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Social and
Political Philosophy

‘ THE PROBLEMS OF social and political philoso i
lar interest to many educators and polf:ymakeg todayl?géireetgfe}:i?uscu;
Socrat‘es, philosophers have been concerned with the concept of ‘us),,ti .
and different views of justice give rise to different views on matte}rs ceC -
t}'al to _education such as equality and equity. For the past two centurien_
11berah§1pmparticuiarly individualistic liberalism—has dominated Wesf:
ern Qohhcal philosophy. By “liberalism” here, I am referring to a philo-
.Sophl'cal tradition that includes both liberals and conservatives fs w
identify them today. Both are concerned with liberty and equality, but lib{3
e'rais tend to put greater emphasis on equality and conservatives ;nore on
hbgrty. In contrast to the liberal tradition’s focus on individuals {their lib-
erties and equality), another tradition emphasizes the community, how
md}v1duals are developed within it, and what these individuals o;ve to
their community. Although this philosophical tradition goes back at least
as far a:’s 'Aristotle, it has enjoyed a tremendous revival, as “communitari-
anism, ']us‘t since the late 1970s. The debate between liberalism and com-

munitarianism is one of the liveliest in today’s philosophy. After a brief
mtrqducnon to the current debate, we will look closely at problems of ed-
ucational equality and equity.

The Cuirent Debate

We saw in the last chapter that under the infl
_ : - the ! uence of Kant,
ethics l?eca:ne highly individualistic; that is, ethics was liberated from the
authority of the church, ruler, and even community and was thought in-

160

1 and Political Philosophy 161

d to rest on the individual’s “good will” and logic. Each moral agent
to decide what he should do according to the categorical imperative:
ot that you can logically will that your act should become law; that is,
<o that you can logically will that all others in similar situations will be
_and-to do what you have chosen. This led to the enormously infiuen-
al qniversalizability criterion. Many philosophers came to use univer-
lizability as the main test of the moral; moral decisions, as contrasted
h other kinds of decisions, had to be universalizable. That notion has
me under increasing challenge in recent years.
For present purposes, it is important to understand why Kant's ap-
proach has been called “individualistic” and why the notion is somewhat
-~ aradoxical. Before Kant, Descartes had already put great emphasis on
individual knowers who were described as working toward dependable
knowledge through the procedure of systematic doubt. Knowledge was
thus liberated from authority and placed firmly on a rational base. But
notice that the “individual” thus described is a generalized rational
agent-—not a real, full-bodied individual with attachments, emotions, and
community affiliations. Descartes, of course, recognized the real nature of
human beings, but knowledge claims were to be tested against the model
of generalized rationality. Method became king and replicability the law
of the kingdom of knowledge. Thus, in one sense, the individual (as gen-
eral rationality) became the very heart of knowledge production; in an-
other sense, the individual disappeared.

Similarly, in Kant's ethic, the individual—as the general mechanism of
practical reasoning-—became central, but the individual—as actual, em-
bodied person—became irrelevant.. The individual as a richly complex,
social being was reduced to a reasoning machine. Thus we have a para-
dox: great emphasis on autonomy but a remarkable uniformity pre-
scribed for the products of that autonomy. '

Interestingly, even though the individual described by Kant seems
hardly to be an individual at all, Kantianism and utilitarianism (which
posits an impartial, individual calculator) together increased theoretical
and practical interest in individual rights. Indeed, a main complaint
against individualistic liberalism is that it has carried the doctrine of indi-
vidual rights too far. Critics object that it has become difficult to talk
about the rights or legitimate demands of a community today. All of our
attention has been focused on the rights of individuals.

Of course, there are important differences between neo-Kantianism
and utilitarianism, but both have contributed to the emphasis on indi-
viduals versus communities and on rationality defined in terms of well-
defined procedures. John Rawls, who locates himself in the Kantian
tradition and whose Theory of Justice has been enormously influential,
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e Itﬂf cllear how this passage separates Rawls from utilitarians, but n.
e ai;.t Separates him from communitarians also in its insistenc, .
certain “rights” are settled, that they are not subject to political b - t}'lat
ing. Most communitarians would insist, to the contrary, that theatli%j?lmh
(; 5

; CoImmumt_arian thinking ajlbout rights is both descriptive and Prescrip-
ive, It de:scrxbes how certain ethical products—rules, customs '
dures—arise from the moral life of communities, and ,it prescril;esli?ce-
we shourld think and act in building and critiquing moral cormfnunit'OW
Rights,” communitarians believe, do not precede community build‘les.
They are outcomes of a shared sense of what is good. e
The liberal position, particularly as it is laid out by Rawls, puts great

are 'behmd a “veil of ignorance” with respect to their talents, affiliations
projects, loves, and weaknesses. They know nothing of their ’own h :
ter or personality. What rules will they choose? e
Rawls gives a first formulation of the two principles that he says
Xvor.dld. result from deliberation in the original position and late dc):;
priority rules” to fill out his conception, T

The first statement of the two principles reads as follows.

First: each person is to have an i
. equal right to the most extens; ic lib-
erty compatible with a similar liberty for others. enaivebasic b
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Second: social and economic inequalities are to be arranged so that they
are both (a) reasonably expected to be to everyone’s advantage, and (b) at-
tached to positions and offices open to all.?

‘Rawls then undertakes to describe what is meant by “basic liberty,”
“eyeryone’s advantage,” and “open to all,” and we will consider the sec-
ond and third expressions when we discuss equality and justice in
schools. Rawls builds a comprehensive and fascinating theory of justice
on this technique. The underlying assumption, in the tradition of Locke
and Rousseau, is that individuals somehow exist before communities and
that they enter a “social contract” when they form communities and socij-
eties. Notice, however, that one could reject this assumption at the de-
scriptive level and still insist that, as a technigue, it prescribes the best way
to build a theory of justice. Of course, if we take that position, we then
face the difficult task of showing how this theory, built entirely on ab-
- stract hypothetical conditions, can be applied to life in real societies,

This last observation is the crux of the communitarian argument
against Kantian and Rawlsian liberalism. The persons deliberating be-
hind the veil of ignorance are not real people, and what emerges can be
no more than hypotheses for real people to try out? Rawls and Kant de-
- pend too exclusively on rationality and thé procedures that grow out of
purely logical processes. In contrast, real people are affected by, all sorts of
things that are not strictly logical. Thus, communitarians insist that a con-
cept of the “good” precedes discussion of what is “right,” and the debate
between liberals and communitarians is often cast as one over the priority
of the good and the right. From one perspective, a shared sense of the
good must precede any discussion of procedures; from the other, proce-
dural right must precede construction of the good.

In the hyperrationality of Rawls, we see the “individualist paradox”
again. The individual is sacrosanct, his or her rights are “settled,” and yet
he or she is not recognizable as an individual. Rawls himself says that
only one person is really needed in the “deliberation” behind the veil of
ignorance because all thoroughly rational persons would have to agree!

Although utilitarian thinking differs from Kantianism in positing the
priority of the good (usually happiness) over the right, it resembles Kant-
, ianism in the feature criticized by communitarians. It, too, strips persons
| of their identifiable social characteristics and reduces them to utilities.
j - The only way to favor one individual or one group over another is to cal-
E culate the utilities. For example, it might be possible under utilitarian
| policies to favor the young over the old in distributing certain goods be-
|

cause the net ratio of happiness over pain would be thereby increased.
Again, the thinking encouraged by utilitarianism is hyperrational; it is
not the sort of thinking most of us do in moral situations. Remember this
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now familiar caveat: Utilitarians could acknowledge that ordinay
do not think this way but could stil] insist that they should. The
defend this recommendation by pointing to the utilitarian prin
its grounding in reality; people really do, after all, prefer hap
pain.

Dewey’s position among social theorists is an interesting one. He Was
clearly not a utilitarian, although he was certainly a consequentialist;
rejected utilitarianism because he thought it was a mistake to Posit one
greatest good and because he objected to the sharp separation of Meang
and ends. For Dewey, ends are always ends-in-view, not finalities, ang be.
cause means involve accomplishing something, they are not easily sepa-
rated from ends and must be subjected to a similar ethical analysis,

Some scholars label Dewey a “pragmatic liberal” and others (in more
Tecent years) a “democratic communitarian.” By the first, writers inteng
to convey Dewey’s sympathies for just procedures as they are often de.
scribed by liberals but, at the same time, his insistence that their efforts be
tested in real communities. Justice, for Dewey, is located in consequences,
not in procedures that predate deliberation and reflection, Dewey sepa-
rated himself from the whole social contract tradition. Indeed, he thought
(mistakenly) it was quite dead: “The fact that man acts from crudely inte]-
ligized emotion and from habit rather than from rational consideration, ig

now so familiar that it is not €asy to appreciate that the other idea wag
taken seriously as the basis of economic and political philosophy.”

By the second label, “democratic communitarian,” contemporary writ-
ers intend to separate Dewey from forms of communitarianism that pro-
mote hierarchy, elitism, and exclusivity. Some communitarians make the
mistake of assuming that communities are somehow fixed. They put
great stress on acknowledged common valyes and on traditions. Dewey,
in contrast, always insisted on a dynamic view of community. Commu-
nity is always under construction in Dewey’s view, and it must pass a de-
mocratic test: A democratic community cannot be assessed entirely from
within. We must evaluate the number and quality of its connections with
other communities. For Dewey, as we saw in an earlier discussion, com-
munity depends on the desire to communicate and the commitment to
continue inquiry. For many other philosophers and educators who em-
brace a form of communitarianism or Aristotelianism, community pre-
cedes communication. In contrast to Dewey, these thinkers hold that peo-
ple must be taught the values and mores of a community before they can
communicate effectively. In education, this view is usually translated into
a recommendation for transmission of values through a common curricu-
fum.

The ethic of care, which was discussed briefly in the last chapter and
will be analyzed more deeply in the discussion of feminist theory, is in
many ways compatible with Dewey’s democratic communitarianism.

y People
Y Woujg
Ciple angd
Piness ¢,

gpcial and Political Philosophy

165

i requires face-to-face relations
always believed that true democracy equi to . .
DeWeYe Ieve{ Similarly, the ethic of care begins its thfeonzmg V\.Tith '?135“
o SOIT:I relationships. As thinking moves into the social arena, it still re-
hu?-;?; tightly connected to the actual conditions and desires of real peo-
mal

1é..Jt may ask questions that carry it outward into the world of strangers

i hout universalizing. For example, it may ask, What if thi‘s were one of

o children? Questions of this sort need not lead to umforrFl, impar
o e ers. To tfle contrary, they should suggest thought experiments in

tl?fiiﬁsgmiiy membership is expanded to include children with many
w

different characteristics, aptitudes, and interests_.5 In such thoutlghtse;(})sl:;
n:ents we do not strip either our imaginary chlldren.or (t);:rfeoﬁ of ou
¢ i isti d we recognize tha -
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mdrl:gations are products of our situation and standpoint. Thus, a‘d’cho;zg}:
$: can surely create a set of social and educational recommfandt?l’c;)?ie Szt
i circle, we recognize
iders people outside our own narrow e, we rec :
zgrrisailwayg bepexpanded or revised as new vome&;1 ]o?dm tItu; cii(perilzx::ir:;;
imi i Ithough he did not follow
ewey suggested a similar question, a .
a sy]:')stem};tic %}%ought experiment: “What the best a?d “ﬁs-?tﬁfg?; r:v;r:;
i i t the community want for all its .
for his own child, that mus for ol ideen. Any
i i w and unlovely; acted upon, v
other ideal for our schools is narro _ ;acted upon, it desttoys
"¢ Thi ses questions about the “be
our democracy.”* This passage rai ° < faptuiion
Gt h a parent want? Further, supp ‘
est” parent. What would suc . suppose the parent
i i Will he or she not want diffe Pt
has many different children. ) frerent fhings for
i i hought experiments, we ha .
different children? In all such t o be careful
that we lose all real human gq ;
not to abstract so completely > all uonan qualities; we
i -we “totalize” or assimilate all o
d not generalize so far that we . >
f:l?lgwn schgeme of things; and yet we do not want to collapse info a nalr
row and selfish scheme in which we tell only ou;‘ own story, serve only
i values.

n interests, and recognize only our'own : N
Oui\?’:;ough 1 haxlre given just a thumbnail sketch of important posmolns
in current political philosophy and of the ()m}a’l I ngfend toi ;?eolf{} ;r;zrl :en: gd

i i icient to launch a discuss
, perhaps these will be sufficient : E ;
Elsuslify 1111) education. As we proceed in that discussion, we can add to the

background as needed.

Justice and Equality in Education

I have organized this part of the chapter around probI;lms of
inequality. Are the observable inequalities in U.5. fichogis a}lizvgirse; u‘f:e
i justi have considered so far? ,
der the views of justice and care that we : ed 50 f ,
Wii congider inezquali_ties in resources—in phfysacal f:licﬁmgsé ;r;ls;nivn;e‘,r;tisl.l
lia of education. Se ,
, books, and the other parapherna ‘
E?I:Sat inequalities in relationships. Is there :f\nythmg schoolts: (1:22 n?;
should do for children whe have no academically competent,
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adults in their lives? Third, we will ask what is meant

the curriculum. Should afl children have the same curri

they be allowed + -i i
ihe e);ts? 0 make well-informed choices accordin

by Inequalitieg in
culum, or Should
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Inequalities in Physical Resources

In 1991, Jonathan Ko i
. , zol once again drew to our i
L atte i
Iré?)tzlg?' s (;ilsgr-aceful neglect of many of its urban children.” Whe:: ?\:1 s
§ description of urban schools—wind ded —
' — ows boarded up, faul
}llrgtszzt;;::s gllatt (i;_-ave some rooms in shivering cold and otf}:ers mtsii%?at-
, $ that do not work, sewage backin i i .
terias, paint peeling from lings, rooms a6 ey cafe-
y walls and ceilings N
teachers have to count on hi i to seat the a0 ot
igh absenteeism to seat the chi
! ha sen e children w
Oixnwcﬁﬁd we surely knovy.that this is not what we would want fci-0 oo
becausel t }fen. These conditions, which Kozol calls “savage 1'r1equza1litiouf
pecause | fey contrast so sharply with the conditions of richer sch eIs
pC siré - 10T many of us, a clear case of injustice. oo
1ine501;x ! :rrgi(;ne argue; otfherwise? Ore could argue along the foilowing
. amount of inequality in any society i
IS necessar
22;?1 tthel genefral »f;elfare. After all, we would harc%ly seek equZIitt(;r I:fr 0;
misery for all of us; that is, if the onl i 1
» y forall ¢ ‘ ’ Y way to achieve equalit
woz;cl(;e}ra;.a s;l'tuanon in which everyone is (equally) miserablfg mos); :;e:e
wrould !e}\lc it. What we want is as much equality as we can achieve cq ;
with the greatest possible general welfare. Of course people diff;

hard to effect.s
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: Support a scenario in which some pe ive i
. . )
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meBE;,I?te? I s:zlld, u'tlhtarlamsm can support a scheme in which most of the

qualities described by Kozol exist. Assuming there is just so much
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money to spend on education, how should it be spent so as to achieve
maximum effect? If the children in community A break the school’s win-
dows, scribble on its walls, stuff objects into its toilets, urinate on its stair-
ways, and behave in a generally destructive way, why should money be
spent on repair? That money can be more effectively used in purchasing
science equipment and books for children in community B, who will not
destroy what is bought for them. Using a strictly economic argument
with achievement outcomes as the only value considered, one need not
even question the values in community A; that is, one need not argue that
A’s people are somehow deficient or that they deserve the conditions I
have described. One simply calculates the costs and likely benefits.

In contrast, Rawls’s concept of justice as fairness would probably not
defend such inequalities. Behind the veil of ignorance, citizens would leg-
islate to protect themselves in case they turned out to be among the disad-
vantaged. This, of course, is a theoretical claim; real people behind a theo-
retical veil of ignorance—a mere strategy—might behave very differently.
For example, one might argue fatalistically, “I sure hope I'm not one of
those poor clods, but if I am, I shouldn’t have the right to spoil things for
others. I'll just have to work harder!” Such a possibility underscores the
abstract nature of Rawls’s scheme. His rational, autonomous thinker is an
abstract entity. .

But Rawls has an important provision in his theory of justice that
might block the inequalities described by Kozol. “The intuitive idea,”
Rawls writes, “is that the social order is not to establish and secure the
more attractive prospects of those better off unless doing so is to the ad-
vantage of those less fortunate.” This idea, part of Rawls’s second princi-
ple, is called the “difference principle.” To support the inequalities we
have been discussing, a Rawlsian would have to show that the extra
funds invested in the education of well-off children somehow benefit the
least advantaged.

Before applying the difference principle, however, a Rawlsian would
have to be sure that the conditions of the first principle—“each person
[has] an equal right to the most extensive liberty compatible with a simi-
lar liberty for others”®—have been met. If education is construed as a
“fundamental right,” then it would seem virtually impossible to claim
that the first principle has been met under present conditions, because ed-
ucation would be included in the set of basic liberties.

However, opponents could argue, and indeed have argued, that finan-
cial resources do not determine the quality of education, that class size
does not affect how teachers teach, and that the low number of students
taking college preparatory courses in poor schools is a result of poor stu-
dent attention and ability, not a sign of neglect or the curtailment of a ba-
sic liberty. What could we do to demonstrate convincingly that children
living in the schools described by Kozol are deprived of a basic liberty?
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Our problem here points up the difficulties in trying to apply a sophis;.
cated, abstract theory to a real social problem. If people are not moved tq
care for these children simply upon hearing the story of their plight, i i
doubtful that any argument will move them.

But let's persist for a bit with the argument. Suppose we could justify
the contention that Rawls's first principle is somehow satisfied. Then we
must ask whether the observable inequalities are allowable under the gee.
ond principle.

Let A be the advantaged group and L the least advantaged group. If A

members of A wili contribute to the welfare of L.

Now the difference principle is not of course the principle of redress. It does
not require society to try o even out handicaps as if all were expected to
compete on a fair basis in the same race, But the difference principle would
allocate resources in education, say, so as to improve the long-term expecta-
tion of the least favored. If this end is attained by giving more attention to
the better endowed, it is permissible; otherwise not.t

As we have already seen, it is possible to argue—and people have done
so—that education of the better endowed is indeed likely to raise the
long-term expectation of the least advantaged, Cynics might say that the
term gets longer and longer. Critical theorists insist that such a scheme
merely perpetuates the plight of the disadvantaged and that very plight
ultimately becomes necessary for the employment and well-being of pro-
fessionals drawn from the ranks of the “better endowed.”

But Rawls goes on to say something that will interest us in the next two

sections of this chapter. Referring to society’s decision on how to allocate
educational resources, he writes:

And in making this decision, the value of education should not be assessed
solely in terms of economic efficiency and social welfare. Equally if not

169
social and Political Philosophy

Do ; oy the
ore important is the role of education in enabling adgerstgg Z?Iae;\]t(;ypm
- in its affairs, and in thi -

is soci take part in its a ,
lture of his society and to : °
frlilde for each individual a secure sense of his own sense of worth

boints in thi her discussion. First, we have no
e 2 mir:hlivlital':algi\l:l}sl ?E?;td t]}?:;rtvalue of education must inc'hllge
S ‘?)greildgeconomic efficiency and social welfare, and more will be
m{:lttefs tl'?‘ Y(; ter. But second, we need to ask what it meaf}s for a person
o 01]131 is an’o. “the culture of his society” and thereby ,s:ecu:e a sensi
o b? own | eoit}{” Does it make sense today to speak of “the culturief.
OAfnl&lEi;sot‘;;:;ne S‘ociety within which everyone can secure a sense of self-
Wosrggting aside these important questions mon.lentaril'y, we ;aveoil:; Sis—
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requi iety to remove at least some of the inequalities Kozo -
rigilégg al;(;: lftt%eaves much room for argument. Flir’cheri e;fzrcli é?;?c)gn
; i insi - is an important goal o ,
- hlfpselfallz:ztfi; ktili::e Z‘;;{f):;’ggﬂ of resourfes strictly to Ie'arning ou:t~
comos p?I'Illieymwant to be assured that more money spent will resu(l; in
f;?n;lisr' test gi:ores, and so the most frequently used ar_glilme?fts i(i rc;:a ;fl_
i inequalities center on economic efficiency and social we glr tge du
Z:egs mtjlst be prepared to hold better jobs, help the r}atlon cbmpete,
contribute to the economy through great’er consumpkniosn];wt oo absteact: i
Kenneth Strike points out that Ra?vls s later wor , ot s abstract it
insists on the political practicality of justice asffagriii‘m Buta rev
very recent essay by Rawls raises the charge of abs

Rawls, perhaps the most admired philosopher of all in the Enghsll'tll;speasﬂi

awld’ }t)urns in the longest essay and also the most abstraci.h A ) m;fake s
;:g;ua;ge is uncluttered, he piles one hypothesis upon_tin?angrthc; make 2
brittle intellectual structure that, it seems, would not withs

- tremors of political life on Earth."

In contrast, Dewey’s approach can be' traced to ?ci—tiz—f;;:ef;cc)trr;g:tuil;;}j
life. If there is a major difficulty with his apprc:jac i;11 s the fact that im-
portant political decisions are no -longer. ma e19208 % communitics
Dewey himself recognized this difficulty in the‘: . Jhen he wrote
that the “community” must want for all its ch‘ﬂdren wl i
wisest parents want for their own, be had.m mind a t;ocuz oty the
which face-to-face communication is p(')s.51ble. 12 suc z—;o el Ty
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minorities and the poor are increasingly isolated ul: e i Beographic

unities, and communication breaks down between
iirir;ind those in which political decisions are made.

“
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roach invites no argument in defense of miserable conditions. They

: Pust pe changed. But what else is required? After facilities have been re-

ired and adequate supplies distributed, what else must be done?

Inequalities in Basic Relationships
When the problems of poor children are considered, their fam-

ily relationships are only rarely mentioned. School reform efforts do men-

tion the importance of family involvement, but little discussion centers on
the quality of relationships needed for the healthy intellectual, moral, and
emotional development of children. This neglect is the result of two main
habits of mind: First, many theorists are reluctant to pronounce on the
quality of relationships in cultures other than their own; there has been a
healthy move away from the arrogance of earlier times when professional

" workers did not hesitate to describe environments different from their
~ own as deprived. Second, traditional theories have concentrated on the

public aspect of lives, not that domain usually considered “private.”
eorists have helped to collapse the distinction between public
sic parent-child dyad. However, aside from feminist thought, it is rare for
philosophers of education to consider basic relationships at all.

At an intuitive level, we know these relationships are vital. All of us
admire stories of successful people who endured great hardships but per-
severed with the encouragement of a parent or other adult to get an edu-
cation. In every such story, there is some adult who cared enough to
spend time with a child, express his or her belief in the child’s capacities,
and provide the emotional support necessary to maintain the child’s
growth and confidence.
~ The psychologist Urie Bronfenbrenner put the case this way: “In order
to develop, a child needs the enduring, irrational involvement of one or
more adults in care and joint activity with the child.” I would describe
such involvement as “nonrational” rather than “irrational,” but Bronfen-
brenner made his point when he explained, “Somebody has to be crazy

_ about that kid.” In the absence of such passionate love, some adult has to
care at least that the child will survive and become a decent person.

Martin Buber made relationship the very heart of education. He wrote

that every child longs for the world “to become present to” him or her

. through communion:

The child lying with half-closed eyes, waiting with tense soul for its mother
to speak to it—the mystery of its will is not directed towards enjoying (or
dominating) a person, or towards doing something of its own accord; but
towards experiencing communion in the face of the lonely night, which
spreads beyond the window and threatens to invade.”




172 Social and Political Philosophy

Buber saw teaching, as well as parenting, as a matter of relationship, ang
“the relation in education,” wrote Buber, “is one of pure dialogue.
Children need to know that someone will listen to them and care what
happens to them. Recall what Buber said {Chapter 4):

Trust, trust in the world, because this human being exists—that is the most
inward achievement of the relation in education. Because this human beijn

exists, meaninglessness, however hard pressed you are by it, cannot be the
real truth. Because this human being exists, in the darkness the light lies

hidden, in fear salvation, and in the callousness of one’s fellow-men the
great Love

P have quoted from Buber at some length because we rarely hear such
language in education texts today, and yet we know at some level that he
is right. Although the language is missing from policy statements, it is of-
ten heard in teachers’ accounts of their classroom experience.” We know
that teachers are not just conveyors of instructional treatments, managers
of classroom activities, distributors of resources, lecturers, and discipli-
narians.

The relationships in poor children’s lives are not necessarily poorer
than those of wealthy children in the senses we have been discussing. But
realistically, we have to recognize that an impoverishment of spirit often
accompanies financial poverty. People may work hard with little return;
they may suffer the denigrations of “being helped”; they may feel help-
less because they cannot provide for their children as they would like to
do. And deep inside they may doubt that their children’s efforts in schoo]
will ever pay off. Thus, even where love characterizes the relationship,

poor parents may not be able to “present the world” as their wealthier
counterparts do. In heroic cases, they have exactly the effect described by
Buber—meaninglessness, darkness, fear, and callousness recede. In ordi-
nary cases, however, poor parents may become for their children the liv-
ing representation of meaninglessness and helplessness.

In a society like ours where so much depends on success in school,
children not only need continuous love and warm companionship from
adults; they also need adults who can present the world effectively.
Because so many parents, despite their love, cannot provide models of
what it means to be educated, teachers must serve this function in the
lives of those children. They must represent whole persons, not just in-
structors, in their relations with students. Students need to see that the
possibilities advertised as inherent in education are real possibilities for
their own futures. This need suggests that teachers and students should
stay together, by mutual consent, for several years. Time should be spent
on the development of trust so that the advice, care, and instruction given
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by the teacher will be received by students with understanding and ap-
n.
prelga;;oearlier chapter, we contrasted analyses of teaching that concen-
trate 'on epistemological issues with other accounts that focus more OIn
ersonal relationships and the skills required for everyday living. . 111
Ntdiake Shange’s novel, Betsey learned far more fron:m the servctmt girl,
Carrie, than she did from her teachers, a:nd the Iearn}ng was aimed lat
skills and attitudes that matter in real life. But Carrie could_ not heﬁ
Betsey with the kind of learning we are today‘ so eager to provide foi l:a t
children. Our analysis of relationships and their importance suggests tha
policymakers give far more attention to the ways in which teachers con-
nect with students as individuals—to what teachers can mean to students
and not simply to the academic material teachers are suppos-ed to get stg—
dents to learn. Any feasible form of compensatory education muiv,z1 ad-
dress the problem of unequal relationships in the lives of poor ch1' 1;_(1311.
Although educational policymaking ha:s so far not been greatly mhu-
enced by philosophical analyses of relation and rel‘atedness, some has
been affected by the growing emphasis on community. Many educa.t(?rsi
are drawn to communitarian thought—sometimes only at a superifiga
level. The call for community is growing, and marny educators are writing
about community and how to develop it.* Philosophers and educators
who write about caring and relatedness are often grouped with commu-
nitarians because of their attack on features of classical and contemporary
iberalism. .
hbEI:-I:re we must be very careful. Communities, depending on how we
define them, can be created for many different reasons and su§ta1ned bya
wide variety of methods. They can be as sglf—servmg, exclusive, gnd de-
manding as individuals. They can be coercive as well as cooperative, 1112—
forgiving and punitive as well as protective. Indeed, when we attack lib-
eralism—from a communitarian perspective or any other—.wwe shou}d
keep in mind the observations of Stephen Holmes that David Horowitz

recently pointed out:

“Every anti-liberal argument influential today,” as Uniw.ersify of C.h'icago'sé
Stephen Holmes observes, “was vigorously advanced in thfa wnt.mgs o
Buropean fascists,” like Giovanni Gentile and Carl Schimitt, 'mczlud‘lgg the
critique of “its atomistic individualism, its myth of fhf{ preso«?lal mc-hv%dugl,
its scanting of the organic, its indifference to c?mmumty ... its ?ehef in the
primacy of rights, its flight from ‘the political,” its decision to give 'abstract
procedures and rules priority over substar}tiv.e .values an‘d c’gsmrmtments,
and its hypocritical reliance on the sham of judicial neutrality.

Because fascists have advanced such critiques, the criti.ques are not
necessarily wrong. Even fascists can be right on some things. But the
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;nterest.of fascists in community should lead educators and Pphilosoph,

fo C?S{der the foundations of community carefully. Built only oﬁ te .

oundation of common beliefs and aims, a community can be either go h.;
)

oa i(;n;joflfhe tmoslt digicult and abstruse philosophy has been written
teally, to elucidate the concept of relation.» Wi ,

XiC # Without le
antalysxs, 1t may be enough for present purposes to say that the carirl;lgti1 ).I

Curricular Inequalities

In Chapter 4 I mentioned Mortj

_ ; ortimer Adler’s Paideig P
1and its ;ecommendauon that all students should have the same ciifiﬁtﬁ
Stéén at least through 8rade twelve. On the face of it, such aproposal

eems aimed at equality, and indeed Adler argues that the same educ
thI‘SI for all is a requirement of democracy. But is it? "
uppose that we were parents of a lar , i

] ‘ ge heterogeneous family. So

our children have genuinely academic interests; they find the gsualnj.sz;f

fo:;:)e lhfive Iartistzi:: talents; some have athletic talents; still others have

: g)hn }]:5 (;W;a entsI: Sh‘%ﬁd they all have the same education? I quoted
y earlier, “What the best and wisest pa t or hi

child, that must the communi ts children, Ay othes o

. ty want for all its children. An i

: . other ideal

gc:;n (())1;r sc}}’(z)gols 15 narrow and unlovely; acted upon, it c)irestroys our
. racy.’ What would the best and wisest parents want for thei

different children? e

;1: i;:lqyuizzbgnctl tl?e Il(fa\tf;l of thought invoked in its pursuit. There is nothing
ject itself that is inherently “good for the mind.” Mind i

* - I 7o 3 : Mmd —

tirely a dynamic affair, and intelligence” should be applied to doz'nglss rEiI;t
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to some unseen and stable capacity. Therefore, to a large extent, children
can be allowed to pursue subjects and topics that genuinely interest them.

These interests, employed wisely, will lead to knowledge and attitudes
that are adequate for personal fulfillment and for citizenship.

Freedom to pursue individual interests under the careful guidance of
competent teachers does not imply the absence of common learnings.
Dewey believed that common problems arising in the associated living he
recommended for schools would necessarily induce common learnings.
Indeed, he even argued specifically for geography in the curriculum, but
he saw geography as the study of the earth as “man’s home,” not as the
memorization of place names and figures. This perspective on geography
opens it up to a wide range of approaches and concentrations, and it
makes the memorization of facts and figures both unnecessary and un-

roductive. Instead children learn what facts and figures they need as
they pursue their inquiries and try to solve problems.

Although he disagreed strongly with Rousseau on the separation of
“natural” man from man as citizen (on this Dewey agreed with current
critics of Iiberalism), he affirmed Rousseau’s stand on the education of
children with different interests. In the following passage, we hear both

Dewey and Rousseax:

The general aim translates into the aim of regard for individuatl dffferences
among children. Nobody can take the principle of consideration of native
powers into account without being struck by the fact that these powers dif-
fer in different individuals. The difference applies not merely to their inten-
sity, but even more to their quality and arrangement. As Rousseau said:
“Each individual is born with a distinctive temperament. . . . We indiscrimi-
nately employ children of different bents on the same exercises; their educa-
tion destroys the special bent and leaves a dull uniformity. Therefore after
we have wasted our efforts in stunting the true gifts of nature we see the
short-lived and illusory brilliance we have substituted die away, while the

natural abilities we have crushed do not revive.”®

“ Thus, plans such as Adler’s cannot find support in Dewey’s work. The
best and wisest parents do not define equal education as identical educa-
tion. But if children do not receive identical educations, will not one form
of education be better than another? Will not some children be better pre-

. pared than others to claim the goods of society?

This is a major dilemma for critical theorists. If society and education
were so designed that each individual could pursue his or her own inter-
ests without penalty, critical theorists would have no quarrel with Dewey.
But society has organized the schools and their curriculum by class interests,
not by individual interests. As Michael Apple comments: “The decision to
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define some groups’ knowledge as the most legitimate, as official knowy].
edge, while other groups’ knowledge hardly sees the light of day, says
something extremely important about who has the power in society. "

The knowledge that Adler wants all children to have has long beey,
identified with the privileged classes. Is it a generous gesture, then, to ip.
sist that all children should acquire such knowledge? Or will such insis-
tence merely allow those in power to say that equal opportunity was pro.
vided but many people were not bright enough or ambitious enough to
profit from it? A plan under which all children must study exactly the
same subjects regardless of interest seems unquestionably to favor thoge
who are either interested intrinsically or whose families make extrinsic
interests so important that they override the natural interests of children,
(Recall our earlier discussion of how inequalities arise in basic relation.
ships.) '

In commenting on recommendations for a national curriculum and na-
tional standards, Apple expresses the same concern: “I want to argue that
behind the educational justification for a national curriculum and na-
tional testing is an ideological attack that is very dangerous. Its effects
will be truly damaging to those who already have the most to lose in this
society,”®

One couid argue, of course, that the people about whom Apple is con-
cerned, having so little to begin with, really have the least to Joge. A sys-
tem that insists on including them cannot possibly make their situation
worse. This is the heart of the dilemma for critical theorists, The critical
response has to be that enacting a system purporting to improve social
conditions is worse than doing nothing if it both fails to change those con-
ditions and, in its failed attempts, justifies the status quo. This is what
Apple fears—that in the interests of national competitiveness and the
privileged classes, children of the poor will be more rigidly ranked and
more firmly stuck in their lower places than ever before:

The “same ireatment” by sex, race and ethnicity, or class is not the same at
all. A democratic curriculum and pedagogy must begin with a recoghition
of “the different social positionings and cultural repertoire in the class-
rooms, and the power relations between them,” Thus, if we are concerned
with “really equal treatment,” as I think we must be, we must base a cur-
riculum on a recognition of those differences that empower and depower
our students in identifiable ways.® '

I'would go further and insist that the starting point has to be provision for
individual interests as Rousseau and Dewey saw them. Education orga-
nized around a finite number of broad talents and interests, augmented -
and filled out by serious inquiry into common human problems, stands
the best chance of achieving a meaningful equality.*
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However, the school’s role is limited. Today the school can only Igell};

me to escape poverty at the expense of those who do noi’:; Some p}tle plc1
- t do the work that is done now by the “working poor.” Why s ou
oo eople live in poverty? If everyone were well educated as defmefd
theifdpl’er }:)r by the proposed national standards, this work would still
el f; to be done. If the work is valuable, it should be decenfdy paid. Tl;ls
havbiem is beyond the control of schools, but as we study it, we see the
p;zat error of supposing that inequality can be removed by forcing every-

me curriculum. -
oneT;f:g %:i)iﬁgiiﬁool today can do (and societ}z seelrlnshtzllrélwﬂhrfgnt‘;) ?;ﬁ;
is) i ide adequate facilities for all children, ng-tern

o evrirlla?il(l)il)sﬁi}tnos }t:;fz: ;ipportqmtellectual development, ar}d dlfferenfa—
Carilnfurricula nonhierarchically designed. Given the preceding a‘nalysm,
f:z can find many reasons to predict that these measures are unlikely to

be adopted.

Summary Questions

1. Why are the Cartesian and Kantian notions of the individual para-
doxical? . . ,
i i their source?
. Are there such things as rights? What is o
g Isr”the original position” best thought of as a real description or as a
? - » . -
Strfﬁ%mt is meant by the complaint that liberals give higher priority to
“right” than “good”? - .
rlg Dewey agdmired utilitarians . for their emphasis on consequences.
Why was he not a utilitarian? . -
i he political?
6. Why is Rawls accused of neglecting the p '
7. 1s glere just one good—happiness—-that humans seek? Can it be
measured? o '
8. On what matters do fascists and communitarians agree? N
9. Why is Dewey sometimes called a "democrauf: commumtfrian h
16. How might Dewey describe the “best and wisest parent” to whom
he referred in The School and Societly?  hoole?
1. How should we define equality in sc ools? .
i?_ Sl?ould we spend more on the education of the disadvantaged than
: justi decision?
the advantaged? How can we justify such a | ‘ . ]
 13.Can u%ilitarians avoid the following? It is ethically perrrgssﬂalgf ttc}; al
low 15 percent of the population to live in poverty {not starving) if their
condition ensures the prosperity of the other 85 percent. . _
14, In trying to achieve equity in schools, should we prescribe the same
curriculum for all students?
15. Is community always a good?



