniquely and fundamentally valuable", as an autonomous being and not to be

treated as the means to others' ends.

On the basis of the passage quoted above, Watt suggests that the foundation of Dewey's

tolerance of difference and dissent is essentially a collective rather than an individualistic

one. Watt deduces that the principle of difference and dissent is to be tolerated, in Dewey's

view, because of the potential contribution which distinctive and creative individuals make

to society, rather than out of deference to the intrinsic value of the individual. Watt argues

that, in emphatically rejecting ontological individualism, the importance Dewey places on

collective purpose contradicts normative individualism. The latter implies recognising the

fundamental value of each individual, regardless of social position and role, and by

extrapolation, regardless of any contribution to society. The implication of Dewey's view,

according to Watt, is that non-contributors to the collective good forfeit moral recognition.

Watt contends that for anyone establishing a moral basis primarily on "shared involvement

in collective enterprises, it is easier to find a rationale for not extending one's sympathy

and respect to people with whom one does not perceive a shared involvement" (ibid.).

Watt admits that nowhere in Dewey is this direct implication to be found. However, logical

space for it is opened in Watt's claim that "the same mode of thinking, developed by a less

generous mind, could generate the narrower, nationalistic ideas of a Gentile" (Watt, 1989:

112). Watt thus accuses Dewey of being vulnerable to what I called "sectional

collectivism", that is, favouring the interests of a select group. This accusation rests on the

same ground as Berlin's attack on positive liberty.

In both cases, the argument for the necessary link between the two is, in my view, logically

and empirically weak. There are no logical grounds for assuming that the positive notion
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of freedom is conceptually linked to the forms of totalitarian coercion which Berlin fears.

Similarly, there are no adequate grounds for Watt's claim that identifying the positive

collective value of unique and creative individual initiative necessarily leads to favouring

select groups to the detriment of others. In addition, it would be difficult to establish

compelling empirical evidence that defining the worth of an individual in terms of a

possible contribution to the social collective, leads necessarily to discrimination.

Watt suggests that Dewey is making the recognition of worth conditional on the

contribution to the collective. This seems to be a serious misreading of Dewey's intentions

in linking uniqueness and collective concern. Watt appears to detach Dewey's argument

from its wider democratic context and in so doing, imposes a dualistic framework which

precludes conceptualising the inclusivity of individual and collective purpose. He also

ignores the developmental dimension of Dewey's democratic educational framework.

Examining these points provides the opportunity to clarify some of the key issues at hand

and to substantiate my arguments for an inclusive approach.

Watt implies that, according to Dewey, difference can be tolerated only in terms of the

creative contribution towards collective purposes. This appears to be a selective

interpretation of the inclusivity of Dewey's notion of democracy. It would be hard to

imagine, given the combination of liberal and emancipatory elements in Dewey's

democratic educational framework, that he would condone the anti-individualistic

discriminatory tendencies to which Watt alludes. This could only happen in a context

which denies individual rights and the unconditional, that is, universal recognition of the

intrinsic worth of each individual. Only in such circumstances could the logic of Dewey's

position, in Watt's reading, lead in a "less generous mind" to the discrimination of those

who do not contribute to collective ends.

This points to the necessity of conceptualising democracy in inclusive terms as the

mediation of difference and equality. The recognition of difference (for whatever ends),

must be accompanied by the recognition of the equal dignity of all as rights-bearing

individualities.
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Watt appears to misunderstand Dewey's intention, which is to deny the false polarisation

between individual uniqueness and social solidarity by making an implicit distinction

between two contrasting senses of differentiation, namely between self-interested

individualism and the unique differences which underlie what I have referred to as

'individuation'. The key assumption is that Dewey denies the conceptual link between

differentiation and self-interest and thereby argues that uniqueness and collective concern

are compatible. It is on this basis that the comparison between Dewey and the young Marx

is valid. As quoted above, Lukes suggests that the Marxist notion of self-development can

be seen to be highly social in that individual self-development is both socially situated and

linked to community purpose. This resonates strongly with Dewey's position.

For Watt, Dewey's attempt to reconcile individualism and collectivism generates the

impression that he has "reconciled individualism almost out of existence". Watt is more

impressed "by how much of individualistic thinking Dewey rejects than by how much of it

he salvages and shapes" (Watt, 1986: 113). This seems to misread the inclusivity of

individual and collective identification and purpose which lies at the heart of Dewey's

thought. As noted previously, where individual and collective purpose are conceptualised

inclusively, the boundary between normative individualism and collectivism blurs. This is

the case in Marx, as we have seen, according to Watt's own argument about the

compatibility of normative individualism within the collective framework of Marxism.

Although these arguments follow a different logic, it is hard to accept that Dewey's

position jeopardises normative individualism and is therefore more open to the dangers of

totalitarianism than is that of Marx.

In addition, the close relationship which Dewey establishes between education and

democracy provides a developmental dimension. Given that we are all, in my terms,

individuating beings in the process of the progressive moral self-development, the

contribution of individuals to society is a normative ideal, not an essentialist given. It is the

contingent outcome of both an educationally conceived democratic process, and a

democratic educational practice in which individual and collective purpose are

progressively and autonomously integrated. Consequently in this view, normative

individualism and normative collectivism increasingly merge and become

indistinguishable in the autonomous identification of individual and collective purpose.
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This expresses the inclusive nature of Dewey's position. He contends that no compromise

between individualism and collectivism is necessary, because both can be pursued

simultaneously. The foundation of Dewey's argument is that (partly as a result of

democratic educational practice), the free moral identification between individual and

collective interests is the normative ideal.

Watt's dualistic framework, though informative, is itself prone to polarisation. No

theoretical space is made for an inclusive concept which combines individualism and

collectivism. Watt can therefore not accommodate Dewey's simultaneous emphasis on

individual and collective purpose and on difference and equality. Watt thus fails to

acknowledge the conceptual link between normative individualism and normative

collectivism implied by Dewey's inclusive approach.

For Dewey, democracy is developmental and hence educational in nature. The learning

process and moral self-development can be similarly conceived as the mediation between

progressively autonomous agency and external facilitation. This expresses the essence of

the relationship between education and democracy.

Dewey is therefore an important proponent of the inclusive reconciliation of individuality

and collectivism by identifying them as jointly necessary elements of a democratic

sensibility. For my purposes, Dewey's framework confirms that the developmental, that is,

educational and democratic notion of identity formation and moral self-development is a

central to conceptualising the link between individualism and collectivism.

I now tum to Taylor and his notion of the authentic self, which elaborates and likewise

corroborates these issues which are central to this thesis.

Taylor's notion of the Authentic Self

Like Dewey and other theorists mentioned earlier, the point of departure in Taylor's

construction of a framework which is inclusive of individualism and collectivism is the

ambiguity of individualism. In one indicative work, Taylor (1992) argues that underlying

the widespread tendency in modem culture towards self-interested individualism lies the
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aspiration towards the ideal of the "authentic" self. The importance of this simultaneous

distinction and link between self-interested and "authentic" individualism for my purposes

is that Taylor's analysis shows that authentic self-development, which is the implicit goal

of self-interest, is not incompatible with collective social solidarity. On the contrary,

Taylor shows that authentic individualism and its development, of which autonomy and

moral sense are constitutive, is dialogical in nature and cannot be considered in isolation

from collective concerns. Furthermore, Taylor argues that without external (that is, social

or collective) horizons of significance, which provide the basis for assigning and ranking

meaning, self-centred individualism is self-defeating in elevating choice to the highest

good.

The significance of his argument in the context of my inquiry is that it is grounded on an

inclusive account of individual and collective dimensions of the self and identity formation

and sheds considerable light on the social and moral foundations of this in the context of

modernity. Taylor's insights thus provide a rich elaboration and corroboration of key

related themes of my argument, including: identification and differentiation, autonomy and

external authority, the social context of identity formation and the autonomous moral

identification with the social collective. His account is therefore examined in some detail.

Taylor's analysis focuses on the central ambiguity of individualism, namely, the

contradictory strands of self-interest and autonomy. The importance of his view is that he

goes further in contending that these concepts are closely related, which accounts for the

ambivalence surrounding individualism. Taylor explains that self-interest, that is, the

assertion of individual purpose, is identified by many critics as the (apparent) malaise of

individualism. However, this is closely associated with autonomy, that is, the assertion of

individual choice and freedom, which is widely considered the finest achievement of

modern civilisation. Autonomy comprises the right of individuals to "choose for

themselves their own pattern of life, to decide in conscience what convictions to espouse,

to determine the shape of their lives in a whole host of ways their ancestors couldn't

control" (Taylor, 1992: 2). Taylor's overall argument is that the tendency towards self-

interest can be understood as the misdirected and partly conscious aspiration towards

authentic individualism. In its authentic form, autonomy entails being true to one's inner

moral intuition, whereas in its deviant, self-centred sense, it involves a socially divisive
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atomistic conception of individual meaning and purpose. The authentic form of individual

autonomy is thus both socially situated and morally linked to collective purpose, and in

this way can be seen to bridge the divide between individualism and collectivism. This

substantiates the meaning underlying my notion of individuation, namely, that it comprises

(the progressive development ot) autonomy and moral regard within the social context and

thus links individual and collective identity, meaning and purpose.

In explaining the ambivalence surrounding individualism, Taylor argues that modem

freedom was accomplished by challenging the older moral horizons against which people

saw themselves as part of a larger order. People's roles, identities and stations were

previously derived from cosmic hierarchical orders and the social hierarchies that reflected

them, from which it was "almost unthinkable to deviate" (Taylor, 1992:10). According to

Taylor, this progressive historical and cultural development of autonomy was, however,

accompanied by "a loss of meaning ... the fading of moral horizons ... and the eclipse of

ends" (ibid.). The "dark side" of individualism, the centring on the self, both "flattens and

narrows our lives, makes them poorer in meaning, and less concerned with others or

society" (Taylor, 1992: 4). The result is an "atomism of the self-absorbed individual"

which discourages active self-government and civic involvement. Our freedom and choices

are restricted within the dominant industrial-technical concerns of society, driven by

instrumental reason. These tendencies thus combine to deny collective and community

values, flattening and narrowing the scope of our moral concerns. This analysis captures

the contemporary form of the tension between (deviant) individualism and collective

concerns.

Significantly in the light of the main concerns of the thesis, Taylor moves beyond this

tension. In his view, the general debate about modernity is "inarticulate" in that it obscures

and misunderstands the essential nature of the issues. Instead, he adopts an inclusive

position in which he recognises both what is admirable as well as what is debased and

frightening in these developments. In explaining his inclusive framework, I now look

briefly at how Taylor characterises both the self-interested and authentic forms of

individualism.
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Self-interested Individualism

Taylor argues that contemporary critiques of modem culture bemoan the "rather facile

relativism" of educated youth, which has not only an epistemological dimension but also a

moral one, in terms of which another person's values ought not to be challenged. This

relativism, according to Taylor, is the offshoot of what he terms the "individualism of self-

fulfilment" which is characterised as follows:

Everyone has a right to develop their own form of life, grounded on their own
sense of what is really important or of value. People are called upon to be true
to themselves and to seek their own self-fulfilment. What this consists of, each
must, in the last instance, determine for him- or herself. No one else can or
should try to dictate its contents (1992: 14).

Taylor does not reject the critique of relativism, but argues that it is only partial in not

recognising the authentic motive which underlies it. Without recognising this underlying

ideal, we are left with a soft relativism and the liberalism of neutrality - both of which

preclude the affirmation or defence of any moral ideal outside the domain of individual

choice. Appeals to authenticity that emphasise self-fulfilment and a soft relativism "justify

ignoring whatever transcends the self, rejecting the past as irrelevant, or denying the

demands of citizenship, or the duties of solidarity, or the needs of the natural environment"

(Taylor, 1992: 18).

In this way, Taylor characterises self-centred forms of authenticity as deviant in two ways.

Firstly, they "tend to centre fulfilment on the individual, making his or her affiliations

purely instrumental; they push, in other words, to a social atomism" (Taylor, 1992: 58,

original emphasis). Secondly, in so doing, they neglect or delegitimate the "demands that

come from beyond our own desires or aspirations, be they from history, tradition, society,

nature, or God; they foster in other words, a radical anthropocentrism" (ibid.).

The deviant, self-centred form of individualism is thus clearly antagonistic towards

collective purpose. However, inherent in what he terms "the culture of self-fulfilment" and

the "trivialised and self-indulgent forms" it has taken, is a self-contradiction and absurdity.

This lies in "new modes of conformity" which arise among people striving to be

themselves, and in "new forms of dependence, as people insecure in their identities tum to
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all sorts of self-appointed experts and guides, shrouded with the prestige of science or

some exotic spirituality" (ibid.). The irony highlighted by Taylor here is that the pursuit of

individual differentiation often results in collective conformity in the form of socially

coerced identification.

According to Taylor, another impetus to the slide to subjectivism derives from the

nihilistic element in "high" culture, exemplified most strongly by Nietzsche, and evident in

some strands of modernism and in the post-modernism of Derrida and Foucault. The

deconstructivist modes inherent in these movements, in his view, "cannot but exalt and

entrench (radical) anthropocentrism" (ibid.). In spite of "deconstructing" the notion of the

self, the agent remains with a sense of individual power and freedom, unchallenged by

imposed external standards.

Taylor contends further that the strong modem predilection to reject external obligations

can be partly explained by the political and economic structures and practices dominated

by the market and entrepreneurialism. These, in tum, reinforce the rooting of

individualistic relations in everyday life, and become the "only conceivable outlook"

(Taylor, 1992: 58). These attitudes are easily entrenched in modem industrial society with

its emphasis on mobility, the immense and impersonal concentrations of urban populations

and the increasing importance accorded to instrumental reason through technical and

bureaucratic modalities. Community life is increasingly seen as instrumental to achieving

convergent, as opposed to shared, goods. Co-operation is motivated not by its intrinsic

moral value, but by the mutual benefit it generates. Relationships with others, as well as

with nature, are increasingly shaped by instrumental concerns.

Taylor's main claim is that this emphasis on subjectivity derives from the same source as

the ideal of authenticity. The "culture of narcissism" is the outcome of partial

consciousness which arises when the ideal of authenticity deviates into a trivialised form

of self-centredness. It emanates, according to Taylor, from "living an ideal that is not fully

comprehended, and which properly understood would challenge many of its practices". I

now examine how Taylor conceptualises this ideal.

https://etd.uwc.ac.za/



152 Chapter 4

Authentic Individualism

For Taylor, the ideal of authenticity comprises two key elements, namely autonomy and

moral regard. This links very closely with my notion of individuation, as described earlier.

Central to this is Herder's idea of the uniqueness of each human being, which relates to the

defining characteristic of individuation as I have used the term, namely, difference.

Uniqueness takes on moral significance in that it is the foundation of individual identity

formation and the construction of meaning, which can never be simply externally

determined. As Taylor (1992: 29) suggests:

There is a certain way of being human that is my way. I am called upon to live
my life in this way, and not in imitation of anyone else's. But this gives a new
importance to being true to myself. If I am not, I miss the point of my life, I
miss what being human is for me.

This sense of self-generated meaning, by which the individual's unique potentiality is

pursued, is the foundation of the modem ideal of authenticity, and constitutes the

"background that gives moral force to the culture of authenticity, including its most

degraded, absurd, or trivialized forms" (ibid.). Thus the moral element in authenticity lies

in the equal regard for the uniqueness of every individual - a notion which relates directly

to my contention earlier that our common identity as differentiated individuating beings is

(along with our universal individuality) the foundation of mutual respect and moral regard.

Taylor argues that, like modem art, modem individualism discovers itself through itself

independently of, but situated within, given external frameworks. Being an individual

implies the self-discovery of what it is to be oneself through originality in speech and

action. It is the enemy of moral and epistemological conformity and of the imposition of

externally defined rules and mores. Self-truth, in other words, finds itself in (potential)

tension with intersubjective justice. Like art, self-truth is an end and has intrinsic value, not

merely as a means towards moral ends. Thus, the demands of authenticity - originality and

intuition - contend with the demands of externally derived morality - convention and

conformity. This expresses the fundamental tension between individual epistemological

autonomy and collective external authority. However, Taylor argues that authenticity does

not imply the rejection of external authority and in so doing corroborates my similar

assertions to this effect. This argument at once offsets relativism and provides the
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understanding of the ethical and epistemological bridge between individualism and

collectivism.

The moral ideal of "authenticity" envisaged by Taylor is "a picture of what a better or

higher mode of life would be, where the 'better' and 'higher' are defined not in terms of

what we happen to desire or need, but offer a standard of what we ought to desire" (Taylor,

1992: 16). It is defined as "being true to oneself, in a specifically modem understanding of

that term". In characterising the moral element of authenticity as something we have to

attain "to be true and full human beings", Taylor implicitly acknowledges its contingent

and developmental nature. The moral roots underlying the development of individualism,

according to Taylor, lie in the eighteenth-century perspective that "human beings are

endowed with a moral sense, an intuitive feeling for what is right or wrong" (Taylor, 1992:

26). This accords both with my proposition, made earlier, that a defining feature of

individuals is their moral capacity and with Mason's argument along similar lines. As

opposed to the notion that the knowledge of right and wrong arises out of the calculation of

consequences, morality "has, in a sense, a voice within" (Taylor, 1992: 26). In earlier ages,

the moral source was external; whereas in contemporary times, "the source we have to

connect with is deep in us," which is "part of the massive subjective turn of modem

culture, a new form of inwardness, in which we come to think of ourselves as beings with

inner depths" (ibid.). Initially, this new inwardness was not seen to be antipathetic to the

acceptance of God's external authority. It represented the inner individual affirmation of

doctrinal truth. The import of this is that while exercising moral and epistemological

autonomy entails challenging dogmatic and uncritical identification, it does not necessarily

imply rejecting external authority.

The argument that the exercise of autonomy does not necessarily imply the rejection of

external authority is substantiated in Taylor's distinction between two aspects of the

growing subjectivisation' of our culture. These are the manner and the matter or content of

action", which, he argues, are blurred in the polarisation characteristic of current debates

on individualism. As Taylor explains, authenticity "is clearly referential: this has to be my

orientation". But this does not imply that "on another level the content must be self-

referential: that my goals must express or fulfil my desires or aspirations, as against

something that stands beyond these" (Taylor, 1992: 82, original emphasis). Confusing the
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two senses of self-referral "lends legitimacy to the worst forms of subjectivism" which

insist on self-referred content.

This distinction between the two kinds of self-referentiality is crucial to the understanding

of the relationship between individual autonomy and collective external authority. The

manner of self-referred subjectivity implies that significant truth for an individual must be

self-generated: modem individuals must articulate their own values in relation to external

significance". The content of self-referred significance need not necessarily contradict

external authority. Individual authenticity does not inevitably imply opposition to common

collective values and external authority, as post-modernists suggest.

Taylor maintains that the greater separateness of identity, agency and self-awareness from

collective formations alters the nature of the moral imperatives which underlie collective

solidarity. In the modem age, as self-conscious individuality progressively develops,

identification with external authority and moral, cultural and intellectual values, becomes

increasingly a process of conscious individual moral and epistemological affirmation and

not induced by external authority. This accords with the sense of autonomous

identification with collective purpose, which I referred to earlier, and relates both to

Appiah's (1997) notion of the "reflective appropriation" of purpose and, in its moral

dimension, to my notion of fraternity. The alternative is identification as the result of social

pressure, dogma or the coercive suppression of individual, cultural or religious diversity,

all of which compromises autonomy.

The ideal of authenticity, according to Taylor, "decisively undermines" pre-modem

hierarchically derived identification. This provides an important insight into the

ontological and epistemological complexities underlying the relationship between

individual agency and collective authority. As indicated, human fulfilment is, by virtue of

the dialogical context of our identity formation, impossible in isolation and is therefore

intrinsically social. Nonetheless, this does not imply social determinism. In arguing that

authenticity "cannot be socially derived but must be inwardly generated" (Taylor, 1992:

47-8), Taylor echoes Durkheim's claim that we are at once free agents and shaped by the

social context. Authenticity is thus simultaneously independent of social formation but

-------,
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situated within and mediated by the social context. As we shall see in moment, recognition

is crucial to this.

From this it can be seen that autonomy does not imply the recreation, still less the

mandatory rejection, of external socio-cultural authority. The precepts and obligations of a

cultural or religious practice can be consciously adopted without forfeiting individual

autonomy. Such practices - if they avoid dogma and authoritarianism - provide the

framework, or as Taylor will have it, the horizons of significance, for individuation. This

corroborates my earlier contention that it is through, and not in avoidance of, the

specificities of individual and cultural identity, that autonomy and moral self-development

is gained as part of the process of individuation.

This then is the central tension between the two types of individualism - the authentic and

deviant self-centred forms - which can be defined in terms of their relation with collective

concerns. The deviant form derives from the true ideal in emphasising autonomy, but by

taking self-determining freedom to its extreme, external significance is rejected and

individualism and collectivism remain in tension. The authentic form, by contrast, does not

perpetuate this tension. It posits a view of individual autonomy which articulates with

external significance and authority and is embedded in the social context. For Taylor, then,

the notion of authenticity incorporates something beyond the circularity of subjectivity

itself. Insofar as it is premised on autonomy, this something does not simply derive from

external authority. Taylor thus emphasises ethical and epistemological individualism

without succumbing to relativism. In so doing, he builds a key philosophic bridge between

compatible aspects of individualism and collectivism - in his terms, between the authentic

self on the one hand and social solidarity and identity formation in the social context on the

other. I now examine a little further how Taylor elaborates these links and develops an

inclusive approach to individualism and collectivism.
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Limits to Subjectivity: Dialogical Identity Formation and Inescapable

Horizonsof Significance

In presenting an inclusive perspective of individual and collective concerns, Taylor

establishes limits to subjectivity on two grounds: first that human life is "dialogical" in

nature, and second that there are inescapable horizons of significant meaning beyond

individual subjectivity.

Taylor challenges the soft relativism which is immersed in the contemporary culture of

authenticity and which places authenticity beyond the reach of reason. In contrast, he

argues that life is "fundamentally dialogical in character". It is only through social

dialogue that we "become full human agents, capable of understanding ourselves, and

hence defining an identity" (Taylor, 1992: 33). The significance of this lies in the broader

collective and social scope which it gives to the notion of agency and autonomy. Self-

determination (or in my terms, individuation) is achieved, not in isolation of external

authority, but through interaction with it and through the specificities of our socially and

culturally situated realities. Individual identity, autonomy and moral development thus

arise in relation to the collective, not in abstraction from it.

The definition of our identity is dialogically situated: that is, identity is defined always "in

dialogue with, sometimes in struggle against, the identities our significant others want to

recognize in us" (ibid.). Human identity is, by Taylor's definition, the background against

which our values, goods, tastes and desires are given meaning. If relationships are among

such goods (and they must necessarily be so for all but those such as ascetics and solitary

artists), then our relationships become internal to our identity. This runs against the grain

of Western cultural expectations and representations which reinforce the autonomy and

authority of the isolated atomist individual. We are, as Taylor suggests, "expected to

develop our own opinions, outlook, stances to things, to a considerable degree through

solitary reflection".

The importance of the social context of identity formation lies in the fact that we, as social

subjects, require recognition by others. The significance of Taylor' account of recognition

in the context of my argument is that he contends that both difference and equality must be
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recognised. This provides support for my central claim regarding the recognition of dual

social ontology (which incorporates difference and equality).

Taylor argues that there is "no such thing as inward generation, monologically

understood". Discovering personal identity is not a solitary, isolated process, but is

negotiated "through dialogue, partly overt, partly internalized" (Taylor, 1992: 47).

Individual identity crucially "depends on dialogical relations with others". The emergence

of the ideal of inwardly generated identity affords a new and crucial importance to social

recognition. The form of recognition has shifted in Western cultural history from the

selective ancien regime sense of "honour" to the egalitarian sense of the universal dignity

of human beings. Democracy ushered in a "politics of equal recognition". In the pre-

modern age, identity and recognition were unproblematically derived from established and

unchallenged social relations. Modem inwardly generated identity does not enjoy this a

priori status; it has to be won through dialogical exchange. The crucial difference is that

dialogue is contingent on enabling conditions and not given, and can therefore fail. For this

reason, the need for recognition is now acknowledged both on an intimate level (on which

identity can be "formed or malformed in our contact with significant others") and on a

social plane (on which there is a continuing politics of equal recognition).

Taylor captures the importance of recognising the universal basis of both equality and

difference in arguing that

on the social level, the crucial principle is that of fairness, which demands
equal chances for everyone to develop their own identity, which includes ... the
universal recognition of difference in whatever modes this is relevant to
identity, be it gender, racial, cultural, or to do with sexual orientation (Taylor,
1992: 50, emphasis added) lO.

This accords with my contention that regard for both common universal individuality and

our common identity as different individuating beings forms the basis of an inclusive

democratic theory and practice. The inter-relatedness of difference and equality is brought

out in Taylor's argument that there are necessary limits to difference. The mere assertion

of difference is not sufficient to establish equality. The recognition of equal difference in

itself does not necessarily generate moral regard. Recognition of difference merely

requires a principle of procedural justice (that is, what I have referred to as 'formal
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equality') which ensures equal recognition of the other, and does not imply a "strong

allegiance to a citizen republic or any other form of political society" (Taylor, 1992: 51).

Recognising relevant difference implies "recognizing the equal value of different ways of

being," the acknowledgement of which is fundamental to the politics of identity-

recognition. Yet, neither merely choosing different ways of being nor the "fact that

[people] happen to find themselves in these different sexes, races, cultures" makes them

equal. Like choice (as we shall shortly see), mere difference "can't in itself be the ground

of equal value". Instead, some horizon of significance must serve as a reference point by

which we assess and rank difference. What Taylor is driving at here is that difference

becomes significant only in relation to some common value by which the relevant

difference can be seen to be equal. As he explains,

If men and women are equal, it is not because they are different, but because
overriding the difference are some properties, common or complementary,
which are of value. They are beings capable of reason, or love, or memory, or
dialogical recognition. To come together on a mutual recognition of difference
- that is, of equal value of different identities - requires that we share more
than a belief in this principle; we have to share also some standards of value on
which the identities concerned check out as equal. There must be some
substantive agreement on value, or else the formal principle of equality will be
empty and a sham (1992: 51-2).

At the most general level, the "common properties" referred to above against which

differences can be valued, are our common identity as human beings, capable of such

human functions as reason, love, memory and dialogical recognition. The recognition of

significant differences, then, rests on equality and commonality of fundamental values

which not only formally guarantee fundamental rights and dignity, but respect these in

practice. Recognising difference implies more than procedural justice; it involves

substantive agreement on common values which must be grounded in social and

institutional practices.

In this way, Taylor establishes the necessity of a surrounding frame of commonality of

values - metaphorically depicted as a horizon - which provides the reference point by

which differences gain significance. Individual difference and collective commonality are

thus articulated. The consequence of detaching this relationship is loss of meaning and

self-interest.
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The second limit to subjectivity, then, according to Taylor, is that external horizons of

significance are inescapable. He argues that not all aspects of choice and individual

creativity carry equal legitimacy, and that "the popular 'post-modem' variants of our day,

which have attempted to delegitimate horizons of significance, as we see in Derrida,

Foucault, and their followers, are indeed proposing deviant forms [which take] the form of

forgetting about one whole set of demands on authenticity while focussing exclusively on

another" (Taylor, 1992: 66). What they rightly emphasise in their deconstructionist

doctrines is the creative, constructive element of authenticity, which often opposes social

rules, including forms of morality - the "amoralism of creativity". What they ignore is that

authenticity requires both openness to external backgrounds of significance and self-

definition in dialogue. By rejecting these elements, proponents of this deviant form of

authenticity celebrate the freedom and power that emanates from the idea of created value,

a function of self-determining freedom. But this unconditional freedom, although it has

some affinity with authenticity, is in tension with it. When taken to its limits, self-

determining freedom has no boundaries - a position that "can easily tip over into the most

extreme forms of anthropocentrism," which, "by abolishing all horizons of significance,

threatens us with loss of meaning and hence a trivialization of our predicament" (Taylor,

1992: 68). Self-determining freedom is thus at once a constitutive element and the enemy

of authenticity, which "with the pressures of an atomizing society, precipitate it on its slide

[to subjectivism]". This formulation succinctly captures, once again, the ambiguity of

individualism as well as the necessary limits to difference.

In this way, Taylor regards the narcissistic tendency of contemporary culture as "self-

defeating" and a "self-stultifying travesty". In the name of authenticity, self-fulfilment is

pursued without regard for "the demands of our ties with others or of any kind emanating

from something more or other than human desires or aspirations" (Taylor, 1992: 35). This

means that they "destroy the conditions for realizing authenticity" because the definition of

individual identity and uniqueness can only be achieved against some significant

background.

This self-defeating element thus anses from prioritising the legitimacy of subjective

choice, and in so doing, depriving choice of significance and degenerating it into an

illusion of personal autonomy. Choice is an important aspect of individual autonomy, but
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loses its sense as an ideal and descends into trivial incoherence when options cannot be

ranked in terms of their significance. Thus, as Taylor expresses it pointedly, "I couldn't

claim to be a self-chooser and deploy a whole Nietzschean vocabulary of self-making, just

because I choose steak and fries over poutine for lunch" (Taylor, 1992: 39).

Thus the assertion of value as the outcome of choice becomes degraded through its

association with the principle of self-fulfilment and constitutes a deviation from the ideal

of authenticity. Horizons, according to Taylor, are inescapable, because even the

significance arising from self-chosen value, represents "the understanding that independent

of my will there is something noble, courageous, and hence significant in giving shape to

my own life" (Taylor, 1992: 39, original emphasis). Human significance, then, arises from

significant differences - such as one's unique contribution to the arts or culture and in

redefining the priority of values around important, not superficial issues.

In these terms, then, Taylor articulates the tension between self-interested individualism

and community solidarity. Significance and meaning is precluded by contemporary

narcissistic self-fulfilment which, "in opposition to the demands of society, or nature, [and]

which shut out history and the bonds of solidarity (Taylor, 1992: 40, original emphasis).

By excluding demands which emanate from beyond the self, the conditions for achieving

significance are denied. Thus, the possibility of individual moral fulfilment is precluded by

the practice of self-fulfilling individualism. Contemporary culture "encourages a purely

personal understanding of self-fulfilment, thus making the various associations and

communities into which the person enters purely instrumental in their significance". At the

broader social level, personal self-fulfilment is antithetical to any strong commitment to

the community". In particular, "it makes political citizenship, with its sense of duty and

allegiance to political society, more and more marginal" (Taylor, 1992: 43). On a more

individual level, this attitude reduces relationships to an instrumental role in furthering

personal fulfilment.

External collective significance thus forms the crucial point of reference beyond individual

subjectivity, by which individual choices and purpose are rendered meaningful. Put

differently, external significance is a pre-condition for individual self-realisation. This
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captures a crucial aspect of the link between individual and collective: the notion of

socially situated identity formation and the identification of individual and external

purpose beyond the self. Authenticity is therefore not opposed to the social collective and

moral regard, but by definition, assumes it - a crucial conclusion which confirms the

inclusive view that autonomous individuality is not incompatible with collective concerns.

As Taylor writes:

Only if I exist in a world in which history, or the demands of nature, or the
needs of my fellow human beings, or the duties of citizenship, or the call of
God, or something else of the order matters crucially, can I define an identity
for myself that is not trivial. Authenticity is not the enemy of demands that
emanate from beyond the self; it supposes such demands (1992: 40-1, original
emphasis).

Countering Self-interested Individualism: Social Change as Retrieval and

Moral Activism

Finally, I address Taylor's notion of social change which he conceptualises as the 'work of

retrieval'. This section provides some insight into the 'moral activism' which underlies

Taylor's understanding of democratic praxis. The importance of this is that, like Sherover-

Marcuse (1986) as we.shall see shortly, Taylor emphasises the individual subjective moral

dimension of social change which contributes to and complements collective concerns.

Together, the individual and collective dimensions of social change constitute an inclusive

approach.

Significantly, Taylor's inclusive approach towards the ambiguity of individualism differs

from the various "middle positions which hold that there are some good things in the

culture of individualism (like greater freedom for the individual), but that these come at the

expense of certain dangers (like a weakening of the sense of citizenship), so that one's best

policy is to find the ideal point of trade-off between advantages and costs". Instead, his

project is the "work of retrieval, through which this ideal can help restore our practice"

(Taylor, 1992: 23).

Taylor's notion of social justice is shaped by the argument that the recognition of

significant difference against the backdrop of a shared value, upon which the principle of

https://etd.uwc.ac.za/



162 Chapter 4

commonality rests, is thus necessary for a just (and democratic) dispensation. In this way,

Taylor holds the inclusive view that relevant aspects of difference and equality are

constitutive of social justice and democratic practice.

To this end, Taylor identifies three necessary conditions: "(1) that authenticity is a valid

ideal; (2) that you can argue in reason about ideals and about the conformity of practices to

these ideals; and (3) that these arguments can make a difference" in practice (Taylor, 1992:

23). The first counters the contemporary critiques of authenticity; the second rejects the

entrapping web of subjective relativism; and the third creates an empowering concept of

social change - one which frees us from the determining confines of the "system". As he

indicates,

What our situation seems to call for is a complex, many-levelled struggle,
intellectual, spiritual, and political, in which the debates in the public arena
interlink with those in the institutional settings, like hospitals and schools,
where the issues of enframing technology are being lived through in concrete
form; and where these disputes in turn both feed and are fed by the various
attempts to define in theoretical terms the place of technology and the demands
of authenticity, and beyond that, the shape of human life and its relation to the
cosmos (1992: 120).

The inclusive nature of Taylor's analysis, which draws together the ambiguity of

individualism, is captured in his statement that "As Pascal said about human beings,

modernity is characterised by grandeur as well as by misêre. Only a view that embraces

both can give us the undistorted insight into our era that we need to rise to its greatest

challenge" (Taylor, 1992: 121).

This inclusivity is crucial to Taylor in countering the seemingly overwhelming tendency

towards fragmentation and powerlessness in society. He defines a fragmented society as

"one whose members find it harder and harder to identify with their political society as a

community" (Taylor, 1992: 117). As a result of the combination of atomism and

instrumental reason, people are increasingly incapable of establishing a common purpose,

other than the instrumental shared purpose of mutual self-interest.

In Taylor's view, the partial consciousness underlying self-interested individualism must

be challenged by "moral activism", which involves clearly articulating the veracity of the
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analysis of the ambiguity of individualism. For Taylor, it "matters" to say something to

people "who invest their lives in deviant forms," because "this may make a difference to

their lives" (ibid.). Articulation of these issues thus has a "moral point not just in

correcting what may be wrong views but also in making the force of an ideal that people

are already living more palpable, more vivid for them; and by making it more vivid,

empowering them to live up to it in a fuller and more integral fashion".

Instead of simply rejecting self-fulfilment, he proposes a process of retrieval in which "we

identify and articulate the higher ideal behind the more or less debased practices, and then

criticize these practices from the standpoint of our own motivating ideal" (Taylor, 1992:

72). The purpose of this exercise is not merely analytically critical or polemical, but forms

part of a programme of social change. It attempts to "lift the debased practice by making

more palpable to its participants what the ethic they subscribe to really involves" (ibid.).

This presupposes an effective dialogical critical space, in which 'deviant' self-seekers can

overcome their aversion to external horizons of significance, and in which it is possible to

mediate the seemingly unavoidable influences of atomism and instrumental reason which

characterise our modem technological culture.

As quoted above, Taylor sees the school as an important institutional location for such an

ideological struggle or, as he terms it, a "work of persuasion". The cultural field is

necessarily one of struggle, in which contention, criticism, and condemnation occurs. Here

the meaning of authenticity should be contested and retrieved from its deviant self-centred

tendency. The aim of this struggle is not to adopt positions for or against the authentic

form of individuality, but to define its proper meaning, namely, recognising moral

demands beyond the self.

Taylor assumes that authenticity is an ideal worth espousing. Authenticity, the defining

feature of mainstream Western culture, offers a "more self-responsible form of life". It

allows us to "live (potentially) a fuller and more differentiated life, because more

appropriated as our own" (Taylor, 1992: 74, emphasis added!'). The deep embeddedness

of this individualistic cultural tradition may cause concern and despair for the future. On

the contrary, however, Taylor advocates a non-polarised critical engagement with these
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Itendencies. This can "turn into a struggle, where people try to articulate the shortfall of

practice, and criticize it" (Taylor, 1992: 76-7).

The ambiguity of individualism, it can be seen, does not simply exist between individual

and collective interests, but lies within the self-centred form of individualism, which does

not transcend the self-contradictory rejection of external significance and thus fails to fulfil

the potentiality of its underlying ideal. In a real, dialectical world, there are no guarantees

of success or of inevitable outcomes determined by collective programmes of social

change, (as historical materialists would infer). These can never arise without contradiction

in a free society. Ambiguity of outcome is the consequence (and shadow) of a free society,

the nature of which is that it will "always be the locus of struggle between the higher and

lower forms of freedom" (Taylor, 1992: 78).

The import of Taylor's VIew here is that our emancipatory goals of autonomy and

authenticity can never be the automatic consequence of removing impediments, however

these are perceived - capitalism and individualism or socialism and collectivism. Instead,

it is won through active, dialectical contestation. If no guarantee of its successful

attainment is possible, then neither is the "slide to subjectivism" inevitable. Taylor's

inclusive call for social action, political change, retrieval and persuasion thus definitively

challenges the cultural pessimism which often arises in the face of the seemingly

overwhelming 'deviant' tendencies towards self-interest.

Linked to this, Taylor's account suggests the balance between individual liberty and

collective egalitarian concerns within an inclusive conceptualisation of democracy. He

argues that no single overarching universal principle can accommodate the diverse

complexity of modem society. As he suggests, "What should have died along with

communism is the belief that modem societies can be run on a single principle, whether

that of planning under the general will or that of free-market allocations". Instead of vainly

seeking these universal certainties, Taylor argues:

... our challenge is actually to combine in some non-self-stultifying fashion a
number of ways of operating, which are jointly necessary to a free and
prosperous society but which also tend to impede each other: market
allocations, state planning, collective provision for need, the defence of
individual rights, and effective democratic initiative and control. In the short
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term, maximum market "efficiency" may be restricted by each of the other four
modes; in the long run, even perhaps economic performance, but certainly
justice and freedom, would suffer from their marginalization (1992: 110).

Conclusion: Authenticity as Inclusiveness

In conclusion, Taylor's analysis is of considerable importance in explaining the nuances of

the relationship between individualism and collectivism. He identifies the two essential

strands of individualism: the self-interested and the authentic. Taylor shows that while the

former is clearly in tension with concerns beyond the subjective self, and indeed precludes

self-fulfilment, the latter is not incompatible with community concerns. He establishes the

ground for the moral regard of the other, firstly by asserting that all individuals are equally

worthy to pursue their different purposes, and secondly, that the constitutive meaning of

authenticity is social solidarity. In the modem subject, the sources of moral authenticity lie

in the inner voice of the individual and is closely related to self-determining freedom. He

emphases the creative autonomous nature of authenticity, which, like modem art, discovers

itself through its own originality. Importantly, he defines limits to subjectivity and

difference by asserting two key points: firstly, the dialogical, collective character of

individual identity formation, and that, by extension of this, the recognition of equal

difference is meaningful only in relation to a common value which establishes the basis of

that equality; and secondly, the necessity of external horizons of significance in rendering

individual choice meaningful. He therefore argues against relativistic post-modem trends

and provides an account of autonomy which does not contradict external authority. It is

through our dialogical context, rather than in detachment from it, that self-determination is

achieved. While socially situated in this way, the authentic self is nonetheless inwardly and

autonomously generated - a picture which captures the vital link between autonomous

agency and social context.

In this way, the defining features of the authentic self - autonomy, moral regard,

significant choice, the construction of meaning, and the dialogical foundation for identity

formation - are all linked to collective significance, in relation to which the self cannot

therefore be seen to be in simplistic polarisation. We can conclude from Taylor's account

that his notion of authenticity assumes an inclusive conceptualisation of individual and

collective identity. In addition, Taylor provides the notion of a praxis directed towards
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social change - a moral and dialectical engagement with the prevailing discourse of self-

interested individualism by means of which the conceptualisation of the authentic self can

and should be asserted. Education and schooling provides an important site for this

contestation. The richness of this analysis thus confirms the main lines of argument in this

thesis and provides a firm foundation for conceptualising an inclusive democratic

educational practice. Taylor's account of the inward generation of autonomy, moral

capacity and the construction of meaning against the background of horizons of

significance captures the inter-related dynamics of individualism and collectivism,

difference and commonality which has special relevance for our understanding of learning,

teaching and moral development in the classroom.

Conclusion

I suggested at the outset that, at the heart of an adequate theory of democracy, lies the

successful conceptualisation of how we can legitimately and simultaneously regard

ourselves as the same and as different from others. My main claim has been that such an

adequate theory can be grounded on a dual ontological concept which is inclusive of both

commonality and difference, agency and structure, liberty and equality, differentiation and

identification. This inclusive and mediating notion of democracy, I proposed, derives from

how we conceive our identity as social and moral agents. The assumed polarisation of

these related sets of concepts can all be mediated by conceptualising our dual identity as

simultaneously socially situated individuating persons, and universal citizens. Likewise,

the ethical attribute of fraternity, which incorporates the autonomous identification of

individual and collective purpose and interest, is to be understood as the moral foundation

of a democratic practice. It can be seen from this that these inclusive inter-relationships can

be traced on the ontological, ethical and epistemological levels. All of these are of central

relevance to democracy and education, as will emerge in the ensuing discussion.

In substantiating my argument, the discussion in the previous two chapters focused on the

conceptual analysis of "individualism" and "collectivism" as cluster terms and their

disaggregation into three simpler elements, namely, individuality, individuation and self-

interested individualism. The purpose of this was to show that only one element, namely,
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self-interested individualism is necessarily opposed to collectivism and that the other

elements of individuality and individuation are constitutive of a dual social ontology.

Individuality, I suggested, refers to the universal human identity which is the basis for

dignity, respect and fundamental equality. Individuation refers to the progressive process

of differentiated individual self-development over time. This perspective implies a social,

rather than an atomistic conceptualisation of the individual, and an interactionist

sociological explanatory framework, rather than a methodological individualistic one. It

implies sets of social and economic relations which uphold both individual rights and

sociality, rather than the market and unregulated individual accumulation which favours

self-interest and instrumental collectivism.

Though, as Taylor argues, the aspiration towards self-development underlies self-seeking,

these two aspects of individualism are not synonymous, and their contrast constitutes the

ambiguity of individualism. The differentiating process of self-development, by definition,

implies progressive autonomy and moral sense, as the accounts of the early Marx, Dewey

and Taylor testify. From this it can be seen that the autonomous moral faculty and choice

to recognise simultaneously the common individuality and differentiated individuating

other is the foundation of collective freedom in which the principles of identification and

differentiation converge'". This restates the nature of fraternity as the heart of the

democratic and social ideal. Supporting a more equitable and just social order therefore

does not imply the rejection of individualism. On the contrary, the fulfilment of the

collective ideal depends on the development of autonomous individual moral potential and

agency. The social foundation of identity formation and the necessity of recognition, as

Taylor shows, implies that individual fulfilment can only occur within social and cultural

contexts. Individual and social development are thus interdependent.

This integrative or inclusive framework underlies the work of various thinkers (including

the original socialists, the early Marx, Durkheim and the interactionist sociologists, Dewey

and Taylor). They all suggest in one way or another that, given the ambiguity of

individualism, only the self-interested, and not "authentic" self-developmental, view of

individualism is in conflict with the values of collectivism and sociality. Importantly
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within this, following Watt's and Abercrombie et al's reading of Marx, and in my reading

of Dewey, normative individualism and sociality can be conceptualised as compatible.

What emerges, then, from these observations is that it cannot be assumed that

individualism and collectivism as a whole are conceptually antagonistic towards each

other, but rather that a) only self-interested individualism and instrumental collectivity are

conceptually opposed to collectivism; b) these relations and oppositions arise from

culturally, historically and ideologically specific interpretations which accounts for the

false polarisation of individualism and collectivism; and c) following an alternative social

interpretation, these concepts can be regarded as interdependent aspects of the inclusive

concept of democracy which mediates individuating difference and collective equality.

The following chapter addresses the key issue of the criterion upon which this mediation of

difference and equality can be based. It explores and explains the notion of the spheres of

social relations and the constitutive meaning of these, in terms of which the legitimacy of

the priority of difference and equality within a particular set of relations and identities can

be assessed.
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Spheres of Social Relations and their Constitutive

Meaning

Earlier, in Chapter 2, I suggested that the contrasting dynamics of differentiation and

identification are fundamental to social relations. As composite identities, we are at once in

some senses equal, and in other crucial respects, different from each other. The key to

understanding this dual social ontology, I have argued, is by reference to the different

spheres of social relations, the constitutive meaning of which can guide us as to whether,

in a particular context, it is appropriate to regard difference or commonality as the

legitimate basis of the social relations in question. It will be seen that in Part 2, the notion

of the different spheres and their constitutive meaning is applied to the mediation of the

difference and equality in educational practice.

This chapter explores the notion of the spheres of social relations and their constitutive

meaning). As is already apparent, this forms a pivotal element of my argument. I first

examine Walzer's account of distributive justice which provides an important perspective

in order to substantiate these claims. I begin by briefly outlining Walzer's (1983) theory

and then indicate how I have adapted this for my purposes as a central organising concept

in this thesis. I refer to sport as an illustrative example of the intersection of difference and

equality in a social sphere and how the constitutive meanings of these might be traced.

I then return to the theme of democracy and show how Held's (1992) account of tension

between liberal democracy and Marxism can be formulated in terms of social spheres. The

chapter ends with a brief discussion of Held's argument for an inclusive notion of

democracy which calls for the revitalisation of both civil society and the state. I shall argue

that the relevance of this interpretation of inclusivity is that it corresponds to our dual

social ontology comprising universal individuality and particular individuating beings. In
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this way, Held links contemporary democratic theory and the politics of identity - a major

theme of this thesis.

Walzer's Spheres of Distributive Justice

Equality, understood literally, "is an ideal ripe for betrayal". This is the blunt view

introducing Walzer's (1983) argument for a complex notion of equality. Social justice is

often uncritically and tacitly interpreted - especially at the rhetorical level - in terms of its

strict and literal meaning. However, even the most cursory consideration of applying strict

equality in concrete social situations leads quickly to the conclusion that, apart from the

sphere of formal rights, this notion is an abstract one. Asymmetrical relations and the

inevitable structural and other forms of differentiation which divide the social order render

the strictly equal distribution of any social good an unattainable ideal, unless enforced by a

strong regime - a prospect which would generate, as Walzer suggests, "a drab and fearful

conformity" (1983: xii). A society of equals, in the view of opponents of equality, "would

be a world of false appearances where people who in fact were not the same would be

forced to look and act as if they were the same," (ibid.) and in which these falsehoods

would themselves have to be enforced by an elite whose existence contradicts itself.

The ideal of literal equality therefore stands in strong contradiction to the multiple forms of

individual, cultural, political, historical and economic diversity which constitute the fabric

of social life. What, then, do we really mean by equality, if it is not to be taken literally?

"In what respects," he inquires, "are we one another's equals?" (Walzer, 1983: xii) For

Walzer, there is no simple answer. Significantly, he explains that complex equality is

centrally linked to our recognition of each other's dual identity as human beings - that is,

members sharing common identity of the same species on the one hand, with "what we

recognise as bodies and minds and feelings and hopes and maybe even souls" on the other.

Taken together, Walzer states that, "we are very different, and we are also manifestly

alike". The question for him emanating from this formulation of what I have referred to as

our dual social ontology is: "What (complex) social arrangements follow from the

difference and likeness?" (ibid.)
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At the heart of Walzer's theory of justice thus lies an issue which is central to this thesis,

namely our simultaneous difference and sameness. This, as repeatedly noted, underlies the

mediated and non-polarised understanding of the relationship between individualism and

collectivism. Walzer argues that the distributive criteria for each sphere of justice are

constitutive of the meaning of that sphere in society. I will extend this idea by arguing that

the criteria for determining the appropriateness (or otherwise) of difference or sameness

within particular spheres of social relations lies in the constitutive meaning of those

spheres. Owing to the central importance of these ideas to the framework of this thesis, I

now examine Walzer's line of argument in some detail to substantiate my assertions.

Egalitarianism consistent with Pluralism

Walzer contends that the origins of egalitarianism lie in abolitionist politics, that is in

response to some form of domination, such as aristocratic privilege, capitalist wealth,

bureaucratic power, or racial and sexual supremacy. Domination is, however, to be

carefully distinguished from differentiation. The struggle for equality (except in the strict

sense) "aims at eliminating not all differences, but a particular set of differences, and a

different set in different times and places" (Walzer, 1983: xii). The import of this view is

that the struggle for (complex) equality is compatible with pluralism. Walzer's notion of

complex equality aims at defining "a lively and open egalitarianism that matches not the

literal meaning of the word but the richer furnishings of the vision; an egalitarianism that

is consistent with liberty" (Walzer, 1983: xiv, emphases added). Differentiation, therefore,

does not imply domination. "It's not the fact," writes Walzer, "that there are rich and poor

that generates egalitarian politics but the fact that the rich 'grind the faces of the poor,'

impose their poverty on them, command their deferential behavior" (Walzer, 1983: xiii).

The ideal of egalitarian politics is thus not based on the elimination of differences, but on

the overcoming of domination. Moral and political equality arises when the means of

domination is not possessed by anyone. But these means, insists Walzer, are constituted in

diverse ways in different societies. Domination is mediated by some set of social goods,

and is not determined by persons themselves. Consequently, the struggle for equality

involves, not the repression of persons, but the understanding and control of our shared

conceptions of social goods. Walzer places great emphasis on the social construction of
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goods and on the reduction of domination - the basis upon which an egalitarian society is

practically attainable. He does not promote a utopian vision.

Walzer emphasises the particularist character of his theory; his claims about social goods

are not universalist, but are relative to the social world in which they develop. This is

significant, for it leads to the rejection of universal human or natural rights as the basis for

justice (interpreted as freedom from domination). People do possess rights beyond the

fundamental ones of life and liberty, but, argues Walzer, "these do not follow from our

common humanity; they follow from shared conceptions of social goods; they are local

and particular in nature" (Walzer, 1983: xv). For Walzer, in other words, the real basis of

commonality lies not in our universal identity as human beings, but in the specific shared

understandings of social goods within the groups of which we are members. As he states,

"We are (all of us) culture-producing creatures; we make and inhabit meaningful worlds".

But since there is no universal reference point by which to judge and rank these worlds,

"we do justice to men and women by respecting their particular creations" (1983: 314). It

should be noted here that my notion of a dual social ontology, which incorporates both

universal and particular elements of identity, differs from the exclusive emphasis on

particularism in Walzer's theory. I am in agreement that the constitutive meaning of the

spheres is socially and historically constructed, and that if people are to be treated justly,

their particularities must be recognised. However, underlying my concept of dual social

ontology, is the claim that our universal membership of the human species as well as our

individuating beings endowed with the capacity for moral autonomy and agency,

constitutes the foundation of our commonality. Human, social and political rights derive

from this.

Walzer argues that when the meaning of social goods is affirmed among members, then

justice is claimed and tyranny resisted. In order to challenge tyranny, Walzer contends, the

regime of complex equality "requires the defence of boundaries; it works by differentiating

goods" (ibid.). The distinguishing of meanings and the demarcation of the boundaries of

distributive spheres is characteristic of an egalitarian enterprise. This enterprise is best

undertaken in the setting of the political community, for it is here where, as opposed to the

plurality of distributive spheres, some order of commonality is established. Although not a

self-contained distributive world, it is, according to Walzer, "probably the closest we can
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come to a world of common meanings". It is where "language, history, and culture come

together (come more closely together here than anywhere else) to produce a collective

consciousness," and where "the sharing of sensibilities and intuitions among the members

of a historical community is a fact of life" (Walzer, 1983: 28). Mouffe (1992b), it will be

seen, provides another foundation for commonality, namely, a politico-ethical principle in

terms of which contesting cultural and other conflicts are mediated.

Walzer also rejects utilitarianism as the basis for equality. Classical utilitarianism,

according to Walzer, requires a huge co-ordination for the distribution of social goods

which in itself provides a means of domination for the planners. Distributive justice is "not

- what utilitarianism certainly is - an integrated science, but an art of differentiation"

(Walzer, 1983: xv, emphasis added). Complex equality, therefore, is achieved through

maximum differentiation - a seeming contradiction. How then can we understand a justice

which mediates equality and differentiation, difference and likeness?

Autonomous Spheres of Distributive Justice

Our social, political and economic world is characterised by a complex set of distributive

procedures, agents and criteria for a multiplicity of social and material goods. Not only our

possessions, argues Walzer, but also our identities, position, status and agency in the

economic, political and social order are factors of distributive justice. For Walzer, there

has never been a universal medium of exchange - not even money - which covers all

social goods; nor has there been a single set of agents controlling all distributions; nor has

there existed a single criterion or set of criteria for all distributions. However, in choosing

a pluralist conception of social goods, a coherent set of principles must still be posited.

This is necessary in order to frame the limits of pluralism, for not every distributive

criterion or agent must be uncritically accepted in the name of pluralism.

This multiplicity is misunderstood if the philosophic proclivity for an underlying universal

unity is followed in the search for a single dominant good, and a unitary distributive

criterion for this. Such a single distributive system is commonly philosophically described

as the rational one that people would choose impartially, freed from the particularities of

their own positions and interests. However, for Walzer, the problem has less to do with the
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particularism of interests than with the specificities of history, culture and membership.

The key choices and reflections, then, are not the ones made hypothetically under the

Rawlsian notion of abstract conditions, but an understanding of those already made within

the concreteness of particular historical, cultural and political-economic circumstances.

What choices underlie our common life experience? What understandings do we really

share? These questions must be approached within the context of cultural diversity and

political choice. Walzer's theory therefore centres on the argument that "the principles of

justice are pluralistic in form; that different social goods ought to be distributed for

different reasons, in accordance with different procedures, by different agents; and that all

these differences derive from different understandings of the social goods themselves - the

inevitable product of historical and cultural particularism" (Walzer, 1983: 6-7).

Central to the propositions of Walzer's theory is that goods and their meanings are the

crucial medium of social relations'. Conceptions of these meanings precede the

distribution of goods which thus occurs according to shared conceptions of the goods and

their purpose. All distributed goods are social goods; they are conceived and created in a

social context and thus have shared meanings. It is for this reason that these meanings are

particular to specific societies and to the spheres within them. However, the social

conception of social goods does not necessarily preclude individual agency. Individuals

challenge prevailing values and meanings and generate alternative, sometimes subversive

ones. For Walzer, individual identity is (partly) constituted by the way in which social

goods are conceived and created, and then possessed and employed. As mentioned earlier,

Walzer (1983: 8) argues that there is no "single set of primary goods conceivable across all

moral and material worlds," unless this was of such a general and abstract nature that

would render it useless to guide particular distributions.

The implication of this is that justice is relative to social meanings and that ajust society is

not necessarily a good society, but rather one in which its substantive life is faithful to the

shared understandings of its members. Walzer concedes that "social meanings need not be

harmonious; sometimes they provide only the intellectual structure within which

distributions are debated". The important point is that there are "no external or universal

principles that can replace it," because "every substantive account of distributive justice is

a local account" (1983: 314). Itmay be the case that the internal principles underlying the
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shared understanding of social goods are common to many, perhaps all societies. But

Walzer argues that this is an empirical matter and cannot be affirmed by philosophical

argument'. In this regard, Walzer shows that a capitalist society can meet the internal

standards of justice. If the surplus value of goods is not convertible, and cannot purchase

privileges in other spheres such as the courts, education, and politics, then the

accumulation of capital in itself is not unjust. It is the dominance of capital outside the

market that generates injustice.

A key feature of the theory is that distinct meanings imply autonomous distributions. This

means that

every social good or set of goods constitutes, as it were, a distributive sphere
within which only certain criteria and arrangements are appropriate. Money is
inappropriate in the sphere of ecclesiastical office; it is an intrusion from
another sphere. And piety should make for no advantage in the marketplace, as
the marketplace has commonly been understood. Whatever can rightly be sold
ought to be sold to pious men and women and also to profane, heretical, and
sinful men and women (else no one would do much business). The market is
open to all comers; the church is not (1983: 10).

The autonomy of the spheres is in reality relative. Social meanings are never entirely

distinct; one distributive sphere effects another. This relativity implies that there are no

single standards against which all distributions can be measured. Instead there are

"standards (roughly knowable even when they are also controversial) for every social good

in every distributive sphere in every particular society".

The reality of social life, however, is such that these spheres are invaded, the standards are

violated, and that certain goods become dominant and are monopolised by the rich,

powerful and influential. In most societies, "one good or set of goods is dominant and

determinative of value in all the spheres of distribution". Domination arises, according to

Walzer, when - by virtue of its possession, that is, beyond its intrinsic value - individuals

have privileged access to a wide range of other goods. A dominant good can thus be

"converted" into other goods. Goods are monopolised when individuals or groups defend

this possession against others in order to exploit the dominance of the good. Following this

analysis, a ruling class arises when it possesses the monopoly of a dominant good and the

claim to this monopoly constitutes an ideology, usually by legitimating this possession
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with certain personal or group qualities: breeding, intelligence, class identity, gender and

race and so on. Dominance and monopoly are, however, never complete and are

continually challenged by alternative visions of distribution and conversion. Different

dominances arise at certain historical conjunctures and struggle competitively for

supremacy.

This struggle, in Walzer's view, follows a paradigmatic form in which the monopolisation

of a dominant good, and its conversion to others, is challenged in the name of justice.

Thus, wealth is seized by the powerful, status by the wellborn, office by the well educated.

The qualities legitimating this possession are opposed, and the conversion is seen to violate

the common understanding of the goods. The struggle assumes various forms: a) that

monopoly is unjust and consequently that the dominant good should be redistributed

equally or more widely shared; b) that dominance is unjust and that all social goods should

be autonomously distributed; and c) that the existing pattern of dominance and monopoly

is unjust and should be replaced by an alternative good, monopolised by a new group. In

Walzer's view, the first form amounts to simple equality in which the monopoly is

challenged, but not the dominance of a social good. The third form (c) amounts to a

Marxist-type revolutionary programme which assumes a naturally dominant good, in this

case the means of production, which should be legitimately monopolised by the proletariat.

The central problem with simple equality is that it inevitably requires state intervention to

prevent new forms of dominance, the incipient monopolies and the inequalities arising

from the complex inter-relationships and from the idiosyncratic differentiations of the

social world.

Instead, Walzer opts for the second option (b) in which the dominance of certain goods is

reduced. This claim captures best the "plurality of social meanings and the real complexity

of distributive systems" (1983: 13). This implies restricting the range within which the

goods are convertible, and to argue for the (relative) autonomy of the distributive spheres.

Inequalities will arise, but their tendency to multiply through conversion will be restricted.

The autonomy of the spheres will tend to produce a variety of localised monopolies, each

held by different groupings, among which more particularised forms of social conflict and

challenge would arise. The key feature which distinguishes simple from complex equality

is that the latter "is a complex relation of persons, mediated by the goods we make, share
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and divide among ourselves; it is not an identity of possessions". Simple equality implies

the equal distribution of goods, quantitatively conceived. Complex equality requires "a

diversity of distributive criteria that mirrors the diversity of social goods" (ibidl.

Drawing variously from Pascal and Marx, Walzer conceives of the notion of tyranny as the

inappropriate intrusion of one sphere into another - the desire to hold power beyond the

appropriate sphere, to acquire by one means what ought to be had only by another. These

thinkers claim that "personal qualities and social goods occupy their own spheres of

operation, where they work freely, spontaneously and legitimately" (ibid.). As noted,

Walzer argues that distributive principles internal to each sphere are generated from the

meanings these goods hold for us which are based on our shared social understanding of

the goods. We know, for instance, according to our shared understanding, that no ruler can

justly command opinion on the basis of wielded power: that is, the conversion of strength

into belief is illegitimate. Social goods, then for Walzer, have social meanings and "we

find our way to distributive justice through an interpretation of those meanings, We search

for principles internal to each distributive sphere" (ibid.). Monopoly within the spheres by

people whose qualities are legitimate, is not in itself inappropriate; persuasive, skilful and

helpful people ought to dominate politics. Only when political power gains access to other

goods does tyranny arise. By contrast, Walzer's claim is that the regime of complex

equality opposes tyranny by establishing a set of relationships whereby domination is

impossible. The position of particular citizens in one sphere ought not to enhance or reduce

their position in another sphere. This will be precluded if no one sphere achieves

dominance over another and also if goods are not convertible.

A distributive system which precludes domination will be founded on an open-ended

principle in terms of which no social good should be distributed a) without regard to its

meaning and b) on the basis of the possession of another social good. Walzer considers the

internal meaning of specific goods, including education in this way. Towards this end, he

identifies three distributive principles which appear to meet the requirements of an open-

ended principle: i) free exchange; ii) desert; and iii) need. None of these applies across the

full range of distributions. The relevant point, however, is that every criterion for

distribution meets the general rule in its own sphere only, so that "different goods mean
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different things to different companies of men and women for different reasons and in

accordance with different procedures" (1983:26).

The operation of complex equality, depends on the recognition of significant difference.

Conversely, recognising difference is a necessary condition of achieving (complex)

equality. Far from being simply associated with commonality and identity, equality - in

the light of Walzer's insights - stands in a complex and complementary relationship to

difference. In this view, equality and difference are by no means incompatible. On the

contrary, they are interdependent, constitutive elements of the complex relations

underpinning social justice, identity and the construction of meaning. The relevance of this

for an inclusive notion of democracy is self-evident.

Although "the theory of justice is alert to differences, sensitive to boundaries", it does not

follow that highly differentiated societies are more just. In such societies, justice has more

scope, but so does tyranny, particularly in the form of totalitarianism - "the systematic co-

ordination, of social goods and spheres of life that ought to be separate" (1983: 316) In this

view, then, "complex equality is the opposite of totalitarianism: maximum differentiation

against maximum co-ordination". This is of particular significance to the theme of

differentiation and commonality in this thesis. As mentioned, equality is a ubiquitous

political aim in the struggle against domination. A notion of equality which does not

incorporate this difference makes itself vulnerable to the excesses of universalist claims

and, still worse, to totalitarian tyranny. For Walzer, the special value of complex equality

is its opposition to totalitarianism. Equality cannot be the goal of our politics "unless we

can describe it in a way that protects it against the tyranny of politics, against the

domination of party/state" (ibid.). The best defence against that tyranny is the recognition

of the (relative) autonomy of the distributive spheres. The concentration of plutocratic

power needs to be challenged by a strong concentration of political power. But replacing

one tyranny with another does not represent progress, for "a campaign against plutocracy

that doesn't respect the full range of social goods and social meanings is likely enough to

end in tyranny".

Certain institutional arrangements will facilitate complex equality, in Walzer's view. These

are: decentralised democratic socialism; a strong welfare state; a constrained market; an
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open civil service; independent public schools; the sharing of hard work and free time; the

protection of religious and familial life; a system of public honouring (and dishonouring)

free from rank and class; workers' control of factories and companies; a politics of parties,

movements, meetings and public debate. But these institutions are not useful unless filled

with individuals prepared to defend them. Crucial therefore to the protection against

tyranny is the ability of citizens to "assert themselves across the range of goods and to

defend their own sense of meaning" (ibid.)",

Complex equality might better be described in terms of the harmony, as opposed to the

autonomy, of spheres. Here "harmony" refers to the recognition of the distinct spheres and

the internal distributive principles appropriate to them; it does not imply that the different

principles are harmonious. The conflict between the boundaries of spheres is endemic. The

principles cohere into a single culture, and are understood across the different companies

of people. The culture of a community is thus "the story its members tell so as to make

sense of all the different pieces of their social life - and justice is the doctrine that

distinguishes the pieces" (ibid.). The separation of the spheres is therefore necessary for

justice, construed as the harmony of the spheres. But culture is a dynamic process, and the

boundaries will shift, giving rise to new social orders in which a different character of

distributive justice will emerge.

Observing the autonomy of distributions has, according to Walzer, moral implications. It

generates "a certain attitude of mind" - a "decent respect for the opinions of mankind ...

those deeper opinions that are the reflections in individual minds, shaped also by

individual thought, of the social meanings that constitute our common life" (1983: 320)

Implicit in this view is that the recognition of individual identity and the particular

meaning which individuals construct should be morally respected. This in itself establishes

commonality among individuals.

Justice based on complex equality suggests that we can rule in some spheres and are ruled

in others. This allows us to conceive of a way of simultaneously being ruled and of

retaining self-respect. This constitutes rule without domination, which is "no affront to our

dignity, no denial of our moral or political capacity". In this way, communal life and

individual dignity and (relative) autonomy are articulated". As we shall see, this notion of
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relative autonomy and self-respecting subordination is crucial to the understanding of

democratic, as opposed to dominating, relationships between educational authority and

learners.

One of the distributive spheres which Walzer examines in the light of these principles of

distributive justice is that of education. With regard to the just provision of education and

to the considerations of a democratic education, Walzer examines how his open-ended

distributive principle would manifest in that sphere. I return to his argument in a later

chapter. There I will build on his insights about the kinds of distributions legitimate to a

democratic educational practice.

To sum up: Walzer's theory, then, evolves a complex notion of equality which

accommodates difference. Complex equality implies the recognition of relatively

autonomous distributive spheres. The socially constructed meanings internal to the spheres

are historically and culturally contingent and are constitutive of individual and group

identity. Our identities as social agents, depend in part on the range of social meanings

which we construct and to which we acquiesce. However, as agents we can challenge these

shared meanings. The struggle for equality involves the understanding and control of our

shared conception of social goods. Domination arises from the non-legitimate conversion

of talent and expertise from one sphere to another. A key aspect of distributive justice is

therefore setting the boundaries to autonomous spheres and limiting the transfer of

domination across spheres. However, in reality the boundaries between the spheres are a

permeable and shifting component of dynamic culture.

The import of Walzer's theory of social goods and the relative autonomy of the spheres to

the main concerns of this thesis can now be outlined.

The Constitutive Meaning of the Spheres of Social Relations in

relation to Difference and Equality

The framework I have developed in this thesis links the fundamental social dynamics of

differentiation and identification to the notion of spheres of social relations. It is contended

that there are a number of fundamental spheres of social relations: the political, the

https://etd.uwc.ac.za/



Spheres of Social Relations and their Constitutive Meaning 181

cultural, the economic and so on. The important distinction between two aspects of the

political should be noted at this point. I distinguish between a) the politico-legal sphere,

which relates to the political, constitutional and legal framework which is governed by

strict equality and aims towards the definition and guarantee of our rights and obligations

as citizens, which are derived from our identity as universal human beings, the bearers of

such rights; and b) the power-political, which relates to the patterns of domination and

subordination in all spheres, and to the asymmetrical relations of power by which this

occurs and in relation to which the identification of difference is a crucial aspect of

countering marginalisation and subjugation. The import of this distinction will be

elaborated during the subsequent discussion.

Like Walzer, I assume that each of these spheres of social relations comprises constitutive

meanings. In my case, I relate these constitutive meanings to the dynamics of

differentiation and identification. This means that the constitutive meaning relates

primarily to one or the other aspect of our dual social identity. In other words, each sphere

comprises a shared, often tacit understanding of the legitimate application of the principles

of identification and differentiation. The constitutive meanings determine when it is

meaningful and appropriate, within particular kinds of social relations, to prioritise our

equality and commonality on the one hand, and our difference on the other as primary

values governing the social relation in question. Put less formally, these shared

understandings underpin our sense of when it is right to regard ourselves as the same as

others and when different.

Similar to Walzer, I presume that these shared understandings are contingent, historically

and culturally specific constructions, and are thus malleable, mobile and open to challenge.

They are also not necessarily always explicitly or consciously understood; in many cases,

they form part of our implicit or pre-theoretical understanding. Like Taylor (1992), I

assume that part of the process of the democratisation of society and the struggle towards

justice and authenticity is to render these explicit and clear. The "moral activism", as he

puts it, involved here is thus directed towards constantly making ourselves and others more

conscious of the consequences of the alternatives to justice and authenticity, namely, self-

interest, injustice and the myriad forms of actions and choices which obstruct self-
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development. Indeed, the modest purpose of this thesis is to gain more clarity regarding the

issues addressed.

Following Walzer, I argue that democracy is forfeited when the principles of difference

and commonality, liberty and equality are applied inappropriately in the wrong sphere.

Instances have already been provided, and others will emerge during the course of the

discussion on education.

I likewise accept that within the complexities of social life, the spheres are not

independent. Indeed, my argument is that different spheres entail the complex intersection

of patterns of differentiation and identification. This complexity arises from the fact of our

dual social ontology and the multiple subjective identities we occupy as individuating

beings: sons or daughters, parents, learners, consumers and so on. In other words, we

operate simultaneously within and across the spheres in our multiple roles and identity

categories relating to gender, family, religion, cultural groups and vocations and so on.

These multiple identities generate a complex and sometimes contested diversity. However,

it is still possible to assess the appropriateness of the emphasis on equality or difference

within these complex intersecting spheres. The purpose of the discursive tool of the social

spheres and their constitutive meanings is to shed some analytic light on this.

The criteria proposed for judging the appropriateness of difference and equality in specific

social relations are as follows:

The first criterion can be stated thus: the appropriateness of applying equality and

difference is determined by the constitutive meaning of the social sphere in question in

relation to our dual social ontology. This means that social relations which relate to our

identity as equal universal citizens and as common individuating beings as bearers of

human rights and dignity are legitimately governed by strict equality in the politico-legal

sphere of human and political rights and the law. As a result, certain strictly equal

distributions of goods, based on these equal rights can be justified - access to public

services such as education and health, for instance. Strict equality also relates, as shall be

argued later, to spheres where professional, scientific and technical standardisation is

appropriate. In these cases, the elimination of all difference is legitimate. Differentiation,
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in its "benign" form, on the other hand, applies legitimately to the social and cultural

spheres in which individual and group diversity and development finds appropriate

expression.

But difference, as indicated, is also dominating, and the recognition of difference is

legitimate where the challenge to dominating power political relations occurs. The

recognition of difference, in certain circumstances, is necessary in the pursuit of justice. In

addition, the differentiated distribution of social goods will be justified when the outcome

benefits society as a whole. It will be argued, for example, surgeons should legitimately

receive specialised training in order to provide an adequate range of health care. The

second criterion is therefore: difference should only be applied in the developmental and

emancipatory interests of those being differentiated or in the greater interests of society.

This allows us to distinguish between the dominating and the developmental and

emancipatory modes of difference.

These two criteria are the consequence of the dual reality of our social life: firstly that we

share commonality as individuating individualities, and that our social and cultural life is

characterised by diversity and plurality, as well as the power relations of domination and

subordination.

Let us now look at how these considerations apply in less abstract terms, and how the

complex intersections and their constitutive meanings occur. I focus briefly on sport as an

illustrative example. Part 2 shows how this framework might apply in the sphere of

education, focusing on a few central aspects of educational practice.

The Sphere of Sport - an illustrative example

A game such as tennis consists of certain rules, in terms of which the actions of the game

assume constitutive meaning and significance. Outside of this sphere, the actions are

inappropriate and pointless. Taking out your opponent by means of a sidewinder is

meaningful and legitimate in the boxing-ring, for instance, but it is out of court (so to

speak) in a tennis match.
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Sport, like other social activities, comprises the intersection of several social relations and

therefore of the dynamics of equality and difference. The whole point of sport - its

principal and prevailing constitutive meaning - is competitive difference. We are

fascinated by and admire the efforts and skill with which specialised athletes dedicate

themselves to developing their potential to outperform others. As winning is the rule of the

game, it inevitably means making someone else a loser. The notion of equality in sport is

therefore meaningless and contradictory in relation to the individual differences in merit

and skill which underlie and give meaning to competition. Like all construction of

meanings, this is socially, culturally and historically specific. There are other ways of

constructing the meaning of the sphere of sport. I return to this in a moment.

However, the principle of equality also underlies the social relations which manifest in

sport. Applying the two criteria mentioned above, we can see that the principle of equality

applies firstly, insofar as all sportspersons are simultaneously rights-bearing citizens and

should not be insulted or abused and secondly, as equality provides the standardised

conditions under which athletes compete in order to ensure fairness. This accords with the

two legitimate functions of equality described earlier.

Performance-enhancing drugs are therefore outlawed; the rules of the various sports must

be consistently applied and on the basis of a consensual interpretation. In some sports,

where deemed relevant, competition utilising different apparatus which provides unfair

competitive advantage is proscribed. The playing fields, to invoke overworked but

apposite metaphors, must be level, and the goal posts not shifted if competition is to

remain fair. Fairness, in this context, results from the elimination of all unfair and

irrelevant differences by means of the standardisation of appropriate conditions. The

purpose of eliminating these differences is that differences relevant to the competitive

context of the particular sport, namely variance in individuals' skill and capabilities, are

revealed.

Participation in the game involves tacit agreement to these rules, the breaking of which is

sanctioned and the perpetrators of which are regarded as cheats. These rules are, as it were,

logically prior to participation. This provides the surrounding shared understanding and

basis of commonality against which the significant competitive differences, which

https://etd.uwc.ac.za/



Spheres of Social Relations and their Constitutive Meaning 185

underpin the constitutive meaning of the sports sphere, can be seen. Once this basis of

equality is accepted, individual differentiation is appropriate and indeed fulfils the

constitutive meaning of the activity, namely competition. Equality and differentiation thus

coexist simultaneously as part of the constitutive meaning of sport.

However, as mentioned earlier, this constitutive meaning relates to social purpose.

Competition enhances individual status and satisfaction and, among professionals and

amateurs alike, creates a spectacle which has become a huge and lucrative industry. The

sphere of sport has, in this way, become dominated by the concentration of power and

wealth in the economic sphere. This is not surprising in an age of global media coverage

and the vast advertising opportunities which this generates. Competition and financial

reward at this level is of course highly elitist. Only the best succeed; but then it is their

specialised skills that we pay to watch. Nonetheless, it represents the intrusion of the

economic sphere into the sports spheres. Some would contest this analysis and maintain

that this aspect is constitutive of its meaning in contemporary times.

There are other social purposes to which sport is directed. The ancient Greek notion of

participation in sport as self-competition, for example, opens the way to another view of

the activity - one that is developmental and educational in nature. The excessively

competitive attitude to sport at school level, and the incipient elitism and commercialism

which this generates, can arguably be regarded as counter to educational aims which seek

to enhance the dignity and self-worth of every individual. Given these social aims,

competition is less important than congenial participation in which the best in everyone is

developed, rather than in the elite few.

Where the latter goals are applied, we attribute a different constitutive meaning to the

activity. This may cause confusion; it may be as well to call it something more indicative

of its developmental aims, and to reserve the term "sport" for competitive activities. The

point illustrates that constitutive meaning is related to social purpose, and that, certainly in

the case of sport, this can vary and be contested. Here, the educational sphere, the

constitutive meaning of which is developmental, governs the activity.
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Like all other spheres, sport is subject to the broader asymmetrical distribution of goods

and power relations. This represents the intrusion of the power-political sphere into sports.

Equality of opportunity to participate and excel in sport is often assumed, but is in reality

non-existent. If external social conditions are such that they favour some individuals or

groups and inhibit the access of others to the conditions and facilities which enable them to

develop their skills to the maximum, then the game cannot in the larger social perspective,

be regarded as fair. In such cases, redress measures such as development programmes are

justified. But these notions of fairness and measures to offset structural inequalities are to

be distinguished from that aspect of sport which provides its primary constitutive meaning

for us, namely competition. And when participation commences, then the rules of the game

apply and individuals expose themselves to competition as equals without any concessions

for difference (with the exception of those few sports which utilise handicaps).

The various possible constitutive meanings underlying sport, then, must be debated and

determined in the particular context. An undue emphasis on competition and

commercialism in school sports, for example, could be deemed to negate the overriding

self-developmental meaning of the educational context. Likewise, as is now the case in

South Africa in many sports, the developmental aspect has become significant in relation

to the redress of past social inequalities and disadvantage. This has become fiercely

contested, as many (mainly previously advantaged) people regard this as the negation of

merit-based competition, in terms of which they exclusively interpret the constitutive

meaning of sport. Those upholding a developmental view of sport argue that normal sport

in an abnormally stratified society is impossible. The boundaries between the various

spheres are thus, as Walzer argues, socially contested. As we shall see later in Part 2, the

particular prevailing shared understandings of the various spheres of social relations and

their legitimate intrusions, can be used to determine the appropriate boundaries between

the political and educational spheres in a specific context.

With the framework of the social spheres in place, I now return to the theme of democracy

and to Held's discussion of the tension between liberalism and Marxism, which in essence

is about the drawing of the boundary between the political, economic and social spheres.
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Liberalism and Marxism and beyond through the lens of the

Social Spheres

The conversion of a good which is specific to one sphere into another is precisely the

problem underlying Held's critique of liberal democracy (Held, 1992: 23-24). He argues

that the liberty "to accumulate wealth and to organize productive activity into

hierarchically ordered enterprises" challenges the extent to which citizens can act as equals

in the political process and therefore the degree to which political liberty can be enjoyed by

all citizens. Guaranteed economic liberty is in direct tension with political equality because

of the capillary action of economic power and wealth which is translated into the political

sphere. Held contends that prevailing divisive relationships between class, race, gender and

ethnic groups preclude the realisation of formal liberties in practice. Liberty must be

"tangible" and impact upon daily life. Liberal democracy must therefore seriously address

"the massive number of people who, for want of a complex mix of resources and

opportunities, are systematically restricted from participating actively in political and civil

affairs" (ibid.).

Further, Held highlights the tensions and contradictions in liberal democracy between its

'liberal' and 'democratic' components, that is, between individual rights and public

accountability. Responding to Fukuyama' s (1989) classic celebration of liberal

triumphalism after the demise of the Soviet Union, Held contends that Fukuyama's

account of liberal democracy "barely considers the degree to which inequalities of

ownership and control, and determinate asymmetries of life chances, can create differences

of interest which may spark clashes of value, principle, belief, ideology within the West,

and between the West and 'Third World' countries" (Held, 1992: 24). It is, Held argues, by

no means self-evident that the existing economic order can support the basic needs of the

majority, and therefore whether it is "compatible with the central liberal concern to treat all

persons as "free and equal'", The issue here, it can be seen, is that the liberal democratic

guarantee of equal individual liberty refers essentially to formal political and legal rights,

included in which is the right to own property and to accumulation. In this formal sense, all

individuals are equal, despite difference in their social or cultural identity. Crucially, this

notion of equality excludes class (because accommodating this entails interventionist

redistribution, which contradicts the sectional freedom underlying market relations) and
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equity (which, as mentioned, entails accommodating the politics of difference - the voices

and concerns of groups marginalised by dominant discourses and practices)". Liberal

democracy, as noted, restricts the notion of the political to the formal politico-legal sphere.

It is thus blind to the way in which inequalities arise in the other spheres and to the way in

which these, in turn, are replicated through power-political domination, in the other

spheres, including the politico-legal.

The crucial issue of the appropriate boundary between the power-political sphere and the

others is addressed by Held in the following passage.

In the liberal tradition of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, the political
has often been equated with the world of government and the citizen's relation
to it. Where this equation is made, and where politics is regarded as a sphere
apart from the economy or culture, a vast domain of what is central to politics
in other traditions of thought tends to be excluded from view. Marxism has
been at the forefront of the criticism of this position, maintaining that it
proceeds as if classes did not exist, as if the relationship between classes were
not exploitative, as if classes did not have fundamental differences of interest,
and as if these differences of interest did not largely define economic and
political life. The key source of contemporary power - private ownership of
the means of production - is, Marxism holds, ostensibly depoliticized by
liberalism; that is, it is arbitrarily treated as if it were not a proper subject of
politics. . .. The Marxist critique of liberalism ... raises important questions -
above all, about whether productive relations and market economies can be
characterized as non-political and, thus, about whether the interconnections
between economic power and the state can be anything but a central matter in
politics (1992: 29).

Thus, in the Marxist perspective, politics includes both politico-legal rights and the power

relations aspect of politics which preclude equal (or at least equitable) participation in

political and civil life and in economic relations. Orthodox Marxists, therefore, see a

central role for the state in combating economic inequalities.

The relationship between the spheres of society also provides a conceptual framework for

grasping the pivotal problem in Marxism. One of the central critiques of Marxism lies in

the view that it does not extend this notion of the political beyond the confines of the

category of class. It is, according to Held and others, this direct and exclusive link between

the political and the economic spheres that defines the limitation of Marxism. Held argues

that "by seeking to understand the political by reference to economic and class power, and

https://etd.uwc.ac.za/



Spheres of Social Relations and their Constitutive Meaning 189

by rejecting the notion of politics as a form of activity sui generis, Marxism itself tends to

marginalize or exclude from politics certain types of issues" (Held, 1992: 29). These

include issues which cannot be reduced to class-related matters such as the domination of

women and ethnic groups, ecological issues and bureaucratic oligarchy. The concepts of

mode of production and class analysis are therefore too limiting, in Held's view, especially

in the light of new emergent forms of individual and collective identity within

globalisation, post-modernity and social pluralism.

Indeed, the Marxist exclusion of the notion of the power-political from spheres of society

other than class is problematic in the light of the challenges posed by democracy in late-

modernity. In asserting a monolithic notion of class identity and interests, Marxism denies

political pluralism in relation to other identities and interests. Further, the strict underlying

egalitarian model, as will later become evident, is in tension with equity and therefore

difference. Held (1992: 13) captures this in stating that "the fundamental problem with

Marx's view of politics ... is that it cannot accept as legitimate ... any description of

political difference". It therefore does not accept that an individual or group "has the right

to hold, and negotiate about, a politically different opinion as an equal member of a

polity". Marx's concept of politics thus "radically delegitimizes politics within the body of

the citizenry" by denying plural identity and interests and limiting politics and identity to

the undifferentiated category of class. This represents a "propensity to an authoritarian

form of politics". Marx, it seems to Held, "underestimated the significance of the liberal

preoccupation with how to secure freedom of criticism and action - i.e. choice and

diversity in the face of political power" (ibid.).

The Marxist emphasis on the centrality of class, the universal standpoint of the proletariat,

and the conception of politics rooted in production are being challenged by the

contemporary conditions of late-modernity. This involves among other things, highly

diverse new forms of collective solidarity, and new patterns of economic production and

associated social relations and knowledge traditions. As Held indicates, Giddens regarded

the working class as "only one type of collective response to the process of change

inaugurated by modem conditions" (Held, 1992: 34). Among new collective identities,

interests and agencies are: the various civil rights, peace, and green movements which

emerged in response to the three other main institutional complexes of modernity (other
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than capitalism) namely: administrative power, military power and industrialism

respectively. Consequently, for Giddens, a critical account of modernity must proceed

from a far wider perspective than labour interests alone, "if it is to claim to represent 'a

humane and just social order?".

In Held's view, the central problem posed by the demise of the Soviet Union represented

the failure of "state administered socialism" - which lost its radical appeal because its

fundamental misunderstanding and rejection of the liberal democratic preoccupation with

the limits of state power. From this perspective, it can be seen that the intention to

intervene in social and economic life (by securing capital investment, managing

employment and expanding welfare opportunities) was experienced in practice as a stifling

of individual and group autonomy and plurality - both in the failure to satisfy consumer

choice and as a result of authoritarian bureaucracy. Held concludes that in orthodox

Marxism, the "contribution to politics of other forms of social structure, collectivity,

agency, identity, interest and knowledge are severely underestimated" (ibid.). This has

fundamental implications for how one "conceives politics, democracy and the nature of

political agency". Thus, the intention to achieve social justice is conceptualised in terms of

strict equality. This is replicated in the economic sphere'".

Thus, for the purposes of this analysis, it can be seen that the inherent tendency within

orthodox Marxism to affirm a universal emancipatory project based on a strict egalitarian

notion of class is in direct tension with the discourse and conditions of late-modernity in

which particularism and the politics of difference is central.

From this account, it can therefore be seen that the fundamental tension between and

limitations within both liberalism and Marxism can be fruitfully analysed in terms of the

spheres of society and the constitutive meaning of equality and difference within these.

Held's analysis of the prospects for democracy in the light of these mutual limitations, and

the mediating and inclusive position he advances, are particularly interesting in the light of

the main concerns of this thesis and corroborates my notion of dual social ontology as the

basis for democratic relations. Responding to the events of 1989 and to other writers'

accounts of this, Held considers the possible meanings of the demise of Eastern bloc
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communism against the backdrop of contemporary global changes. As mentioned, Held

highlights the uncertainties around the two main contesting contemporary notions of

democracy which arise firstly from the ambiguities and risks accompanying sweeping

current global changes and secondly, from the fact that a satisfactory complementary

fusion of elements of liberal and social democracy has not been articulated in theory or

practice.

It is against new accounts of the complexity of modernity and its futures that the traditional

limitations of both liberal democracy and socialism can be seen in sharper relief. Central to

these considerations, according to Held, is the articulation of the political good in

contemporary times.

In this regard, liberal democracy identifies the sanctity of individual freedom and initiative

and of minimum political impediment. Freedom is justified in terms of the need to pursue

self-chosen goals and interests, and justice in terms of respect for the equal entitlement of

all individuals to basic rights and equality before the law.

Classical Marxism, by stark contrast, identifies collective goals. Liberty and equality

cannot be achieved by leaving individuals to their own devices under conditions of the

'free' market and accumulation, the private ownership of property and a minimal state. The

attainment of these goals depends on the struggle to ensure the collective appropriation of

the means of production and social control. Under these conditions, the free development

of the individual is compatible with the free development of the collective. As noted, this

forms an important link between freedom and collectivism.

Held argues that neither of these positions fulfils the requirements of democracy - for

similar reasons as those advanced by Macpherson, namely that liberal democracy

prioritises the good of individual liberty and Marxism that of collectivism. The emphasis in

liberal democracy on political, economic and ethical individualism renders democratic

accountability subordinate to the imperative of individual liberty. The Marxist assertion of

the category of class, class conflict and production limits the scope of democracy and lays

it open to collective authoritarianism.
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Significantly, Held goes on to argue that neither accounts adequately for the meaning of

democracy in the late-modem era, in which the politics of identity has been heightened.

Thus, for Held, despite the universal acceptance of democracy in political discourse, it has

not been central to theories of modernity and post-modernity.

In advancing this debate, Held identifies the main appeal of democracy: namely, its central

principle that the political good is one generated by none other than the people themselves

- however challenging it might be to find appropriate forms for choosing, authorising and

controlling political decisions. Significantly in relation to the main focus of this thesis,

Held defines democracy as "a way of containing the powers of the state and of mediating

among competing individual and collective projects" (1992:40, emphasis added).

Furthermore, given the conditions of modernity, which entail "political circumstances

constituted by a plurality of identities, cultural forms and interests, each perhaps

articulating different prescriptive regimes", democracy provides a basis for "tolerating and

negotiating over difference" (ibid.).

These functions privilege democracy among other political goods and allow it the status of

the only meta-narrative capable of delimiting the competing narratives which clamour for

attention in the contemporary age. Thinking democratically (by which I take Held to mean

thinking in a mediating way about individual and collective projects and difference), ought

in his view to be regarded "as the legitimate heir of the Enlightenment project". The

significance of democracy, which allows it to claim this lofty status, is set out by Held

(1992:14) as follows:

The idea of democracy is important because it does not just represent one
value among many, such as liberty, equality and justice, but is the value which
can link and mediate among competing prescriptive concerns. It is a guiding
orientation which can help generate a basis for the specification of the relation
among different normative concerns. Democracy does not presuppose
agreement on diverse values. Rather, it suggests a way of relating values to
each other and of leaving the resolution of value conflicts open to participants
in a political dialogue, subject only to certain provisions protecting the shape
and form of the dialogue itself. In this lies further elements of its appeal.

Held proceeds to the key question of what form or concept of democracy will encourage

political dialogue in practice. Liberalism and Marxism, as suggested, are inadequate to the
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task. While liberalism engenders a plural public political space, its central failure "is to see

markets as 'powerless' mechanisms of coordination and, thus, to neglect the distorting

nature of economic power in relation to democracy!'. Likewise, Marxism's central failure

is the "reduction of political power to economic power and, thus, to neglect the dangers of

centralized political power and the problems of political accountability". Liberals neglect

concerns about productive and reproductive relations; Marxists neglect concern for the

proper form and limit to the state. More contemporary accounts, like that of Giddens,

despite all their complexity, fail in his view to accommodate the comprehensiveness of key

political and cultural domains of modem society, such as human reproduction and the

resultant gender concerns relating to the public and private spheres. These views thus

"generate an unnecessarily, and unacceptably, restricted view of politics and democracy -

a view which obscures significant requirements for the realization of a democratic order"

(ibid.).

In response, Held proposes a view of democracy based on the simultaneous revitalisation

of democratic values within the state and civil society. Significantly, he argues for the

incorporation of a number of liberal tenets: an 'impersonal' structure of public power, and

the constitutional guarantee of rights, of diverse power centres within and without the

state, and of mechanisms to promote competition and debate among divergent views,

movements and pressure groups. The lessons of pre-1989 Eastern Europe and of attempts

to establish one-party democracy signal the importance of political and civil rights, a

competitive party system and, crucially for Held, the freeing of civil society from state

domination - the latter an essential feature of any democratic political order.

However, these liberal elements are necessary but insufficient for democracy. The narrow

liberal political focus on 'government' must be widened to incorporate concern for closing

the gap between a series of tensions between: formal rights/commitments to treat citizens

as free and equal, and actual rights/practices which obstruct this; between concepts of the

state as an independent authority and its role in reproducing inequalities; and between

political parties as mediators between the state and society, and the hidden centres of

power beyond their reach. Without attention to these tensions, democracy remains in "a sea

of political, economic and social inequality".
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The implication, for Held, is that democracy must be conceived in a double-sided way,

involving the interdependent transformation of both the state and civil society. This, for

Held, is the essence of the combination of liberal and Marxist elements. It lies in the

separation of the state and civil society and the reduction of inequalities with regard to

decision-making by constraining the power which emanates from the unregulated system

of private capital. Participatory democracy remains the ideal. But the small-scale models of

Ancient Greece are not replicable in the complexity of contemporary conditions. The

revitalisation of the state and civil society provides space for participation. Reducing

democratic activity to the formal mechanism of the periodic vote has the effect of shifting

the locus of people's activity into the 'private' realm of civil society, where their actions

and power are subject to their resources. This limits opportunities for participation as

citizens in public life and maximises inequalities. Conceptualising democracy as a double-

sided process thus creates the possibility of participating both as citizens and members of

civil society. In this way, it mediates between on the one hand, the sphere of individual and

group particularity and on the other, the collective public sphere.

Held's account thus highlights a number of key considerations which link the central

issues of democracy, identity and the social spheres. His argument for a viable notion of

democracy to meet contemporary conditions involves a fusion of those elements of liberal

democracy and Marxism which temper the excesses of their respective emphasis on liberty

and equality. Held identifies the central defining feature and appeal of democracy as "the

value which can mediate among competing prescriptive concerns", as a "guiding

orientation which can help generate a basis for the specification of the relation among

different normative concerns" and as "a way of relating values to each other". This, in

itself, is a ubiquitous claim about democracy. The issue is to identify the assumptions and

practices which explain how it performs this function. More particularly, it establishes a

ethico-political principle of political commonality by which the mediation of difference

occurs.

Held's notion of a double-sided democracy - comprising revitalised notions of the state

and civil society - implicitly acknowledges our dual identities as citizens and members of

civil society. The politico-legal sphere (which at root assumes universal citizenship as the

most basic level of commonality and hence justification for universal human rights) admits
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no differentiation. Civil society and the cultural sphere is the arena in which the politics of

difference is played out, bearing in mind that this is not only about power and domination;

it is also about the flowering of individual potential through social and cultural

particularities as part of the process of individuation. The significance of Held's two-fold

notion of democracy is thus that it recognises our dual social ontology as citizens and

individuals. Therefore, democracy can be seen as the mediator between these spheres,

between our public and particular identities.

Held's account thus corroborates and enriches the main line of argument in this thesis,

namely that an adequate notion of democracy is an inclusive one which goes beyond the

main competing single goods of liberty and equality. This allows us to establish a principle

of commonality - a fundamental politico-ethical framework - which relates to our dignity

and rights as universal beings and which provides the regulating basis upon which other

differences can be mediated. This, as we shall see, accords closely with Mouffe's (1992b)

proposition.

Conclusion

In this chapter, by drawing from Walzer, I have explained one of the key organising

concepts of this thesis, namely, the notion of the social spheres and the constitutive

meanings which underlie these in relation to difference and commonality. It was argued

that the two criteria for judging the legitimacy and appropriateness of applying difference

and equality lay firstly in these constitutive meanings in relation to our dual ontology and

common citizens and differentiated individuating beings, and secondly, beyond this, that

difference was justified when emancipatory and social interests were served.

Finally, I returned to the theme of democracy by looking at Held's account of liberal

democracy and Marxism which can be interpreted in terms of the spheres of social

relations and their boundaries. I then looked at his concept of democracy which is

inclusive of the public and particular aspects of our identities. These correspond to the

state and civil society respectively. The purpose of this was to show that Held's

perspectives on the importance of linking an inclusive theory of democracy to

contemporary ontological issues, supports my main contentions.
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In the next chapter, I tum to various other inclusive accounts of democracy to further

substantiate my claims.
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Beyond the Tension between Individualism and

Collectivism: Further Inclusive Approaches

In the course of the preceding chapters, I have set out in stages the framework of an

inclusive understanding of democracy - one that incorporates the apparently opposing

concepts of individualism and collectivism, and difference and equality. One of the

obstacles to reaching an inclusive theory and practice of democracy is the proclivity to

polarise these elements. I argued further that the tension between individualism and

collectivism expresses the more fundamental opposing social dynamics of differentiation

and identification. I suggested that the ideological and conceptual contestation between

liberal democracy and socialism can be explained in terms of their different interpretations

of liberty and equality and where they establish the bounds of politics.

The conceptual analysis of the cluster terms of 'individualism' and 'collectivism' revealed

the central ambiguity of individualism, namely, the contrast between self-interest and

autonomy. I showed that only self-interested individualism can be assumed to be in tension

with collectivism. Consequently, the two other constitutive elements of individualism,

namely, the notion of universal individuality and the developmental, differentiating notion

of individuation reflect the interactive social, ontological and ethical links between the

individual and collective. Together, these elements constitute what I have called our dual

social ontology, which implies a social rather than an atomistic view of human identity.

The perspectives of Durkheim and other sociologists, and of Dewey and Taylor were cited

as examples of inclusive theories in which agency and structure, and socially situated

moral self-development and autonomy are not seen as contradictories.

I showed further that the constitutive meaning of the different spheres of social relations

can be interpreted in terms of the primary values and social dynamics of difference and

equality. My contention was that the shared understanding of the meaning of the different
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spheres constitutes the criterion for whether difference or equality is appropriate as the

primary value in a particular context. In the light of the notion of the social spheres, Held's

analysis of the shortcomings of liberal democracy and socialism were examined. His

inclusive understanding of democracy, involving the double revitalisation of civil society

and the state, was shown to relate directly to our dual social ontology.

This chapter examines three other theorists who, in diverse ways, present an inclusive

approach to democracy. The conceptual frameworks of each contribute important

corroborating ideas and extensions to the main argument of this thesis.

I firstly examine the work of Gould (1988) who embarks on a project very closely related

to mine. She proposes a theory of democracy that goes beyond the tension between

individuality and sociality. This is grounded on the notion of social ontology, which

incorporates ontological individualism within a social view of human nature and which is

captured in her concept of "individuals-in-relation". Her theory combines the idea of

freedom as self-development and the equal right to conditions for self-development, and

substantiates the concept of sociality in her concepts of reciprocal relations and common

activity. Gould's work is a major and comprehensive philosophic treatment of the main

themes of this thesis, and thus warrants detailed discussion. Her analysis substantiates and

expands my central claims, and provides important additional insights and reference

points. However, in its focus on the philosophic basis for inclusivity, Gould's argument

tends, in my view, towards normative abstraction.

Secondly, I refer to Sassoon (1991), who seeks to resolve the tension between universal

and particular aspects of identity within a redefined and inclusive notion of citizenship.

Her argument provides a good example of the assertion of the politics of difference. This is

based on the necessity to recognise not only abstract universal rights, but also the concrete

historical and political specificities of particular groups, whose interests and experienced

are marginalised within the complexities of contemporary socio-economic conditions. In

this way, Sassoon provides a concrete, less abstract counterpart to Gould's account. I shall

argue, however, that Sassoon's resolution of the universal and particular tension by

redefining citizenship to include both, does not adequately recognise the contingent and

dialectical relationship between these concepts.
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By contrast, the third account of inclusive democracy which I address in this chapter, that

of Mouffe (1992a, 1992b), sets out a view of radical democracy which captures this

dialectic. As part of the post-1989 review of socialism, her intention is to overcome the

limitations of orthodox Marxism by integrating elements of liberal democracy within a

neo-Marxist framework. In so doing, she provides a key argument for a politico-ethical

principle which serves as the basis for combining political commonality and pluralism.

This forms an important framework for mediating difference and equality and a key

reference point for my emerging argument.

These three accounts thus focus on important aspects of an inclusive conceptualisation of

democracy and provide sets of assertions which substantiate and elaborate the subsequent

argument of the thesis.

Gould: The Redefinition of Democracy - Individual Freedom and

Sociality

Gould's (1988) project involves "a fundamental rethinking of the theory of democracy"

and focuses on a number of issues which relate directly to the central concerns of this

thesis. The main philosophic aim of her work is the reconstruction of the ethical

foundations of democracy, in which the traditional conflict between the concepts of

freedom and equality are redefined to show that they are non-polarised constitutive

elements of democracy.

Her main purpose is to show "how the apparently conflicting values of individual liberty,

on the one hand, and of social co-operation and social equality, on the other, are in fact

compatible" (Gould, 1988: 1, emphasis added). The inclusiveness of Gould's theory is

based on the "pre-eminent value of the freedom of individuals and their equal right to the

conditions of self-development" (ibid.). Her main philosophical aim is "the analysis of the

ontological foundations of democracy, that is, of the nature of individuals as agents and of

their social relations, as well as of the nature of society and of institutions as constitutive

entities" (Gould, 1988: 2). Gould grounds her arguments for an inclusive definition of

democracy, for the justification of human rights and for the principles of distributive

justice on what she calls "social ontology") and "individuals-in-relation" - the conception
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of human identity and agency which transcends the simple dichotomy between

individualism and collectivism.

The thrust of Gould's rich and illuminating account of these issues links closely to the

central concerns of this thesis. The value of her argument for my purposes is that it

provides a series of reference points for the subsequent discussion. A full engagement with

the intricacies of her work is, however, not needed here/. Instead, I focus on selected issues

which corroborate and extend the analytic framework thus far developed. In the course of

this, I draw attention to the common ground with Gould's approach and also highlight

points of departure.

Gould's central premise is that "there is a need for a new theory of democracy and for a

rethinking of its philosophical foundations". Identifying the mutual inadequacy of liberal

democracy and socialism and the apparent tension between individualism and collectivism,

she substantiates this necessity as follows:

This need derives, in the first instance, from the inadequacies of the traditional
theory of liberal individualism which, despite in strength of emphasis on
individual liberty, fails to take sufficiently into account the requirements of
social co-operation and social equality. However, the alternative theories -
socialist or holist - which emphasize such co-operation and equality are also
problematic in that they tend to subordinate individual rights to the needs of
the community or to the welfare of society as a whole. These two
countervailing political philosophies, which dominate contemporary thought,
thus present a stark choice between what appear to be the irreconcilable values
of individuality and sociality. But are these two values in fact incompatible?
Or, on the contrary, can they be integrated into a consistent political theory?
One of the central claims of this book ... is that they are in fact compatible and
it is through the extension of democracy that these values can be most fully
realized (Gould, 1988: 3).

Such a new theory of democracy would "preserve the values of individual liberty and of

equality and social co-operation represented in the prevailing alternatives, but would

eliminate those features of these views which make them unacceptable" (ibid.). However, a

new theory is more than "a cleaned-up version of the old theories, which simply combines

their virtues and eliminates their vices". It requires new foundations and must establish its

own coherence. Accordingly, "the primary values of freedom and equality have to be

rethought" .
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Gould's Critique of Liberalism and Socialism

As a background to her argument, Gould critiques both conventional and alternative

theories of liberal individualism and socialism. This generally accords with the range of

issues raised by Macpherson and Held and provides additional insights into the ideological

contestation between liberal democracy and socialism in terms of the tension between

individualism and collectivism.

Like Held (1992), she suggests that liberal individualism is founded on a particular

understanding of where the boundary between the private/individual and the

public/collective spheres of social relations intersect, which consequently identifies the

legitimate role of government intervention in socio-political-economic life. This view

assumes that individual liberty and the right to private property are primary values to be

protected by the state, which accordingly assures equal civil liberties and political rights.

"All other activities," writes Gould (1988: 4), "including the economic, the social and the

personal, are regarded as private rather than public matters and therefore outside the sphere

of political decision (except insofar as the government protects such private activities from

interference)" .

Gould identifies two principal limitations of liberal individualism. Firstly, it assumes a

view of human nature as "asocial, egotistical individuals whose fundamental motivation in

acting is the satisfaction of their own interests" (ibid.). Liberalism thus fails to account for

social co-operation and common interests among individuals, other than instrumentally for

the benefit of their individual self-interest. In denying the social foundation of human

identity and the social nature of much human activity, liberalism legitimates self-interest.

Secondly, liberal individualism condones extreme disparities generated by unequal

concentrations of wealth and influence, not only in social and economic life by protecting

the right to the unbridled accumulation of private property, but also in relation to political

power. These two criticisms lead to the conclusion that liberal individualism, "necessarily

counterposes individual liberty to social welfare" and "subordinates the latter to the

former" in disregarding the neediest members of society. Gould also questions the notion

of a free and efficient market. In reality, it is subject to manipulation in order to serve

primarily the interests of the powerful. According to her, the central contradiction in the
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liberal view is that inequalities in economic and social power deny equal political liberties

and rights - a critique which corresponds to Watt's notion of the "paradox of

individualism" .

Socialist theory, "which developed in part in response to what were perceived to be the

failings of liberal individualism, emphasized the values of social and economic equality

and social co-operation" (Gould, 1988: 6). Private property and capitalist competition,

underpinned by the ideology of liberal individualism, generate social and economic

inequalities and exploitation. Without an equitable distribution of the material means of

well-being, political equality remains merely formal. Further, "in contrast with the liberal

individualist conception of individual self-interest as the principal motive of action,

socialist theory emphasizes the centrality of social or collective interest - whether as class

interest or as human solidarity - as a motive for action" (ibid.). Central to socialism is a

theory of social change: that is, how inequalities are to be overcome and social co-

operation achieved. The orthodox theory is that change occurs through a strong, centralised

political and economic system to ensure sufficient production to ensure material well-

being and the equitable distribution of the means of production. Social co-operation

increases through the collectivisation of work, and the state is conceived of as the

expression of collective interests.

Gould supports the conventional critiques of socialist theory which focus on the

subordination of individual liberty and rights to authoritarian state power and to the norms

of social and economic equality. Individual freedom "has often been regarded either as

'petty bourgeois individualism' - a luxury for some to satisfy their needs without regard

for the social and economic unfreedom of the majority - or, in any richer sense of freedom,

as something that would have to wait for its realization until after the achievement of

equality" (Gould, 1988: 7). She also points to the weaknesses of socialism revealed in

practice: the emergence of new forms of hierarchy and stratification and the inability of

socialist equalities to provide adequate and efficient production for material well-being and

equitable distribution. Of significance is Gould's identification of the theoretical

weaknesses of socialism which, in her view, arise from two tendencies. The first is to

"counterpose sociality and individuality, and to posit the primacy of the social whole over

individuals," a tendency which disregards individual differences. The second is the
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reductionism inherent in economic determinism, which "has led to the denigration of other

dimensions of social life and in particular of political freedom and democracy" (Gould,

1988:7-8l

Gould (writing, it should be remembered, in 1988) observes that both liberal individualist

and socialist theories have been reformulated in response to emerging critiques and to

historical changes in social, political and economic practices. Despite the efforts of some

theorists, to "mediate between the values of the alternative traditions of liberal

individualism and socialism" these revisions, in her view, fail to "resolve the original

tension between individual freedom, on the one hand, and equality and social co-operation,

on the other" (Gould, 1988: 8)4. This corroborates Held's view that a satisfactory

convergence of liberalism and socialism has yet, in theory or practice, to be achieved.

These vain attempts, in her view, necessitate the development of a coherent theory which

provides the normative basis for the extension of democracy into these contexts and which

demonstrates how the values of social equality and co-operation and individual freedom

can be reconciled without the augmentation of state power or centralised authority.

Consequently, Gould aims to "develop the framework for such a resolution and to provide

the philosophical foundations for an adequate theory of democracy"(Gould, 1988: 24). In

presenting an argument for the redefinition of freedom and equality, she provides a

normative argument for the extension of democracy beyond the political sphere into

economic and social life. Her main project, which is to highlight the need for an inclusive

theory of democracy which reconciles the apparent conflict of individual freedom and

social co-operation, clearly concurs with the central purpose of this thesis.

Gould's Foundation for a New Theory of Democracy

Gould bases her argument for a new theory of democracy on four theses. The first is that a

broader concept of freedom must be incorporated in a new theory of democracy. Freedom,

in this wider sense, is interpreted as the activity of self-development, which requires not

only the absence of constraints, but also enabling conditions, namely the social and

material resources necessary to achieve purposes. The second thesis is that the traditional

liberal notion of equality must be extended beyond the political into the economic sphere.
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Accordingly, Gould proposes the normative principle of prima facie rights to the

conditions of self-development. Thirdly, reciprocity and common activity, which are

fundamental modes of social relations, not only constitute conditions for freedom as self-

development, but also imply specific forms of democratic decision-making. One of the

features of the new theory of democracy which distinguishes it from traditional liberal

theories is the recognition of these forms of sociality. The fourth thesis follows from the

first three in contending that democratic forms of decision-making involving equal rights

of participation should extend to social and economic contexts as well, in which decision-

making should be participatory where feasible. In the following discussion, I focus on the

first three of these, the fourth having less relevance to my main concerns.

Several philosophic issues, directly related to the (apparent) tension between individualism

and collectivism, are raised by Gould in relation to these theses. While the broad thrust of

her argument strongly corroborates my views, I will argue that her approach is in certain

respects limited and even contradictory, but provides a useful point of departure in

extending the main framework of this thesis.

Freedom as Self-development and the Principle of Equality

Gould's understanding of freedom and equality, though very close in conception to mine,

provides additional insights. Gould conceptualises freedom as self-development and links

this to the concept of positive freedom. Significantly, she incorporates a developmental

dimension to freedom which relates closely to my notion of individuation. Gould contends

that "in its account of free choice, [the negative liberty] view takes as its focus individual

or isolated actions and leaves out of consideration the development over time of the agent

or person through these actions and the realisation of long-term purposes or plans"

(Gould, 1988: 35. emphasis added). In addition, however, Gould emphasises the

importance of agency and the capacity to exercise free choice as the defining characteristic

of freedom and human identity. This identity as (potentially) free agents provides the

normative basis for her argument to extend democracy into all spheres. Individuals should

have decision-making rights by virtue of their participation in all spheres as agents. In

Gould's view, "an adequate conception of freedom must relate the account of the exercise

of free choice or the agent's actions towards such a process of self-development" (ibid.).
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As opposed to the simple concept of negative freedom, which "connotes unconnected

episodes of individual free choice", Gould's notion of freedom is complex. For Gould,

positive freedom implies both the ability to make choices as well as the enabling

conditions necessary to exercise that ability, whereas negative freedom implies merely the

absence of external constraining conditions which justifies the principle of non-

interference by the state or by others. Gould argues that one may be free from external

constraints and yet, in the absence of the necessary objective conditions, not free to

exercise choice. Thus, Gould distinguishes between enabling as well as constraining

conditions surrounding the exercise of freedom. Freedom is thus linked to sociality, as the

freedom to actualise one's purpose requires not only the forbearance by others from

interference, but also the positive provision of the necessary means of action by others.

Positive freedom as self-development comprises "the freedom to develop oneself through

one's actions, or as a process of realizing one's projects through activity in the course of

which one forms one's character and develops capacities" (Gould, 1988:40). As it involves

a process of personal development in time, it has a "biographical or historical dimension in

that it concerns the individual's self-transformation'" and also a social dimension in that

"social relations and common purposes provide the fundamental context for such self-

development" (ibid.). The social conditions necessary for the realisation of purpose include

co-operative forms of social interaction, reciprocal action to create enabling conditions,

recognition of each one's free agency, and access to training, education, and various social

institutions. The importance of this notion of positive freedom is that it incorporates both

individual and social collective dimensions, and in identifying the enabling social

conditions required for its fulfilment, Gould provides concrete indications of what is

entailed by social co-operation and reciprocity.

Gould elaborates the social context of self-development in observing that projects or goals

are not necessarily individualistic in nature, but can be common, social ones and may

contribute simultaneously towards the improvement of the individual and society in a

particular field, thus transforming objective as well as subjective conditions in the world.

Individual self-development depends on participation in joint activities in common

projects. Gould thus concurs with the sociological view that we are "social individuals".

Individuals "express who they are and become who they want to be in large part through
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their relations with others", and many of their actions "are such that they are essentially

social; that is, they are joint actions which could not be carried out by individuals alone"

(Gould, 1988: 49). In this respect, individual self-development "depends on these social

relations and ... on the extent to which these others are themselves self-developing" (ibid.).

Social relations constitute a necessary condition for individual self-development. They

"enter into an individual's self-development in several ways" (ibid.). The values which

shape intentions and purpose are affected by socialisation and "by the understandings and

practices that constitute the social milieu". Thus, socially transmitted factors such as

language, knowledge, skills and techniques serve as the framework for individual activity.

Social institutions and practices provide the framework of objective conditions whereby

individual goals are achieved. Social or common purposes are shared by individuals and

constitute the goals and purposes of many individuals. Like Taylor (1992), Gould argues

that self-development depends to a great degree on recognition through the relation of

reciprocity by others of the individual as a free agent. Similarly, mutual support for and the

enhancement of others' self-development are conscious aims for many. In addition,

through the development of an individual's self-development, society is enriched, thereby

providing further opportunity for self-development.

Gould distances her notion of self-development (which is thus linked to positive freedom)

from both the radical individualist view of self-actualisation, (which is linked to negative

freedom) and the essentialist view (which presupposes a defined purpose). From this, it

can be seen that Gould distinguishes two aspects of freedom: freedom as capacity, that is

intentional choice among alternatives, consciously oriented towards an end or some

meaning; and freedom as self-development, that is the process in time through which

"people come to be who they are and develop their qualities and character".

For Gould, self-development is contingent on both internal and external enabling

conditions and is not the automatic outcome of either of these. It is also, in her conception,

relative, which accords with my assumption that individuation is a progressive process. In

the acquisition of capacities, she suggests, individuals are "self-developing to a degree".

They have "acquired the elements of freedom through their activity, though not necessarily

https://etd.uwc.ac.za/



Beyond the Tension between Individualism and Collectivism 207

the full realization of it" (1988: 56, emphasis added). Self-development is therefore neither

essentialist nor inevitable.

Gould's notion of freedom is thus a rich and a complex notion which shows that it is not

simply associated with individualism, but is socially situated. The capacity for free choice,

according to Gould, is what constitutes the normative value of human activity in that

choosing attributes value. The normative basis for participation in decision-making in all

spheres of society is thus the potential agency, or capacity for free choice and self-

determination of purpose, which is intrinsic to our social ontology as socially situated

individuals.

The moral consequence of Gould's notion of positive freedom as self-development entails

fair and equal access to enabling conditions. Without the availability of the conditions to

self-development, the normative imperative to realise individual freedom remains empty.

The principle of distributive justice which governs the proper allocation of material and

social resources is the "principle of equal rights to the conditions of self-development, or

equal positive freedom" (1988: 60). This is derived from the conception of freedom as

capacity, that is, the free choice which is rooted in the intentionality of purposive actions

and which is therefore a constitutive feature of human agency. Thus for Gould, the

recognition of human nature as free agents and, as such, as having the capacity for self-

development, constitutes the basis for the moral first principle from which rights are

derived. This reflects my argument that the foundation for human and democratic rights as

well as for moral regard and dignity is derived from our ontological nature as potential and

progressively developing autonomous moral agents. It also relates to the arguments of

Taylor (1992) and Mason (1996, 1997).

Although individuals exercise this differently in relation to their own self-development,

this capacity remains a universal attribute. Consequently, all humans have a prima facie

equal right of access to the conditions of self-development. This admits no differentiation

among individuals in relation to this general notion of capacity, despite the particular

talents and abilities in which individuals clearly differ. However, this principle may be

qualified under certain conditions, for example, distribution according to social need. The

principle does not entail the strictly equal distribution of goods or conditions "in any
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simple quantitative or enumerative sense". In some of its applications, it involves the

distribution of equivalent conditions.

For Gould, then, equal rights have their origin in the ontological features of equal free

agency, as opposed to the dignity or other attributes, of all persons. Liberty is therefore the

fundamental ground of rights. The principle of equal rights is therefore commensurate with

the conception of freedom. The import of this is that there is no fundamental conflict

between freedom and equality - both are elements of an inclusive theory of democracy.

Reciprocity and Common Activity: Defining Elements of Sociality

Equally significant for my purposes, in countering the polarity between individual freedom

and social co-operation, Gould upholds the ontological priority of the individual while

recognising that "individuals are social from the start, both in the fact that social relations

are an essential mode of their individual self-development and that they characteristically

engage in common activities oriented to common and not merely individual ends" (1988:

71). Sociality is thus constitutive of agency, and reciprocal recognition of the other's equal

agency is intrinsic to the "practical contexts of social interaction which are the framework

for individual self-development" (ibid.). The recognition of equal rights is thus grounded

in the relation of reciprocity which is a "characteristic feature of the structure of action in

everyday life". The importance of Gould's concepts of reciprocity and common activity is

that they provide substance to the otherwise abstract notions of moral regard and sociality.

For Gould, the relation of reciprocity and common activity, in which a group of individuals

act to realise a shared aim, are two forms of social relations which provide the conditions

for self-development. The former is "grounded in the need that individuals have for the co-

operation and support of others in the activities in which they realize their individual or

common purpose" (Gould, 1988: 72). Through such reciprocal recognition, individuals can

"meet each other's needs in a non-coercive way by voluntary cooperation". Reciprocity of

this kind is to be distinguished from instrumental reciprocity, which is compatible with the

assumptions of liberal democratic theory regarding rational egoism or enlightened self-

interest as the basis of human nature and social relations. Gould identifies a range of

relations of reciprocity: customary, formal, instrumental and social which can be construed
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as stages In the normative development of reciprocity. The highest form is that of

mutuality, in which each agent recognises the other's freedom and capacity for self-

development and acts towards the mutual enhancement of this as a conscious aim. Non-

reciprocal relations of domination, which are directed by coercion or other kinds of

pressures towards purposes other than those chosen by agents, lack the defining features of

reciprocal relations, namely respect for equal agency and the voluntary agreement of

shared purpose. Dominating relations may take psychological, cultural, social, economic or

political forms. However, Gould distinguishes between non-reciprocal relations which are

dominating and those which involve the legitimate exercise of authority. This is of import

for the classroom situation, as will be discussed later.

Gould identifies common activity as that in which individuals join together to effect a

shared end, as opposed to an individual end. It involves co-operation and co-ordination in

the realisation of joint projects which are essential to meeting life needs and self-

development. This does not imply the subordination of the individual to the group or the

supervenient imposition of external authority. Thus, according to Gould, individuals retain

their ontological priority and both their freedom and equality as agents within such

reciprocal relations and activities. There is thus no tension between individual freedom and

equality in the context of common activity. Gould does not address the problem of

asymmetrical power relations which threaten the notion of common activity, although this

is picked up in relation to her concept of social ontology (see next section). Her concept of

common activity therefore takes on a somewhat abstract, normative character.

Gould's new theory of democracy, posited as an alternative to the traditionally polarised

and mutually deficient theories of liberalism and socialism, thus entails alternative

concepts of freedom and equality. Her concept of freedom includes negative freedom but

extends beyond this to incorporate positive freedom or self-development. Likewise, the

principle of equality also extends beyond the boundary of political equality to include

prima facie equal rights to the social and economic conditions for self-development. The

principle of democracy entails that "every person who engages in a common activity with

others has an equal right to participate in making decisions concerning such activity"

(1988: 84). This extends not only to political decision-making but also to economic and

social contexts as well. Gould sums up her position as follows:
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The argument for this principle of democracy begins from the proposition ...
that freedom as self-development is grounded in agency, or the capacity for
choice, and that it can be attained only through activities that individuals freely
determine. Human beings are therefore fundamentally characterised as agents
who choose or make decisions concerning their actions ... All human beings
are equally agents in this sense and they have an equal right to the exercise of
this agency and a prima facie equal right to the conditions necessary for its
exercise as a process of self-development. Further, [there is a distinction]
between the context of individual activity, where individuals act with respect to
their own personal ends, and common activity, where individuals jointly
engage in action toward a common purpose ... Such common activity is one of
the conditions for self-development - in providing the social context for
reciprocity and in making possible the achievement of ends that could not be
achieved by an individual alone.

Gould's Notion of Social Ontology

Significantly for my purposes, Gould's argument is based on the "social ontology" which

underlies all such relations. This arises from the recognition of the agent's two-fold

identity: namely, the universal notion of human agency, which is the basis of equality, and

the particular individuating person, expressed through difference and diversity. This

mirrors my notion of a dual social ontology very closely.

Every social theory, she argues, presupposes explicitly or tacitly, an ontology, that is, a

conception of the nature of the entities and relations that constitute social life. Thus every

theory "works with some conception of the nature of individuals or persons, of the social

relations among them, and of the sort of reality that is constituted by such complex entities

as social institutions and their processes" (1988: 91). Gould argues further that "the

development of an adequate political or social theory requires a coherent ontology at its

philosophic foundation, which may thus be characterized as a social ontology".

Gould analyses and critiques the social ontology of liberalism, pluralism and "holistic"

socialism and then proceeds to develop her own theory, which attempts to avoid the

shortcomings of these traditional theories. Regarding the first, Gould rejects the abstract

individualism, assumed independence, essentialism and self-interest which underpins

liberal individualism. It fails to recognise the "differences among individuals that

constitute them as the distinctive beings that they are" (Gould, 1988: 94). The uniqueness

of individuals, Gould argues, "which consists in their differentiated qualities and
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capacities, is not accidental to their individuality, and it is just this particularity of real

individuals that abstract individualism fails to capture" (ibid.). In conceiving individuals

only in terms of their common universal properties, "an abstract individualist ontology

disregards the concrete social differences among individuals, without reference to which

their actions cannot be adequately explained or their social institutions understood" (ibid.).

Further, the unequal concentration of social or economic power and the resultant

domination of the political process "cannot be explained without reference to the concrete

differences in wealth or social status that characterize [actual] situations" (Gould, 1988:

96). This critique forms the foundation for the "politics of difference", which asserts that,

without recognising the significant difference underlying the particular experience of

subordinated groups in spheres other than the formal politico-legal one, social justice

cannot be achieved".

Moreover, individuals form their identity through social relations, which are thus internal,

constitutive ones and cannot be regarded as external. This abstract ontology can therefore

not account for reciprocal relations or for the role differences play in the political sphere.

Crucially, however, while accommodating difference thus, Gould does not reject the

emphasis on the universality and equality of rights and their corollary, equal representation

in the political process, all of which are retained in her redefinition of democracy. As she

suggests, "the ground for this equality is seen to be the equal agency of all individuals"

which "has much in common with the abstract individualist characterization of all humans

as equally free" (Gould, 1988: 97). Likewise, she incorporates the centrality of free choice

and negative freedom as well as the ontological primacy of the individual. This echoes my

proposal that an inclusive theory of democracy incorporates both universal and particular

elements of identity.

Pluralist ontology posits group interests as the aggregation of individual interests. The role

of politics is to mediate competing interests of these groups, which are regarded as

undifferentiated entities. The pattern of assumptions is essentially similar to that of liberal

individualism, and Gould meets this with a similar set of objections.

Turning to the ontological assumptions of socialism, Gould argues that the holistic

conception of economic democracy "regards the community or the social whole as primary
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and sees the political forms of governance as subordinate to economic life" (Gould, 1988:

101). Society is organised to ensure the production and distribution of goods to satisfy

socially determined needs. Activity is socially conceptualised and the state becomes

instrumental in acting on behalf of the community as a whole and in the general will.

Freedom is seen in relation to the actualisation of potentialities of the whole through the

collectively oriented activities of individuals. Gould rejects this disregard for the

ontological status of the individual and freedom of choice and purpose. She resists the

economic reductionism inherent in the focus on economic agency, which "fails to do

justice to the many-sidedness of social life". While she supports the aspirations towards

economic society implicit in this view, her theory provides an inclusive conceptual

framework for, and suggestions about, participatory decision-making in the workplace

which retains the notions of individual freedom and agency, thus reconciling individualism

and collectivism.

Her theory is thus based on rejecting the false choice between the primacy of individuals,

governed by external relations and of the social collective, governed by determining

internal relations. Gould (1988: 105) posits a third way, comprising

a coherent ontology in which individuality is given its full due but not at the
cost of regarding individuals as isolated and abstract egos, standing only in
external relations to each other; at the same time, in this ontology internal
relations are seen to obtain in a way that preserves the importance of sociality,
but not at the cost of an overarching totality or whole of which individuals are
mere parts or functions ... Such an ontology is necessary in order to account
for the basic features of social reality ... The normative implications of this
ontology constitute an adequate conception of the good in social life. That is,
in its account of free individuality, on the one hand, and of the importance of
sociality on the other, this ontology avoids the defects of the alternative one-
sided views and provides for the integration of these two principles in social
life.

The fundamental entities in her ontology are "individuals-in-relations" - social individuals

in social relations. This concept allows Gould to accommodate the dual individual and

collective nature of human identity and to overcome the traditional dilemma concerning

free will and determinism. Groups, she contends, are derivative of such individuals who

nevertheless act fundamentally in and through social relations in activities whose

characteristic mode is relational. Thus, while individuals are "ontologically primary, the
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relations among them are also essential aspects of their being" (Gould, 1988: 105). These

relations are not independent of individuals but are relational properties of individuals and

constitute aspects of their multiple identities. A teacher, for example, is a relational

property of an individual which is defined 'in relation to another individual who has the

property of being a student. Relations do constitute individuals, but not wholly so, for

individuals exercise self-constitutive choice and the capacity for purposeful activity.

Individuals are thus simultaneously "bearers of, as well as the creators of, their relational

properties". In other words, identity is simultaneously a function of constitutive individual

agency, with the capacity for characteristic purposive, intentional (and often common)

activity, and of constitutive social relations. This corroborates my assumption about the

convergence of ontological individualism and collectivism in the social view of human

identity. The ontological distinctiveness of common activity is that no coherent account

can be provided of it in terms of the intentions or actions of individual agents alone, but

only by reference to the shared aim. While agents are causal in their actions on natural

objects, agency is free, and not caused. Domination arises from the control of the enabling

conditions surrounding agency. The form of social relations which optimally permits

agents to realise their purposes is democracy, which thus has a far broader scope than the

traditional liberal focus on politics and the socialist emphasis on economics. The notion of

freedom as self-development is relevant to this ontology, in that it constitutes the ultimate

end of individual activity. Individuals-in-relations are "free in the sense of having the

capacity to create or change their own natures through their activity" (Gould, 1988: 110).

Social relations are thus internal because individual identity is formed through these

relations. The individuals within such relations therefore form reciprocal correlatives, like

teacher and student, which implies interdependence. Social relations are internal also in the

sense that conscious agents share intentional meaning of the relationship. The actions of

each are therefore affected by how these actions are understood by the other. While agents

may change through the relationship, Gould observes that "what remains essentially

unchanged ... is the fact that they are agents and that they are individuals". As the

existence of individual agents is the precondition for the relations into which they enter,

individuals are ontologically prior to the relations. Yet "their individuation or the

realization of their distinctive character depends on how they exercise this agency in and

through concrete social relations" (1988: 112, emphasis added). This provides important
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insights into how such relations are constitutive of the multiple subjective positions which

comprise our complex identities as individuating beings.

Gould concludes by observing that such relations can be objectified and embodied in

institutional forms, rules, customs and practices, social roles, classes, forms of governance,

laws, ownership of property, as well as the whole range of specific institutions such as

hospitals, schools and courts. Thus, for example,

the institution of property has its objectified form in property laws, social
practices, and in those things to which property right is taken to apply, and at
the same time is manifest in the social relations among persons who stand to
each other with respect to property in such relations as owner, user, renter, and
lessor, and who have the rights and duties to each other in these contexts
(ibid.).

These can thus be seen as constituting the framework or spheres of social relations in

which our universal agency and our particular individuating identities combine. This

formulation captures exactly my notion of our dual identity as individualities and

individuating beings. To this it can be added that our multiple identities comprise manifold

relations like these - according to the various roles, memberships and relationships we

have. A teacher may also be a wife, mother, customer, client, citizen, and so on.

Gould's analysis thus concurs with the central line of argument developed in this thesis:

that the key to the mediation of the polarity between individualism and collectivism,

liberty and equality is the recognition of our dual identities as universal individualities and

particular individuating persons.

On the basis of this framework, Gould proceeds to examine a range of issues related to the

main purpose of her project'. While these are all in one way or another relevant to the main

concerns of this inquiry, further examination of each of these is beyond my scope. I

therefore restrict my remaining comments to one issue of particular import to education,

before summing up, namely, the justification of difference, in relation to distributive

justice.
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Equality and Difference in relation to Distributive Justice: When is Difference

Justified?

Gould addresses another important aspect of the tension between equity and development,

which is of crucial import to education. This is the tension between equal rights and

individual difference in relation to distributive justice. The principle of equal rights

generates a dual practical and theoretical paradox. The practical paradox arises from the

problem of implementing the principle of equal rights to the conditions of self-

development in the relative, but nonetheless universal, situation of scarcity of means.

Under these conditions, it might be argued that a shared poverty of means is the only

solution compatible with the principle of equality. This would prevent some individuals

claiming greater access to the conditions for self-development.

The theoretical paradox emanates from the claim which certain individuals or groups with

different or greater capacities for self-development may make for a differentiated

distribution of supportive conditions. Someone with great talent for high energy physics,

for instance, may claim greater access to the relevant conditions than someone with, say, a

moderate talent for art. The principle, however, is based on full equality of rights to the

conditions of self-development. The theoretical paradox thus arises between the

universalised concept of equal agency, which is the basis for the equal rights to the

conditions of self-development, and the concept of individual difference, the particular

modes of, and capacities for, self-development, which generate claims for the special and

unequal distribution of conditions for self-development. The dilemma is how to

accommodate equal and unequal claims simultaneously. As Gould (1988: 161) notes, the

"two constituent aspects [of the principle], namely, equality and freedom, which are

intended to be coherent, seem instead to be in conflict". This issue relates to one of the

central questions raised in this thesis: when is it legitimate to regard ourselves as equal,

and when different and free? The dilemma is also closely related, as Gould observes, to the

frequently formulated problem of how to "preserve and encourage talents and individual

excellences while at the same time maintaining or extending an egalitarian framework"

(ibid.) - a matter, it can be added, which has obvious relevance to education. It can be seen

that, without some criterion which recognises the legitimacy of difference in the form of

individual merit, we are open to the excesses of group claims to the redress of past
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inequalities. This is precisely the basis of the "pass one, pass all" claim, mentioned in the

Preface, which assumes that external structural inequalities can exclusively explain

underperformance. The importance of Gould's position is that she provides an inclusive

argument which offsets this view while retaining democratic credibility.

Gould resolves these paradoxes and dilemmas by arguing that, in respect of basic minimal

needs (which are of course not easy to define), no difference is justifiable and the principle

of strict equality of distribution applies. However, in certain circumstances, other

principles of just distribution which allow for legitimate difference, can be justified.

Individuals' merit and need may differ as the basis for distribution without challenging

their equal worth as individuals. Gould argues that individual differences which arise from

the degree of self-development do not constitute a legitimate basis for the differentiated

allocation of social resources. By contrast, different ways of self-development may require

different conditions. In these cases, equivalent rather than equal conditions are legitimate.

Self-development is, Gould argues, specific and differentiated and requires particular

conditions for its realisation. (This corresponds to my understanding of self-development

as an aspect of the differentiated sphere of individuation). As a result, in Gould's view,

access to education and training need not be equal in the strict sense, but must be

functionally equivalent despite variety and different costs. While Gould does not specify

how equivalence is to be defined, presumably this refers to quality, though it is difficult to

see how this can be assessed.

In substantiating this argument, Gould distinguishes between "self-development" as such

(on the basis of which no difference is permitted, because this is constitutive of all agency)

and the ''particular achievements or excellences" (which can be the basis of differential

allocation because they may be considered apart from their role in self-development). Self-

development as such is thus clearly distinguished from merit or desert. Given this

distinction, Gould argues that "merit or desert may sometimes enter as criteria for an

unequal allocation of social resources, but one that is aimed at rewarding and encouraging

activities that are socially, culturally, or aesthetically valuable and not on the grounds of

their contribution to the individual's own self-development" (1988: 162). However, given

the great disparities in the intrinsic rewards and extrinsic status and remuneration within

the stratified occupational structure of all societies, it is not clear from Gould's account
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how we can prevent socially valuable and therefore highly remunerated activities, such as

surgery, from automatically serving the individual's own self-development.

Thus, according to Gould, differentiated achievement or performance that contributes

towards the social context, need or value, can be justified. The social need for competence

in surgery, for example, would qualify the principle of equal rights to the extent that not

everyone choosing to become a surgeon would have the required competence. Under

conditions of equal opportunity for such achievement, the unequal distribution of resources

to support surgery may be necessary in terms of overall social needs. Similarly, under

conditions of scarce resources, considerations of social need may also justify the unequal

distribution of resources, since special concern would arise for the effective and not

wasteful utilisation of limited resources. Past achievement in the productive utilisation of

resources for the social good would thus justify unequal distribution. Importantly, Gould

recognises that it is not possible to deduce difference in capacity from difference in

achievement, as there may be extraneous conditions inhibiting performance. In the

educational sphere, this means that the impact of structural inequalities (such as apartheid
schooling) on individual performance must be acknowledged.

From this it can be seen that differences in the distribution of goods may be justified on the

basis of certain individual differences and the social purpose to which such unequal

distributions are directed. Although Gould does not make the connection explicitly here,

this argument also rests on social ontology. Due to our simultaneous identity as

individualities (the basis of our undifferentiated equality and commonality) and as

individuating beings (the basis of our difference), equality and difference must both be

accommodated within the principles of just distribution.

The criteria for justifying difference, as I suggested earlier, are two-fold. First, difference is

justified if it fosters developmental or emancipatory interests, that is, whether social utility

is being served; secondly, if the difference is consistent with the constitutive meaning of

the sphere of social relations involved. As Gould's argument shows, basic subsistence

rights are relevant to all humans, regardless of particular differences. Beyond this,

difference can be justified in those spheres in which such differences are constitutive of the

meaning of the activities related to those spheres. As argued earlier, difference is justifiable
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III those spheres in which particular patterns of individuation and self-development

manifest, and where standards of competence are socially relevant. This, as we shall see, is

relevant to the issue of educational achievement - part of which is a reflection of external

conditions (which relates to equal rights to the conditions of self-development), and part a

function of individual competence (which relates to the particular patterns of

individuation). The careful distinction between these is a crucial aspect of regulating

difference and equality in education, and hence of establishing a democratic educational

practice. This is discussed further below in Part 2.

Conclusion

Gould's project to define a new theory of democracy is clearly very closely linked to my

own purposes in this thesis and sheds considerable light on some of the cardinal issues.

She provides a rigorous philosophic account which corroborates some of my central

claims. Gould shares the view that an inclusive definition of democracy entails

transcending the traditional polarity between freedom and sociality, and hence between

liberalism and socialism. She establishes her argument for this inclusive view in a similar

way to mine, namely, on the ontological character of human beings as agents with the

capacity for free choice. Likewise, she identifies our fundamental equality and

commonality in a similar way in claiming that, by virtue of being human, all individuals

share this bare capacity equally and therefore have prima facie rights to equal conditions of

self-development. Her notions of reciprocity and common activity usefully substantiate

what we mean by moral regard and social co-operation. This framework provides a series

of useful reference points for the subsequent discussion.

However, as indicated in the course of the discussion, there are points of difference and

some limitations to Gould's framework. It is not possible in this context to discuss these in

detail and I restrict myself only to a few pertinent comments which inform the main issues

at hand.

While Gould highlights the developmental aspect of freedom as self-development, this is

not sustained in her discussion of key issues such as the self-determination of purpose and

identity, and authority. Without highlighting the developmental element, the tendency is to
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discuss freedom in absolute and essentialist terms. A circularity in her argument therefore

emerges from her assertion that individual agents are, by definition, free to exercise the

choice of purposes, intentions, actions, capacities, and so on, while also maintaining that

freedom is relative and developmental. The problem in short is that, in Gould's account,

freedom is both the means to and the goal of self-development.

Likewise, in relation to authority and common activity, although she provides an

illuminating account of how the traditional tension between agency and authority can be

resolved by the reformulation of the notion of authority to make it compatible with agency

and participation, her argument remains somewhat abstracted in its detached normative

focus. She posits the notion of shared authority within associations undertaking common

activity, in which it is exercised reflexively and not asymmetrically and hierarchically.

Ignoring the complexities of Gould's application of this argument the issue of political

obligation and the state, it can be observed that she views agency (and autonomy, with

which term there is some slippage) in terms of its ideal, reciprocal and already self-

developed character. Authority is restricted within the scope of her treatment largely to

decision-making. These limitations do not provide an adequate framework to

accommodate forms of "objectified" institutionally-based differentiation such as in the

school setting. I have reiterated that autonomy is a relative notion, especially regarding the

school setting. As self-development is a progressive aspect of individuation, children (and,

indeed, individuating adults) must be seen as relatively autonomous agents. As will be

examined more fully in relation to education later in Part 2, different kinds of authority

relate to the different social spheres, agents and relations which constitute institutional life.

Likewise, as noted, the normative notion of common activity assumes an abstract

character, sustained by consensus and reciprocity and reminiscent in this way of

Habermas ' ideal speech situation. While Gould mentions inequalities and difference

(mainly in relation to the failings of liberalism), the dialectic of these concerns are not

sustained in her discussion of common activity.

There is also a tendency in Gould's overall argument to underplay the importance of

particular difference. Despite highlighting the importance of recognising particular

difference, her brief treatment of gender, for example, tends to be couched in terms of

equality. It is the "recognition of equality in interpersonal relations" which, in her view
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(1988: 257), would have important consequences for relations between men and women.

While she calls for equal opportunities for self-development, involving day-care facilities,

and men's equal responsibility for domestic work and childraising, she does not

sufficiently drive home the point that equality must be achieved not through the

elimination or amelioration of difference, but through the acknowledgement of it as

constitutive of our individuation, which is part of our composite social ontology.

This tendency is also evident in Gould's discussion of the "democratic personality" - an

examination of the democratic character of individuals as a condition for democracy.

While acknowledging the distinction between the Aristotelian notion of character

(referring to the virtues, vices and other features which mark certain kinds of people) and

personality (referring to unique individual style and manner), Gould uses these terms

interchangeably. Again, she thus does not pay sufficient attention here to self-development

in relation to individual particularities. Instead, she focuses on the profiling of the

normative character traits of an abstract democratic agent, which she enumerates as:

initiative, a disposition to reciprocity, a reciprocity of perspectives, respect, receptivity,

tolerance, mutuality, flexibility and open-mindedness, commitment and responsibility and

traits traditionally associated with women, namely, supportiveness, sharing,

communicativeness. Gould makes the point repeatedly that the prevalence of these

characteristics is not a sufficient condition for democratic institutions and that conversely,

the existence of democratic institutional practices do not necessarily produce particular

character traits among the individuals within them. Clearly, both are important. However,

while she shows how institutional practices like participation in decision-making enhances

self-development, she does not sufficiently address the importance of accommodating the

issue at the centre of Sherover-Marcuse's (1986) concerns, namely as we shall shortly see,

the subjective development and transformation of individual particularity, which by

definition, entails emphasising both the benign and the dominating aspects of difference.

The issue at hand, then, is as much about the resolution of (both benign and dominating)

difference and equality as it is of reconciling freedom and sociality, which is the main

focus of Gould's concerns. Put differently, while the conceptual link between equality and

sameness is more obvious, the link between freedom and (especially dominating)

differentiation has not been sufficiently identified by Gould, and its implications explored.
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In my view, this purpose is best served by focusing on the dual identity which underlies

our social ontology, namely, our simultaneous status as common individualities and

differentiated, individuating beings. Although this forms an important feature of the earlier

parts of her argument, it is not sufficiently sustained as an organising concept throughout

her subsequent discussion which therefore takes on an abstract character in its normative

focus. While there is thus generally strong accord with her argument, my claim throughout

is that mediating the tension between individualism and collectivism and the related

concepts of commonality and difference, can only be sustained by consistent reference to

the notion of dual social ontology and to the various social spheres to which this relates. In

this way, the concrete, particular and contingent process of individuation is recognised, as

is the power-political sphere.

I now tum to Sassoon's argument for the recognition of difference as part inclusive

redefinition of citizenship. This focuses directly on the importance of concrete, historical

and political conditions which shape difference.

The Politics of Difference within an Inclusive Notion of Citizenship

In arguing for the recognition of relevant difference as part of an expanded notion of

citizenship, Sassoon (1991) presents an argument for the politics of difference which

avoids unbridled difference by retaining the foundation of commonality in the liberal

democratic tradition of universal rights. The universalised notion of citizenship which

underlies the Enlightenment concern for equal rights does not, in this view, adequately

accommodate the concrete and particular realities of current socio-economic conditions in

which the voices and interests of women and other marginalised groups are subordinated.

In arguing for the recognition of relevant difference as part of what she, like Walzer

(1983), refers to as a complex notion of equality, Sassoon seeks to incorporate both

universalism and particularism within a new notion of citizenship. Citizenship, in this

conception, accommodates both equality (in the form of universal human rights which are

blind to irrelevant difference), and difference (through the recognition of the particular,

concrete lived experience of marginalised groups). The strength of her account is that it

provides a cogent argument for the politics of difference based on the concrete empirical

realities of contemporary socio-economic conditions and on what she calls the "social
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citizenship rights" which flow from this. lts limitation, I shall argue, is that it seeks to

resolve the tension between universal equality and particular difference by redefining

citizenship broadly and inclusively. In so doing, she underplays the ongoing dialectic

tension inherent in modem democracy. By contrast, Mouffe (1992b) provides a richer

account in this regard, as we shall see in the final section of this chapter.

Sassoon contends that the examination of current "real-life" socio-economic changes

should provide the context for the theoretical analysis of changing political concepts,

which should thus not be abstracted from the real world. The reappraisal of traditional

political thinking is prompted by the empirically evident complexity of contemporary

society, characterised by the interdependent needs of the household, the world of work and

the state. Such interdependence has led, for example, to the majority of women occupying

positions in the formal labour market while carrying full adult caring responsibilities.

These considerations call into question conventional political thought, and provide "a

useful window on a fundamental restructuring of the relationship between different spheres

of society" (1991: 87-88). Sassoon's emphasis on the concrete, historical and political

circumstances of contemporary social relations provides a counterpart to the philosophic

foundation of Gould's argument and is accordingly less prone to abstraction.

The central considerations of Sassoon's argument thus relate to the current global socio-

economic conditions and political conjuncture and to the challenge of leftist theory

presented by the demise of the actually existing socialist states. This challenge involves

reassessing the traditionally polarised viewpoints of liberalism and socialism and leads to

the conclusion that the weaknesses of socialist theory can be strengthened by the

incorporation of relevant elements of liberal thought. As she writes,

As the socialist regimes crumble, as democratic socialist parties, whatever they
call themselves, attempt to reconstitute a basis of support in different countries,
as the old statist solutions prove manifestly inadequate for the needs of daily
life, a critique of Marxism has widely resulted in throwing away one tradition
and has been accompanied, particularly, but not only, in the Anglo-Saxon
world, by a renewed interest in liberal political thought. After years of intense
theoretical debates informed by Marxism, or a version of it, in which other
traditions were either ignored or dismissed, and which seemed only to end up
in blind alleys occupied by a few intellectuals, there is the sensation that
perhaps what we needed was there all the time if we had just recognized it, and
cast off the provincial influence of our leftist ghetto (1991: 88).
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Sassoon insists that rereading the liberal tradition entails recognising the "historical,

concrete, and political nature of the concepts we are dealing with" so that we can arrive at

concepts which are adequate to contemporary social conditions. Cautious of unjustified

generalisations, Sassoon sees the need to differentiate, not only historically, but also

nationally and culturally specific forms of these changes from the long-term trends which

characterise a whole period of historical transition. The liberal concept of equality, for

example, and the associated concepts of civil society and citizenship, if they are to be

reclaimed, must be examined both in the context of their historical origins and of current

developments. This will facilitate the understanding of their novelty in their own time, as

well as of the concrete historical and political conditions which give rise to their

contemporary utility. This entails their reformulation and conceptual re-analysis.

Contemporary conditions, Sassoon suggests, thus "require us both to use these concepts as

they acquire new meanings and go beyond them" (1991: 90, original emphasis). They

cannot simply be adopted as "an alternative to the impoverished thinking which has so

long dominated left political discourse". The historical concretisation of the concept of

citizenship, for example, involves the recognition of the complex set of differentiated inter-

relationships between individual and the state arising from the contemporary condition of

the modem welfare state and mediated through a variety of institutions. Within these

complex relationships, Sassoon contends, "the differences between people, according to

resources and needs, family situation and point in the life cycle, and life history with

regard to the world of work are as significant as equality before the law or equal political

rights (ibid., emphasis added).

Thus for Sassoon, given the complex social relationships into which the individual enters

as part of the multiple forms of identity which characterise modem society, social justice

can only arise when not only equality but also the relevant differences between people are

recognised. Individuals are not to be simply regarded as abstract bearers of universal

rights. Instead, their concrete situation regarding social position, access to resources, age

and so on, must be addressed. Thus, the recognition of both equality and difference is

necessary in the pursuit of a just dispensation. This concurs with my notion of dual social

ontology as the basis for an inclusive notion of democracy.
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Sassoon argues that the specificities of race, nationality, ethnicity, gender, age and

disability must be addressed in securing a wider and more concrete application of civil

rights. This is not to ignore the gains which the departicularisation of civil rights has

generated for the democratic cause. Instead, it is to recognise that "social citizenship

rights", as Sassoon calls them, and the rights of daily life which arise from the concrete

conditions of modem society, will be precluded by a notion of civil and political rights

founded on the idea of the abstract individual. The juridical identity of this abstract

universal subject is defined in terms of equality before the law which implies the

elimination of all relevant differences in social status, socio-economic position, race,

gender, age and so on. This, as Sassoon reminds us, is the genesis of the symbolic image of

Justice blindfolded.

Sassoon (1991: 93) argues that this discourse fails to capture the "dynamic of this

pulsating, fragmented, contradictory society", which is differentiated by cultural, historical

and national specificities. For instance, an analysis of the "material facts of millions of

women combining the public and the private spheres, family needs and participation in

formal paid work" leads necessarily to the reappraisal of the concepts of the individual,

equality, and difference. Given the complexities and the diversity of social needs in civil

society, the relationship between the state and civil society, between public and the private

spheres, between the macro and the micro must be rethought.

The struggle for social reforms and social citizenship rights, facilitated by the right of

association and the development of organised groups, allowed individuals to "enjoy a

corporate presence in politics, as members of groups" (Sassoon, 1991: 94). Demands

previously regarded as private could now be placed on the agenda alongside civil and

political rights. The tension between the universal and particular, according to Sassoon,

creates a hierarchy "with the universal, the general, the abstract as dominant, and the

particular, the concrete as subordinate and threatening to the social order if not kept within

the bounds of the rule of law because individual needs were primarily viewed as separate

and contradictory" (Sassoon, 1991: 95).

Sassoon seeks to resolve this tension by arguing that recognition of both the abstract and

the concrete notions of the individual are necessary in the cause of social justice. The
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former guarantees formal rights and from the latter we can derive "social citizenship

rights". She explains that, while it is posed as universal and abstract, the liberal notion of

the individual also connotes differentiation in needs, desires and purposes. Drawing from

the psychoanalytic tradition (which, as she points out, was not available at the time of the

formulation of classical liberal theory), Sassoon highlights the particularity of human

identity as the basis for these social rights. According to Sassoon (1991: 96), concrete

individuals

each have different life histories and both complex and evolving inner
dynamics and identities (which can only be understood as process). We are
each different, we are each unique, however much we may have things in
common, and however much the outsider, the professional, the intellectual
might be able to discern patterns over time and across society. We have
different points of view. However constrained by influences outside of
ourselves, by institutions and practices, our subjectivity and identity are highly
individual and complex'',

These specificities are significant in seeking social rights in the context of the complexities

of contemporary society.

As Sassoon shows, recent feminist and anti-racist critiques advance the argument for the

recognition of difference by emphasising the need to go beyond the assertion of equal

rights in the struggle for the reduction of discriminatory and oppressive socio-economic

relations. These critiques "are informed by the recognition of the differential effects of an

equal application of the rules to people who are different" (Sassoon, 1991: 97). This

emanates from the fact firstly, that the assumptions underpinning the rules for equality are

neither neutral nor universal and secondly, that "the very notion of the universal in

silencing differences in fact derives its very meaning from subordinating or marginalizing

the other, the specific, the particular, the different" (ibid.). Achieving equality through

integrating (and hence eliminating) differences into a dominant universal model is

concretely impossible. The universality underlying this male-dominated conceptual

schema is mirrored in the assumptions, values, practices and organisation of social,

economic and political institutions. Thus, Sassoon writes, "the political system, the world

of work and theoretical discourse are all premised on a concept of the universal which

maintains the pretence of being abstract and general" (Sassoon, 1991: 100). All of these

are challenged by the insertion of a new concern for gender, among other particularities,
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for the specific definition of self and for the ensuing particular needs which are alienated in

such a world. The myth of this "blind, neutral universality has contributed to the concrete,

historical subordination of women, and legitimized the domination of men" (ibid.).

Accordingly, the value and validity of different identities of race, gender, nationality,

religion are strongly asserted in feminist and other critiques. The central claim is that it is

only through the recognition of the particular conditions, relations and concretely situated

circumstances which surround specific individuals and groups, that their needs, identities

and emancipatory struggles can be identified and addressed.

Thus, Sassoon argues, as the range of particular social needs becomes inserted into the

political agenda, the relationship between individual and the state is redefined "both in

terms of equality, equal treatment by the law, and in terms of difference, differentiation

according to needs" (Sassoon, 1991: 98). This simultaneous commonality and diversity is

perceived by Sassoon to be a contradiction which arises directly from the expansion of

democracy and civil rights beyond the politico-legal into the economic sphere. The

practice of equal pay for equal work, for instance, is based on the elimination of

differences in parallel with the principle of formal, legal equality. However, the same

objection to the underlying gendered character of universalist assumptions which underpin

this principle in the political domain applies also to the world of work. Differentiated

individual needs arising from contemporary social relations and identities must be

accommodated in order to implement social justice concretely.

Sassoon contends that the organisation of work cannot be blindfolded, like Justice, without

ignoring relevant differences and particular needs of concretely situated individuals. The

entry of women into the world of work has exposed the contradiction between the private

and public spheres, between justice based on the difference-free recognition of equal rights

flowing from our universal human identity, and justice based on the recognition of relevant

differences and needs arising from our identity as situated, non-abstract persons.

Consequently, Sassoon argues for the redefinition of the public and private spheres as

inseparable in the context of complex social inter-relations as follows:
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The private, the social, the economic, the political, civil society and the state
form such a web of inter-dependencies that it is difficult if not impossible to
'think' them separately. Yet if these categories, like the concept of citizenship,
are still used and have a significance, and consequently are still necessary,
changes in society, in daily life, mean that in fact they are being reformulated
and enriched. Their increasing complexity reflects the complexity of society
itself, of the daily life of millions of people. To the extent they remain simple,
general, ahistorical and abstract, they cease to represent this reality, rather like
the intellectuals who use them (1991: 99).

From this, Sassoon's strategy for resolving the tension becomes clear. She creates a

broader more inclusive notion of citizenship, which accommodates both difference, which

is related to the private sphere, and equality, which is related to the public sphere.

Furthermore, she argues that it is necessary to transform "the very logic of production in

which Marx's definition of communism, 'from each according to his [sic] ability, to each

according to his needs,' is gendered, made concrete, no longer reduced to an economic

calculation, and takes account of social organisation". The redefinition of citizenship thus

goes beyond concerns about the centrality of paid work and the over-determination of our

lives by alienatingly rigid jobs, and incorporates social rights, the rights of daily life and

the need for "time to care". This places a new, and in Sassoon's view, revolutionary

demand on the state for legal regulation to ensure a flexible work organisation and

guaranteed time to care, and to "facilitate our individual and social creativity".

This leads Sassoon to consider another irreducible pair of concepts in relation to our

multiple identities as social beings, namely femininity and masculinity. The pretence of

neutral universality obscures the ahistorical fact that the world is inescapably composed of

two genders. Going beyond biological essentialism, this means that specific historical,

cultural and social contexts determine the meaning of and the relationship between male

and female identity. Thus, Sassoon suggests that "the internal complexities of masculinity

and femininity signify that we can never think one as the opposite of the other" (Sassoon,

1991: 100-101). Further, "as we are each a different mixture of femininity and masculinity,

but our identities are overdetermined by one or the other, it is impossible to conceptualize

androgyny". The fundamental difference of gender thus constitutes an identity unlike that

of class identity, which is based on a preconstituted set of differences. Gender identity

cannot be incorporated into the political system as part of a project to universalise
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difference and to mediate conflict. The engendered character of society is therefore

unavoidable, despite the fact that it is constituted differently in different contexts.

Consequently, for Sassoon, a more historically apposite project is "the construction of a

terrain and the ideas and institutions appropriate to it, in which differences and conflict

exist and are recognised and in which a dynamic, organic, differentiated concept of unity

replaces the false premises of traditional social and political institutions and practices"

(ibid., emphasis added). According to Sassoon, this argument should extend to other

identities, such as race and ethnicity, so that we might "see and give recognition" to these

differences, "not as the other, the lesser, but as different, as we comprehend how we are

each part of some minority" (ibid.).

Thus for Sassoon, as the irreducible difference endemic to a engendered society confronts

the pretence of universalistically conceived social institutions and practices, complexity

and conflict are irreversibly inserted into the foundation of politics. Accordingly, the

spheres of public and private, of the social and political cannot be conceptualised as any

way other than as interdependent, with the result that women and men cannot abstract their

gender identity from their involvement in the public sphere as social agents. This is

acknowledged by Sassoon to be a controversial move. But it involves transcending old

notions of difference and the realisation that blinding ourselves to difference does not

eliminate it. The task is "to pose, whatever the social organization, the question of creating

the conditions for an enriched, complex concept and practice of equality as the foundations

are laid for the expansion of freedom of the individual as we escape the constraints of the

universal" (Sassoon, 1991, 102, emphasis added). In so doing,

we arrive at the notion that, if the concept of universal equality before the law,
in which irrelevant differences play no role, is manifestly still necessary both
in terms of civil rights and equal opportunities, it rests alongside the necessity
of thinking difference and specificity, necessity imposed upon us by socio-
economic change, the consequent transformation of social needs, articulated or
not, in the new ways in which we articulate our subjectivity and perceive our
identity, and advances in intellectual perception which render the notion of the
individual both complex and problematic (ibid.).

The crucial point is that, while the direct relationship between individual and the state

based on the rule of law remains as significant and important as ever, Sassoon argues that

"any concept of the individual adequate to contemporary conditions must of necessity
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include these complexities and these differences, in what we are and in what we need"

(ibid.). In this formulation, Sassoon thus captures the essence of inclusive democracy,

namely, the combination of universal equality, which eliminates irrelevant difference from

the politico-legal sphere (where it is constitutively meaningless) and affirms complex

equality and the recognition of difference in other spheres (where this is constitutively

legitimate as a benign function of individuation and as the result of power-political

domination).

These challenges to traditional political thinking, which prompt the rethinking of the

democratic process and democratic institutions, derive therefore from the conditions of

modem society and the ontological consequences of this. In this, Sassoon contends, "we

are experiencing the rearticulation of the meaning of the individual, and the emergence of a

new concept of citizenship" (ibid.).

Alongside this emphasis on the recognition of difference, Sassoon suggests that the basis

for commonality lies the constitutive specificities which define identity contemporary

inter-relationships, multiple roles and identities in modem society. As she states:

While criticizing the abstract, universal dimensions of the concept, what takes
place is a complex redefinition of the individual, as member of a group, a
category, a gender, affected by the rules in a particular way because of sharing
certain characteristics with others, but whose identity is meaningful in so far as
it is redefined in its concrete peculiarity and individuality, in its separateness,
in its multidimensionality, in its moment, that is, its stage in the life cycle, its
differentiated, specific, mediated relationship to the state. In a sense, what we
have in common is our separateness, our uniqueness, the fact that we are
different, our sense of being alone. Disarticulating and making concrete the
abstract concept of the individual helps us to recognize something else: viewed
from one facet or another of our identity or our subjectivity, we each belong to
a partial group, we are each an 'other', whatever our race, gender, nationality
(1991: 97, emphasis added).

This formulation recognises the commonality inherent, not only in our individuality, but

also in our individuating beings. The moral import of recognising this equality of

difference is that it demands respect for the dignity of all, and for corresponding concrete

enabling conditions. It is therefore an important component of moral regard and

reciprocity. It amounts to recognising equal dignity within our common difference. The

significance of Sassoon and other upholders of the politics of difference is that they
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highlight our equal social citizenship rights to the conditions of self-development (to

borrow Gould's formulation) which are intrinsic to particular identity, and which
complements our formal universal rights.

We share, then, in addition to our universal commonality as human beings and bearers of

human rights, our common difference from which additional particular social rights are

derived. These universal and particular rights can therefore be seen to derive from our dual

social ontology - the basis of inclusive democracy which incorporates abstract citizenship
and particular identity.

In conclusion, Sassoon's analysis confirms that two seemingly contradictory levels of

identity must be accommodated within an inclusive notion of citizenship and justice which

is adequate to the conditions of modem society. These are, on the one hand, our identity as

universal citizens, departicularised from the specificities of race, gender, class, age, and

geographic, cultural and historical location, for whom the cause of justice in relation to

general human, political and civil rights is best served by the abstraction of these

particularities from the rule of law and the politico-legal sphere. On the other hand, we

have our identity as particular individual, differentiated, gendered, concretely situated

beings, for whom the recognition of these specificities within the concrete conditions of

the social, economic and political world is necessary in the pursuit of justice, and for

whom the abstraction of these particularities reinforces forms of power-political

domination and control. This means that we must incorporate a multi-dimensional view of

human identity (and hence citizenship) which accommodates the seeming contradiction

within our dual social ontology as common, equal citizens and differentiated particular

individuals. The inclusive concept of democracy and the rights which derive from this,

thus originate in the nature of our composite universal and particular identities. The

continuation, and indeed the encouragement of a range of legitimate as well as relevant

differences is a vital part of particular individuation", of social and cultural life of the

struggle against domination and therefore of the development of a democratic society.

Sassoon calls for an expanded, inclusive notion of citizenship, which recognises both

equality and difference on the basis of our common identity as particular, differentiated

individual identities. She does so by redefining citizenship more broadly and by arguing

https://etd.uwc.ac.za/



Beyond the Tension between Individualism and Collectivism 231

that the separation of the public and private spheres should eliminated. Sassoon thus

expands the notion of citizenship to dissolve the tension between citizenship and

personhood, to borrow Turner's (1986) terminology.

This strategy corresponds to the second of the three possible responses to polarised

opposites identified by Muller (1997: 82) to which I referred in Chapter 3 in discussing

false polarisation. This, it will be recalled, involves the conflation of the opposition into an

undifferentiated third domain. In so doing, Sassoon underplays the dialectical and

contingent nature of the relationship between particular individualism and universal

citizenship.

By contrast, Mouffe's (1992) account, to which I now turn, corresponds to the third

response in Muller's typology. This involves maintaining the tension as constitutive of the

elusive phenomenon. She provides an indication of how radical democracy comprises

relevant non-contradictory elements of liberalism and socialism, commonality and

difference. Significantly, however, Mouffe' places this within a dialectical framework. As

will be seen, democracy is, in her view, a highly contingent and elusive goal. This

precludes the final realisation of the unresolvable tension between the principles of

universal equality and particular difference and underlies the indeterminacy which is

constitutive of democracy in contemporary times. However, this does not imply

succumbing to relativism, to limitless difference or unbounded pluralism. Mouffe offers a

consistent account of how commonality and difference articulate dialectically within the

notion of radical democracy, which, it will be seen, shares some important defining

features with my notion of inclusive democracy.

Mouffe: Radical Democracy and dialectics of commonality and

difference

The traditional tensions between liberalism and socialism have assumed a topical relevance

in recent debates around the future of socialism by Mouffe (1992a, 1992b) and others. The

demise of the East European socialist states following the events of 1989 generated a

plethora of intense critical reflections about the nature of radical democratic theory. For

Mouffe, this reflection involves a critical review of liberal democracy as well as the Left

project and leads to the incorporation of pluralism and individual liberty within (a
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redeemed form) of the classical republican ideal of citizenship. In an attempt to mediate

this aspect of the traditional tension between individualism and collectivism, Mouffe

argues that individual liberty and pluralism, which were subordinated under Soviet-style

totalitarian collectivism, must be reclaimed as part of the contemporary interpretation of

social justice and the republican ideal of citizenship. For such a mediation to occur, the

concepts of liberty and equality need to be re-analysed from a radical perspective and, in

so doing, a new form of political identification can be forged - radical democratic

citizenship.

In setting out her position, Mouffe provides a dialectical perspective of radical democracy

which incorporates both universal commonality, without the constriction of orthodox

Marxist monism, as well as pluralism, without the excesses of laissez faire liberalism or

post-modem relativism. This contemporarily relevant mediation of liberty and equality,

commonality and difference, and liberalism and socialism is therefore of central import to

the main thread of this thesis and warrants some detailed discussion.

Mouffe (1992a: 1) argues that, in reformulating radical democracy, the Left must

acknowledge the strengths and shortcomings of liberal democracy if it is "to learn from the

tragic experiences of totalitarianism". This goal will not be achieved by following the

orthodox Marxist idea of revolution, that is, the rejection of liberal democracy and the

substitution of a completely new form of political society, but rather by the "radicalization

of the modem democratic tradition" based on the assertion that "all human beings are free

and equal" (in Mouffe, 1992a: 2, emphasis added). More radical principles of organising

society than freedom and equality are, Mouffe's view, impossible to conceive. The central

problem lies not with these modem democratic ideals, but in the fact that their political

principles have not been adequately implemented, in both liberal democratic and socialist

societies. In Mouffe's opinion, the disastrous experience of Soviet-style socialism does not

imply the uncritical adoption of the prevailing liberal democratic hegemony. The only

hope for the renewal of the left-wing project lies in a "radical and plural democracy". Far

from "proclaiming the ideological and illusory character of the so-called 'formal bourgeois

democracy''', radical democracy entails taking its "declared principles literally" and

forcing "liberal democratic societies to be accountable for their professed ideals" (ibid.).
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For Mouffe, a major contribution of liberal democracy is that the discourse of universal

rights has allowed different forms of inequalities to be exposed as illegitimate and

unnatural. Radical democracy must be therefore established within the framework of a

liberal democratic regime. The import of this for my purposes is that Mouffe' s notion of

radical democracy incorporates, within the republican ideal of citizenship, both collectivist

concerns for community, commonality, and popular sovereignty, as well as liberal

democratic concerns for the individual freedom, universal rights, regulated government

and pluralist diversity. As Mouffe says,

Radical democracy must acknowledge that the articulation of the ideas of
popular sovereignty and civic equality with the liberal themes of natural rights,
constitutional government and separation of powers - an articulation that is
constitutive of liberal democracy - has made it possible for new rights to be
claimed and new meanings, new uses and new fields of application to be
created for the ideas of liberty and equality. It is within such a framework that
the struggle for a free and equal society has to be waged. It is high time to
adhere to Norberto Bobbio's long-held conviction that liberal democratic
institutions should be an essential part of any democratization process, and that
socialist goals can only be achieved in any acceptable way within a liberal
democratic regime (1992a: 2).

Liberalism has frequently been closely identified with capitalist relations and the defence

of private property, which were perceived by the Left to constitute insurmountable

impediments to the democratisation of society. However, Mouffe maintains that, "this

identification is not a necessary one, as some liberals have argued" but is rather the result

of an "articulatory practice", which as such can be broken. Political and economic forms of

liberalism must be distinguished and separated from each other. Accepting the former does

not imply a commitment to the capitalist economic system'". This assertion implies a re-

analysis of the assumed conflict between the individualism of liberal democracy and the

collectivism of a renewed socialism, in which those elements which are necessarily in

conflict are distinguished from those which are not - an approach similar to the main line

of argument in this thesis. As Mouffe expresses it, in order to extend radical democracy

within a liberal democratic framework, the liberal tradition must be examined to "identify

the areas where it needs to be reformulated, so that the great contribution of political

liberalism to modem democracy can be freed from the individualistic and rationalistic

premises that have become fetters to democracy in its present form" (Mouffe, 1992a: 3).

The notions of citizenship and community, which liberal individualism has denied, need to
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be reidentified with the dimensions of active participation which they carry in the classical

republican tradition. This tradition "needs to be made compatible with the pluralism that is

central to modern democracy" (ibid., emphasis added). Mouffe here implicitly calls for the

differentiation between self-interested individualism and socially conscious radical

citizenship. Mouffe formulates the central challenge of the radical democratic project as

follows: "How can the maximum of pluralism be defended - in order to respect the rights

of the widest possible groups - without destroying the very framework of the political

community as constituted by the institutions and practices that construe modern democracy

and define our identity as citizens?" (ibid.) In other words: how can the legitimate political

and cultural pluralistic differentiation of individuals and groups be reconciled with

identifying notions of commonality, citizenship and political community? In seeking a

mediating position between radical citizenship and pluralism, Mouffe aims to reconcile a

fundamental aspect of the tension between commonality and difference. Mouffe's

conceptualisation of this inclusive understanding of radical citizenship and plural society

leads to a reappraisal of citizenship from the perspective of radical democracy.

Citizenship within a Plural Radical Democracy

Radical democracy, for Mouffe, consists of the "extension of the principles of equality and

liberty to an increasing number of social relations" - a project which entails the "creation

of a chain of equivalence among democratic struggles and therefore the creation of a

common political identity among subjects"(1992b: 225). This amounts to extending the

boundary of democracy into all spheres and creating an alliance of subordinate groups,

united in their common differencell. This is a significant point in relation to my project.

What Mouffe is driving at here is that democracy comprises the actualisation of the

principles of equality and liberty and hence commonality and difference within sets of

social relations. This accords with my definition of democratic practice, namely, the

appropriate mediation of equality and difference in relation to the various spheres of social

relations.

The central question arises: within radical democracy, what kind of common political

identity is compatible with pluralism and individual liberty, given that class can no longer

suffice as the basis of commonality in this regard? The growing consensus of views on the
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Left, according to Mouffe, is that the notion of democratic citizenship should be revived

"beyond the conceptions of citizenship of both the liberal and the civic republican tradition

while building on their respective strengths" (1992b: 225). This idea could "recover the

radical character that it possessed during the struggle against absolutism" and it might

provide a focus for democratic forces against neo-liberalism. The liberal notion of the

citizen as bearer of universal human rights is inadequate in that the individual citizen

cannot be abstracted from the wider political community. Mouffe contends that "in order

to formulate a satisfactory concept of the political community, we must go beyond liberal

individualism to questions of justice, equality and community" (1992a: 4). The notion of

citizenship must also be wide and flexible enough to meet the demands of a modem

democratic political community. It must be responsive to the pluralism inherent in the wide

range of particular new movements such as ecology, the rights of gay, lesbian and ethnic

groups, as well as the ongoing struggles concerning class, race and gender. In this way

Mouffe argues, like Gould and Sassoon, that we must address not only equal and universal

political rights, which are constitutionally guaranteed to all members of a political

community, but also social rights, in terms of the particularities and differences which

comprise plural society. Thus, suggests Mouffe, the link can be re-established between

social and political citizenship, "which was the great contribution of social democracy, and

which neo-liberalism has attempted to break" (ibid.).

The central challenges of renewing the radical political tradition concern the

accommodation of the seemingly contradictory elements of pluralism and civic equality,

and particular difference and universal human rights. Linking political and social

citizenship implies extending the boundary of politics and democracy beyond the formal,

procedural politico-legal sphere. Given the plural and particular character of modem

society, it also implies recognising difference. This echoes Gould's (1988) assertion that

sociality is constitutive of self-developing agents.

This raises the issue of the relationship between citizenship and community. The radical

democratic citizen, according to Mouffe's normative notion, conceives of itself as an

active participant in collective undertakings. In other words, collective concern in the spirit

of republicanism is constitutive of radical democratic agency. Citizenship, which is

incompatible with an individualistic framework, is thus directly related to community.
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Mouffe thus proposes the re-analysis of liberalism in order to separate out the

individualistic elements which contradict community and which have reduced citizenship

to the formal legal sphere. Likewise, the collectivism of the civic republican tradition must

be re-conceptualised in order to eliminate monistic, bureaucratic and statist notions of

politics and of the common good so that it can be made compatible with the pluralist

imperatives of modem democracy. This tension, which underlies the debates between

Kantian liberals and their communitarian critics, is clearly elucidated by Mouffe as

follows:

What is at stake is the possibility and desirability of a return to the civic
republican tradition in order to restore the idea of politics as the realm where
we can recognise ourselves as participants in a community. The issue ...
concerns the adequacy of the civic republican emphasis on the 'common good'
and the way it can be made compatible with the pluralism of modem
democracy. How can we defend the gains of the democratic revolution and
acknowledge the constitutive role of liberalism in the emergence of a
pluralistic democracy, while trying to redress the negative consequences of
individualism? That is arguably the central issue in the present debate (1992a:
5, emphasis added).

The notion of radical democratic citizenship requires a theory of social justice "that can

serve as a framework regulating the diversity and plurality of demands and rights claimed

by the various participants in the political community" (ibid.). For Mouffe, Rawls' attempt

to reconcile individualism with social justice, which combines a defence of individual

liberty with a strong commitment to equality, does not transcend liberal individualism.

Rawls' notion of citizenship centres on the capacity to frame and pursue individual

conceptions of the good and gives rise to a view of human nature characterised by self-

interest, a view which precludes the common good and the notion of community as

constitutive of identity. The central challenge facing an adequate theory of social justice

arises from liberalism's "exclusive concern with individuals and their rights [which]

cannot provide content and guidance for the exercise of those rights" (Mouffe, 1997a: 7).

Civic activity is devalued and the common good is reduced through individualism to the

questions of 'wealth creation', 'tax payers' freedom' and 'efficiency'. Rawls' concept of

liberty remains negative, guaranteed by minimising social responsibility. This is

diametrically opposed to the republican tradition which holds that personal liberty can be

maximised only through public service. In addition, Mouffe points out that Rawls' theory

of justice, founded as it is on economic inequality, is insufficient to the contemporary task

https://etd.uwc.ac.za/



Beyond the Tension between Individualism and Collectivism 237

of accommodating the emergence of new political subjects, new forms of identity, and new

types of community which all demand addressing diverse forms of domination.

Underlying the debate between Rawls and his communitarian critics, are two contrasting

conceptions of our identity as citizens. The Rawlsian citizen is the bearer of equal rights,

protected by principles of justice which ensure the equal distribution of primary social

goods (basic rights, liberties and opportunities), of the same means (income and wealth)

and of self-respect in order to pursue different individual conceptions of the good. The

only exception to the equal distribution of these goods is when unequal distribution favours

the least advantaged. Thus, according to Rawls' version of liberalism, citizenship is "the

capacity for each person to form, revise and rationally pursue his/her definition of the

good". Citizens use their rights "to promote their self-interest within certain constraints

imposed by the exigency to respect the rights of others" (1992b: 226). Rawls'

communitarian critics, most notably Sandel, perceive this to be an impoverished notion

which makes no space for conceiving the citizen as one who voluntarily engages in joint

activity towards a common good. Rawls' theory assumes an instrumental sense of

community and precludes a constitutive sense of community, in which individuals identify

themselves in terms of the communities they inhabit.

The communitarian alternative is "the revival of the civic republican view of politics, that

puts a strong emphasis on the notion of a public good, prior to and independent of

individual desires and interests". Mouffe cites Walzer's (1983) Spheres of Justice as a

theory of social justice more sympathetic to radical democracy. Walzer, as we have seen,

sees the attempt to interpret the egalitarian ideal in terms of simple equality, as futile in

that such a view "does not provide modem societies with a sufficient level of

differentiation" (Mouffe, 1992a: 7, emphasis added). According to Mouffe, Walzer's

theory "provides a pluralistic framework that enables us to address different forms of

domination" and is therefore "compatible with a society that would be both egalitarian

and heterogeneous" (1992a: 8, emphasis added). Achieving this requires a notion of

community which does not succumb to the universalism and monism inherent In

traditional forms of collectivism. How does Mouffe conceptualise this?
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Community Unfettered by a Single Substantive Idea of the Common Good

The universalistic shortcomings of traditional civic republicanism are not lost on Mouffe.

Her new conception of community is distinguished from nostalgic universalist pre-modem

representations of the polis or Gemeinshaft which do not acknowledge the imperatives of

late-modernism, namely, pluralism, individual liberty, the separation of church and state,

the development of civil society, the crucial distinctions between public and private

domains, and between the realms of morality and politics. Mouffe (1992b: 227) asserts the

crucial point that "contrary to the ideals of many communitarians, modem democracy

cannot be organized around a single substantive idea of the common good". In the context

of multi-ethnic and multi-cultural societies, national homogeneity can no longer be the

basis of commonality and citizenship. A widening range of plural ethnic and cultural

identities must be accommodated. Mouffe refers to Zizek (1992) who, in analysing the

Eastern European revolutions, shows that the desire for an organic community has played a

significant role in the growth of authoritarian nationalism. Such an organic unity is

unattainable, in Mouffe view. The triumph of democratic pluralism indicates that "the

multitude of dreams is irreducible".

In asserting the compatibility of pluralism and the civic republican tradition, Mouffe

touches on a central concern to this thesis, namely, the inclusiveness of individual

particularism and universal citizenship. In the course of redeeming the republican tradition,

she states, the "individual is not to be sacrificed to the citizen; and the plurality of forms of

identities through which we are constituted and which correspond to our insertion in a

variety of social relations, as well as their tension, should be legitimized" (1992a: 8).

Affirming the value of citizenship as the principal element of democratic political identity

does not necessarily imply denigrating other relations or forms of membership, or

defending a statist conception of politics. Mouffe suggests that the legitimate role of

citizenship is captured in Walzer's notion of "critical associationalism". Citizenship, in this

view, while constituting only one of our several commitments and one of the many

associations which we develop, mediates the others. This resonates with my notion of a

dual social ontology comprising citizenship as well as the multiple identities which

constitute our individuating beings. On the basis of the former, from which the right to

dignity and respect is derived, relations among particular different individuals and non-
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equals are mediated. I return to Mouffe's understanding of the pre-eminent role of

citizenship shortly.

In contrast to the self-interested individualism which underlies liberalism, civic

republicanism emphasises the value of participation in the political community. Skinner's

argument'< is cited by Mouffe as an important refutation of the liberals' claim that

individual liberty and political participation are irreconcilable. For Skinner, Mouffe

explains, there is no "basic necessary incompatibility between the classical republican

conception of citizenship and modem democracy" (Mouffe, 1992b: 228). Tracing the

historical origins of civic republicanism, Skinner shows that in several strands of this

tradition, the idea of negative liberty incorporates civic virtue and participation. In this

view, individual liberty can only be guaranteed through citizenship of a free state, that is,

one in which active participation in government and the political sphere precludes the two

principle threats to individual liberty: domination by a foreign power or by the

unscrupulous ambitions of the powerful. Thus the best defence of individual liberty against

servitude in either sense, is a vigilant participation in public affairs, the cultivation of civic

virtues and devotion to the common good of a free political entity. Assigning higher

priority to the common good than to our private interest is a necessary condition for

attaining and enjoying individual liberty':'.

In proposing her version of civic republicanism, Mouffe steers a middle path between the

Kantian liberals like Rawls and the communitarians in their debate about the issue of the

right over the good, which is of pivotal relevance to modem radical democracy. In Rawls'

view, this principle ensures firstly that individual rights cannot be subordinated to the

common good, as in Utilitarianism, and secondly that the principles of justice form a limit

to the acceptable notions of the good which individuals may pursue. Given the necessary

plurality of competing conceptions of the good, the principles of justice must be

independently derived, so that no overriding or particular conception of the good life is

imposed on the private domain individual will, morality and conscience.

This is a crucial point for Mouffe to defend in the name of modem democracy, which "is

precisely characterised by the absence of a substantive common good" (1992b: 229).

Further, as will emerge shortly, maintaining the principle of the right over the good is
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consistent with the radical democratic view that interpretations of the good and of the

constitutive elements of equality and liberty are indeterminate, contested notions. Drawing

from Lefort, Mouffe argues that in a modem democracy, power is separated from law and

knowledge. As a result, these are exposed to a radical indeterminacy. Because power is no

longer vested in an external authority which embodies a unifying transcendental doctrinal

law, such as the church or the monarchy, certainty regarding the legitimacy of power

cannot be guaranteed. For Mouffe, this signifies that a substantive common good is

impossible.

To this extent, Mouffe is in agreement with Rawls' formulation about the priority of the

right over the good. However, their positions diverge in that, in her view, Rawls seeks an

absolute priority of the right over the good without recognising the specific social and

political conditions necessary for this priority to be exercised. For Mouffe, it is therefore

only through participation in a political community which defines the good in a specific

way, such as individual rights and liberty, that we can be guided by this sense of right and

a corresponding conception of justice. The modem individual autonomous self is not an

absolute given, but is a recent phenomenon, and is variously constituted by a combination

of particular institutions, practices and values in a specific historical and socio-cultural

context. On the other hand, Mouffe rejects the position of the communitarians, such as

Sandel, who erroneously in her view assert that the priority of the right over the good is

impossible and consequently reject pluralism in favour of a return to a set of shared moral

values and a substantive idea of the common good as the organising principle of the

political community. By contrast, Mouffe combines convergent elements of liberal and

radical democracy and accepts the principle of the right over the good, that is the "priority

of justice as the principle virtue of social and political institutions, while admitting that

those principles are specific to certain types of political association" (Mouffe, 1992b: 230).

The key issue remains: what kind of political community can provide the framework for

common purpose in the form of civic republicanism, while retaining respect for pluralism

and individual liberty? Mouffe's approach to this conundrum is to articulate relevant

aspects of liberal individualism with the collective concerns of community.
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Linking Politics and Ethics: Mouffe's Politico-ethical Foundation of

Commonality

In presenting her notion of a politico-ethical principle, Mouffe addresses an issue of central

importance to this study. She rejects what she regards as the false dichotomy between the

political equality of liberalism, and the ethical sociality of civic republicanism. As

mentioned, the great contribution of liberalism towards individual liberty and thereby to

the democratic revolution is two-fold: the separation of the realms of morality and politics,

and the abandonment of a single substantive common good. This precludes the imposition

of collective notions of substantive goods upon the individual. However, liberalism

impoverishes the public political realm by stripping it of ethical and normative concerns,

which are relegated to the private domain. But the liberal framework of individual rights

provides no guideline (other than the principle of negative freedom, it should be added) for

the exercise of those rights with regard to social justice. It cannot therefore prevent the lack

of social cohesion which arises from gross differentiation and inequalities and the

unbridled accumulation of wealth and power and which are symptomatic of the

devaluation of civic concern, reciprocity, sociality and common activity, to borrow some

of Gould's (1988) terms.

In response to the limits of liberalism mentioned above, then, some kind of mediating

approach is necessary - one which revives the ethical dimension of the classical conception

of politics according to the civic republicanism tradition, and makes space for individual

liberty and pluralism. As Mouffe suggests:

We need to re-establish the lost connection between ethics and politics, but this
cannot be done by sacrificing the gains of the democratic revolution. We
should not accept a false dichotomy between individual liberty and rights on
one side and civic activity and political community on the other. Our only
choice is not one between an aggregate of individuals without common public
concern and a pre-modem community organized around a single substantive
idea of the common good. Envisaging the modem democratic political
community outside of this dichotomy is the crucial challenge (1992b: 231,
emphasis added).

Mouffe argues that we must "formulate the ethical character of modem citizenship in such

a way that is compatible with moral pluralism and respects the priority of the right over the
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good" (ibid.). In this way, Mouffe preserves the Kantian notions of ethical individualism as

the basis for individual moral concern. In order to achieve "the ethical character" of

modem democracy and to avoid the ethical relativism inherent in post-modernism, it is

necessary to establish some form of normative commonality in the public political domain.

Now this commonality cannot constitute a substantive common good or any other ethical

or normative principle of the good which overrides the Rawlsian principle of liberal justice

and thereby the ethical and epistemological autonomy of the individual.

The key move which Mouffe makes is to define this commonality in terms of adherence to

the radical interpretation of the liberal democratic political principles of equality and

liberty. In a formulation which links closely with my conceptual framework, Mouffe

argues that it is our individual autonomous and conscious identification with this common

political identity that defines us as citizens in the radical democratic sense. As she writes,

What we share and what makes us citizens in a liberal democratic regime is not
a substantive idea of the good, but a set of political principles specific to such a
tradition: the principles of freedom and equality for all. Those principles
constitute what we can call, following Wittgenstein, a 'grammar' of political
conduct. To be a citizen is to recognize the authority of those principles and the
rules in which they are embodied; to have them informing our political
judgement and our actions. To be associated in terms of the recognition of the
liberal democratic principles, this is the meaning of citizenship that I want to
put forward. It implies seeing citizenship not as a legal status, but as a form of
identification, a political identity: something to be constructed, not empirically
given. Since there will always be competing interpretations of the democratic
principles of equality and liberty, there will therefore be competing
interpretations of democratic citizenship (1992b: 231, emphasis added).

Significantly, then, Mouffe argues that (the voluntary and autonomous) identification of

the individual with political community is constitutive of radical citizenship. Through this

application of the principle of identification, a democratically legitimate form of

commonality links individuals in the public political domain in a non-instrumental and

non-imposed way and in a manner which upholds (the radical democratic interpretation of)

the principles of equality and liberty. This form of commonality is consistent with modem

democracy in that shared identity on this basis is compatible with individual liberty, rights

and pluralism. This stands in contrast to both pre-modem societies (where the principle of

commonality is constituted by the external authority of the church or the monarchy) and

Soviet-style socialist societies (where the principle of commonality is constituted by the
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involuntary identification with the monolithic category of class at the expense of individual

liberty, plural identity and autonomous agency).

But what precisely, is the nature of such a political community which allows political

association without postulating a substantive common good, but nevertheless "implies the

idea of commonality, of an ethico-political bond that creates a linkage among the

participants in the association" (ibid.)? What kind of community will "accommodate the

distinctions between public and private and between morality and politics, without

renouncing the ethical nature of the political association"?

Civil Association: Autonomous Identification with the Political Community

Mouffe (1992b: 232-4) draws from Oakshott's notion of "civil association" to elucidate

her conception of a radical democratic political community. Oakeshott derives this from

the distinction between the Medieval understanding of the two different modes of human

association, namely universitas (participation in a common action in the pursuit of a

common interest) and societas or "civil association" (indicating a formal relationship

defined by rules and by a sense of commonality characterised by loyalty to each other).

Participants in the latter are related through their acknowledgement of the authority of the

rules and principles pertaining to that action. In other words, what links the participants in

the association is established neither through a common enterprise nor through the pursuit

of individual interest. They are linked by their conscious and willing recognition of the

ethical basis of the conditions which surround and constitute public actions and relations,

governed by a practice of civility and public concern, which Oakeshott terms respublica'".

These conditions, according to Mouffe, consist of "a complex of rules or rule-like

prescriptions" which do not prescribe the goods or actions to be pursued, but rather shape

the moral principles which guide the choice of these goods or actions. For Mouffe, this

conception of civil association is consistent with her notion of political association in a

modern democracy. In the mode of association of societas (which implies differentiated

social plurality), as opposed to that of universitas (which implies a universalistic notion of

commonality), multiple purposive allegiances to particular communities can arise without

contradicting membership of the civic association. In other words, differentiation and

diversity regarding choice, goods and a plurality of individual associations, alliances and
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identities within the private and cultural sphere can arise within the overarching frame of

an ethico-political commonality. Thus, as Mouffe writes, the "identification with those

rules of civil intercourse creates a common political identity among persons otherwise

engaged in many different enterprises" (ibid.).

It is important to note that the implicit conceptual distinction made here between the public

political and the private, cultural spheres is made without depleting the political of its

ethical contents, nor the cultural of its political dynamics. Further, this notion of

commonality does not imply a monistic set of political values. Beyond a common

understanding of the ethico-political principles of the community, the interpretation of

these principles remains contested, and relations in the non-political spheres retain their

plural character. A modem political community is not constituted by a substantive idea of

the common good, as Mouffe reiterates but "by a common bond, a public concern". Such a

community does not therefore have a specific shape or a defined identity; instead it is "in

constant re-enactment" (l992b: 233). This view of political association differs from the

liberal conception, which is grounded on the common purposive action of the instrumental

pursuit of self-interest. From the radical democratic perspective, the Rule of Law is

inadequate to identify civil association. Mouffe argues that the significant feature of civil

association is a moral and not a prudential condition. This sense of morality is not to be

equated with what she terms "a comprehensive view", but rather with her notion of the

"ethico-political". General moral principles cannot be the basis from which the conditions

of civil association are derived whereby the pursuit of all purposes, goods and wants and

the promotion of all interests are conducted in terms of prescribed rules. These rules in

themselves remain indifferent to the specific merits of these contending pursuits. For

Mouffe, the significance of this understanding of civil association is that "while allowing

for the recognition of pluralism and individual liberty, the notion of societas does not

relinquish all normative aspects to the sphere of private morality" (Mouffe, 1992b: 234).

The political community is one in which there exists a non-instrumental, ethical bond

between ethically responsible individual citizens, which does not, however, constitute a

substantive common good.

However, in Mouffe'sview, Oakeshott's notion of the political is limited to a shared

language of civility. This is adequate only in locating those who identify with the given
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ethical principles. According to Mouffe, what is missing from this account, and likewise as

we saw from that of Sassoon (1991), is the notion of antagonism and division, the fact that

the prescriptive set of conditions may be contested. In order to appropriate Oakeshott's

model, it must be supplemented with the recognition that "the respublica is the product of

a given hegemony, the expression of power relations, and that it can be challenged"

(Mouffe, 1992b: 234). By contrast, Mouffe offers a richer, more dialectic conception of the

political sphere which warrants full quotation.

Politics is to a great extent about the rules of the respublica and its many
possible interpretations; it is about the constitution of the political community,
not something that takes place inside the political community, as some
communitarians would have it. Political life concerns collective, public action;
it aims at the construction of a 'we' in a context of diversity and conflict. But
to construct a 'we' it must be distinguished from the 'them' and that means
establishing a frontier, defining an 'enemy'. Therefore, while politics aims at
constructing a political community and creating a unity, a fully inclusive
political community and a final unity can never be realized since there will
permanently be a 'constitutive outside', an exterior to the community that
makes its existence possible. Antagonistic forces will never disappear and
politics is characterised by conflict and division. Forms of agreement can be
reached but they are always partial and provisional since consensus is by
necessity based on acts of exclusion (1992b: 234-5, emphasis added).

This is a crucial point. Mouffe recognises the contested and contingent character of politics

and democracy. While her ethico-political principle constitutes the foundation of

commonality within the civic republican tradition, it does not resemble a Habermassian

ideal of overarching consensus. Thus, while the broad principles of liberty and equality

may be construed as universal, it is her radical interpretation of these principles which

links them in a non-polarised way and which thereby distinguishes her radical and

inclusive notion of democracy from liberal and collectivist notions which are mutually

exclusive.

Through this notion of the political, a corresponding notion of radical citizenship arises out

of the political identity which is constituted by identification with the respublica. Mouffe

emphasises that this transcends a mere legal status, and is a form of identification, not

simply the passive recipient of individual rights. Citizenship is a common political identity

of those who may be engaged in a variety of different purposive initiatives and enterprises,

driven by diverse conceptions of the good. What identifies them is their submission to the
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rules of the civil association, "their common recognition of a set of ethico-political values"

(ibid.). Citizenship is thus a dominant identity among others; it is an "articulating principle

that effects the. different subject positions of the social agent ... while allowing for a

plurality of specific allegiances and for the respect of individual liberty". Through our

"dominant identity" as citizens, we have common membership of the political community.

Through our other differentiated identities, we are members of particular social, cultural

and other groupings and associations and adopt particular roles within these. This

represents an important foundation for accommodating difference and commonality and

captures exactly my notion of dual social ontology.

Nevertheless, as mentioned, the interpretation of these rules and conditions will be

contested. Mouffe contends that a radical view of the prescription of treating each person

as free and equal will critically analyse and challenge social relations of domination so that

the principles of equality and liberty can be implemented. Such a view can provide a

mobilising and unifying force among diverse movements, a collective form of

identification leading to "a common recognition among different groups" striving for

democratisation of society, such as women, gays, blacks and the ecologists. More than an

alliance, such a bond modifies the identity of these groups, forming a "chain of

equivalence among their demands so as to articulate them through the principle of

democratic equivalence" (Mouffe, 1992b: 236).

Common Citizenship and Plural Subjective Identity: Mouffe's version of Dual

Social Ontology

This approach, crucially, goes beyond the liberal pluralist conception of extending rights to

excluded groups which incorporates them progressively into (some abstract notion of

universal) citizenship, thus departicularising them. Mouffe asserts that the liberal approach

is thereby blind to the power relations at work in society and thus "ignores the limits

imposed on the extension of pluralism by the fact that some of the existing rights have

been constituted on the very exclusion or subordination of the rights of other categories"

(ibid.). Hence, these identities must be critically deconstructed in order to recognise new

rights. A hegemony of radical democratic forces thus requires the formation of new

differentiated identities, common among which is the political identity of radical
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democratic citizens. As Mouffe argues, this entails the "collective identification with a

radical democratic interpretation of the principles of the liberal-democratic regime: liberty

and equality," in such a way that "takes account of the different social relations and subject

positions in which they are relevant: gender, class, race, ethnicity, sexual orientation, etc"

(ibid.). This captures exactly my understanding of dual social ontology and underpins

Mouffe's mediation of the liberty-difference and equality-commonality tensions.

In this view, our composite identity comprises (radical) citizenship, and a non-essentialist

view of the social agent. The latter, according to Mouffe, is not a "unitary subject, but the

articulation of an ensemble of subject positions, constructed within specific discourse and

always precariously and temporarily sutured at the intersection of those subject positions"

(Mouffe, 1992b: 237, emphasis added). This notion of the social agent draws from the

psychoanalytic insight that "all identities are identifications". Similarly, the notions of

political community, respublica and societas must all be perceived non-essentially, that is

"not as empirical referents, but as discursive surfaces" (ibid.).

These considerations shed further light on two sets of concepts closely related to difference

and commonality and to each other: namely, the universal/particular and the public/private

and on the nature of Mouffe's inclusive and dialectical framework which accommodates

them. In the light of the post-modem critique of universalism and rationalism, Mouffe

rejects the modernist division between the abstract, universal public domain and the

private realm of particularity and difference. Although the process of the

departicularisation of citizenship clearly advanced the democratic revolution, the

universalisation and generalisation of the liberal notion of citizenship precludes the kind of

dynamic identity formation which characterises post-modem social relations. This process

has been especially damaging to the women's cause, as the distinction between public and

private, crucial though it was in asserting individual liberty, "also led to identifying the

private with the domestic and played an important role in the subordination of women"

(Mouffe, 1992b: 237).

According to the feminist critique of citizenship, the modem universalised conception of

citizenship negates the particularism of feminine values which are relegated to the private

sphere. However, unlike Sassoon (1991), Mouffe argues that the distinction between the
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private and public "is not abandoned, but reformulated". Citizenship is public in the sense

that it is independent of ethnic, religious, gender and racial identity and provides, as noted,

the common ethico-political basis of commonality upon which other conflicting identities

can be mediated. The answer is therefore not to reintroduce women's tasks into the

definition of citizenship. Instead, constructing a non-gendered conception of common

citizenship, whereby such difference is rendered irrelevant, is more promising in allowing

the articulation of many democratic demands in addition to gender issues in other spheres.

Such a conception is non-essentialist in that it views all identities as precarious and

unstable - a view which does not preclude women's political agency. This notion of

citizenship provides the benchmark against which political agency can be resituated

"within the plurality of the social, which opens the possibility for the political articulation

of relations of race, class, ethnicity and sexuality". Thus, instead of reinserting gender

within the notion of citizenship, the principle of equality which underlies citizenship,

provides the justification for the political struggle for gender equality within the other

spheres. This echoes Taylor's (1992) point, referred to earlier, that the equality of

particular identities, such as men and women, is not the consequence of their being equal

in their difference. It is by reference to "external" shared values of common humanity that

they can be regarded as equals. The importance of this argument for my purposes is that it

provides a limit to the claims of difference, and suggests that the struggle for social justice

entails the recognition of difference against the backdrop of commonality and equality. In

this way, difference and equality are seen once again to be dual constituents of the

inclusive understanding of democracy.

This inclusivity of difference and equality is borne out, as Mouffe shows, in Oakeshott's

notion of societas, every situation consists of the interface between the private and public

in that each initiative is private, but is subject to the public conditions prescribed in

respublica. Each particular action or pursuit towards the fulfilment of a substantive

satisfaction is to be seen in relation to the ethical conditions of civility to be subscribed to

in the action or pursuit. The private domain is thus constituted by the range of each

individual's (and, it may be added, each particular group's) differentiated values, desires,

choices and decisions which are the outcome of the individual's responsibility and

conscience (and the group's mores and practices). These are independent of the rules of the

respublica which constitute the common public domain - a mode of association which
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therefore provides a framework of ethical conduct and social justice while preserving

individual liberty and social and cultural pluralism. The individual citizen's conscious

acceptance of the common concern inherent in the respublica is the manifestation of that

individual's citizenship of the political community and of the identification with its ethico-

political values. This provides the Wittgensteinian "grammar" for the conduct of the

individual citizen in the private realm so that the concern for the democratic ethico-

political principles of equality and liberty can critically inform our actions in all spheres of

social life and the patterns of domination and subordination can thus be challenged. This

conceptual separation of the common public sphere and the differentiated private sphere

corresponds exactly to my understanding of the different spheres of social relations and

their constitutive meaning. Difference, as I have argued throughout, is irrelevant to the

politico-legal sphere and is constitutive of the meaning of the private sphere. Respect and

recognition of commonality and difference relevant to the particular spheres underlies

democratic social relations.

Common Citizenship and Particular Identity in a Dialectical Perspective

In reformulating the relationship between commonality and difference, citizenship and

community, liberty and civility, Mouffe sharpens our understanding of the fundamental

interconnection between them. While, in this view, they cease to be in necessary

contradiction, it is not the case that they can be simply resolved and the tension between

them dissolved. This is a point crucial to retaining a dialectical, as opposed to a binary,

perspective of these concepts. As Mouffe argues,

The distinction private (individualliberty)/public (respublica) is maintained as
well as the distinction individual/citizen, but they do not correspond to discrete
separate spheres. We cannot say: here end my duties as a citizen and begin my
freedom as an individual. These two identities exist in a permanent tension that
can never be reconciled. But this is precisely the tension between liberty and
equality that characterises modern democracy. It is the very life of such a
regime and any attempt to bring about a perfect harmony, to realize a 'true'
democracy can only lead to its destruction. This is why a project of radical and
plural democracy recognises the impossibility of the complete realization of
democracy and the final achievement of the political community (1992b: 238,
emphasis added).
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Importantly, Mouffe differentiates this VIew of radical democracy from others, like

Habermas, whose universalistic interpretations of radical democracy are founded on

evolutionistic and stagist conceptions of moral development. These distinctions have

significant philosophic and political consequences. Habermas, through the notion of

'undistorted communication', opens the possibility of the final reconciliation of value

claims, that is, of "a politics from which antagonism and division would have

disappeared". By contrast, Mouffe's view of radical democracy "postulates the very

impossibility of a final realization of democracy". It affirms that the "irresolvable tension

between the principles of equality and liberty is the very condition for the preservation of

the indeterminacy and undecidability which is constitutive of modem democracy" (1992a:

13). In my discussion of how my understanding of the spheres of social relations manifests

in the educational context, I shall later draw from this idea of dialectical indeterminacy. I

shall argue that the boundary between the political and the educational spheres cannot be

determined by reference to given abstract universal principles. Nor is it the inevitable

outcome of Habermassian consensus. It is determined by the shared (and contested) social

constructed understandings embedded in the particular context.

Pluralism implies a non-essentialist approach to identity, one that avoids liberal essentialist

reductionism. Pluralism acknowledges the "contingency and ambiguity of every identity,

as well as the constitutive character of social division and antagonism" (ibid.). This is

crucial for Mouffe: replacing the unified and homogenous subject of liberal theory by a

"multiplicity and fragmentation in which each of the fragments retains a closed and fully

constituted identity" constitutes an essentialism of the elements and represents no progress.

A clear-cut identity "presupposes a determinate system of relations with all the other

fragments or 'elements' - and what is this but the reintroduction of the category of totality

whose elimination was the meaning of the whole operation?" (1992a: 11, original

emphasis). Thus for Mouffe, it is vital not to "visualize the dialectics of unfixity as a

dialectic of separation, but as a dialectic of subversion and overdetermination". This is

possible "because the subject does not have an original identity (of either a holistic or a

fragmentary nature) but is primarily the subject of a lack," the result of which is that

whatever identity the individual has "can only be constituted through acts of identification"

(ibid.). Individual identity, in other words, is constituted through series of identifications

within multiple sets of associations and memberships. It is important to note however that
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these do not degenerate into a post-modernist relativism in which all are equalised. The

primary identification is with the common political community. Within the hierarchy of

identities, membership of the public political community represents a dominant (or more

fundamental) identity, which constitutes the basis for commonality and which ethically

regulates the diverse range of other relations and associations in the private, cultural

sphere.

This perspective on the nature of pluralism, gives rise to a particular vision of the political

as a "discursively constructed ensemble of social relations" - a view which contradicts

liberal philosophy. Mouffe sums up the issue and alludes to the separation of the public

politico-legal and the private social spheres as follows:
Modem democracy as a 'new regime' is constituted by the articulation
between the logic of democracy and the logic of liberalism; by the assertion of
popular sovereignty together with the declaration of a set of fundamental
human rights that need to be protected. It therefore establishes a particular
form of human coexistence, which requires the distinction between a sphere of
the public and a sphere of the private as well as the separation between church
and state, civil law and religious law. This is the great contribution of political
liberalism to modem democracy which guarantees the defence of pluralism and
the respect of individual freedom. It is therefore inconsistent to pretend that
such a distinction should be abandoned in the name of pluralism (1992a: 11)15.

This view thus provides a rich foundation for an understanding of how the relevant

elements of liberal individualism and collective citizenship combine to constitute modem
,/

radical democracy and how in so doing, the limitations of each can be identified and

eliminated. It therefore also, importantly, establishes the limits of pluralism. Although a

wide range of cultural, religious and moral pluralism must necessarily be asserted as part

of our understanding of the process of individuation, it must be recognised that there is a

distinction between our participation as citizens in the political association and our

insertions in other social relations. Democratic citizenship, in making space for pluralism,

does not imply a rampant relativism. Instead it entails a commitment to the key institutions

and political principles of modem democracy, which are constituted by fundamental sets

of values, such as equality and liberty. The notion of a limitless pluralism which is

restricted only by sets of agreed "neutral" procedures and rules, fails to recognise that such

neutrality is impossible because all procedures have unavoidable normative elements. This

principle of commonality echoes, in political terms, Taylor's "horizons of significance"

which constitute, in moral terms, a similar limit to boundless difference and relativism.
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Mouffe argues that radical democracy which accommodates, but recognises limits to,

pluralism is thus also distinct from other post-modern views which permit all differences

and which "emphasise heterogeneity, dissemination and incommensurability and for which

pluralism understood as the valorization of all differences should be total" (Mouffe, 1992a:

13). A political regime cannot be grounded upon such extreme pluralism, which

legitimates all opinions and differences and which leads to complete indifferentiation and

indifference. For pluralism to be made compatible with the struggle for social justice and

the reduction of inequalities, it must be based on criteria and a framework of commonality

which allow us to "discriminate between differences that exist but should not exist, and

differences that do not exist but should exist" (ibid.). Such criteria cannot be forthcoming

from either liberal pluralists or post-modernists. It is precisely this purpose which is served

by my understanding of the constitutive meanings of the different spheres of social

relations, namely, to provide the criteria by which legitimate difference and commonality

can be assessed. The key point made in the Introduction to this thesis, it will be recalled, is

the categorical difference between the spheres. The politico-legal, which relates to

citizenship, is as Mouffe argues, "pre-eminent" and provides the foundation for

commonality and a moral first principle from which equal rights can be derived. Mouffe

corroborates the socially contingent nature of these criteria in asserting that, within such a

framework of commonality, there "will always be competing interpretations of the shared

principles of equality and liberty and therefore different views of citizenship". Even with a

radical interpretation of the principles and of citizenship, they will always be in tension.

Radical pluralistic democracy, rather than seeking to resolve this tension, should preserve

and enhance it. Mouffe concludes:

Between the democratic logic of identity and equivalence and the liberal logic
of pluralism and difference, the experience of a radical and plural democracy
can only consist in the recognition of the multiplicity of social logics and the
necessity of their articulation. But this articulation should always be recreated
and renegotiated, and there is no hope of a final reconciliation. This is why
radical democracy also means the impossibility of a fully achieved democracy
(1992a: 14).

Thus modern democracy, while recovering the collectivist notions of the 'common good',

'civic virtue' and 'political community' must do so in a way which makes them compatible

with the non-essentialist pluralist elements of multiple identities, conflict, division and
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antagonism. This, for Mouffe, is a key issue at the heart of modem democratic political

philosophy. In respecting individual liberty and pluralism, the state must be "agnostic" in

the area of religion and morality and divergent conceptions of the good life, but not on

political principles, which provide a framework of common, collective practices to guide

political conduct.

To conclude: Mouffe's notion of radical democracy and citizenship thus draws upon and

seeks to extend what she terms the "symbolic resources" of the liberal democratic

tradition, namely equality and liberty. Of central importance to the framework of this

thesis, is her articulation of the dialectical tension between the "ideal of rights and

pluralism with the ideas of public spiritedness and ethico-political concern" so that "a new

modem democratic conception of citizenship could restore dignity to the political and

provide the vehicle for the construction of a radical democratic hegemony" (Mouffe,

1992b: 238). Significantly, the inclusivity of radical and plural democracy does not for

Mouffe involve "replacing one tradition by the other but drawing on both and trying to

combine their insights in a new conception of citizenship" (1992b: 227 emphasis added).

Mouffe provides a compelling account of radical citizenship which supports and elaborates

the central line of argument in this thesis. Her argument for the incorporation of the public

political concern in the civic republicanism tradition alongside the recognition of

individual liberty and difference in the pluralistic liberal democratic tradition, mirrors

precisely the inclusive notion of democracy I have posited.

Conclusion

This chapter focused on three theorists who, in different ways, propose inclusive

democratic frameworks. Each of these offers supporting insights and corroborating

accounts of the main themes of this thesis.

Gould (1988) provides a comprehensive philosophic foundation for the reformulation of

democratic theory which views the apparently conflicting values of individual liberty and

social co-operation as compatible. Her notions of social ontology, self-developing freedom

and the capacity for free choice (which constitutes the normative basis for the derivation of
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prima facie equal rights to the conditions of self-development), substantiate and extend the

framework of my emerging argument. In particular, Gould's conception of self-

development accords closely with my notion of individuation, and the grounding of her

fresh approach to equality and liberty on the basis of social ontology resonates strongly

with the main thrust of my argument. Her concepts of reciprocity and common activity

provide insights into the nature of sociality and her account of relations as internal to

individual identity confirms the social view of human nature. There are, accordingly,

striking similarities between the purposes and shape of her argument and mine.

Nonetheless, as noted, the normative emphasis of her arguments tends towards abstraction.

Sassoon (1991), by contrast, argues that the particular, concrete, historical political

circumstances of contemporary society provide the point of departure for re-examining the

nature of citizenship. The inclusivity of her argument lies in her proposal to incorporate the

recognition of particular difference arising from complex social relations within the

collective socialist project. While her argument typifies the claims of the politicians of

difference, she avoids the unfettered assertion of difference by establishing the foundation

of commonality in the liberal democratic tradition of universal rights. Her resolution of the

tension between universalism and particularism lies in broadening the concept of

citizenship to incorporate both. As noted, however, this represents the fusion of the

polarised opposites into an undifferentiated third category which underplays the dialectical

indeterminacy of democracy.

Mouffe (1992a, 1992b), on the other hand, captures the ongoing dialectical contestation of

democracy in her version of radical democracy. The inclusivity of her framework rests on

her argument for the accommodation of plural difference within commonality by means of

the key concept of an ethico-political principle which underlies a radical political

community. Mouffe provides a rich and consistent account of radical democracy which

corresponds in crucial ways with my notion of an inclusive theory of democracy. Her

incorporation of citizenship and plural identity as the constitutive elements of democracy

accommodates the radical interpretation of equality and liberty. Implicitly, this relates

directly to my concept of dual social ontology. The link between ethics and politics bridges

the assumed divide between individual autonomy and social concern. The notion of civic

association, which refers to the voluntary carrying of the concerns of the political
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community by the individual "radical" citizen, corresponds to my notion of the

autonomous identification with individual and collective purpose.

Having discussed these three theorists in order to enrich and elaborate the unfolding line of

argument, I now turn to consider one more dimension of the integration of individual and

collective dimensions of democracy. This is the transformation of individual subjective

consciousness as part of social change and democratisation. Along with structural change,

this constitutes an inclusive framework which incorporates the individual and collective

levels of transformation. This forms a conceptual link with Part 2 of the thesis, which

focuses on democratic educational theory and practice. The transformation of individual

subjective consciousness leads to an educative and self-developmental notion of

democracy. This begins to explore the link between education and democracy, which is the

focus of Part 2.
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Democracy as an Educative Process: Subjective

Transformation and Social Change

Part I of this thesis focuses on outlining an inclusive concept of democracy. This, as I have

indicated throughout, avoids perpetuating the assumed tension in contemporary democratic

discourse between the related concepts of individualism and collectivism, liberty and

equality and commonality and difference. This inclusive understanding of democracy

seeks to accommodate these falsely polarised related cluster concepts and the liberal and

socialist traditions associated with them. I suggested that this inclusive concept of

democracy, which combines universal citizenship and particular identity, derives from our

dual social ontology. The dynamics of commonality and difference constitute the meaning

of the various social relations. This meaning, or shared understanding, provides the

criterion by which to distinguish between legitimate forms of commonality and difference

in particular contexts. The notion of dual social ontology, simultaneously comprising our

common identity as citizens and bearers of universal rights, as well as our multiple

identities as individuating, self-developing beings, forms the basis of the ethical,

epistemological and ontological links between individualism and collectivism.

The emerging framework of Part 1 of the thesis suggests, then, that an inclusive notion of

democracy incorporates individual liberty, politico-legal equality and social fraternity. A

democratic society, in this view, fosters and maintains the required structural, institutional,

interpersonal conditions and practices which appropriately regulate difference and

commonality, liberty and equality and individual and collective concerns within the

various spheres of social relations 1•

This chapter brings Part 1 to an end, finalising the framework of inclusive democracy by

focusing on the importance of subjective transformation as a constitutive element of social

change, along with the necessary structural and other enabling conditions for democracy
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and social justice just noted. As a self-developmental notion, subjective transformation

implies that democracy cannot be conceived merely in procedural terms, but as a

developmental, and hence educative, process.

I begin by tracing some precursing roots of these two ideas, namely, subjective

transformation as a necessary component of social change and the educative nature of

democracy, in the participatory democratic theorists of the "New Left" of the 1970s and

critical theory of the 1980s. I show that more the recent theory of democracy proposed by

Held (1992) also emphasises the participatory and self-developmental aspect of

democracy.

I then draw from the work of Sherover-Marcuse (1986) who argues for the incorporation

of an emancipatory "practice of subjectivity" within the collectivist framework of

Marxism. Sherover-Marcuse provides an account of social change which amalgamates

subjective and structural transformation. She argues that the emancipatory ideal of

socialism is obstructed by the dogmatic, reductionist element of Marxism which denies

agency and deterministically assumes automatic outcomes as a result of changes in

economic relations. Instead, she contends that meaningful social change involves, along

with structural change, the transformation of individual subjective consciousness.

Significantly, in the light of the main concerns of this thesis, she situates the role of

individual agency in social change within the collective paradigm of socialism and its

emphasis on structural transformation. Sherover-Marcuse's notion of subjective

transformation incorporates a developmental perspective of social change. In this view,

democracy (and democratisation) is educative in nature. This provides a key to

understanding the two-way link between education and democracy: an educative notion of

democracy and an education for democracy. These links are elaborated in Part 2 of this

thesis.

Democratic Participation as an Educative Process

Despite the theoretical richness and concern for democratic practice and social change

evident in the inclusive frameworks of the various theorists discussed so far, there is a

tendency towards an exhortative normative abstraction in seeking mediation of individual
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and collective purposes. In contemporary times we are faced with a vast array of anti-

social tendencies and the steady erosion of social cohesion in many societies. We witness

daily the ongoing effects of deeply embedded structural disparities and of the widening

gap between the rich elite and the majority poor. We are confronted by the seemingly

insurmountable power of dominant hegemonies, the ascendance of the culture of self-

interest and the impenetrable networks of power and instrumental communities supportive

of these socially divisive trends. Huge structural, moral and social transformational

obstacles face us in the struggle towards social justice and meaningful social change.

Faced with these formidable obstacles to change, the course of Marxist revolutionary

insurrection has long held appeal as the only possible path. Nonetheless, the scarcely

predicable events of the early 1990s in Eastern Europe and South Africa remind us that

negotiated revolutionary change spurred by sustained popular uprising can occur on a

grand scale with astonishing rapidity in the most unlikely contexts. However, the nature of

these changes defies orthodox Marxist theory. This, along with concern for the excesses of

coercive revolutionary social change and the limitations of the historical materialist

rejection of agency implicit in that theory has led Neo-Marxists to conceptualise social

change both at the structural level and at the level of the individual subject.

The significance of this is two-fold. Firstly, in relation to the challenges of social change

outlined above, the focus on individual agency provides a practical and more optimistic

view of achievable change. In this regard, we have already seen that Held identifies a

revitalised civil society as an important vehicle for participatory democratic involvement.

Likewise, Taylor's (1992) notion of moral activism highlights the importance of focusing

on the role of individual agents in shifting subjective consciousness as part of social

change.

Secondly, the importance of Neo-Marxist views of social change with regard to the main

concerns of this thesis, is that they incorporate both individual and collective dimensions.

As we have seen, elements of plural differentiation and individual liberty form the basis of

the reconception of citizenship by Sassoon (1991) and Mouffe (1992a, 1992b). Likewise,

Sherover-Marcuse (1986) as we shall shortly see, develops a view of social change which

includes subjective transformation within a Marxist paradigm. The individual level of
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change, interpreted in this way, is thus self-developmental and educational in nature. In

this way, the conceptual link is established between education and democracy.

The roots of these two related ideas - the inclusive approach to social change and the

educative notion of democracy - can be traced via Rousseau, J. S. Mill and, more latterly,

Dewey to the "New Left" tradition of participatory theorists of the 1960s and early 1970s.

Benello and Roussopoulos (1971), remind us that addressing fundamental social change

must be inspired by fresh perspectives and a visionary element. Critique should not be

limited by the inertia of convention, by vested interests and by the dogma of historical

materialism. Capturing this optimism, these authors state:

... the seeming impossibility of immediate application should not be a deterrent

... It is ridiculous to believe that socio-economic analysis should limit itself to
reforms that are clearly conceivable in the short run, for many reforms that
seemed utopian and inconceivable in one decade have been enacted in the next
(1971: 37).

The inclusive view of human nature and social change emerges clearly in the assertion by

Benello and Roussopoulos that a just social future depends on the synthesis of opposing

individual and collective elements of human nature and society without compromising

either. This synthesis has a dialectic overtone, as they suggest:

Only a dialectic view of the relation of man [sic] to society is adequate to an
understanding of the social order. When Hobbesian or other individualist views
are taken, or where Hegelian statist and collectivist views are maintained, the
central features of social existence are lost. In the dialectic of man and the
social order, the key problem is the meeting point: there must exist the
possibility for individual goals to be enlarged and more fully realised by
integration with the social purpose ... Collectivist visions which deify the state,
and individualist views which emphasise the automatic harmonisation of self-
interest, ignore the dialectic between the individual and the collective as well
as its locus (1972: 39).

The importance of participatory democracy and individual agency in social change and

democratic practices emerges clearly from Held's (1992) recent work on democratic

theory. Held, in his reading of the East European revolutions, argues that the "principle of

self-determination and the principle of consent to government action have (once again)
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challenged the principle of 'single person' or in this particular case, the 'single party' rule"

(Held, 1992: 40).

Democracy, argues Held, functions to contain the powers of the state and to mediate

among individual and collective projects. In the political and social circumstances of late

modernity, which are "constituted by a plurality of identities, cultural forms and interests,

each perhaps articulating different prescriptive regimes", the function of democracy is to

offer the basis for "tolerating and negotiating over difference" (ibid.). The value of

democracy lies, then, in its mediating function between prescriptive concerns and in its

role in specifying the relations among different normative concerns and values. The key

issue raised by Held is that democracy leaves the resolution of value conflicts open to

participants in a political dialogue. This implies the presence of institutional space for such

dialogue and the capacity and will of participants. For this process to be democratic,

participation must be wide. This in tum entails a developmental perspective; citizens must

be equipped to participate in public affairs in this view of democracy.

Held concludes that "a system of institutions to promote discussion, debate and

competition among divergent views - a system encompassing the formation of

movements, pressure groups and/or political parties with leaderships to help press their

cases - appears both necessary and desirable" (ibid.). As described earlier, Held sees the

"double-sided" revitalisation of the state and civil society as the means to providing the

opportunity beyond the mere procedural exercising of the periodic vote, for citizens to act

as participants in public life as well as the 'private' realm of civil society. Democratic

agency, for Held, thus implies the mobilisation of individual and group autonomy and

assertiveness within appropriate forums in mediating competing interests and in

overcoming social, cultural and economic forms of bias and domination. It thus entailed a

participatory activism - similar to Taylor's notion of moral activism, directed towards the

transformation of individual consciousness within the empirical realities of asymmetrical

power relations, the conflict of ends and culturally and economically entrenched self-

interest.

These are high demands. They are at once democratic, participatory and educative - in the

sense that they presuppose socially situated individual self-development as a necessary
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condition for social change. This leads to a notion of democracy which is educatively

conceived and conversely of a democratically conceived education to prepare for

democratic participation. The role of education in such a process is important. Such an

education will have as its purpose preparation for democratic citizenship. It will seek to

provide the skills, knowledge and opportunity to exercise students' expanding faculties as

emerging democratic agents, that is, as developing, individuating beings.

The view of inclusive social change in the Neo-Marxist critical theory tradition, which

recognises both individual and structural dimensions, accords with this perspective of

democratisation as an educative process. Sherover-Marcuse's account of the importance of

subjective transformation within a (redeemed and inclusive) Marxist framework of social

change, typifies this approach. Before turning to discuss this, I briefly identify relevant

aspects of the framework of critical theory which underpins this.

Neo-Marxist Critical Theory as an Inclusive Democratic Theory

The explanatory framework of critical theory provides not only for the understanding of

concrete problems, but the means for changing them. It aims at empowering people in the

struggle for social justice by developing a critical understanding of the dominating power

structures. It focuses on the dynamics of daily life, on language, discourse, and ideology,

as well as on broader economic and political structures and institutional practices. There is

thus a central emancipatory purpose to the theory and practice of critical social science.

This, in turn, presupposes two importance views, which relate closely to my notion of

individuation.

First, critical theory assumes a view of social change of which individual agency, through

the progressive development of autonomy and independence from dominating hegemony,

is a constituent component. The underlying normative goal is that individuals should be

autonomously in control of their own lives, not only in terms of its intrinsic moral value,

but also because self-determination forms the epistemological basis of emancipation and

empowerment. It will be argued in Part 2 that facilitating autonomous thinking and moral

development is a defining feature of learning in an inclusive democratic educational

framework.

https://etd.uwc.ac.za/



Democracy as an Educative Process 263

In recogmsmg the importance of autonomous agency, critical theory challenges the

orthodox Marxist view of social change and of the ontological relationship of individual

and society. In particular, as we shall see in Sherover-Marcuse's argument, critical theory

rejects the reductionism of historical materialism and recognises human agency, intentions,

powers and purposes in shaping society. Favouring the work of the early Marx, critical

theorists emphasise the creative, active, meaning-seeking, need-fulfilling aspects of human

agency, seeing individuals as potentially free and capable of achieving self-determined

goals.

Second, critical theory assumes a social view of human nature, that is, that our purposes,

interests and identities are defined in the social context, and that collective purposes,

sociality and moral regard are the (contingent) outcomes of self-developmental

individuation. Methodologically, the refutation of the objective, natural and disinterested

status of the natural sciences goes hand in hand with the acknowledgement of subjectivity

as epistemologically legitimate and necessary. Critical theory argues that, in the social

sphere, all "facts" are socially constructed and interpreted, and hence subject to critique.

Critical theory differs from positivistic science in recognising the validity of subjectivity

and particular experience. The implication is that knowing and understanding the realities

of power and interests in social life can only occur through transforming subjective

consciousness and affirming this in the particularities of socio-cultural contexts. The

educational character of this view is self-evident.

This recognition of the importance of subjective transformation is reflected in the

psychoanalytic framework of analysis which many critical theorists, especially those in the

Frankfurt School, adopted. The importance of this aspect of critical theory is that it forms a

methodological and explanatory bridge between the individual psychological paradigm

and the collective sociological one. As we saw earlier, some contemporary sociologists

have placed increasing emphasis on the unconscious elements of social relations and self-

conception (Hall, 1992).

It is therefore evident that an inclusive (and educative) concept of democracy will include

the development and transformation of subjective consciousness. Critical theory embodies

several important aspects of an inclusive democratic theory. In the next chapter, I explore
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critical educational theory, as espoused by Giroux and McLaren in order to examine how

this framework can be applied to educational theory and practice.

The neo-Marxist framework of Sherover-Marcuse (1986) follows this approach. It

establishes the transformation of individual subjectivity as cardinal to the emancipatory

stream in Marxism. The importance of considering this arises from the fact that Marxist

theory continues to represent the cornerstone of the collectivist socialist ideal. In addition,

it permeates post-apartheid South African political debates, through the continued

existence of the Tripartite Alliance between the ANC, COSATU and the South African

Communist Party. This makes her work topical and, for my purposes, worth discussing in

some detail.

Democratisation

Consciousness

the Transformation of Subjectiveas

Sherover-Marcuse (1986) asserts that in order to achieve a "socialism with a human face"

- to build that "not yet existing socialism" - a "practice of emancipatory subjectivity" is

required. This assumes that the transition towards a just social order entails the

transformation of individual consciousness. Her project is to redefine elements of Marxist

theory in order to accommodate elements of a theory of emancipatory consciousness,

redeeming Marxism from "irrelevance" in the face of contemporary social theory and from

the constricting dogma of determinism. The significance of this re-evaluation of Marxist

theory and practice in the context of this thesis is that it effectively calls for the inclusion

of elements of individualism (in the form of individual subjective transformation which

affirms individual agency) and collectivism (in the form of the imperative for social

justice) within Marxist discourse. Sherover-Marcuse's incorporation of these two assumed

polarised positions into an inclusive Marxist framework affirms that these individual and

collective aspects of Marxism are not as opposed as might be expected. This echoes Watt's

claim that normative individualism and Marxism are not, contrary to first impressions,

incompatible. In addition, her account conceptualises the educational or developmental

notion of democracy and social change. Sherover-Marcuse's argument therefore provides

support of the overall claims of this thesis.
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Sherover-Marcuse utilises an interesting and innovative methodology. The intention of her

critical reflection on the young Marx's theory of emancipatory consciousness is a

conceptual reconstruction of his thought, "making explicit what in texts is only implicit,

articulating the theoretical constructs which a thinker uses to analyze or explicate those

issues which engage her or his reflections". Although the young Marx himself does not

explicitly address the issue, "Marx's own theory of mystified consciousness constitutes the

theoretical construct which legitimises the present attempt to reconstruct his theory of

emancipatory consciousness" (Sherover-Marcuse, 1986: 3).

Sherover-Marcuse differentiates two perspectives in Marx's thinking on emancipatory

consciousness: a dialectical and a dogmatic one. The importance of this is that the former

implies active agency to overcome oppression and injustice. It thus identifies the

individual subjective dimension of social change. The dialectical perspective regards

emancipatory consciousness as contingent and problematic, while the dogmatic view

regards it as inevitable and unproblematic. The latter constitutes for Sherover-Marcuse a

constraining form of determinism. The dialectical perspective locates and uncovers an

important source of domination: what Sherover-Marcuse terms "internalised oppression".

This perspective recognises that

... an oppressive society recreates itself in its victim's hearts and minds in the
form of behavior patterns and attitudinal habits which are installed and
"nourished" by the normal functioning of social intercourse itself. A dialectical
perspective towards emancipatory subjectivity recognises that the effects of
systematic mistreatment sediment themselves in the consciousness (and the
sub-consciousness) of the oppressed and that in the course of time these effects
acquire both a "natural" appearance and a life of their own (1986: 4).

No one is immune to this perceived systematic oppression. In addition, the system binds its

victims, by which the oppressed themselves "adhere" to it. Accordingly,

... a dialectical perspective towards emancipatory subjectivity assumes that in
order to undo this adherence, individuals must engage in a deliberate and
systematic attempt to transform their own consciousness in an emancipatory
direction. In effect they must unlearn the habits of thoughts and action that are
the consequence of domination (1986: 5, emphasis added).
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This "unlearning" is not the automatic consequence of other forms of transformation or

structural change, but is a specific, deliberate, active project in its own right, needing

sustained and focused effort. It constitutes what Sherover-Marcuse calls, a "practice of

subjectivity". Consequently, the goal of subjective transformation is seen as a contingent

process, "whose outcome cannot be guaranteed either by the laws of history or by any

other factor" (ibid.). This is because the process of progressive emancipation is a function

of active agency, and not the epiphenomenal result of structural transformation. Sherover-

Marcuse's usage of the term "unlearning" is apt; it locates this transformative

emancipatory process in an educational discourse.

The development of emancipatory consciousness, then, is a "contingent project involving a

practice of subjective transformation undertaken by the emancipating agents themselves"

(Sherover-Marcuse, 1986: 6). Sherover-Marcuse's intention is to locate, within the early

writings of Marx, the implicit recognition of the need for a practice of subjectivity,

understood in these terms. To the extent that this is implied in the early Marx, his

perspective on emancipatory consciousness is dialectical.

Sherover-Marcuse clarifies her use of the term "dialectical", placing it in an emancipatory

framework - a usage which accords well with the framework of this inquiry. Designating

this term to describe a contingent process of subjective transformation may seem odd in

the light of its customary association with the inevitable forward progression of History

and Reason in Hegel and Marx. However, Sherover-Marcuse argues that

... the core of both Hegel's and Marx's conception of dialectical thought is
intrinsically opposed to the notion of an inexorable progress. For both Hegel
and Marx the essence of dialectical thinking is its refusal to accept the
givenness of experience and the immediacy of knowledge. This refusal makes
dialectical thinking critical thinking par excellence. Both Hegel and Marx
contrast the critical thrust of dialectical thinking with the dogmatism of
unreflective consciousness which assumes that things are as they are and that
facts come ready-made. Dialectical thought seeks to expose the one-
dimensional logic of domination; it seeks to comprehend the social processes
which have become established facts. In so doing it attempts to uncover the
social possibilities (not the alleged certainties) of liberation (1986: 5)3.

In contrast to this dialectical perspective, the dogmatic approach views emancipatory

consciousness as entirely unproblematic in two ways. Firstly, a segment of the population"
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is presumed to be immune to the consequences of domination and accordingly its

subjective consciousness is "already emancipated" by virtue of its position in the social

order (and, it may be added, its privileged access to knowledge and doctrinal truth). For

such a group, emancipatory subjectivity is a "static property" and not a developmental

process. It is a "given," which some social groups simply "possess". The emancipatory

character of their subjectivity is posited as "already attained and secure".

The second way in which Marx's view of emancipatory subjectivity can be seen in the

dogmatic view as unproblematic is that his early notion of the abolition of mystified

consciousness is assumed to be the necessary consequence of base-level structural

changes. Emancipated consciousness is assured, in this view, by the fact that it constitutes

the automatic epiphenomenal outcome of the restructuring of economic relations, rather

than a factor bringing about such changes.

Sherover-Marcuse alludes here to the theory of social change inherent in Marx's doctrine

of historical materialism, which, as mentioned - at least in its strict from - makes no space

for human agency or the role of subjective transformation. By interpreting change as the

inevitable result of structural shifts, a passive role is assigned to subjective individuals. As

Sherover-Marcuse puts it:

Both versions [of Marx's dogmatic perspective] consider emancipatory
subjectivity without any reference to an intentional practice on the part of the
emancipating agents. Indeed the dogmatic perspective excludes questions as to
the need for a practice whose focus is the transformation of subjectivity. Such
questions cannot even arise within its conceptual framework. While one
variety of this perspective relies on the guarantees provided by the givens of
social existence, the other places its trust in the benevolent laws of historical
development (1986: 7).

Of central importance for my purposes is the conceptual link proposed by Sherover-

Marcuse between the structural concerns of orthodox Marxism and the subjective

emancipatory practice associated with critical social theory. From the perspective of

(participatory) democracy and critical theory, Sherover-Marcuse maintains that no wedge

can be driven between observing society and history on the one hand, and participating in

and influencing it on the other. As Sherover-Marcuse (1986: 9) states, "any attempt to

'understand' the social world which brackets the question of acting in and on this world
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results in a false objectivity; history becomes a spectacle to be observed rather than a

project to be undertaken".

Sherover-Marcuse's argument is premised on the identification of two contradictory

streams within Marxism, namely, the positivist-scientistic and the humanist-emancipatory.

The former is associated with historical materialism and the dogmatic view of

emancipatory consciousness described earlier, and the latter with the dialectical view. This

duality in Marxist thought is highlighted, as Sherover-Marcuse shows, by Habermas who

locates a tension in Marx's attempt to "develop a critical social theory with a practical

intent, a theory with an interest in human emancipation" (quoted in Sherover-Marcuse,

1986: 10). Habermas argues that this project is frustrated by the positivistic-scientistic

aspects of Marx's thought. For Habermas, scientism is a reductionist approach which

identifies knowledge exclusively with science, and which claims that the natural sciences

provide the prototype in their methods and value neutrality for all forms of theoretical

inquiry. A corresponding reductionism in Marx is the identification of human practice

exclusively with that of instrumental action (or labour). Habermas argues that a scientistic

social theory "lends countenance to the substitution of technology for enlightened action

and tends to confuse technical progress in the mastery of nature with progress in the

construction of a humane society" (ibid.).

Drawing from these insights, Sherover-Marcuse observes that the positivist-materialist

elements in Marxist social theory are not compatible with a democratic theory which has at

root an element of emancipatory subjectivity. The positivist element denies conceptual

space for enlightened action, while the materialist element limits the scope of human

development to parameters served by physical production, identifying social

transformation with technological progress. A democratic social order conceived in these

terms can hardly do justice to the broader dialectical dimension of emancipatory

consciousness.

Importantly, however, Sherover-Marcuse's intention is not to rule out the claims of the

"scientific" Marx, but only to avoid the dogmatic claim that this approach is in itself

comprehensive. These deterministic elements of Marxism are partial (rather than false)

aspects of social theory. In this way, it can be seen that Sherover-Marcuse avoids the false
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According to Sherover-Marcuse, Marx's later works confirm a dogmatic approach to

emancipatory consciousness. This is implied by three aspects of his work: in the classic

formulation of the doctrine of historical materialism, in the positivist-scientific framework

of his analysis, and in the particular view of the transition to socialism. Firstly, social

change is viewed as the inevitable progressive development of the forces of production

into new relations of production. The motor force of this progression is the conflict

between the forces and relations of production which give rise to ideological forms in

which the conflict is resolved. Within this, "the development of emancipatory

consciousness is not treated here as a task or project for a practical or contingent struggle".

Instead, argues Sherover-Marcuse (1986: 122), "the transformation of consciousness is

subsumed under the transformation of the 'whole immense superstructure' which itself is

'more or less rapidly transformed' in the course of the transformation of the 'economic

foundation'" .

polarisation of these two streams in Marxism, and aims towards an inclusive approach

which incorporates both.

Secondly, for (the later) Marx, transformations in the material conditions of production can

be predicted with all the certainty of the natural sciences. Accordingly, for Sherover-

Marcuse, Marx's use of the term "dialectical" in this context is a semantic

misappropriation. "The postulation of an inevitable progress achieved behind the backs of

human beings is not a feature of dialectical inquiry; it is much rather the hallmark of a

dogmatic certainty" (Sherover-Marcuse, 1986: 125). This dogmatic interpretation

precludes the conceptual space for what Sherover-Marcuse terms the "semi-autonomous

nature of the consequences of oppression". This refers to the extent to which the

oppressive form of ideas, self-perceptions, behaviour patterns, and so on are reinforced by

the oppressed themselves. Locating the source of epiphenomenal "false" or partial

consciousness in the economic sphere ignores the subjective responsibility for enhancing

and seeking emancipation from the state of oppression. Drawing from the insights of

psychoanalysis and social psychology into the dynamics of individual consciousness and

self-perception, Sherover-Marcuse clarifies the individual epistemological basis for

challenging oppressive social forms.
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Mystified consciousness is not merely a set of false ideas or illusions but ... it
encompasses modes of being, ways of acting and of experiencing oneself and
one's existence to which people have become accustomed, attached and even
"addicted" on an affective level. The sedimentation of mystified consciousness
congeals into "character structures" and "personality types" - naturalized and
normalized cages for the individuals who inhabit them. The habits engendered
by domination become forms of life through which individuals reproduce the
system of domination (1986: 126).

Consequently, an active process of undoing or unlearning is necessary to overcome this

subtle form of coercive domination and voluntaristic submission. The educative nature of

this as well as the importance of this within an inclusive democratic educational practice is

clearly evident. As noted, such a process is the function of (relatively) autonomous,

intentional and conscious agency and not the inevitable and passive outcome of

economistic determinism. As Sherover-Marcuse says, "insight into necessity is not

equivalent to a transformative practice of subjectivity" (ibid.).

The third aspect of Marxist dogmatism with respect to emancipatory consciousness lies in

his view of the transition to socialism. Here, the central role of human agency in the

process of social change is revealed. In the dogmatic perspective, the transition to

socialism is seen as the historically necessary outcome of capitalism and as the solution to

the intractable contradictions implied by this. However, if we are to follow Sherover-

Marcuse in conceiving of socialism as a "qualitatively different totality" and "not just a

more efficient organization of the conditions of capitalist production" (Sherover-Marcuse,

1986: 127), then this determinist theory of social change will be seen to be self-

contradictory. This is because "a socialist society cannot be postulated as 'historically

necessary', without violating the integrity of the concept of socialism itself'. The

establishment of a socialist society entails breaking the cast of domination and as a

"qualitatively different form of social life [it] can only be conceptualized as the result of a

collective choice which humanity makes for itself' (ibid.). By contrast (the later) Marx

conflates the "technical necessities inherent in the dynamics of capitalist production with

the human imperative of creating and establishing a qualitatively different society" (1986:

127-8,original emphasis).

In Sherover-Marcuse's view, the observations of tensions in Marxism form part of a larger

view of the so-called "crisis in Marxism". In addition to the cleavages mentioned above,
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this crisis arises from the divergence between the observed course of history and the

predictions and expectations formulated by Marxist theory and practices.

Sherover-Marcuse's approach is to view the crisis in Marxism in terms of its inherent

theoretical insistence on the unity of (critical social) theory and (emancipatory) practice.

This unity creates the imperative to reflect critically on the theory itself. Part of this critical

self-reflection is the pursuit of a "theoretical correlative" (Wellmer, quoted by Sherover-

Marcuse, 1986: 14) by which the decline in the praxis can be understood and explained.

Failing this, the theory itself is defective. Sherover-Marcuse avoids this latter conclusion

by claiming that the emancipatory stream in Marxism is basic to the theory, but has

suffered the contradiction of being treated dogmatically. The central problem of Marxism,

then, for Sherover-Marcuse is that when the development of emancipatory subjectivity is

dogmatically construed as the "quasi-automatic result of the alienated powers of human

productivity, the dialectical thrust of Marx's analysis of capitalism is lost" (ibid.). In such a

case, it has been "weakened from within", and is much less able to build a socialism based

on a qualitatively different society. Her purpose then is to redeem Marxist theory by

replacing the centrality of emancipatory subjectivity in the understanding of social

transformation and therefore of the socialist project as a whole. The suggestion is not that

Marxism as whole be rejected, but that its "progressive function" be re-articulated. The

importance of this in relation to my concerns is that, in so doing, Sherover-Marcuse

established subjective transformation as a central pillar of social change (and of

sociological explanation) within the collective, Marxist framework thus forming a bridge

between the individual and collective components of social change.

The attempt to recapture this progressive function has been recognised by the so-called

"Western Marxists", who responding to the "crisis in Marxism", have focussed on the role

of subjective transformation in revolutionary change. Central to the thinking of this group

is the concept of Geist, which is, according to Sherover-Marcuse (1986: 132-3), "wider

than rational thought or reflection [and] theoretical consciousness". It incorporates "the

entire domain of subjectivity ... not only intelligence and rationality but also the

imagination and the sensibility of individuals, their feelings and their passions" (ibid.).

Sherover-Marcuse draws examples from several Western Marxists to illustrate how the

concept of Geist underpins their theory of social change. It is what Lukacs refers to when
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concluding that "the question of organization reveals itself to be a spiritual [geistige]

question," and likewise Gorter who cites the cause of the revolution to be the Geist of the

masses. According to Korsch, the failure of the transition to socialism, for example even in

Germany in 1918, in spite of favourable outer political and economic conditions, was due

to the fact that the right "socio-psychological" conditions were lacking.

It is easy to see why these concerns became a central focus for the Frankfurt School

theorists, who, as noted, drew from the psychoanalytic tradition to develop a more

comprehensive model of social transformation than that generated by orthodox Marxism.

As Sherover-Marcuse explains:

The justification for [their] project is, on the one hand, their shared conviction
that traditional Marxism had revealed itself to be inadequate in comprehending
the subjective dimension of social life, and, on the other, their recognition of
the power of the central Freudian categories to illuminate the dialectic of
domination characteristic of modem capitalism, a dialectic that seems to
extend to attempts at liberation as well (1986: 134, emphasis added).

Sherover-Marcuse (1986: 135) notes that the reintroduction of subjectivity into the

discourse of liberation has been echoed in parallel concern for (what was later to be called

the "politics of difference") among Third World and feminist thinkers, in the civil rights

movement in the United States, in the struggle for ethnic minorities, the New Left, and the

peace movement. The contemporary liberatory struggle against the various forms of

oppression - racism, sexism, prejudice against the gay and lesbian communities - have

been enriched by more sophisticated concepts of how ideological hegemony is created and

maintained and what is implied by the process of subjective transformation towards the

emancipating individuals and groups. Central to this is the recognition that transformation

is not a rational, conscious process only but involves unconsciously internalised patterns of

behaviour, attitudes and self-perceptions to which we are attached or "addicted," a notion

which signifies the "affective component in the constructs of ideology and false

consciousness" which is "precisely [what] has largely been ignored by traditional Marxist

practice" (Sherover-Marcuse, 1986: 135). In more contemporary discourse, recognising the

effects of discriminatory difference, and challenging this as part of the politics of

difference, involves this kind of educative, subjective transformation. Once again, the

https://etd.uwc.ac.za/



Democracy as an Educative Process 273

relevance of both the process and the content of this for a critical and inclusive democratic

educational practice is obvious.

Significantly with regard to my argument, Sherover-Marcuse highlights the importance,

within the Marxist framework, of subjective transformation in relation to self-

development. This relates closely to Watt's assertion of the compatibility of normative

individualism and Marxism. In this regard, Sherover-Marcuse argues that implicit in

Marx's conception of a new social order, is the presupposition of an essential

transformation in the nature and quality of human interaction. But significantly, this is

never raised to the level of explicit notice. Such transformation presumably arises

"independently of any focused effort on the dimension of subjectivity" and is thus taken

for granted. This interaction in reality necessitates the interpersonal skills of co-operation,

discussion and decision-making, and the development of a discourse through which to

evaluate the best utilisation of available technical resources towards emancipatory goals".

From this it can be seen that the process of subjective transformation must occur in all

spheres of the social order, wherever the politics of domination and submission occur, not

just in relation to material production and labour. However it must not only be

retrospectively, or "curatively" applied but rather as part of a broad thrust of a

"preventative" social change, that is, as part of what for my purposes amounts to an

educationally and developmentally conceived process of democratisation. The necessary

skills for democratic agency can and should be developed through collective participation

in the institutions in which individuals are involved. The most appropriate and universal of

these is, of course, education. Sherover-Marcuse's description of the practice of

subjectivity, confirms the democratically educative, and therefore developmental, nature of

the process.

The arena of a practice of subjectivity would include not only explicitly
articulated beliefs and values; it would also include the unstated assumptions
which are embodied in people's lived experience, as well as the affective
underpinnings of oppressive character structures and behaviour patterns. A
practice of subjectivity would seek to implement affective unlearning of the
habits of oppression. Such a practice, undertaken as a form of subversive self-
education, would seek to interrupt both sides of the dialectic of domination; it
would strive for the affective undoing of the introjected "perpetrator" and the
introjected "victim" (1986: 137).
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Of course, this conception of individual liberation and self-development is linked to

collective, and not self-interested concerns Although the focus of a practice of subjectivity

is the transformation of individual consciousness, the ramifications are public and

collective, and "extend directly into the realm of social and political practice" (ibid.). This

results in an emancipatory and empowering discovery that the individual can be effective

in the transformation of social relations. A practice of subjectivity recognises the ongoing

possibility of self-deception in spite of its liberatory intent, which does not provide a

guarantee of immunity from the constant danger of ideological domination, distortion, the

conflict of interests and, indeed, self-interest.

In her notion of "self-in-solidarity", Sherover-Marcuse captures both the developmental

nature of human potential and of the moral-fraternal dimension to self-development and

what I have dubbed "individuation". For her,

an emancipatory practice of subjectivity must posit as its goal not the
immediate self-realization of "the (given) self," but the emergence of a "self-
in-solidarity". One measure of the effectiveness of such a practice would be the
extent to which it assisted and enabled people to act in co-operation with each
other in achieving the communal goals of liberation (1986: 142).

This echoes Gould's concept of "individuals-in-relation".

To conclude: Sherover-Marcuse's overall intention is to relocate subjective transformation

as a necessary element of the Marxist conception of social change. That this occurs within

a collectivist discourse signifies that this form of individualism and collectivism are less

incompatible than may first be assumed. Instead, they are interdependent aspects of an

inclusive theory of democracy and social change. The "qualitatively different totality" of

the socialist state she describes, rests on the self-sustained emancipatory action of

democratic agents which would break the constraints of both internalized and external

forms of domination.

I have suggested that democracy can conceptualised inclusively as that system of values,

practices, and structures that facilitates the mutual interests and development of both the

individual and the collective. This is effectively summarised by the ideals of liberty,

equality and fraternity. The transformative nature of individuation, entailing as it does a

https://etd.uwc.ac.za/



Democracy as an Educative Process 275

liberatory element, can therefore be linked to Sherover-Marcuse's idea of a practice of

subjectivity. It can be conceived as educative in nature: involving moral self-development,

learning and unlearning. It implies individual transformation of consciousness in a social

setting and creating the collective discourses, structures and practices by which such

consciousness can be institutionally enhanced in society. Sherover-Marcuse's idea of a

practice of subjectivity is a necessary element of an inclusive democratic practice. Firstly,

it has a developmental and emancipatory element. Secondly, a principle of equality is built

into Sherover-Marcuse's notion of a practice of subjectivity in that it "could, in principle,

involve individuals from all social groups ... [and] in the late twentieth century ...

potentially universalizable". Thirdly, it has a moral element in that it is built on the

recognition that new forms of interaction would be necessary to realise a "qualitatively

different form of socialism based on the emergence of a 'self-in-solidarity"'.

Sherover-Marcuse's project therefore represents an educative view of social change which

recognises the centrality of individual transformation within the predominantly collective

paradigm of Marxism. Sherover-Marcuse sums up her perspective on emancipatory

subjectivity as follows:

Today no struggle for fundamental social change can afford to operate with a
dogmatic conception of emancipatory consciousness ... [P]rogressive political
practice must find ways to interrupt the reproduction of domination whereby
struggles for liberation are often eroded and defeated "from within" by the
effects of internalized oppression ... [C]ontemporary liberation efforts must be
informed by a dialectical perspective towards the transformation of
consciousness. This would involve deepening the comprehension of the
psycho-social dynamics of domination and submission and recognizing the
importance of undoing the sedimentation of oppression in the subjectivity of
individuals. It would presuppose an openness to new modalities of
transformative practice (1986: 123).

"New modalities of transformative practice", and an "openness" to them do not however

develop in the abstract. Such new practices need to be institutionally embodied. Sherover-

Marcuse suggests that her notion of a practice of subjectivity "would encourage the

development (inevitably in partial and limited form) of modes of interaction that would

prefigure and thereby promote the achievement of a liberated society" (1986: 137)

Educational institutions are ideal sites for such a process. They can provide the terrain for a

"preventative" rather than "curative" approach. Instead of having to unlearn oppressive
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forms of interaction and self-regard, schooling can be educatively pro-active and

"preventative" in facilitating more autonomous forms of social and individual interaction.

All three principal role-players in the school community - educators themselves, students

and parents - need to be subject to transformative practices in order for education to fulfil

its social aim. Part 2 of this thesis explores these issues in discussing the nature of a

democratic educational theory and practice.

Conclusion: The Nature of Inclusive Democracy

The overall intention of this thesis is to define an inclusive democratic educational theory

and practice as a contribution to the current educational debate in South Africa. In Part 1, I

laid out the theoretical background against which I examined the main concern of this

thesis: how are we to define an inclusive democratic educational practice which mediates

the fundamental tension between the individual and the collective and the closely related

issues of liberty and equality, and difference and commonality.

My intention was to establish that democracy is to be seen in terms ofliberty, equality (and

fraternity"), and that the tension between these elements forms the basis of the ideological

contestation between the principle types of democracy. I have suggested that the central

ideological tension within democracy between liberal democracy and socialism, namely,

the contesting interpretations of liberty and equality, and difference and commonality can

be expressed in terms of where the boundaries between politico-legal and the other spheres

of social relations are drawn and whether power-political is acknowledged and addressed

in the other spheres. Central to these considerations is how we legitimately regard

ourselves as different and as equal with regard to the different social spheres.

Underlying these elements, in tum, is the fundamental social tension of individualism and

collectivism, related to the self-interested, atomist and social views of human nature

respectively. Linked to these are the underlying social dynamics of differentiation and

identification.

My main claim was two-fold. By providing a conceptual analysis of the cluster terms of

"individualism" and "collectivism", I identified the ambiguity of individualism, namely, its
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self-interested and authentic forms. I argued that only the self-interested aspect of

individualism is contradictory to collectivism. The other two components, individuality

and individuation are, indeed, closely linked to the dialogical, socially situated identity

formation, self-development and construction of meaning. Further, I suggested that the

tension between individualism and collectivism and difference and commonality can be

mediated by conceptualising our dual identities as individualities and individuating beings,

which provides the ontological basis for thinking about these relationship in a less

polarised way. This gives rise to the notion of a dual social ontology, consisting of our

common universal identities as equal citizens underlying all difference, and our identities

as particular individuating beings, expressed through the multiplicity of roles and

subjective identities which we interactively form through the complex relations of late-

modem society. The key to understanding our simultaneous commonality and difference, I

suggested, is to recognise that they are constitutive of the meaning of different spheres of

social relations. Equality relates to our common identity as citizens and the sphere of

politico-legal rights and obligations. Difference relates to our identity as individuating

beings and the cultural and educational spheres in which we act as particular persons

within the multiplicity of social interactions.

The notion of dual social ontology, then, is presented as a philosophic and ontological

basis for mediating the assumed polarity and tension between individualism and

collectivism, and difference and equality. I then proceeded to suggest a criterion by which

the priority and legitimacy of difference and commonality can be assessed in the context of

particular social relations. This criterion, I suggested, is embedded in the constitutive

meanings of the various spheres of social relations. Over and above the fundamental first

principle of equality, difference is justified when developmental, emancipatory interests

are enhanced or when the general social purpose is fulfilled. This, I contended, is the key

to defining democracy in such a way as to avoid the false polarisation of individualism and

collectivism, liberty and equality, and difference and commonality.

I showed that the notion of relatively autonomous agency at the heart of individuation

suggests that "authentic" individuals increasingly freely and autonomously identify

themselves with collective interests and structures. This free, morally grounded
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identification with social concerns is an expression of social solidarity, and is captured in
the notion of fraternity.

An inclusive notion of democracy can therefore be seen to incorporate individual liberty,

politico-legal equality and social fraternity. The function of a democratic society is to

create and maintain the appropriate institutional, structural, interpersonal practices and

conditions which regulate legitimate forms of difference and commonality, liberty and

equality and individual and collective concerns.

During the course of the discussion, I drew extensively from various theorists who, in

diverse ways, corroborate and elaborate the main line of argument in this thesis by

proposing inclusive frameworks which combine relevant elements of the individual-

collective conceptual clusters and thus avoid false polarisation. These writers, among them

Durkheim and other sociologists, Dewey, Taylor, Gould, Sassoon, Mouffe and Sherover-

Marcuse, all provide important conceptual reference points and substantiation of my main

claims, and, in some areas, points of contention.

Inherent in the inclusive conception of democracy is a developmental notion of identity.

This gives rise to a broader vision of democracy, as Macpherson reminds us, beyond

procedures and beyond the narrow liberal interpretation of politics within the limits of the

politico-legal sphere. Drawing from Taylor, Gould, Mouffe and Sherover-Marcuse, it can

be seen that this wider understanding of democracy incorporates the idea of self-

development in terms of individual subjective transformation towards moral and

democratic agency. In its focus on self-development within a social context, this notion of

democracy is thus educative in character. This points to an inclusive conceptualisation of

social change which accommodates subjective transformation and structural change.

In the light of the framework of inclusive democracy, I now turn to focus on the nature of a

democratic educational theory and practice. Part 2 applies the framework established in

Part 1 to selected aspects of educational practice. I consider how an inclusive sense of

democracy, which derives from the notion of our dual social ontology, can be applied to

educational theory and practice. I trace the diverse ways in which difference and equality
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are appropriate within educational practice in terms of the notion of the constitutive

meanings of the spheres of social relations.

This, I argue, provides the conceptual framework with which to approach and mediate the

apparent tensions between difference and equality which underlie all aspects of educational

practice and institutional life. In particular, I examine the democratisation of schooling and

identify legitimate ways in which we can make sense of the notion of democracy in

education. Similarly, the tension between difference and commonality in aspects such as

distributive justice in education and the collectivism is explored with a view to

demonstrating how this tension can be mediated within the inclusive understanding of

democracy and dual social ontology.

https://etd.uwc.ac.za/



PART2

EDUCATION AND DEMOCRACY

Introduction

Part 2 of the thesis focuses on the relationship between education and democracy. During

the course of the preceding discussion, I have suggested that education and democracy are

conceptually linked.

The final chapter in Part 1 showed that democracy, in the sense that it involves the

transformation of individual consciousness towards critical democratic agency, is

educative in nature. In this perspective, democracy entails, beyond formal procedures, both

individual self-development and the enabling structures, institutional practices and

conditions for this self-development and the regulation of individual and collective

interests and concerns. Democracy, understood inclusively, entails the mediation, rather

than the polarisation of individual and collective concerns, and the related concepts of

difference and commonality, and liberty and equality.

Part 2 examines other ways in which the conceptual link between education and

democracy manifests. Firstly, education can be seen to contribute towards democracy. This

is captured in the notion of education for democracy. Education is a crucial site for the

self-development of critical democratic agency and sociality, and in challenging power-

political domination. Educational practices can therefore be critically assessed in terms of

how they contribute towards this goal.

Secondly, both democracy and education can be conceptualised inclusively, that is, they

accommodate individual and collective concerns, and the dynamics of difference and

commonality in a non-polarised way. Education in a democratic society should be

democratically practised. This concerns the notion of democracy in education.
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I have argued throughout Part 1 that this inclusivity derives from our dual social ontology

which refers to our simultaneous sameness and difference as citizens and particular

individuating beings respectively.

As we shall see in the following chapters, several key aspects of educational practice

involve the dialogical interaction of individuals in the collective social context. It will be

shown that moral development and learning itself can be inclusively conceptualised in this

way.

Sameness and difference are meaningful only with regard to the shared understandings of

the different spheres of social relations. The accommodation of difference and equality in

appropriate ways in education as an inclusive practice presents several dilemmas, tensions

and possible confusion.

The goals and procedures of a democratic educational practice should be directed towards

the normative ideal of the equal moral regard for the dignity and rights of all, despite their

particular differences and roles. On the other hand, the various role-players in education

are different in significant ways, which cannot be ignored. Teachers and learners, by

definition, are non-equals in the educational sphere, and any attempt to argue their equality

in the name of democracy represents the confusion of the political and educational spheres.

While these spheres are intricately related, it is vital to understand how they are different.

During the course of the ensuing discussion, I provide an argument for establishing the

appropriate boundary between the educational and the political spheres.

Likewise, within the broader struggle for democracy and justice in South Africa, the

democratisation of education entails the recognition of the vast disadvantages emanating

from the discriminatory political and educational conditions under apartheid. As part of the

politics of difference, it is legitimate to identify these differences and to accommodate and

address them appropriately within specially designed academic development programmes

and curricula.

In the heat of the struggle, the call for democratisation has often led to a group claim for

regarding all learners as equally disadvantaged and to the "pass one, pass all" campaign,
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mentioned earlier. However, this runs counter to the constitutive meaning of individual

assessment which is fundamental to the practice of teaching and learning.

Academic underperformance arises essentially from one of two causes or a combination of

both. It can be a function of disadvantaged background, inadequate educational inputs and

resources and non-conducive social and educational conditions for teaching and learning.

On the other hand, it can be the result of lack of individual ability and application.

Focussing on one to the detriment of the other, and confusing one for the other, is clearly

problematic. I shall argue during the course of the subsequent chapters, that by referring to

the notion of the spheres of social relations and their constitutive meanings in terms of

difference and commonality, these confusions can be averted.

The democratisation of education also entails the issue of the just distribution of

educational resources and opportunity. In some cases, however, policies based on parity

and the strictly equal distribution the quantitative resources which do not accommodate

relevant difference, will have counterproductive discriminatory effects. The dilemma,

therefore, is to determine when it is legitimate to accommodate difference and when strict
equality is appropriate.

Finally, the democratisation of education involves the complex issue of constructing an

appropriate curriculum. Again, the dilemma here is the accommodation of difference and

commonality, as a reflection of pluralism and equality in the broader society. I argue that

the notion of our dual social ontology again provides the conceptual key to the mediation

of this problem.

The purpose of Part 2 of this thesis is therefore to examme how the inclusive and

educational conception of democracy described in Part 1 manifests in various aspects of

democratic educational theory and practice. My intention is to show how the framework

developed thus far can provide the conceptual and discursive tools by which to mediate the

tensions of individualism and collectivism underlying democracy.

In Chapter 8, I first look at the notion of "education for democracy", examining critical,

liberal and collectivist theories of education. I then discuss in Chapter 9 the notion of
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"democracy in education", in which I focus on how the dynamics of individualism and

collectivism, differentiation and identification manifest in various aspects of educational

practice. In Chapter 10, I examine the notion of democracy in schooling and apply the

framework of dual social ontology and the social spheres to the issue of determining the

appropriate boundary between the spheres of education and politics. In this light, I also

examine the tension between the politics of difference and the politics of equal dignity, as

Morrow (1996a, 1996b) refers to it.

Chapter 11 focuses on distributive justice and the issues of commonality and difference,

equality and equity. Finally, in Chapter 12, I examine commonality and difference in

relation to the curriculum.

Throughout these discussions, my intention is to draw corroborating support from

educational theorists and to show that the notions of an inclusive ontology and the

constitutive meanings of the social spheres is the key to mediating these tensions and to

providing the conceptual framework for an inclusive democratic theory and practice.
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Education for Democracy

The preceding chapter examined the notion of "democracy as education", that is, the idea of

democracy as an educative process of self-development. This chapter looks at the idea of

"education for democracy". I discuss a number of theoretical approaches and the different

educational practices within them regarding their contribution to the development of

democratic agency and citizenship. In each case, these are discussed in relation to how they

accommodate the tension between individualism and collectivism.

I begin with an examination of the tradition of critical pedagogy I which developed as the

educational counterpart to neo-Marxism and critical social theory. Two principal concerns of

critical pedagogy are the accommodation of learners' experience (a version of the politics of

difference) and the transformation of subjective consciousness as part of acquiring critical

knowledge. I draw from an outline of the principles of critical pedagogy by Giroux and

McLaren (1986) in relation to the demands of teacher education in the light of concerns about

the new right shift of education policy away from its democratic function and towards

economic instrumentalism.

I then discuss Bowers' critique of Giroux and other neo-Marxist educational theorists, who, in

his view, fail to mediate the inherent tension between individualism and collectivism. As a

result, these theorists remain, in Bowers' opinion, caught within a neo-liberal paradigm. In

arguing thus, Bowers highlights many of the main issues at hand.

Finally in this chapter, I discuss a paper by Cagan which examines the democratic credibility

of the liberal and radical reform movement in the USA and of collectivist pedagogy as

practised in the former socialist countries. Significantly for my purposes, this is assessed by

Cagan in terms of how effectively these educational practices mediate the tension between the

competing demands of individualism and collectivism. From her account, it is clear that

liberal reform initiatives do not provide an adequate basis for accommodating individualism
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and collectivism, but that the mam concerns and practices of a collectivist pedagogy

contribute towards democratic agency and can therefore inform an inclusive democratic
educational practice.

Discussing these works is appropriate to my purpose in that they all problematise the

concerns of democratic educational theory and practice in terms of the tension between

individualism and collectivism. The purpose of this chapter is to draw from these perspectives

in order to show that this tension can be accommodated in an inclusive notion of democracy

which can form the basis of a democratic educational practice. The main claim is that

applying the dual ontological view of identity as comprising both individuality and

individuation provides the conceptual framework for an inclusive educational practice.

Giroux and Mclaren: The Case for Democratic Schooling

Giroux and McLaren (1986) voice their concern about the retreat from the democratic ideals

of education which transpired under the canopy of new right educational practice and reforms

in the United States during the early 1980s. The intention of their paper is to redefine the

purpose of teacher education, classroom practice and schooling in emancipatory democratic

terms. They reconfirm the need for broad moral and political commitments to democracy. In

doing so, they expose key aspects of the tension between individualism and collectivism

which provide informative insights into the nature of democratic educational practice in the

institutional setting of the school.

Giroux and McLaren's plea for the re-establishment of the democratic purpose of education is

directed towards teacher education programmes which should "centre their academic and

moral objectives on the education of teachers as critical intellectuals, while simultaneously

advancing democratic interests" (Giroux and McLaren, 1986: 214). Schooling should be

linked "to the imperatives of democracy and classroom pedagogy to the dynamics of

citizenship". In this way, the principles underlying education for a democratic citizenry

developed by Dewey and others could be recaptured and extended to include the critical

dimension. The dual challenge to critical educators, according to the authors, is that "there is

now an urgent need not only to resurrect the tradition of liberal democracy, but to develop a

theoretical perspective that goes beyond it" (Giroux and McLaren, 1986: 238).
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Most alarming for them is the fact that the social role of schooling has shifted ideologically

"so as to eliminate its citizenship function in favor of a narrowly defined labour market

perspective" (1986: 217). Schools have lost their identity as "agencies of equity and justice"

and now serve "elite corporate, industrial, military, and cultural interests". School life is now

primarily defined by "measuring its utility against its contribution to economic growth and

cultural uniformity" (1986: 218). The imperative of "viewing schools as sites of social

transformation where students are educated to become informed, active, and critical citizens"
has been lost.

In addition, overriding technicist concerns have reduced the role of teachers to deskilled

technicians, who have lost control of the curriculum and have forfeited their pedagogical

authority to technical expertise. In the view of these authors, this educational situation reflects

the broader crisis for American democracy itself. As Giroux and McLaren (1986: 220-1)

point out, in the prevailing conservative discourse, "democracy loses its dynamic character

and is reduced to a set of inherited principles and institutional arrangements that teach

students how to adapt rather than to question the basic precepts of society".

While the context and trajectory of South African education are very different, the tensions

outlined by Giroux and McLaren are of concern. The main current policy preoccupation in

South Africa is basic delivery and the reduction of gross inequalities within the system. As

noted, the adoption of critical perspectives in the majority of South African schools remains

remote because of the abnormality and adversity of prevailing systemic conditions'.

Examining the framework of critical educational theory is nonetheless instructive in

conceptualising a democratic educational practice in our contemporary local and global

context.

Teachers as Transformative Intellectuals

Crucial to the democratisation of schooling, for Giroux and McLaren, is the establishment of

the role of teachers as "transformative intellectuals". This, in their understanding is:

. .. one who exercises forms of intellectual and pedagogical practice which
attempt to insert teaching and learning directly into the political sphere by arguing
that schooling represents both a struggle for meaning and a struggle over power
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relations ... [and] to one whose intellectual practices are necessarily grounded in
forms of moral and ethical discourse exhibiting a preferential concern for the
suffering and struggles of the disadvantaged and oppressed (1986: 215).

This implies that, given the inevitable inequalities embedded in society, the role of a

democratic education is to develop a critical understanding of the power-political dynamics

which shape these disparities. The emancipatory function of schooling is directed towards the

teachers' recognition and development of the critical agency of each individual student and

towards developing teachers' capabilities for "articulating emancipatory possibilities and

working towards their realization" (ibid.). Teachers, as transformative intellectuals, "treat

students as critical agents, question how knowledge is produced and distributed, utilize

dialogue, and make knowledge meaningful, critical, and ultimately emancipatory".

Giroux and McLaren's main intention is to establish the idea "that the fundamental concerns

of democracy and critical citizenship should be central to any discussion of teacher

education". To achieve this, a critical language and a fresh approach to authority and the

teacher's work must be developed. Their description of the process of acquiring a "language

of critique and possibility" comprises a virtual manifesto for the critical democratic

orientation of education. This implies providing teachers (and students) with the "critical

terminology and conceptual apparatus" with which to reflect on the democratic and political

limitations of the schools, and to develop the knowledge and skills to generate "curricula,

classroom social practices, and organizational arrangements based on and cultivating a deep

respect for a democratic and ethically-based community" (Giroux and McLaren, 1986: 223).

This concept of education and the teacher's role is thus characterised by a vibrant,

participatory notion of democratic agency, directly addressing itself to the collective concerns
of democracy and justice.

The Social Function of Schools

A reappraisal of the teacher's role also entails a redefinition of the relationship between the

school and the social order. The function of schools can be either to "serve and reproduce the

existing society or to adopt a more critical role of challenging the social order so as to develop

and advance its democratic imperatives" (Giroux and McLaren, 1986: 224). Schools are

therefore to be defined as "democratic public spheres ... dedicated to self and social
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empowerment ... where students learn the knowledge and skills necessary to live in a critical

democracy", (ibid., emphasis added). Schools become "agencies of social reform" where

students are "given the opportunity to learn the discourse of public association and civic

responsibility" .

The social function of the school in relation to the surrounding community can, in Giroux and

McLaren's view, be reinforced through classroom practice. Teachers, they claim, have a

"pedagogical responsibility" to understand the community traditions, histories, forms of

knowledge and social and economic relationships and their influence on the classroom

context. They should gear curriculum and classroom practices to foster organic links between

student and community experiences, between the school and active community agencies and

between curriculum and society, thus empowering students to act transformatively towards a

more democratic society. In this way the school in part fulfils its function as a democratic

public sphere which seeks "to recapture the idea of critical democracy and community". In

preparing students for community life, teachers create - for themselves and the students - a

normative image of an ideal community, reaffirming the ideals of community life upon which

the larger society is founded: "of human dignity and equality, freedom, and mutual concern

for one person for another". In this way, the school functions as a site for 'moral activism',

which Taylor (1992) advocates as a mechanism for social change towards authentic

individualism.

Two further ways towards the redefinition of the social role of the school are suggested by

Giroux and McLaren. These shed more light on how schooling can foster democratic

sensibilities. Firstly, the ways in which schools function reproductively to legitimate the

social inequalities arising from industrial capitalism must be directly addressed. Secondly,

classroom life needs to be redeemed from being seen as a neutral, "one-dimensional set of

rules and regulative practices", where no cultural ambiguity and contradiction exists. Instead

it needs to be conceived of as a "cultural terrain where a variety of interests and practices

collide in constant and often chaotic struggle for dominance," with a socially constructed,

historically determined reality, which is "reproduced through institutionalized relationships of

class, gender, race and power" (1986: 227).
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This is especially important in schools populated by economically disadvantaged and

disenfranchised students. A critical perspective of the social dynamics of class, gender,

culture, and ideology that underpin the realities of students is vital to meeting them in a

democratic spirit. Giroux and McLaren show that a dominant school culture which ignores

this perspective covertly "assaults" the personal histories, experiences and knowledge of such

students, by relegating these as subordinate, unequal and inferior to the dominant forms of

knowledge which are depicted as superior and objective. Without such a perspective,

according to the authors, teachers "lose an understanding of the relationship between culture

and power as well as a sense of how to develop pedagogical possibilities from their students

from cultural differences" (Giroux and McLaren, 1986: 228). Giroux and McLaren's

perspective on what may be termed "cultural violence" arising out of ignoring relevant social

dynamics, accords with the arguments of Sasso on (1991) and other protagonists of the politics

of difference and the principle of respecting the dignity and equality of all individuating

persons within their social, economic and cultural particularities. This is accomplished

through the recognition of both the benign and dominating aspects of difference. The

importance of incorporating this into educational practice in South Africa needs hardly to be

underscored. The social role and the democratic function of schools, in this view, is achieved

through the recognition of relevant difference and in directing concern towards the

specificities of the surrounding community. In this way, knowledge is localised, and the

abstraction and putative neutrality of academia is overcome.'.

The Role of Authority

The question of authority is a central one to democratic theory, and therefore also to defining

a democratic educational practice. Giroux and McLaren point to an obvious but salient feature

of authority. As a "form of legitimation", authority is related to the broad policies and

officially sanctioned institutional and social arrangements followed in a school context.

Among other such arrangements mentioned are the following: the school's vision of its

relationship with the wider community and society; the type of curriculum followed; choices

regarding the allocation of time (and, it may be added, finance, staffing and other resources);

the social division of labour among teachers.
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To fulfil a legitimating function with a critical democratic intent, a form of "emancipatory

authority" must be developed. This concept demands conscious clarity on the part of the

school authority regarding social, moral and political issues such as: "What kind of society do

educators want to live in? What kind of teaching and pedagogy can be developed and

legitimated by a view of authority that takes democracy and critical citizenship seriously?"

(Giroux and McLaren, 1986: 225)

In outlining the role of an emancipatory authority, Giroux and McLaren delineate some of the

goals implied by critical pedagogy. Public schooling should engender moral and social

awareness in students so that they are empowered to "encounter and engage social differences

and diverse points of view" (ibid.) and for making choices in the awareness of different moral

consequences. Pedagogical practices which "emphasise disciplinary control and one-sided

character formation" must be replaced with practices based on an emancipatory authority

which "enable students to engage in critical analysis and to make choices regarding what

interests and knowledge claims are most desirable and morally appropriate for living in a just

and democratic state". Students need to engage in "civic-minded action in order to remove the

social and political constraints that restrict the victims of society from leading decent and

humane lives" (Giroux and McLaren, 1986: 225). The collective concerns of critical

pedagogy emerge clearly in Giroux and McLaren's description of the practical level of the

commitment to address suffering and exploitation as a "break from the bonds of isolated

liberal individuality and [as] a desire to engage with others in political struggles that

challenge the existing order" (ibid.).

From this, it can be seen that this view of authority, like that of Gould, is legitimated in terms

of shared understanding of the political goals of the school community. Presumably, this

means that the authority is vested with the power to pursue these goals, which in the view of

critical pedagogy, necessarily involves the critical concerns described above. This assumes a

high level of homogeneity within the community and consensus about where the boundary

between the educational and political spheres legitimately lies, and how politics in this

context is to be interpreted. I examine this in the next chapter, against the backdrop of the

broader issues of authority, contestation and consensus in educational communities.
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Key Elements of a Curriculum for Democratic Citizenship: Power, Language,

Culture and History

To emphasise the socio-cultural dimension of the schooling process, Giroux and McLaren use

the term "cultural politics" which captures their vision of a critical curriculum. Such a

curriculum aims at the empowerment of the students with a "critically appropriate knowledge

... in order to broaden their understanding of themselves, the world and the possibilities for

transforming the taken-for-granted assumptions about the way we live" (Giroux and

McLaren, 1986: 229). In the effort towards creating new teaching practices, Giroux and

McLaren focus on the following four key elements of critical study: power, language, history

and culture.

Firstly, to grasp the relationship between power and knowledge is a crucial step for educators

so that knowledge can revealed in its ideological dimension. Teachers need to be aware of the

fact that most forms of knowledge are not technical, but are "ideological constructions linked

to particular interests" (Giroux and McLaren, 1986: 230). This means understanding how

knowledge reflects, distorts and influences the daily realm of social reality. Teachers, acting

in the emancipatory interests of the students, therefore need to develop a "curriculum for

democratic empowerment" to provide emancipatory and empowering forms of knowledge.

Secondly, teachers similarly need to look beyond the technical and developmental aspects of

language teaching (important though these are), towards an understanding of the way

language is "implicated in power relations and generally supports the dominant culture"

(Giroux and McLaren, 1986: 230). Language, like knowledge, not only reflects, but also is

active in constructing reality. "As language shapes meaning, it shapes our world, informs our

identities, and provides the cultural codes for perceiving and classifying the world" (ibid.).

Accordingly language also becomes a barometer of cultural status, "positioning" people in the

world, and most importantly, "marking the boundaries of permissible discourse". The

implication is that introducing students to a critical discourse expands their emancipatory

potential.

Thirdly, the teaching of history as a school subject is a crucial field of investigation in every

social and cultural context. The critical study of history would reveal the conventional bias
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towards the "perspectives of white, middle-class males [for] too often are the histories of

women, minority groups, and indigenous peoples excluded" (Giroux and McLaren, 1986:

231). This exclusion is not, as Giroux and McLaren show, "politically innocent". Particularly

transparent for us in the aftermath of apartheid South Africa, is how "existing social

arrangements are partly constitutive of and dependent upon the subjugation and elimination of

the histories and voices of those groups marginalised and disempowered by the dominant

culture" (Giroux and McLaren, 1986: 231).

A critical historiography would also highlight the fact that different kinds of knowledge, like

the conventional emphasis on chronological history, receive privileged priority in the

curriculum. In addition, because language functions as the "bearer of history", the latter - like

language and power - can be seen as a social construction open to critical examination and

not as a natural given fact of a fixed and unalterable past. In the act of reading, the particular

student comes into a personal relation with the text, in a kind of cultural interchange in which

the individual student's cultural history, personal beliefs, concerns and experiences all

mediate in forming the meaning of the text. The critical teacher must be consciously aware of

these dynamics, of how the traditions of mass and popular culture either influence or are

subjugated in the act of reading.

Lastly, the concept of culture, claim Giroux and McLaren, "varied though it may be, is

essential to any teacher education curriculum aspiring to be critical" (Giroux and McLaren,

1986: 232). Culture and power are inextricably linked. Consequently, the study of culture -

the ways through which a social group lives out and formulates meanmg out of its

circumstances and life conditions - is an element essential to teachers' conscious

understanding, providing them with critical categories with which to understand this process.

The classroom is an arena of cultural interchange; teachers need cultural insight into the way

in which students' systems of meaning are employed in their encounter with the dominant

forms of knowledge in schools. For these reasons, it is vital that teachers analyse mass and

popular culture, such as music videos, television, and film, which "provide an important

theoretical avenue for teachers to comprehend how ideologies become inscribed through

representations of everyday life" (Giroux and McLaren, 1986: 233).
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Schooling in a critical mode takes its democratic purpose of challenging social inequalities

consciously and seriously. If education is to fulfil this emancipatory function, then the

analysis of how the power-political and the cultural spheres interpenetrate is vital to a critical

pedagogy. Giroux and McLaren delineate three particularly relevant issues for teachers in this

regard. Firstly, "how social relations structured within class, gender and age formations

produce forms of oppression and dependency"; how culture is to be seen as a "form of

production" through which social groups define their aspirations through "asymmetrical

relations of power"; and lastly that culture is a "field of struggle in which the production,

legitimation, and circulation of particular forms of knowledge and experience are central

areas of conflict" (Giroux and McLaren, 1986: 233). Each of these issues reveals how social

inequalities are maintained and can be challenged.

As we shall see later, these assertions are not unproblematic. Multiculturalism, while still

dominant in the USA as a strategy to mediate cultural politics, has been strongly critiqued

with regard to its efficacy in reducing tensions, and in developing a facile "museum"

approach to knowledge of other cultures. This is examined further in a following chapter. In

addition, Muller (1993a) raises the trenchant point of whether knowledge of and the critical

analysis of dominating power relations actually "empowers" agents to counter patterns of

domination which are embedded in external structures. However, while acknowledging the

limitations of education in social change, the importance of developing discursive challenges

to dominant hegemonies should not be underestimated and remain a central focus in a

democratic and critical curriculum.

Towards a Critical Pedagogy for the Classroom

The essential elements of a critical pedagogy in the classroom, according to Giroux and

McLaren, revolve around the perspective that "student interests or motivation are linked to

the dynamics of self- and social empowerment," and the "primacy of student experience, the

concept of voice, and the importance of transforming schools and communities into

democratic public spheres" (Giroux and McLaren, 1986: 233). Critical pedagogy, in

establishing the primacy of student experience, places the problems and needs of the students

themselves as its starting point. The concept of "student voice" is an apt metaphor to express

the interactive social dynamic between the individual and the social group. Respect for, and
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the recognition and acknowledgement of the uniqueness of individual and social voices

"constitutes the focal point for a theory of teaching and learning that generates new forms of

sociality as well as new and challenging ways of confronting and engaging everyday life"

(Giroux and McLaren, 1986: 235, emphasis added). Further, "voice" refers to the active

participation in dialogue and the "attempt to make themselves 'heard' and to define

themselves as active authors of their worlds". The concept of voice "represents the unique

instances of self-expression through which students affirm their own class, cultural, racial and

gender identities" (ibid.). This corresponds to a "benign" view of difference and emphasises

the uniqueness of individuals.

~(~

Jansen (1990: 332) reinforces the importance of recognising the validity of the learner's prior

knowledge and experience and of placing the responsibility of learning with the student. In
'--

this perspective, the learner is seen as an active participant in the construction of knowledge

and meaning, rather than the passive receptor of transmitted data, in what Freire defined as

the "banking concept" of education. Jansen argues that of the three major dominant traditions

in educational psychology in this century, (namely, the behaviourist, developmental and the

constructivist paradigms), the latter is "most compatible with emancipatory educational

purposes". Drawing from Driver, Jansen explains that the constructivist tradition "rests on the..____- -
view that the learner's existing ideas are most important in responding to, and making sense

of, sti'mu~' ·(ibid.). The le~er "makes sense of experience by actively constructing_--
~eaning". This accords with the tenets of critical pedagogists, like Aronowitz and Giroux

who argue for curricula that "acknowledge the language forms, styles of presentation,

dispositions, forms of reasoning and cultural forms that give meaning to students'

experiences".

In summary, Giroux and McLaren's account of critical pedagogy captures the main features

of an inclusive democratic educational practice, conceptualised in terms of accommodating

the individual and collective concerns. Specifically, it highlights the importance of

accommodating particular difference within the overall emancipatory project of critical

pedagogy. The transformation of individual subjective consciousness is implicit as a central

goal in the critical reflection and analysis of power relations and cultural politics which

characterises critical pedagogy. In this way, the affirmation of the specificities of individual

and cultural difference and the normative goal of individual development is incorporated

https://etd.uwc.ac.za/



296 Chapter8

within the framework of the neo-Marxist collective pursuit of social justice and equality.

However, two caveats regarding the effectiveness of this praxis must be sounded.

As already noted, however, the great emphasis placed on understanding of patterns of

domination and subordination optimistically assumes that critical reflection translates

smoothly into social change. Without diminishing the importance of constructing a critical

discourse in education, the limitations of critical thinking as the focus of social change in the

light of the intransigence of external structural realities and social stratification must be

acknowledged. As Muller (1993a: 49) suggests, "the presumption, ... deriving from the

emancipatory intentions of critical theory, is that a firm intellectual grasp of underlying

relations of domination and subordination explains to people the social reasons for their

subordination and provides them with a context for understanding what to do about it". In

relation to debates about multiculturalism, Muller queries whether such contextual

understandings, despite their impeccable emancipatory and democratic credentials, actually

empower students to greater access to subjects like mathematics. On its own, he observes, it is

"not clear why insight into the social reasons for disadvantage is in itself empowering".

Furthermore, Muller argues that such strategies require "outstanding teachers who can

continuously show the continuity between social and intellectual knowledge", without which

this approach "could easily slide into another form of 'mentioning" (ibid.). To this it can be

added that, as noted, the immediate priorities of restoring basic coherence and stable delivery

into the schooling system in South Africa, renders the prospect for introducing critical

pedagogy over and above current curriculum changes a somewhat remote possibility in the

majority of cases. Nevertheless, as Muller rightly acknowledges, critical theory alerts us to

the importance of providing teachers "with a thorough contextual understanding of their

subject in pre- or in-service training courses".

Secondly, Jansen (1990: 330-1) raises a similar caveat regarding curriculum and social

change. He argues that curriculum changes, important though they are, cannot be a substitute

for social change. It is therefore important not to overstate the curriculum dimension of social

change, "since its impact and meaning will be determined by the nature of political and

economic changes". Curriculum change is not a guarantee of social change, and is more a

"reflector than a generator of social change or development". Citing Carnoy and Levin,

Jansen (ibid.) draws attention to the limits of educational reform in resolving social dilemmas
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embedded in fundamental economic and social structures. However, the curriculum remains

"a very significant component of social change to the extent that it encapsulates the

knowledge of people and reflects the aspirations of the nation". The optimal impact of

curriculum change is "best attained when it supports, and is supported by, broader social

changes" (ibid.).

More directly related to my purposes, the claim by critical educational theorists to have

reconciled individualism and collectivism is directly challenged by Bowers. This is of

considerable interest in that Bowers identifies key issues in addressing the tension between

individualism and collectivism in neo-Marxist educational theory - issues which are central

concern to my argument.

Bowers: A critique of radical pedagogy

Bowers (1984) notes that a number of recent educational theorists claim to be Marxist. He

queries the assumptions of critical pedagogy and its efficacy in resolving the fundamental

tension between individualism and collectivism in neo-Marxist educational theory. This, he

argues, is a complex conceptual process, requiring more nuanced accounts than are provided

in his view by these theorists. Bowers questions whether the educational implications of

Marx's view of human nature have been adequately incorporated by these theorists, which

include Freire, Giroux, Bowles and Gintis, and others. In seeking an alternative educational

practice, these neo-Marxist writers have, in Bowers' reading, placed human agency and

identity at the centre of their concerns. For Bowers, this move has a very significant

consequence in countering the dogmatic and structuralist/deterministic elements in Marxism

by accommodating individual agency. The import of this for an inclusive notion of

democratic educational practice is evident in Bowers' words:

The introduction of a powerful image of human nature within the Marxist
dialogue serves as an important counterpoint to the structuralist view of society
that appears to nullify the individual as a co-participant in the construction and
maintenance of social reality ... For those of us who are interested in maintaining
the traditions of civil liberties and in thinking about the empowering potential of
education it is a welcome, even essential element in any theory that is to be taken
seriously (1984: 366).

~---------------------------------------------------------------------------------- ~
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However, in Bowers' reading, Marx's view of human nature offers an "answer to how

individualism and society are to be reconciled," a view which he claims has been neglected

by the other neo-Marxist educational theorists (1984: 375). For Marx, according to Bowers,

what is characteristically human is the capacity for what McMurty (quoted in Bowers, 1984:

375) called "projective consciousness": the capacity to use thought as a guide to action. This

consciousness is not uniquely individualistic, but is socially produced and requires physical

expression in labour.

The key point is that Marx generates a concept of individual liberty and development in

communal terms, in which the interests, purposes and concerns of individual and the

collectivemeet. "The self-realization of the individual," he writes, "would only occur within a

social order that fused the interests of the individual with those of the collective" (quoted in

Bowers, 1984: 379). Marx rejects the self-serving, atomist basis of the liberal view of

freedom which ignores the necessity for social constraints on individual development and by

which the possibility of effective freedom in the real world of social relationships is

precluded. He sees the human being as an "ensemble of social relations". Therefore freedom

cannot be abstracted from community, and the emancipation of the individual cannot result

from a capitalist society which fosters atomistic individualism. The individual, Bowers

concludes in his reading of Marx, is ontologically dependent on the community.

Bowers places these neo-Marxist educational theorists closer to the liberal view, in that they

hold a positive, hopeful belief in the "historical necessity of social regeneration," and in their

essentially liberal individualistic view of emancipation. Presumably, what Bowers asserts

here is the view that critical pedagogists place too much faith in the potential of education to

transform individual consciousness. While he clearly does not subscribe to orthodox Marxist

determinism which denies the conceptual space for agency, Bowers suggests that critical

educational theorists underplay the shaping influence of economic relations on (particularly

class) identity, consciousness and ideology. In so doing, they assign ontological priority to

individuals, which contradicts Marx's political anthropology and therefore positions them in

the liberal paradigm". Consequently, he questions whether their views correspond to Marx's

view of human identity, given the conflict between the liberal and Marxist views of human

nature and emancipation, and substantiates this claim by turning to examine the position of
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several theorists. In his discussion, Bowers problematises the tension between individualism

and collectivism which, he aims to show, these theorists do not adequately mediate.

Freire

Bowers shows that Freire defines human nature in terms of autonomy within the social and

collective context. Essential to being human is relating to others. Identity formation is a

relational process. Freire delineates two modes of being: one in which the individual

consciousness is "characterised by a critical mode of reflection and one in which it is

conditioned by historical forces and the immediate needs of biological survival" (quoted in

Bowers, 1984: 368). The essence of being human is to exercise autonomous independence of

the conditioning forces of linguistic, economic historical and cultural control through the

activities of critical reflection, dialogue and authority in one's language. As an individual

agent, participation in the process of history becomes possible, according to Freire's

perspective on individualism and community, as he (Bowers) terms it. In Freire's dialectical

view of human nature, culture is formed by and forms humanity. The centrality of the

attribute of individual agency in human nature establishes the source of legitimate power and

authority in the individual. Through dialogue, the community can empower the individual,

which however is never envisaged atomistically. Dialogue is the process whereby individual

and collective identity converge, and through which both are strengthened and mutually

confirmed. Through this, claims Bowers, there emerges a conception of individualism, which

is "expressed in its most authentic form in the act of critical reflection." This view of

individuation is similar to that of Dewey, for whom "individual growth is seen as an outcome

of membership in an open community that facilitates communication" (ibid.).

Freire's view of community, however, which he envisages being brought under the influence

of political planning, comes into tension with his view of the authentic critically reflective

individual. Bowers claims that Freire's legitimation of the critical authority of the authentic

individual entails the anti-social nihilistic challenge of all social forms of authority. In

addition, Freire fails to clarify the "boundaries of political space in a manner that clarifies the

relationship (and rights) that exist between the individual and the rest of society" (Bowers,

1984: 370). In this way, according to Bowers, Freire fails to reconcile satisfactorily the

tension between individualism and collectivism. While recognising the social situation of
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human identity formation and dialogue, Freire, in Bowers' view, does not establish the limits

to individual autonomy and fails to paint a coherent picture of the dialectics of individual

autonomy and collective authority.

Giroux

Bowers approaches Giroux's VIew of human nature VIa two routes: "through his

understanding of what is oppressed by the economic structures and hegemonic culture (in all

its dimensions), and through his view of what humanization does" (Bowers, 1984: 371).

Underlying both is a view of the individual "as a being in possession of an inner power"

which can - given the preconditions of a supportive social environment - unfold in the

process of emancipation, reaching "ever higher levels of development and expression". The

success of radical education, according to Giroux, rests "with its ability to help students move

critically within their own subjectivity ... to break with the "common sense" assumptions that

tie them to the dominant structures of power and control" (quoted in Bowers, 1984: 371).

Education succeeds when it fosters the "subjective preconditions necessary for a movement of

liberation aimed at restructuring and reshaping the basic structure of society" (ibid.).

As with Freire, Bowers perceives a tension arising between the emancipated individual and

the collective in the process of social transformation. Giroux defines the notion of praxis - the

struggle against the forces of oppression - in terms of social/collective as well as individual

action. In Bowers' view, Giroux attempts to "wed a view of the individual as a self-

determining agent with Marxist revolutionary rhetoric". There is some ambiguity, claims

Bowers, in the way Giroux applies this "self-determining" character: does it refer to the

collective group, or to the individuals who "will, in reaching the fullest expression of their

humanity, achieve the 'conscious collective' of a revolutionary movement?" (Bowers, 1984:

371).

This articulates a close relationship between collective and individual emancipation, but

where do the ontological and epistemological limits between them lie? What, realistically, is

the role of education in facilitating moral transformation? Here Bowers voices similar

concerns to the two caveats raised earlier in response to Giroux and McLaren's account of

critical pedagogy. Giroux, according to Bowers, seems to identify individual subjectivity as a
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"unique source of inner strength, authenticity in an otherwise repressive world, and as a

wellspring of revolutionary consciousness" (ibid.). Both he and Freire place enormous weight

on the process of critical reflection, which as Bowers describes, appears to "strip away the

corrupting cocoon of culture, leaving only the core of individual virtue that presumably will

unfold in a manner consistent with the moral code of a socialist society". There is an

assumption, common to many Neo-Marxist theorists, that critical reflection or

"consciousness-raising", "will not lead to conflict between the interests of the individual and

those of the community". For Bowers, however, the converse is true. Giroux's assumption

about inevitable consensus relates to Habermas ' counterfactual ideal speech situation in

which critical reflection can resolve ideological dispute into some kind of overarching

progressive unity. To Bowers' points it can be added that it is precisely this universalistic

element within the emancipatory framework of Marxism that Mouffe and other neo-Marxists

are keen to dispel by accommodating the concerns of pluralism and difference and by

maintaining the fundamentally dialectic and contingent character of radical democracy.

Giroux's view of individual emancipation is further challenged by Bowers on the grounds that

there is a necessary limit to the individual pursuit of autonomy, beyond which it becomes

self-contradictory. This pursuit itself is part of a collective/cultural framework, as is the

language in which it is embedded. Further, it denies - at its logical extremity - collective

authority which may be non-oppressive and facilitative of emancipation. Bowers assumes that

Giroux would want to retract from this extremity, in which his individual has become a "self-

contained monad, engaged in the unending process of critical reflection" (Bowers, 1984:

372). In so doing, Giroux "owes his readers a more complex view of the individual's role in

the dialectic of cultural tradition and change" (ibid.). Thus for Bowers, the relation between

individualism and collectivism is not adequately formulated and reconciled by Giroux.

Bowles and Gintis

Although Bowles and Gintis have gathered a reputation as hard-line structural determinists,

Bowers claims that their educational proposals are founded on a plausible view of human

identity which does not entail epistemological individualism. Bowles and Gintis posit the

notion of a "dialectical humanism" in which individualism and society are not to be seen as

separate categories of being, but form a dialectical relationship that "involves both constraints
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and opportunities for self-growth". In this, individual action and community submit to each

other's requirements, failing which "the destruction of either individual or community"

results (quoted in Bowers, 1984: 374). Personal development necessarily occurs in a

communal context, and conversely, the community is affected by the individual participating

in its reproduction. This dialectical view mediates the ubiquitous tension between collective

determinism and individual agency and self-realization.

But in acknowledging the realms of both freedom and social necessity, they admit the

contradiction between individual development and the need of society to reproduce itself. In

contrast to other theorists, emancipation does not in their view arise from the transcendence of

forms of social authority through the process of individual critical reflection. For them, social

authority can be either emancipatory or dominating. Socialism, in their view, would constitute

a form of authority that would "foster a fuller development of the individual's capacity for

equal and co-operative development" (Bowers, 1984: 375).

But, as Bowers points out, Bowles and Gintis are not clear about how this development

actually comes about - how we are, in his words, "to mediate between potentially conflicting

interests of the individual and those of the social group ... how freedoms and rights are to

parcelled out between society and individual" (Bowers, 1984: 375). Again we are asked to

assume that this capacity can be developed - in the case of Bowles and Gintis, more as a

result of a supportive collective community than the individual emancipatory programme of

the other theorists. As with Freire and Giroux, this places, in Bowers' view, too much

emphasis on the individual dimension of social change, which leaves these theorists in the

domain of liberal individualism.

Conclusion: Bowers' Critique of Critical Educational Theorists

Bowers' central critique of these critical pedagogists revolves around the social tension

caused by more critically conscious individuals. He queries how the "social trajectory

initiated by this process ... characterised by an extreme form of epistemological individualism

that views the history of one's culture as oppressive," could possibly lead to Marx's idea of

"individual communal being" (Bowers, 1984: 380). These theorists have failed to explain

how, in a socialist society, the need for social planning and the control mechanisms to ensure
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individuals' responsiveness to the collective good, could be reconciled with the guarantee of

the liberties essential to nourish in the individual.

The main thrust of Bowers' response to these Neo-Marxist theorists is that they fail to provide

an account of social change which successfully mediates autonomous critical agency and

collective interests. Accordingly, their inability to reconcile the competing demands of critical

individualism and socialist collectivism renders their theories incompatible with Marxism.

Yet Bowers' account is itself no clearer on how this tension is to be mediated in Marxist

thinking. Bowers does refer to Connolly's interesting attempt to reconcile this dilemma by

relating Marx's communal ideal of freedom to Mead's symbolic interactionist theories. This,

along with Schutz's notion of the intersubjective self, "represents an alternative view to

classical liberalism's view of the atomistic individual". Significantly, Connolly expresses the

danger of what I have referred to as the coercive identification with collective goals by

pointing to the tendency in Marxist societies to blur the difference between "reflective and

unreflective forms of allegiance ... between authority established through indoctrination and

the forms of social authority that are legitimated by independent thought" (Bowers, 1984:

384). A society that favours the latter is likely to provide the "institutional safeguards for

freedom of thought as well as for the form of education that is a source of individual

empowerment" (ibid.). But apart from this distinction we are brought no closer in Bowers'

account to the understanding of how to conceptualise the autonomous moral, epistemological

and ontological identification of the individual with the collective. The key to this is clearly a

coherent ontology which explains relative autonomy and moral development within the social

context. My assertion of the notion of a dual social ontology, constitutive of which is the

progressive and contingent actualisation of individual autonomy and moral sense,within the

social context, offers such a concept.

Thus, despite his claim that Marx's view provides "an answer to how individualism and

society are to be reconciled," Bowers does not address the crucial issue of how the (fraternal)

"self-realisation of the individual" occurs in such a way that the interests of the individual

with those of the collective converge - in other words how the necessity for the "social

constraints on the individual" is achieved freely, without the coercive suppression of

individual autonomy. This is the essence of the tension between the emancipatory and

deterministic elements in Marxist discourse, and the centre of Berlin's concerns about the
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smooth slide from positive freedom to totalitarian control. In centring on the ethical and

epistemological autonomy of the individual in relation to collective concerns, it forms one of

the crucial axes between individualism and collectivism - one which is central to education.

As we have seen, Taylor's notion of authenticity, Gould's idea of reciprocity and individuals-

in-relation, Mouffe's ethico-political framework, Sherover-Marcuse's notion of the self-in-

solidarity and Mason's account of the capacity for moral regard, all affirm different versions

of the same foundational moral principle by which relatively autonomous individual moral

identification with social and collective purpose can occur. This, I have suggested, is intrinsic

to the process of individuation, in which individual and collective purposes progressively

converge. Conceptually, this provides a view in which the traditional contradiction between

individual agency and external cultural and ideological authority is diffused. As is explored in

the next chapter, this inclusive view also underlies the conceptualisation of moral

development and learning within an inclusive democratic educational practice.

Bowers' only indication about how to resolve the tension between individualism and

collectivism is the claim that Neo-Marxist theorists should consider more carefully the

"educational implications of Marx's philosophical anthropology," which views the individual

as "the ensemble of social relations".

This corroborates my argument that it is through the conceptualisation of a dual ontology

which combines the multiplicity of individual difference and collective commonality through

the notions of individuality and individuation that we arrive at an inclusive idea of ontology-

based democracy. I argued that the moral import of developing a shared understanding of this

dual ontology is respect for the dignity, uniqueness, rights and obligations of all individuating

persons, within particularities of their concrete social and cultural context. To the extent that

the latter are dominating, this provides the imperative for a critical emancipatory project. The

benign aspect of cultural and other expressions of difference provides the mediating

categories through which individuation is actualised. The growing shared understanding of

this ontological conception in educational and other discourses will lead to its grounding in

the institutionalisation of reciprocal practices and social relations. In this way, I have argued,

individual and collective concerns can be aligned more closely and in a less polarised way in

both theory and practice.

I
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Bowers' insights into the cultural nihilism entailed by critical theory raises the need for a

more complex, multi-dimensional view of the dialectic between the individual and collective

cultural and other authority, one that acknowledges the potentially liberating function of the

latter. Transformative cultural authority, which is developmental in its function and not

authoritarian and reproductive, can provide the basis through which the individual can find

shared meaning within the collective and through which individuation can occur. This is a

point salient to the role of the educator, who forms part of cultural authority. The distinction

must be drawn between benign, developmental aspects of culture and domination, or as

Giroux puts it, between authority which "dictates meaning and authority that fosters a critical

search for meaning" (quoted in Bowers, 1984: 387). What emerges from this discussion is

that the mediation between the tensions of individualism and collectivism rests on two pillars:

individual subjective transformation towards a moral sensibility, and the institutional, cultural

and structural means, conditions and practices for developing and maintaining this sensibility.

Both are separately necessary and jointly sufficient conditions for social change towards a

democratic society. Education has a crucial role to play in this, and in defining a democratic

educational practice, we seek to identify those practices which will foster the development of

individual potential and critical agency within the framework of collective interests and

reciprocity.

The persistent question is: how is this balance between critical individual transformation of

collective social interests to be achieved in terms of classroom practice? I now turn to look at

Cagan's discussion of the potential contribution of socialist forms of collectivist education

towards the establishment of a democratic education practice.

Cagan: Collectivist Educational Practice

Writing towards the end of the 1970s in the United States, Cagan (1978) emphasises a similar

point to the conclusion above: that an education for democracy is constituted both by

collective institutional arrangements and by the transformation of individual social

consciousness. Reviewing educational reforms in the United States since the early 1960s, she

notes that "schools in socialist societies place great emphasis on the development of

collectivist values and behavior, whereas radical educational reform has largely retained the

individualism of American culture" (Cagan, 1978: 228). The latter emphasis has been at the
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expense of "purposefully fostering social skills and attitudes that lead to altruism, co-

operation, and social responsibility" (ibid.). Her account is informative in relation to the main

themes of this thesis in critically assessing theoretical and empirical aspects of liberal and

socialist educational theory and practice from a democratic perspective. Significantly for my

purposes, Cagan frames her discussion of the democratic credibility of these educational

practices in terms of how effectively they mediate the tension between individualism and

collectivism.

Cagan situates her argument in the context of modem capitalist America, and provides a

critique of the nature of individualism. She adopts a Marxist view of human nature and

freedom, in arguing that individual freedom lies in collective models of behaviour. A "decent

and just social order, one allowing each individual to achieve self-determination and self-

actualization," can only occur "if individualistic models of social behaviour are replaced by

more communal or collective ones" (Cagan, 1978: 228). To this end, collectivist educational

practices in socialist societies serve as useful models. Importantly, however, she warns that

the democratic credibility of such practices must be assessed "in terms of their compatibility

with principles of democracy and moral autonomy, since these have frequently been

subordinated in socialist nations to goals of unity, solidarity, and social efficiency" (ibid.). In

these terms, Cagan identifies the central tension of democracy and by implication, the

criterion by which we can assess the credibility of democratic practices in terms of their

mediation of individual autonomy and collective solidarity.

In a similar way to many of the theorists referred to in Part 1 of this thesis, Cagan identifies

the ambiguity of individualism by differentiating two key aspects, namely, "true individuality

and human liberation" and "individualism shaped by capitalism" which generates

competitive, egoistic and atomized social relations'. In calling for the transformation of the

latter, she does not deny the former, thus opening the conceptual space for a notion of

collectivism which incorporates a true or, in Taylor's (1992) term, an "authentic" sense of

individualism. Cagan describes (self-interested) individualism as the defining characteristic of

American culture. The "moral and political primacy of the individual is often presented as the

cornerstone of democratic society," in which the values of "personal liberty, individual

initiative, and the private search for happiness" are supreme. But the manifestation of

individualism under capitalism, which she terms "narcissism," takes the form of an unbridled
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selfishness which tends to "obscure the social nature of human development and justify a

moral posture of selfishness" (Cagan, 1978: 230). It is a culture in which self-centredness is

rewarded and altruism penalised. The critical expression of individualism has shifted from the

"rugged individualism of early capitalism" to the belief that, through the stability of the state

and high productivity, success and personal satisfaction is "democratically", that is, putatively

equally available to all. Failure, under these assumptions, is interpreted as individual

shortcoming, not as a structural or moral deficiency. The principle of equal opportunity thus

represents, in Cagan's view, a mythical egalitarianism.

Paradoxically, collective structures exercise control over individuals through a dominating

conformity. Like Turner (1986), Cagan sees the social collectivity of capitalist society as

collective in form, but not in spirit. It is therefore an apparent, instrumental (or as I termed it a

"sectional") form of collectivism. In her view, we live in a paradoxical society "that generates

an image of encouraging individualism while ensuring a destructive conformity" (Cagan,

1978: 233). This manifests itself strongly in the predominant market ethos in which individual

autonomy and identity have been reduced to the deceptive promise of materialistically

conceived liberation, and to a media-manipulated sense of identity "attuned, to the requisites

of the market economy". Despite the impression of collectivity in both cases, however, the

"motives and incentives underlying these institutions are essentially private and

individualistic6" (ibid.).

Focusing on the psychological and cultural aspects of (authentic) individualism, Cagan

delineates "three distinct, though not mutually exclusive components" of individualism: First,

self-determination, the belief "that the individual is in control of his [sic] own destiny";

second, self-actualization, "the conviction that the good life is attained through acting on

one's personal needs and desires"; third, self-direction, "the desire to be free from social

constraints" (Cagan, 1978: 230). The (narcissistic) sense of individualism prevailing in

American culture, then, denies these "true" or authentic components of individuality. This

echoes Taylor's (1992) view of self-interested individualism as the "shadow" of the authentic,

morally conscious self.

In Cagan's view, the changes necessary to bring self-actualization and meaningful

individuality within the grasp of all people can come about only through fundamental
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alterations in economic and social institutions. This would depend upon democratically

constituted mass movements in which people are willing to work together and to set aside

immediate personal concerns for long-range social goals (Cagan, 1978: 253).

Significantly, Cagan points out that such a transformation is blocked while individualism and

collectivism are perceived as contradictories, while as she puts it, "the dominant

consciousness portrays individual needs as inconsistent with collective action and well-being"

(Cagan, 1978: 235). It is therefore necessary to "deliberately challenge this consciousness, to

offer a critique of individualism in its ideological and moral aspects, and to suggest a

meaningful alternative" (ibid.). These concerns thus concur with my principal aim which is to

provide a conceptual analysis of individualism and collectivism which shows that only certain

elements are in tension and that they are indeed interdependent aspects of our democratic

goals. It accords also with the notion that it is through the autonomous moral identification of

individual and social purpose that such a link can be established.

Cagan's contribution to achieving this alternative is to examine the role of education in

relation to these goals in providing co-operative skills, the capacity for independent thought

and action, as well as a strong sense of communal concern. In this way, as noted, Cagan

defines the criterion by which the democratic credibility of educational theories and practices

can be assessed, namely, in terms of individual autonomous self-development and community

and social concerns. She looks first at liberal and radical reform in the USA and then at

collectivist education under socialism for an alternative model of social organisation and

pedagogy.

Reform Initiatives in the United States

As part of her inquiry into democratic education, Cagan investigates the background of the

educational reform movement in the United States during the 1960s and 1970s, focusing on

radical and liberal reform. A brief look at this will be of value, not only in that it

problematises key educational issues in terms of individualism and collectivism, but more

importantly, that it provides instructive lessons of less successful attempts to negotiate a

mediating point between individual and collective concerns in educational practice.
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Radical reform in the United States arose from a rejection of authoritarianism. Here the term

"radical" is used to refer to the reform movement which manifested in the United States

during the 1960s and 1970s. This includes the "free school" movement, and is to be

distinguished from the critical tradition of neo-Marxist education which emerged later. The

aim of radical school reform is to create a non-authoritarian environment and to recapture

children's natural spontaneity, curiosity and creative self-direction. This approach, taken to its

extreme, calls for the removal of all possible restraints, a move which, as we have seen from

Bowers, leads at the logical extreme to the negation of all external authority. The paradox is

how to inculcate a non-authoritarian attitude without self-contradiction. At the one extreme,

Cagan refers to A. S. Neill, who gathered a large following among radical educational

reformers in the United States and elsewhere, in his uncompromising approach which gives

maximum leeway to the natural, self-regulatory instincts of students, and which regards any

degree and kind of intervention as a moral and pedagogical disservice to children. As Cagan

observes, "the new liberated individual, then, is to be created simply by abandoning the old

structures and constraints" (Cagan, 1978: 239-40). Here we see the educational correlative of

negative liberty: the simplistic view of liberation as the removal of constraints. It assumes a

Rousseauan naturally virtuous person and that altruistic and co-operative traits proceed

automatically from increased personal freedom. Paradoxically, as Cagan shows, this state-of-

nature ideology is not extended by proponents of the free school movement to society in

general. Activists and educators who would ironically never accept a "laissez-faire approach

to economic or social organisation have embraced that concept for education" (Cagan, 1978:

240).

Empirical evidence documented by Cagan out of the free school movement contradicts these

simplistic assumptions (Cagan, 1978: 240-1). Studies showed that anti-social behaviour

manifested in the schools which, as a result, had to define goals, aims and values to create a

positive framework around which to build an educational practice. Itwas not enough, in other

words, to define educational goals negatively in terms of merely rejecting undesirable

conventional authoritarian practices7
•

The tension between individualism and collectivism in the form of the conflict between

individual autonomy and cultural authority thus infuses the reform initiative. Cagan shows

that empirical data at the time indicate that radical educational reform in the United States
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emphasised individualistic values. Noticeably less frequently were collective aims articulated,

and when they were, there was usually no concept of how they are to be pedagogically

pursued, with the result that they remained mere noble aspirations. These individualistic

values emerged in the ethos of a negative liberty ideology, which Cagan rejects as a basis for

genuine collectivist attitudes. She substantiates this view by asserting the social view of

human nature. She contends that "it is in the nature of being human that we can grow and

develop only in a social context, only by participating in a human community" (Cagan, 1978:

241). Intervention, imposition and demands on the individual by the community, culture and

authority are necessary and acceptable parts of the liberatory process. This dialectical view of

the inter-relationship of individual liberation and collective moral authority is, of course,

Marxist in complexion. Cagan quotes from Bowles and Gintis to support her assertions.

Dogma consists precisely in suppressing one pole of a contradiction. The dogma
of repressive education is the dogma of necessity which denies freedom. But we
must avoid the alternative dogma of freedom which denies necessity. Indeed
freedom and individuality only arise through a confrontation with necessity, and
personal powers develop only when pitted against a recalcitrant reality ...
Independence, creativity, individuality and physical prowess are, in this sense,
developed in institutionalized settings, as are docility, subservience, conformity,
and weakness. Differences must not lie in the presence or absence of authority,
but in the type of authority relations governing activity (quoted in Cagan, 1978:
242).

Liberal reform of the period, by contrast, aspired towards moral and social development, but

within a negative model of removing perceived constraints. While liberal reformers are

characteristically concerned with compensating disadvantage, this approach does not

challenge the structural basis of inequality, and thus merely reinforces the status quo. As

Cagan says, "The goal of the liberals has been to extend the basic values and patterns of

American society to the lives and experiences of young people - that is, to increase the

effectiveness of existing institutions and ideology" (Cagan, 1978: 243). In the United States,

liberals focused on the school as a "means of addressing social inequalities, but have been

unwilling to call for more immediate or direct economic redistribution" (ibid.).

The liberal model for educational reform is therefore rejected by Cagan as a basis for

reconciling individualism and collectivism in educational theory and practice. For the same

reasons it has not found favour as a foundation for the new educational dispensation in South

Africa among progressive and critical educationists. Yet, in the liberal ethos of business, and
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paradoxically perhaps among a significant component of the post-apartheid South African

government, some of its central tenets are strongly supported. These views carry the

normative weight of experience grounded in the demands which the economy and the market

makes on education. Alternatives must therefore be well articulated. What scope does

socialist pedagogy hold for this, especially in the light of the demise of the socialist states?

Cagan's inquiry, undertaken it should be noted in the late 1970s, is directed towards

collectivist pedagogical theory and practice in the then existent socialist countries, focusing

on how effectively they mediate the tension between individualism and collectivism.

Toward a Collectivist Pedagogy: The Socialist Model of Collectivist Education

In determining whether socialist educational theory and practice can provide a useful model

in the search for a democratic educational practice, a first consideration is to contextualise the

aims and character of socialist education in its view of human identity, freedom and

democracy". The theoretical and ideological direction of socialist education was towards

developing the qualities of altruism, selflessness, and responsibility to the needs of others and

the revolutionary society. This forms part of wider political socialisation of the character and

consciousness of the people in building a classless society. Early formulations of this aim,

such as Lenin's, tended to assume naively that such a process was deterministically possible

and was automatically liberatory.

The socialist model of education is also described in Bowers' discussion of Makarenko as an

example of a Marxist educational practice which is more consistent with Marx's idea of the

"individual communal being" (Bowers, 1984: 378-80). Like Cagan, Makarenko emphasises

the "shaping of the individual character and moral orientation to the requirements of

collective life" (ibid.). This can only occur in a society in which individual and collective

interests are identified. This idea leads Makarenko on to the extravagant claims that no

personal happiness is possible outside that of the collective and "that in the Soviet Union, a

personality cannot exist outside the collective" (quoted in Bowers, 1984: 378). The goal of

socialist education is to challenge the tendency to follow self-inclination. The pedagogical

tool for this is self-motivated discipline, which is based neither on social consciousness alone,

nor blind obedience to authority but a combination of these to create a "powerful form of

personal discipline through the educative influence of the collective" (quoted in Bowers,
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1984: 379). As is evident, such bold claims do not embrace the moral, epistemological and

ontological complexities of the individual-collective relationship.

Significantly in relation to the main themes of this thesis, Cagan analyses the goals of

collectivist education in the context of Marx's view of the relationship between individual and

society. In addition to the restructuring of the economic base, deliberate collective activity

would be necessary to achieve a socialist society. Thus an active programme of social

transformation is necessary, the intention of which is the conscious and deliberate

interventionist change of people's ideological position, which is seen as a concrete, material

force in itself. As a collectivist entity, socialist society requires unity of purpose. This, as

Macpherson (1966) points out, is particularly so in the developing "third-world" context.

However, Cagan ralses concern about the coercive collectivist tendencies in socialist

educational practices, which she insists, must not be uncritically accepted. In establishing a

criterion by which to assess the democratic compatibility of socialist educational practices,

Cagan builds a theoretical framework in which she outlines the tension between freedom and

imposition in moral reasoning and arrives at a position which accords closely with mine.

Drawing from the argument of R. S. Peters, she argues that the highest form of moral

reasoning is autonomous, as opposed to "moral reasoning derived from an acceptance of rules

or principles external to the individual and largely accepted on the basis of authority" (Cagan,

1978: 245-6). Cagan notes that both Piaget and Kohlberg posit similar distinctions between

what the latter terms, "conventional morality", derived from social authority, and "post-

conventional morality", derived from individual, self-chosen principles, independent of

conventional rules and expectations".

In addition to this distinction, Cagan recognises the social dimension of the development of

moral reasoning, which arises out of a dialectical process between external authority and

interpersonal interaction on the one hand and individual deliberation on the other. This, as

will be seen, captures the same view of autonomous moral development and learning which is

set out in the next chapter. For Cagan, legitimate moral authority rests in the subjective

individuality; in other words, she affirms ethical individualism. An effective and authentic

moral code "must be congruent with personal beliefs and conceptions and must derive from

intelligent reasoning, not from blind obedience" (Cagan, 1978: 246). This relates to what I

https://etd.uwc.ac.za/



Education for Democracy 313

have referred to as the autonomous moral identification of individual and collective purposes

as part of the process of individuation. It is this dialectic which constitutes for Cagan the

criterion for assessing educational practices in terms of their compatibility with democratic

principles. This criterion is formulated as follows:

To the extent that collectivist education obstructs this dialectic, it is not suitable
for the kind of moral development that is necessary for a just society. If
individuals are unable to examine their convictions and beliefs because of
insecurity, fear of ostracism, or just lack of opportunity, they will be prone to
authoritarianism and unreasoned conformity. If children are discouraged from
examining issues and ideas openly and critically, conformity to authority rather
than reasoned consideration will become the basis for moral judgement (1978:
246).

While this last assertion is somewhat deterministically formulated and therefore overstates the

link between educational practice and moral development, Cagan's main point remains clear

and convincing. This is that the coercive imposition or socialisation of attitudes and values

compromises individual autonomy, which underlies ethical individualism, and hence damages

democratic credibility. Having established this criterion, Cagan proceeds in the light of this to

delineate three tendencies and practices in collectivist education which are incompatible with

(what I term) a democratic educational practice'". Firstly, there is an emphasis on obedience-

an "automatic and even unquestioning acquiescence to authority" (ibid.). Patriotism and the

uncritical acceptance of leadership are equated. Secondly, "pedagogical practices tend to

stress producing correct answers and group recitation rather than free critical discussion".

Finally, conformity is enforced through a strong group solidarity which discourages divergent

thinking".

Cagan clearly assumes in principle that education shapes the moral character. She believes

that a set of core values should be taught, centring on "respect and concern for human

beings," upon which a sense of justice rests. This for her is the "social and ethical heart of

collectivist education" (Cagan, 1978: 248). Cagan qualifies more explicitly the kind of moral

sense she advocates here. She notes that, although concern for others is implicit and

"intellectually undeniable" once a rational mode is attained, in order to avoid children's

perception of moral rules as mere verbal obeisance divorced from actuality, a much stronger

and more deeply felt sense of moral commitment is required - one that, like Taylor's notion

of authenticity, "permeates one's sense of self-identity and self-esteem". The goal, she writes,
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is to "make moral ideas into moving forces, to educate and raise children whose sympathies

for other human beings become as important in determining their actions as their ability to use

reason and intellect" (Cagan, 1978: 249).

Cagan discusses empirical investigations into which experiences and interventions contribute

to the development of altruism, co-operation and social responsibility in children. From

studies in socialist countries and in the United States, studies of social activists, and some

theoretical discussion on the moral and social development of children, she makes

observations regarding the effectiveness of collectivist educational practice. Educational

psychometrics is a contentious area, especially in relation to evaluating moral issues.

Nevertheless, Cagan provides a useful framework for examining ways of facilitating the kind

of co-operative and collaborative attitudes that underlie a democratic educational practice. For

this reason, I now briefly discuss Cagan's account of socialist educational methods. They

have direct bearing on my discussion of the key elements democratic educational practice.

Collectivist Methods in Socialist Education

In discussing the development of collectivist attitudes in the classroom, Cagan (1978: 250-

255) identifies features of collective educational practice which dispel some commonly held

assumptions regarding democratic teaching methods.

Firstly, she makes the observation that the technique of groupwork does not automatically

ensure collaborative attitudes; conversely, groupwork built on individual competition inhibits

the development of co-operative concern for others. Authentic co-operation is precluded by

emphasising independence and competition rather than interdependence. If the private

accumulation of knowledge is rewarded and if children regard each other as competitors and

not collaborators, "that fragile consciousness which Dewey terms 'the social spirit' will not

be supported, even though children work side by side". Groupwork must therefore be

purposefully structured in order to offset the weighty pervading cultural bias towards

competitive individualism. Empirical evidence, Cagan argues, reveals that children tend to

imitate and reproduce the dominant structures of rivalry unless the intervention of other

models takes place.
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An important related question is whether differentiated teaching techniques (as opposed to

standardised approaches which regard the class as a unit) fosters individualistic or collectivist

attitudes. Paradoxically, traditional classroom techniques which make no room for individual

contributions and insist on the standardised production of work, according to Piaget

"reinforce the child's spontaneous egocentrism [and are] contrary to the most obvious

requirements of intellectual and moral development" (quoted in Cagan, 1978: 250). Cagan

draws from Dewey to emphasise this point. In standardised teaching, he suggests, there are

few opportunities for "each child to work out something specifically on his [sic] own ... all are

set out to do exactly the same work and turn out the same products. The social spirit is not

cultivated" (quoted in Cagan, ibid.). Cagan concludes that "differentiated teaching, then, far

from accentuating egocentric differences, creates a social respect for the unique individuality

of each person". This concurs with the inclusive framework underlying my analysis. I have

argued that the recognition of difference of the unique and particularity of the individuating

beings is the foundation of moral democratic relations.

The second misconception identified by Cagan regarding democratic teaching methods is that

single-mindedness of purpose "allows adults in socialist nations to provide a good deal of

direction and leadership for children ... [and] to exercise their authority and control without

hesitation or ambivalence" (ibid.). With respect to the role of authority, Cagan found that

socialist schools tended to be teacher-centred rather than child-centred, in that teachers take

an active, supervisory role with highly structured daily programmes. Cagan rejects the view

that the exercise of authority is undemocratic or contradictory in fostering autonomous moral

sensibility. This concurs with my position. I have noted repeatedly that authority is not

necessarily dominating; depending on whether it addresses the developmental and

emancipatory interests of students, it can be liberating. Given the developmental nature of

individuation and socialisation, authoritative (but not necessarily authoritarian) adult guidance

and structures form an essential part of an emancipatory pedagogy.

Thirdly, and related to this, Cagan reports that observers of socialist schooling were struck by

the "atmosphere of warmth, acceptance and caring" with which adult control and guidance

occurs. Authority was generally exercised "without harshness or insensitivity, without

needing to resort to coercion". The response of Westemers might be that such an atmosphere

resulted from a repressive ethos, which is inappropriate to the characteristically assertive
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"first-world" personality. Cagan paradoxically suggests that this atmosphere arises from a

high regard for each unique individuality, an attitude which creates confidence in children - a

richer and a more genuine sense of self-esteem, I would suggest, than the dominant western

assertive and egocentric mode. Noteworthy from the democratic perspective, is the emphasis

on respect for the unique individuality of each child in the collectivist setting. In studies

quoted by Cagan, there was a significant correlation between affectionate adult-child

interactions and the moral development of children. Children from domestic backgrounds

where active pro-social models were available tended to be "more generous and helpful than

children raised by proscriptive methods". This confirms my previous assertion, drawing from

Taylor (1992) and Gould (1988), that affirming the dignity, and actively recognising the

unique difference and individuality of learners (and hence by definition, their identity as

individuating beings) is conducive to creating social and moral solidarity. Indeed, it is

essential to their socially situated, dialogical formation of identity.

Fourthly, the structure and content of collectivist education were effective in being

consciously directed towards the collective aims of enhancing social bonds and solidarity. Co-

operative games, toys, activities and story themes were utilised to emphasise collaborative

values. Additional measures were group competition to increase motivation, group sanction to

provide a self-imposed form of discipline and group involvement in decision-making where

appropriate. Cagan provides the theoretical framework for this in her claim that

in these activities the underlying goal structure is essentially cooperative and non-
individualistic. This is consistent with the well-established experimental finding
that group rewards are more effective in fostering cooperation than individual
rewards. That is, an important way to build cooperation is to treat a group of
children as a group, to structure experiences so that the individual child can meet
his [sic] needs only when the group works together (1978: 254-5).

The fifth point is an extension of the last. Observers in Chinese schools noticed that there was

a pervasive moral and political content to the lessons.

Finally, Cagan claims that, because children had clearly defined social roles to play, not

merely in preparation for adult life, but as children, the didactic models in socialist nations

were effective. These roles were often related to the community and the concrete economic

world, involving appropriately scaled factory work, and in Cuba, reintegrating urban and
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rural, mental and manual aspects of work. Popular cultural heroes were not, as they were

generally in the West, extraordinary and therefore separate from everyday people. These

practices occurred within the supportive environment in which other practices and institutions

had similar goals. In the United States, Cagan points out, developing these collectively

desirable attitudes goes against the pervading cultural grain, and therefore relies on a greater

degree of independence of, and even rebelliousness towards, prevailing values. She is,

however, continuously realistic about the efficacy of collectivist educational practices in a

capitalist context. It is, she claims, "unlikely that a collectivist pedagogy in and of itself will

be sufficient to move children to become social activists," but it will be more effective than

other forms of education and family experiences (Cagan, 1978: 264).

Cagan provides a useful overview of key collectivist features of an education for democracy.

In so doing, she identifies the shortcomings of liberal education and some strengths and

weaknesses of socialist educational practice. In the course of her argument, Cagan alerts us to

the cardinal feature of democratic educational practice, which she (significantly for my

purposes) formulates in terms of the mediating balance between individualism and

collectivism and the dialectical and dialogical nature of moral learning. This assertion

captures the quintessentially interactive exchange between (relatively) autonomous individual

agency and the social collective authority.

Conclusion

In this chapter I have drawn from three educational theorists who problematise their

discussion of democratic educational theory and practice in terms of the tension between

individualism and collectivism. My purpose was to illustrate that the central concern of

democratic educational practice is the incorporation of the transformation of individual moral

subjectivity and critical consciousness into the broader process of social and structural

transformation. This in effect combines epistemological and ethical individualism with the

concerns for collective social equality and justice inherent in critical social theory. In this way
individualism and collectivism and the elements of liberty, equality and fraternity are seen to

be interdependent elements in the democratic theory and practice of education. From this

account, it can be seen that critical educational theory embodies, in principle, these

democratic features. Having examined these aspects of education for democracy, I now tum
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in the next two chapters to investigate how an inclusive understanding of democracy can be

identified in various aspects of educational practice.
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Inclusive Democracy in Educational Practices

The first part of this thesis was concerned with articulating a notion of democracy

inclusive of individualism and collectivism. This related to the two key aspects of our

identity, namely individuality and individuation. The emphasis on the self-developmental

aspect of the latter, which involves the progressive expansion of autonomy and moral

regard, suggests that democracy as a practice, rather than as a set of procedures, is

educative in character.

This second part of the thesis considers education for democracy. In the previous chapter,

aspects of critical, liberal and radical educational theory and practice were discussed in

relation to their treatment and mediation of individualism and collectivism. The general

principles of critical pedagogy were outlined, showing that central to its concerns is the

insertion of what Sherover-Marcuse terms the "practice of subjectivity" into the neo-

Marxist framework of social transformation and justice. Even if, as Bowers suggests,

several of its chief proponents do not adequately provide a formulation of the mediation of

the individual-collective tension, the contribution of critical pedagogy is firstly, the

identification of educational practices aimed at developing individual critical self-

development and secondly, the recognition of particularity within collective concerns of

critical social theory. Cagan's work suggests that liberal and radical reforms in the USA do

not adequately address the problem of limits to autonomy. While she alerts us to the

authoritative tendencies within socialist collective practices, she argues that other aspects

of these practices appear to be effective in inculcating reciprocal attitudes and may have

much to offer in our consideration of alternatives to the dominant competitive

individualistic mode of educational practice in the West. In identifying which practices are

democratically legitimate, she enhances our understanding of the inclusive and dialectical

nature of moral development as an interactive process between individual and society.
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The previous chapter was thus concerned with different ways in which individualism and

collectivism are captured within the notion of 'education for democracy'. This chapter

focuses on the notion of 'democracy in education'. It examines the appropriate ways in

which an inclusive conceptualisation of democracy, problematised in terms of the relation

between individualism and collectivism, and difference and sameness, manifests within the

constitutive meanings of social relations in the institutional setting of the school.

Democracy, I have suggested, is fundamentally about the mediation of individual and

collective concerns, central to which is the tension between liberty and equality. We have

seen that these are fiercely contested notions, and that different interpretations of these two

key concepts and the relationship between them, underlie the two principal ideological

positions of liberalism and socialism. As noted, it is the varying interpretation of each of

these in relation to the spheres of rights, politics, the economy and culture - in other

words, where the boundary of politics is legitimately drawn - which separates out these

positions and their contemporary variants. In understanding what we mean by democracy

in education, we need therefore to consider the concepts of equality and difference.

The idea of democracy in education is examined here through the ontological perspective

of our dual social identity, that is, in terms of the convergence of the universal common

individuality and the multiple subject positions which underlie our concrete identity as

particular individuating persons. In so doing, we are alert to the ways in which we can

legitimately be regarded as common and equal, and as particular identities seeking self-

determination, self-actualisation and self-direction, as Cagan (1978) characterises authentic

individuation. I examine equality and difference in the institutional setting of the school in

terms of the criteria for assessing this legitimacy, which I set out in Part 1. This, I

suggested, lies in the constitutive meaning of the spheres of social relations which intersect

in social life. In democratic educational terms, then, we must examine such issues and

practices as authority, assessment, learning, moral development, the just distribution of

resources and opportunity, governance and decision-making, curriculum and so on in the

light of various spheres of social relations and the constitutive meanings. In addition, each

of these aspects of educational practice involves the intersection of different agents who

occupy different roles and identities. The clarification of how equality and freedom,

sameness and difference can find legitimate simultaneous expression is thus crucial in
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building an understanding of appropriate social relations within an inclusive democratic

educational practice. This, as noted, can be characterised as the attitudes and practices

which ensure the appropriate mediation and regulation of the opposing dynamics of

difference and commonality.

These issues are of special concern given the lack of clarity which sometimes accompanies

the struggle for the democratisation of schooling (which, as shown below, should be

distinguished from the democratisation of education). In some crucial senses, relations

between various agents in the educational sphere are legitimately equal. In other senses,

relations between non-equals remain democratic. Gaining of conceptual clarity of these

issues is part of the purpose of the subsequent discussion.

In order to substantiate these arguments and claims further, this chapter (and the next)

examines democracy in education in relation to how equality and difference find legitimate

expression in the school setting. I begin by looking at some of the ways in which strict

equality is appropriate in the educational sphere. The distinction between the

democratisation of education and that of schooling is clarified. This is done with a view to

ruling out some of the less appropriate ways in which the call for democratisation in

education is sometimes articulated. I then discuss the equal regard for all in terms of the

principle of commonality which underlies the notions of individuality and individuation.

Thereafter, I investigate the legitimate applications of difference. I examine the

implications of the developmental perspective of individuation, moral development and

learning, and the issue of freedom and authority in the classroom. My claim is that the

democratic credibility of these aspects of educational practice is dependent on finding the

mediating point between individual autonomy and external authority which is exercised in

the emancipatory or developmental interests of all.

Throughout, the discussion is problematised in terms of the tension between difference and

equality and the argument is advanced that an inclusive theory and practice of democratic

education will incorporate both, but will recognise and accommodate the legitimate

application of each. The criteria for judging this legitimacy lies in the constitutive meaning

of the social spheres involved, and hence our dual social identities related to these.
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The Democratisation of Education and of Schooling: Limits to

Equality

With regard to understanding equality in education, an important distinction must be made

between the democratisation of schooling and that of education. Morrow (1989) addresses

this issue in clarifying the nature of the teacher/learner relationship in terms of two key

concepts concerning democracy in education: the anti-ideological function of education

and the notion of a democratic agent. This provides a useful framework for the subsequent

discussion and these notions are now briefly outlined.

Morrow argues that the relationship between education and democracy raises two sets of

considerations: one relating to schooling and one to education. The first has to do "with

institutions, with whose interests they serve, with to whom they should be accountable,

with what functions they perform, with who controls them, and the like". These

considerations revolve around the political economy of education and around the question

of what is entailed by the democratisation of schooling. The second has to do with

education and the question of what is implied by the democratisation of educational

practices.

Regarding the democratisation of education, Morrow suggests that there is a "feeling of

paradox" about this idea arising out of the conceptual tension which exists between

democratic principles and educative teaching. This tension is generated by the often-made

claim that democratic relationships are relationships between equals. Morrow (1989: 13)

strongly resists the idea that the democratisation of education involves transforming the

teacher-learner relationship into a relationship of equals. "Educative relationships," he

argues, "cannot be relationships between equals because no person can contribute to

another person's education unless she knows or understands something which the other

does not" (ibid.). This is not however to suggest that the educative relationship is

necessarily dominating, or that teachers are not also learners. To add to this, this does not

imply that all learning is about the transmission of knowledge I.

Following Strawson's notion of participative relationships, which refers to participants in a

community, Morrow contends that educative relationships are participative. This is
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because these occur between persons or agents participating in an active process which

engages the learner as a "person with her own concerns and projects" - without which,

Morrow insists, education cannot proceed. But participative relationships, Morrow insists,

are not necessarily relationships between equals. "If it is insisted that democratic

relationships are relationships between equals, then educative relationships cannot be

democratic" (ibid.).

For these reasons, it is logically inappropriate for learners to regard teachers as equals and

for the democratisation of education to be interpreted as the control of education by

learners or their self-determination of contents and methods. As Morrow puts it, "One

trouble with the idea that students should control their own education is that ... it is inviting

us to see education as presupposing insights, capacities and virtues which are an outcome

of education" (ibid.). This echoes closely the point I have raised repeatedly about the

developmental nature of individuation and hence of students' relative actualisation as

autonomous moral and democratic agents. It also relates to necessary limits to the primacy

of student experience as the exclusive point of departure for curriculum and method. These

issues are elaborated further below.

By describing educative relationships as participative, Morrow creates the conceptual

space for regarding the relationships between teachers and learners as simultaneously

unequal and democratic. This assumes, in my terms, that teachers and learners are in the

educational sphere necessarily unequal. As I shall argue below, this does not mean that

they lose their commonality in the social sphere as individuating individualities, worthy of

equal regard. As will be seen in the example of Japanese educational practice discussed

below, common social activities, such as maintenance, are conducted to express and

facilitate this equal regard. Together, the simultaneous difference and commonality

between teachers and learners expresses our dual social ontology and the intersection of

the educational and social spheres.

Morrow introduces a critical dimension to the definition of educative relationships as

participative by claiming that an educative relationship "also works actively to undermine

domination". Morrow elaborates the nature of educative relationships in two significant

ways: by describing its emancipatory function as anti-ideological, and in terms of the aim
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of education to produce "democratic agents". Drawing from Thompson's definition of

ideology as the "complex ways in which meaning is mobilised for the maintenance of

relations of domination", Morrow argues that

... education is the principal enemy of ideology, and that one of its chief aims is
to release people from ideology ... this involves raising questions about the
wants and interests people actually express ... but such wants and interests
might be the manipulated products of the consumer society, or merely the
expressions of ruling ideologies, and one of the aims of education is to get
people to face these questions squarely (Morrow, 1989: 149).

One of the principal goals of education, according to Morrow, is to generate democratic

agents - "people with the appropriate confidence, capacities and commitments".

Democratic agents are characterised by autonomy, the capacity for critical thinking, the

ability to discern what is in their real interests, and a developed moral and political

sensibility.

Morrow's discussion thus ralses some important implications of the consideration of

democracy in education: the distinction between the democratisation of education and of

schooling, democratic relationships among non-equals, and the anti-ideological function of

education to develop democratic agents. These points provide useful points of reference for

the subsequent discussion.

Strict Equality in the Institutional SeHing of the School

Given these obvious differences between the main role-players in the institutional setting

of the school, the question arises: how can the equal regard for all, irrespective of

differences in role, identity and specific aptitudes, skills, interests or talents, be interpreted

in a way consistent with an inclusive democratic educational theory and practice? Since

differentiation is constitutive of the meaning of the educational sphere as the consequence

of individuation, we can, following Morrow's (1989) argument set out above, rule out the

view which interprets the democratisation of education in terms of strict equality and the

elimination of all difference. I have maintained that difference arises firstly as the

expression of our unique identities as individuating beings and secondly, as a result of the
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specific roles which participants play in educative relationships. The most significant

among these in the school setting, of course, are teachers, learners and parents.

In a democratic educational practice, despite these two levels of differences, recognition of

two dimensions of commonality is valid. Firstly, it is essential to recognise our common

universal identity by virtue of which we are bearers of rights and moral obligations to

others. Secondly, our common identities as individuating beings must be recognised and

addressed in educational practice. Together, these two aspects of our common identities

make us worthy of equal regard - in both our commonness and our difference. These

identities carry moral import which forms the basis of a normative ideal for social and

educational relations in the institutional setting of the school. Beyond this, there is another

aspect of educational practice which legitimately involves the elimination of difference:

the maintenance of professional and academic standards. In this section, then, I address

firstly ways in which equal regard should underlie all social relations in the school setting

as a normative ideal, and secondly, instances in which the elimination of particular

difference is justified in the maintenance of professional and academic standards.

Equal Regard for all within Social Relations in the School Setting

Our common identities as individuating individualities underlie all other relationships. The

normative ideal is that regard for the dignity, well-being and development of others should

characterise all interactions and relationships, despite differences. Following Gould (1989)

and Taylor (1992), such relationships are characterised by reciprocity in all its forms, and

in particular by the tolerance of differences and lapses. Moral agents thus hold a moral

imagination of the emerging authentic other, which lies behind, as it were, inevitable

transgressions, errors, misjudgements, and expressions of self-interest and so on. This

moral regard comprises an identification with the other - not, however, by excluding or

denying difference, but by projecting ourselves onto the other and recognising within the

difference (and also the human limitations) of the other, our common identity as

individuating beings.

This is of particular importance for teachers, whose work, especially in large class

situations, tends to focus exclusively on learner performance and standardised measures of
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outcome. Instead of simply carrymg a normative ideal of preconceived standards,

behaviour and performance against which such expectations are measured, the teacher as

moral agent must also understand, but not necessarily condone, human limitations, lapses

in reciprocity or in other aspects of behaviour and performance as a necessary part of

individuation and the progressive development of autonomy, judgement, independence and

moral regard for others.

It is important to note that this recognition of the dignity and moral capacity of the other

does not imply the uncritical acceptance of all behaviour. I have consistently maintained

that, given the developmental nature of individuation and identity formation, emancipatory

authority is a necessary element of educative relationships. Part of the legitimate and

defining role of emancipatory authority is to challenge and sanction lapses and

shortcomings in such a way as to affirm the individuating being. The point is that equal

moral regard for the dignity of the other should be held irrespective both of difference and

limitations arising from unrealised potential of individuating beings.

As explained earlier, the moral character of reciprocal relationships derives from the

intuition of the moral capacity of the individuating being. Relationships between moral

agents occur within a shared understanding of the intrinsic value of reciprocity - thus

constituting a moral community, the constitutive meaning of which is the facilitation of the

self-development of the other. The moral regard of the other is the combined effect of self-

knowledge and self-regard as a moral agent and a community of values and practice in

which these attitudes are socialised and maintained. This captures again the dialectical and

dialogical nature of moral relations.

The institutional setting of the school and its educational character provides the

opportunity, to establish activities, attitudes and practices which are conducive to fostering

this normative ideal and to dealing educatively with inevitable shortcomings and lapses. A

wide range of reciprocal and community-building activities and practices can be envisaged

in this regard. The activities described by Giroux and McLaren (1986), the socialist

educational practices mentioned by Cagan (1978) and, as we shall see in the next chapter,

similar ones in Japan referred to by Walzer (1983) are examples. Significant among the

latter is the fact that teachers and learners engage in certain activities in which they interact
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in roles other than the teacher-learner one. In the Japanese example, they both undertake

routine cleaning and maintenance work, thus substantiating in appropriate institutional

practices their multiple identities and, within this, their common identity as individuals-in-

community who share responsibility for the mundane.

Such practices are likely to play an important part in fostering a high degree of social

solidarity and reciprocal respect. This captures a democratic normative ideal, in that

teachers and learners relate not only in terms of their primary correlative, and necessarily

unequal, identities, which relate to the constitutive meaning of the educational sphere, but

also in their underlying common identities as individuating beings, which relate to the

constitutive meaning of the social sphere. Thus equality and difference coexist within the

range of roles appropriate to the various spheres of social relations involved, without

dissolving authority and hierarchy in the educational sphere. On the contrary, it may be

argued that teachers' pedagogical authority will be enhanced by being simultaneously

recognised as social individuals. Many teachers attempt to project and protect a detached,

formal one-dimensional professional identity and feel that their educational authority

would be compromised in forfeiting this. I would argue that engaging in common social

activities such as maintenance (to name one among many possibilities) provides learners

with strong role models of adult social responsibility. This is not, of course, to suggest that

teachers and learners should be seen exclusively as social equals as some teachers,

misguidedly in my view, strive towards in the attempt to win respect. On the contrary, my

contention is that relations in the school setting should reflect our ontological complexity

and our multiple identities as individuals and role-players in the appropriate spheres of

social relations which intersect in this setting. Denying either equality and difference

would compromise our ontological duality and the prospect of achieving an inclusive

democratic educational practice. While such common activities have powerful social

benefits and express our (partly) common identity, a democratic educational practice does

not imply difference-blindness. I explore the legitimacy of difference in the next section.

This normative democratic and moral ideal of equal respect within differences is based,

then, on the recognition of legitimate difference and commonality within the various social

relations in the educational setting. This derives from our two-fold identity and the

multiple subject positions which this entails, and from associated rights to moral regard
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and recognition of this simultaneous commonality and diversity of identities. This

normative ideal and reciprocity is vulnerable to various contrary practices and

relationships. Among these are the lack of recognition, dominating relations and

competitive practices. I now look briefly at these three patterns in order to further explicate

the matter in hand.

Firstly, grven the dialogical nature of ontology formation and self-development,

recognition of the other is crucially important to fulfil these democratic and moral

principles. As Schneider (1997: 114) puts it pointedly, "It is a violation of human dignity

to deny the particularities that frame each of our lives". Similarly, Taylor argues: "Non-

recognition can inflict harm, can be a form of oppression imprisoning someone in a false

distorted, and reduced mode of being ... Due recognition is not just a courtesy we owe

people. It is a vital human need" (quoted in Schneider, 1997: 15). Schneider captures the

importance of this in the educational setting by quoting Rich's Lacanian account of the

denial of diversity as one in which "someone with the authority of a teacher, say, describes

the world and you are not in it, there is a moment of psychic disequilibrium, as if you

looked into a mirror and saw nothing" (ibid.).

Related to this, the recognition of relevant difference is also obstructed by interpreting

democracy in terms of strict equality. Appiah (1997: 94), it will be recalled, argues that

equality is not a matter of treating everybody the same, but of treating relevantly similar

people similarly. This means that there is nothing undemocratic about providing different

educational resources to different people, provided this is grounded on relevant difference.

The provision of extra tuition to children with learning disabilities, for instance, treats

them equally by recognising their particular difference. This does not imply treating other

children unequally. Withholding appropriate attention and resources according to

differentiated need also compromises individual rights which derive from our identity as

individuating beings. It is a form of non-recognition.

A second pattern of relationships which contradict equal regard are those which are

dominating, exploitative and self-gratifying. The complex combination and configuration

of particular identities, attributes, personality traits, demographic features and so on,

inevitably creates patterns of dominating or subordination at the face-to-face level of
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personal interaction. The particular combination of sex, ethnicity, cultural and religious

affiliation, age, education, socio-economic status (and in our context, race) and the

presence or lack of individual features such as charisma, self-assurance and perceived

physical attractiveness unavoidably affect interpersonal and collegial relationships in this

way. In particular, the overlay of gender identity within teacher-learner identities presents

an obvious and widespread possibility for exploitation and self-gratification. Given their

developing autonomy and nascent self-consciousness, younger learners are particularly

vulnerable to this. Agents have the moral responsibility to become aware of the way in

which their multiple identities in combination with personality features impact upon the

autonomy and self-development of others and thus endanger reciprocity. While it is

impossible to deny or dissolve these dynamics, all educational agents - and especially

adults among children - must therefore stay alert to possible patterns of (sometimes subtle)

domination arising from the overlay of these multiple identities.

A third practice which presents a deeply ingrained cultural obstacle to the recognition of

the equal dignity and worth of all is the prevailing competitive climate in Western

educational practice, premised on universal standards of excellence and performance.

Cagan and (as we shall see) Walzer's accounts of non-western co-operative non-

competitive practices provide evidence of alternatives to this. These focus on the

development of the individual potential of all within a co-operative and reciprocal

environment.

Though there are of course exceptions, mainstream Western educational practice

encourages competitive individualistic (mainly academic and sporting) abilities and

achievement. Though there is no simple determinism operating here, the roots of this

practice can be traced to the convergence of the culture of the liberal democratic and

capitalist traditions. This link is part of the functional relationship between individualism

and capitalism described by Abercrombie et al (1986: 79). The development of such

competitive practices, these authors suggest, may well have been inspired by Rousseau

who, in Emile, argued that "each stage in a child's development was unique and hence

demanded its own appropriate educational technique" and also by the European Romantic

tradition, in terms of which "education should be tailored to the individual needs and

requirements of each child" (ibid.). This emphasis on individual uniqueness, while in itself
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potentially democratically developmental, becomes socially divisive when directed

towards meritocracy and competition, and assumes equal access to educational

opportunities.

It is not easy to see how respect for the dignity and qualities of all students irrespective of

their individual strengths or weaknesses can be easily supported in a system generally

geared towards the interests and achievements of the scholastically advantaged. If we

accept, as Morrow (1989) suggests, that the aim of democratic education is to prepare for

citizenship and foster the development of democratic agency and values, an enormous shift

in emphasis is necessary in the fundamental practice of Western education to meet this

goal. The overwhelming focus on the competitive pursuit of academic excellence, which

benefits the interests of relatively few, will have to be systematically broadened into an

inclusive democratic educational practice which caters for the developmental needs of the

majority through recognising and affirming common agency. Needless to say, this does not

imply dropping "standards" and quality but focuses on affirming equally the contribution,

voice and the development of the potential of all students. Neither does it imply special

programmes which reduce access for the majority to mainstream academic education - that

would simply reproduce inequalities. As we shall see, the opening of access for the

majority to the mainstream academic tradition accompanied by multicultural curricula are

parallel strategies proposed by some theorists to reduce marginalisation (Christie, 1993).

This is also not to deny the need for appropriate specialisation and ability streaming -

which in itself would represent a form of withholding recognition of specific needs.

The tension between this egalitarian democratic ideal of recognising the fundamental

equality, dignity and needs of all, and the necessity of differentiation, specialisation and

ability streaming are complex matters. They can only be treated broadly here in terms of

the principles of legitimate differentiation and identification as part of our consideration of

democracy in education. This tension lies at the heart of contestations around the

legitimacy of emphasising universal and particular components in the curriculum. It

consists in seeking a balance between two contrary emphases. The first is on educational

practices which prioritise unity, equality and social, national and community identification

by downplaying differentiation. The danger here, as will become apparent in the

subsequent discussion, is that such universalist approaches run the risk of ignoring relevant
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differences which should be recognised and addressed in the interests of equity. The

second focus is on practices which emphasise differentiation, specialisation and streaming.

The danger here is that such practices favour the talented and advantaged minority.

The democratic dilemma, then, is between encouraging the competitive pursuit of

academic and other forms of excellence, and fostering co-operative, reciprocal values and

recognising the dignity and worth of all. The former tends towards the homogeneous

specialised grouping of students which benefit the (self-interested) individualistic needs of

the academically advanced, and the latter towards heterogeneous grouping which can

provide social benefits for all. Exposure to a wider multicultural and mixed ability social

spectrum is in itself socially educational. As will be seen in the following discussion in the

next two chapters, the consensus is that the aims of equity and democratic education will

be best served by providing as general and unspecialised a curriculum for as long as

possible. However, where it is relevant in the emancipatory and developmental interests of

marginalised groups, the recognition and addressing of their specific needs is justified. A

democratic approach in the interests of the majority will thus have to provide a systematic

alternative to prevailing (mainly academic) meritocratic practices related to the self-

interested individualistic values of liberal democracy and the competitive market ethos.

Clearly a mediating balance must be struck. It can be seen that at the root of these tensions

is the central democratic dilemma about when it is legitimate to emphasise equality and

when differentiation is justified. The criterion for this, I have proposed, is whether the

emancipatory or developmental interests of those differentiated are served and whether the

broader social purpose is enhanced. In the course of the next two chapters, I draw from

Walzer's theory of distributive justice to examine in more detail the principles upon which

differentiation in the educational sphere can be justified, and also from recent debates on

difference and commonality in relation to the curriculum.

Eliminating Difference as part of Assessment and maintaining Professional

and Academic Standards

I argued above that equal regard for all within educative relationships among non-equals

stands as a normative ideal which derives from our common dual identity as individuating
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individualities. In addition, there are other spheres of educational practice and relationships

which are legitimately governed by strict equality, or more accurately, the elimination of

difference. These relate to assessment and the maintenance of certain aspects of

intellectual, professional and technical knowledge. In this regard, the distinction between

the academic/technical and social aspects of knowledge is apposite.

The assessment of individual competencies, outcomes, abilities and the acquisition of

requisite skills and knowledge is a fundamental part of ensuring effectiveness in the

education and training sphere. Given the social view of identity formation, it is of course

not easy to distinguish between, and find reliable instruments to measure, the external

social, structural and the internal dimensions to performance. Nonetheless, the assessment

of individual competencies, skills, abilities and talent remains fundamental to education.

Necessarily, in many, but certainly not all educational instances, standardised assessment

procedures are therefore required, the object of which is to remove all extraneous

background differences which may contribute to difference in performance in order that

the very individual competencies which are being assessed are exposed'. Consequently,

formal assessment procedures such as examinations are held under controlled

circumstances which eliminate relevant differences of this kind. It goes without saying that

differences between performance and ability which arise from disadvantaged educational

and social circumstances, must be identified and remedied by effective strategies within

the academic development paradigm. Likewise, it is entirely legitimate to eliminate

relevant differences, such as cultural bias, in assessment procedures. It is important to note

that notions such as talent, standards and aesthetic criteria are all social constructions.

Nonetheless, acknowledging this does not imply forfeiting all common standards. It should

be noted that, where assessment is governed largely by individual developmental

considerations, such as the assessment of creative work or of effort and application, less

emphasis on standardised assessment is legitimate.

The assessment of professional competencies constitutes a special case and serves to

illustrate the general claim about the necessity to eliminate difference in this sphere of

educational practice. Putting aside the complex paradigmatic contestations between

positivists and the wide variety of their non-positivist opponents, the simple claim here is

that, while power and interest undeniably underlie the production and dissemination of
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knowledge, different forms of knowledge, their assessment and their application in

technology and society are non-subjective in character. Indeed, this claim is not based on

the positivist separation of scientific fact and social value. On the contrary, the assertion is

made in relation to their social meaning, that is, in terms of the constitutive meaning and

applications they have within social relations and concrete practice. To take a simple

illustrative example, technical calculations about the strengths of building materials are, of

course, non-subjective. The import of this commonplace observation for my purposes is

that the subjective estimate of the strength of materials might lead to error with disastrous

social consequences. As a result, professional obligations arise and must be safeguarded in

engineering practice and in the education and training and assessment of practitioners. In

this regard, the elimination of difference in this kind of education, training and assessment

- in order to ensure the professional competence and accuracy of engineering theory and

practice - is entirely justified on social grounds. This kind of assessment then, is very

different to the assessment of creative work. This is because creative work is primarily

developmental in nature, especially in the formative environment of the classroom. It

should be noted nonetheless, that creative work is not devoid of "objective" aesthetic

considerations. Whether we accommodate or eliminate difference within different kinds of

assessment, therefore, is determined in relation to the constitutive meaning of that

knowledge domain and its social purpose. This means that when we are designing bridges

and assessing the professional competency of engineers to perform that task, it makes no

sense to accommodate differences which relate to their particular concrete (no pun

intended) social contexts. The latter may be of relevance in removing obstacles in the

access of marginalised groups to the profession, and in decisions about the applications of

appropriate technology, but not in identifying individual professional and intellectual

competency in practice, which has moral and social consequences. Again, it must be

reiterated that the purpose here is not to preserve elitist interests or conceptions of the

privileged notion of disciplinary domains and abstract "standards". The elimination of

difference through the standardisation of assessment procedures has, ultimately, a social

purpose. It is therefore legitimate, in terms of the criteria I have proposed by which

difference can be justified, namely, where social purpose is served.

To conclude: the purpose of these commonplace observations is to draw necessary limits

to the recognition and accommodation of difference in our deliberations about the nature of
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democracy in education, and thereby to clarify those areas in which the application of the

strict notion of equality is legitimate. From the preceding discussion, we can conclude that

there are two areas in principle in which equality and the elimination of difference is

legitimate in educational practices and relations. Firstly, as multiple identities, teachers,

learners and parents share commonality as individuating individualities, despite the

obvious differences in their roles in the educational sphere. The moral implications of

equal respect for all in educational practice were drawn out. Secondly, certain aspects of

assessment and the maintenance of professional, technical and academic competence and

standards also require the elimination of difference through appropriately standardised

assessment procedures.

Having focussed on equality, I now turn to the principle of differentiation and in particular

to the implications of the category of individuation. This involves, as we saw earlier, a

developmental view of human identity and holds particular relevance for how we

understand moral development, teaching, learning and the relationship between authority

and freedom.

Accommodating Relevant Difference in the School SeHing

From the preceding discussion, it will be clear that interpreting democracy in education in

terms of strict equality has a limited application. I have argued that difference is

democratically legitimate with regard to the multiplicity of identities embedded within our

dual social ontology. Differentiation is also legitimate in relation to emancipatory and

social interests, and, of course, as the expression of individuation and cultural diversity.

The principle of differentiation therefore has a number of important applications within a

democratic educational practice. In this section I explore these: with regard to the

differentiated nature of individuation and child development, and ethical and

epistemological autonomy which underlies learning and moral development. The assertion

of difference is also pivotal to the democratic claims of marginalised groups and to

achieving social justice. In the next chapter, I look at the way in which the application of

strict equality in educational distribution (valid though this is in itself as a means towards

social justice) is limited and is potentially discriminatory unless accompanied by the
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recognition of relevant difference, which is captured in the notion of equity, as opposed to

strict equality.

The Developmental Perspective of Individuation

The notion of individuation has important implications for educational practice. It captures

firstly the differentiation and diversity of individual and group identity and secondly, a

developmental perspective on autonomy and moral agency. As explained, it provides the

basis for equal regard of our common identity as individuating subjects. Beyond this, the

major educational import of this concept is the developmental perspective by which the

qualities of a democratic agent are seen to grow in time and by degree.

This (rather obvious) fact must be considered when framing our expectations of students as

democratic and moral agents. Giroux and McLaren (1986) urge the recognition of the

primacy of student experience to avoid imposing forms of knowledge and culture which

are not meaningful in terms of the students' own cultural histories, and which consequently

become dominating interventions. Likewise, if we ignore the primacy of student

experience and their worldview, which is directly related to developmental phases, we run

a parallel risk of imposing forms of knowledge and culture which equally cannot be

meaningfully reconstructed, and which consequently constitutes a disempowering

'adultism' . Failure to acknowledge and accommodate the phases of child development is a

form of withholding recognition of a key aspect of difference. Both generalised and

individualised phases of child development must be recognised and must be carefully

articulated with classroom practice and curriculum. The co-ordination of what is taught,

how it is taught and when it is taught is the pedagogical cornerstone of an empowering

democratic educational practice.

The developmentalist educational psychological paradigm is sometimes seen as

inconsistent with emancipatory educational aims (Jansen, 1990: 332). This may be because

of its assumed essentialism and detachment from social context. More subtle

interpretations of developmentalism, however, recognise empirically evident general

phases of development and situate this within the context of social, cultural and individual

variation3. In so doing, essentialism is avoided. Viewed in this way, the developmentalist
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perspective is not necessarily inconsistent with the central features of the constructivist

approach described by Jansen (drawing, as we saw, from Giroux and Aronowitz). In the

constructionist approach, it is the primacy of student experience and existing ideas,

involving "language forms, styles of presentation, disposition, forms of reasoning and

cultural forms that must be acknowledged". Clearly, such aspects as forms of reasoning

and language presentation differ widely within different developmental phases. While the

importance of stages of development in the curriculum, in method, and in content may

seem obvious, its implications are generally understated in educational theory and practice.

The incorporation of a developmentalist perspective in constructivism would seem to be an

important aspect of recognising a particularly relevant aspect difference within an inclusive

democratic educational practice. Without this, students will be counterproductively

disempowered by being exposed to aspects of the curriculum which are more easily

assimilated later.

The implication of a developmental view of human and child nature, is that it becomes

ludicrous to construe democracy in the classroom (especially at the junior levels) as the

right to decision-making or as the "control" of education. This is not to deny the concept of

student voice as described by Giroux and McLaren (1986), or to curtail the educational

benefits of participation and the exercise of evolving autonomy and judgement in student

life and structures. Nor is it to ignore the need for the democratic control of schooling.

The key issue here is to distinguish between the spheres of social relations which relate to

the democratisation of schooling and the democratisation of education, a distinction to

which Morrow (1989) alerts us. In this regard, it is important to distinguish between

democracy as a power concept and as an educative, developmental concept. The first is

related to the power-political sphere, which includes the democratisation and control of the

institutions of schooling and the equal distribution of educational goods and resources as

part of public policy. The second is related to the individual-cultural developmental sphere

of education in which the focus is on the facilitation of the qualities, competencies,

knowledge and skills required for democratic agency, employment and life-long learning.

The essential tension lies in the affinity of the power concept with equality and the

developmental concept (in addition to the points raised earlier regarding legitimate equality

in education) with development-related difference. Equality among educational role-

https://etd.uwc.ac.za/



Inclusive Democracy in Educational Practices 337

players presupposes autonomous agency. As Morrow (1989) suggests, the notion of

equality, when applied to the sphere of education as opposed to that of schooling,

presupposes insights and capacities which are an outcome of education. This accords with

the developmental perspective embedded in my notion of individuation. It is

understandable that the struggle for democracy in schooling in the historical context of

South Africa has centred on democracy as a power concept related to the power-political

sphere. The intractability of the apartheid regime prior to 1990, precluded the

democratisation of schooling through changing the politico-legal framework. This meant

that the power-political challenge to apartheid educational authority was the only recourse.

It is, however, important to be vigilant about the legitimate and non-legitimate applications

of equality and difference. Interpreting democracy as the participation of equal political

agents in decision-making in the political sphere related to the control of schooling, thus

contradicts learners' identities in the developmental sphere of education as individuating

beings with relatively underdeveloped capacity for autonomous thinking and judgement.

This instance provides another illustration of how the criteria for judging the legitimate

application of equality and difference derives from the constitutive meaning of the spheres

of social relations and the identities related to these. I return to these issues in discussing

governance in schooling in the next chapter.

The developmental perspective has further implications for moral development, learning

and authority and freedom. I now turn to examine these.

Moral development as Individual and Collective Dialogue

It was noted earlier that a common feature of educational discourse is the extravagant

claims often made about the potential of education to facilitate social change and moral

transformation. There is often a wide disjuncture between postulating the high purposes of

education and the specifics of classroom and institutional practice (not to mentioned

enabling external conditions) necessary to achieve these normative ideals.

This is especially so with regard to moral education. In this respect, Brubacher (1969: 213)

observes that "some educators have never stopped to realise how they can include a list of

the finest virtues in the curriculum and yet fail to have the pupil become virtuous". This is
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partly a consequence of the nature of the acquisition of moral knowledge which I briefly

want to describe in terms of the dialectic between individual agency and the collective

external authority.

This is another large and complex terrain, and again I restrict myself to a few broad

observations relevant to the main themes of this thesis. I set aside the post-modern

challenges to the grand narrative constituted by "the normative practice of education as the

institutionalised transmission of disciplinary knowledge and ethical forms identified by

Lyotard" (Mason, 1996: 18, where these debates are succinctly summarised). As indicated

above, I concur with Mason (1996, 1997) in countering the strong relativism and the

rejection of foundational morality implied by post-modernism. The foundation for moral

regard, I argued, is the combination of the self- and socially-constructed meaning of our

identity as moral agents. Moral agency is defined as the actualisation of the capacity to

regard ourselves and others as moral agents and to engage voluntarily out of own

conviction in reciprocal, non-instrumental relations. Moral agency is embedded in the

developmental notion of individuation.

Like Cagan (1978), I argue that the development of moral agency is the result of a

combination of individual disposition and development as well as the socialising influence

of surrounding culture and role models. The import of this is that the development of moral

regard involves the individual internalisation of a shared collective understanding, and as

such, represents the convergence of individual and collective interaction and purpose.

Education has an important role in this. As the next section shows, learning itself can be

characterised in the same way. Earlier, I alluded to the notion ofjraternity in similar terms,

namely, as the "alchemy" of identifying internal individual and external social interests. I

now investigate this notion in the educational context as an important instance of how

individual and social interaction underlies educational practice.

The aspiration towards educating social and moral awareness is an age-old, but still topical

one, as Brubacher (1969: 63) suggests. He describes Plato's concept of justice as the

education of the individual according to his or her talents "but in such a way as to benefit

the whole". However, he goes on to state that "learning to have regard for others as for
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oneself is an old problem of the human race [and] will no doubt long continue to remain a

standing challenge to democratic education".

From the educational and epistemological point of view, moral knowledge is qualitatively

different from other kinds of knowledge. Lukes (1971) explains that Plato's concept of

"moral knowledge" (as opposed to "moral belief') consists of irrefutable moral certainty.

Brubacher also distinguishes between the epistemological categories of "knowledge that"

or propositional knowledge, the knowledge about things on the one hand, and "knowledge

how" or cognitive action, the knowledge how to do things on the other. Correspondingly,

moral knowledge (not in Plato's sense) is to be distinguished from moral conduct, which

can therefore not be taught by transforming it into intellectual principles. Cagan (1978), it

will be remembered, refers to both Piaget's and Kohlberg's distinctions between

"conventional" (derived from social authority) and "post-conventional" morality (derived

from autonomous individual choice). It is these separate but related distinctions which

underlie the disjuncture between the stated curricular aims of moral education and

achieved results noted above . The knowledge that respect for others is a virtue is, of

course, very different from the internalised capacity to actualise this moral conduct in

thought and deed in social relations. Conventional morality can be seen to correspond to

"knowledge that" moral attitudes are virtuous. Post-conventional morality corresponds to

the internalised knowledge how to act virtuously. The development of moral agency,

therefore, is the combination of the active individual internalisation and external socio-

cultural values. This does not imply the simple transmission of external moral doctrine, or

that moral values are external and are 'osmosed'. It suggests, instead, along the lines of the

interactionist model of socialisation, that the acquisition of moral knowledge is a complex

process of interaction, the special feature of which is that it involves the intentional

construction of meaning within a shared understanding in the social context. It is, to invoke

Taylor's term once again, "dialogical" in character. The shared understandings are in

themselves not static, and are subject to critique and modification by individuals as part of

the dialogue. The key aspect of the intentional construction of meaning in a democratic

perspective is that it involves ethical autonomy. As we shall see, learning likewise involves

epistemological autonomy. This highlights the importance of recognising ethical and

epistemological individualism within the social context and aims of a democratic

educational practice.
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There is, of course, an underlying age consideration here. In the developmental

perspective, authority is initially external; through the gradual acquisition of self-

knowledge and confidence, greater autonomy is achieved. As Brubacher (1969: 207)

states: "The aim of most ethical systems in educational philosophy is to transform this

external control into internal control, that is, to transfer it gradually from the external agent

to the child himself [sic], so that he may learn to exercise the moral autonomy of self-

control".

For all these reasons, educators, who form part of the external authority for learners, need

to become conscious of the effects, both positive and negative, of the normative

assumptions of their own social and cultural context. All aspects of the institutional life of

the school and its community reflect and reproduce values. If the gap described above

between stated (or implicit) aims and outcome is to be reduced, the institutional mission,

policies, practices, procedures and content must be consciously directed and assessed in

terms of their effectiveness. Moral capacity cannot of course be measured, but the

successful implementation of the social and moral aims of education at the institutional

level can certainly be reviewed in terms of the purposes and experiences of the nature and

quality of relationships and, with some caution, through the kind of empirical studies

referred to by Cagan (1978).

The positive, and as Cagan puts it the "preventative", substitution of co-operative practices

based on collective concerns for competitive self-interested practices will contribute

towards the transformation of attitudes. Role models provided by teachers and parents are

effective particularly for younger students. Educators can make an important contribution

by consciously holding as a central social aim of their teaching practice, the normative

ideal of self-regard and self-confidence of the individuating individuality of all members of

the school and external community and by embodying these concretely in institutional life

and practices.

This view of moral development in the context of a democratic educational practice has

implications for methods of moral instruction. Given the interactive model and the

centrality of ethical autonomy within this, it can be seen from the above discussion and

from Cagan's observations of socialist practices, that any form of authoritarianism,

https://etd.uwc.ac.za/



Inclusive Democracy in Educational Practices 341

dogmatism or universalist essentialism will fall foul of the inclusive democratic principles

I have advanced, in that these ignore individual process and difference inherent in the

developmental perspective of individuation.

An alternative, indirect approach is based on the view that young people are, as Brubacher

(1969: 216) writes, "all the time learning moral attitudes incidental to what activities are

mainly occupying their attention". Utilising this insight, Brubacher suggests that "the wise

teacher ... will have a constant eye out for calling attention to moral values though seldom

making them the object of the lesson". This does not imply the mere "naming" of moral

values, as this would merely result in knowledge that these values are good. Instead, they

must be internalised in the experience and practices of the institution and consciously

identified in appropriate ways. In addition, as Brubacher suggests, moral education

involves the practice of moral codes in such a way that the "lessons" are not removed from

actual life. The school must "incorporate itself into a social context of shops, laboratories,

and playgrounds" (ibid.). Moral learning in school "must be continuous with moral

learning outside through field trips, community activities, and the like".

Although the education of moral insight is a special type of learning, it shares the common

feature of all types of learning - that it simultaneously involves individual autonomous

development in the social context. It is therefore dialogical in character. An inclusive

democratic educational practice will consciously seek to incorporate individual and

collective dimensions legitimately in all aspects of educational practice in a way

appropriate to the constitutive meaning of the spheres of social relations involved. In

similar vein, I now consider the nature of learning from a democratic perspective.

The Nature of Learning in a Democratic Perspective

Central to an inclusive democratic educational practice is the understanding of the nature

of the learning process from the democratic perspective. There are, of course, complex

psychological and epistemological dimensions to this process. My limited purpose here is

not to provide a scholarly account of learning theory but to point to a few salient features

of learning and the implications for an inclusive democratic educational practice.

https://etd.uwc.ac.za/



342 Chapter9

Brubacher (1969: 221-1) uses a particularly appropriate metaphor to describe the

complexity of the learning process. Pondering the "subtle alchemy" by which knowledge

is attained, and how the teacher can help in "advancing this metamorphosis of the new into

the old," Brubacher muses that "there is a metabolism of learning just as surely as there is

a metabolism of nourishment". This image vividly captures the process of internalisation

and inner absorption implied by the acquisition of knowledge and also, perhaps, its

potentially nourishing quality. It evokes the personal dimension of the learning process and

the fact that it is partly an act of will, involving not just the consciousness of the head, but

the whole organism. A healthy metabolism depends on the interaction of the organism with

a supportive, nourishing environment. This suggests that learning is active, interactive and

transformative, as is the metabolism. It is not the passive reception of static material from

the external environment, but a process of lively and transformative interaction, because,

as Brubacher (1969: 224) describes, "the learning experience actually shapes and

transforms reality". Hence "reality (curriculum) is not a 'given' in the learning process but

rather an emergent of it". Learner and curriculum are on a "continuum". This view

encapsulates the dialogical character of identity formation, learning and, as we saw in the

previous section, moral development.

Learning, then, is an active process. The active foundation of learning can therefore be

ffectively utilised as the basis for classroom method, especially for younger children, for

whom movement and image is natural mode of experience and expression, and therefore of

learning. In later developmental phases, activity-based learning is".......progresgively_____ - .__~

internalised as mobile, creative thinking. By teaching in such a way as to enhance active

learning, the teacher provides the opportunity of developing the will, creative sensibility

and critical thinking and of making the learning experience not only relevant, but

enjoyable.---
Learning is thus an individual, but socially situated and developmental process. Not only is

it something which must be individually experienced, but it is also uniquely experienced in

terms of individual learning styles. This can cause tension with uniform and standardised

methods. Drawing from the Thomist view, Brubacher (1969: 224) explains that "The

student must do it himself [sic]; the teacher cannot do it for him. The teacher can teach him

but, to put it ungrammatically, he cannot 'learn' him". Education, accordingly, is "not so
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much an imparting of knowledge as it is a soliciting or prompting of the student to exert

his native potentialities for knowing and learning". Another, related characteristic of

learning cited by Brubacher is that it is, from the perspective of the leamer, creative and

original.

Indeed, viewed in this way, all learning is necessarily creative. Whatever a
unique individual learns in the time continuum of a contingent world must be
the first occasion of that learning for him. Not only that, but there is a well-
authenticated joy attendant upon such discovery and invention. If the teacher
can organise the social environment of the class to capture this feeling for each
individual as he learns, he can count his work well done (1969: 267).

To this it should be added that there are a number of necessary and enabling individual and

external collective conditions. Regarding the former, students must be suitably

(linguistically and in other ways) skilled, motivated and endowed with sufficient self-

esteem and confidence - without which "democratic" active learning is not possible.

Regarding external conditions, learning presupposes an adequate culture of teaching and

all the required infrastructural, systemic, institutional and social cohesion and practices

that this implies. In addition, teachers must be sensitive to, informed about, and skilled in

democratic educational practices. Through appropriate method and curriculum choices,

teachers can create facilitating conditions to enhance active learning: by making the

experience creative, enjoyable, and relevant to the leamer's experience and age, in a way~------_- -_ - ----_
that _~~~g~Qnfld~ and positive self-regard and also extends that experience

meani gi1:lY~andhy.giving the learner the space to form original responses and to sound

his or her voice. <4'--

The role of the teacher in a democratic educational practice can therefore be described as a

facilitator of certain necessary conditions under which learning can most effectively occur.

Although it involves external facilitation and is socially contextualised with regard to the

shared social domain of language, discourse, culture and values, learning is not "caused"

by external factors Gust as Gould reminds us, agency cannot be "caused"), except perhaps

in the most mechanical behaviourist sense. Neither does it spontaneously result from

within. It arises, as indicated, from conducive inner individual and outer social, cultural

and structural conditions, which when aligned and related, produce the interactive

"alchemy" of learning. The boundaries, priorities and causal links between these areas is
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the topic of much debate. Nonetheless, learning in short is a function of individual and

collective factors. A democratic educational practice, I have suggested, involves the

appropriate balance and legitimate application of these individual and collective

dimensions. Teachers should be critically aware of both.

Learning, in this perspective, is a personal, active, creative, original and interactive

process. It is a function of progressively autonomous individual agency, facilitated by the

teacher and by other external enabling conditions,. This view accords with a combination

of interpretative and critical social educational theory and practice. Learning, from the

perspective of interpretative social theory, is a process based on action concepts, in which

the individual human agent is actively engaged in forming the meaning which an

experience or action holds. Intention and meaning are therefore constitutive elements of

social reality, which cannot be construed as an independent external reality. Critical social

theory builds on these epistemological assumptions and incorporates the additional

dimension that subjective consciousness can be partially or falsely deceptive, usually

arising from some form of social and ideological domination serving the interests of elites.

To counter this, an "ideology critique" is necessary, as a first progressive step towards

autonomy. Learning, in this perspective, is therefore essentially emancipatory in nature. As

was illustrated in the discussion of critical educational theory in the previous chapter, the

role of the teacher in this view has a critical function: to reflect the social, cultural,

historical and ideological forces acting upon the student so that through understanding, the

way to liberation becomes clearer, and to develop the skills of self-reflection and

judgement with which to determine autonomously one's own "true" interests. Learning, in

this view, is not consistent with the positivist view, based on the correspondence theory of

truth that there is a fully formed, "given" external reality independent of the knower,

accessible as reliable and verifiable truth only in the form of nomological statements, and

governed by universal laws.

Critical social theory, as we saw, draws from interpretative social theory and from the

psycho-analytical model of social change in respect of two aspects of its theoretical

framework. Firstly, it affirms the subjective basis of verification in its theory of meaning:

experiences or ideas in the social sphere are meaningful to the extent that the individual

can confirm (or as I have expressed it, "internalise") their personal validity, and secondly,
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as Sherover-Marcuse's (1986) account demonstrates, it affirms the subjective element in

social transformation: change in the social sphere involves an emancipatory shift on the

level of individual consciousness from dominating forms of cultural and social hegemony.

However, without the conditions conducive to learning as described above, the critical

process cannot occur meaningfully for the individual learner-agent.

In summary, and in terms of the relationship between individualism and collectivism,

learning can be seen as the "alchemical" outcome of individual and social factors. On the

one hand, learning depends on the disposition of complex inner factors and conditions,

some which have their source in social structures, others are inherently individual. Both

are necessary. Teaching and learning are, as Brubacher (1969: 235) points out, often

considered correlative terms like selling and buying. However, although a seller implies a

buyer, a teacher - even when supported by conducive teaching and learning conditions -

does not necessarily imply a learner. Likewise, learning can occur independently of

teaching; indeed, it might cynically be claimed that much learning occurs in spite of

teaching. In other words, while teachers and learners are defined in terms of a correlative

relationship regarding their roles and identities, this does not automatically apply to the

process of teaching and learning. It is therefore a fragile and contingent process. Learning

is thus the outcome of the interaction between individual agent and social authority and

necessarily occurs in a social context. The role of the teacher, controlling many aspects of

the outer conditions, is to facilitate learning as a meaningful and developmental

experience. Given this powerful, authoritative role, the question now arises: what is the

role of authority in the classroom in the democratic educational context?

The Role of Freedom and Authority

From the above discussion, we can say that one way of the democratic nature of learning is

that, like moral development and fraternity, it arises out of the mediation between freedom,

agency and autonomy on the one hand, and external facilitation, control and necessity on

the other. The question in relation to classroom and institutional practice then emerges:

how much freedom and how much control? This problematises in democratic terms, and in

relation to individualism and collectivism, one of the central dilemmas of educational

practice.
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The tension between freedom and control manifests in a multitude of ways in education,

and most obviously it emerges in the teacher's handling or "disciplining" of the class.

Discipline is usually characterised in terms of a conflict model by which the intention and

interests of the teacher and the class are seen as necessarily opposed. However, from the

perspective of a democratic educational practice, this can be challenged and some of the

assumptions underlying it dispelled.

Asserting a non-conflictual model of discipline does not deny cultural and other external

power-politically related conflicts which are played out in the context of the classroom.

Neither is it to assume an automatic consensus of aims and attitude among teachers and

learners. Learners' interests are often contrary to the teacher's; socialising, having fun and

work avoidance may well be more important goals than studiousness at any given moment.

Indeed, as mentioned, challenging the authority of teachers and parents is a normal and

expected aspect of development, quintessentially in adolescence. (How this is done is

another matter, and depends in part of the attitude of parental and educational authority to

it). Challenging authority can be seen as a legitimate phase in maturation towards greater

autonomy and independent agency. Suppressing it is therefore counter to students'

developmental needs and represents a missed opportunity for interactive growth and

transformation. This developmental process is thus potentially an educative experience if

met with understanding and appropriate guidance, which, as noted, is not equivalent to

condonation. A conflictual response from teachers to this challenge is likely to perpetuate

the cycle.

The key point is that challenge, control and effective facilitation of the teaching and

learning process need not be conceived in conflictual terms. Authority and

authoritarianism are not synonymous. The nature of a democratic educational practice is,

like democracy itself, dialectical and contingent. lts special appeal, again like democracy

itself as Held suggests, is in its mediation of the apparent and real conflict between

individual and collective interests. As the previous analysis showed, there are necessary

limits to both individual freedom and collective demands. Finding the appropriate

boundary between the individual will and regulative structures is a basic feature of

socialisation. Achieving this balance between individual autonomy and external
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emancipatory authority, represents the normative ideal of democratic educational practice.

Democracy and education are conceptually linked in this way.

Guidance, control and authority are therefore necessary aspects of democratic education.

Democratically legitimate control and authority involves setting constructive educative

boundaries and challenges appropriate to the developmental needs of the student.
Overcoming such challenges is part of learning. This principle has, however, been

distorted into disciplinarian forms of pedagogy which assume that learning and moral

strength best arise from confrontation and even antipathy. Teaching in a democratic

environment, by contrast, remains respectful of individual dignity, yet, in setting limits to

individual freedom and self-interest and in developing responsibility and accountability, it

makes room for the truth contained in Blake's dictum, referred to earlier, that "opposition

is true friendship". This links to Taylor's (1992) insistence on the need for horizons of

significance which set the boundaries to relativism and choice, and also accords with

Bowers' critique of limitless critical individualism which necessarily subjects all authority

to critique.

Classroom conflict between learners and the teacher's authority will tend to arise in the

absence of the necessary conditions for effective teaching and learning mentioned earlier

and when, as a result, students' needs are not met. These needs include: the recognition of

dignity; the recognition and addressing of different needs and learning styles; a creative,

relevant and engaging learning experience which meets the particular developmental needs

of students as part of their individuation; the need to be guided by effective, sympathetic

but firm emancipatory authority at the individual and cultural levels; enabling external and

institutional practices and conditions mentioned above. The more consciously and

effectively that classroom and institutional practices are directed and co-ordinated in this

way, the more a community of democratic practice can be achieved. Within this,

pedagogical authority draws closer to being a form of legitimation (mentioned by Gould,

1988 and Giroux and MacLaren, 1986), that is, the recognised and accepted by members

of the community - consciously in the case of parents and older learners, and more tacitly

by younger ones in response to learning which they intuitively experience as meeting their

needs.
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In the absence of these enabling conditions, what are commonly perceived as "discipline

problems" are likely to arise and the culture of teaching and learning is likely to be further

threatened. This accords with the popular axiom that a happy class is a disciplined one. A

non-conflictual approach to discipline, which consciously attempts to meet the needs and

interests of students, provides the opportunity to transform classroom authority from a

power concept to an educational-developmental concept.

Freedom and autonomy can then be seen to be the developmental consequence of

emancipatory authority, not its contradictory. The attempt to avoid authoritarianism,

particularly in progressive schools in the United States, can lead to excesses in the opposite

direction. This is poignantly captured in an anecdote by Brubacher (1969: 204). "One of

the standing jibes at progressive [laissez faire] education," he writes, "concerns the child

who paradoxically asked his teacher, 'Do we have to do what we want to do today?"'.

Another related question concerns the extent to which the curriculum and the method

should be teacher- or student-centred. This is another issue which defies simple

polarisation and should be approached dialectically and inclusively, like all the central

issues of democracy. Alexander (1988: 20) adopts a similar approach in discussing

"liberation pedagogy" in South Africa. He accepts the "primacy of learners' experience",

but claims that "the crucial dimension that we as teachers have to guide them towards is

the critical analysis of that experience". He rejects as a "false Aristotelian alternative"

(what I have called 'false polarisation'), the dilemma that teaching should be either

learner- or teacher-centred, a dichotomy which must be transcended by a "democratic

collaboration between the educator and the students" (ibid.). Teachers and educators are

"different from their students by virtue of their theoretical knowledge," he claims, and

therefore legitimately fulfil the role of authority. On the other hand, like Cagan (1978),

Alexander draws attention to the danger exists of the "demagogy of pseudo-participatory

methods". Participatory methods, he contends, often hide covert forms of domination. The

goal of a liberatory pedagogy is, in his view, to avoid the situation in which teachers feel

that they might be either "too egalitarian or too authoritarian". To achieve this, Alexander

calls for an adequate social theory in terms of which these relationships can be articulated.

The main thrust of the argument and indeed the overall purpose of this thesis thus accord

with Alexander's views here.
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The legitimate pedagogical authority of the teacher, then, provides the basis upon which

learning is appropriately teacher- and learner-centred and facilitated by that authority. A

central consideration here is the age-relatedness (or more accurately, the development-

relatedness) of this balance. The key point is that while the primacy of student experience

is the "starting point", it is progressively extended by the curriculum through the teacher's

pedagogical authority. To incorporate information, material and other considerations not

immediately accessible or obvious to them, students are "stretched" beyond the confines of

their contexts, equipped and empowered to understand and - hopefully - change them.

These two elements of meeting and stretching students' experience seem to me to be the

essence of a teacher's role: to confirm, encourage and extend students' emerging identity,

experience and agency, without condoning the inevitable limitations, errors and excesses

which are necessarily part of their individuation. In this way, teachers provide the external

authority with which individual learners can interact. Giroux and McLaren (1986: 234)

make a similar point as follows:

Student experience is the stuff of culture, agency, and identity formation and
must be given pre-eminence in an emancipatory curriculum. It is therefore
imperative that critical educators learn how to understand, affirm, and analyze
such experiences. This means not only understanding the cultural and social
forms through which students learn how to define themselves, but also learning
how to engage student experience in a way that neither unqualifiedly endorses
nor delegitimates such experience ... since some of them undoubtedly will
draw from an uncritical categorization and social construction of the world (as
in racist or sexist stereotyping, for example).

The tightrope walk between an approach which "neither unqualifiedly endorses nor

delegitimates" students' experience is the skill upon which rests the success of the

classroom-wise teacher. It consists, as does learning and all forms of social interaction, of

the "alchemy" between individual and collective, freedom and authority, autonomy and

necessity. The aim of a democratic educational practice is to strike the appropriate balance

between these in the developmental setting of the school.

Conclusion

This chapter was concerned with the notion of democracy in education. I showed that

various aspects of educational practice in the institutional setting of the school could be

https://etd.uwc.ac.za/



350 Chapter 9

understood in the light of an inclusive democratic framework which incorporates

individual and collective dimensions of experience and appropriate forms of sameness and

difference. The criterion for judging this legitimacy lies in the constitutive meaning of the

social spheres involved, and hence our dual social identities related to these.

In considering the relationship between democracy and education, the important

distinction was drawn, following Morrow (1989), between the democratisation of

schooling and of education.

I then examined the appropriate application of strict equality and difference in education.

Two legitimate ways of applying strict equality in education were identified (in addition to

the equal distribution of educational resources, which I address in Chapter 11). Firstly, I

showed that the normative democratic ideal is that all relations between non-equal

educational agents are guided by reciprocity and respect for the dignity of all individuating

individualities, which is the foundation of our dual common identity. The institutional

setting of the school provides ample opportunities to foster this. However, the prevailing

emphasis on competitive academic performance creates a potential obstacle to achieving

this ideal. The overall goals of education must therefore accommodate not only academic

excellence, but also the fostering of co-operative, reciprocal values and the recognition of

the dignity and worth of all, despite variations in academic performance. Secondly, I

argued that standardised assessment procedures, involving the elimination of background

difference, were essential to ensure professional, academic and technical competence.

Conversely, this implies that differentiation in individual performance, which is precisely

what is measured through standardised assessment procedures, is essential to education.

My main claim was that differentiation, as an aspect of the developmental nature of

individuation, is intrinsic to education. As a consequence, group claims based on strict

equality of identity of educational agents are refuted.

The discussion of three key aspects of educational practice - moral development, learning

and the acquisition of knowledge, and the relationship between authority and freedom -

showed that these all involved the "subtle alchemy" between intentional individual volition

and the facilitative framework of external authority. These three central aspects of

education thus all involve the interaction of individual and collective elements: in the
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intemalisation and acquisition of knowledge, and in the interplay between developmental

authority and intentional agency. I suggested that an inclusive democratic educational

practice will seek the appropriate balance between these individual and collective

dimensions and thus the avoidance of excesses and dominance on either side.

I now move on in the next chapter to consider the question of democracy in schooling,

examining such issues as school government, parent and student involvement, and

professional development. This is approached in terms of the dialectic of difference and

equality and the constitutive meanings of the spheres of social relations involved.
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Democracy in Schooling and The Politics of Equal Dignity

and of Difference

The previous chapter identified the inclusive democratic nature of educational process,

which involves the subtle interaction between individual agency and collective authority.

This chapter focuses on the democratisation of schooling.

It was noted earlier that, given the highly divisive character of our South African history,

there has understandably been a sustained and voluble call for the democratisation of

schooling and for the interpretation of this primarily in terms of the strictly equal

distribution of educational resources. Generations of black South Africans have been

educationally deprived as a direct result of the political control of both education and

schooling under apartheid. This raises the question of the role of politics in schooling, and

also the issue, touched on earlier, of the relationships between the main agents in the

school community namely; teachers, parents and students. This leads on to the

consideration of equality and difference among these agents and, in turn, to the key issue

of the boundary between the sphere of education and of politics.

My claim is that, following the argument set out in the previous chapter, all educational

agents are equal in the politico-legal sphere as common bearers of human rights and

dignity. However, educational agents (that is, teachers, learners and parents) are patently

different in terms of their roles, experience, relative autonomy and educational authority.

As a result of this developmental perspective, teachers and learners cannot be regarded as

equal (power-political) agents. By reference to the constitutive meaning of the sphere of

education (which is developmental in nature) and the sphere of politics (which assumes

equal political agency), I shall argue that claims for political equality in the

democratisation of schooling should be refuted.
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The key to understanding the roles of these different agents and the role of politics in the

school community is the notion of the spheres of social relations, and the way in which

their constitutive meanings are interpreted in the context of a particular community.

Examining this issue provides the opportunity of showing how these notions, hitherto

treated abstractly, apply in practice.

The issue of the relation between the spheres of education and politics emerges in

Morrow's (1996a, 1996b) discussion of the tension between the politics of difference and

politics of equal dignity. This provides a topical account of the tension between the

demands of equality and of difference within education in South Africa. My claim is that

this can be mediated in terms of the two central organising themes of this thesis, namely,

the inclusive democratic framework, which incorporates difference and equality in a non-

contradictory way and which derives from our dual social ontology, and secondly, the

constitutive meanings of the spheres of social relations. I will argue that claims for strict

equality among educational agents in the sphere of education are not legitimate. This is

because the constitutive meaning of the educational sphere is developmental and is thus

governed by differentiation. The only valid claims based on strict equality are for the equal

distribution of educational resources and for equal respect and reciprocity. These claims

derive from our identity as individualities, that is, equal agents in the politico-legal sphere,

the constitutive meaning of which is strict equality. Confusion and conflict arises when the

constitutive meaning of one sphere is translated into another.

The overall intention of this chapter is to show that viewing the tension between equality

and difference through the lens of the framework of inclusive democracy and the

constitutive meaning of the politico-legal and the educational spheres respectively, sheds

some mediating light on the matter.

The Appropriate Boundary between the Educational and the

Political Spheres

Given the real and perceived role which education performs in the formal and institutional

reproduction and socialisation of values and skills, it is not surprising that it is a highly

contested, politicised and emotive terrain. This raises the issue about the relationship
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between education and politics. In particular, questions may be asked about the

democratically legitimate role of the school community in terms of its political function

and profile. The suggestion of Giroux and McLaren (1986), for example, that critical

educators necessarily define their educational aims overtly in political terms is

understandable in the framework of critical theory. But there is a short slippery slope from

this position to instrumentally directing educational institutions and practices towards

narrow sectional interests.

On the one hand, the notion that schools and education are a-political, in the sense of being

value free is, of course, naïve. Even the staunchest protagonists of liberal tolerance will be

pressed to acknowledge that ideologies and values are necessarily transmitted and

contested in particular contexts. On the other hand, recognising the unavoidable normative

and ideological dimension to education does not remove the discomfort of the prospect of

education becoming a vehicle for the furtherance of particular values and political views.

In this view, we would want to concur with Morrow's notion of education as anti-

ideological. How do we reconcile this tension?

Two useful distinctions, mentioned earlier, are helpful in this regard. Firstly, Morrow's

differentiation between the democratisation of education and of schooling should be

recalled. The first is essentially about the function of education in fostering broadly

democratic values and democratic agents. The second has to do with the political control

of the education system and its institutions. There is often confusion between these.

The matter at hand can be further clarified by reference to the constitutive meanings of the

spheres of education and of politics in relation to the fundamental function of democracy,

as I have defined it, namely, the regulation of difference and equality.

Firstly, concerning education and democracy, I have suggested throughout that the role of

democratic educational practice is to equip students as progressive democratic and moral

agents, that is, to provide access to conditions for their self-development as authentic

individuals, as individuals-in-relation. This, it will be remembered, involves moral self-

development, which is a function of individuation and relates to the enhancement of

capacities, skills and shared understandings regarding reciprocity and moral regard for
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ourselves and others as moral agents. This democratic function of education accords with

Morrow's reading, noted earlier, of the democratisation of education as the fostering of

democratic agency.

Embedded in the moral or fraternal character of this notion of agency, lies the ethical link

between the individual and collective purpose. The free identification between individual

and collective concerns can only be made as an act of autonomous agency by individuals-

in-relation. Other aspects of education, democratically conceived, revolve around this

dialogical "alchemy" between individual and society. As we have seen, moral

development, learning and authority can be characterised in this way, and as we shall see,

the curriculum can be approached in similar terms as the mediation between difference and

commonality. The constitutive meaning of social sphere of education can therefore be

defined in terms of its developmental or emancipatory function. It is democratic in the

sense that it accommodates and regulates individual and collective concerns appropriately.

Secondly, regarding the constitutive meaning of the political sphere, I drew the distinction

earlier between the power-political and the politico-legal spheres. The first concerns the

patterns of domination and subjugation through the overt and hidden relations of power,

contesting interests and ideology and particular party political positions. It concerns access

to power and decision-making. The normative assumption is that choices and judgements

regarding this ideological sense of politics should be made by autonomous agents, free of

external coercion, subtle influence or the pull of prior allegiance to collective formations. It

is a matter "of the interior court of the conscience", to borrow the formulation of

Abercrombie et al (1986) of the ethical individualism underlying religious conviction. This

sphere is thus primarily associated with difference, in the sense firstly that the

contestations referred to above arise between differentiated interest groups, and secondly

in that ideological choices should be made by individuals as Kantian autonomous agents,

not as a means of instrumentally furthering the interests of others, and in this sense,

independent of conforming collective pressure.

The second sense of politics, the politico-legal, relates to the sphere of formal rights and

obligations which are upheld and guaranteed by the constitutional principles, practices and

procedures of the politico-legal framework. These universal rights, in their broadest sense,
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relate to our human dignity and political rights as individualities. As noted, the boundary

between this and other social and cultural spheres is fiercely contested, that is, in terms of

whether particular rights should be recognised and upheld in those spheres. The

constitutive meaning of this sphere is governed by the principle of equality, in that the

application of these rights and obligations is legitimately universally difference-blind.

These two political spheres are related. In the concrete context of social stratification and

asymmetrical power relations, formal rights are inevitably compromised. Individual and

group interests, as well as equitable access to the means and to the conditions of self-

development are obstructed through power-political patterns of domination and exclusion.

Against this, counter power-political struggles are mounted, as we have seen, increasingly

in the form of the politics of difference, in which the interests of counter-hegemonic

groups and strategic alliances are taken up. Thus the power-political sphere is both a

means towards and a means against domination. The struggle against domination is aimed

at reducing the gap between formal rights in the politico-legal sphere and actual rights in

all other spheres.

Education and schools play an important role in this struggle - as indicated above, both in

reinforcing and resisting dominant hegemonies. This view underlies the tradition of critical

education theory. The following two statements capture this perspective of the

emancipatory role of education in countering hegemonic domination both in broader

society and within education itself.

Writing in the heat of the 1980s struggles in education in South Africa, Vanden Berg

(1987: 6) sums up the political context of schooling with the argument "that schools are

likely to be places where the paradigms of the dominant order and the economic, social,

and political formations they wish to support are both consolidated and contested".

Schools, he suggests, "can be sites of struggle within society" (ibid.). Furthermore, "in a

democratic society it is entirely appropriate that this should be the case". Van den Berg

goes on to show that if political factors influence the conditions of schooling, then it is a

responsible educational viewpoint to seek political change in the service of better

schooling. Educationists, in other words, are obliged to be active in a political programme

of change.
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Likewise, the critical pedagogy of Giroux and McLaren (1986: 228) is "up front" in its

ideological intention to apply power-political means towards the end of achieving politico-

legal rights in all spheres. Schools, in their view, "do not merely teach academic subjects,

but also in part, produce student subjectivities or particular sets of experiences that are in

themselves part of an ideological process" (ibid.). Schooling, according to them, can be

conceptualised as the "construction and transmission of subjectivities". As a result, the

curriculum "serves as an introduction to a particular way of life". Thus, education is seen

as a powerful and concretely influential tool in shaping identities and ideologies.

As mentioned earlier, there is a strong tendency within the tradition of critical pedagogy to

overestimate the power of education in social change. The above quotations likewise

illustrate the strong assumptions, not only about the efficacy of critical pedagogy to effect

meaningful social change, but also about the extent to which consensus could be reached

within a school community regarding such goals. For a number of reasons, which are

briefly set out now, these assumptions must be qualified.

In this regard, the key issue in considering the relationship between education and politics

is how broadly or specifically the notions of "politics", "ideology" and "democracy" are

defined, and as a consequence, what the basis for commonality is and what level of

consensus is shared by individuals and groups within a school community. At the root of

these issues, lies the contestation between liberal democracy and Marxism (and

subsequently neo-Marxist and the politicians of difference) over the boundary between the

public and the private domains. Liberalism, as we have seen, restricts the notion of the

politico-legal to the sphere of formal rights and government. For liberals, therefore, the

association of education and politics is particularly odious, as - in its strong sense, at least

-liberalism regards education, like the market, as a value-free zone. Marxism, by contrast,

extends politics into the economic sphere. As explained earlier, the narrowness of class

identity upon which this is based has been critiqued from the perspective of late-

modernity, in terms of which the politics of difference extends the political further into all

social spheres in which minorities are subjugated, most notably among these being the

private, feminine domain. For Marxists and the advocates of the politics of difference,

therefore, in contrast to liberals, education is a site of struggle, as the two quotations above

exemplify.
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At high levels of generality, consensus on the meaning of 'democracy', 'politics' and

'ideology' is likely. Dissent arises amidst more specific interpretations. Thus, commitment

to uphold constitutional principles and broad human rights should rouse no contest. (The

major issue and challenge in this regard is the effectiveness of institutional and community

practices in realising these aims). Unless the political aims of a school community are

articulated in sufficiently general terms so as to avoid contentiousness (like declaring itself

to be committed to the redress of the effects of apartheid, for example), dissension and

even conflict will inevitably arise.

The degree of commonality of values within a school community is likely to be directly

related to the extent to which it is politically, culturally, religiously and socially

homogenous. This, in turn, is governed by the degree of stratification and mobility within

society and by what Walzer calls the principles of 'association' and 'segregation' I. Post-

apartheid South Africa provides a very interesting case of the dismantling of political and

social segregation where groups previously largely segregated are now associating within

school communities. With the demise of apartheid structures and policies, public school

communities are, for the first time, desegregating. Despite its obvious democratic

significance, it is important not to overestimate the extent and success of this. The racial

geography of apartheid, exacerbated by the urban-rural divide, ensures that the majority of

black students will remain in largely segregated schools. Periodic flashpoints of racially

inspired conflict in educational institutions in South Africa remind us that old values and

divisions die hard and that subtle forms of exclusion and domination persist within school

communities. For these reasons, consensus and commonality in some communities is

precluded. Even where integration has occurred, this is likely to be along the lines of

similar class structure.

Behind this, the wider dynamics of universalism and particularism are at work, which, if

we are to accept the veracity of contemporary late-modem analyses, will lead to complex

patterns of association and segregation. While many school communities will be subject to

increasing plurality of identities as part of the major trend of late modernity in this

direction, the countervailing tendency towards the reassertion of cultural, minority and

religious identity, and the institutionalisation of these identities and value systems in

schooling, is also evident. This is an expression of the politics of difference, which in some
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cases, involves forms of voluntary segregation. Muller (1993a: 47), for instance, notes that

part of the assertion of cultural pride and the importance of role models from one's own

cultural or minority group is "the decision of certain schools in [the USA] to opt for all-

male black classrooms with a black male teacher (on the presumption that cultural and

gender compatibility would lead to self-confidence which would lead in turn to

competence)". Muller regards this as "paradoxical", especially in relation to South

Africans for whom, conditioned by segregation, this must seem to be "the antithesis of

what the education struggle is all about" (ibid.).

The paradox is explicable in the sense that the establishment of a homogenous school

community not only provides role models (which is increasingly being seen as important

in fostering minority academic advancement) but also a commonality of values and power-

political goals within exercising the politics of difference. Shorter term segregation is thus

accepted as a means to enhancing the cause of longer term access to more equitable

distributions of educational, social and economic opportunities.

In the context of the current discussion, the import of this is that where segregation has

been enforced (as in apartheid) or voluntary (as in the black American cases, as well as in

private schools), such communities would be able to establish high levels of consensus

around their power-political agendas. In most other settings where increasing plurality and,

in some cases, overt conflict is occurring, this would not be possible. As a result, as

suggested earlier, only the most acceptably general formulations of commitment would

find consensus, if at all.

This means that only some schools, in which relatively high levels of consensus could be

reached, could develop power-political agendas without conflict or dissent. Beyond these

empirical considerations, for the majority of cases and for the system as a whole, a

principle of commonality is required by which to establish a shared understanding to

regulate the boundary between education and power-politics. As indicated above, where

the boundary between education and politics is drawn delineates the positions of

liberalism, Marxism and the politicians of difference in this regard.
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Mouffe's (1992b) notion of a ethico-political principle provides such a tool. It was noted

earlier that this principle relates to the category of citizenship which is "pre-eminent"

among other identities. It provides a commitment to the values of liberty and equality

without adopting the status of a universal grand narrative. It incorporates the liberal

protection of individual rights within an overall critical theoretical perspective. Its radical

potential lies in the radical interpretation of the principles of liberty and equality, in such a

way as to challenge the limitations of liberalism in perpetuating inequalities on the one

hand, and of Marxism on the other in threatening individual liberty and remaining blind to

relevant difference. These challenges in themselves represent the shifting of the boundary

of politics into the economic and social realms in order to accommodate the needs and

interests of subordinated minority groups.

However, as Mouffe states, this principle is itself contested. There is no prospect of an

overarching consensus which will resolve the ongoing dialectic of democracy. The

interpretation of the boundary will vary according to the shared understandings and

contestations which prevail and arise in different circumstances. This, it will be

remembered, is the special appeal of democracy as the regulator of such contested

positions, identified by Held (1992).

Given this background, my claim is that this dialectic flux applies as much to the issue at

hand, namely, the appropriate boundary between politics and education. Different school

communities will take up different positions on this according to the factors outlined

above, that is, the degree of homogeneity and hence the degree of consensus and

commonality within them, which is related to patterns of identification and differentiation

(or as Walzer has it, association and segregation).

All this forms part of the larger pattern of shared understandings and contestations around

the constitutive meanings of these spheres of social relations. In this case, the issue

pertains to the interpretation of meaning of, and the boundary between, the spheres of

education and politics. The shifting boundaries, never an even and one-directional

movement but characterised rather by the ebbs and flows of contestation, reflect the

changing dominant and subordinate discourses, values and the construction of intentional
. . .mearungs among vanous groupmgs.
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The normative ideal of democracy in schooling is that the various role-players are engaged

in the ongoing dialogue about the meaning of and the boundary between the spheres of

education and politics. It is precisely this sort of democratic deliberation that Held (1992)

envisages as part of the double-sided renewal of the organs of democracy. The rules of the

exchange are governed by the substance of the politico-ethical principle which recognises

the equality of our common citizenship and thus forms the basis of commonality and thus

provides the regulatory basis for negotiating difference.

For these reasons, it is not possible to draw an abstract and absolute line between the

spheres of education and politics. The drawing of the line is contingent on context. All we

can do is point to the principle of commonality which will mediate the differences of

opinion and contestation.

As noted at the outset of this discussion, then, with regard to the democratisation of

schooling in the light of the politico-rights sphere, there is no contestation around the

rights of all to an equitable (and not, as we shall see, simply an equal) distribution of

educational resources and opportunity. Where power-political patterns obstruct this, they

must be countered. The key issue is that the process by which that countering occurs

within a school community must be governed by a common politico-ethical democratic

principle. This means that neither individual and group liberty and choice must be

forfeited, nor must it be abused. The ideological position of a democratic community, vis-

a-vis its role in power-political matters, must be the result of openly and actively contested

dialogue. On the one hand, it cannot be coercively or subtly enforced to form an

undifferentiated, difference-blind collective which denies plural diversity. This approach

would represent the collectivist compromise of democracy. On the other hand, the

community cannot settle things by a simple majoritarianism which subordinates the voice

of minorities. Nor can it stand aloof in a-political liberal detachment and in putative neutral

independence of power-political domination and ignore inequalities. Through democratic

dialogue in the public space of the school community, issues must be debated towards the

(ultimately unattainable) goal of consensus. The contingency of this goal should not,

however, deter us from our efforts. The ever increasing consciousness and transparency of

the causes of individual and collective subordination, which is the by-productive of moral

and political activism, is likely to change progressively at least some hearts and minds.
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This represents the ongoing, albeit partial, victory of democratic dialogue within a

common politico-ethical framework.

In the context of the school community, the contingent and fragile nature of the democratic

process suggests that we must remain vigilant about the role of politics in education -

precisely in terms of how concerns of liberty and equality within the community are

maintained, in other words how well the practice of democracy in that community

mediates the contesting demands of individual and collective difference and commonality.

Schools, as public and private institutions within civil society, are thus sites of democratic

interaction by which both the boundary between education and politics is negotiated and

the particular substantive issues are contested and mediated. While they can never be

political organisations in the service of particular agendas, neither can they stand apart in

their own enclaves. Both ways, this would compromise their democratic function, which is

to mediate rather than propagate particular ideological positions. The discussion of this

issue emphasises the contested and contingent nature of the shared understandings of the

boundary between the spheres of schooling and of politics.

I now briefly consider the issue of democracy with respect to school governance in similar

terms, focussing on the constitutive meanings of the spheres of education and politics.

School Governance and the Boundary between Education and

Politics

One of the conspicuous effects of the Soweto uprising and the series of subsequent crises

in black education during the 1980s was the emergence of the voices of students and

parents in the affairs of schooling and education. This was a development which carried

national political import. At the institutional level, many Parent-Teacher-Student-

Associations were created as structures through which 'the people' took control of their

schools. These structures, created in the intensity and violence of the struggle, were in

many ways more democratically advanced in terms of direct participation than their white

counterparts. This was especially so regarding student involvement. In historically white

schools, the impression is that, where they do exist, student representative councils have
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remained in the main, rather toothless bureaux, responsible for the organisation of social

and cultural activities and for dealing with a limited range of student complaints and

suggestions. In any event, in the vast majority of white schools, SRCs co-exist with the

prefect system, the conservative tradition and authority of which has never seriously been

challenged. In many black schools, by contrast, the SRCs at times wielded an

extraordinary amount of power and in some cases, exerted direct control over policy.

These historical developments, alongside more abstract academic considerations, raise a

number of points about the relationship between education and politics and, in particular,

the democratic governance of schools in relation to the different roles and identities of

members of the school community. Once again, the issue on which I want to focus can be

expressed in terms of the tension between equality and difference as a special problem in

the theory and practice of democracy. It will be shown that analysing this tension in

relation to the notion of the different spheres of social relations and their underlying

constitutive meanings provides the criteria by which to mediate the legitimate boundary

between difference and equality - in other words, when it is meaningful to regard members

of a community as equal and when as different.

In the school setting, this tension lies between the notion of equality underlying universal

abstract citizenship and agency on the one hand, and the different particular identities,

roles and responsibilities of the concrete agents on the other. The former derives ultimately

from the political right of suffrage and participation in decision-making. Dahl (quoted in

Held, 1991: 877), in providing a philosophical characterisation of democracy, suggests that

an association can be described as democratic if five criteria were met: a) effective

participation - ample and equal opportunity for citizens to place issues on the agenda and

to express views affirming one outcome rather than another; b) voting equality at the

decisive stage - equal weight to the judgement of each citizen; c) enlightened

understanding - ample and equal opportunities for discovering and affirming choices

which would best serve their interests; d) control of the agenda - vestment of authority in

the people over the public agenda; and e) inclusiveness - the provision of the powers of

citizenship to all mature persons.
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These criteria specify the democratic process, and define political equality. "Persons,"

argues Dahl, "among whom the criteria are met would surely be political equals" (quoted

in Held, 1991: 878). The rationale for these conditions for political decision-making is

derived from "the principle of equal consideration of interests" (that is, that equal

recognition and treatment ought to be afforded to the interests of each person) and from the

"presumption of personal autonomy" (that is, that the individual is the best judge of his or

her own interests) (ibid.).

Applying these criteria to the setting of the school highlights the tension at hand. Students

do of course have legitimate interests as individuating beings, which deserve to be heard

and recognised as part of the principle of equal consideration. However, as all parents and

educators know all too well, students are decidedly not always the best judges of their own

interests. Because of the developmental nature of individuation, students' personal

autonomy cannot be presumed as an absolute essentialist given. If this were the case, the

correlative meaning of parental and teachers' educative identity in relation to students

would indeed be nullified. This reiterates Morrow's (1989) point that educative,

participatory relations are not relations of equality. While students are, as has been

suggested repeatedly, moral equals deserving equal dignity as individuating

individualities, they cannot, in Dahl's terms be regarded as political equals. As a result, as

far as students are concerned, several of the conditions for regarding the school as a fully

democratic association must also be qualified. Students' enlightened understanding cannot

always be presumed as a direct result of their age and experience; the last of Dahl's

conditions refers explicitly to mature persons. On this basis, the call for students to be

included as equal agents in all aspects of decision-making, must be qualified.

The unique character of the school setting lies in the clear differences which characterise

the three kinds of membership of the community, namely, teachers who are permanent in

their roles as employed adult professionals; parents who are temporary members and part-

time adult participants; and students, who are also temporary non-adult members of the

community. While all members are, by my definition, individuating individualities and

relatively autonomous agents, the developmental status of students, especially younger

ones, clearly sets them apart.
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These crucial differences in concrete role, function and educational identities are thus in

tension with the abstract equality and agency which underlies common political identities

among equal stakeholders. Democratic governance at the school level must therefore

accommodate this tension and the differences which underlie it. Appropriate structures and

procedures must be created in which the different voices can be heard but which also

recognise the different kinds of identity and authority involved. The notion of strict

equality appropriate to the political sphere must be qualified in this way by the

accommodation of developmental difference, a notion which is appropriate to the

educational sphere.

Once again, the justification for this can be sought in the constitutive meaning underlying

the spheres of social relations operative here. It can be seen that the essential tension can

be characterised as that between the political and educational spheres, and between the

constitutive meanings which underlie them. Clearly, without denying the legitimate voice

of students in contributing appropriately towards the shaping the affairs of the school, they

cannot be regarded simply as political equals to either teachers or parents, for the reasons

set out above. Instead, they are potential equals, or equals-in-development. Their

involvement in school governance does not straightforwardly conform to the formal

political sphere which, as shown, derives from the notion of formal political equality. In

this sense, student participation in decision-making thus straddles the political and the

educational spheres. It is in other words partly political, in the sense that students' interests

and progressively autonomous voice must be recognised, and partly developmental, in that

the exercise of the faculties of autonomy, judgement, tolerance and dialogical engagement

in the affairs of the school, provides the opportunity to learn democracy and develop

democratic agency.

In the politico-legal sphere, the constitutive meaning of agency is defined in terms of

formal political equality. By contrast, the educational sphere is developmental in its

constitutive meaning, which accommodates the sense of difference associated with the

process of individuation and relative, progressively unfolding autonomy. The meaning of

student participation in school governance is thus a combination of educative and political

functions. The balance between the two is primarily age-related, or more accurately,

development-related.
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Qualifying and limiting student powers is in itself something politically and educationally

contentious, as any educator and parent will testify. The framework outlined above may

well be fiercely challenged by students claiming the full right of participation in decision-

making which directly affects their daily lives and futures. Like any other educational

process, particularly for younger learners, this participation involves exploration, error and

discovery. Active students would cynically tire of any artificial palliative structure;

participation must involve real and relevant issues if democratic practice (in both senses of

the word) is to be effectively educative. Democracy has to be learned operationally, not

abstractly and intellectually. It is a function of intentional agency, not the focus of

academic content.

The student challenge of the boundary between education and politics, far from threatening

the framework I propose, in fact bears out two of its central features, which relate to the

constitutive meaning of the spheres concerned and the contingent nature of democracy. It

thus serves as another illustration of the principles I am advancing. Firstly, the constitutive

meaning of the spheres of social relations represents the shared understandings of a society

or community regarding those relations. As suggested, these understandings are

continually contested, affirmed or shifted as part of the dialectic and contingent nature of

democracy itself, highlighted by Mouffe (1992b). In this case, as in many others, the

contestation focuses on the boundary between (the student claim to) equality and (their

underlying individuating) difference and hence on the boundary between the political and

educational spheres (which relate constitutively to equality and difference respectively).

The extent to which students do explicitly or implicitly challenge the understanding of the

boundary between politics and education does indeed signal their growing maturity and

political grasp. This, of course, is likely to be the case as they grow older. Perceptive

educators would welcome this and indeed reward it with real powers, responsibilities and

accountabilities, and not view it reactively and conflictually as an indicator of recalcitrant

and rebellious adolescence, but as the healthy and successful process of individuation. The

challenge of authority thus represents the convergence of the educational and political

spheres, namely the emergence of autonomy and agency - the very defining capacities

identified by Dahl which enable participation in the political sphere. This indeed captures

the democratic aims of education: to facilitate the development of democratic agency and

autonomy.
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Secondly and related to this, the student challenge would also bear out the fact that no

abstract, universal principles can establish the boundary between education and politics.

This issue, like that of politics and the school community addressed above, is a matter

which can only be mediated in the particular context. The guiding principle, I have

suggested, linked to Mouffe's argument, is the appropriate balance between (the radical

interpretation of) liberty and equality, that is, which accommodates plural difference within

the concern for collective equality. The central point is that democracy in the institutional

setting of the school represents a special case, for the reasons advanced above, and should

be analysed carefully as such in terms of the political and educational spheres and their

underlying meanings which are at work in this situation. This will give us some purchase

on how to mediate the particular tension between difference and sameness which the three-

fold membership of the school community presents.

A final comment relates to the form of school governance from a democratic perspective.

One aspect of school governance remains paradoxically underdeveloped in most schools.

Even in progressive schools, authority is still hierarchically and traditionally structured in

principalship. Non-hierarchical democratic structures are almost non-existent'. Most South

African schools retain some form of British tradition comprising non-democratic practices

and structures and quasi-militaristic, patriotic symbols. Thus prefects, uniforms, insignia,

rituals, school songs, the award of honours and so on are all intended to foster the

(sectional) collective qualities of loyalty, discipline, team-spirit and competitiveness. In

addition to the absence of democratic decision-making structures in such schools,

equivalent non-hierarchical structures for professional development and co-evaluation

seem to be largely absent. Viewed against Turner's (1986) insights about the relationship

between symbols and personhood, these atavistic traditions and the normative collective

identity they aspire towards, are clearly out of line with the patterns of identity formation

in late-modernity.

A common objection to non-hierarchical structures of government is that they are

inefficient. Efficiency (understood in terms of cost-effectiveness), however, is one among

many social values and can be seen to be one of the constitutive meanings of the economic

sphere. The form of school (and any) government reflects the values of the institution. In

the Western capitalist framework, efficiency, "excellence" and productivity are the highest
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priorities; top-down directives are accordingly the preferred form of decision-making and

management. Participatory democracy prioritises other developmental values. It thereby

intentionally balances efficiency with the potential growth and educational development of

the participants. This may, and often does, lead to longer decision-making processes, and,

especially in the case of students, to error, exploration and discovery. These are to be-
accepted as the occupational hazards of practising democracy in an educational and

developmental mode. They decrease in time as democratic skills are attained and become

institutionalised in practice. Though time and energy may be lost in the short-term, the

long-term gain is firstly, the self-development of the participants, and secondly, the

"ownership" of the decision by all participants; in the long run this probably proves more

efficient anyway in ensuring greater compliance in the implementation of decisions. This

developmental perspective does not imply the participation of all in every decision, a

suggestion which emphasises equality at the expense of relevant functional difference

within the organisation. This goes against the inclusive tenor of my entire argument which

recognises the difference in educational agents. Upholding the developmental aim of the

organisation and its governance structures is therefore not in principle antagonistic to the

appropriate division of labour and the mandating of tasks in the pursuit of efficiency and

effectiveness. From the perspective of inclusive democracy, the key issue is striking the

right balance in the context of the particular skills, expertise and circumstances of the

specific institution. This will entail contestation, clarification and evaluation in terms of the

stated mission, goals and strategic plan of the institution in relation to its community

function. Once again, this confirms the dialogical, contingent character of inclusive

democracy.

The issue of the relation between the spheres of education and politics emerges in

Morrow's (1996a, 1996b) discussion of the tension between the politics of difference and

politics of equal dignity. As will be seen, the basic contestation between the demands of

equality and of difference within educational can fruitfully be seen in terms of the

framework of the spheres of social relations. I argue in the next section that some clarity

can be gained about the legitimacy of equality and difference in educational practice

through the understanding that these two social relations underpin the constitutive meaning

of the politico-legal and the educational spheres respectively and that our dual social

ontology provides the basis for conceptualising our simultaneous sameness and difference.
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The Politics of Difference and the Politics of Equal Dignity

Morrow's (1996a, 1996b3) account of the conflicting demands of what he calls the

"politics of difference" and the "politics of equal dignity" centres on the key issue of when

equality and difference are appropriate in educational practice. This raises a number of

issues directly related to the central themes of this thesis. Examining Morrow's discussion

provides another opportunity to demonstrate the utility of approaching the complexities of

the competing demands of differentiation and equality in educational practice, in terms of

the framework of inclusive democracy and the spheres of social relations and their

constitutive meanings. Morrow sets his discussion against the backdrop of a number of

topical issues in South African education: teacher education, assessment, the

democratisation of education, students' entitlement rhetoric and the breakdown of the

culture of teaching and learning. This allows us to trace the tension between equality and

difference within these aspects of current educational practice in South Africa.

After briefly setting out the shape of Morrow's concerns, I argue that it is only in relation

to the constitutive meaning of the spheres of education and politics that we can distinguish

between appropriate forms of differentiation and equality in educational practice. Morrow

identifies the strengths and limitations of both the politics of equal dignity and of

difference. In doing so, he initially presents these as incompatible, but implicitly calls for

an inclusive approach which accommodates both of these competing demands. He draws

attention to the pitfalls of uncritically adopting the priority of either equality or difference.

While I am not in disagreement with much of Morrow's discussion, it does not, in my

view, go far enough. The kind of reconciliation he provides remains fundamentally subject

to the original tension. While, granted, this may not have been his intention, his analysis

does not provide an adequate conceptual understanding how legitimate forms of difference

and equality could coexist as non-contradictory elements of complex ontology. Morrow

thus does not offer the conceptualisation of an inclusive framework which accommodates

difference and equality in a non-polarised way. As will be seen, Morrow frames his

argument in terms of the constitutive meaning of the sphere of education, but stops short of

fully articulating the problem of the competing demands of the politics of equal dignity

and of difference as the confusion between the constitutive meaning of the spheres of

politics and education respectively.
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Against Morrow's argument, I contend that the inclusive notion of dual social ontology

provides the basis for understanding our simultaneous difference and equality and hence

for mediating the tension between the politics of equal dignity and the politics of

difference. My further claim is that approaching these matters in terms of the spheres of

social relations and their constitutive meanings provides the criterion for assessing the

appropriateness of equality and difference. It thus provides the justification for rejecting

claims based on strict equality, which relate to the politico-legal sphere and which are

therefore inappropriate in the educational sphere, the constitutive meaning of which is, as

suggested, individuating differentiation.

Morrow contends that the strength of the politics of equal dignity is that, as part of the

Enlightenment project, it succeeded in providing most modem societies with the basis for

eliminating discriminatory difference (for example, with regard to sex, socio-economic

status, creed and so on) in the application of human rights and citizenship. The politics of

equal dignity claims to able to "provide a public space in which differences between

citizens will be ignored, where all citizens will have equal dignity, rights and entitlements

as citizens" (Morrow, 1996a: 11). In this sense, it emphasises "the ways in which human

beings are similar to each other" (Morrow, 1996a: 7). In education, Morrow observes, "all

children, irrespective of the social status of their background deserve an equal opportunity

for schooling". To this end, the history of schooling in modem societies is characterised by

"attempts to achieve more and more adequate implementation to the ideals of the politics

of equal dignity" (ibid.). This concurs with my claim that strict equality is valid in the

educational sphere insofar as we are common rights-bearing citizens, deserving of equal

distributions of educational resources" and of equal respect and dignity in our relations

among non-equals.

For Morrow, the weakness of the politics of equal dignity is that it fails to recognise and

protect the diversity of our identities and lived experience. Particular individual, social and

cultural identities and experience must be positively acknowledged and respected, rather

than eliminated, if the authentic identities and interests of members of different groups are

to be fostered. This has especial relevance in education. "Ignoring cultural differences in

schooling," argues Morrow (1996a: 12), "failing to recognise or respect them, as is

recommended by difference blindness, is said massively, and persistently, to disadvantage
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pupils who come from a cultural background different from the hegemonic culture of the

school, and it hinders their access to education". Thus, if the specificities of people's

background and experience are not acknowledged and appropriately addressed, they

remain subject to the hidden dynamics of power relations which perpetuate marginalisation

and inequality. In this way, the politics of equal dignity "is accused of itself being highly

discriminatory in forcing people into an homogenous mould which is untrue of their

authentic identity" (Morrow, 1996b: 55). Without recognising particular group identity,

that is, our membership of diverse cultural and other groupings, and protecting the rights

and privileges which should flow from this, the politics of equal dignity simply maintains

the power of prevailing hegemonies and "is, in this way, profoundly discriminatory and

anti-democratic" (Morrow, 1996b: 56).

Against this, the politics of difference asserts that such diverse forms of life are

incommensurable, and their competing claims cannot be adjudicated in terms of any

neutral consensual ground. Morrow shows that the contribution of a politics of difference

lies precisely in the identification and recognition of significant differences in this way. It

assumes that individual identity is not created in an abstracted universal mould as the

outcome of rational, autonomous agency. Instead, identity is constructed within cultural

and social contexts in a dialogical mode.

Having identified the two positions of equal dignity and difference as legitimate in some

respects and problematic in others, Morrow, however, does not offer an inclusive

framework which accommodates appropriate forms of difference and equality, and which,

as I have repeatedly suggested, can be determined in terms of the constitutive meanings of

the spheres of social relations. In so doing, he poses the two modes of politics as

contradictory (and thus, in my view, falsely polarised), despite later arguing for a more

reconciliatory position. The kind of politics "based on a demand for the recognition of

individual human needs and capacities" Morrow (1996a: 5) argues, "is inhospitable to the

claims of a politics of difference". The contradiction, in his reading, arises from the fact

that the principle of non-discrimination lies at the heart of the politics of equal dignity,

while the politics of difference "insists on discrimination in favour of a specified group

[and] demands that the prevalent practices and rules should be suspended or modified in

the case of this group" (Morrow, 1996b: 55).
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Further, "a main problem with the politics of difference," Morrow suggests, "is that it

creates and succours the idea that society is made up of hostile groups, either dominating

or oppressed (Morrow, 1996b: 63). It is thus "inhospitable to the Enlightenment idea of a

common humanity and a shared rationality".

Significantly in the light of the main themes of this thesis, Morrow argues that it is the

issue of identity which "introduces a new and powerful dimension into the rivalry between

the politics of equal dignity and the politics of difference" (ibid.). Both views accept the

dialogical or relational context of identity formation and that the failure, in any political or

educational regime, to recognise the uniqueness and originality of each individual's way of

being perpetuates "disadvantagement of a particularly insidious kind" (Morrow, 1996b:

56). However, the "major fault line" appears between these two positions in their

interpretation of identity. The politics of equal dignity "sees identity in terms of the

rational autonomy of individuals [which] underpins its understanding of the principle of

non-discrimination" (ibid.). By contrast, "the politics of difference (as did Apartheid)

argues that individual identity is dependent on [particular] group identity [which] is

something the politics of equal dignity fails to acknowledge". The conflict between the two

positions can be expressed in terms of the tension between the universal and particular.

The assertion of the politics of difference is accompanied by the collapse of the "grand

(universal) narrative" (ibid.). Morrow shows that the Enlightenment concept of rationality

was mistakenly conceptualised as linguistically and culturally neutral and "was a catalyst

for the development of the politics of equal dignity which simply over-rides the obvious,

and profound, diversity of human beings and their forms oflife" (ibid.).

From this, it can be seen that Morrow expresses the tension between the two modes of

politics in terms of the two constitutive elements of what I have called "dual social

ontology". This is our universal identity as common bearers of human rights and

obligations on the one hand, and as particular individuating beings and members of

differentiated and diverse groupings on the other. He does, however, not conceptualise

these as part of an inclusive notion of identity which provides the key to how we can

regard ourselves as simultaneously different and equal and to how the tension between the

politics of equal dignity and the politics of difference can be mediated.
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However, Morrow's prevailing VIew is that the two modes of politics cannot be

simultaneously accommodated, unless the conditions for stability through a principle of

commonality and political tolerance is ensured. In contexts (like the South African) where

there are no centres of social stability and of democratic tolerance and where, as a result,

the politics of difference and politics of equal dignity remain incompatible, Morrow argues

for the priority of the politics of equal dignity.

Confirming a point made repeatedly in this thesis, Morrow argues that the unfettered

assertion of difference is problematical. Morrow's main concern is to alert us to the danger

of uncritically implementing the politics of difference in the current historical and social

context of South Africa, which lacks social cohesion. Given the deep divisions, ongoing

political violence and the general lack of tolerance and "stability" in South African society,

the unrestrained application of the politics of difference might exacerbate social

disintegration. This proceeds from Morrow's claim that the politics of equal dignity is

logically and historically prior to the politics of difference. That is to say, without the

political traditions and institutions upholding equal rights, human dignity, the rule of law

and political tolerance, the politics of difference may, as it did under apartheid, result in

domination, division and the erosion of the social fabric.

Morrow maintains that any claim to the shaping of academic practices in order to meet the

demands of particular groups runs the risk of descending into a "whirlpool of relativism".

This points to the necessity, as I have noted repeatedly, for the limitation of the claims of

difference through some form of counterbalancing commonality. Together, I have

suggested, the appropriate expression of difference against the backdrop of commonality

forms the framework of inclusive democracy.

Morrow argues strongly for a stable centre of social cohesion, based on the principle of

commonality and tolerance. Stability, he suggests, entails a unifying underlying moral

agreement based on the discovery of a shared meaning of "'we' ... a sense of community

which is a necessary condition for democratic politics" (Morrow, 1996a: 6). Teacher

Education, through its practice, rather than through an explicitly moral or political content,

has a particular role to play in fostering this.

https://etd.uwc.ac.za/



Democracy in Schooling and the Politicsof Equal Dignity and of Difference 375

The moral appeal of the politics of difference depends, as Morrow suggests, on some form

of "centre" which provides a principle of commonality by which difference is handled. As

Morrow (1996b: 63) suggests, such a centre of social stability can be coercively imposed

and backed by "the suppression of difference, the imposition of raw power, and lack of

respect for persons" and so on. Alternatively, Morrow, argues, the centre can be one

... founded on a shared sense of how we should relate to each other as persons,
a regime of mutual trust, a shared moral discourse which underpins the
possibility of both agreement and disagreement, and is based on the central
idea of democracy - to resolve (or perhaps dissolve) conflicts and disputes by
reasoned discussion rather than by reaching for our wallets, knobkerries or
other instruments of violence" (ibid., original emphasis).

Clearly, this concurs with Mouffe's (1992b) notion of an ethico-political principle of

commonality which provides a shared understanding by which difference can be

negotiated in a democratic spirit of tolerance. However, while identifying the importance

of this stable centre of commonality amidst the potentially divisive centrifugal forces of

difference, Morrow stops short of proposing an inclusive framework in which difference

and commonality are accommodated as simultaneous attributes of our complex, dual

ontology.

Turning to education, Morrow contends that the lack of social cohesion in South African

society is reflected in the malaise that characterises educational practice. The schooling

system, Morrow bluntly observes, "is in tatters". Significant numbers of children "have no

access to schooling at all, and the majority attend schools which are in deep disarray, with

little by way of established routines and very little by way of a shared sense of the

significance of systematic learning" (Morrow, 1996a: 8). This has resulted in the

widespread collapse of the culture of teaching and learning. Evidence of this is the "lack of

regular attendance ... by both teachers and learners; ... the prevalence of corrupt and

fraudulent practices in the schooling system; and the dissolution of traditional structures of

educational authority, sometimes in the name of democracy, which has given rise to a lack

of established orderliness and an increase in violence and other forms of tyranny in many

'educational' institutions" (Morrow, 1996b: 57).
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Under such conditions, Morrow maintains, the assertion of difference, in the form of group

demands, is dangerous. Nurtured in opposition to apartheid, the culture of resistance

among students has led to demands for their special regard as victims of oppression. In this

context, Morrow explains, such demands are supported "not by reasons but by threats and

the power of refusal" (ibid.). Resistance is fuelled by a deep mistrust of the oppressor and

by "an entrenched conception of necessarily antagonistic interest groups". For these

reasons, Morrow concludes, "resistance is constitutionally hostile to institutions and

established structures of authority, which it conceives of as the tools of the regime, and,

thus, has no interest in the maintenance of institutions as the locus of potentially enabling

practices" (ibid.).

Morrow claims that this sense of resistance underlies antagonistic attitudes among students

towards academic exclusions and assessment in schooling. Failure is regarded as

democratically illegitimate, and is placed "in the same category as other forms of exclusion

which lace our history ... as a perpetuation of the injustices of the past" (ibid.). Morrow

captures these attitudes as follows:

This stance is expressed in the slogan 'Pass one, pass all', and in constant
disputes about examinations and examination results. Failure is seen as
illegitimate because (to paraphrase the views of some university students)
failure simply further disadvantages students who have already been massively
disadvantaged; failure is a denial of the identity of the learner; failure is
'disempowering' and thus in contradiction to the principle that education
should 'empower'; and failure is a violation of the principle of equality"
(1996b: 58, emphasis added)

The assumption is, then, that in a democratic dispensation, students should be treated

equally. This is translated into the demand that previous injustices and disadvantage, to

which they were subject, and not their individual competence should be recognised as the

basis for underperformance. Accordingly, they should be treated equally in a non-

discriminatory way. Morrow observes that such an argument might be based on the view

that the commitment to non-discrimination implies that no student should fail. In rejecting

this, he suggests "although democratic schooling, in its commitment to an ideal of a

common humanity, is opposed to discrimination on the basis of social group membership,

wealth, race, gender, religion, and countless other differences between people, unless it
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discriminates on the basis of progress and achievements in learning it has ceased to be

education" (Morrow, 1996b: 64, original emphasis).

Morrow thus implicitly acknowledges one of my central claims, that is, that the

constitutive meaning of the sphere of education is the development of individual capacities

as part of the process of individuation, and hence, by definition, that it is characterised

primarily by differentiation, which he refers to as "discrimination". This, as he suggests, is

essential to education. "If it is education we are talking about then discrimination between

learners in terms of their learning achievements is inevitable; without something like this,

some scales of assessment of improvements in learning, it is difficult to know why we

would call any process a process of education" (ibid.).

In this way, Morrow recognises that the key to understanding why strict equality is not

legitimate in education is in terms of an understanding of the sphere of education and its

constitutive meaning. As he states: "There is, in short, a form of discrimination which is

essential to education [which] constitutes this sphere of collective life" (Morrow, 1996b:

64, emphasis added). To reject this form of discrimination, Morrow argues, would be to

reject education.

The key issue, according to Morrow, is to "distinguish clearly between the kind of

discrimination which is constitutive of education and other forms of discrimination"

(Morrow, 1996b: 65). We need, Morrow argues, "in the details of practice, to distinguish

between the form of discrimination which constitutes the sphere of education and those

forms which are a violation of the ideals of the politics of equal dignity" (ibid.). We

cannot, he suggests, "solve this problem by demanding either the abandonment of

discrimination altogether or the introduction of additional forms of discrimination which

corrupt the sphere of education" (ibid.).

Here Morrow calls implicitly for an inclusive framework which accommodates

differentiation and equality appropriately within educational practice. The inclusive

conceptual framework of democratic educational practice which I have proposed in this

thesis seeks such an understanding of where equality and difference are appropriate within

democratic educational practice. The key to this, I have maintained throughout, is the
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constitutive meaning of the various spheres which intersect within the practice of

education.

In my terms, as set out systematically in the previous chapter, equality is legitimate in the

educational sphere in all ways which relate to the politico-legal sphere of equal rights.

Thus, equality is legitimate insofar as the politico-legal right to the equal distribution of

educational resources is justified, despite any difference in identity, socio-economic status

and so on. In terms of the democratic control of schooling, I argued in the last section

(dealing with the boundary between the spheres education and politics) that the equal

participation of all role-players must be qualified by the fact that not all educational agents

are equal political agents. Equality is also legitimate, I have argued, in relation to our

common identity as individualities, that is, as bearers of human rights. From this, our right

to be treated with respect, dignity, reciprocity and mutual concern for development is

derived. I also contended that equality, in the sense of the elimination of background

difference in standardised assessment procedures to ensure professional, technical and

intellectual competence in appropriate fields, is also valid in education. In all other

respects, educational agents are non-equal and are thus differentiated according to their

different roles and authorities and according to their individual abilities, capacities,

learning styles and patterns of particular behaviour, choices and preferences which are an

expression of their unique individuation. Accordingly, in a democratic educational

practice, both of these aspects of our dual social ontology should be recognised and

respected.

Morrow argues similarly that the assessment of educational improvement is "necessarily

based on interpersonally agreed standards [and] ceases to be 'assessment' to the extent that

it degenerates into merely personal or subjective judgements" (Morrow, 1996b: 58-9).

Without these, Morrow contends, publicly recognised certification, which is construed as

standard currency, would be precluded. In the light of this, differentiation in the form of

affirmative action policies would be self-defeating, and would "undermine the assumption

of the uniform significance and value of such certificates, and, thus deprive them of their

'normal' currency, and subvert the purposes of affirmative action" (Morrow, 1996b: 59).

In my terms, affirmative action thus applied would contradict the constitutive meaning of

that aspect of education which relies on standardised assessment and which necessarily
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must focus on individual competence rather than group background and identity. As

Morrow points out, academic qualifications, "are supposed to signify the attainment of

particular capabilities" (Morrow, 1996b: 60). Schooling, Morrow adds, is not only about

contributing to cultural and other identities, but also about the development of a specific

range of literacies, capacities and competencies which can only be measured against some

form of common currency and rules of equivalence in terms of uniform assessment and

certification procedures.

Given the limitations of the politics of difference and faced with the prospect of it

contributing further towards the lack of social cohesion in society and schooling, Morrow

concludes that "the politics of difference seems most unlikely to be able to provide us with

ways of addressing the problem" (Morrow, 1996b: 62). Priority should therefore be

accorded to the politics of equal dignity, both generally and as the main agenda item for

Teacher Education. In the light of our experience of "ugly lines of segregation", it

represents a more promising route than that of the politics of difference towards the current

national priority which, as Morrow sees it, is to establish social cohesion.

In a key passage (in the first paper), Morrow counters the current of political correctness in

a view which, by his own admission, might be perceived as unpopular and "deeply

conservative in an affluent society characterised by social cohesion" (Morrow, 1996a: 10).

But as South Africa is not such a society, he contends that the role of teachers might be

seen as follows:

Teachers need to resist the moral blandishments of the politics of difference,
and develop a procedural commitment to ignore the historically constructed
differences between learners - to be colour and gender blind - and to treat, and
respect, all pupils equally. Teachers need to learn the difficult skills of
exercising impartiality in their professional relationships and educational
judgements, and using forms of assessment and evaluation which are strictly
"difference blind". They need to cultivate a stance of equal expectations of all
learners, and to overcome the matrix of demeaning, patronising or
condescending, and ultimately disempowering, attitudes which have
historically shaped human relationships in South Africa (1996a: 9).

Thus, while recognising the strength and limitations of both modes of politics, Morrow

argues that, under conditions of instability and in the face of a lack of a culture of political

tolerance, it is not possible to find a reconciliatory balance between the politics of
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difference and of equal dignity. In such circumstances, priority should be afforded to the

establishment of stability via the politics of equal dignity. As Morrow argues:

A priority in education in South Africa at present must be to try to establish
some forms of orderliness, to prevent the further unravelling of our social
fabric. The politics of difference is unlikely to help us; the politics of equal
dignity, with its commitment to the presumption that all people are potential
participants in the discourses of reason, to its understanding society as a
procedure for resolving conflicts by reasoned discussion, looks like an
appropriate place to begin, at least (1996b: 66).

However, from this account it is not clear conceptually why these two goals cannot be

pursued simultaneously. Morrow appears to be falsely polarising the two positions, or

more accurately, his view of the politics of difference is governed by the excesses of some

of its one-sided proponents. Given the strength and limitations of both aspects, what is

clearly necessary is an overarching framework which mediates the non-contradictory

elements of both equality and difference. It is precisely this which is the conceptual aim of

this thesis. As noted, Morrow (1996b: 65) does advance a reconciliatory stance in calling

for the distinction, in the details of educational practice, between "the form of

discrimination which constitutes the sphere of education and those forms which are a

violation of the ideals of the politics of equal dignity". He argues that the problem cannot

be solved by eliminating discrimination altogether or accommodating forms of

discrimination which undermine the constitutive meaning of education. Nonetheless, his

final position, in the absence of an inclusive conceptual framework, slips back into the

original tension.

Morrow's overall intention may not have been to go beyond flagging the dangers of

loosely applying the politics of difference and identifying the priority of establishing

cohesive commonality under conditions of instability. However, in order to proceed further

in coming to grips with the underlying tension between equality and difference, an

inclusive conceptual framework is necessary which accommodates the ways in which

equality and difference coexist within our social relations.

In Morrow's account, the politics of equality and difference thus remain polarised. In

suggesting that equality is not purely procedural and is the expression of a particular

cultural project, and in rejecting group claims based on strict equality and non-
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discrimination, Morrow hints at a nuanced concept of complex equality which

accompanies, but is distinguished from, procedural equality. Beyond this, however, no

indication is given of what this complex notion might be and how it might conceptually

accommodate difference. Further, the crucial issue of how to determine the appropriateness

of the procedural or the complex form of equality must be addressed.

Related to this, the status of difference in Morrow's account is largely pejorative.

Difference is regarded either as temporary, as in the arguments for affirmative action, or a

permanent feature which underlies the assertion of group identity in the 'hard' version of

the politics of difference and which is potentially destructive of sociality. However, as I

have argued consistently, the "benign" aspect of difference and diversity is also

"permanently" rooted in the plural fabric of society and in the process of individuation. It

is through the socio-cultural and individual differences that our complex identities as social

agents are dialogically formed. While he does mention the importance of recognition,

following Taylor, Morrow does not sufficiently affirm this aspect of significant difference

which, as I have argued, forms part of our dual social ontology and which is not

necessarily antagonistic to commonality, reciprocity and social cohesion.

A third difficulty arises from the fact that Morrow's argument for the priority of the

politics of equal dignity is based not on the inherent conceptual value, coherence or

weakness of the two positions, but is contingent on prevailing historical and social

conditions. In his view, the developmental value of identifying significant difference in the

current context has to be forfeited for the more immediate priority of social cohesion.

Although Morrow explains the logical and historical priority of the politics of equal

dignity over difference, the argument remains essentially a pragmatic, strategic one and not

a conceptual one. This strategically-based argument for prioritising the politics of equal

dignity is vulnerable to equally strategic counter arguments. For example, it could be

contended that "stability" may be more effectively achieved by adopting the opposite

strategy: that is, by accommodating historical difference and by avoiding the problems of

difference-blind universalism. As will emerge in the final chapter, the goal of nation-

building and the concept of a single, unifying overarching national identity is a fragile and

elusive one in the context of our divided history and global trends. In the light of this, the

assertion of a politico-ethical principle of commonality by which difference is negotiated,
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along the lines suggested by Mouffe (1992b) seems crucial. However, as is evident from

the discussion of Mouffe's inclusive framework, her proposal for this is situated directly

within the affirmation of the politics of difference. While she emphasises the dialectical

and contingent nature of democracy and the reconciliation of difference and equality, this

is contained within an inclusive conceptual framework which incorporates both.

While Morrow's discussion of the tension between the politics of difference and the

politics of equal dignity, highlights the main tension at the heart of education and

democracy, it also underscores the need for developing a framework which inclusively

conceptualises the ontological and ideological assertions of the politics of difference and

equality in a non-contradictory way. His analysis of aspects of current educational practice

which are subject to the tensions between the two politics is informative and indicates the

importance of approaching these issues via the notion of the constitutive meaning of the

spheres of education and politics. The issues raised by Morrow thus confirm the main

thrust of my argument which is directed towards the construction of an inclusive

conceptualisation of democracy as the mediation between difference and equality and

towards an understanding of the spheres of social relations and their constitutive meanings

as keys to this mediation.

Conclusion

In this chapter, I considered the tensions between education and politics in the

democratisation of schooling. In understanding the relationship between and the

appropriate boundary between education and politics, it can be seen that democratic

tensions revolve around the competing demands of difference and commonality.

I argued that analysing these tension in terms of the constitutive meaning of the various

spheres of social relations involved provides the basis for mediation. In the case of the

boundary between education and politics in school governance, it was clearly seen that this

mediation does not constitute an abstract principle, but is contingent on the prevailing

contestations and conditions embedded in the particular context. The character of the

mediation is therefore the outcome of the dominant tacit or explicit values, practices and

shared understandings of the community.
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Morrow's discussion of the tension between the politics of difference and politics of equal

dignity also highlighted the relation between the spheres of education and politics. This

provided insights into how this tension manifests in current educational contestations in

South Africa. My claim was that this tension can be mediated in terms of the inclusive

democratic framework which incorporates difference and equality in a non-contradictory

way and which derives from our dual social ontology, and secondly, the constitutive

meanings of the spheres of social relations. I concurred with Morrow's argument that

claims for strict equality among educational agents in the sphere of education can be

rejected on the basis of the constitutive meaning of education which is developmental and

thus necessarily characterised by differentiation. The only valid claims for strict equality in

education are for the equal distribution of educational resources and for equal respect and

reciprocity. These claims derive from our identity as equal individualities and agents in the

politico-legal sphere, the constitutive meaning of which is strict equality. It can be seen

that confusion arises when the constitutive meaning of one sphere is translated into

another.

Examining these areas of educational practice in this way thus provides evidence of how

the application of the theoretical framework of inclusive democracy can shed some light on

the mediation of the fundamental tensions underlying democracy in the school setting.

While the importance of equality of educational opportunity and the equitable distribution

of educational resources is unquestionable, the notions of "equality" and "educational

resources" become, on closer scrutiny, rather elusive ones. The tension between equality

(construed as the quantifiable aspects of expenditure, teacher training, physical facilities

and so on) and equity (construed as the recognition of relevant difference within

marginalised groups and redress of this), is the focus of the next chapter. This deals with

the question of distributive justice in education. Central to this is the identification of when

strict equality is legitimate, and when the accommodation of difference is appropriate. This

provides another opportunity within educational practice to examine the main framework

and arguments of the thesis.
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Education and Distributive Justice

The previous two chapters examined how inclusive democracy manifests in education at

the institutional level of the school. The intention was to show how various aspects of

educational practice can be understood in terms of the mediated tensions between

individualism and collectivism, and difference and equality. Itwas argued that viewing this

tension in terms of the spheres of social relations and their constitutive meaning provides

the conceptual framework by which the mediation of these tensions can be understood and

negotiated in the particular context, according to prevailing conditions and shared

understanding.

The tension between difference and equality is central to another fundamental concern

related to democracy in education. This is the issue of distributive justice and the

principles which should guide the allocation of educational resources.

During the course of the discussion in the last two chapters, I identified three criteria by

which the application of strict equality in the sphere of education is valid. Firstly, as

individualities, that is, in terms of our identities as universal human beings and citizens, we

are worthy of equal respect, dignity and reciprocity, despite any individual difference and

despite our difference roles and accomplishments as educational agents. Secondly, I argued

that in certain fields, the standardised assessment of intellectual, professional and technical

competence requires regard for individuals as strictly equal, in the sense that their unique

identities as individuating beings situated in different socio-economic backgrounds is

irrelevant. I indicated thirdly that the strictly equal distribution of educational resources

was valid as a consequence of our identity as citizens. This issue forms the focus of the

current chapter. However, as noted previously and for the reasons set out systemically

below, this cannot be governed by strict equality alone, and the notion of complex equality,

or equity, is necessary to accommodate difference where appropriate.
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As we shall see, therefore, crucial to the issue of distributive justice is the understanding of

when it is appropriate to regard ourselves as the same and when as different. Needless to

say, this is a highly contentious and politicised matter in the South African context, given

the enormous social, political and economic consequences of the discriminatory effects of

apartheid.

As strong and clear as the political and moral imperatives for social justice are, however,

this cannot be achieved by means of strict equality. Walzer, we have seen, pointedly

suggests that the latter is an idea "ripe for betrayal". In keeping with the line of argument

developed in the preceding discussion, the inclusive democratic perspective calls for the

accommodation of relevant difference within a complex notion of equality. It constitutes

the dilemma at the heart of distributive justice: how to mediate the competing tension

between strict equality and the recognition of relevant difference? Considering the just

distribution of educational resources raises a number of thorny issues. By what principles

are we to mediate the tension between basic and specialised training? On what basis are the

opposing principles of parental association and segregation to be reconciled? These are the

issues discussed and addressed by Walzer (1983) in terms of his framework of complex

equality and the spheres of distributive justice. His account provides important insights,

and is discussed immediately below. Once again I show that approaching these dilemmas

from the perspective of the spheres of social relations is a fruitful way of conceptualising

mediation.

I then proceed to discuss the arguments of Gilmour and Soudien (1991), Christie (1993)

and Me Lennan (1993), who all assert the need to approach justice in educational

distribution in terms of the notion of equity, instead of the difference-blindness of strict

equality. Gilmour and Soudien offer an illuminating account of the importance of

highlighting difference in relation to local educational policy and research issues. Of

particular significance for my project is that, in so doing, they problematise and address

these issues in terms of the competing frameworks of individualism and collectivism.

Christie argues along similar lines in her investigation of the concept of equality in

education policy and practice in South Africa. She provides a cogent account of the need to

approach these issues beyond the limitations of the paradigm of strict equality
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conventionally associated with the sphere of distributive justice. Likewise, Me Lennan,

concerned both with the discriminatory effects of difference-blind universalism and the

limitless assertion of difference by some feminist theorists, posits an argument for an

inclusive notion of equality which incorporates difference. Significantly, she draws support

from Walzer's notion of complex equality, thus echoing many of the central concerns of

this thesis.

The significance of all these views is that they each highlight the need for an inclusive

framework which incorporates both equality and difference. This implies that justice in the

distribution of educational resources cannot be achieved by applying a framework of strict

equality. Given the history of inequality in South Africa, the tendency in current policy to

interpret equity in terms of redeployment and fixed teacher/learner ratios is

understandable, but limiting. In advancing their concerns and positions, these theorists

therefore provide further substantiation and elaboration of my main claims and present the

opportunity to apply my framework of analysis to these issues. Throughout, the focus of

the present chapter is therefore the mediation of strict equality and equity, which

incorporates difference, in relation to the principal issues of the just distribution of

educational resources and goods.

Walzer: Complex Equality and Education

The unique character of the distributive sphere of education derives, in Walzer's (1983)

view, from the fact that it does not merely reproduce the established hierarchies, the

prevailing privileges and the existing workforce. If it was entirely reproductive,

educational distribution would mirror distribution in other spheres, and there would be "no

independent sphere and no internal logic" (Walzer, 1983: 198). When parents educate their

own children, for example, there is more direct and unmediated social reproduction

without communal intervention. By contrast, argues Walzer, "schools, teachers and ideas

create and fill an intermediate space of relative autonomy" (ibid.). They provide a context,

not the only one, but by far the most important one, for the development of critical

understanding and for the production, as well as the reproduction, of social critics".

Another way of stating this is that the constitutive meaning of the educational sphere is

developmental of critical faculties and progressive autonomy. This conforms to my notion
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of individuation, which lies at the heart of educational practice. The import of this is that

education, for Walzer, constitutes "a new set of social goods, conceived independently of

other goods, and requiring, in turn, an independent set of distributive processes" (ibid.).

Walzer's claim, therefore, is that the distribution of educational goods - student

enrolments, staff training and posts, authority, grades and promotions, different forms and

levels of knowledge - are distinct in nature and that consequently the distributive patterns

cannot simply mirror those of the political and economic sphere. In thus affirming the

special character of the school, Walzer does not deny the legitimate links between school

and society and between educational justice and social justice. The question then becomes,

what characterises education as a distributive sphere and what distributive criteria are

therefore appropriate? How does the notion of complex equality manifest in terms of a set

of distributive principles in the educational setting?

The distribution of schooling, claims Walzer, is determined both by what it is for as well as

what it is. Regarding the first - the school, according to Walzer, fulfils two functions: it

distributes to individuals their presents as well as their futures, and thereby adopts a

characteristic normative structure, a common conception of what it should be. Despite the

wide variations in the understanding of this conception in different societies, and without

denying the strong links between education and society, Walzer makes the assumption that

schools occupy a special social environment, partly detached from the immediate demands

of society and economy. Given this assumption, the key distributive questions then revolve

around: which children are to attend what kinds of schools, to study what and for how

long? Embedded in these questions are issues of central pertinence to this thesis, namely,

how should the distribution of schooling in a democratic society be negotiated in relation

to the competing demands of differentiation and identification.

Regarding the character of schools, Walzer points out that they have generally historically

been elite institutions, privileging such factors as rank, birth, wealth, gender, which in tum

allowed domination of religion, politics and the economy. This of course mirrors the

broader social divisions between rulers and ruled, priests and lay people, upper and

working classes. But these, argues Walzer, bear little relation to the internal character of

schooling and "there is no easy way of enforcing the necessary distinctions from within the

educational community" (1983: 201). The exclusivity of schools arise from the way in
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which they are dominated by a social elite, not from their inherent character. There is

therefore no plausible reason to exclude any group of children from the distribution of

basic education.

If, in terms of my analysis, the constitutive meaning of schooling (what Walzer refers to as

its "internal character") is an undifferentiated education for all, then this assertion amounts

to accepting the principle of simple equality in the sphere of schooling. In this view, all

children should receive the same education as a preparation for future life which is

commonly (but in different ways in different contexts), to be understood as incorporating

the social meaning of war, worship, citizenship or work, as the case may be. However,

while this simplicity is soon forfeited in that no educational system can ever be same for

all, Walzer argues that the notion of simple equality in education establishes the foundation

of a democratic policy of just distribution of educational resources. Educational equality is

regarded as a form of welfare provision, by which all children, as future citizens, and

therefore irrespective of their social and economic status, receive the same basic education.

This is the fulfilment of a basic need.

A Common Basic Education for Democratic Citizenship: the Japanese

Model

However, interest and capacity are equally important criteria in distributing different kinds

of education and these generate differentiations; not all children manifest the same degrees

of interest and share the same capacity to understand. Responding to these differentiations

is determined by the overall purpose of the school, its curriculum, and, it may be added, its

practices. This point is taken further in a moment. A school committed to the teaching of a

basic curriculum for democratic citizenship, will emphasise a shared knowledge among

students, and will attempt to raise them to the same level of accomplishment. As Walzer

explains, the aim here "is not to repress differences but rather to postpone them, so that

children learn to be citizens first - workers, managers, merchants, and professionals only

afterward" (Walzer, 1983: 203). There is no specialisation, for all students study the

common curriculum for citizenship. Thus, schooling based on a common curriculum

"ceases to be the monopoly of the few; it no longer automatically commands rank and

office". More privileged access to citizenship cannot be attained by excelling at school.
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Cognisant of the limitations of education towards social change, Walzer observes that

basic education, therefore, "guarantees nothing and exchanges for very little, but it

provides the common currency of political and social life" (ibid.).

For Walzer, basic education grounded on a core curriculum for citizenship represents the

broader principle of identification and commonality which recognises students'

fundamental identity as citizens. That is, it should be distributed to all children, regardless

of their social, economic background, and regardless of any differentiations in their ability

or interest. The commonality which identifies all children as equal citizens is manifest in

the non-specialised nature of this curriculum. Differences are not denied but, in this

element of education, their accommodation is delayed. Thus, as Walzer suggests, "teaching

children [and in our context, adults] to read is, after all, an egalitarian business, even if

teaching literary criticism, say, is not. The goal of the reading teacher is not to provide

equal chances but to achieve equal results" (ibid.). Reading, then, along with other

elements of basic education are distributed on a simple equality model'.

Walzer argues strongly that under contemporary conditions, the more autonomous the

institution is from state and corporate influences, the more effectively this match will be

achieved. Paradoxically, in his view, the route to enhancing democracy and equality in

schooling is via greater autonomy and differentiation. The trend towards differentiation

emanates from the social world external to the school. Studies of post-war Japanese

education, Walzer shows, suggests that genuinely common education can be provided only

in schools protected from state and corporate intervention. Further, this egalitarianism

among students, however, does not imply that students and teachers are equals and does

not deny the role of authority. This corroborates the arguments set out in the previous

chapter. As Walzer puts it,

Assume, as I have been doing, the existence of more or less enclosed
educational communities, and a certain sort of equality follows for every group
of students face to face with a teacher. Add to this that every child goes to
school, that there is a common curriculum, and that the enclosure is strong, and
then the sphere of education is likely to be highly egalitarian place. But only
for the students: students and teachers are not equals; indeed, the authority of
teachers is necessary to the equality of students (1983: 205).
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These optimistic claims, however, assume the particular socio-cultural conditions

surrounding Japanese schooling which contribute to the outcomes Walzer describes. Other

than citing the enclosed relationship between school and the external world, Walzer does

not begin to address some of the external features of Japanese society and culture that

might play into this. This puts some pressure on his notion of the education as a relatively

autonomous sphere. It is not at all clear from this account how face to face contact between

students and teachers produces egalitarianism. Further, Walzer's argument has slid from

considering basic education, presumably at junior school level, to a conclusion about the

entire sphere of education. The assumption here is clearly that schools have an innate

egalitarian tendency which will manifest under conditions of maximum autonomy, and that

the external pressures of government and the corporate sphere are inegalitarian. However,

in another context such as post-apartheid South Africa, private schools support autonomy

vociferously to conserve privileged access for social and educational elites, while the

egalitarian pressure is likely to come from external sources, notably the state as well as

political and educational lobbies.

The success of a school system in achieving this level of non-differentiation at the earliest

levels depends to a large extent on the degree of social homogeneity and on the degree of

inclusion of all differentiated groups. In South Africa, characterised as it is by sharp socio-

economic fractures, non-differentiation would probably damage the interests of many

students whose disadvantaged differences need to be directly addressed as early as

possible. In the light of South Africa's high degree of socio-economic, ethnic, cultural and

linguistic heterogeneity, the notion of a basic curriculum to reflect and generate

commonality is anything but straightforward, as the subsequent discussion in the next

chapter on curriculum shows. Challenging as it is, the balance between differentiation and

commonality has to be struck. The curriculum should thus mirror our multiple identities.

Ideally, a democratic school system would differentiate as little as possible in the early

years; but the emancipatory or developmental interests of differentiated students and

groups of students must of course be recognised.

However, as Walzer shows, the common Japanese curriculum does not imply the

undifferentiated handling of students. Praise is distributed liberally but differentially; some

students help with peer tutoring while others are tutored and more needy students receive
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more attention. Correlative relationships, in other words, are established among peers. Yet

the thread of commonality is the "strong school and the core curriculum". Far from

accentuating social differentiation, this face-to-face interaction is likely to engender

reciprocity and respect for the unique individuality and social worth of all, independent of

intellectual aptitude or performance.

Despite these qualifications, Walzer's discussion of the Japanese model highlights several

important features of democratic educational practice which challenge Western cultural

assumptions, especially regarding individualism. At primary level, there is minimal

internal differentiation, no speciality teachers and no ability tracking. In Walzer's terms,

this amounts to a high degree of simple equality. Thus he concludes that "internal

differentiation in the early grades is a sign of a weak school (or of teachers uncertain of

their vocation), surrendering to the tyranny of race or class" (ibid.).

Japanese teachers aim at the egalitarian goals of common standards among all students by

implementing a number of classroom practices: rewarding all students, adjusting the

classroom pace to the learning pace of students, and utilising peer tutoring. On the other

hand, the curriculum is demandingly geared to the above-average student. Walzer claims

that fears about standards being lowered through the provision of universal primary

education can be offset in schools able to withstand external inegalitarian pressures. These

pressures include both apathetic and indifferent parents as well as ambitious ones.

Democratic education, concludes Walzer, will tend to succeed to the degree that children

of all these groups are included in the enclosure.

Competitiveness among students; that is, the tendency to rank each other, is reduced by the

relative equality of cognitive performance. Instead, children perceive themselves to be

working together to master the curriculum. Cleaning and maintenance tasks are undertaken

by both students and teachers. Accordingly, the school community consists of students and

teachers with no maintenance staff. These shared learning and working experiences foster

a sense of common citizenship as opposed to a division of labour. The significance of this

practice for democratic educational practice in relation to our dual social ontology has

already been noted.
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These elements of the Japanese model represent for Walzer a normative democratic ideal.

The same basic knowledge for active citizenship is taught to all. Noteworthy in the light of

the previous discussion is Walzer's perception that "the learning experience is itself

democratic, bringing its own rewards of mutuality and camaraderie as well as of individual

achievement" (ibid.). Learning, in this perspective, thus enhances collective concerns as

well as individual progress. These democratic practices, for Walzer, combat prevailing

social stratification. To the extent that this is achieved, the schooling is autonomous of

these external inegalitarian influences. Conversely, autonomy (thus defined) is a necessary

condition for achieving equality.

Appropriate Differentiation in Educational Provision

These considerations all relate to the early years of schooling. Here, under conditions of

relative social homogeneity, minimal differentiation in classroom practices leads to

maximum equality'. Thus, for Walzer, "democratic education begins with simple equality:

common work for a common end. Education is distributed equally to every child - or,

more accurately, every child is helped to master the same body of knowledge".

The value of Walzer's discussion in relation to my analysis lies in his identification of

principles by which appropriate differentiation and equality in the institutional setting of

the school can be assessed in terms of just distribution. Rightly, in my view, he identifies

minimal differentiation at the earliest levels of basic education as a democratic feature

insofar as it implies simple equality and argues that the furthest extension of the

compulsory, common curriculum is a victory for equality. Yet his approach to

accommodating necessary differentiation, is a strictly chronological one: beyond the initial

stages of basic education, schooling must be characterised by differentiation and the

accommodation of individual needs. Thus, for Walzer, beyond this beginning, "simple

equality is entirely inappropriate as soon as the core curriculum has been grasped and the

common end achieved. After that, education must be shaped to the interests and capacities

of individual students. And the schools themselves must be more perceptive to the

particular requirements of the workaday world" (1983: 207).
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However, Walzer does not articulate the important point that while the curriculum and

methodology must be differentiated at the end of the early period (wherever this is defined)

so as to accommodate individual needs, elements of the common core curriculum can and

should continue in parallel. His assertion that the curriculum will be "grasped" and the

common end "achieved" appears to be based on an optimistic view of educational

outcomes. A more realistic perspective is that it is necessary to provide an ongoing thread

of commonality not only to offset the differentiated elements now introduced, but also to

retain common, citizenship components of the curriculum at older levels of development.

This can provide a highly instructive platform for dealing with the politics of gender, race,

ethnic, national identities, among other topics of citizenship preparation.

This raises several thorny issues regarding differentiation. Firstly, where is the legitimate

boundary between basic and secondary or further education? What are the appropriate

criteria to judge when to introduce differentiation, of what kind and to what degree?

Secondly, what is the desirable relationship between a national core curriculum for a

common citizenship and regional, ethnic, religious and individual differentiations? As

Walzer states, "equal citizenship requires a common schooling - its precise length is a

matter for political debate; but it does not require a uniform educational career" (1983:

209). I return to these questions in the final chapter.

The underlying distributive dilemma is that, given the inevitability of differentiation and

specialisation as well as diversity of choice among parents, how to ensure that these do not

simply become the conduits for the reproduction and extension of existing inequalities?

The problem is how to retain choice and diversity while preventing elites from maximising

benefits by ensuring privileged access to specialised and quality educational alternatives.

The proviston of general, liberal education is a desirable feature of a democratic

educational system. Yet its unrestrained distribution is precluded by constrained resources

and by the fact that the state, in the form of non-student taxpayers, is not morally obliged

to support this. However, as Walzer rightly points out, if the community supports the

general education of some of its students, usually in the college setting, it is obligated to do

so in other locations. These would include a variety of programmes, accommodating non-

traditional students of divergent ages, educational backgrounds and interests, run at
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national and regional levels, and located in unions, factories, museums, professional

associations, community centres and old-age homes and so on. This is in keeping with the

current policy frameworks for lifelong learning and continuing education. Walzer

concludes that "the only extension of basic education appropriate to a democracy is one

that provides real opportunities, real intellectual freedom, not just for some students

conventionally gathered together, but for all others, too" (ibid.). Thus the distributive

criterion of this educational good is interest, and from the viewpoint of Walzer's theory of

justice, this must apply to everyone equally.

By contrast, professional and specialised training need to be governed by different criteria;

interest and capacity alone will not provide an adequate filter. This kind of training,

suggests Walzer, occupies a distinct distributive sphere. Educating citizens is a form of

welfare, of communal provision. Training specialists and professionals can be regarded as

a kind of office for which students must be required to qualify, in addition to showing

interest and capacity'. The kind and extent of specialist provision is a matter of public,

democratic debate. Students thus have the right to be considered equally for limited places,

and also have the right to be prepared equally to compete for them. Given the social need

for specialist knowledge, Walzer argues, the education system must provide for this. Yet

this creates a democratic tension. Established elites will push for earlier specialisation and

earlier selection with the result that schooling for the unselected becomes pedestrian. This

tendency needs to be resisted, as it ignores the highly differentiated learning rates and

intellectual development of different children and precludes early school leavers from re-

entering the system. So, although the need for specialised schools and education is

acknowledged, procedures for articulation and lateral movement between the formal and

non- formal system are necessary features of a democratic educational practice.

More pertinently, however, to Walzer's theory of justice, is the acknowledgement not only

that specialisation is necessary, but that its monopolisation by the talented is legitimate".

The key point is that the unavoidably differentiated levels of scholastic talent should not

convert into differentiated levels of status, power and wealth. Schools have a legitimate

social purpose in producing trained expertise in particular fields, and this training should

be provided according to the distributive principle of talent. The linking of this talent, and
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the training that ensues from it, to power, wealth and status is embedded in the social

norms external to the school itself5• Thus Walzer argues,

No feature of the educational process requires the link between higher
education and hierarchical rank ... Specialized education is necessarily a
monopoly of the talented or, at least, of those students most capable at any
given moment of deploying their talents. But this is a legitimate monopoly.
Schools cannot avoid differentiating among their students, advancing some and
turning others away; but the differences they discover and reinforce should be
intrinsic to the work, not to the status of the work. They should have to do with
achievement, not with the economic and political rewards of achievement; they
should be inwardly focused, matters of praise and pride within the school and
then within the profession, but of uncertain standing in the larger world (1983:
211).

To sum up this part of the discussion: a democratic educational practice will incorporate

maximum equality and appropriate difference. It will be governed, in other words, by the

notion of complex equality, which is inclusive of relevant difference. Differentiation is an

inevitable feature of any education system beyond the provision of basic education. Given

the independence of the distributive spheres, differentiation need not necessarily conflict

with complex equality. Walzer's framework thus allows us to see complex equality and

differentiation as non-contradictory. He also provides an account of the specific character

of education as a distinct distributive sphere (and of different elements within education,

for instance social and technical knowledge) and what kind of distributive criteria are

therefore appropriate to these. These insights are useful in understanding where, on the one

hand, specialisation and differentiation and on the other commonality and uniformity in

educational practice is legitimate and where it is democratically inappropriate. For

instance, it is clear that early specialisation, that is, within the domain of basic education is

unjustified, but that certain kinds of differentiation between individual students and

between students and teachers is inevitable but not necessarily unjust nor undemocratic.

Further, as the Japanese practices exemplify, teachers and learners are legitimately

differentiated on the basis of the pedagogical authority of the former. However, their

commonality as social agents is expressed in the non-hierarchical sphere of domestic

activity undertaken jointly in the school setting. This simultaneous sameness and

difference is the expression of our social ontology and the practices which legitimately

regulate this can be regarded as inclusively democratic.
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Walzer's consideration of specialised schools raises the issue of private, independent and

commercial institutions. From the perspective of his theory of distributive justice and the

issue of equality and difference, how are these to be regarded? As previously outlined,

Walzer favours (relatively) autonomous institutions, "strong" enough to withstand the

inegalitarian pressures of external social relations. He also advocates a firm common basic

education for all. But ambitious, wealthy parents cannot be prevented from willingly

contributing more financially to bolster the quality of their children's education. This

represents the unwarranted but unavoidable intrusion of the market into the educational

sphere. This impulse is not only the function of the differentiated distribution of wealth,

but of diversity of choice among individuals and cultural and religious and other

groupings; some parents value a better education more than others. But in general, Walzer

suggests, the degree of parental support for private institutions is a function of the

"steepness of the social hierarchy and the number of access points to specialized training

and official positions" (1983: 213).

Walzer's point is that, if the link between status and the division of labour could be

loosened, and if mobility up the socio-economic ladder was better facilitated, then the

attractiveness and role of specialised private institutions would diminish. He acknowledges

that "schools can never be entirely free; but if they are to be free at all, there must be

constraints in other distributive spheres ... on what money can buy, for example, and the

extent and importance of office". These institutions therefore require some "freedom from

social pressure if they are to do their work - hence a society organised to yield that

freedom," argues Walzer (ibid.). Breaking the link between status and specialised training

is thus for Walzer the consequence of external social change. While this formulation

understates and perhaps underestimates the extent to which the curriculum, both overt and

hidden, serves to reproduce inequalities, Walzer's main point remains valid. His central

claim here is that, within the educational sphere, specialisation and differentiation are

inevitable. These must, however, be governed by factors intrinsic to the educational sphere

and the extent to which they reflect and reinforce inequalities which originate in the other

spheres, should be minimised.
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Association and Segregation in Schooling

Walzer goes on to provide a useful conceptual framework with which to analyse one of the

most contested aspects of schooling: association and segregation. This corresponds at the

institutional level to my notions of identification and differentiation. Not only are places in

the school system distributed among children, but children are distributed among

institutions. This requires a principle of association: who attends which institutions with

whom? This is distributive in two senses. Firstly, the nature of the institution and its

curriculum will be determined by the principle of association, that is by the identity of who

attends; and how they are defined as citizens, members of a particular religious

denomination, future workers, future students, academically advanced or not, and so on.

As indicated earlier, the common thread among all this diversity is the shared identity as

citizen. But beyond that, some form of segregation is a practical and educational necessity.

This is, however, inevitably contentious because of the second distributive aspect, namely,

that contact with a wide range of other children is in itself educational and developmental.

This leads Walzer to the conclusion that "the content of the curriculum is probably less

important than the human environment in which it is taught" (1983: 215).

These considerations lead Walzer to the heart of the matter, namely, that "the crucial

distributive problem in the sphere of education is to make children commoners of learning

without destroying what is uncommon about them, their social as well as their genetic

particularity" (1983: 216, emphasis added). This formulation echoes the central concerns

of this thesis: how do the competing demands of individual differentiation and collective

identification find a compatible relationship in the sphere of education? As noted, the key

issue of distributive justice here is how to reconcile diversity of choice among parents and

the reproduction of inequalities which this permits.

Education, according to Walzer, has to do with particularised persons, with identities,

aspirations, individual histories. Autonomous educational institutions mediate between, on

the one hand, particular individuals and their families and, on the other, society and the

state. The dilemma is that abolishing compulsory education renders the child subject to the

reproductive constraints of the socio-economic context of the family; abolishing the family
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context reconstructs the child as a mere abstracted subject of the state and runs the risk of

not recognising relevant difference.

From this it can be seen that Walzer formulates this dilemma in terms which resonate very

strongly with my notion of dual social ontology. The central tension of distributive justice

in education, as Walzer explains, arises from our dual identities as abstract citizens and

particular persons. The dilemma is how to strike the appropriate balance between, on the

one hand, commonality which is the outcome of the comprehensive, basic state provision

of education and on the other, the particular needs, choices and preferences arising from

the concrete family context.

Walzer argues that there is no unique and abstract solution. Specific social conditions can

give rise to a form of complex equality appropriate both to the normative model of the

school and to the requirements of democratic politics. The character of schools as

institutions which mediate between particular social forces, that is, the particular form of

the balance which is struck, will be determined by specific circumstances. This is the case

in every society; for there will always be a multiplicity of educational philosophies, even

in a seemingly undifferentiated society such as a communist one. A balance, he argues,

must be struck, but "differently in different times and places" (Walzer, 1983: 216). This

point concurs with my argument in the previous chapter that the boundaries between the

social spheres, and in particular between education and politics, and between students'

educational and political involvement cannot be settled in the abstract, but depend - in a

way consistent with the contingent and socially constructed character of democracy - on

the mediations realised in the particular context.

Nonetheless, Walzer considers a number of possible strategies for association and assesses

them in the light of equity. These are: randomness, private schooling and the vouchers

system, talent tracking, integration and bussing, and neighbourhood schools. These are

now briefly discussed.

Randomness is perhaps the most obvious strategy, but could only operate by the

abstraction of students from their contexts by strong state intervention. If randomness is

not an adequate basis for association, what is? If we assume that the common need to grow
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up within a democratic community and to occupy a place in society as a democratic

citizen, then schools should adopt a pattern of a association which anticipates patterns of

distribution of adults in a democracy. But, Walzer argues, this is too general a principle,

and we need to identify associative patterns and institutional forms that are compatible

with the education of democratic citizens.

Another approach is to assume that the pattern of association in a private school mirrors

the way its parents associate: on the basis of social class, or class aspiration, ideology or

religious commitment or educational philosophy. But access to this form of association is

expensive, which precludes the less wealthy, unless they are subsidised. One solution lies

in a voucher system, which theoretically at least, allows children from similar families to

associate. But this system, as well as private schools themselves, in Walzer's view, do not

provide the kind of wide exposure and pattern of association appropriate to pluralist

democratic society. Nonetheless, there is no need, in Walzer's view, for a "frontal assault

on parental choice, so long as its chief effect is to provide ideological diversity on the

margins of a predominantly public system" (Walzer, 1983: 219). This is especially so

under certain prevailing conditions. Access to private education need not necessarily entail

enormous social advantage. The stronger the public system, the less differentiation there

will be between public and private, and the more the effect of the moneyed elite will be

diluted". There should also be financial support for entry into these schools, and also

alternative routes to public and private office. The implication of all this is that the

"communal provision of educational goods should take a more public form - else it won't

contribute to the training of citizens" (ibid.). Notwithstanding this, if the above provisions

are met, private schooling can justly be accommodated within the educational system.

Another possibility is considering talent as a principle of association. This, however,

generates strong tensions. In some views, it is obvious that grouping children of similar

ability levels is advantageous to them. A counter view is that more heterogeneous

groupings will benefit the less talented students. The solution, according to Walzer (1983:

220), is to establish the "natural starting point of children's conscription", that is, the

underlying principle of association. If this is more communally defined in terms of

equality, then the segregation of academically well-endowed students can be criticised. If

on the other hand, issues such as national development are prioritised, talent tracking may
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be condoned'. In any event, as previously mentioned, specialisation need not occur too

early - for the benefit both of the talented as well as those deserving of subsequent chances

to mount later challenges.

As noted, "talent" is not the static, given notion of academic excellence which Walzer, in a

somewhat essentialist fashion, ascribes to it. Indeed, the aim of alternative admissions

procedures and academic development programmes is to identify potential achievers

among underperformers. Walzer points out that talent tracking cannot be justified on the

basis that it is an associative pattern which adult citizens follow. Democratic association

involves all ability levels in a variety of contexts. The fact that people socialise and marry

at their own intellectual level is incidental, for public education in a democratic society is

not primarily a preparation for marriage and private life. In view of the importance of

public life and of democratic value, talent tracking is difficult to support. Walzer concedes

that segregation may be in some students' interests, for example to remedy weaknesses in

certain subjects. But, in his view, "there are neither educational nor social reasons for

making such distinctions across the board, creating a two-class system within the schools

or creating radically different sorts of schools for different sorts of students" (1983: 221).

This approach of associating children on the basis of their external socialisation and

domestic environments is likely to reproduce existing class and race stratification.

Attempts to reduce these divisions by association in terms of their residence does not, of

course, succeed. Although the idea of community schools is on one level democratically

attractive, class and racial divisions are manifested in residential patterns. Countering the

differentiation in education which is distributed according to these residential patterns is

not simply a matter of equalising finance, curriculum and even quality. For, Walzer shows,

these differentiations originate in the social character and corresponding expectations. In

ghetto and slums schools [read township or rural-poor in the South African context], he

argues, children are prepared and prepare each other for life in those environments. One

solution is to move children from these locations, for example, by bussing, thus breaking

the associational pattern based on residence. The history of that strategy, we may note, has

not been a happy one.
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Another possible solution might be proportional association - each school's composition

being an approximate representation of the population within an agreed given area, with

variations in different areas in accordance with the total population. Initially, this may

seem plausible, especially in the South African context, where many institutions and

organisations are applying affirmative action programmes aimed at achieving race and

gender representivity. But as Walzer points out, upon what basis should the sorting occur:

race, class, gender, religion, ethnic group, language, culture''? It can clearly be seen that

complex arrangements are entailed by this option, which in any event precludes freedom of

choice. For instance, members of minorities may (and do) choose to live together and

create local communities and schools in which they claim, the mutual reinforcement of

associating with like kind is a strong attraction. Yet, argues Walzer, this creates a tension

between the ideological interests of a specific group and citizenship - a tension which will

be reflected in the relationship between locally controlled schooling and state provision.

Walzer sees educational institutions as fulfilling a central, mediating role in this regard. In

a pluralist society, many associations will form in diverse communities. Education will be

"group-dependent" that is, it will mediate between the particularity of the group,

represented concretely by the family, and the larger community, represented concretely by

the state. This mediating function thus accommodates pluralism, but must also "work to

bring children together in ways that hold open possibilities for cooperation" (1983: 223).

In this way, the institutions and practice of education perform a mediating function

between differentiated, particularised groups and the wider community. Despite the fact

that neighbourhood schools separate racial, cultural and class groupings, Walzer affirms

their value and sees the democratic school as "an enclosure within a neighborhood: a

special environment within a known world where children are brought together as students

exactly as they will one day come together as citizens" (1983: 25). In addition, voluntary

segregation can be justified when viewed through the lens of emancipatory interests - a

point I return to in the discussion on curriculum below. In this setting, the school most

appropriately fulfils its mediating role between particular groups of parents and the

external world represented initially by the educational authorities. Thus the actual

distribution of education in a particular context is shaped by the local politics of this

mediating conflict. Neighbourhood schools will vary from district to district. Therefore,

concludes Walzer, "the simple equality of one child/one place in the educational system
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makes for only apart of the story of justice in education". On the other hand, when

neighbourhood schools are open, that is not dominated by racial or ethnic identity, and in

possession of its own school, then justice is done. In such circumstances, argues Walzer,

the children are equals within a complex set of distributive arrangements. They
receive a common education, even if there is some variation in the curriculum
... from place to place. The cohesiveness of the faculty and the cooperation or
critical zeal of the parents will vary, too: but these are variations intrinsic to the
character of a democratic school, inevitable features of complex equality
(1983: 225-6).

Similarly, patterns of student association will vary, some being more heterogeneous than

others. These differentiations are endemic to a pluralist society, and can only be offset by

the radical use of state power. Walzer argues strongly for minimal state intervention in

education and for the limiting of its role to monitoring attendance, the establishment of the

general character of the curriculum, and guardianship of the certification process. These

limits are to be established by the "integrity of academic subjects, by the professionalism

of teachers, by the principle of equal consideration - and by associative patterns that

anticipate democratic politics but is not dominated by the powers-that-be or the reigning

ideologies" (ibid.). The subordination of the school to political purpose undercuts its

autonomous strength and its ability to mediate, thus diminishing education as a social

good. Ultimately, concludes Walzer, this "makes for less, not greater, equality when

students and teachers are subject to the tyranny of politics".

Conclusion: Walzer on Distributive Justice in Education

Walzer's theory of complex equality aims at reconciling plural differentiation and equality.

While the whole point of Walzer's project is the accommodation of social pluralism within

a complex understanding of equality, he tends to take a benign view of difference. It can be

concluded that Walzer views difference predominantly from a pluralist perspective and

less so from the vantage point of the politics of difference. He tends to underplay the

necessity to recognise and address the emancipatory concerns of subordinated groups.

Allied to this, he appears to drift towards a non-interventionist position vis-á-vis the role of

the state in reducing inequalities, a view which appears to discourage the redress of

disadvantage, disparity and difference arising from patterns of domination.
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Whether or not we accept (or even agree with the existence of) these liberal tendencies of

his conceptual framework, Walzer nonetheless clearly provides an important theoretical

tool with which to understand the dynamics of sameness and difference in social relations

and in the educational sphere. The autonomy of the spheres may be beyond reach in

practice, given the realities of power-political domination. But this autonomy is not beyond

comprehension. In Walzer's scheme, it constitutes the normative and conceptual

foundation upon which the challenge to domination can be mounted. According to

Walzer's theory of justice, legitimate difference does not necessarily contradict (complex)

equality. Understanding the relationship between difference and commonality does not

imply a neat resolution. These elements are in perpetual tension and contestation and must

ultimately be mediated in the context. The important element in Walzer's account (and in

others such as Mouffe, Gould and Sassoon) is the shift from viewing this tension in terms

of the polarisation of pluralist individualism and collectivist or liberal/universalist equality,

towards an inclusive notion of democracy, which accommodates difference and

commonality. In particular, he provides a useful framework by which to grasp how local

contextualisation can occur at the institutional level.

In this section, we have seen how Walzer applies these concepts to the consideration of the

particular distributive sphere of education and within this, to specific aspects of

educational distribution. His analysis of the key issues underlying the dilemma of

educational distribution highlights concerns which are central to my framework, namely,

equality and difference, association and segregation (equivalent to identification and

differentiation). Walzer's analysis concurs with the overall shape of my argument by

explaining the mediating function of education between the opposite ontological categories

of citizenship and personhood.

The remainder of this chapter focuses on other accounts of equality in education in the

South African context. On the one hand, democracy in education implies the equal

distribution of educational resources and the redress of past inequalities arising from the

discriminatory practices of apartheid. Beyond this, on the other hand, several progressive

educational analysts in South Africa argue for a notion of equity which incorporates the

recognition of particular differences which would otherwise remain hidden in a difference-

blind perspective. These calls are thus motivated by stronger social imperatives than liberal
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pluralism. These accounts extend and enrich the notion of equality by accommodating

difference and thus address one of the central themes of this thesis. The value of these

contributions is that the arguments are situated in the South African education policy and

research context.

Beyond Strict Equality in Education: Towards an Inclusive Notion

of Equity which incorporates Difference

As we have seen, the pursuit of democracy in the educational sphere ubiquitously

identifies equality as a stated goal. While equality is a politically noble ideal, it remains a

highly elusive notion in substantive terms. Equality, as discussed at the outset, in its strict

sense, is constitutive of those social spheres in which all difference is legitimately

excluded - namely, the sphere of human and politico-legal rights. Walzer shows us that

beyond this sphere, strict equality cannot accommodate the pluralism of social goods

which characterise contemporary society. Instead, a notion of complex equality is required

- one that accommodates difference.

The distinction between equality and equity is a crucial one in expanding the notion of

complex equality. These issues are highlighted in relation to educational reform, research

and policy by Gilmour and Soudien (1991). Strict equality as the basis of educational

distribution is based on the universalistic elimination of difference. In relation to the two

dominant emancipatory traditions, liberalism and socialism, this universal category of

identity was grounded on citizenship and class respectively. It is precisely this lack of

differentiation which is targeted by the proponents of the politics of difference.

Gilmour and Soudien show that equality in its strict sense tends to be emphasised at the

macro-policy level and in terms of quantitative concerns which aggregate variations. The

pursuit of justice through the equal distribution of educational resources is based ultimately

on individualistic conceptions of rights and is linked to quantitative policy research

methods. Equity, by contrast, is grounded on the recognition of group-related difference

(affirmative action is the pre-eminent example). It highlights the particular voice of

subjects and agents and is accordingly linked to ethnographic methodologies.
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Writing in the early 1990s, Gilmour and Soudien analyse three then current South African

educational policy documents" and other usages. Equality of education, they show, is often

defined in these documents as parity between groups in relation to identified inequalities,

measured against quantitative indices such as ratios or per capita spending. Parity in this

conception is an "aggregate measure detailing differences between otherwise indefinable

groups". Equity, by contrast, is a qualitative means of assessing actions against the

standards of justice, which requires different criteria.

Gilmour and Soudien observe that these terms are often used interchangeably. The

problematic consequence of this conflation is that the equity concerns for marginalised

groups are likely to be translated into the technical measurement of equality. The

possibility thus arises of achieving equality that is inequitable in two ways. Firstly, the

distributed good may be disadvantaging to some, and secondly, the good may become an

end in itself unrelated to external realities. Translated into curriculum concerns, this could

mean that firstly, equal access to a curriculum, which favours a select group in terms of its

dominant modes of discourse, will disadvantage those excluded. Secondly, equal access to

a curriculum which does not articulate with external factors such as home background or

labour market conditions, will also generate disadvantage in cases where further

knowledge or resources are required to actualise the benefits of the curriculum. Redress

strategies, such as multiculturalism, which aim at achieving strict distributive equality, thus

run the risk of unintentionally reinforcing inequity if they do not address disaggregated

differences.

Both Me Lerman and Brubacher argue in the same vein. In relation to the exclusion of

women, Me Lerman (1993: 54) points out that woman are not, as a whole, under-

represented in secondary or tertiary education in South Africa. In terms of the criteria of

strict equal distribution of access, then, they are - as an identifiable group - equal.

However, they lack access to suitable employment and positions of powerIO.

Brubacher (1969: 66) arrives at a similar conclusion, and provides useful analytic terms by

which to avoid confusion. Some educators see equalitarianism as having two meanings:

one related to "sameness" and the other to the "fittingness" (to which he also assigns the

term 'equity'). According to the latter "educational opportunities are equally distributed if
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'fitted' or suited to one's needs even though each one's needs are paradoxically quite

different". It is then possible to "forsake the egalitarian doctrine of treating all children

alike and replace it with a doctrine of treating them all equitably, that is taking account of

the differences which make them unequal" (ibid.). This captures exactly the rationale of

favouring the notion of equity, that is, the recognition of relevant difference, as opposed to

egalitarianism, that is, strict equality, in the quest for social and distributive justice.

A central problem, then, in the pursuit of equality is the identification of groups. The

tendency is to homogenise collectives, such as females and blacks, by the high-level

aggregation of data. This obscures internal variations within these groups as well as in

relation to other attributes such as locality or class, which may be as significant with regard

to equity. Gilmour and Soudien (1991: 7) conclude that "for the protagonists of equity,

equality, and justice there are considerable philosophical, logical and empirical difficulties

to be faced in formulating policy".

The distinction between equality and equity has been linked to the engendered discourse

embedded in the language of justice and rights. Me Lennan (1992), refers to Gilligan's

distinction of two modes of judging. One is associated with masculinity, the public world

of social power, a moral discourse dominated by an abstract, hierarchical notion of rights,

reciprocity and justice. The other is associated with femininity, the privacy of domestic

interchange, and a discourse characterised by notions of responsibility and care, articulated

though a contextualised network of relationships. Gilligan suggests that the morality of

rights is "predicated on equality and centred on the understanding of fairness" (quoted in

Me Lennan, 1992: 3). It is a manifestation of equal respect, balancing the claims of other

and self. The ethic of responsibility, by contrast, "relies on the concept of equity, the

recognition of difference in need" and rests on an understanding that gives rise to

compassion and care. This confirms the association between equality and the elimination

of difference, and between equity and the recognition of relevant difference.

Significantly for my purposes, Gilmour and Soudien show that underlying these

considerations in relation to (then) current educational policy debates is the tension

between individual and collective group. Legal rules generally focus on individual rights

with which the notion of equality of education is congruent. This derives from the liberal
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assumption of the individual as the primary unit of society. This has allowed a swing in the

USA from the contestation of group rights (for example in the famous Brown vs. Board of

Education case) to the focus of equality concerns on the guarantee of individual choice in

the 1980s. By contrast, the authors note the shift in the South African context from an

essentially contractarian to a communitarian position in the framework of the National

Education Policy Investigation (NEPI) in attempting to bridge this "individual-society

dilemma". Equality, in the NEPI framework document, was interpreted as a politically

contested first principle involving a commitment to the elimination of all difference. This

was accompanied by a politically-based group equity claim which permitted differences on

the condition that they were specially argued for. In this way, the framework was provided

for the justification of affirmative action as a form of political redress. However, if group

rights are achieved as a result of political struggle, there is no basis for ensuring group

regard for the least well-off individuals. Group rights may merely be designated as wants,

rather than rights. Appeals to objective commonly shared human needs brings us back to

an individually-based position. Thus there is a powerful "logical convergence to an

individually-based practice". Group claims for different treatment "become relegated to the

domain of the special pleading of interest groups in a way that denies understandings

wrought by earlier linkages of such groups to structural or societal factors". This is

because concepts have "allowed for definitions, usages, research, and policies that, while

outwardly and overtly concerned with groups and structural linkages in education, have

nonetheless permitted resolutions which devolve upon the individual" (Gilmour and

Soudien, 1991: 13).

Thus, central to this problematic is the "group-individual conundrum". In policy and

research, the group concept has been severely compromised by apartheid. Appeals to broad

categories such as the 'new South Africa' obscure the specificities of the historical

struggles of disadvantaged groups and focus on an adapting dehistoricised individual.

Appealing to universalistic notions such as the 'people' or the 'nation' and the idea of a

'new social consensus' comprising the new South Africa, problematically hides the

marginalisation of women and other particular groupsIl.

Gilmour and Soudien's argument highlights the intricacies of the universal-particular

conundrum within methodological concerns. They suggest that directions for reducing this
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universal-particular tension may be found in investigating the related macro-micro

dilemma. Explanations for poor black student performance under apartheid tend to focus

on the structural functions of the school, and ignore institutional processes. Ethnographical

research suggests that these structural and functionalist accounts are not sufficient as

explanatory tools. The "voices of the subjects themselves, be they working class, black or

women, are their interpretations of their experiences" and are denied (Gilmour and
Soudien, 1991: 16). By contrast, explanations focusing on process disaggregate the

monolithic notion of the school and are inclusive of all aspects of education, including

culture, human agency and the particularity of the subjects' perceptions and experiences.

Gilmour and Soudien (1991: 17) suggest that "it is here that a discourse of equity in

education could possibly begin". For them, "recognising the specificity of the site, and

how forces, administrative, religious, political, economic, will articulate to produce

outcomes which are different, is a first step in recognising that a uniform ameliorative

policy for the 'New South Africa' based on indices of 'inequality' could fail" (1991: 17-

18, emphasis added). Thus, equity measures which admit difference, overcome the drift

towards interpreting equality in terms of a quantitative aggregation that could exacerbate

existing inequalities by failing to recognise the specificities embedded in particular sites of

inequality.

The counterchallenge to ethnographic research methodology is to account for the function

of the institution as the mediator of "master narratives, such as those of capital" - not only

by children in a classroom, but also by the wider school community. Attempts (such as

Willis') to introduce macro-analytic categories of analysis do not, in the view of Gilmour

and Soudien, reconcile macro and micro levels. This is because their origins are obscure: it

is not clear whether they constitute a priori deductive structuralist theorising about the

production and reproduction of ideology or a posteriori inductive grounded theory (West,

quoted in Gilmour and Soudien, 1991: 18). The authors conclude that "neither macro-

based policies, derived from a priori deductions, not micro policies premised on a

posteriori evidence will permit resolutions of the equality-equity dilemma" (ibid.).

Significantly, then, is the authors' identification of the central tension in terms of the

equality-equity dilemma which they explicitly related to the "group-individual" dilemma.

Equally significant is their response to this in terms of another key mediating concept

central to my framework, namely, relative autonomy.
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The inclusive concept of relative autonomy, for Gilmour and Soudien, contains both macro

and micro by including the institution in the social structure without reducing it to an

epiphenomenon of the system, as structuralists would have it, nor permitting unrestrained

freedom, as ethnographers would suggest. Institutions not only reproduce external

productive relationships, but also mediate them. They are, therefore, simultaneously

"determined and free". This mirrors in institutional terms the ontological perspective of

Durkheim and the interactionist sociologists which I have adopted. The variables utilised

in studies of this sort include qualitative factors such as leadership style, organisational

type, staff involvement and so on, as well as the age, gender, class issues. For the authors,

these represent a self-evident advance on the "standard South African macro-based

indices" such as teacher-pupil ratios, per capita spending and so on. While these

quantitative indicators are important for comparative purposes, they problematically

assume a depersonalised subject - "the culturally deprived victim of unequal resources"

(ibid.). Such analysis thus continues to focus on individual attainment and the conditions

enabling such individuals to rise above their contexts, and thus avoids critique of the

oppressive practices which led to the conditions.

Addressing the goals of equality and equity are thus far more complex than first appears.

Approaching the institution as both determined and free avoids the conflation of equality

with equity. If equality relates to the macro policy and resource domain, Gilmour and

Soudien (1991: 21-2) conclude, then equity may be achieved "by understandings generated

at specific sites in ways which are not prescribed by methodological individualism,

elevated to aggregative macro policy". The resolution of these "may capture both the

generality and the specificity of the experience of South African schools in a research

framework". The inclusion of the "voices of those who are defined as problematic" is

necessary to avoid a narrow and limiting notion of equality.

In conclusion, Gilmour and Soudien's argument, in distinguishing between equality and

equity and in tracing the underlying tension between individual and collective, thus

provides an elaboration of the main themes of this thesis in the context of educational

policy and research methods. According to their analysis, the consequence of adopting a

strict interpretation of a highly aggregated and universalistic notion of equality, is the

denial of specificity. This, they argue, has both policy and methodological implications.
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The mediating principle which they propose is that of the relative autonomy of institutions,

by virtue of which they are "neither free nor determined". This forms an interesting

institutional and policy-level counterpart to the notion of individuation which, as I have

suggested, comprised an ontological middle ground between individual and collective, and

which, through the constitutive element of relative autonomy, also constitutes a mediating

principle between external determination and individual agency. Gilmour and Soudien's

proposition for negotiating the policy and methodological tensions between individual and

group thus accords with the main thrust of this thesis and provides an important extension

of these concerns into the research and policy domains.

A similar argument is provided by Christie (1993) in her engagement with the notion of

equality in education. Christie poses the question of whether difference or commonality

will best serve the goal of equality. Along the same lines as Gilmour and Soudien, she

argues that, given the wide historical disparities in the provision of education in South

Africa, it is not surprising that political and moral imperatives for equality have been

largely directed towards easily identifiable and quantitative inequalities. These include:

equal input (per capita spending, provision of accommodation and equipment and so on)

and output (success rates) (Christie, 1993: 6). While equal distribution is undeniably

necessary for educational equality, a far wider range of issues beyond the material

dimensions of provision - the curriculum being one - is also entailed. Drawing from Iris

Young, Christie contends that the principles of equality and justice in relation to

curriculum issues (what is taught, to whom and under what conditions) are more complex

than the quantifiable provision of educational services. The logic of distributive justice

interpreted in strict quantitative terms, is limited - particularly in relation to non-material

social goods. This is especially so with respect to education, which, beyond provision, is

non-material in character. Rights have more to do with constraining or enabling social

relationships, than with material possessions. Beyond a narrow conception of distribution,

equality entails the "full participation and inclusion of everyone in a society's major

institutions, and the socially supported substantive opportunity for all to develop and

exercise their capacities and realise their choices" (Young, quoted in Christie, 1993: 7)12.

For Christie, the opening of access as a strategy towards the equal distribution of education

can therefore not be divorced from curriculum content. Educational inequalities are
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reproduced through the different ways in which the various class, gender and other groups

relate to the hegemonic curriculum. Accordingly, Christie argues that "Simply extending

access to the existing curriculum will therefore not redress inequalities" (ibid.).

The curriculum is central to the struggle for equality in education because of its highly

contested nature. It is, as Christie indicates, a social construction, reflecting particular

perspectives and values embedded in the experiences of social groups whom it privileges

in terms of patterns of success and failure. It is based on specific assumptions about what

counts as valuable knowledge and skills and essential learning experiences. The selection,

production and dissemination of knowledge in the curriculum are therefore subject to the

patterns of power. Consequently, implementing policies for equality in relation to the

curriculum implies not only broadening access to it, but also examining the social relations

underlying it: "how the curriculum is created and by whom; what counts as valuable

learning experiences for all; and what assumptions are made about commonality and

difference" (Christie, 1993: 8)13.

The severity of South Africa's racially determined divided social order understandably

also generates calls for racial equality and equity in education. In the strict sense, of

course, racial differences in provision are discriminatory and must be removed. However,

the realities of demographic distribution arising from the racial geography of apartheid

preclude defining equality in terms of desegregation. The majority of African students

(and, it may be added, the most educationally disadvantaged among them) will inevitably

remain in racially divided educational institutions. Targeting racial desegregation as the

focus of curriculum reform (and, it may be added, other aspects of educational reform)

consequently runs the risk of engaging in "an alternative form of curriculum elitism"

(Christie, 1993: 12). Instead, in furthering the cause of equality, curriculum reform should

be directed towards the majority of students. Equality, therefore, does not simply translate

into racial desegregation, but implies addressing the particular needs of the marginalised

majority.

The apartheid curriculum was largely "an academic curriculum, vertically differentiated

via unequal funding, and horizontally (racially and ethnically) differentiated in terms of

legal provision, policy, administrative provision, curriculum planning and development,
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certification and service" (Muller, 1993b: 40). Though not the most common, the

hegemonically dominant white and Indian schooling practice was adopted as a normative

benchmark (Christie, 1993: 11). Bolstered by arguments to maintain "standards", these

schools continue in the main to administer individualistic, meritocratic entrance testing,

and have made few significant changes to their mainstream curriculum to accommodate

the new intake of black students. Given the politics of curriculum formulation, this

prevailing assimilationist model, Christie argues, will continue to disadvantage the

majority of students. In relation to pedagogy, neglecting cultural inequalities between

children of different social classes penalises the underprivileged. Formal equality is a

"cloak for and a justification of indifference to the real inequalities" (Bourdieu, quoted in

Christie, 1993:12). The wordplay (intended or not) here is apposite. Formal equality denies

difference, but remains indifferent to significant differences (that is, those that reflect and

reproduce inequalities) which must be recognised and addressed, if equity - to deploy

Gilmour and Soudien's distinction - rather than strict equality is to be realised. Thus the

tension between formal equality and the recognition of difference emerges clearly as a key

issue in relation to the curriculum.

To meet the needs of the majority, curriculum content, design and implementation would

thus have to be inclusive of the particular knowledge and experiences of marginalised

groups. This, as Christie suggests, must not comprise a simple "add-on", but must involve

fundamental change. Neither should it relativistically replace one hegemony for another.

This raises the issue of curriculum specialisation in relation to equality. Drawing from

Gramsci (who favoured a basic common school for all), and echoing Walzer's views in

this regard, Christie argues for a universal general academically-based curriculum for all

during the compulsory phase. While this may be potentially divisive and exclusionary for

disadvantaged students, its importance lies in its contribution towards developing maturity,

intellectual capacity, practical creativity and autonomous initiative. For Gramsci, it

exposes the rules of logic and abstraction, the awareness of immutable natural laws and

contestable social laws and the historical understanding of change. The key point, as noted

in the previous chapter, is that attempting to cater for academically underprepared students

by reducing the mainstream academic emphasis, is likely to disempower such students in

relation to political and economic participation. Instead, Christie suggests that academic

work should be accompanied by focusing on students' particular learning experiences in
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the curriculum and on the "conceptual skills and processes necessary for critical and

reflective thinking, again in the context of the majority of students". Introducing to all

pupils what Bourdieu dubbed "the technology of intellectual inquiry" (quoted in Christie,

1993, ibid.) would enhance learning for all students. If accompanied by content and

teaching methods appropriate to the interests and success of the majority, this would, in

Christie's view, significantly alter the social relations of the curriculum. In this way, in the

interests of equity, Christie sets limits to the emphasis on difference, which, if extended

too far, simply reproduces - rather than reduces - marginalisation. Thus, from Christie's

account, we can derive the important insight that the conceptual link between equity and

difference must not be unqualified".

In conclusion it can be seen that Christie, like many other of theorists discussed, resolves

the difference/equality conundrum in the curriculum by emphasising the need to address

difference, while highlighting the importance of establishing commonality. Equality, for

her, centrally entails inclusivity for the majority of students in a common curriculum

geared towards the majority but which incorporates formative elements useful for all.

Equality cannot be achieved through a distributive paradigm; nor can it be reduced to

racial parity. It must recognise difference without forfeiting commonality. Following

Bourdieu, Christie is rightly cautious about the reinforcement of inequalities arising from

the universalistic denial of difference. However, she alerts us to the disempowering effect

of emphasising difference to the point of dislocating commonality which would obstruct

the access of marginalised students to mainstream cultural and knowledge domains.

Along similar lines, Me Lennan (1993) seeks to define a complex notion of equality which

transcends the dichotomy between equality and difference in order to better inform the

quest for educational equality, especially in relation to gender. In so doing, she casts

further light on the issues at hand.

She examines the notion of exclusion of women's voices highlighted by several theorists

who refer to the gendered structure of legal and moral discourse. As noted, male identity is

associated with the public sphere of rights, justice and equality, and female with the private

sphere of responsibility, care, nurturing and the recognition of difference. Me Lennan

argues that while this analysis is important, it tends to essentialise gender identities. The
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discovery of the feminine voice is facilitated through this analysis, but at the cost of

forfeiting the abstract notion of justice on which many theories of equality are predicated.

This approach thus fails to transcend the dichotomy between equality and difference and

runs the risk, on the one hand, of the assertion of difference as essence, and on the other of

generating a weak notion of educational equality which assumes that it is sufficient to tell

students that they are equal and to encourage them to act in non-stereotypical ways. Me

Lennan argues that this account fails to explain how the mechanisms of exclusion operate

to constitute gendered identities. More importantly, by dichotomising equality and equity,

these views preclude the redefinition of equality "so that it can incorporate notions of

equality and equity, fairness and difference in need" (Me Lennan, 1992: 4). This

dichotomy is exacerbated by the linking of equality and rights, which obstructs the

development of a "concept of equality in which freedom of choice, in terms of social

identities and subjectivities, is actualised" (Me Lennan, 1993: 55). It precludes perceiving

education "in terms which include both the universal and the concrete other". It is therefore

necessary to construct a concept of equality which accommodates difference. In this way,

Me Lennan exposes these analyses as lacking the requisite inclusivity of equality and

difference, which are both necessary for an adequate democratic framework.

In arguing for a more inclusive approach, Me Lennan draws from Foucault's normalisation

theory, and explains how forms of knowledge and discursive practices embedded in

relations of power constitute social understandings and identity formation in relation to

gender, among other categories of identity. The emphasis on universal theories and the

distributive notion of equality which relate to the generalised other within the dominant

discourses of justice, morality and education, serves to exclude women.

Like Christie, Me Lennan notes that South African debates and policy formulations about

equality tend to emphasise the distributive element, and then predominantly in terms of

race. Me Lennan argues further that, with few exceptions, the analysis of inequality in

schooling has focused on apartheid or capitalist exploitation. This has led to the tendency

to view equality in terms of racial and gender parity in equal access, provision and

opportunity. In other words, the concept of equal education has been reduced to parity

issues in schooling and hence to quantitative concerns. Educating for equality, therefore, is

not only about access and provision (important though these are), but also about "the
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structures, norms, process and understandings of the wider society which affect the

opportunities and life chances of women" (ibid.).

Me Lennan links the tension between sameness and difference directly to that between the

quantitative, distributive notion of equality and the qualitative notion of equity. This

tension underlies dominant social and ideological understandings which affect life chances

and opportunities. Sameness, in liberal theory, is embodied in the universal identity of the

generalised other - the abstract individual bearer of rights which is the basis of

commonality and citizenship. This formal notion of equality is limited in its blindness to

the non-legal, institutional barriers and relations of domination which create social

inequalities. Difference, in feminist theory, is related to the concretely situated self, which

is subject to dominating power relations within dominant discourses and social

understandings. Critically hearing the voice of the concrete other, however, goes beyond

merely identifying difference. It becomes the means of extending discursive boundaries as

a basis for challenging dominance and domination. It is associated with the notion of

equity, as an ethic of responsibility.

In terms which relate closely to my notion of the social spheres and constitutive meaning,

Me Lennan argues that an adequate notion of equality will incorporate both distributional

and equity elements. The first relates to the abstracted citizen in relation to whom

difference is legitimately excluded from the consideration of educational distribution, and

the second to making this distribution fair and grounded by recognising differences

inherent in the experience of the concrete other. These are further related by Me Lennan to

the principles of non-discrimination (that is, ensuring equality in respect of distributions,

despite difference) and non-repression (that is, ensuring the inclusion of all, including

voices marginalised by dominant social relations). This inclusion generates the critical

space to understand and challenge the processes and practices by which women (and

others) are subjugated. Thus, a complex notion of equality is envisaged, one that

accommodates the plurality of differences which comprise human society. In drawing

together distributional and equity elements within a complex notion of educational

equality, Me Lennan follows the main line of argument in this thesis closely. She links the

former with the universal abstract notion of citizenship on the basis of rights, and links

equity with the differences embedded in the particular context of the concrete person. This
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corresponds to the proposal of a dual social ontology, comprising individuality (the basis

of citizenship, related to the politico-legal sphere) and the individuating person (linked to

particular differences, related to the private individual, and cultural spheres). She argues

for a complex notions of equality which is inclusive of sameness and difference in this

way.

This argument, not surprisingly, is informed by Walzer's theory of justice (1983) which

provides such a notion of complex equality. Me Lerman draws on Walzer's concept of

separate autonomous spheres of distributive justice which serves to explain dominance and

provides the basis for resisting it. It will be remembered that in Walzer's theory,

domination arises when one good which is constitutive of a particular sphere (like wealth)

is allowed to be translated into a good in another sphere (like education). Distributive

criteria relate to the social meaning of goods, which include social relations. Domination is

precluded if particular social goods are distributed according to their own criteria. For Me

Lennan, "Walzer's concern with the nature of relations between people has radical

potential" (1993: 63). His focus on the relations which structure the distribution of social

goods allows the development of mechanisms which limit and contain relations of

domination and the challenge to dominant social understandings. Within the necessary

shared egalitarianism which underlies Walzer's assumptions, lies the necessity for gender

relations to be just. Thus, in Walzer's emphasis on relations, Me Lennan finds

corroboration of the importance of the inclusion of non-distributive aspect of equality,

along with respecting equality in relation to the generalised other. This provides the

conceptual vantage point from which to critique the process of domination, which arises

for instance through the imposition of abstract universalism. For Me Lennan, the import of

Walzer's notion of separate spheres is that for social institutions to become autonomous,

the inequalities embedded within them have to be overcome, "so that they cannot be

translated into a dominance which invades other spheres" (ibid.).

In my terms, the distinction made by Me Lennan (and others, as we have seen) between

equality and equity can be expressed in terms of the different constitutive meanings

underlying the politico-legal sphere (which relates to strict equality) and the power-

political sphere (which relates to the recognition of difference in the struggle for equity).

Me Lerman captures this in her conclusion that, as opposed to the predominant distributive
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notion of equality which prevails in South African educational policy documents, a "more

realistic approach to the issue of equality which recognises the political nature of equality

and the social struggle over meanings and values" should be adopted (ibid.). Equality, in

its complex sense, would then incorporate not only distributive concerns, but also the

recognition of necessary particular social conditions to ensure equity'".

For Me Lerman, then, pursuing complex equality entails recognising both the universal

rights of all to equal distribution, as well as particular differences among subordinate

groups arising from patterns of domination. Like Christie, the strength of her analysis lies

in her challenge to the unqualified emphasis on the politics of difference which threatens

commonality and which posits a weak notion of equality. Me Lerman thus makes an

informative contribution to enriching South African educational discourse with a complex

and (in my terms) inclusive notion of justice which incorporates equality and difference.

Conclusion

This chapter examined a number of views on the main Issues concerning the just

distribution of educational resources and goods. The importance of this in the context of

this thesis is that the dilemma at the core of the question of just distribution is how to

reconcile the normative ideal of equal distribution as the foundation of justice, with the

ways in which the imperative of difference asserts itself in contemporary times.

Difference, as we have seen, manifests in both benign and dominating forms. Regarding

the first, it is embedded in the plural character of society as an expression of individuation,

choice, preferences and the multiplicity of individual and collective identities which

comprise cultural and social life. In its dominating form, it is part of the social

constructions by which patterns of domination and subjugation are enforced and

internalised. Both senses of difference lie in tension with equality.

In this regard, all the theorists discussed in this chapter highlight a central feature of

inclusive democracy: that the notion of strict equality has very limited application and that

the concepts of complex equality and equity must be incorporated into the consideration of

distributive justice and other education policy issues. In so doing they substantiate one of

the central claims of this thesis, namely, the key issue that equality and difference are not
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to be seen as simple contraries, and the cause of justice and democracy must necessarily

involve the recognition and addressing of difference. This is so both in the benign and

dominating sense. The accounts of all those discussed in this chapter support this view and

implicitly trace the justification for this to our ontology, which is an explicit part of my

analytic framework.

Walzer's discussion on just distribution in the educational sphere focussed on key issues

related to the accommodation of difference. How and when do we allow for specialisation

and differentiation in the provision of schooling? How do we reconcile freedom of choice

and diversity with the normative ideal of equality in distribution? On what basis should

parental association and segregation be regulated? He makes it clear that there are no

absolute answers to these dilemmas. In setting out his framework of autonomous spheres,

he substantiates one of my main claims that the mediation of the tensions of equality and

difference is shaped by the prevailing shared understandings of the school community

concerned.

The other arguments all corroborate the importance of accommodating difference. Christie

and Me Lennan, indeed, in highlighting the dangers of overemphasis on difference, argue

for some form of mediation between equality and difference. These arguments thus

provide a strong collaboration and extension of the central thrust of the thesis: the search

for in inclusive definition of democracy as the basis for a democratic educational practice.

In the final chapter, I examine the curriculum, which I approach in similar terms, arguing

for an approach based on the inclusivity of difference and commonality which can be

justified in terms of our dual social ontology.
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Difference and Commonality in the Curriculum

I have suggested throughout the preceding discussion that the main theme of this thesis,

namely, the apparent tension between individualism and collectivism, is the closely related

to the fundamental social dynamics of differentiation and identification.

Clearly, difference and commonality are pivotal issues to one of the central concerns of

education, namely, the curriculum. It is not hard to see why this should be so. The real and

perceived impact which the curriculum has in social, economic and cultural life makes it

an area in which wider social, political and ideological tensions are fiercely and emotively

contested. The curriculum, perhaps pre-eminently among other aspects of educational

practice, embodies the aims and purposes of education and broadly reflects, as Jansen

(1990: 330) notes, "the aspirations of the nation". The curriculum centrally involves

questions of power and knowledge and contestations around questions like: whose

knowledge and in whose interests it is being shaped and disseminated? (N. Taylor, 1993:

2). In its overt and hidden forms, it therefore provides the vehicle for reflecting, reinforcing

and challenging prevailing social relations and constructions, underlying which - as has

been consistently maintained in this thesis - is the relationship between individual and

collective difference and commonality and other closely related pairs of concepts. As

Muller (1993a: 41) suggests, "The framing axes of particularism and universalism, specific

cultural identities and core national identity, commonness and difference, structure the way

in which all curriculum questions are asked and answered".

Contemporary discussions on the curriculum are therefore invariably located in the tension

between differentiation and commonality'. Muller's account (1993b), for example, of how

various curricular models accommodate commonality and difference signifies the broader

tension, which is maintained by dichotomous modernist thinking, between the universal

and the particular and which lies behind the contest between difference and commonality.

Muller (1993b: 34) indicates that the "Enlightenment certainties and universalising
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aspirations that underpinned the great emancipatory traditions of the nineteenth century,

particularly Marxism and liberalism", have been fundamentally questioned in

contemporary social theory. This has been accompanied, as Muller notes, by the flowering

of new particularisms - the burgeoning range of social movements from black

consciousness to the feminist, ecology and gay movements, clamouring for particular

cultural and individual identity. These assertions of particularisms of language, culture and

knowledge have emerged to challenge forms of dominant difference-blind universalism in

which their emancipatory interests remain hidden from view.

Against this backdrop, the tension between universalism and particularism is replicated in

curriculum policy in the choices between the core and assimilationist curriculum

(reflecting universalism), and technical/vocational or academic tracks and the multicultural

curriculum (reflecting particularism). Muller (1993b: 34) highlights the recent trend

towards the dissolution of the universal/particular dichotomy, involving "universalisation

of the particular"- the de-differentiation and interpenetration of, for example, the

previously clearly demarcated spheres of culture, politics and science. In the light of this

re-figuration, Muller argues, rethinking the question of commonality and difference is the

key to escaping the "hackneyed curriculum choices produced by the framing dichotomy

[of the universal and the particular]". The key issue, therefore, is how "should we re-think

the question of commonality and difference in an future curriculum in South Africa?"

(ibid.).

Assuming, then, the centrality of the tension of difference and commonality in the

consideration of the curriculum, the main purpose in this chapter is to view this tension and

the attempts to mediate it from the perspective of the analytic framework already

developed. It has been argued that individuals in modem plural societies can be

conceptualised in terms of a dual social ontology, that is, as multiple identities who share,

within complex social relations, diverse forms and degrees of commonality and difference.

Significant among these is our two-fold identities as individuating individualities. The

legitimate application of the principles of difference and commonality can be determined

in terms of their constitutive meaning in relation to the social spheres. This provides us

with criteria for mediating the tension between difference and commonality in the

curriculum, as in other areas. The clear shift towards particularism, the reasons for which
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are set out below, renders commonality an increasingly elusive notion. Yet, in order to

avoid yielding to relativism (Mason, 1997) or to the problems of the limitless assertion of

difference - a point as we have seen made in different ways by Bowers (1984), Taylor

(1992), Christie (1993), Me Lennan (1992, 1993), and Muller (1993a) - or, still worse, to

the prospects of the dislocation of social cohesion as a result of the absence of a moral and

political commonality (Morrow, 1996a), various options for mediating this tension have

been explored.

This chapter drawing from some recent debates, discusses the ongms of the tension

between difference and commonality in relation to the curriculum. It traces the main forms

of differentiation and commonality within this, identifying the central problems in each. It

concludes with the suggestion that the inclusive notion of democracy, and the conception

of our dual social ontology as individualities and individuating beings, supplies a useful

discursive tool with which to approach the dilemma of the ongoing dichotomization of

difference and commonality in curriculum theory.

Difference and Commonality: the Central Tension in relation to

the Curriculum

The tension between difference and commonality is a particularly trenchant one in relation

to society and education in South Africa. There are strong and compelling forces in both

directions. Apartheid placed a dominating and distorted emphasis on difference, which, as

noted, must be carefully distinguished from other legitimate forms of "benign"

particularism'. Accordingly, there has been a strong countervailing stress on national unity

and nation-building.

Part of the reason for this lies in the character of South Africa as a high risk society, prone

to divisiveness and violence. Apartheid, it has been suggested (Muller, 1993a; Christie,

1993), in rigidly maintaining its discriminatory and oppressive form of difference,

prevented South Africa from passing through the phase of modernity. The formal

mediation of difference in our comparatively progressive constitution needs to be

complemented by the development of a free and tolerant political culture. Morrow (1996a,

1996b), we have seen, cautions us about the dislocating effects of exercising the "politics
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of difference" without the safeguard of the "politics of equal dignity" by which

commonality, political and cultural tolerance and social cohesion can be assured.

Similarly, Muller (1993a: 40), drawing from Copans, suggests that "Africa's development

problem has been too much modernisation and not enough modernity, but which he

[Copans] means the development of a strong tradition of democratic participatory politics".

The real and imagined plurality of South African life, the deep faultlines of racial and

ethnic conflict, the vast gaps in the distribution of wealth and opportunity, overlaid by the

growing global scepticism towards universalism mentioned above, however, makes

defining a sense of commonality which underpins a tolerant political culture an urgent but

complex task'. The curriculum both reflects and is a vehicle for changing prevailing social

relations, as Jansen (1990: 330) reminds us. Consequently, these issues are central to

curriculum debates. The apartheid emphasis on difference was replicated in the curriculum

which emphasised its particular brand of diversity at the expense of commonality (Christie,

1993: 14). As Christie shows, "an exaggerated emphasis on cultural difference justified the

operation of separate education authorities and schools". This generated separate and

unequal syllabi, textbooks and examinations. Despite manifest inequalities, apartheid

policy "fostered fragmented racial and ethnic identities with separate institutions and

entitlements", thus precluding "the basis of a common framework of egalitarian citizenship

for all in which such inequities and differences could be addressed" (ibid.).

So while the pull towards commonality in the South African context is understandable, it

remains an elusive and problematic notion. Several problems arise which are central to the

curriculum debate. Firstly, how are we to define the ontological and moral basis of such

commonality? In other words, given the global trends towards particularism and the

plurality of class, race, ethnic, religious, linguistic, cultural and other identities and their

conflicting interests and access to power, what precisely is the common identifying

feature? How can this provide the ethical basis for tolerance and respect of difference?

Increasingly, as several theorists already discussed have shown, the malleability

surrounding the idea of national identity renders it unstable as the foundation for

commonality. It was noted that as part of contemporary developments associated with

globalisation, which include mass migration, cultural and ethnic hybridity, new patterns of

particular and universal identification and differentiation at the global and local levels had

emerged. The diversity of these new forms of individual subjective and collective
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identities render national identity a highly mobile and changeable notion - one which is

increasingly questionable as the basis of commonality. National identity, in other words,

has become even more of an imagined community in late-modem conditions - a

"chimera", in Muller's terms (1993a: 55). As Christie (1993: 14) also notes: "In the South

African context, characterised by plural racial, ethnic, religious and linguistic identities,

homogeneity can never be the basis of a common citizenship". These considerations, as we

shall see below, are cardinal in relation to the current debate on nation-building and the

curriculum.

A second problem, related to this, is how can such a commonality be constructed in such a

way as to avoid it becoming a universalist and essentialist form of domination? In

particular, interpreting commonality as nation-building brings with it the problems of

difference-blindness, as the critiques of a nation-building curriculum emphasis (Enslin,

1993, whose argument I discuss shortly).

With regard to the fierce contestations around the curriculum, the distinction I have

consistently drawn between two key concepts should be born in mind here: the power-

political and the politico-legal. The first, it will be recalled, relates to the ongoing

dynamics of power relations and the patterns of domination and subjugation which

inevitably manifest in all spheres of society. To this contestation, there is no ideological

and consensual resolution in terms of a Habermassian ideal speech situation or in terms of

public political space. As Mouffe (1992b) shows, radical alliances form partial and

intermediate strategic linkages in order to challenge power-political domination. The

second concept, the politico-legal, refers to the formal legal, constitutional and political

structures which regulate social justice, by ensuring liberty and equality for all. Here, as

Mouffe argues, an underlying politico-ethical principle, which radicalises the notions of

liberty and equality by extending them beyond the formal rights spheres but which retains

the guarantees of individual liberty and equality, can serve as the basis of a non-

dominating and indeed emancipatory form of commonality. The importance of Mouffe's

contribution in this regard has not escaped South African curriculum theorists. As will be

seen, several of them articulate crucial aspects of their arguments for the mediation of

difference and commonality in the curriculum in reference to her notions of radical
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citizenship (Enslin, 1993; Christie, 1993; N. Taylor, 1993). These two concepts, the

power-political and politico-legal, form important reference points in the discussion below.

With these framing questions and concepts in mind, I now turn to the examination of some

recent debates on the politics of curriculum in South Africa, to which it will be evident,

these issues are central. I start by examining calls for the focus on education for nation-

building and then examine critical responses to this, which emphasise difference and

which attempt to mediate between difference and commonality. The nature of this

mediation is explored, and I conclude by relating these issues to the overall framework of

this thesis.

Education for Nation-building

Given the apartheid emphasis on socially divisive race, gender, class and ethnic

differences, it is understandable that policy documents should place counter emphasis on

notions such as "national identity", "common citizenship", "unity in diversity". However,

like other cluster concepts (such as "equality" and "equity"), unless carefully conceptually

analysed, these terms tend towards rhetorical emptiness. As Greenstein (1996: 3) suggests,

"unity in diversity" is an "increasingly common but ambiguous concept, presented as a

magic formula that would reconcile contradictory principles without seriously tackling

their implications". The phrase, as Greenstein suggests, automatically assumes that

differences are reconcilable, and that their combination will lead inevitability to national

unity. This approach thus recognises diversity and difference only "when they behave

according to the expectations made of them". Consequently, the concept of diversity "loses

much of its meaning as it comes to refer to no more than an internal and subordinate aspect

of pre-existing national unity" (ibid.). Greenstein shows that most current education policy

documents and most of the academic literature on the subject fail to go beyond similar

broad and unproblematised generalities.

Greenstein goes on to call for the examination of curriculum policy in relation to political

change and the formation and dissemination of collective identities. In his view, the

starting point is our common African identity, which suggests the "indigenising" and

"Africanising" of the curriculum. While admitting that there are no concrete answers to
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what these concepts might mean in the South African context, Greenstein (1996: 8)

nevertheless argues that we must go beyond the critique and the deconstruction of identity

and "explore the challenges opened up by the reinsertion of South Africa in its African

context". Greenstein's account of the affinities which he perceives between South African

identity and a broad African one, raises many questions. Pan-africanism has a long and

chequered history, and it is far from clear how the expansive and unspecified notion of

African identity can serve as a principle of commonality within and beyond South Africa.

Without entering the merits or otherwise of these assertions, his argument does

nevertheless widen the range of identifications to be considered in understanding our

multiple collective identities. However real or imagined our common Africanness is in

relation to the plurality of our South African identities, it remains an important part of who

'we' are, and must therefore be investigated and reconstructed as a category of identity. It

must find appropriate treatment within our curriculum - not, needless to say, as part of a

"museum" approach, but rather as part of a "development perspective'".

The perspective of cosmopolitan democracy provided by Held (1992) adds another

dimension to our multiple identities which we, as democratic agents, must investigate and

which puts further stress on the exclusive focus on nation-building as a common category

of identification. The examination of our African identity, argued by Greenstein, should, in

my view, be accompanied by interrogating our situation in global-local politics. Following

Held, the suggestion was made earlier that, although global identity may not necessarily be

consciously constitutive of self-constructed meaning in marginalised groupings, we

nevertheless all remain subject to the patterns of global power and domination. As

democratic agents seeking to protect our interests and to participate in processes which

affect our destiny, we therefore need to become increasingly critically informed about

global politics, in order to challenge the global neo-liberal consensus. The notion of an

alliance of counter-hegemonic collectives is particularly appropriate here.

This has important implications for the curriculum. Christie (1993), as we saw in the

previous chapter, and others alert us to the dangers of counterproductively intensifying the

marginalisation of subordinate groups through overemphasising difference and

particularity. This might simply reduce access to dominant mainstream cultural and

knowledge formations. Exposure to the mainstream does not necessarily mean
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subordination, if accompanied by the necessary measures to develop students sensitively to

their particular lived realities. While the inclusion of critical content of this sort regarding

globalisation may appear to be an impractical exacerbation of the already over-burdened

curriculum and teaching load, the importance of including an appropriate age-related,

critical sociological approach to global-local tensions is evident, given the huge impact

which global power politics, media and consumerism has on all our lives.

Returning to the main issue at hand, due to the highly divisive nature of apartheid, then,

policy documents and academic accounts tend to lay heavy emphasis on citizenship and

nation-building. Mkwanazi and Cross (1992: 25), for instance, call for a "modified cultural

pluralism" model of multiculturalism, which entails the "recognition of ethnic identity,

mix between ethnicities, all over-arched with a new national identity". The aim is to

"develop a common nationality while preserving the different minority languages and

cultures" (ibid.). This model "sees the development of a substantial common culture with a

high degree of interaction between and among diverse groups" (Mkwanazi and Cross,

1992: 19-20) . Distinct cultural groups become "acculturated but, nevertheless, retain their

separate identities". In curriculum terms, this appears to be a blend of multi-cultural

education which incorporates an education for national reconciliation. This would

"cultivate both a sense of nationalism and a sense of the importance and value of the

diversity of the society". Children would learn about "the similarities of different groups as

well as special qualities that set them apart" (ibid.). Later, the authors offset this museum-

like description by drawing attention to the critical features of multi-cultural education and

education for national reconciliation.

Their expressed purpose is to "develop a meaningful theoretical framework for the

definition of education policy strategies in order to reconcile the inherited social and

cultural diversity with the development of a national culture for a united, non-racial and

democratic South Africa" (Mkwanazi and Cross, 1992: 13). These authors provide an

informative typology of multiculturalism and its variants, and map out the features of

various approaches and options. They fail, however, in my view, to penetrate the heart of

the matter, namely, the dialectics of unity and diversity in education. Like in many other

analyses, Greenstein (1996) notes, the notions of unity and diversity are rather

unproblematically coupled, in that of Mkwanazi and Cross with the assumption that the
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alchemy by which they will be bonded will be discovered by the practitioners. The notion

of a "national culture" is a particularly problematic one, as noted, and it is hard to see how

it will provide the kind of commonality upon which the development of a tolerant political

culture can be built.

A curriculum based on education for nation-building, has been sharply critiqued for its

universalist tendencies by Enslin (1993). This has led to a series of intense exchanges

within South African educational debates (Enslin, 1993; Cross and Leroke, 1995; Enslin,

1995). In response to the plethora of calls for education for nation-building as a strategy to

create unity from diversity as part of transforming a divided and unequal educational

system, Enslin (1993: 14) maintains that there is a "serious tension between the principles

of democracy and non-sexism on the one hand, and nation-building, on the other". The

assumption among proponents of nation-building is that it will lead to "national

reconciliation, and will require the development of national identity, national sentiment

and national unity" (ibid.). Enslin identifies a dual purpose behind these calls for education

for nation-building, namely to identify ourselves both ontologically and morally as

members of the nation so that our loyalty to the nation will shape the character of our

relationships and politics.

Enslin sees the concept of nation "as an expression of predominantly male experiences and

aspirations". In her view, "the logic of nationhood as a feature of male-centred politics

creates a universalist ontology which excludes women" (Enslin, 1993: 15). Further, the

"moral authority of 'the nation' reflects masculine values to the exclusion of feminine

values" (ibid.). Thus the feminist project requires not only equal representation and

participation in the public sphere, in which men dominate, but also the "qualitative change

of our political practices and the discourses that inform them, so that they no longer reflect

male control and interests". Male values and characteristics have shaped the definition of

the public sphere, citizenship, the political as well as the categories of the nation and

nationhood. Following Iris Young, Enslin argues that the universalisation of the citizen

was based on qualities derived entirely from male experience, such as "militaristic norms

of homoerotic camaraderie, respectful competition and bargaining among independent

agents, discourse framed in unemotional tones of dispassionate reason" (quoted in Enslin,

1993: 18). This generated a dichotomy between the public "realm of generality" and the
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private "realm of particularity" which were dominated by male and female values

respectively. The public realm of universal citizenry was thus defined by male values

which excluded particularism in the name of equality. The effect was to "suppress, rather

than eliminate differences". While the overcoming of the male dominated public discourse

will involve the inclusion of feminine qualities, Enslin avoids the implication that these are

essentialist in nature. "Creating a democratic political culture," she argues, "requires that

we abandon concepts which essentialise women - like mother and sister - as well as those

which conceal the particular problems of women by subsuming them within universal

categories like that of the nation, which expresses masculine values and excludes the

feminine" (Enslin, 1993: 21). Like Me Lerman (1993), and Sassoon (1991), Enslin here

draws attention to the way in which our dual social ontology is gendered, and dominated

by universalist male concerns and discourse.

Consequently, Enslin rejects the notion of a non-sexist democracy as a solution, as this

does not overcome the universalist logic of exclusion which denies difference. Instead, she

too adopts Mouffe's notion of radical democratic politics. The value of this for Enslin is

that it offers "a new vision of citizenship which accommodates a range of social relations

and the application to them of the principles of liberty and equality" (Enslin, 1993: 22).

Mouffe's notion of the agent as constituted by a plurality of subject positions within a

variety of discursive formations, rather than as a unified entity, is useful in offsetting the

universal assumptions underlying citizenship. Enslin explains that, in the place of a notion

of universal citizenship, Mouffe proposes a "notion of political identity which comprises

identification with the principles of liberty and equality" (ibid.). While citizens enjoy a

plurality of allegiances, they are bound by their common identification with a set of

politico-ethical values. This avoids the essentialisation of feminine qualities and the

associated problem of the need for identification with one or other grouping in the struggle

against oppression.

The importance of Mouffe's contribution, according to Enslin, is thus the accommodation,

within the constitution of political identity and citizenship, of "an articulating principle

which affects the different subject positions of the social agent while allowing for a

plurality of specific allegiances and for respect of individual liberty" (quoted in Enslin,

1993: 23). For Enslin, Mouffe's conception raises the question as to why we need at all to
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ground politics and education on "the assumed need for a common identity, defined as

membership of a group, in this case the South African nation". Democracy should rather

be sought through the educational promotion of its central principles of freedom, equality,

tolerance and constitutionalism. Nationhood could then be abandoned as an ontology and

political morality which denies non-sexism and reconciliation.

Although Enslin does not articulate this directly, this argument makes a crucial distinction

between national identity on the one hand and political and moral identification on the

other as the basis of commonality'. Arguments for common national identity are, as Enslin

notes at the outset, based on the assumption that common identity will provide the

commonality upon which moral relationships and politics can be grounded. National

identity is not conceptually linked to Mouffe's notion of radical citizenship; indeed, any

kind of essentialist or static notion of identity is out of step with her view of identity as

contingent. As we saw earlier, nationhood and national identity are highly mobile notions

in late modem societies, as a result of global changes and new forms of collective and

political identification. Nonetheless, national identity remains, along with ethnicity, race

and other constructs, an 'imagined community' and part of the range of the popular and

political construction of meaning. As explained earlier, however divided and contested

under contemporary conditions it may be, many people persistently project onto

nationhood the perception of a commonality embedded in shared histories and a common

destiny. In addition, its function as the focus of the state's constitutional, legal, legislative,

fiscal and public authority links the nation directly to the definition and exercise of rights

and obligations. The public policy apparatus of the nation-state provides a powerful

framework which impacts directly or indirectly on people's daily lives. This is so

especially in relation to the economy and education and other public services. Therefore,

while Enslin's concerns about male dominated difference-blind universalism are valid, and

while Mouffe's notion of radical citizenship provides us with the politico-ethical basis for

commonality consistent with difference and plurality, nationhood and national identity

cannot simply be side-stepped in the way Enslin appears to be suggesting. It remains one

of the forms of (broadly defined) socio-economic, political and cultural identifications,

among others, which must be negotiated and contested as part of the dialectic and politics

of difference and identity.
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With these cautionary remarks aside, the import of the Enslin-Mouffe argument is that the

place of national identity as the cardinal ontological and moral basis of identity is

displaced. I have argued throughout that our dual social identity as universal citizens is the

basis of our human and constitutional rights. Alongside this, it is our common identity as

particular individuating beings that constitutes the foundation of our moral regard for each

other. The significance of this is that, taken together, these two identity formations

provides us with a politico-ethical notion of commonality-in-difference, thus linking

individual difference and collective identification. This notion also provides the

justification for the power-political struggle for equal recognition, rights and respect of our

various identity formations. In principle, national identity is therefore not central to our

ontological and moral identities, but remains part of our composite identities - both in

terms of the national component of our citizenship, and in terms of our cultural

identification with the nation as part of our individuating beings.

Most discussions on the curriculum point to some form of mediation between difference

and commonality. I now turn to examine some efforts in this direction from the perspective

of inclusive democracy. I first introduce some central issues around difference and

commonality in the curriculum, and then proceed to discuss the accounts of Muller

(1993a), Schneider (1997) and Christie (1993) in this regard.

Seeking Mediation between Difference and Commonality in the

Curriculum

In seeking to mediate between difference and commonality in the curriculum, it will be

useful to discuss briefly what impact the tension between equality and difference has on

the curriculum. Muller addresses this question in pointing out that modernity also assumes

a tension between equality and democracy (Muller, 1993b). The principle of equality,

Muller (1993b: 35) explains, "suggests a common, if not uniform curricular form" and the

principle of democracy the accommodation of some measure of difference. Conventional

curriculum models "deal with this tension by dichotomising commonality and difference".

This generates two ideal-typical models, "one which attempts to maximise commonality,

another which attempts to maximise difference" (ibid.). An alternative way seeks to

mediate between difference and commonality. Indeed, Muller concludes that "the major
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distinction between curriculum models is not whether they differentiate or not, but whether

they dichotomise commonality and difference, or whether they attempt to mediate them"

(ibid.).

The lesson from the apartheid curriculum, Muller contends, is not to ignore or regard civic

differences (namely, individual, cultural or religious ones") as fictions, but rather to

mediate these in a common curriculum. Muller argues that we have "rights to [civic]

difference, as long as these do not make a difference [in the sense of reproducing

stratification], educationally or socially" (Muller, 1993b: 40). The distinction between

these two senses of difference is one, says Muller, we cannot afford to collapse.

Concern for the mediation of tensions between individual and collective leads to

examining the role of the curriculum in promoting democratic and cultural sensitivities.

Thus, in arguing against economic and technological instrumentalism in education,

Greenstein (1996: 1) asserts: "Curriculum policies could play a more useful role, in fact,

by promoting values such as political tolerance, cultivating respect for cultural diversity

and building a positive sense of individual and collective identities - all of which are

crucial for social (and ultimately economic) development".

Similar ideas underlie the process of what Schneider (1997) has recently dubbed "engaging

difference" in the higher education curriculum. This incorporates, but goes beyond,

learning about difference. This extends beyond tolerating difference to "new forms of

social connection and reciprocity" which are "basic to the workings of a diverse

democracy, and therefore, a form of learning that universities must actively and

deliberately cultivate in their communities and in their graduates" (Schneider, 1997: 105-

6).

Schneider's view, in other words, assumes that education (including higher education) has
\

a role in fostering democracy and social capacities of reciprocity and respect - notions

which are reminiscent of Gould's discourse of moral self-development. Part of the purpose

of higher education is education for social responsibility. Engaging diversity, Schneider

argues, is a form of "advanced civic learning" which, in a pluralist democracy, needs to be

established as a "civic value, a new value requiring new norms for human competence and
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social practice" (ibid.). It compnses not just understanding the varieties of human

experience regarding race, gender, class, ethnicity, national origin, religion, culture, sexual

orientation, age and ability. It is also about the analysis of "societal interactions and

responses that create, sustain and contest structures of enforced social inequality" with a

view to exploring the "implications of both subjugation and resistances for the effort to

envision and create a successfully diverse society" (ibid.). It is, in other words, about a

critique of difference and power, in my terms: the way in which power-political

domination leads to the marginalisation of particular groups by suppressing difference.

This is a complex terrain in which difference is negatively dealt with in a number of ways:

from cultural avoidance to segregation, subjugation and at the extreme, genocide. Subtler

forms of this include assimilation and the assignation of groups to specific spheres, such as

the limitation of women to domesticity. At the other extreme, the importance of difference

is denied by universalists. For Schneider, as noted previously, denial of the recognition of

particularities is a violation of human dignity. Put differently, affirming equal dignity is

not a question of valuing people in "some imagined or imposed" collective homogeneity.

Thus equality and dignity are affirmed through difference, rather than seeking to transcend

it. Consequently, difference is not merely a negative construction, but a positive attribute-

through which (what I have called) individuation is mediated and by which the positive

contributions of the diverse population to enrich social, cultural and economic life. This is

the 'benign' sense of difference, identified by Muller (1997).

For Schneider, engaging difference, and hence the curriculum, emerges directly from

social diversity embedded in democratic pluralism and from the multiple identities which

constitute the contemporary human subject. Curriculum, in other words, should be linked

to identity, which in complex societies, "is almost always composed of multiple strands

that are defined and experienced in relation to other strands within the self and within the

larger social context" (Schneider, 1997: 120). Few individuals belong to only one group.

Education for societal diversity must therefore accommodate the complexities of the

multiple obligations and intersecting communities which underlie diversity. This echoes

my main claim that the departure point for considering the curriculum, (and other key

aspects of inclusive educational practice) is our dual social ontology.
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The abstract notion of the individual, Schneider points out, not only ignores the web of

power relations and patterns of subjugation, but also overlooks "much of the actual value

and wisdom that each person brings to the table, whether as citizen, worker or simply as

friend" (Schneider, 1997: 117). Forming a pluralist society, then, requires not only ending

discriminatory difference, but also more expansively and positively, engaging with it as a

positive civic virtue. The "webs of affiliation and connection" must be recognised and

developed as a "source of societal vitality and generativity", rather than as a problem or a

"condition to be simply tolerated and contained" (Schneider, 1997: 118). This amounts to

the "productive engagement with the multiple forms of difference that we experience in the

modem world" - a notion not unlike Charles Taylor's 'moral activism'.

For Schneider (1997: 120), engaging difference is an active and critical process, requiring

"dialogical, deliberative, confrontational - necessarily personal, experiential and face-to-

face skills" and, correspondingly, a collaborative and relational learning style. The role of

the curriculum in this is central. The foundational aspects of such a curriculum, she

suggests, would be addressed at school level and the more complex ones in higher

education. These should include general courses in cultural knowledge of diverse cultural

encounters and transformations; relations of power, domination and resistance; the critical

and experiential study of the principles of equity and justice; and the study of one's own

complex cultural roots and sources of identity. In addition, the study of diversity and

equity issues within chosen fields of study should be undertaken. To succeed, 'diversity

learning' requires community norms and practices which value and embody respect for

difference, and the required opportunity and educational space for all members of the

institution to participate.

Schneider's notion of 'diversity learning' can be seen as an important curriculum

component of an education for democracy. It is premised upon the complexities of

pluralism and identity formation, and recognises the positive, individuating component of

difference. It provides the substantive basis of realising formally enshrined constitutional

and democratic principles. As Schneider (1997: 123) observes, the gap between the formal

and the actual reflects "something flawed in the understanding of democratic obligation

and commitment ... [in the] advanced democracies".
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The inclusion of such aims in the curriculum would help to bridge that gap. In this way, it

can be seen that fostering these values of respect for difference facilitates the self-

development and autonomy among others. This links to a cluster of ideas already explored

in this thesis: to my notion of self-developing individuation; to Gould's (1988) reciprocal

relations between individuals-in-relation; to Sherover-Marcuse's (1986) notion of self-in-

solidarity; and to Taylor's (1992) authentic self. This concept of curriculum accords

largely with the purpose of critical theory, as identified by Giroux and McLaren, as we saw

earlier.

Another project aimed at the mediation of the tensions between difference and

commonality in the curriculum is undertaken by Christie (1993). In examining the issue of

equality in relation to curriculum policy, she also draws support from Mouffe. Because

homogenous commonality is precluded (not only in South Africa, as noted, given the

global process of the universalisation of particularism), she argues that the

"counterhegemonic task of post-apartheid South Africa is not to suppress difference"

(Christie 1993: 14). The tensions and divisions generated by apartheid will not disappear

with the establishment of formal constitutional equality and a new political order. On the

contrary, she contends, the "denial of difference in favour of a homogenising commonality

may well exacerbate rather than reduce such tensions" (ibid.).

Instead, Christie argues, the challenge is to "strengthen a common public sphere in which

plurality of identities is accepted and where rights to difference can be collectively

addressed" (ibid.). Utilising the basis of commonality embedded in Mouffe's notion of

radical citizenship, Christie explains that this "expresses common participation in key

institutions; rather than depending on homogeneity, it assists in the mediation of

difference". As indicated earlier, Mouffe's "strong" concept of citizenship is pre-eminent

among our other different identities, providing a foundation for commonality based on

fundamental politico-ethical principles, according to which other identities and the

contestations between them can be mediated. Commonality, then, entails both rights to

difference and negotiating difference (thus, it can be added, providing both a formal and a

substantive basis for dealing with difference).

The implications for the curriculum, according to Christie, are as follows:
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If strong common citizenship is the overall framework and is the social identity
which cuts across and mediates others, this suggests that a curriculum for
common citizenship should take precedence over a curriculum for cultural
difference .... However, instead of highlighting difference through strong
multiculturalism, a post-apartheid curriculum for common citizenship could
emphasise equal rights and participation in a common public sphere (ibid., p.
15).

For Christie, such a curriculum could overtly

aim to teach the rights and responsibilities of common citizenship; democratic
procedures for dealing with conflicting perspectives and interest;
understanding how key social, political and economic institutions function and
change; notions of equality and equal rights; and notions of the 'common
good' enacted in civic procedures (ibid.).

Following Muller, Christie suggests that this citizenship component should be

complemented by elements of curriculum which teach students "to negotiate difference,

that is, beyond tolerating or condoning different beliefs and attitudes, learning how to deal

with them" (Christie, 1993: 15). This involves a "procedural" curriculum which teaches

the skills of negotiating and encountering difference, rather than the "museum" approach.

Like Schneider, Christie suggests that "a citizenship component in the curriculum could

assist students to recognise and negotiate conflicting interests, rather than attempt to

remove them" (ibid.).

Christie's approach to the tension between difference and commonality is to accommodate

both. The above comments point clearly to the incorporation in the curriculum of

education for common citizenship and for the negotiation of difference, However, she falls

short of articulating the integration and the inter-relationship of these two elements and

providing a philosophic and ontological basis for this, as well as a criterion by which the

tension can be mediated in a particular context. It is precisely towards these concerns that

this thesis is directed.

Following Mouffe's identification of a strong form of citizenship as pre-eminent among

other identities, she assigns "precedence" of common citizenship over difference in the

curriculum. While equality and commonality constitute the politico-ethical foundation

upon which other identities, differences and relationships are negotiated, this should not
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open the door to the original dichotomy. The point of departure, I have proposed, is our

two-fold social ontology as citizens and individual persons, which is the justification for

integrating these two elements in a non-polarised way in the curriculum. The criterion, as

repeatedly stated, for assessing the legitimacy of difference and equality in the context of

particular spheres of social relations, is their constitutive meanings. The accommodation of

difference, I argued, can be justified in terms of whether this contributes to the

developmental or emancipatory interests of those differentiated or to the general social

purpose.

Finally, I now briefly examine one of the principal forms of mediation between difference

and commonality in the curriculum - multiculturalism. This is itself is a complex area of

educational theory and practice. The following discussion is limited to an examination of

multiculturalism in relation to the tension between difference and commonality and the

other framing concepts in this thesis.

Multiculturalism and the Mediation of Difference and

Commonality

As Muller (1993a) shows, the educational phenomenon of multiculturalism in Europe, the

UK, North America and Australia is part of the broader global tensions between

universalism and particularism outlined above. In line with the growth of new cultural

identities and the particularist aversion to overarching universalist frameworks,

multiculturalism "represents in curricular terms the demand for recognition of particularity,

distinctiveness and difference" (Muller, 1993a: 40).

With an eye on the challenges facing the development of a mediating curriculum in South

Africa, Muller examines similar attempts to mediate commonality and difference through

the multicultural curriculum in the USA. The key issues for Muller are whether the

identification of difference simply "codifies difference together with privilege and power",

as the apartheid emphasis on difference did, and further, whether recognising difference

actually empowers disprivileged students. Noting the "deep well of disillusionment,

sometimes even despair" among many of the best progressive educationists in the USA, it

is clear that, while enormous accomplishments have been achieved, there have been
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notable failures, both of which are instructive - despite obvious contextual differences -

for the tasks of mediating the curricular tensions of difference and commonality as part of

the democratic educational reconstruction in South Africa.

Muller shows that up to the 1970s, the prevailing model for dealing with difference in the

USA was an assimilationist one. Itwas subsequently accepted that "schooling exacerbated

rather than ameliorated racial differences of performance at school" (Muller, 1993a: 45).

The assimilationist approach then gave way to forms of multiculturalism, based on the

premise that the recognition of difference and cultural distinctiveness was required. This

was accompanied by two parallel trends: firstly, the shift towards the emphasis on skills,

the learning process and the facilitation of autonomy and critical thinking, and secondly,

the particularist challenge to universal truths. During the 1980s, a backlash against these

trends was based on assessments of the perceived failure of the educational system to

educate its youth adequately and to situate the USA competitively, especially in science

and technology. The issue at hand was to combine the need for basic scientific,

technological and cultural literacy with mechanisms to ensure that the trend towards the

increasing marginalisation of cultural minorities was stemmed. In other words, the tension

is essentially about, on the one hand, a common, core curriculum which successfully

produces the required literacies which are linked to the interests of the dominant majority

in the USA, and on the other, the marginalisation of cultural minorities, whose differences

must be recognised and addressed within a multicultural curriculum.

The import of this for South Africa is: how successful the attempts have been to mediate

the core and specialised curriculum in the USA? As Muller (1993a: 48) shows, the main

criticisms of multiculturalism is that it "presents the plurality of cultures as simply

different from each other without showing the relations of power or domination between

them". The aim of multiculturalism to regard all cultural traditions as equal cannot succeed

in the face of the "material and symbolic differentials" which maintain the dominant

"Western, Anglo-European, academic, theory centric and phallocentric culture".

Multiculturalism, under these conditions, is reduced to mere "mentioning", that is "a rather

coy incorporation of examples from other cultures which are then displayed to proclaim a

spurious cultural equality disarticulated from social justice, freedom and equality". This
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constitutes a "museum" attitude and a "tourist" curriculum "that incorporates the 'Other'

as an exotic and supplementary feature" (ibid.).

In the light of these persistent but vain efforts of well-meaning educators, three principal

variants of multiculturalism have emerged. The first comprises teaching for critical

understanding in the tradition of critical theory. The aim here, as we have seen, is to

identify the patterns of subordination and domination. While we may be supportive of the

main thrust, the circumspect responses of Muller (1993a) and Jansen (1991), noted

previously, about the efficacy of critical understanding in particular, and of curriculum

development in general towards the inclusion of marginalised communities and substantial

social change, should be borne in mind.

A second variant of multiculturalism is, similar to Christie's (1993) argument, directed

towards the opening of access to the mainstream institutions and culture to excluded

groups. This is motivated by the concerns expressed earlier that the limitless emphasis on

difference counterproductively excludes subordinate groups from dominant culture and

knowledge. As noted, there are local and global dimensions to this problem.

The third kind of multiculturalism identified by Muller (1993a: 50) has developed out of

the feminist proponents of the new cultural politics of difference. This attacks the way in

which the dominant culture "fetishises cultural differences as it essentialises identity".

Curricula should therefore focus on the social construction of identity and difference "in

order to denaturalise and de-essentialise it", to radicalise difference and to expose identity

as contingent and strategic. The inherent relativism of this approach, which may appear to

negate any form of commonality, is avoided through a strategic alliance of marginalised

groupings who unite through their common oppressive experience. Differences are

regarded as "false centres of identity created for us all by dominant culture", and

substitutes this with a "mutual centre founded on a common lack" (ibid.). This as we saw

earlier, is one of the new emergent forms of contemporary collectives. The ideal here,

Muller suggests, "is a Lacanian grasp of the fragmentary multiplicity of all identity even as

we deploy a contingent 'necessary fiction' of identity in order to combat our oppression"

(Muller, 1993a, 50-1). This approach rejects both a Habermassian notion of a "new public

sphere" to negotiate differences free of domination by a single tradition, as well as the
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notion of a "superdiscourse" by which disparate traditions can be translated into a common

language. Given the impossibility of a single democratic common public space, the politics

of difference must consequently be waged in heterogeneous sites, supported by a pedagogy

which focuses on difference in the struggle for minority empowerment.

In response, we can share Muller's concern about the abstract point of departure of this

approach, especially in relation to younger children and also to the problem of the limits to

the assertion of difference, that is, whether "an emphasis on radical, albeit decentred

individuality does not preclude any substantial basis for collective identity and collective

action" (ibid.). In this way, his concerns relate to central themes of this thesis: the

developmental perspectives of children's experience and the search for a mediating

balance between individual difference and collective commonality. The underlying tension

between the notion of new counterhegemonie collectives, built on strategic alliances, and

more traditional forms of collective identity such as class or the state, persists in current

debates, as Muller suggests, and will require continued analysis. This is especially so as

these issues crucially shape curriculum development.

In conclusion, Muller identifies three emerging positions along the spectrum of viewpoints

of approaches to the difference and commonality tension to the curriculum. Importantly for

my purposes, the underlying issue is whether, in the light of the increasing emphasis on

individuality, difference and particularism in late-modernity, collective forms comprising

social and normative integration are possible and desirable.

On the one extreme are those who support an integrative notion of values, culture or

ideology, which provides social cohesion and underlies national identity. For them, the

curriculum should emphasise commonality and citizenship. On the other extreme stand

those for whom cultural commonality across differences and a free public political space is

impossible. Forms of solidarity, commonality and rationality, other than those built out of

an alliance of differences, are neither possible nor desirable in a particularist world which

rejects normative absolutes. Here, a multicultural but minimalist curriculum is ideal, which

is guided by the aims of critical pedagogy "to show how any regime of meaning constructs

differences which are always hierarchical and unequal ... [and] to reconstruct the

constructedness of identity and difference" (Muller, 1993a:54).
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In between, suggests Muller are those who maintain faith in the mediating power of

negotiation, communication and conversation. Rorty, for instance, "holds to the virtues of

individualism, public debate and rational conflict resolution", and to Western procedural

justice and democracy. Here, Muller explains, the curriculum would emphasise "the

discursive skills required to negotiate between sites of difference within and between

terrains of solidarity" (Muller, 1993a: 54). It seeks to accommodate the demands of

difference through multiculturalism alongside the affirmation of the Western cultural

tradition.

South African equivalents of the first approach exist, argues Muller, in hard versions

which equate national culture with working-class culture, and in softer variants which

build on the "rainbowish" notions of nation-building out of difference, which carry with

them the twin problems (raised earlier) about the lack of specificity of the concept and of

its problematic universalising tendency. Muller points out that assertions of the nation-

building version of the collective have not engaged with the politics of difference. The

two-fold result, we may conclude, is that they remain vulnerable to the limitations noted

above and that an adequate mediating position is yet to be established.

Muller concludes by suggesting that, given the challenges of establishing a collective

commonality in South Africa, we are likely to follow the seemingly inevitable global drift

towards the politics of difference, and that the strong idea of a nation is mythical. Muller

raises concern that our "global interdependence with world capitalist markets will catapult

increasing numbers of people from pre-modem tribal society into a consumer society,

leap-frogging a phase of modernity where democracy can be seriously learnt and practised,

and a modem political culture can properly evolve" (Muller, 1993a: 55). The task within

all this, for Muller, is to seek conceptual clarity and glean comparative insights about the

tensions of difference and commonality which underlie curriculum development. The

debate, in other words, is still inconclusive. From Muller's final comments, it appears that

the ongoing challenge remains, as Held (1992) indicates, the search for a framework in

which the competing demands of difference and commonality can be effectively mediated

within a broader and more inclusive conceptualisation of democracy which is adequate to

contemporary conditions. It is towards such a mediating framework and the identification

https://etd.uwc.ac.za/



Difference and Commonality in the Curriculum 443

of criteria by which the mediation can be conceptualised and legitimised in particular

contexts, that this inquiry has been directed.

Conclusion

South Africa's progressive Constitution, Bill of Rights supported by the Human Rights and

Gender Commissions provide the formal and procedural framework in defining and

guaranteeing democratic rights. However, it is at the interfaces within the various spheres

of social relations, institutional settings and practices that a culture of political and cultural

tolerance must be substantively and concretely developed. The success of our ongoing

efforts to actualise this depends on an evolving public discourse, which, as I have

suggested throughout, must transcend the polarisation of individualism and collectivism

and the related concepts of difference and commonality, universalism and particularism,

and liberty and equality. Crucial to that discourse is how we conceptualise our identities

and, in turn, how a non-polarised curriculum both reflects and shapes this public discourse.

I have claimed in this thesis that the key to this is the conception of dual social ontology in

the form of simultaneous identities as common global and national citizens, as well as

members of diverse cultural and other collectives as part of our individuating beings.

Embedded in this conception is, on the one hand, the range of human rights and mutual

respect which relate to our common identity as citizens, and on the other hand, the moral

imagination of ourselves as authentic selves, (relatively and progressively) autonomous

agents endowed with the capacity for reciprocal regard for similar individuating

individualities. Within the various spheres of social relations, we need to be alert to where

such commonality and difference is legitimate and consonant with the constitutive

meaning of those spheres. Fostering our shared understandings of this conception of our

ontology - importantly, through the curriculum - and thus through enriching our discourse

and practices, would seem to be an important way of contributing towards achieving a

culture of tolerance. At the heart of this lies the mediation of the tension between

individualism and collectivism and related conceptual pairs, and substituting this with a

reflexive understanding of ourselves as composite identities - a conception which is

inclusive of our relevant commonality and difference. This, I have argued, can form the
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basis of an inclusive theory and practice of democracy and, in turn, of a democratic

educational practice.

What has been proposed in this thesis, then, is a discursive tool with which to expand the

shared understanding underlying our social relations and institutional practices. It

comprises a mediating, non-polarised conceptualisation of our multiple individual and

collective identities - our dual social ontology. It is here that we wage the ongoing struggle

for the recognition and actualisation of both formal rights and moral regard for others

within their difference against the diverse forms of power-political domination and

subordination.

Together, these form the basis of our commonality and common equality and emerging

freedom as relatively autonomous beings. The moral import of this combined basis of

commonality thus corresponds to Mouffe's politico-ethical principle. This remains general

enough to avoid becoming a grand narrative in itself. But it retains its potential in

incorporating and radicalising the combination of liberal individualistic rights and forms of

regulative government in the politico-legal sphere on the one hand, with the struggle to

actualise those rights beyond the spheres of government and law to all spheres of society,

social relations and institutional practices on the other hand. This principle forms the

foundation of a common public sphere in which the combination of liberal and egalitarian

rights could be pursued. The combination of these, derived from our dual social ontology,

provides mutual regulation. On the one hand, the legitimacy of difference is asserted

against both the difference-blindness and the restriction of rights to the formal politico-

legal sphere which are inherent in the universal elements of liberal individualism. On the

other hand, politico-ethical commonality is established against the relativism of limitless

difference and the totalising power of an unregulated state. Such a common public sphere

would not necessarily simply be the conduit for reproducing existing covert forms of

domination. The crucial aspect is the non-polarised, inclusive discourse governing this

space, and which provides shared understandings of the radical principles of inclusive

democracy to mediate and negotiate tensions among cultural and other groupings and

identities.
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The radical, political and strategic import of this politico-ethical principle, at the centre of

which is the conception of our dual social ontology, is that it provides the justification for

challenging dominant discourse and patterns of domination within all spheres, relations

and practices. The aim is to narrow the gap between formal and substantive rights arising

from the contradiction between formal equality and the various forms of inequalities,

domination and marginalisation in all spheres of soc~ety. The ethical import of this

conception is that it forms the shared understanding of our ontological and ethical,
identities upon which we can build face-to-face relations and institutional practices which

express the reciprocal relations and solidarity.

Through this inclusive discourse, our unfolding understanding of the constitutive meanings

of intersections of the different spheres of social relations and practices allows the

identification of the legitimate application of the principles of differentiation and of

identification.

It is this dual conception of our simultaneous individual and collective identity that

underlies an inclusive notion of democracy and, in tum, a democratic educational practice.

We have seen in Part 2 of this thesis, how this manifests in various key aspects of

educational practice: the subjective transformation of individual consciousness, which is

the foundation of the educative, developmental notion of democracy; the interactive,

dialogical character of moral development and learning; the balance between authority and

freedom; the boundaries between the political and educational spheres; the mediation of

difference and equality in considering just distribution. A curriculum within a democratic

educational practice, will therefore aim towards inclusivity of both elements: it will

prepare for global, national, regional and local citizenship to reinforce our universal rights

and obligations and for an understanding of the obstacles and potentialities of our

unfolding identities as progressively autonomous being. A non-contradictory

understanding of how these elements of individualism and collectivism relate to each

within our dual social ontology, will allow for both curriculum components to be pursued

without succumbing to the polarisation that has dogged our debates and discourses. This

will allow us to depart from the dichotomous choices continuously placed before us.
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This dual conception of our individual and collective ontology stands at the heart of an

inclusive notion of democracy. It is to this inclusive concept that educators for democracy

must be alive and incorporate as the constitutive meaning of a democratic educational

theory and practice.
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Introduction

1 It should be noted from the outset that, while these pairs of concepts, namely,
individualism and collectivism, difference and commonality, and liberty and equality
are not congruent and do not neatly overlap, they are nonetheless. closely related.
They therefore together form the focus of the discussion at different points in the
thesis. While a full and systematic account of these relationships is not possible
within the bounds of this thesis, the main conceptual links between them emerge in
the discussion below.

2 The outline' provided here is thematically, not chronologically presented. The
structure of the thesis according to the sequence of chapters is set out at the end of
this introduction.

3 While the terms 'socialism' and 'Marxism' are distinct, they are used
interchangeably for the purpose of this analysis as the principal political-philosophic
alternative to liberal democracy.

4 Paradoxically, the common sense usage in this quotation of the term "identity"
connotes the principle of differentiation, that is, the differences between individuals
and groups. I shall later utilise the term "identification" to denote the shared identity
between an individual and a collective entity. Muller (1997: 181) highlights this
distinction as the central ambiguity in the usage of the term "identity". As he points
out, "We sometimes use it to mean 'that which identifies us as the same as others', as
in African identity, national identity or gender identity". It is this notion of identity,
Muller points out, "that the apostles of diversity have in mind". By contrast, the term
is also used to refer to "that which is ours, individually alone, marks us off from
others, a mark of personal difference or distinction as something unique". When
freely chosen, this sense of identity is associated with the liberal view.

5 "Equality" and "commonality" are closely related but distinct terms. As will become
evident in the discussion below, in relation to identity, the former is a strict aspect of
the latter, which implies the spectrum of shared values and identities in terms of
which individual identification with a collective group occurs.

Chapter 1

1 I shall later incorporate fraternity, the third element of the French Revolutionary
triad, as another constitutive element of democracy. As will be shown, the fraternal
moral regard for the dignity and self-development of others can be seen to be an
important bridge between individualism and collectivism.

2 Macpherson's perspective is largely shaped by the historical context in which he was
writing in the mid-1960s. In spite of this account being historically dated and
therefore without the benefit of hindsight from subsequent developments, his
analysis remains valuable in its theoretically clarity. By examining the contested
notions of democracy, Macpherson is able to highlight some central issues of
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democratic theory and to identify the constitutive elements of equality and freedom
and the relationship between them.

3 This term, which had currency at the time of Macpherson's writing, is no longer
preferred.

4 This ambiguity, identified by a number of theorists, is investigated systematically in
the following chapters, as is the relationship between individualism and capitalism.

5 It should be noted here that, since the time of Macpherson's argument was
formulated in the mid-1960s, subsequent history has seriously undermined this view
of democracy. The theoretical linkages nonetheless remain important.

Chapter 2

1 As we shall see later, the abstract universalism of this view of human nature is
strongly associated with the dominant Eurocentric and phallocentric rational
discourse which advocates universalised notions of rights and equality which
eliminate difference. This is strongly challenged by particularists who argue that
achieving social justice in an unequal society requires the recognition of difference.
They therefore favour the notion of equity, which admits difference, rather than
equality, which excludes it.

2 The argument substantiating this assertion in set out fully in Chapter 4.
3 Taylor (in several works, see 1985a, 1985b and 1985c) distinguishes between

convergent interests, which are instrumentally co-operative, and shared interests,
which are genuinely reciprocal. However, his terminology is not consistent in this
regard.

4 The concept of relative autonomy relates to the notion of individuation which is
discussed in Chapter 3. Gilmour and Soudien (1991) draw from Reynolds' argument
to view social institutions as relatively autonomous in order to avoid a similar
polarisation between viewing them reductionistically as an epiphenomenon of the
system or as possessing unrestrained freedom. The school is accordingly regarded by
these authors as simultaneously determined and free. This is discussed later in
relation to education policy research at the micro-institutional level.

5 Further examples of thinkers for whom individualism and collectivism are not
necessarily contradictory are discussed in subsequent chapters.

6 The tension between universal and particularistic notions of the individual has
become the focus of feminist debates (for example Mouffe, 1992b, Sassoon, 1991
and Enslin, 1993, whose arguments against universalism are discussed later).

7 Other informative instances are discussed below.
8 This is discussed in more detail later.
9 Our own South African history bears a clear and intricate testimony to this.

Particularly fascinating is the way in which alliances have formed and reformed
among various national, linguistic, ethnic and religious groupings in response to the
two main perceived enemies of the black/communist 'onslaught' on the one hand,
and capitalist/racist minority rule on the other. An example of this is the new right
configuration which emerged in the mid-1980s against the liberation movement and
which comprised a deracialised alignment of white Afrikaners, conservative
coloureds and English-speaking white conservatives (Cross, 1995).

10These issues take on a particular flavour in the South African setting, with current
preoccupations with "rainbowism", simunye, and reactions to these populist efforts at
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nation-building. The implications for curriculum development are highlighted in Part
2.

11 Examples of this would be fundamentalist religious groupings such Pagad in South
Africa and the ultra-orthodox Jews within Israel. Both contest the legitimacy of the
state in the name of higher truths.

12 Part of this phenomenon, suggests Hebdige, is the "desire to feel connected to a
transitory mass of other people, to engage in transitory and superficial alliances"
(quoted in Thompson, 1992: 242). Written in 1989, this foreshadows and explains
exactly the frenzied world-wide response to Princess Diana's death in 1997.

Chapter 3

1 I am indebted for some of these points to Taylor's (1985c) response to Berlin's
(1969) concept of negative liberty.

2 These terms are used in different ways by different authors. Interestingly enough,
these are the exact terms chosen by Abercrombie, Hill and Turner (1986) in their
endeavour to emerge with some clarity from the conceptual maze surrounding the
concept of individualism. However, their definition of these terms is entirely
different from mine. Pointing out that there is "a mistaken conflation of
individualism and individuality, they stipulate that "individualism" refers to the
"external - to ways of behaving in the outside world and to the quality of social
relations that connect the individual to society". By contrast, "individuality" relates
to the "interior of the subject - the development of sensibility, taste, consciousness,
will and personality". These authors distinguish both of these notions from
"individuation" which they see as "the process by which individuals come to be
identified as particular persons, by means of marks, numbers, names and symbols"
(1986: 32). Having come across their conceptual analysis after mine had been
formulated afforded the opportunity of reflecting carefully on the contrasting
definitions of the three terms. The analytic framework in this thesis was defined
around the central tension between individualism and collectivism, and not around
(what seems to be) a secondary tension, namely, that between inward and outward
forms of individualism as identified by these authors. In defining individuation as
that which identifies particular persons in the universalised categories of
bureaucracy, the authors identify the undermining effect of universalism on the
particularities of personhood. However, their three analytic categories ignore the
crucial meaning attached to my notion of individuation as used here: the process of
self-development, which as will become evident, is a centrally important aspect of
dual social ontology and of educational practice.

3 Many of the ideas contained in this analysis and in the subsequent discussions are
informed and influenced by the insights of Steiner (see 1967, 1976a, 1976b, 1985
and also Stockmeyer, 1969, Rist and Schneider 1979, Carlgren and Klingborg,
1976).

4 Further aspects of the historical and intellectual roots of this notion are explored later
in the discussion of the link between individualism and capitalism.

5 The account by Abercrombie et al (1986) and Turner (1986) of the relationship
between individualism and capitalism is discussed shortly.

6 The term "reciprocal relationship" is examined further in Chapter 6 in the discussion
of Gould (1988).
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7 Without becoming too schematic, it can be observed that of these three members of
the emancipatory Germanic tradition, Jung and Steiner emphasise inner
psychological and spiritual obstacles to liberation, while Marx emphasised external
structural determinants. In Chapter 7, in discussing Sherover-Marcuse (1986), I
return to the question of the need to integrate the subjective and the structural
dimensions of social change and emancipation.

8 It should be noted, however, that strategic collaborations between large corporations
in order to challenge competing alliances are becoming more commonplace.
Instances of this have occurred recently in the computer industry with collaborations
between hardware and software corporations.

9 It is interesting to note in this regard that this dominant ideology was transmitted
effectively by a universal system of primary education instituted in the 1870s and
reaching 98% of the population by 1903. The express aim of this national
educational scheme was to create loyal and obedient subjects and the correct moral
character among children.

10 However, it should be noted that negative features of collectivism manifest
themselves. This form of collectivism selectively advantages permanent, male
employees and "binds employees in various ways," as it "contains a most powerful
form of economic compulsion" so that few alternative choices are open to
individuals - a reflection of the coercive element within most forms of collectivist
practice (Abercrombie et ai, 1986: 120). In the educational sphere, the highly
competitive and pressurised ethos produces a comparatively high adolescent suicide
rate.

11 The quotations which follow in this section are drawn sequentially from Turner,
1986,3-12, unless otherwise indicated.

12 It is interesting to reflect that, through South Africa's British colonial heritage, our
schools retain some of these symbols, rituals, uniforms, insignia and so on. There is a
clear disjuncture, therefore, between these atavistic educational forms of
identification and late-modem construction of the self.

13 This should not be interpreted as a static or essentialist account of the category of
personhood. As noted, Turner stresses the historical and political contingency of the
understanding of the self. However, it may be noted that while he outlines the
historical and cultural development of personhood, Turner does not emphasise the
developmental aspect of personhood at the individual level, which underlies the
process of identity formation and progressive autonomy inherent in my notion of
individuation.

14 Turner's analysis thus shows individuals are often depersonalised and abstracted
from the differences inherent in their particular contexts in the name of equality and
justice. As will become apparent in the discussion below, the upholders of the
politics of difference argue that, without recognising and addressing difference of
this sort (in the form of redress measures such as affirmative action), justice cannot
be fulfilled. In later chapters, I discuss notions of equity (which is related to complex
equality), which accommodates difference.

15 This raises the important question about the relationship between conceptual and
substantive levels of analysis and about the central purpose of this thesis. It should be
reiterated that the intention here is not to provide the substantive details of an
inclusive theory of democracy and of a democratic educational practice. The more
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limited and focused purpose is to provide the conceptual framework in terms of
which an inclusive discourse can be developed.

Chapter 4

1 This constitutes one side of the 'ambiguity' of individualism, which is elaborated
below.

2 This supports the suggestion I have repeatedly made that in an inclusive democratic
perspective, identification with the social collective is an act of autonomous agency.

3 Indeed, as will be seen, Taylor goes further in linking self-interest and authentic
individualism in terms of their common underlying aspiration towards authenticity.

4 Noteworthy in this account is the rejection of differences as "purely accidental
characteristics imposed by external forces", as part of the universalist
departicularisation of the Enlightenment subject. Ironically, contemporary
deconstructionists share the view of the accidental nature of difference, but reject any
notion of an essentialist core.

5 This view contrasts sharply with the Marxist perspective in which individual and
collective emancipation are interdependent.

6 This brief account of Dewey draws exclusively from Watt's discussion of his ideas
on education and democracy (Watt, 1989: 100-114). The quotations in the discussion
are drawn sequentially from these pages, unless otherwise indicated.

7 The term 'subjectivisation' refers to the shift from external collective horizons of
significance to individual subjective ones determined by subjective choice. The
modem interpretation of freedom and autonomy, therefore, centre on ourselves, and
the "ideal of authenticity requires that we discover and articulate our own identity"
(Taylor, 1992: 81).

8 This, as will become evident later, has an important implication for education. If the
manner, as opposed to the content of subjectivity is central to authenticity, then this
should have some bearing in a school setting, in supporting a method which
enhances authenticity. This would suggest shifting emphasis from a content-oriented
approach to a skills-oriented approach which fosters a sense of subjective reflection,
judgement and confidence, while retaining due regard for the underlying ideal of
authenticity within the strivings of each individual.

9 This idea can be associated with Kant's epistemological individualism. No truth is
valid unless it is authenticated by subjective judgement.

10 From this it can be seen that the recognition of difference is relevant only in relation
to the specificities of identify formation through which this occurs. Difference is not
relevant in affording chances for the development of individual and group identity
(and other similar political and social rights). The struggle for equal recognition of
such marginalised differences is implied in Taylor's (1992) term, "the politics of
recognition". Thus, the principle of differentiation applies to the socio-cultural
sphere in which relevant differences occur; the principles of commonality and
equality apply to the sphere of socio-political rights. This statement also makes more
transparent the relationship between the generalities and specificities of identity. At
the most general level, we are all equal as bearers of universal human rights and to
pursue the formation of our own authentic individual identities (and by implication
to enjoy the basic conditions which enable this). At this level, we share the widest
commonality with all human beings. At the more specific levels, we share particular
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identifications with the configuration of multiple groups which intersect to make up
our composite modem identities.

11 My emphasis here highlights the conceptual link between autonomy and difference.
12 In this regard, Bakunin, quoted by Lukes (1973), wrote that "a man only truly

becomes a man when he respects and when he loves the humanity and liberty of all".

Chapter 5

1 I am indebted to Steiner (1985) whose concept of the threefold social order provided
the foundation for my notion of spheres of social relations. Steiner wrote extensively
on this subject, indicating that the social order could be conceptualised in terms of
three distinct but related spheres: the cultural, the political and the economic. The
three social relations of liberty, equality and fraternity are the primary values
appropriate to these respectively. Steiner applied these ideas in his educational work.
An account of the threefold social order and its educational implications was
included in the original thesis upon which the present one is based.

2 This relates to a central pillar of my argument, namely, that the various spheres of
social relations can be understood in terms of their constitutive meanings, in relation
to which the appropriateness of the relations of difference and commonality can be
assessed.

3 My argument challenges this. While I accept the social construction of values, my
claim remains that viewing our composite dual social identity as simultaneously
incorporating universal commonality and particular differences allows us to generate
a moral first principle which relates to our common human identity as the basis for
mutual respect. This does not imply an overarching universalist construction. As
Mouffe (1992b) shows, and as Walzer himself alludes to immediately below, a
shared understanding of a fundamental politico-ethical principle which affirms
individual autonomy and moral regard can form the basis of our commonality. My
argument, like of Mason and as we shall see shortly Gould, is that this is embedded
in our social ontology, from which a moral first principle can be derived. The key
point is that for Mouffe and other "inclusive" theorists, the fundamental
incompatibility of universal rights and particularism can be resolved.

4 This, as will become evident later, is a topical issue in current educational policy
debates in South Africa. As mentioned at the outset, there is a tendency to restrict the
interpretation of equality (or more accurately, the redress of past inequalities) in
terms of parity in the distribution of quantitatively measurable educational
resources). Against this, others argue that the notion of strict equality must expanded
to that of equity in order to accommodate the relevantly different circumstances and
conditions of marginalised groups in order for equity to prevail (Gilmour and
Soudien, 1991,Mc Lennan, 1993, Christie, 1993).

5 Although Walzer does not mention it, education has a significant role to play in this.
6 Morrow, in a private communication, made a similar point. Owing to our differently

developed capacities in certain spheres, we are necessarily more advanced,
knowledgeable and therefore autonomous in some, and more dependent, and
therefore less autonomous in others. This accurately captures the complexity of
social relations and the actuality of our relative autonomy.
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7 For these reasons, Callinicos (quoted in Held, 1992) claims that it was capitalism and
not democracy which triumphed in 1989. Conversely, it was authoritarian and
oligarchic Stalinism, and not socialism which was defeated.

8 This links with Macpherson's notion of "narrow" and "broad" democracy.
9 Held, incidentally, regards Giddens' view of modernity as limited in its static

essentialisation of institutional types and in its exclusion of other contemporary shifts
such as in public law, national culture and identity formation; in the private domestic
and familial sphere in relation to the public waged work and the political spheres; in
gender relations and citizenship; and in the rise of social and religious and other
movements.

10 Apartheid, by contrast, attempted to replicate difference, based on the construction of
and particular interpretation of race, cultural and ethnic identities within the political
and economic, where they converged with and reinforced class identity.

11 As indicated, this can be interpreted in terms of the independent logic of the social
spheres. Liberalism extends the good of choice and liberty, premised on minimal
external interference, from the political sphere into the economic sphere, where it
inevitably generates inequality, domination and disadvantage. It depoliticises the
economic sphere by precluding equality. Marxism, likewise, counters this by
extending the principle of equality into the economic sphere and politicising it in its
egalitarian concerns, conceptualised around class identity. However, in doing so, it
denies difference.

Chapter 6

1 As is evident, the notion of 'social ontology' is a central one both in Gould's work
and in this thesis. Although the meanings vary slightly, I have derived and adapted
my usage from Gould's use of the term.

2 On the basis of this analysis, Gould goes on to present a normative argument for the
extension of participation in decision-making from the political sphere to economic
and social life. Further, the political conceptions of property, authority, economic
justice, and human rights are all reformulated by her, on the basis of which she
proposes "concrete forms of social and economic institutions that would serve to
realize the philosophic principles" (Gould, 1988: 2). In spite of this, as indicated,
some of her key concepts retain a normative abstraction.

3 However, Gould carefully distinguishes the work of Marx himself from the
"interpretations and extensions of it in the most prevalent forms of socialist theory"
(Gould, 1988: 7).

4 Gould provides a full and informative account of the failure, in her view, of the
following theories and theorists to resolve satisfactorily the tension between
individualism and collectivism: pluralist theories, Rawls's contractarian theory,
Nozick, the Yugoslav Praxis democratic socialist group, Habermas, Macpherson and
Pateman. It is beyond my scope here to incorporate a detailed account of her
argument, interesting and informative though this is.

S This relates very closely to my notion of individuation, the progressive process of
developing autonomy through time and by degrees - a process which is necessarily
differentiated among individuals.

6 As will be seen later, this argument is taken up by other theorists who are discussed
in this chapter (Mouffe, 1992b; Sassoon, 1991). It also forms the basis of the
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rejection of universalist views in relation to educational equality and the curriculum.
(Christie, 1993; Enslin, 1993; Mc Lennan, 1993, Gilmour and Soudien, 1991). This
is discussed in Part 2.

7 These include: the redefinition of democracy on the basis of social ontology in such
a way as to bridge the assumed gulf between individual freedom and collective
sociality. She argues that the foundational element underlying her social ontology
does not pose insurmountable problems for the ethical component of her theory. She
provides an account of human rights, economic justice and contemporary legal
conceptions of property in relation to her ontology and inclusive redefinition of
democracy. Likewise, she resolves the tensions between authority and agency and
between technical expertise and ethics. She applies her model of democracy in the
practical setting of the workplace, illustrating the implications of her framework for
self-management, participation and decision-making.

8 These relate closely to the notion of individuation discussed above.
9 While Sassoon argues for the recognition of difference in this way, she does not

affirm the benign aspect of difference which is a reflection of individual creative
diversity through which we mediate our self-development as part of individuation.

10This broadly corroborates the argument of Abercrombie, et aI, (1986) that capitalism
and individualism are functionally, rather than causally, related.

11 These ideas are discussed again in relation to contemporary radical feminist
approaches to the curriculum in the final chapter.

12 Mouffe cites Q. Skinner, (1984) "The Idea of Negative Liberty: Philosophical and
Historical Perspective" in R. Rorty, J. B. Schneewind and Q. Skinner (eds.)
Philosophy in History Cambridge. Essentially the same argument is presented in
Skinner (1992).

13 This, clearly, is a rather instrumental view of community. What is not however clear,
in either Mouffe's account or in Skinner's argument, is the distinction between what
Gould terms "instrumental reciprocity" and her full sense of "reciprocity". These
terms are equivalent to Taylor's differentiation between "convergent goods" and
"shared goods". This is a crucial point, for the political community Mouffe describes
is clearly not characterised by instrumental reciprocity, which assumes social co-
operation to be motivated merely by mutual self-interest. Although, as stated above,
Mouffe argues that Skinner's version of civic republicanism prioritises the common
good over individual self-interest, this may be interpreted to be motivated by the
desire for negative individual liberty. Prioritising the common good is, in this view,
merely instrumental to ensuring individual liberty. This perspective remains subject
to the communitarian objection to liberal individualism mentioned above, that is, that
it assumes an essentialist view of self-interested human nature and thus makes no
space for genuinely common purpose. To argue, as Mouffe does, that prioritising the
common good over self-interest is a necessary condition for individual freedom,
suggests a stronger relationship between autonomous individual will and the
common good, namely that pursuing the common purpose is constitutive of freedom,
construed self-developmentally as Marx, Taylor and Gould all, in their diverse ways,
do.

14 This resonates with Gould's (1988) notion of common activity.
15 Significantly, however, Mouffe does not address the sphere of economic relations

and consequently does not take up a position as to whether and how this should be
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governed by the principals of liberty and equality. This, of course, is a crucial point
in relation to the democratic credibility of the socialist project.

Chapter 7

1 I summarise the preceding discussion in more detail in the conclusion to this chapter.
2 "Emancipatory consciousness," according to Sherover-Marcuse (1986, 1-2), can be

understood as the counter-concept of "mystified" or "ideological" consciousness.
Emancipatory consciousness constitutes the forms of subjectivity which challenge
and liberate the individual from historical basis of domination. "Emancipatory
subjectivity" are those attitudes, character traits, beliefs and dispositions which are
both conducive to and supportive of the sort of radical social transformation that the
young Marx characterises as 'universal human emancipation"'.

3 This formulation to some extent might offset concerns about the universal character
of the Marxist emancipatory project. Sherover-Marcuse's (1986: 6) reading of the
contingent and critical nature of dialectical process which "refuses to accept the
givenness of experience and the immediacy of knowledge" renders Marxist thinking
less vulnerable to attack regarding its class-based essentialism.

4 Presumably, Sherover-Marcuse here refers to the political elite or vanguard.
5 The radical transformation of the political and social order in Eastern Europe as well

as the unpredicted development of the global neo-liberalorder and the rise of
nationalism and ethnicity have further challenged the tenets of orthodox Marxist
theory and practice. Acknowledging this does not necessarily condone the self-
congratulatory response of liberalism. The essence of the East European crisis for
communism seems to revolve around the combination of the failure to secure
productive advantage and the constriction of plural manifestation of social and
political life as part of the concentration of power in the state and party.

As Sherover-Marcuse (1986: 13) points out, the recognition of the "crisis" in
Marxism goes back as far as the 1920s, and has been characterised in a wide variety
of ways.

Paul Sweezy comments bluntly that "None of [the] socialist societies behave as Marx ...
thought they would," while for Georg Lukacs the gap between Marxist theory and
contemporary social reality looms so large that it seems almost appropriate to speak of "the
death of Marxism" ... For Lukacs it is not so much that the historical development challenges
Marxist theory or calls it "into question," it is rather the case that "There are new phenomena
about which we have nothing to say".

The crisis, according to Sherover-Marcuse, arises from a number of possible sources:
the gap between theory and practice, as something generated by extra-theoretical
factors and also from the incompleteness of Marxist analysis in that it has not
developed sufficiently since Lenin. In addition, there is the attempt to "rescue
Marxist theory by distinguishing between Marxism as a description of the dynamics
of capitalist society and Marxism as a guide to the construction of a humane socialist
society". These "succeed at their peril ... They succeed in 'saving' Marxism only by
cutting out its heart: the unity of critical social theory and emancipatory practice"
(ibid.).

https://etd.uwc.ac.za/



456 Endnotes

6 Here Sherover-Marcuse implies that goals and procedures are mutually determining
and must therefore be consonant with each other. "The manner in which decisions
are made enters into the content of the result. The form of the discussion itself
becomes a determining factor" (Sherover-Marcuse, 1986: 130). This can only be
achieved if the criterion for decision-making is not exclusively technological or
economical efficiency, but rather directed towards the emancipation and
empowerment of the individuals concerned.

7 I defined 'fraternity' earlier as the moral sense which acts as a mediating principle
between freedom and sociality. It is associated with freedom in the sense that it is
understood as the autonomous identification of the individual with social purpose. It
is thus perceived to be constitutive of individual meaning and intentionality.
Fraternity is associated with the moral regard for the dignity and uniqueness of all
individuating human beings and, following Gould (1988), with reciprocal
relationships which are mutually respectful and concerned with mutual self-
development.

Chapter 8

1 For my purposes, the terms "critical pedagogy", "critical educational theory" "radical
pedagogy" and "emancipatory educational practice" are interchangeable.

2 In the former white House of Assembly schools, while there has been some measure
of deracialisation and multiculturalism, it is safe to say that the dominant paradigm
remains an individualistic competitive one. In Afrikaans schools, this individualism
is overlaid by the remnants of the sectional collectivism of Afrikaner nationalism,
which, as recent racially inspired flashpoints serve to illustrate, still persists. As
Christie (1993) shows, the former White and Indian school departments provided the
educational model which others emulated.

3 However, as is argued subsequently and corroborated by Christie (1993), the
localisation of the curriculum can in itself create an exclusionary effect by distancing
disadvantaged and marginalised communities of learners from mainstream academia.
The answer lies is finding an appropriate balance between mainstream and
contextualised knowledge which addresses the developmental needs and realities of
the particular learners without creating new barriers to their access to the
mainstream. This does not necessarily imply uncritically accepting the dominant
academic culture.

4 My position of this point emerged during the course of the earlier discussion. In
accord with Durkheim's observation that we are at once free and determined, and
cognisant of the developmental character of individuation and autonomy, I suggested
that the tension between ontological individualism and collectivism is not an abstract
one. Instead, it is historically, cultural and individually contingent. Following Gould
(1988) and the other theorists discussed above, I see the defining feature of
individuation, one of the two aspects of our dual social ontology, as the progressive
actualisation of the capacity for autonomous agency and moral regard. This is a
contingent, dialectic and dialogical process, variably subject to the influences of
dominating cultural and power-political determination. To the extent that individual
choices and identification are made relatively autonomously of these influences and
structural constraints, we are free. In an inclusive and developmental democratic
perspective defined as incorporative of both individual and collective concerns, the
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identification (or "fusing" as Marx himself puts it), with collective purpose must
increasingly be the outcome of autonomous agency. This precludes both
deterministic and coercive views of identification and social change.

S The definition of a functional, rather than a causal, relationship between capitalism
and self-interested individualism by Abercrombie et al (1986) should be recalled in
consideration of Cagan's assumption here.

6 It will be remembered that Turner (1986) makes the same point in his discussion of
the relationship between individualism and capitalism. Capitalism, he argues, "does
not require the particularities of age, sex, ethnicity and race which are pre-capitalist
designations of social embodiment" (1986: 2). It is thus logical for capitalism to
"undermine social and biological particularities which have merely a contingent
relationship to capitalist production". However, because these social particularities
are the basis of our independent being-in-the-world, capitalism also suppresses
individuality by "constituting 'universal citizens' through a process of individuation"
which is the enumeration of individual citizens for bureaucratic purposes. Cagan's
view also resonates with later accounts of identity formation in relation to
consumerism by Hebdige (quoted in Thompson, 1992).

7 Considering all structures as detrimental to children corresponds to taking radical
subjectivity to its logical extreme. External authority and culture can, as noted
earlier, foster either emancipatory or dominating interests; the notions of authority
and authoritarianism are therefore to be differentiated. Another way of this, perhaps,
is to borrow Habermas' notion that, as with knowledge, interests are more
fundamental to authority and culture, and even power.

8 The following discussion is limited in that it draws exclusively from Cagan's
account, which centres on the individualism and collectivism problematic. A
systematic inquiry into socialist pedagogy and subsequent changes in educational
theory and practice in the former socialist countries since 1990 in response to market
reforms and socio-economic liberalisation would make a fascinating study in the
light of the main concerns of this thesis.

9 As is evident, this concurs with the emphasis on ethical and epistemological
autonomy in the identification between individual and collective which has been
discussed above and also treated in diverse ways by Taylor (1992), Gould (1988),
Mason (1997) andMouffe (1992b).

10 To this it can be added that this criterion as applied by Cagan to moral reasoning,
relates equally to learning as such. Learning, as opposed to the assimilation of facts,
involves the same sort of dialectical process between external facilitation and the
individual intentional construction of the relevance of knowledge. This is itself is a
form of identification between the individual and collective domains. The connection
between "post-conventional morality" and learning is an intimate one; moral
reasoning has a pedagogical character. I discuss the democratic significance of the
nature of moral development and learning in this regard in the next chapter.

11 These issues are of particular concern in the current context of South African
schooling, which remains in the majority of instances vulnerable to the reproduction
of uncritical rote-learning methods which discourages independent thinking.
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Chapter 9

1 In making the point that teachers and learners are not equals with regard to their roles
in the learning process, Morrow slips here into a strong formulation which seems to
imply that learning is about differentials in the possession of knowledge and hence
about transmission - a kind of "battery" image of education. This is surely not his
intention as it denies the dialogical nature, not just context of learning. It is
conceivable that someone who knows or understands less than another can contribute
towards the learning of the latter in social and interactive terms. As Brubacher
(1969) suggests below, much of what is morally and socially educative in the
classroom has little to do with contents and the transmission of this.

2 Itwill seen in the following chapter that Morrow (1996b) makes a similar argument.
He claims, more broadly than I do here, that some kind of formal or informal
assessment of the improvement of the capacities of learners is inevitable in education
and further that educational certification implies a uniform standard which acts as
common currency. This is discussed in more detail in the next chapter.

3 Steiner's educational psychology, in my own view and experience, exemplifies such
an approach (see (see 1967, 1976a, 1976b, 1985 and also Stockmeyer, 1969, Rist and
Schneider 1979, Carlgren and Klingborg, 1976). However, the original version of
this thesis contained a the critique of the practice of Waldorf Education. This
revealed that many practitioners are prone to a dogmatic and essentialist
interpretation of Steiner's theory. This pattern of dogmatism closely follows the
nature of dogmatism in orthodox Marxism identified by Sherover-Marcuse (1986).
This is firstly the assumption that the implementation of the practice leads
unproblematically to the desired outcome, and secondly that, through their privileged
access to the doctrinal "truth", the practitioners are themselves immune from the
problems and tendencies which their theory critiques.

4 These principles are central to the Waldorf method (see Endnote 2 above) the
democratic features of which were assessed in the earlier version of this thesis.

Chapter 10

1 These are equivalent to what I have called the principles of 'identification' and
'differentiation' and are discussed in the next chapter as part of the consideration of
distributive justice in relation to education.

2 To my knowledge, the only exception to this is the structure of Waldorf school
government which is organised along Collegiate lines without a principal and which
utilises the principle of consensus decision-making.

3 Morrow's second article is a reworked version of the first. My responses to the first
were originally set out in Subotzky (1996). This present discussion considers both of
Morrow's articles.

4 The issue of distributive justice in education is discussed in the following chapter.

1 This is not to suggest that a common curriculum implies common methods, materials
and the uniform handling of students, as can be seen in the next section. In the South

Chapter 11
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African multicultural context, the early accommodation of difference and
disadvantage is essential to students' success. This complements, rather than
challenges Walzer's argument, in my view.

2 It is important to note again that under conditions of relatively less social
homogeneity than Japan, positive differentiation must be exercised in order to
achieve equality. Disadvantaged students could be disempowered in classrooms
where widely divergent socio-economic backgrounds are met by "egalitarian"
classroom practices, while failing to recognise and accommodate students' highly
differentiated needs even at the early stages of basic schooling.

3 This concurs with my earlier argument about the necessity to standardise assessment
procedures of professional and technical training through the elimination of
difference.

4 While I accept the appropriateness of talent within the sphere of education, Walzer
provides a somewhat essentialist reading of this notion. The notion of talent is a
social construction. Prevailing attitudes which favour particular interests are
therefore contestable. For instance, medical doctors do not need aptitudes only in
Mathematics and Science, but also in social skills to cope with the shift in the health
paradigm from an exclusively bio-medical one to one that incorporates social,
structural and psychological perspectives. This is being recognised in the admissions
criteria in certain Medical Schools. As the ground shifts within and between
knowledge domains, so our conceptualisation of what constitutes "talent" will also
change.

5 Although Walzer does not directly address the issue, he is no doubt fully aware of
the role which schooling and educational practice plays in perpetuating social
divisions in general and the division of labour in particular and in reproducing
specific ideological interests. He would argue, however, for the logical autonomy of
the spheres. He would maintain that this reproductive function has little to do with
the internal character of the school and emanates instead from the ideological role
which is foisted upon educational institutions.

6 From this we can conclude that the best way to offset the disparity between public
and private education is to strengthen the quality of the former. In any event, given
the relatively small scale of private education in South Africa, the main disparities in
educational provision and quality lie within the public system, where policy
priorities ought to be directed.

7 This mirrors the equity/development debate dominant in the current educational
policy discourse in South Africa. Here again it can be seen that Walzer's approach to
the dilemma of just distribution is to take recourse to what I have referred to
throughout as the constitutive meanings and the contestations around these in
particular contexts. Walzer implies that while there is a broad ethico-political
commitment to the principles equality and differentiation, the interpretation of these
will be determined in the particular context in terms of the shared understanding of
the priorities of either equality or differentiation (which is associated with the
development priority). This reading accords with the general thrust of my argument.

8 In South Africa, as elsewhere, an additional difficulty is how to define the standard
against which quotas are measured. Should this be determined by national
demographic profiles or should it take on board regional and local variations? On the
one hand, it would be patently absurd to insist on a nationally-based proportional
representation, say, of Indians in the Free State, or of Coloureds in KwaZulu-Natal,
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where for historical reasons these groups are underrepresented. On the other hand,
accommodating regional differences is somewhat at odds with the principle itself.

9 These are: the Department of Education's Educational Renewal Strategy (ERS),
1991; the African National Congress' (ANC) Discussion Paper on Education Policy,
1991; and the National Education Policy Investigation (NEPI) Towards a
Framework and a Set of Guiding Principles for NEP I, 1991.

10 To this it could be added that, in higher education, while women students form the
overall majority, female enrolments tend to be concentrated in fields of study
traditionally associated with women and the gendered labour market (the Arts,
nursing, social work, education) and at the lower qualification levels (diplomas,
certificates and among postgraduate at the honours level) (EPU, 1997). Women
(especially blacks) are conspicuously absent at the higher postgraduate levels and,
among academic staff at the higher ranks and qualification levels. This means that
while women enjoy equal status as far as formal access is concerned, they remain
marginalised by prevailing social and power relations. The policy implication is that
equity-driven interventions should take cognisance of relevant disaggregations of
data, by which these internal variances can be identified and acted on in the
emancipatory interests of subordinated groupings. This corresponds to the
accommodation and recognition of difference, as opposed to a strict and universalist
notion of equality.

11 This point is corroborated by Enslin, 1993; Christie, 1993; Mc Lennan, 1992, 1993
and is discussed further in the next chapter.

12 Me Lennan corroborates this point in arguing that equality and justice go beyond
distributional issues. "The distributive paradigm," she contends, "tends to depict
justice as the allocation of material goods and social positions, at the expense of
considering social relations of power and domination" (Me Lennan, 1993: 54).

13 Another key aspect of equality in relation to the curriculum relates to access to
decision-making (Jansen, 1990; Christie, 1993). In apartheid South Africa, this was
secured in the hands of white technocrats. Needless to say, the fullest possible level
of participation in curriculum planning is a necessary feature of a democratic
dispensation. However, as Christie notes, a potential tension exists between the goals
of equity and democratic decision-making. To ensure equal provision and equity,
centralisation may be necessary, especially where low teaching skills are the norm.
This may, however, reduce or preclude wider participation in decision-making, and
reinforce low skills. Christie concludes that equity-driven centralisation must be
accompanied by increased participation, and INSET measures to build capacity.

14 However, it should be noted that Christie rather uncritically assumes that the current
academic curriculum does indeed foster the desired capacities. This is questionable,
as much of it is narrowly examination oriented in content and in the way it is taught.
A broader and more comprehensive formative outcomes-based curriculum, balanced
in terms of academic, artistic and practical activities may be more suited to
facilitating the kind of broad skills, knowledge, competencies and self-confidence
which is required of the basic compulsory phase. This common, non-specialised
curriculum would remain flexible to the learning requirements of individual students.
While not narrowly vocational, it would incorporate a preparation for the world of
both mental and manual work, by drawing together academic knowledge, critical
reflection and practical and artistic activities. These would be designed to foster the
broad generic competencies which underlie successful further study, work and social
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relations. Christie (1993: 13) appears to be sympathetic to this by acknowledging
that "the best form of 'vocational' curriculum is a general one".

15 Likewise, Greenstein (1996), in his discussion of current curriculum debates,
distinguishes on the one hand between common citizenship, which demands equal
political rights guaranteed by the state, and on the other national or cultural identity,
which demands the recognition of difference. This distinction is based on the
argument that the application of equal rights without the recognition of difference
runs the risk of reproducing disadvantage and subordination.

Chapter 12

1 It is interesting to note that several analysts have identified gaps and omissions in
current South African debates. Christie, for example, points out that despite the new
emphasis on equality in curriculum policy in the 1990s, stated goals of equal
educational opportunities and standards are "given scant attention in the substance of
recommendations" (Christie, 1993: 6). The issue of relations between political
change, curriculum policies and the formation and dissemination of collective
identities has been neglected (Greenstein, 1996). Likewise, not only is there an
absence internationally of a theoretical framework for the school curriculum, but
South African curriculum studies "are faced with a paucity of scholarly work in the
area of knowledge production and dissemination in this country" (N. Taylor, 1993:
1). In a similar vein, Me Lennan (1993:54) notes that "there are few explicit theories
about what equal education is and should be, and the concept of equal education
tends to be assumed rather than discussed".

2 The key distinguishing feature, it will be remembered is in the intention: apartheid
(and other forms of coercive imposition) differentiation is dominating. By contrast,
positive forms of differentiation are developmental or emancipatory in intention.

3 The link between commonality and social cohesion also explains excesses in the
opposite direction. As Schneider (1997: 109) comments, brutal and subtle forms of
resistance to diversity emerge from the conviction that "a high degree of cultural
homogeneity is important to the stability, and perhaps to the moral integrity, of a
political community". This is "woven into the very ideology of the twentieth century
nation state". The slippery slope from this to the identification and subjugation of
perceived subversive enemies and aliens in the name of national security and
survival is all too familiar in recent European and South African history.

4 I have argued elsewhere (Subotzky, 1997) that, instead of attempting to unravel the
contortions of the Africanisation debate exclusively in terms of conflicting cultural,
ethnic or class identities, it might be more fruitful to look at the issue in terms of our
interdependent development priorities. The struggle to actualise development
(widely construed) must be governed by a broad ethico-political principle (like
Mouffe's) and by the principles of distributive justice. Development, and the moral
imperative driving it, therefore relates to our fundamental social ontology as bearers
of rights and as concretely particularly situated individuals and groups with specific
needs and obligations. The Africanisation of the curriculum and of development-
related higher education research and outreach could thus much more fruitfully be
shaped by focusing on development needs, that is, on the way in which knowledge
production can be appropriately directed towards the social, intellectual, economic
and cultural development of the region. While conflicts and contestations will, of
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course, persist within this framework, negotiation of these will become increasingly
imperative - if not entirely through moral and political will, then additionally
through our growing interdependence and the need to co-operatively and proactively
counteract large-scale social risk.

S As noted above, Greenstein (1996: 10) makes a similar point in calling for the need
to "distinguish between common citizenship and political rights to which all
residents are equally entitled and which the state has a duty to guarantee, on the one
hand, and national (or cultural) identity which mayor may not develop, but it is not
the task of the state to actively promote it, on the other".

6 Following the argument set out in the previous section, the same can be said for
nationhood, which likewise, cannot be ignored as a fiction.

462 Endnotes
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