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PREFACE




The papers in this volume were prepared for a symposium on the
character of citizenship and the nature of education in modern society,
héld at the Mershon Centér, Ohio State University in April 1980.

The‘symposium was dedicatéd to Richard C. Snyder, until recently
Director of the Mershon Center. During the 1970's Professof}Snyder
provided distinguished and powerful leadership. for the community of
scholars associated with the Mershon Center. Thé‘character of citizenship
and the challenge Qf b}Omoting citi;en competence remain primary concerns
of both Professor SnydeF and the Mershon Center.

The symposium was conducted as pérﬁ o% fhe on-going activities of the N
Mershon Center's Citizenship Developmept Program. As the Program has con-
ducted research and development activit}es over the last several vyears,
two observations have emerged. First, citizenship haé been neglected

i by many intellectu%ls, social scientists and edupatorgé)s a phenomenon
not worthy of rigorous conceptual analysis and empirical research. Such‘
. ¢ . .
neglect has come at a time when the growth of governmental functlbns, global
interdependence and incre.sing social complexity have made fhe citizep
role more problematic than ever. Secénd, ﬁany of our prevailiﬁg efforts g
at promoting citizen competence have been premised on poorly examined

i
assumptions about the process of education in American ‘society.

In respoﬁse to these needs, oﬁr goal in organizfng and co-chairing
the symposium was to briiy together social scfentists phnlosophe%s and
educators to discuss elght specially comm|55|oned papers dealing with two
basic duestnons (1) What is the character of cntnzenshnp in modern society?

and <(2) What is the character of the educational svstem in modern society?

The papers and their authors are 1jsted in the table of contents.
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‘We will make no attempt here to present an official record of the very

\

rich symposium discussions. We can testify, however, that the discussions

once again demonstrated that wcitizenship' refers to phenomena and problems

-

that are mplti—diﬁensional. Among key dimensions of citizenship that were .
considered through the symposium papers and discussions were the following: -

-~Citizenship clearly involves the development of an association -
or identity with multiple, simultaneous communities. A person's
_relationship with a set of collective human entities is central
to citizenship.

--Citizenship involves participation in the governance of such
communities. Perhaps participation in the shaping and sharing
of a community's value outcomes.

--The citizen's particibation in community governance must entail
both effective advocacy of cne's own interests and sensitivity
to comnunity welfare. :

--Beyond participation the citizen must develop a critical facility
for the gppraisal of community values--such appraisal requires
the develppment of independent standards against which to assess
political/ processes and per formances. '

Further| the diséussions clearly indicated that these, .and other,
dimensions of citizenship create tensions and conflicts among themselves
which cémpiicatelboth the p}actice of citizenship andlthe tasks o#
eﬁucation for competent citizenship. Examplég of such conflicts

considered by the symposium were:

--conflicts between competing values of different communities in
which people participate,

-—conflicts between self-interest-and community welfare, and
--conflicts between participation in and affiliation with a

community and the psychological distance often required for
appraisal. '
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Enough has been said to lﬁdlcaie,‘;the"rlchness of the papers and ;'
/
disqussuons. Reading of the papers will reveal not only an elaboration /

///

. Funding for the symposium was provided by the Mershon Center a/nd the

of the above themes but‘also a host of related concerns.

Danforth Foundation. Both organizations ‘have a tradition of lnterest in '
and support for citizenship education, and we gratefully acknowledge their
assistance. Finally, we wish to thank Lee Anderson and Charles Hermann for
their good advice-and assistance in planning the symposium.

Howard ﬁehlinger.
Richard C. Remy

Co-Chairs, Symposiwn on
Citizenship and Education in
Modern Society :
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L ABSTRACT

This paper explores the thesis that the traditional basic categories
in which the requirements of citizenship have been conceived==ruling and -
authority on the one hand and obedience and loyalty on the other--have
already cracked and that fresh categories are emerging under the growth of
democracy .and its equalitarian demands. These fresh categories are taken
to be participation and responsibility. .

Starting with Aristotle's formulation that the excellence of a good
citizen coincides with that of a good person only in the good state, we
afe led to examine the transformation in categories from an interdisciplinary
standpoint. This is seen to involve: the character of the state in relation
to society, the theory of virtues.and roles and whether citizenship should
be conceived as a role or brought under some more.fundamental structure,
and the impact of the rise of democratic equalitarianism. With respect to
the condition of the emefging categories we examine: the present state
and prospects.of participation, the importance of the rational as against
the ideological in participation, the need to center on institution-building
and reconstruction rather than simply preferential (voluntaristic} decision,
and the basic place of our understanding of individual and community.

in the light of such explorations it becomes possible to focus on
pivotal virtues for contemporary citizenship, spanping both moral attitudes
and intellectual qualities and their bearing upon both national and inter-
national concerns. This part==with topics from respect for persons and
their liberties to the interpretation of patriotism=-is set in the matrix
of contemporary problems. Some educational implications are then considered,
dealing particularly with the broadening of educational opportunities,
a basic reorientation in intellectual education, and a rethinking of moral
education. ’ .
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The‘present inquiry has been put as '“the requirements, status and

nature of the citiizen role in modern society,' with some consideration

of educatjonal implicatians. This is clearly an lnterdlscipllnary

endeavor, drawang on polltlcal theory in lts focus on the citizen and

_the state, on moral philosOphy in its theory of virtues and the good

‘man, on sociqlogy in its invocation 6f status and role theory as well

as. the matr}x of society, and on history in pointing to modernity. . .
In his Politics Aristotle ra|ses the fnterestlng question whether

the excellence of a good man and that of a good citizen are._identical or

different.I We are not surprised at his answering that it depends, and

that what it depends on is the constitutjon or structure of the state.

In an ideal state they are identical, in a less than idear_state they ) o

are not. Furthermore, even in the former, the qualities of the good man

are more pertinent to the rufing.statesmen, and other qualities relevant S

to obedience. But he has hesitated in'moving to this conclusion because- N

in"the thoroughly ideal form men rule and are ruled in turn. )
As oFten, Aristotle has glVen us the pHZTTE:nary damenslcns of the

problem, and hinted at dlfferent lines of answer and what they rest-on.

The basic categories, at least to our day, are ru} ing and obedience.

The authority of the ruler and the onalty of the obedient= \and the ' ) +

qualltles embedded in each--reflect the character of the society., The

A, ,
hesitatlon'comes from not knowing what will happen when a‘thorough~going

Ve
democracy comes into being. Aristotle, of course, was not. recommending
democracy, He saw his contemporary struggles of oligarchy and democracy
as basical]y the conflict of “the arrogant rich and the desperate poor

and he' recommended the mean of a middle class or good citizens who would

hold the balance toward the public good.
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By our day there i's vast hlStOlical experlence With the "advance of .

democracy and its problems, with the character of «ruling and-authority - BN

ne

and wuth’the ¢omplex |ssues of obedlence and loyalty, with the forms of

?“Ealth and its confident arrogance-and the |mpasses of poventy and its

despalr (to use the features Arusmotle slngled out), and with the impact <

-

of factors~~techhology is only the most outstandlng‘~that Arlstotle could
. gllmpse only in myth., Can we draw clear lessons from the experience, and

" gan we, do S0, not only for the geheral character of our past but for the

needs of our present? ( . ) .

i this .paper l shall explore te thesis that the bassc categorles

1} Al

in wh1ch we-have tradltaonalLy concelved the requirements of ultlZenSqu“

rul ing and authbrlty‘on the one hand and obedience and loyalty_on the ther--

have already cracked and fresh categories -are emergung under the growth of

" -

democracy and its equalitarian demands. it looks as though the Fresh

categories'are participation on the one side and responsibility}on the other.

. -
- -

Many who look only on the past can see only the thllght of authorlty and .

* the degenerathn of loyalty. Yet even those who 1ook to the future.may

not yet discern the forms of society and statehood of leadership and .
cooperatlon, in whlch,partJC|patlon and responslblllty can take shape. On
the other hand the dllemmas arising from the changes are clearly discernlble
all around us. The Vietnam war posed the |ssue of basic citizen dlsagree-

ment- with governmeht polucy and the. limits of loyalty. The Watergate affalr

At

taxed. the l;msts of trust .in rulers. The Supreme Court has been struggllng
. .with the rights of the média in lnveétigative reporting. Both government dat
-and private enterprlse are uneasy about what to do with whlstle-blownng.
is a whistle=blower to be regarded (from without) as a public hero “or (as

.

so.often from within) viewed with all the opprobrlum moral tradition

Kas attached to the informer? We need not continue the list: Such issues

12 ' :

. LY - *
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are not marginal cases; they are growing in scope ad% intensity and lead

Y

us often to question the basic assumptions of a profession or a cooperative
enterprise,

If we are to assess the requirements of citizenship’ in our present
world, we have to probe deeply into the contributions that the several
disciplines can make O our inquiry. The present paper falls into three
parts. Our first con::>q is with specific facets of state and society,
virtues and roles, and so;é\histor{cal aspects of the democratic idea;
in these we see how the older categories broke down. The second part Iooks
toward the changing character of Cltlzenshlp under the emerging categorles--
the state and prospects of participation, rationality and ideology,
institution-bui!ding and recoﬁstrucfion, individual and community, lThe
third part deals with pivotal virtues'(equired by contemporary citizen- e -

ship and some of theijr educational implications. : , PR

-STATE AND SOC IETY

If, as Aristotle has it, in a less than ideal state the excellence of

.

a good person and that of a good citizen are not identical, we cannot .
) consader the requirements of the citizen role without reference to the '
nature of the state. A person might have to be a bad person to be a

good citizen in a very bad state, Indeed, the divergences may be even mcre

.

far-reaching than Aristotle‘envisages. " He takes it for granted that the

goodness’pf the person combined with the goodness of the state yields

.
\

goed citizenship, at least for some. But may It not be the case that the

’ )

‘goodness of a state requires the badness of the individual? Take, for

' example, Mandeville's argument in The Fable of tne Bees that private i

vices yield public benefits, that human weaknesses such as the love of ‘.

"
L]
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luxuries stimulate trade and production, and were a people completely
virtuous doing with lit;le, the society would remain at a primitive
Ievel.2 And that scarcely would be a thriving stéte. Another example:
does the goodness of the CIA depend on the readiness of its members to
behave at times as a bad person wou'!d? A;istotle wou'ld séy that although
they d{d acts that a bad person would do, they need not dd them in the
way nor in the spirit that a bad person would. Plato, of course, had
argued (in the Republic; before embarking on the genesis of the state)
that if people did not desire-luxuries there would be no need of a
state to begin'wiuh,.people would lead a simple life and society get
~along with larggly informal cooperation.3 Finally, perHaps thé clearest
(gﬁd most outrageous). instance of the clcim to be a good citizen,
properly doing evil actions in a bad state, was the defense of obedience
-presented by the Nazi defendants in the Nuremberg trials.

In Eﬁg history of modern political theory this problem is compli-
cated by th;‘fact that a good half of the }ost;r of theories of the
stat; describe it in a way that makes its objectives less ghan good,
if not~ful}y evil.' In that case citizenship has two strikes against it
fﬁ&m th; outset. The older liberal theory regarded that state as best
wh;ch governéd:least. The Marxian view defined the state as the
executive Erm o% the dominant class, exploiting the mass of the people,
but withering away in & socialist world. The anarchist view saw the
state as the émbodiment of power, which corrupts; it cannot be reformed
.but has to'be abolished. These are not simply past portraits of the
state, ancestra[ theories hung in the gallery of political thought.

They arecliving forces. The older liberalism repeats itself today ia

the sirge of neoconservative libertarian attempts'to limit the range of

state activities. The Marxian definition remains part of the daily




attitudes to “imperi;Iist countries,' even while the socialist states in
less than a socialist worlq remain strong'and centralized and show no
sign of withering away. -The anarchist motif,.gspecially during the 1960's,
with a phoenix-like vitality encouraged cooperative organization and
communal efforts without Teliance on the apparatus of the state. In al]
these cases, if citizenship be taken to be a relation between the individual
and the‘state, thé implication is almost‘that citizenship compels action
inimical to the people.

These thréats to the integrity of citizenship can be ‘somewhat defused
by diminishiﬁg the paradoxical elements in the theories, The. liberal ﬁheory
of former times, it could be said, applied to governments in former conditions
when life was simpler; Perhaps it was easier to be self-sufficient. Nowadays,
great organization of multiple yovernmental function is indispensable for
the good society,'and the so-called evils when they do not issue simply.

from mistaken policies are part of the price of human advanced civilization--

i

Just as accidents are part of.the price of an industrial civilization,
Effort should go not to abolish industry but to improve ‘its safety;
.

and something similar holds for bureaucracy and governmental callousness

and high taxes. (This is the‘traditional phi!osophy, if somewhat shopworn;

of reform movements.) The Marxian theory, similarly, in distinguishing

between exploitative state activity and non-exploitative administration,

exﬁects the latter to continue in world socialism, Hence, if organization,.
- with even minimal coerciveness, is required in any complex society, we

may think of the theory ag directed against'expjoitativp states rather

that states as such. As for the anarchist. theory, it might be countered

-

with the claim that not all states are bad, that states are conceivable

which limit fhemselves-chiefly to what Ivén Ilich, in a genial nomenclature,

calls convivial institutions, those that serve the public without coercion--

= 7'
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éost office, telephoﬁé and other communication systems, even possibf?
minimal automatically éperative support systems.% The increase of such
instit;tions and the diminution of coercive ones bgcomes increasingly
possible when peace and internatioﬁal economic bonds are developed, and
this is equivalent to state activity.

Such arguments, whatever their strength, would rescue ciﬁizeﬁship
from being represeﬁted by such activities as going to war, paying taxes,
accepting prison systems, acquiescing in bureaucracy and in the games
of "politics''--as if these ana the qualities of people involved were
essential to the nature of good citizenship.. No doubt being a citizen
has its costs, but what the costs are depends on the kind of society that
has the political organization., What citizenship is like may depend on
;E:t the state is like, but what the state is like depends on the society
that uses pol}tical institutions. 1!t is well to recall that even Hegel
distinguishes Between civil society and the state, whatever the exalted
role the latter is-given as the synthesis éf the sociéty in its histofica{
development. Democratic conceptions of society tend'to see the state as
a political mechanism for meeting the needs and problems of the socliety.
Hence citizenship, though cast in terms of the state, has the task of seeing
throuéh the state to the social requirements and actually developing an
appropriate attitude toward the political institutjons themselves:

That th}s is not a' trivial point but one of ;he highest importance
may be seen by an illustration in which the appropriate attitude of the
citi;en to government was the pivot for momentous consequences. In his

The Fear of Fréedom (1951), Francis Biddle raises in a very practical .

way the problem of citizen loyalty to;government.5 He had served as

attorney-general of the United States at a time when the idea of a list

of subversive organizations was introdJced, to be used (initially; in

8.
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Judglng the loyalty of government employees. The list played a serious
part in the growing political hysteria thzat made guilt by association

a sinister feature of the M.Carthy period. Reflecting on the current
atmosphere and the lessons of his experience,-Biddle raises the questioﬁ3

how it is possible to ask that the citizen be loyal to the government

when government is conceived in a democracy to be the servant of the

people and not the people to be the servant of government. It is rather
government which should be loyal to the people. Recalling Royce's

phnlosophlcal analysis in his The Philosophy of Loyalt_y,6 Biddle agrees

that ultimate loyalty is to ideals, not to instruments, and in effect
that the freedom of the individual in relation to ideels has a vital
p}aee in the idea of citizenshio. It is hard to see how he could have
reached‘such a conclusion jf citizenship had remained bound to the

¢

political relation with its traditional intellectual apparatus of ruler

. and ruled, authority and obedjence.

VIRTUES AND ROLES

Suppose we were able to specify the requirements of a mod

.

and the place of the political within it. Could we then readily from

those requirements to the role of the citizen, and from that fo the
virtues of a,good'citizen? (The question also remains to compare those

to the virtues -of a good person.) Certain conceptual minefields lie in

the way, Is the identification of virtues an easy matter or “are there

complexities in ethical theory which standzin the way and which, if not

considered, will.make our analysis end in superficialities? |Is being a

citizen a role in the same sense as being a doctor is a role, or is it

something more than a role? How does being a person dlffer from enacting

a role, and if it does, are the {deas of beung a good person, being a good

i . [




citizen, being a good doctor, strictly parallel? To answer these question"'

e ' we have to consider‘the notions of virtue, role, person.
A O Virtues
The theory of virtue is one of the most‘difficult chapters in moral
- :

philosophy. And yet the matter seems simple. Why not canvass the virtue
clusters that are to be found on the face of history and select those
appropriate to contemporary citizenship? There are, for example: the {/
Spartan virtues of courage, tenacity, obedience, loyalty, bluntness, |
'téciturnity, devotion to strength and physical fitness; the traditional

Christian virtues of humility,'resignation, faith, hope, charity, brotherly

e and snsterly love, spirituality; the pagan virtues of honor, pride, k|n-

o ship bonds, friendship, confndence in capacity and power; the Calvnnlst or
puritan virtues of thrift, abstinence, justice, chast’ty,r1ndustr|ousness,
success, the bourgeols virtues of prudence, calculatlon, accumulatnon, good
management° the llberal virtues of initiative, independence, zntellectual
confidence, ratlonailty; the nationalist virtues of patrtotlsm, group
pride, self-sacrlfnce; and so on in |ntr1tate ‘patterns of self- formatton.

_Does cntizenshnp |n'today s, uorld call for an |ntrans|gent national
patriotism or a tolerant cosmopolitan outlook for a readlness of self=
sacrtflce or a rational self-regard, for a prompt obedlence or a critical
spirit? s our task to analyze carefully the circumstances of social
harmony and national well;being, to frame a_realistic conception of the
national interest, and In-its light to weave a virtue;pattern from the
available assortment-that h|story has handed down to us?

»;: (ra . . Unfortuately, the history of moral philosophy suggests that we have

&fi ‘ to. do more than pick a bouquet of Virtues. ‘We need a unified moral theory

f; : 1 of’the good, or at least a depth analysis of virtue. This is not a




recent disco;ery but a recurrent theme. For example, in Plato's Laches
- Socrates riddles the simple view that courage lies in sticking to your
post. (It'is.offered by the general Nicias, who inc{?entaily later lost _—
. the Sicillianwar for Athens.) Does not the general ha;e;to call a
retreat on occasion and will not courage lie then in ahandoning your post?'
It soon appears tha% some knowledge is always required to differentiate
’.a virtue like courage from sheer obstinacy, a virtue fike piety from
mere rituait a virtue like justice from mere rule-following. The Socratic
view that‘aii'virtue is knowiege, is well known. Equally weli kriown are
thevdifficulties and paradoxes it gives rise to, for~it makes a puzzle ' .
of knowing one's duty anq not doing it. In contrast, Kant regarded virtue
not as knowledge but as essentially a conscientiousness in following the

path of duty. Since virtue lies in a certain consistency of spirit in

respecting the moral law, it cannot be parcelled into s separate vartue-traits.
. In contemporary thought psychologists from different schools add

'to the Iesson that -the surface catalogoelof virtues is misleading. In

the 1920% Har tshorne and May studied honesty in the conduct of chiloren

and foéund that it had no uniform behavioral pattern; what people did

oepended on the situation,‘the domain, the.interests..7 This is familiar

enough in ordinary experience. People who will rip-off a corporation or

chisel on income tax would nor dream of picking a pocket or not

returning a purse that had 8 name in it, Students will cheat on
examinations, but_not on one another; some will be read% to help others
during examinations but not necessarily to take help. Some people will
tell lies to enhance prestige but not for djrect financial gain;‘some
will lie to spare feelings but not to exploit, » The‘psychoanalytic

" literature amply exhi ibits the different depth meanings of the same surface

,("_ . " -ilo




|
}
l
' virtues; sfér example, Froﬁm points out that industriousness may be a
t realistic trait or a'keebing busy out of basic anxiety, an§ love is
| ~of ten found to be aﬁ~emotional dependence rather than an authentic re!éted- (
. . ness.8 Kohlberg, working in the“Piagetan traditioq, looks rather to a j
moral developﬁent through- stages than a collection of virtues.9 ﬁis
currently fashionable schema ends in Kantian prin;iplednéss as the summit
'of morality. ’ .
We must be careful not to end up in a one-v%rtue establishment.
Whether it be knowledge or consﬁientiousness or whole~heartedness or o
\f . principledness, if it is treated as just one virtue it has, fn_its lone.
splendor, to face: the competition of the other vif%ues; moreover, such.
‘a view réopens the proslems which proﬁpted us to go beyong the virtue
i list to either a more,unified‘ﬁictu}e or a deeper analysis. The historical
career of sincerity should teach us that lesson. In the old dogmatic days,
no respectable inquisitor woulh be satisfied if the inquisitee told him
truthfully thét he had tried as hard as humanly possible‘;; believe the
‘doctrine he was blamed for.disbelieving, that he had followed all thq\
prayers and rituais and disputes in a willing spirit, but it had no; 'Qakén.“
= ) Heresy was error taking hold of the person, and the more sincere he was in
his heretical belief, the greater -proof ;f inner corruptign. Luther's RN
! hHere sta&d I, I carnot otherwise! WOUIH then be a confession of ST g
corrbption, nbt.an affirmation o% noble commitment. With the rise of
liberalism and the victory of fallibilism.in the theory of knowiedge and
science--and who would question that nowadays?--sincerity became-a supreme
virtue. There aré still many who would echo Voltaire?-l despise your :

belief but | will fight to the death for your right to proclaim it. The

Roycean conception of loyalty goes on to analyze all ‘virtue as a form

i

J
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of loyalty to loyalty, which involves strengthening and spreading the
Ooccurrence of loyalties. This is an e;}reme form of a liberal indlvidual-
ism of sincere commitment.
The .1iberal approach retains a strong hold in @ democratic intel-
lectual milieu‘today. Its merits as contrasted with concepts of hereey
are obvious., It is not simply. a selection of an attractive virtue, but
‘a sober jodgment of how inquiry ‘can best proceed in hunan affairs and
what openness is required to avoid stagnation, In recent times, problems
have multlplled with experlence of bizarre causes that have won absolute :
devotion., The obvuous case is Nazism. Recent history of what we may call’
“moralistio terrorism,“ that is, a commitment to é cause that is even
ready to use terrorism as a means to its advancement, intensifies doubts.,
Sincere commitmenz still has recognized moral strength bul it no longer

has the moral height, much ‘less Ehe—moral monoooly,‘that i seemed to

.

possess in traditional liberalism. Whatevér happens in the attempt to

overcome the supcrfucuallty of a collection- of-vurtues approach, it cannot

be achleved by |nstall|ng one'virtue as supreme.

Rolea ’

The concept of role \is used to analyze‘aspects of interpersonal

relatione, to set expectations and (correspondingly) claims and'obllgatlons.

A person expects a doctor to go about curing him of his ailment, not te

Iexpenlment on him, nor to be intent prlﬁarily cn making money.. The

relevant role; in short, is as a doctoi, not a meducal researcher nor a !
N business nanm# Socuologlcally, nnstltutlons have of ten been analyzed as

\\b tterned sets of roles. In psychologlcal development, a role is

intefnalized and rolé commltment established through the activity of the

self in organizing its aims and values - in uts actuvntles. But selves are LT

\

\




O(igiéally’shaped and deéveloped in the complex process of coﬁing
to regard ourselves in the way that others selectively look at us,
so that self-expecfations gnd self—§&eering already incorporate the
expectations of othe}s.

In this way of "treating interpersonal'relations and personal
activity, roles become detached, analyzed, and then stand ready--in

almost a rei’ ied fashion-~to be reattached to people, carrying with

them all the expectations, claims and obligations that emerged in the

. &
analysis. The idea is an old one; for examn'e, the ancient Stoics

introduced the notion of an "office," which carried the idea of both
a role and a duty, and then préceeded to explore various social
off}cgs. (Thls work had a serious influence on the development of
Roman law.) A person's moral problem in a dnffncult situation was

to find his appropriate.office in that situation and firmly carry out
its obl}gations.‘ ‘ -

The role formulation, however, raises two questions: first,_whéther
the‘dbligations of the rple are clear enough, and second, whether there
is always only one pertinent or primary réle for a given sitgation. On
the first question, since roles are identified by tasks and éf%ices,'

-

obligations should have an initjal clarity, although the detail of

application may remain vague. ert clarity is usually achieved only for

the central core of the role; there is always a fringe in which the _

_attachment of the obligation to the role may be uncertvain. In the case

of the doctor, if he substltutes an expernmental treatment with the

consent of the patient, is he not stlll carrying out the medlcal role or

-

is he playing two different roles? 1f a social worker helps organize

the poor to secure their welfdre rights, is. that not conceivably part
- 41:“‘\\;& ) ’
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of his work? (Who defines the roles?) Clarity at the fringes may often
be secured at the cost}of multiplying roles. In the recent case of the
F.B.I. Abscam operation,:Attorney-General Civiletti atcackeu those who
had leaked the operation and brought notoriety to persons not yét
lndicted. He suggested that legal penaltles mlght be appropriate for a’
government worker who did this, since he had presumably taken an oath of
confldentnalnty. Asked whether reporters who published the story were
similarly vulnerable, he replied no, for their jop was to getftheznews.
On’the second question, the conflict of roles in a moral problem

; .
is a familiar dilemma. The Jjockeying of roles in moral delnberatlon

f

is in effect lookang for the values or obligztions that are to be asS|gned

a basic place' in the moral economy. A psychoanalysttdiscovering that

a patient is a murderer, or a priest making such a discovery in the

confessional, has the problem of weighing the obligations of the medical A ‘
or‘priestly role against the obligation of a citizen role, Scientists,

bewitched by a fact-valuedlChotoqy which assures a value-free scaence,

have often insisted that when they advocate a socual policy they do so as
citizens, not -as scientists. | have'elsewhere suggested, that if they

embark on such a role differentiation they ought to be more scnentlfic

-about it, and announce=-say in recommendlng the suspension of nuclear £

energy within a given tlme-span--that they are doing it x% as scaentlst, \
v% as’parents, 2% as |ntellectuals, w3 as cltizens, etc. They would thus
make clear both the sources of relevant tnformatlon which they regard as
persuasive and the different value standpoints involved in their commit- ‘
-ment. But the crucial point would be the .weight given to:a barticuler
standpoint. Is a doctor or a sclentlst or.a priest primarily that? Or

S

is he or she primarily a human being? In recent literature of the women's .

* f R '
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. liberation movement, some make the sex role.ﬁkimary. Or is one primarily

.one‘s self, that is, a pérson or an indivi;ual?
These questions raise the problem of the relation of the role to the

person: whether beiqg human or being a person should be conceived as a
role at-all. A similar issue is whether acting as a moral agent is a.role
performance; this would invite the questicdn whether the moral rd{é‘should
be preferred to the citizen role or thé parental role. Dorothy Emmett
cites the epitaph on a Scottish tombstone: ''Here lies the body of Tammas
Jones, who was. born anu died a grocer.dl) We turn then to the consideration

of the person. It will help us to determine how far being a citizen should

be. seen as carrying out a role.

Persons, ’

\Plato and Aristotle assume that man as such has a function. Ari§tot!e
says: ''Have the carpenter,’then, and the tanner certain funcfions or
activities, and has man none? |Is he born without a.function? Or as eye,
hand, foot, and iﬁ’general each of the parts evidengcy has a fJnction;
may one lay it down that man similarly has a Functioﬁ apart from &ll
these?“]2 ! Lo

I1f we follow the clue of Greek usage here | think we can fesolve our
‘;roblems.' The Greek idea of vir;ue is literally‘that of excellence or
f[tness. A knife has sharpness as its virtue=-the quality which enables
it to perform well in the enterprise of cutting. The ideg of v}rtue
therefore stays closer to functiion and'to job or enierprise thaﬁ'the idea
of role. The view that.man has a function need mean no more'than that
there are enterprises cenfral to human life by reference‘to which the:

standards for character, that is virtues, are to be established. This is

why Aristotle's is basically a human-nature ethics; he builds it up froﬁ

, o=~ 16.




the natural desires and objectives of human striving. Still, he gives it
-a flxed durectlon through the content of human nature that he speclflps.
Taking man to'be a rational anlmal he assigns a contemplative rationality
as the -supreme 'end of life, which only a few can fully attain. - As we
“krow, othefs saw the nature of man differently, and different pictures

of the human good emerge in the ancient and mediebal and even modern
teleologies. In the Iong run, the evolutionary account dislodged the
teleological view of human natn;e, recognized change and some of the
patterns of change, opéned the way to a clearer realization of the part
played by social tradition in determining directions of human striving,

reconstructed the view of reason as an evolutionary instrument in the
\

struggle for survival. In the end it made.the task of ethics much mors

complicated than they had been when the good was attached to a presumed

fixed direction of human natnre.i‘

+ 1 Logically, it would not matter too much if being a man is regarded

as a role, provided that the content of the role Qere-kept wide open,

being a role petmitted change and development :in the content, and room.

) nas left for creativity and fresh potentials at almost every point,

Such a notionof role would strétch over a human nature that changes, )

and‘even the denial that, there is a human nature--for example Sartrets

assertion that the individual at every moment "is making a free decision -

though within a framework of the human predicament and basic human

.problens. But such a conception would make the idea of a role falrly

useless in its essential task of analyzing interpersonal relations into _ -
strands and establjishing the pattern of specific. institutions. Given,

too /}he constant tendency of people to Iapse Into essentlaltsm and

. brand people as types, there are good policy reasons for limiting its

o » .7 ‘
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uses. Let us, therefore, conclude that we get into too much trouble if

!

) we apg?y;the role concept to a human being, a person, or a moral agent.

The important lesson.in this brief sketch of the relation of role

and person or moral “agent is that the concept. of role is a!ways;

limited. Behind any role is presupposed a person who is engaged in

.

}many enterprises or who is enacting other roles as well. Hence any

obligations assigned on the basis of a single roie in a given situation

either assume this plurality is not relevant in that situation or else

have ‘to reckon with it in reaching a decision. Where there is a conflict

of roles, the decision hay,ébmefimes invoke'an established principle about 4

which has priority, and other things being equal the analysis gan stop

f shere. But if the situation is complicated enough and the conflict of - '
roles is seerys‘enough, there is no shortcut: déliberation,about th ) v

situation becomes .recognizably that of a moral‘agent,'and the analysis

may have to go so far as to~redder‘explicTt and invoke & picture of -the
good life. E : ) ‘

Is it then enlightening or confusing to.think of beipg'a‘cﬁxizen -
as enacting a role? |f being a doctor is clea}ly enactii 4y a role and
being a persop or moral agent is not, then being a &itizen éppegrs to have

an intermediafe position, At one end of its activitlies, it is explicitly
role~enacting: a citizen votes, may hold.office,.hés the right of

residence in the country without special permission, is entitled to

certain protection and benefits, and so on in a whole range of we®l-

.
\

recognized and’often cérefully.defined lines of conduct. At the.other =
. L] " .
end, however, being a citizen has the complexity éhﬂ involves the "

‘integrative moral judgment that often requires reference tg the good life.

.
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Such an jntermediate posation is not an unfamlllar phenomenon in
moral phllosophy. When we are asked whether liberty is a means or an

end, we find the categories too restrlctave. Certainiy Iiberty_is;a

means to a kind of life, but it is more; it is a constitutive part of

-

s 0 . B
a good life. If we are asked whether virtuous conduct

happiness, many philosophers-become unhappy at a mere means

virtuous conduct is a constitutive part of happiness. |If we are asked
< .

-\

or efficacious in securing the good 1ife and rules that are themselves

constituents or structural- features of the good 1ife.
4
is between rules that tell us how to win in chess, and rules that define

the moves. The distinction between laws enacted by the legislative

authorities and provisions of the constitution seems to-be of the same

sort; the latter express the kind.of society that is envisaged as goodc

»

Now if being a catazen were concelved to be a role only at- one end
but a constltutave part of something at the othenﬁ what could that
something be? Since we have &éen the. tie~

'and through it to the society,

A
a constatutlve part of being a. member of a community.

we oan conc lude that belng ‘@ citizen is
I
In the history

of poiltical theory this seems to be the sound core of the idealist
. theory of the state in its battle against contractuaitst theories.

We should not allow the exaggerated attempt to as§ign real personality
- i

to the group or a real wiil to the community to deny the insight that

citizenship is conceptualiy tied In with some form of community relations

of persons. it |nvolves some pattern of lnterper$onal relations or

transactlons tued~to a.view of the good life; And to that extent, being

. is a means toward-

~end construal;

‘Whether basic rules of justice are an end or a_means to the -good life, we

are inclined to draw a distinction between .rules that are admlnastratlve

The usual analogy

in ofecitlzenship to the state -




a person ratter than enacting a role. Ana whatever the vision of the good
that may guide the Eommunity, a basic minimal agreement toda; would be

on respect for all persons, whicH.gives every individual a part in the
society and an opportunit; to develop and express his capacities in the
life of the community; and on the development, with advancing knowledge
and experiment, of institutions that make this kind of life possible.

In general, the good society in the contemborary world is thought of as

”

. a democratic society in which wide individual participation is desirable.

Such a minimal conception of the good society is not far-reaching, but

H

it may do as a start.

SOME HISTORICAL ASPECTS 0? THE DEMOCRATIC {DEA
‘The significapt historipal thread here is not the vast changes in
conditions of life which give shape to our modernity. Our concern is
rathefithe history of the democratic idea and the gradual cla;ification
of layer after layer among .its cofstituent values and ideals. The;e
set' the problems in terms of which tHe character of citizenship is to
be détermined} 5

We focus on the disintegration of the categories of ruler and ruled,

" authority and obedience; in short, we are concerned with roles, virtues,

péwerS'and attitudes. In predem0cratic times these were sharply}gscheq.
We have only to think, in British history, of the doctrine of divine

right of kings; Locke spent one of his two treatises, Of Civil Government ,

attacking it. The divine right:of kings leaves little room for doubt
qbout what are the appropriate virtues of citizenship, though there could
be dispute about whether the royal persoﬁ should emphasize firmness or
mercy or some judiciﬁus.combinatién. If we want to see the sharpest
break with the aristocratfc tradtion, though not with the categories of

rule and obedience, we should do well to turn back to Hobbes who presents
20. ‘
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a. thoroughly naturalistic theory of sovereignty grounded in his plcture

«

. of material andlhoman processes, Crltlcal is the basic plase he gives to

equality. The usual view, engendered by the battle slogans of liberty .

versus equality in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, often leaves
the impression that equality is a latecomer in the surge of the masses
directed to a general .levelling and threatenfng the central liberal
ideal of liberty. But Hobbes already giyes an important place to
equality both in his account of initial conditions and in hjs listing
of the laws of nature. ln both cases it is on minimal gnounds of
maintaining the safety of society, its peace and otder-~the minimum ° g7
condntlons for any person pursuing his interests on which’alone Hobbes
is constructing the state and in\the recognition of which reason
establishes the laws of natdre. In the initia|~conditions,'that is
the state of- nature,. Hobbes says that men'arjfeaualbﬁmd no man is so
much more powerful than that another could not poisun him by guile.
_.Once the enterprlse of generating laws of nature is underway, several
characteristics of-~we may say--good citizenship are spectfied beglnnlng
with the eighth law of- nature.]h The eighth says that no man should
by déed, word, countenance, or gesture declare'hatred or contemﬁt
‘ ot anothet." The breach of this law is ‘labelléd contumely Thls Iaw
is ustif:ed by the-initial equallty of men and the fact that all inequality
has been introduced by civil law and so rests on consent, Hobbes goes
on to argue that if‘nature made men equal It ought to be acknowledged'

or if nature made men unequal, stall men think of themselves as equal

and so will not enter "into- conditions of peace except on equality. (We

)may recall that Aristotle “found the sense.of nnequality to be~the major

' source of revolutions;) Hobbes accordingly gives us the ninth law of




? v

nature as ''that every man aéknowledge another for his equal by nature."

The break of this is labeled pride. Two other laws follow rapidly:

the tenth, "that at the entrance into conditions of,péace, no man

require to reserveto himself any right, which he is not content
should be reserved to every one of the rest' and the eleventh, that if

a man be trusted to serve as a judge he deal equally between men, a

-
it

{
law lgbe]led equity.

If such equalitarian principles for the mutual relation of citizens
did not immediately provoke a revolutionary overturning of society,
it was obviously because the empirical assumptions of the time did not

lead them on to *at-reaching instifutional changes. The history of

“the next three centuries can be read as the application of the

principles in ;rea after area, and libergy, so far from being antithetica].
to equality, is often Eiﬁply the neme applied to the co%sol}détion of
equallty in a given area. lntellectUal liberty or freedom of thought
and |an|ry, freedom of conscience, the career open to talent, the -
right to_vote, the right of revolution are all‘equalities.of effort

and action advanced at times to remove spgcial discrimiﬁations and at
ffmes to broéden‘systematicalTy Ehe range of bppontgnities for
individual decision. Milton offers & crlthue of censorship; Locke

a limited defense of religious tolerance, Palne W|dens it to rule out
governmental interference; Jefferson=rests ‘freedom of though; on natural

s

rights, while Mill rests it on empirical considerations of- long-=range

utility. Locke defends the right of revolution as the last appeal of

the individual to heaven when all other remedial recourse is closed

‘

to him; Hobbes, more diffident, allows. the individual to be rel@ased

" from political obligation only when the ruler's effective provision of

order has utterly.broken down, or when the individual has nothing more®
\ .
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to iose as when he is being leo to the gallows. But Hobbes is a

minimalist and does not expect any constructive contribution from the

mass of people; his free association for “people' is "tumGTtth\\>
The almost Ipexorable march of equal ity, however, is toward

. o .
expansion and consolidation of gains. It is E slow .march neYertheless

.« -

anq_even its noblest sentiments are accompanied by harsh reservations.
This is clearest in the right 'to vote. That every man should have a ‘vote
is proposed by the Levellers in the'mid-seventeenth _century.when in
Cromwell's army they exchange arguments with' |reton and the leadership

in the Putney debates. As Colonel Rainborough puts it, “for really |
think that the poorest he that is-ln‘England has a 1ife to li@e; asi

the greatest he.! Ireton answers that to‘give*those who do{not have a

t
property stake in the kingdom a vote will lead to attempts of the havenots

to take‘away from the haves. (Compare The Federalist X on the need to

have checks and balances so that the unification of factions shou!d not
lead to the largest faction, the property}ess, making lnroads on “the
propertied, the substantzal citizens of the country. ) " The Levellers, of
course, are not Diggers, they d,savow communism, and even on the vote |
they do not zntend it for women nor indentured servants Locke, nearly
half a century later, ignores the questlon of extending suffrage. James‘
Mill, in the _early nsneteenth century, does not care whether a property
_quallflcations for the vote is maintained or not he says it makes'
lzttle difference since the” workers will In any case follow their

middle class masters as_a model. His son, John Stuart Mill knOWSebetter--
after the Chartists, the beginnings of -trade unions, and the Ccnmunisﬁ
Manifesto; he wants the broadening of the franchise, the vote for women,

and even congsiders proportsonal representation., He is thoroughly aware:-

of*“the class. struggle, but believes that if the opposing forces-are

-«




ba]anced,the=liberal thinkers on both sides will sway social policy.
On the other hand, the American reformers who meet to alan the
.abolition of slavery give no thought to {and reject overtures. from)

women who begin to demand equal Fights;'and.a century ‘has to pass
betore, at the end of WOr}d War <1, their right to vote is secured. ‘ o
Equalitarianism in the twentieth sentury takes bpth liberal-
" reformist and radica] shape.” For the greater period the idéal of
equal opportunity nith its 'meritdEratic underpinnings remains dominant.
The advances of a social welfare program are'largelr seen as providing
minimal- conditions for realiatic as against purely formal opportunity.
The major cleavage between socialist and non-socialist has been about

the emplrncal questions of the degree of state control and common

property ownersh[p required to.ensure_opportunlty and about the collateral

el

. costs of centralization in controls over individual freedom, After i

World War I, howerer, equalitarian theory generates a wider program.

-Practically, it cadle for actire redistribution as well as unleashing
of production. Theoretically, it chalfenges meritocracy. A good
illustration of the latter is John Rawls'-formulation of the.principle

that equality is only to be departed from in institutional measures

that are not merely for the greatest good but also bring |ncreased

benef|ts to the most disadvantaged, natural gifts are not a- moral basis
for special reward. 15 1t 1s not surprlsing'that defenders of the older
meritocratic posntion have attached this approach as a new equalitarianism

oF results, and see it nn its various forms--whether in policies of

educat:onal expapsion, enhanced economic wglfare, or afflrmative actlon--

as the unleashing of the predatdry in the masses. Casting it as the

extreme of equalitarianism, they interpret it as the transition from a
sober democracy to ochlocracy=-in a spirit not .unlike Plato's criticism

1

of democracy as license.
; ;




The focus of political theory, in the twentieth century prior to

the 1960's and 1970's when the morc extreme equalitarianism came to a

" head, continued to-be on the problem of ooliticai oblligation. The basic

categories of authornty and obedience were stnll in the aScendant but

Justlficataons for them became more precaraous 01d questions continued,

such as whether polltlcal oblagataon to obey rested on contract, purpose,

Oor custom, or some mlxture of these elements. Hard-boiled reallsts,

'partlcularly |n the self-styled Machlavelllan tradltlon, translated all

. issue of relatnon of ruler and ruled into power and charlsma. In line

with Lasswell's t:tle of his well=known book, Politics: Who Gets What,

When, How, pdlltncs studied influence and the lnfluentlal, the inter-

actions of the elite and the mass; with the elite getting the available

values of deference, income and\safety to the greatest.extent.16 There

was little place for equalitarianism here. Indeed, ideals of any sort

entered into the reckoning largely as bases for Power over social groups,

* as ways of ‘manipulating controls, .0On the:-other hand, those dissatisfied

with the power emphasis, in boLitlcal sicence shifted to- a focus on

political decision and the variety. of social decision modes. Others

moved back to older ideas of natural'rights, or other classical ways

(whether ancient philosophical or rellgious-based) of establishing an

explicitly moral basis for polutlcal obligation;

(

for leglttmate authorlty

as distlngulshed from sheer power) and for Justifled political obedlence.

{
ﬁithin the theory of democracy as such, the first half of the

Century witnessed an internal struggle between those who took it.'to

‘be government by consent of the governed, and those who wantéd to glve

. _some operative meaning to the notlon of government by the people.

The former were_generaily contractlonist in‘tendency:,governing is a

i ‘ . 25. oo %




speciaiized business ‘involving knowledge, experience, “and constant
attention, the most that the public generally can do is have‘a veto

at election time over its rulers, and either reeiect or seiect others
depending on its judgment of their performance. Such judgments in some
cases will be sophisticated and serious; in most it will be impressionistic
and cursory: or the result of political persuasion. Mostly it will be
'determined by immediate and special interests. The opposing view called
for inventive increase of participation by people generaliy'in the

‘ operations of government. Tt was governed less by a romantic ''faith

in the'peopie“ than by a conviction that the public couio learn by experiénce,
"and only a broad- and continuaiiy active pubiic interest could support
poiicles of public welfare; othervise government would be the preserve

not of specnailzed knowledge of the good, but of special interests of the

’

powerful, ’
The last two decades in the United States have somewhat put this -
conflict in the shade, thougn not as a theoretical confiict. The battle
over the Vietnam War and then the Watergate episode roused popular forces.
Even nithout such special events it is likely that the compiex problems
since World War it, the-political changes throughout the world, the
'expansion of production and technoiogy,'the growth of education and the -
phenomenon of rising expectatnons for material and cultural programs
lwould themsehves have supported greater endeavors to influence public .
affairs by larger and larger segments of the publig. To all these were
added--or perhaps as part of them--the Successive liberation movements,
equaiitarian movements against aii,forms of discrimination. The ideal
of participation, even in such more radical forms‘as‘participatorf

democracy; has ‘taken. greater hold. The use of political techniques,

such as initiative in-California, or non-formal organizations such as

P




consumer and ecological movements, are only indications of the experimentatlon

that .is now going on’nn government~by-the people, Perhaps this should
be seen not as government:or ruling in the old style so much as a widar
phenomenon' the determlnatnon of policy has now become a much wider
social endeavor breaking the bonds of the narrowly political,

This historical view of the development of the democratic .idea

suggests that the powerful' equalitarian impetus has to be reckoned with.

It is either a good tied to respect for all people and thelr fulfilliment,

AN

or a necessary ground for .any fertile human advances. We have seen this .

problem reflected in twentieth century theoretical discussions” of

:authority and obedience, of power aod'Tnfluence, and indicated how
the pressure of growing complexity and changed cooditions of 1ife were
on the verge of breaking througo these traditional categories. l suggest
that these categornes of cutnzenshlp have now reached a critical point,
in the strlct scientific sense of tﬁat term. The question is no longer
who will command and.who will obey, who will rule and who be ;ﬁled.
. The character of authority and obedience is being transformed into
some kind of broader partlcipétion'in resolving urgent problems and
recoostructing institutions. If this blossoms into a fuil-fledged

categorlcal replacement , partlcupat:on and its correlate, responslbilfty,'

appear to be the leading candldates. Hence to deal with the character
of citizenship as a moral problem is to consider what attitudes] set in

what‘VaIue-orieqtatiops, this shift will entail. And to trace the

educational implications is'to see what changes are required in

educational theory and policy in such redfrection.

~.
\

- ' .
I f we have correctly analyzed the situation as -one in which there is

a democratic dzssoluxion of the categories of authoraty and obedience
| 27. . .
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and a. mOVement ‘toward their replaceménn by partncnpatlon and reSponsn~
bility, under the impact of equalitarianism in the changed conditlons of
life, 'then what is the mqral warrant ef that equalitarianism?

| The ultimate wanrant woulu be a whole critique of‘prqsént Ii}e,

the failure of the:older.categories as a structure)and fhé possibilitiés
of Fhe new. It is not a case of junping:on“the bandwagon of history

and saying eqhalitarianism is gooé because it is invincinle.
Equalitérianism has a possible moral appeal insofar -as it seems to
actualize the old dream o?'human:brotherhood and sisterhood of people.
.But it has many a'criterion of practicality, enhancement of life,
acceptability, comparison nith alternat{ve paths, to‘satisfy bgfbre it
can be nlloyéd to guide the requirementi of citizenship and give free

rein to the new categories. The least that could be said for it--and

that is a great deal--is that the faith in it has gr&wn to such

_ proportions, with increasing strength, that it has to be given a chance

to show what it can do. The signs of the shift are all around us in-
the scope of the critique of institutions that has permeated our life.
N “

Ih part it represents & judgment that the institutions have not

functioned to cope with human problems; in part it is a mistrust of

N\ *

their pasx uncontrolled authorlty. %his is, of course, a thesis | am
proposing about its nature. For an opposing thesis, that the shift
represents the\sneer breakdown of authority and that in place of

obedience there is sheer inner lawlessness, the eclipse of tradition,
’ !

the release of. inner Bqnds, an emergent narcissistic hedonistic materialism,

-

there are many advocates.. A good sample Is Robert Nisbet's Twilight of

Authority; if we wish to consider the tradition from which it issues there

¢

is the litany of fears from Edmund Burke to Michael 05keshott.l7
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The dimensions of these contrasting theses will emerge as we tread our

way through the several aspects of the problem before us,

THE STATE AND PROSPECTS OF PARTIC IPAT 10N ‘
| suggest that at the present time we are at a choace point in
democracy, in which we can either turn back to elitism or go forward
with fuller partlclpat:on that the first path will bring chaos and

that the second is a better bet for social experiment. Thls does not

mean that differences in social policy will cease to exist; they will
instead take the form of different proposals within an equalitarian
framework, just as in theigeneral history of democracy a point was
reached where all fruitful political theory began to center within the
democratic framework rather than in the conflict of anti-demo;ratfc with
democratic.

About the phenomenon of the breakdown of authorit9 and respect for
authority there has been little disagreement~~from the spread of revolu-
tions to the milder American phenomenon of a disilluslon with politics.
What seems to me to be overlooked is the extent of explicit critique.

It may be easier, with many acddemic analyses of the Student movements

of the 1960's, to dismiss them as, irraiional outbu?sts. But they were
practical éritiques of.our institutions, in the sense that they did not
merely violate traditional standards but attempted altefnatfve recon- - '
structions. There is a significant moral difference between affirming

an ir titution with its Values.and oblfgations, say the family, wﬁile
violating them on the side, and experimenting with new forms -for which

the moral qualities of affiliation and love are claimed. The professions

=-law, medicine, psychiatry, social work, education, even technology=-

-

heve.been challenged, not only for'inhUman violaiiop of thelr inner
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standards on the par} of their practitioners, but for the shape that the
standards themsalves have taken. For example, law-;particu]arly in the
Watergate episode=--was criticized for its-amorality, and a strong movement
of public legal service emerged. Medicine has been charged, in spite

of technical progress, with dévoting itself to the well-to-do instead

of the health of the public, with a callousness to the human side of
medicine, as well as of course with a'ca}culated self-interest. Psychiatry
has been charged with building the values of the estab!ishment into

.its own concept of mental health, social work with doling out palliatives
for an unjust system of distribution. We would have expected education
to-be invoked as an ally for ;ocial reform. Instead, people have accused
it of coor&inating its human raw material for obedience and resignation

and not even successfully teaching the elehentary ski;ls. The student
rerlts charged- higher education with processing students.-for the industrial
and military purposes of the society an& not doing its jos of devg!Oping

the lifé of the mind and creaiive abilities. Perhaps the most devastating
critique of technology came from within its citadel, in the extreme form

of the first Club of Rome report that almost predicted doomsday with the

loss of resources and choking of pollution, if the present technological

and economic course were maintained--and this when we might have expe;ted

science and technology to be invoked for éﬁe development of saving techniques.l

* Nor should we omit the major critique of politics for harnessing all

energies for war, for maintaining rather than alleviating the e;lstent C
oppressions. This issued in the liberation movements, most notably of

- Blacks and women, and the obvious near insurrectionary movements of the

Vietnam war story.




Now significantly in-all these events from the point of view of our
inquiry; both the resort and the appeal was to a greater participa?ion
of people in the affairs of the institution or profession or general
reconstruction. For example, the rights of the patient and the doctrine
of'informed consent and- the readiness to charge malpractice are only
part of the attempt to bring the patients as a class into participation
in medical affairs. In social work there have been powerful movements
to organize the l!cfientele“ and develop community action on welfare
rights. In education student rights and student participation in the

governance of educational institutions eMerged as serious, practical

issues, while movements for local control of the.schools have takan new
forms in urban centers. In science and technology, the old conception
of a value-free science has been swept away and the demand for respon-
sibility and the participation of people in the. determination of ,

technological uses has been evident in, for example, the popular mave-

-ments on questions of ecology and'in?ustrial pollution. | note only

some highlights; a full study with the téchniques of politica] science 'j

would, ! think, be overwhelmingly revealing. Nor are these phenomena

only critiques stemming from political radicalism. Demands for account-

ability are very respectable today and issue from the political right

as well, for example in urging the 3ccountability of teachers and the

accountability of.the government for its taxation. Indeed, critique

has beéq impartially directed upon business and labor, on conservatism
i and socialism and libéralism and marxisn. lf | read it right, the

movement of critique Is a general and sweeping demand for the recon-

struction of lnstltutlons to meet modern problems, based on the need for

wide participation and responsibiiity rather than authority and obedience.




THhe responsibility so far considered;has been demanded %rom those
‘wﬁi/)ead }n all fields, and the barticipation is that of specific éroups
“or-/the public generally. But what about the respohsibilit$ of the

people themselves? This is the crucial point at which the elitist
tradition faults the democratic process. The claim, from Plato to
Burke to contemporary laments of the twilight of authority, is that
democratic liberty without re;traint is license, while the confiict of
self-regarding interests can only yieid chaos and an incapacity to act.
How permeatlng this fear can be, especially in critical situations, may
be lllustrated from the fact that a sober and learned conservatlve~

liberal like Walter Lippman wrote a little book in the 1930's entitled

The Method of Freedom, in which he toyed with the suggestion that Congress

glve up its right to propose legislation and retain only the right to

VOte on leglslatlon proposed by the Executive. ? This was on the ground
that congressional propgsals represented diverse and conflicting interests,
not general well-being. Nocw that problem is far from done with. Witness
the arguments about Congress in the present period‘on the question of
energy legislation. Note, however, the iﬁport of the argument: the

claim of‘dispersive self-interest of groups is not mereiy being attached
to the people, but to the répresentatives of the people. Can it stop
short at the doors of the Executive chambers? The conflicts go on = '

within the Executive, and the history of the Department of Energy in

relation to Big Oil is not encouraging as an exemplar of Executive -

knowledge of the Good versus popular dispersive Will. In short, the

problem of the conflict of Rationality and Voluntarism which underliies )

the whole tradition of Elitism and Democracy is inescapable at even

the present moment. We might phrase the democratic problem of citizen=

O L

ship in a Kantian vein as: how, when the people participate, is a

|

. ‘
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responsible public possible? There is no avoiding what we may technically

-

call the epistemology of Citizenship.

RATIONALITY AND IDEOLOGY

The issues of rationality and voiuntarism are well-worn in the con-
flict over democracy. Aristocracy and elitism insist thatdpolitics
is a science like medicine: there are some who can Egégrwhat is the
public good, and they.are the aﬁprepriate leaders. As Plato put it in
getting this tradition started), they are the ones in whom reason is
strong and establishes jnner controls over appetlte and passion, _But
of course these were only ideal rulere, and so Aristotle made a move in

the direction of democracy: Whule it would be nice to have such rulers,

human beings are too capable of corruption, and even the doctor can be
bribed by my enemies to destroy me. Hence let us have a gerrnment of
laws, not men; the people, precisely because of diverse interests, can A
be good critics and coilectively wiser. In this history of politicel
theory, that move was, however, but a detour to the struggle over who
makes the laws. The mainstream of eemocratic theory, perhaps unwilliné , .

»

~ to rest its case on the corruption of the wise, appealed to the will .

e

of the people. The issue of reason vs. will was fought in gigantic
Preportions in the late medieval and early modern battle as to whether
God's reason or God's will was primary. It looks as if Okham's '
voluntarism fitted well jnto the aspirations of the natnonal state o

in, tbe battle with the papal universalnstlc control; it scarcely,
therefore yielded a democratic theory but at most a move ahay f rom

its opposite. In any case, voluntarist underplnning‘of democracy
carries us to a theory of' the will, and so to a psychological'question.’é

It is doubtful whether the debate ln°mora| phllosophy in*our Century, i

wnth its technncal formulation whether mbra] terms are to be glven a
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cognitive or an emotive (or prescriptive) interpretétidn, gets far
beyond the medieval battle by substituting a linguistic for a
theologicai formulation as a way of begging the psychological
questions. "The question is whether democratic théory in its notion
of ‘the will of the people is doing more than rejecting the elitist-
aristocratic view of sovereign wisdom. ’Of course there is the whole
history in which democratic 1iberalism nrescribes a ﬁediating process
from will to wisdom: for example, Bentham's view of the impact of
individual egoism producing collective egoism which is public welfare,
Adam Smith's and the economists' faith in self-interest producing
through the market mechanism, the public welfare, and so on. Perhaps
only as such defenses wear thin, the conservative attack on the will
of the people as a cover for anarchic conflict of interests gains
strength again. Or perhaps this reflects simply the intensity of
social.problems.

* In spite of this unresolved conflict, the theory of ideology--the

self-conscious critique of theories in relation to specific interests--

has made progress. This sociology of knowledge itself has gone in two

>
~

opposjng directions. In one direction it ends with simply the relativistic —~
conflict of theories that have no ulterior rationality. The situation

is then simply that there is conflict of social interests‘and\each

genefatéé or adopts the theories that serve it best. On the opposite

view, the conflict of ideologies is itself grist to the mill of

growing self=-consciousness, and criteria of the rational accumulate

in the process. Granted that there is no philosophef's stone for the

instant certification of a social theory, there can be an accumulation

of knowledge, methods and techniques in a retail, mot a wholesale




fashion. The first time a social- theory comes swashbuckling on the

historicallstage,it may=-to adapt Marx's quip on Napoleon’l and }}l--
come as tragedy, the second time as farce. Perhaps this is a bit too
hopeful, but at least by the third time people may have learned better,
On such a conception of ratibnality it can in the long run penetrate
ideology. Rationality is not a pure- method but- embodies the whole
careful and cumulative procedure of science and knowledge. It is not - ' %
pure kno@ledge versus pure-will. The will of the people, properly
conceived in the light of our historical experience; need not be

T e
chaotic conflict; it can be the result of the Iearnnng by experlence

and collect:ve reflection of the peoples of the world, adding to their. X
knowledge by the lessons of theijr institutional experience. It is a
growing body and so the concept of ratlonallty is a growing cutting edge.
It will not have escaped the reader that the way indicated in the
unnecessarily forced antifhesic of obj?ctive reason and arbitrary\will
is precisely the way in which science 93é§ about building up knowledge=--
the surrender of absolute ;laims,,the long hard process of accumulating
experience, the critical questioning of hardened belief, the use of
imagination in constructing theory and the constant search for alﬁsrna-
tives, the cooperation of many in diverse fields to build a coheré;t
framework. It has taken much+longer to- project the utility of such ‘rg
procedures in qdestions of value and morality and social policy. And
it will no doubt take much longer to carry these attitudes into
practical steps of practices and institutions,
Take, for example, the current use of polllng and thelr publicizing.
The questlons usually asked are how people, in effect, do or would vote

on an issue. The polls are a barometer of instant wish or will, they are k
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not usually an inquiry into people's reaéons'or arguments for or

against. They are repeated at smaller and smaller intervals, in the

hope of depicting accurately  the swings or iocating kﬁe tides of opinioa

or will. They seldom pay attention to their own effect on people

generally, that is how they shape public opinion, nor their effect on

policy makers who are prompted by fears of bucking tides to pay more

- attention to the 'votes' than to the argument about reasons and

, soundness. In.brief, the present tendency of polls is thoroughly
voluntaristic. And yet there is no‘reaSOn in the world why social
scientists and responsible‘ﬁedia should not develop a polling which is .
more rationally oriented. Ve are beginning to question, in the field
of educational testing, the effects of the short answer tésts:
arbitrariness is installed, a limited view of ability is standardized,
and creativity, imagination and a sense of alternatives is thwarted.
The_same could happen in polling--unless it be that the social scientists

-~

and the media really despise the public.

INSTITUT ION-BUILDING AND RECONsTRUCTION
Because of the traditional veneration of tradition and the conflicts
about paths of sociaf changé, we tend to overlook the slow process of
practical change and institution=building that takes care of some of our
problems. Even where people have been unable to do anything to alleviate
'tﬁéir lot, they have been inventive in myths to relieQe the spirit. But
even here techniques and devices play a part: there is no doubt a

lesson to be learned from Houseman's counlet, 'Malt does more than Milton

' can, to justify God's ways to man.'" Technological devices are evident
enough, but we are jess attentive to institutional techniques and devices.
Take, for example, the Qrowth of insurance., It had precursors in

intricate forms of partnership and patternsof assumed risk that spread
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the possible losses. (Jndeed, such patterns- Became early groqnds for
admitting usury.) With the mathematical development of statistics,

emerged as a powerful social tool. It has collectivized risk-taking

and disposed of Many of the problems that thwarted the theory of justice
concerning dist}ibution of losses and burdens. Sociologists (for

example, Maclver) have sometimes distinguished between civilization

and culture, stressing the cumulative character of socaau techniques

as defining the for mer, uﬁd the freedom of spirit as the essence of ‘

the latter, Certainly a more developed history of such "civ}lization“

would be enlightening. Take property, for example: when we regard

it as a constant concept, we overlook the chsnges in iﬁsorporeal forms, -
corporate development and its téchniques, vested rights and tenure

rights, collateral effects of pension plans and union contracts,

governmental monetary practices, all of which determine the flow of money‘J/

and their distribution. The net result'is to alter the concept of ) .
ﬁroperty, certainly beyond the recognition of an older landed ssciety.
The saﬁe point could be made about political institutions; national

and international; about economic institutions which are transformed
while remaining disguised under the hardgped rubric of capltalism and’
socialism; about familia} iﬁstitutions, under the acceptance of divorce
and contraception and changing child-parent relatlons.

In general, the direction in socnaljlife is }rom resigned acceptance .

_to intermittent intervention in situacions of stress ang distress,

and from intermittent intervention to the conscious forging of instjty- v

tional insfrumentS'forlsocial progress., The outlook here converges

with that of growing rationality,
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.suggested earlier, at the heart of the nature of citizenship. Let us

INDIVIDUAL AND COMMUNITY

2

. In many ways the relation of individual and community is, as.

pose.the problem in its worst light, in the elitist and aristocratic
tradltlon in which the people are taken to act in terms of individual
interests and passions without the capacnty for developing firm common
purposes., It is not enough to show that actual aristocrats and elites )
do no better; this leads to a universal pessimism. The evidence for
such pessimism is by no_meaﬁs weak. Practically every good device
or instrument has turned into its opposite. Idealistic revolutions,
whether French or American or Russian, have evaporated into politics=
as~usuafq ldealistic labor movements have often turned into myopic
unions. Promising scientific discoveries have often been converted to
profit and war. The liberating promises of education have often ended
in alienated studeqts. And the hopes o% state action for well~being
have led to,disiliusioned citizens. |If we rema{n on a general levél\
and expect a wholesale ;ure of our modern malaise, perhaps we are
left, as in Nisbet's recent lament, with a call to pull ourselves up (‘\ P
.by moral=~religious bootstraps.20 i f we‘think rather of the remaking
of institutions, with or without the cgntral focus on the state, we N
rely to some deéree on an underlying sense of hyman nature and its
processes which would allow for common purposes, And suéh a perspective
has to come to terms with.the view of the individual and the community.
| suggest that historically the moralities of isolated individualism

justifying all policies in egoistic terms and the group cohesion that

rides roughshod over individual well~5eihg are best regarded as T

deviations from the moral mainstream, There has always been a strong

~ component of affiliation and mutual aid, with ready cooperation and




assistance, with focus'on respect fo; the individual. | do not enter
here into the technical questions: Whether this component is a late
product that emerges wheq s&cieties become more unified or whether it
is inherent in int;rpersonal relatioﬂs; whether it is primarily a
Feaction to existent evils or a positive operation in ord}néry life
when not distorted by difficylt goc}al conditions. But the fact is
that éhere is a present clgavage between individual and community,
And this, we can see, has been powerfully promoted by the institutions
of the last few centuries in which the competltlve and the aggrandizing
have been normallzed as a mode of life and People driven apart into
,ssolated,undnvnduallsm or have reacted into overriding cohesion,
In our view individuality and the capacity to share experience require
interpersonal and group cultlvatlon,and the sense of community can be
expected to be the normal outcome of supporting harmonlous institutions.
Different moral theorjes when they neglect this mainstream cooperative
morality will show by the way they seek to jdstify themselves that
they have not looked away from this basic reference point., The
isolating egoism attempts to derive, whether by the guiding hand of
Providence or the computations of decision theory on a minimax strategy,
a vuable socual etnic, The overriding cohesion theory attempts it by
coalescing the general well-being of individuals with the cal]ective
policies,

Whatever be the case, it is_obvious that we cannot in the mode rn
world be called back to a mora!uty that neglects the individual or

leaves the indiviZual on hi's own; and that the longing for coimunity is

a powerful motivation in contemporary moraljty,




- Having coﬁpleted our analysié of the shifts that require a trans-
- . . formation in the character of citizenship today, we can now go directly
- to the pivotal virtues for contemporary citizenship without the fear
that we are simply culling superficial traits assembled without grounding.
- Our remaining topics concern these virtues and their educational
implications. _ T
PIVOTAL VIRTUES FOR CONTEMPORARY CITIZENSHIP
The virtues of contémporary citizenship are mainly those of eqLality,
o\ ) responsibility ané participatioq. They have several different Q;pects;
they span both moral attitudes and intellectual quaPiiies, and bear upon
both national and international concerns.
The most familiar aspect of resbect_for persons is overcoming th-

3

major discriminations of our time. A contemporary moral citizen takes
his equ;litarianism seriously and supports the achievement of equality
for minorities {e.g., Blackg in our country) and submerged ﬁgjorities
(e.q., womeﬁ),‘ | do not meaﬁ that there will not be disagreements
among moral citizens about what policies best serve such ends., For
example, controversies about bussing and‘affirmétive action and the equal
rights amendment aré real ones; but there is all the difference in the
moral character of citizenship between those who oppose such measﬁres
“ , ;nd of%er alternatives that move toward the goals and those who oppose
such. measures and are ready to put off achievement to an indefinite !
future or oppose them in order not to achieve equality.

A different aspect of equalitarianism is the concern for people

throughout the world, not merely those in one's own country. This taps

the serious issue of the relation of the national and the global. Every
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morality has had an implicit concept of what constitutes_its moral
community anaiogous‘to the congregation of a chdrch, i.ei, those who
belong and who are possible participants. It js a commonplace n mora)
philosophy, as well as in éociology, that the moral communi ty has grown
from the kin and village to the eountry and beyond, and that since the
‘eighteenth century universalism has moved from a dream to a partial
reaiity. This does not mean- that there are no differences in degree of
attachment or priorities or special obligations (just as.a parent owes

: more to his children than to a stranger). It does mean that the well-

being of other countries becomes part of the reekonlng of natlonal

policies. This is not a purely Jpeculatuve matter nor purely a matter
of_sentinent. lt is cr|t|ca||y practlcai in a world in which what one
country does to Iand or water or weather or river flow to further its
prosperlty may mean the dessication or pollution or starvation of a
neighboring country, in ﬁhich the cornering of oil or nationa‘ resources ‘%

T or their wastiné may upset the production or economy of other countries.ZI
interdependenre today is too familiar to require recounting, HNow as
international agencies--whether |ntergovernmental or non-formal or
centralized--arise and are consolidatea, the globa]'aspeCts may be given :
greater strength and begin to affect the quality of national citizenship,
Conceivably peopie‘engaged in the international aspects may be moved’
from guaranteed special status to internationral citizenship (Cf. present
dual citizenship even with its ambiguities). Indeed, .the desirable

universal character of science might even encourage international citizenship

of scient.,ts, not unlike priests in medieval times. In any case, the
practical problem of contemporary citizenship in this context is to

achieve a coherent interrelation of national and global concerns

appropriate to the present day dynamic relation of countiies in a growingly
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considerations and- circumstances which cannot be determined by

.

;ingle rule or simplified principle.
A familiar; and in liberal countries a traditional, mark of goo
citizenship is strLcF adherence to the preservation of othérs‘ libertie
particularly in situations where they differ with majority policies.
Though often cast in terms of their rights to their liberties, it is
clearly a lesson of the contemporary world: as Mill argued in his On
Liberty more than a sentury ago, the losers in repression are the
majority since the minority may be correct or partially corréct in
their views. Certainly in the contemporary chanying wo}ld there is
a need for the free consideration of alternatives. This is not a
purely academic matter; we should recall the periods of national

hysteria after World War 1, again in the McCarthy period, and once

' égain during the Vietnam War. Some today view the last as if it were

simgly a national spiritual depression which tied our hands thereafxér
from strong action in infernational affairs. This obscures the fact that
the disagreement about national polfcy was a profound one in which we '
sﬁffered through repressihg alternative ideas and drove people iato
ngar-violence.

A further element in a contemporary morality of‘citizgnship is a
balanced attitude toward past and futuie. !t may be recalled that the

'

Jeffersonian period revolted against the ties of the past; obligations

_to the future were not discussed. The world, Jefferson argued, belongs -

t% the living. We can understand why ''the dead hand of the past' was

© unacceptable in a time of revolution. We can also 'understand why in our

own century economically underdeveloped countries have been forced to

L2,
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focus on ghe future; for their present generations paid the éost of
sharp social change, even apart from sufferings of war ;nd battles éﬁr
freedom. In the industrially advaﬁced cou;tries, too, the problems of
utilizing resources and the spectre of overpopulation have focused
attention on tﬁe future. Moral philosophers have debated the abstract
question of the rights of future generations,.but they have also raised
the economic question of the percentage of national income that should
be devoted tovsavings and investment for future réstoration and replenish-
" ment. And strong social movements have grown for preservation and
ecological balance. The fact is that such concerns, whether to maintain
tﬁe bést of the past in nature and human 1ife or to plan for a good
future, cannot be separated from the critique of the presént character
of life and its ways, from an evaluation of the extent of waste and
recklessness or of wisdom in household and national management,

Such considerations lead to a senée of responsibility as an integral
part of citizenship. The sense of responsibility néed not be simply
general, but can be directed in terms of what we ma& call the central
problems on the agenda of national life. The greatest ones will usually
be clear: no one can deny the importance in our time of peace, of
avoiding aﬂ’EVEFEopulation that is a barbinger of starvation, of
addressing dangers of po]lution,\of guarding agaiqst the eihaustion of
vital resources. Such concerns are basic to a[l people, whatever the
variety of values: Heéce whatever other moralldisagreement there may

f
be, a specific concern with such problems is a mark of rational con-

. o
temporary citizenship., To be concerned With such issues, to be ready
to engage in cooperative action with respect to them, to be ready for
rational sacrifice in meeting them, are therefore present requirements

of sober citlzensh?p. The current problem of energy has dramatized this

kind of considerétion,
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"‘~ o Other large issues have not achieved thet kind of agreement but
appear | critical to different groups of CItiZenS.\‘Some take the conflict
of capltallsm and >oc|alism to be the problem underlyung all others,

some formulate the problem politically rather than econom:cally and

see the issue as democracy. against collective dictatorship. In all

such questiohs the responsibility of contémporary citizenship calls

minimally for a critical examination, not necessarily adherence to one

f
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< side or another nor even acceptance of a particular formui . 'Gr O
problem. These are individual decisions, but the obligation no% to let
ideologies take over and close minds is a commch one. It ic easier |
‘to do this in éealing with others' problems than one's own. For
example, the concept of the national ‘interest has governed a great
deal of policy decision throughout this century, and ;et it has tacitly
been identified with military strength and the polver to have our way,
without reckoning the effects on other countries or even the desirability
= e of,their"actonomyrin our national interest._ (Contyoversies ebOut the
{ “ covert operations of our intelligence agencies sharp{y raise this
question.) The celevant requiremeni of moral citizenship Is, at a
minimum, to resist ideological blinders in the use cf concepts such
as national interest, for they typically block full moral and social
consideretions. \ ‘

A consequence ofbseveral of | the aspects considered is an attitude
to change. A rational attitude to change is not, of course, an adulation

of change as such. It involves a critique of the need for ‘change and

an acceptance of the fact that in modern life change will often be

desirable or else inevitable. We may then have to be reconciled to it,
although we may work to make its.shape more congenial to basic values

that endure. Some tendencies have to be checked--for cxamwple, that

b,
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everything technology invents has to be used (Cf, the controversies

which occurred over supersonic air transportation and research in
recombinant genetics ).. This will be a constant issue, as possibilitjes
that now belong in science fiction become technical realities, In

brief, citizens may expect harder decisions, clos%{ to basnc moral issues,
for whole ways of 1ife., it is a far cry from the ear1y part of the
century, wh;n the central issue may have been protection or free trade.
Wigh the growtﬁ of genetic knowledge and technology, we may have to
decide on what kind of descendan;s to have, or whether not to decide

at all. In any case, the acceptance of large changes in human 1jfe

involves a critical as against an: all=or=-none attitude, and a special

tolerance to varied ways of life, The latter will have reverberatlons i
!

in parent-child relatlons since the new ways of life will take hold

of the new generation more directly, :
Most of the points discussed bear on regponsibilities. But assagned

responsibility without participation (like taxation with representataon)

invites manipulation or exploltation. Hence the requirement of

particnpatlon is the very hub of the morality of citlzenshtp today.

What differentiates’ it from older forms, however, is the necessity for

an active, inventive attitude,kboth in criticism and construction,

Participation that Ié simplf blind following is no more than obedie&ce,

and we have suggested that obedience is giving way as authority has

diminished. To sway under charisma is the frequent intermediate

posture; charismé often gives the sense of choice. The current need

is to complete the passage tc fuller participation. We shall see

shortly that this has the most serious implications for education.
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* Finally, a sharpened concept of patriotism and love of country has

not lost its piace }n the roster of qualities of éontemporary citizenship.,
=~ Altered as it is by the individﬁalistic aspects -of criticism‘and
}nventiveness,.by the ‘interpenetration of the global with the natiqnal,
infused as it can be by the fuller understanding of the relation of
individual and community in a world such as ours is today, love of
country still remains a natural human phenomenon, a significant outcome
< of pqrticufarixy of Settiég, association, education, ambient culture.

A shaping gf these natural impulses under the categories of authority .

- and obedience has” in fhe past provoked the conflict of patriotism

versus conviction which led to such condemnatory comments s YPatriotism

is the last refuge of a scouﬁdrgl" or to different interpretations of "Our ‘

country, right or wrong.' Decatur's toast to our country in 1816

includes the hope that in her foreign relations she may always be .

-

‘right, before adding '"but_our country, right or wrong." Carl Schurz, §

1 - 2 4
, after the century's experience, which includes the growth of imperialism,,
; . changes the perspective. His further addition (1899) is: '"When right, .

to be kept right; when wrong, to be'put'right. In briéﬁ, the e

patriotism that makes a responsibilit; of participation is quite
different from that which insists on th;ughtleés (though affect!pnate)
obedlience.

There are no doubt other qualities of citizenship to be traced in ~
a fuller treatment; ‘I think that those stressed above are the ones that
emerge mos t sharply from the conditions and problems of the contemporary

~

world. There is, however, one final point==the recognition of the limits B
. \ i

of citizenship. The sense of this issue has haunted the history of o

. . -
» a

L|6. . i . .

political theory in both its religious and its secular forms. Perhaps e w
i
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S its place in reflections about the nature of the law. In legal

o legal permission to. violate the law. It will, therefore, have to find

-

the clearest formulation within political theory has been controversy

7

Ce et about the right of revolution. |t obviously cannot be put into the

. constitution or the law, for that\ypulo be granting the individual

positivist theory, with its identification of law and positive law, there

. “can,be an externa! moral crathue of the law or, its decisions. JIn.natural
Y-t law theory a posltlve law that violates natural law can be declared not
to be law at all, just as a _law that goes counter to divine law has no

.proper legal status. In Hobbes, we saw, the rational purposes that

, generate taw are no longer operative for the individual who is being

’

2 . ‘Ieg to the gallows, and ‘-he has no obligation to obey. In Locke, the
rlght to revolutlon has a dlgnafaed centrality (and should it not, for
'i' he is justifying the bloodless revolution of 1638?) as the appeal of
Reop]e to God when they have - exhausted all social appeals against
the“trampling of the}r natunal rights. The Declaration of Independence
follows the sane Iine. Now Qhefher the appeal to revolution be seen as
the appeal to qenulne cnttzenshlp or the transcendence of catlzenshlp
by helghtler Values, is.akin to the issue we discussed as to whether
cltlzenshlo is"a constitutive part of the good life or only‘e limited
role, The hsstoracalxtrend of democracy has been to domesticate protest.
by including it in the rsghts of citizenship and, therefore, to render
’ "y

revolution less necessarm. Examples are: guaranteeing the rlghts of g

P

Protesters to present their case and to organize for democratic

.y e change,. extending freedom of conscience to inciude even individual
* . . ¢ . . T . ! N : N
PR conscientious objection to military service. One can even read a
~ .
u“ 3 . .
5, . continuity between‘re,olutionary action and' the many ways in which

N
- techniques exist in the law for departing from its rules. In an

. «

& . ~ [ e
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interesting book, Discretion to Disobey, Mortimer R. Kadish and

Sanford H: Kadish explore the variety of situations in which (starting

with juries) it is acceptable for officials and for individuals to

‘ . " deviate lawfully from the Iaw.23 Qf course to recognize the continuities
does not deny the Iimits. Whgn a union of‘public workers strikes althﬁugh
it is'forbidden to do so, mediation may still continue and the matter ’

be settled, including the withdrawal of an injunction; and something
similar may happen in the aftermath of race riots. But organized
revolution or in our own day acts of deliberate terrorism are across

the line. The great scépe that a genuinely democratic .society offers

for action in disagreement thus enables it to draw the line of citizenship
more sharply. Whether it can rule out the occurrence of revolution as

a citizenly act depends on causes and content, not on form and method.

In the classic revolutions in which a Qhole new type of society'js

in the making, those who are in revolt, may think of themselves as the
citizens of the coming society rather than of the one that they see

| as passing.

2 SOME EDUCATIONAL IMPLICATIONS

If we have correctly discerned the requisites of contemporary

citizénship in knowledge and inquiry and attitude, then marked changes
are overdue in education. They can be {;dicated briefly in three
directions: the broadening of educational opportunities, a basic

; reorientation in inteliectual'education, a rethinking of moral education. -

The broadening of educational opportunity simply carries further

the movement of fhe.last few decades toward the expansion' of secondary
and higher education through schooling and outside of schooling.

All citizens are to be provided with the knowledge thét a contemborary

/ ~
needs. The momentum for exparnsion alreadv erists in spite of.economic
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difficulties. The cruéial quesfion is more likely to lie in the upgrading‘
of quality to the point sufficient to meet the i 2qui rements of contemporary
citizenship. To take one important example: is the understanding and
ability to handled computers requisite for the citizens of th; very near
future. If so, should mathematical education become as general as we

have sought to make reading and writing? Three questions are here involved--
the necessity, the ability to manipulate, the basic understanding.

Reading in many plates has been a legal requi;ement for voting. But it

is quite possible, as India did, to have voting for different parties

by symbols, even simply color differences, and information could be
transmitted by sound. In one respect, then,  the reading requirement

can be relaxed, and has been in some places. |f, however, the require-

ment of citizenship includes. carefu] reckoning with ideas and proposals,

it is hardly likely that this can be done in the advanced industrial
countries without reading. .Even apart from the necessity for reading
in the ordinary business of life,it has therefore remained as a basic

\

element in the education of citizens. Now this argument about reading
has been offereé only %b\prepare us to c0nsid;r mathematics. Do we need
only ordinary arithmetic 6?\Wore advanced mathematics? It is likely
that computers can bg SO cpnséructed that little understanding is
required but only learning the rules of manipulation. Should our
instruments of calculation and information storage simply be then the
abacus of the new civilization?

Perhaps we can learn a lesson from our experience with statistics.
Statistics are quoted in many discussions about public policy, and they
are regarded as vital links in the proofs of likely consequences and

thus desirable policy. Now it is a commonplace among scholars and

scientists that an unenlightened use and acceptance of statistics is

3
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most dangerous and can be most misleading. A basic understan&ing of
what is going on.in the process is required at least for critical caution.,
The same point can be made by considering work in psychology or education.
Researchers have sometimes mastered the tools‘bf statistical research and
used formulae and indices but without understanding the theory of the
ac0nstruction of their tests and the limits within which they are to be
interpreted. The results are sometimes sad, and often harmful.
| suggest that from an overall perspective we need a public grounded
in a basic education that furnishes understanding and not mérely control
of the instruments. How this i; to be accomplished and how far it can
be carried is a problem of detailed and inventive educational research.
A cleavage of direction is apparent in educational theory; while some
cling to the idea that only a small part of the population can go far
in difficult: learning, others define the differences among individuals
not as capacity and incapacity, but in the time it will take people to
learn and the effort and motivation and ingenuity of teaching required.
| suggest that the latter is the path that a democracy has to try out in
the contemporary wqr]d if it aims at an enlightened citizenry, especially
as an enlightened citizenry is the requirement of the contemporary world.
The basic reorientation in intellectual education is a more far-
reaching matter. |t is generally recognized that most of our schooling
has taken the form of imparting information and, even where it cultivates
insight, of getting the learner to see the point as the teacher and
N established thought see it. In many respects it is parallel to the
situation we have seen in political and social life. Teachers are the

authority, students have the task of adequate obedience; the more gifted

the students are,the more quickly they can be expected to acquire the
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insights, master the théories,'and organize their knowledge as the
teachers are conveying it. 'The shift required in the light of the
transitioﬁ we have discussed from‘authority and obedience to participation
and responsibility has its inteilectual counterpart, and it is a drastic
one. It is not merely the much desired shift today from deemphasizing
fact-gathering (which treats knowledge in the style of the TV quiz shows
as knowing and remembering factual items) to a grasp of theory and a
cultiva;ion of insight, It goes much farther and wants the student to
confront alternatives, develop the habit of looking for aqd working out
afternatives, and cultivate the imaginative and the fnventive. This hclds
for culture as well as science, Ordinarily today thf% aspect is raised
only in graduate work and only for those who are to engage in research.
Even here the habit of entering a school of thought and following it

out is the method of training. It furnishes depth, but not creativity.,

A réorientation has to start at the beginning, not wait for graduate
schooi. In reading{ it is not suéficient to ask for the meaning, but to
investigate different possible meanings., In school assignments it is not
sufficient to ask the child to look up something in the encyclopedia and
give the correct answer, defined as what ;he teacher nad in mind.

Why not send children on simple inquiries for which the teacher openly
does not hgve an answéf and awaits the child's consfruction of the
problem? We all know the tests in which children are shown a complex
and asked to find a pattern, whether it be a more or less hidden figure
in a picture or a formula in a set of numbers or the obvious curve in

a graph, or the rule of action in a series of situations. Invgriably
this test ends with the bright student getting ''the correct answer."
Why should not the student after getting this be askeé to suggest or

seek out alternative patterns from the same data or picture or situations?
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Is it only because such téStS‘COu]d not be au;omatically scored? Or is
it that we are. implicitly using a model of obedience fo authoritative
answers rather than of participation in the procesSes of advancing
knowledge? Once again, the working out of the reorientation in terms
of educational techniques is a difficult professional undertaking. But

"
the direction seems to me to be warranted by the conditions of contemporary

A

life: the need for tﬁe constant advance of knowledge, the need for
deeper abpreciation and participation in the understanding and processes
of knowledge, and the goal of an enlightened community.

The rethinking of moral education :s a more difficult question in
its theoretical aspects. Our culture has had a narrow view of the scope
of morality, limiting it to individual attitudes in the individual
situation and in the treatment of others. It has not seen large
problems of sbcial policy as basically moral;’thus it has rarely'under-
stood the-medieval concern with ""just price' as a moral problem, or
the treatment of usur9 in ancient and medieval works. We are, however,
under the pressure of contemporary problems and Iarge-scéle contrasts of
different societies as well as the magnitude of evils and the issues of
responsibility, beginning to see the larger aspects of morality and the
interrelation of the good society and the good person. We are thus
coming to see the moral character of institution-building and reconstruction.
All of this has to be conveyed in education. Insofar as the schools
are small communities with ordered relations of persons and institution-
alized ways of doing things, they can be a laboratory for moral learning
and the characﬁer of student participation. A minimal change in the
right direction would be to alter the frequent practice of preaching

democracy and brotherhood in a functioning atmosphere of authority and

bunishment. In general, there is no contradiction between cultivating
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reasoning in moral matters and maintaining an explicit moral order ie
the way people treat one another and ‘in the distribution of rights and
opportunities, Nor is there a contradiction Between,on the one hand,
cultivating a place for the individual in criticizing the existent oé;‘
and Justlfylng proposals for reconstructlon, even on the school level,
and, on the other hand, working out cooperative ways of decision that
are not simply voluntaristijc. Nor is there a contradiction between
even special teaching dealing Qith moral problems and the recbgnitien
that in the deeper sense they can be developed and dealt with in every
corner of the cur-nculum from literature to sport to mathematics.
Perhaps the mark of success would be the extent ‘to which students come
to see and feel morality as a process of self-making and society-making.
This would be a remarkable preparation for citizenship.

Perhaps the primary lesson of our lnqu1ry has been the extent to
which apparently simple questaons of ;he character of citizenship

under .present conditions turn out to have roots and ramifications in

basic philosophical ideas and require for their answers not only . L

philosophical clarification but also the bringing together of inguiries
and answers from the whole range of social disciplines. The answers we
have suggested are, of course, hypotheses for theoretical inquiry and

exploratory practice. The important issue is,of course; to decide on

basic directions.
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ABSTRACT™

?

The argument put forth in this paper is that citizenship education
has been dominated by models of rationality which have placed it in
opposition to its traditionally proclaimed function of educating students
to develop and maintain a viable democratic sogiety. The models of
rationality that have dominated citizenship education have resulted in
its Fallure to develop an adequate theory capable of understanding the

~inter-relationship between state, schooling, and social and cultural
reproduction. Consequently citizenship educatiop has béen tied to
normative and political principles which have blinded it to its own

ideology and its role in reproducing the status quo. .| argue that if
citizenship education is going to free itself from its own intellectual

_ ___and ideological history, it will have to situate its basic principles ir
a new mode of rationality, one that is explicitly political, critical and
visionary. T

A

. In putting forth this argument, | draw heabily upon basic tenets of

- critical theory in defining three modes of rationality. | then examine
the political nature of these different types of rationality and point
out how they roughly characterize a number of existing traditions in
citizenship education. Thereupon, | outline a theoretical foundation
that attempts to integrate the more progressive dimensions of the modes
of rationality examined in the paper, and finally, | outline a tentative
program which illustrates pedagogical practices that are politically
consistent with such an approach.

*A revised version of this paper appears in Curriculum Inquiry,
Volume 10, Humber 4, (1980): 329-366.
!




INTRODUCT | ON

In the classical Greek definition of citizenship education, a model
of rationality can be recognized that.is explicitly political, normative,
and visionary. Within this mode! education was seeﬁ as intrinsically
political, designed to educate the citizen for intelligent and act}ve.
participation in the civic community. Moreover, intelligence was viewed
as an extension of ethics, a ﬁanifestation and demonstration of the doctripe
of the good and just life. Thus, in this perspective, education was not
meant to train; its purpose was to cultivate the formation of virtucus
character in the ongoing quest for freedom. Therefore, freedom was
always something to be created, and the dynamic that informed the relation-
ship between the individual and the society was based on a continuing
struggle for a more just and decent political commun}ty.]

I we were to use citizenéhip education in the Greek sense agaihst
which to judge the quality and meaning of ‘civic education in this country,
I think a strong case could be made to argue that, for the ﬁbst pvart, ‘it
has been a failure.2 This is not meant to suggest that liberal democratic
theory -has not supported noble ideals for its citizens, for it has; it:
is simply to assert that sucﬁ ideals have not found their way, in general,
into the day;to-day practices of schools, either historically or in more
recent times.

The role that schools have played historically.in reproducing the
rationality of social control and class dominance has been extensively
developed and need not be repeated here.3 But there is one intergsting
note that is worth mentioning. Prior to the adven; of the twentieth
century and the rise of the scientific management movement that swept

the curriculum field, there was no pretense on the part of educational

leaders as to the purpose and function of public schooling. Schools,

-
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with few exceptions,'were training grounds for character development and
economic and social control.h Unlike the notion of social control later
articulated by Dewey in which schools would proYide non-coercive forms
of persuasion in order to develop intellectual growth consistent with
psychological deve lopment in students,5 tﬁe educators of the early

republic equated social control with obedience and conformity. Edward

* Ross captured the nature of this sentiment when he referred ''to education

as an inexpensive form of police.“6 Moreover, the language of justifi-
cation in nineteenth-century public school rationales made the intent and

purpose of schooling quite clear. In other words, there was no ""hidden

‘curriculum' during this part of the history of American education.

...For much that is today called a hidden function of the schools
was previously held to be among the prime benefits of schooling....
A society newly in conflict over its own identity could respond to
such an appeal. Education continued to be justiy..d more as a means
.a20f social control than as an instrument of individual betterment.
The quest for the one best system precluded any acknowledgement of
local differences and aspired instead to a uniformity of experience.
In 1891 the Commissioner of Education, William Torrey Harris, frankly
admitted that a major purpose of schools was to teach respect for.
authority, and that forming the 'habits of punctuality, silence,
and industry' was more important than understanding reasons for
good*behavior.7

Al

The comparison between the Greek and early American notions of citizen=-
ship reveal telling differences in political ideals. At the same time,
the interaction between schooling, politics, and citizenship is quite clear.

AN

The visibility of this interaction was lost, however, when educational

'theory and‘préctice in the twentieth century shifted the philosophical

basis of schooling from the political to the technical. Schooling was

no longer justifiea in terms of poliitical values and concerns; the theo-
retical pilI;rs upon which a new rationale was constructed were efficiency
and control. With the age of scientific management came the celebratién

of a new rationality and the removal of '"the political" from the terrain




of schooling. William Lowe Boyd in his study of curriculum policy making

4
captures the essence of this stance with his observation.

...since the reformers believed that there was 'no Republican
or Democratic way to pave a street, only a right way,' the
business of running a ¢ity or a school system was viewed

as jgst that, a business matter and not something appropriate
for politics. The prompt, business~1ike dispatch of the
decision making tasks facing school boards...was facilitated
by their view that a wide range of educational questions were
essentiallg technical matters beyond the capacity of the laity
to decide.

This philosophical shift in the purpose and function of school ing not
o only.abstracéed schools from the context of the wider society, It also
ushered in a mode of rationality that relegated the political nature of
schooling to the anteroom of educational theory and practice. Citizen-

ship education became entwined in a “culture of positivism,' one that

displayed little interest in the ways in which schools acted 7L agent;
of social and cultural reproduction in a society marked by significant
inequities in wealth, power, and privilege.9 '

This paper argues that if citizenship education is going te revitalize
itself in the interest of creating a more ﬁoble and just society, ig will
have to free itself from the burden of its own intellectual and ideological

history. In doing so it will have to develop a new rationaiity and

problematic for examining the relationship. between schools and the wider

society. Questions of technique, objectivity and controi Qill have ro
give way to a rationality based on the principles of understanding and
critique; likewise, within thig rationality a more critical problematic
will\have to be developed, one that generates new categcries and raises
questions that could not be raised in the old rationality.

At the core of this new rational ity should be a serious attempt to
reformulate citizenship education by situating it within an analysis

which explores the often overlooked complex relations among knowledge,

13
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. .’ power, ideology, clas%, and economics.]o Such an appraisal would have .o

+

_use and demonstrate the importance of socia] and political theory for

its analysis of,géhoaliné and citizenship education.

o In app;oacﬁing thfs.;ast | will first begin by examining what can
R " be férﬁéd the fAm;ricén ideol;gy;' next | will examine the political nature
of different types of,raéionality. Then, |.will examine how these particular

forms of ratiénality roughly characterize a number of existing traditions

..jﬁ citizenship'educétioh. Next, ! will outline the foundation of a more

<>

radical rationality, one that attempts to unravel the relatioﬁship between

. ! , Al ‘ M .
the'educational "system, the economic system, and the class structure.

Finallv, | will explore how these rationalities .ight be integrated into

— ~ .

¢« a set of radical educational practices which might be used as a foundation

' for developing a more viable theory of citizenship education.

. THEORETICAL FOUNDAT IONS IN EDUCAT IONAL THEORY AND PRACTICE

4 LS 1

: Any notion of rationality has to be defined not only in regard to the

trush clafms commanded by its major assumptions and ensuing practices, but

N
alsp by its relationship to what might be called the dominant rationali._y
of a given society at a particular%ﬁoment in history. This methodological
approach is crucial because it.illuminates the interconnections that exist
\ Qe{ween a dominant rationality and the institutions that function in a given
;ociety to reproduce it.]] Such-interconnections politicize the notion of
rationality by caliing fnto question how its ideology supports, mediates,
or‘opposes the configuration of existing socio-political forces that use
the dominant rationality to legitimate and sustain their existence.
Rationality

By rationality, | mean a specific set of assumptions and social

practices that mediate how an individual or group relates to the wider

62.
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society. Underlying any one mode of rationality is a set of interests
that define and qualify how one refiects on the world. This js an
important epistemologic: | point. The knowledge, beliefs, expectations,
and biases that define a given rationality both condition and are
conditioned by the experiences info which we enter. Of crucial importance
is the qbtion that such experieqées only become meaningful within a mode
of rationality that confers intelligibility on them. Modes of rationality
'bind' in a non-mechanistic way. As Althusser points out, "it is not the
material reflected on' that characterizes and qualifies a reflection,...

but the moda.ity of that reflection, the actual relation the reflection

has with its ob_iects."]2 The importance of the notion of rationality

becomes clear when its definition is extended to include the concept of
’I H |]3

the’ problematic.

|

Problematic
|

. s . - . . .
\AII modes of rationality contain a problematic which is a conceptual

|

stru&pure_that can Qe identified both by the questions that it raises and

the ;kestiOns that it is incapable of raising. The concept of the problematic
suggesXS that any mode of rationality can be viewed as a theoretical frame-
work, tﬁf meaning of»which'can b? understood by analyzing both the system

of questgsns that command the ansQers given as well as the absence of

those que§¢ions that exist beyond the possibility of such a framework.

Boyne captures the importance of this dialgétical concept with his comment.

A word or concept cannot be considered in isolation; it only A
exists iin the theoretical or ideological framework in which it's
used; its problematic....is centered on the absence of problems
and concepts within the problematic as much as their presence..,.
The notion of absence indicates that what the problematic excludes
is as impartant as w.at 1t includes. The problematic defines the
field of the visible within which errors, oversights, and
individual \blindness are possible, and can be corrected. At

the same time it defines the boundary of the invisible, the
correlate oF\the visible, the realm of the necessarily absent,

\

\\ 63

\ - 1
) { )




This invisibility telates crucially to the production

of.problems; within anthroblematic there are problems

‘whlch cannot be posed.

A mode of rationali}y, and its given problematic, represents a response
not simply to its own internal logic, but also to the objective struggles,
tensions, and issues posed by the historical times in which it operates.
The limitg of a mode of rationality, particurérly one that poses as
being universal, become evident when we realize that the intelligjbility
of its claims cannot "'speak’’ to the issues or questions that threaten
to undermine its basic assumptions. This often happens when what had
b;en given as a solution is now posed as a problem. For instance, this
happened when it becéme clear to Lavoisier that Priestly's new gas was
not '"dephlogisticated" air but oxygen; or more recently, when the new
sociology of education rejected the notion of "objective' curriculum
knowledge and argued for a curriculum theory based on a recognition of
the .ocial construction of knowledge and the negotiation of classroom

15

meaning.

THE AMERICAN |DEOLOGY
Before analyzing the different modes of rationality that dominate
citizenship education, | want to provide a brief description of the

2

rationélity that appears to dominate American social sciemce,]6 the
curriculum field and the social studies field in particular.]'7 By
focusing on the dominant rationality in American society, it is possible
to get a better understanding of the nature of schooling as a

societal process. This approach is not meant to deny the invaluable
contributions of numerous traditionai studies of schools as socialization

agents! it is simply a matter of acknowledging, I believe, that these

studies have generally failed to lay bare the complex relationships
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between ideology and power in the dominant society and the related,
though far from mechanistic, use of knowledge and power at the level

of school organization and classroom practice.

Social and Cultural Reproduction in Schools

The recognition that schocls are agencies of socialization is an
assumption shared by all proponents of citizenship education, but this
assumption is incomplete in itself as an analytical tool for unravel ing
the societal functions of schooling. " A more analytical approach, studied
in much of the socialization literature, analyzes the socialization
pProcess as a vehicle of economic¢ and cultural reproduction; that is,
as a process which mediates the social practices and cul tural belijefs
necessary to maintain the dominance of certain gr6ups and power structures.]8
A more recent reconceptualization of the socialization process embedded
in schools is echoed in Jean Anyon's comment that:

What is important about school socializatis is Qhat school

practices and assumptions it entails, and conversely, what

those school assumptions and practices reveal about the

society in which the schools are embedded,

If the .perspective advocated by Anyon and others strips schools of
their innocence, the more tradif'nnal studies on socialization enshrine
such innocence in a positicn that suffers from what Nietzsche once termed
"'the dogma of the immaculate perception.'" In the latter views, school
knowledge is either treated unproblematically or the focus is limited
to how different forms of knowledge, usually Qhat is narrowly termed
moral knowledge, is acquired in school settings. Talcott Parsons and
Robert Dreeben stand out as examples of this traditi0n.20

A more fundamentally political and critical approach to school .
socialization would begin with ihe premise that one of the critical

elements in the power of a dominant class resides in its ability to
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impose, though not mechanistically, 1ts own sel of meanings and
social practices through the selection, organization, and distribution
of schoo!l knowledge and classroom social relationships. The conceptual
basis for investigating such an issue requires a more precise definition
than edugapors generally have of how power functions in distinct and
intérrelated ways in sehools and the wider social order. One promising
focus of investigation has been articulated by Michael F.D. Young in
his argument that there is a ''dialectical relationship between access
to power and the opportunity to legitimize certain dominant categories,
and the processes by which the availability of such categories to some
groups enables them to assert power and control over others.“ZI

The importance of the above perspective, largely articulated in
radical critiques of schooling, is that it not only situates the
relationship between schools and other social institutions in a basically
political framework, it also makes problematic the very nature of
citizenship itself. It provides the basis for analyzing how a given
conception of what it means tc be a citizen is conveyed through the
dominant rationality in a given social order. Thus, it calls into
question not simply what the school claims it does, but what in fact

schools may unintentionally do as institutions that exist in a particular

aetle

. . . 2 . . .
relationship with the state. 2 The nature of their relationship, of course,

is contained in one of the fundamental questions at the heart of any
notion of citizenship education. Kant has said it as well as anyone
with his proclaimed principle that students ''ought to be educated

not for the present but for a better future condition of the human
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race, that is for the idea of humanity.




Dominant Rationality

The dominant rationality that presently permeates American ‘ociéty
appears to be incompatible with Kant's suggestion. The democratic
]abéls and slogans that are echoed so cheerily at sports events, and
in early morning school pledges belie the reality that hides behind
them. Furthermore, one finds in the practices of systems management,
inquiry learning, back to basics, and other curriculum approaches a
different set of messages that appear to dissolve the human subject
and the promise of critical thinking and action into what Sartre once
referred to as the "bath of sulphuric acid."

H.T. Wilson has rgferred to the dominant rationality as "the American
Ideology.!" This is worth repréducing in full.

The American ideology is composed of the following elements:
1) an anti-reflexive and anti-theoretical bias already noted .
whick in more 'liberal' times extended to virtually all
intellectual activity; combined, paradoxically, with 2) a more
recent concern for accumulating 'knowledge,' understood as
exploitable observations (or observations in principle)

having immediate application and 'relevance;' undergirded
jointly by 3) a false commitment to 'objectivity' in the
absence of the object being aspired to, derived from
scientific rationalism with its unreflexive notion of
neutrality, scepticism, and freedom from values and interests;
and by 4) a vision of social and political processes as the
product of a 'piecemeal,' trial and error approach concerned
with procedural legitimacy for its own sake and prone to

value a reformist posture toward social change understood’
as a cet of activities played out within the rules of a game
which sociological and political knowledge (and knowing) must
emulate and thereby ‘egitimize; 5) a derlved contemporary view
of this 'open' society as eminently exportable, a negation of
this very openness which justifies itself by invoking economics,
sociology and politics as disciplines which demonstrate a
coming convergence of world societies and cul tures and the
supremacy and longevity (not to mention permanence) of the
Amzerican-type Western society.

The central issue is not to explore how this rationality permeates
and functions in American society. The literature on this issue is

abundant. Rather, | will examine.how this type of rationality is
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embedded in the rationalities that characterize majo;“tra§itions of citizen=
ship educatiqn. | will then examine how the problematics raised by these

’ rationalities are incomplete and will then focus on a newfy emerging
rationality that, | believe, holds more promise for building a theory of
citizenship education. Before articulating the meaning'of these ration-
alities,a few points must be clarified. Though the models of citizenship
education discussed below represent ideal £ypes that are described in
distinct terms, thi§ should not suggest the absence of variation and

subtle differences among teachers and other educatianal workers who might
combine any one of a number of them. qu:zver, simply because | have
asserted that the essence of any approach to citizenship education can,

in part, be unravelled by examing its relationship to the dominant societal
rationality that is not meant to imply that any rationality simply mi}rors ‘
the imperatives of adominant ideology; instead it suggests a particular
relationship to the latter.l Finally, it is important to note that the
relationships and distinctions among the forms of raticnality to be
outlined below should not imply that any one of them should be universal-
ized to the exclusion of the oghers. The important task is to pic% out
what is progressive in each of them and to deve?op a higher level of

synthesis where the limitations and possibilities of each become clear.

THREE MODES OF RATIONAUITY
Most models of citizenship education can fall under what can be termed -
three modes of rationality: the technical, the hermeneutic, and the
emancipatory.25 Each of these rationalities represents different
processes of sociat inquiry and is determined by specific knowledge
interests. Egch one of these will be explainea briefly, aIOng’with the

models of citizenship education that correspond to them.
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Technical Rationality

Technical rétionaligy is linked to principles of control. and certainty.,
I'ts knowledge constitutive interest lies in ""eontrolling the objectified
environmental world.”26 Technical rationality takes the natural sciences
as its model of theoretical development and rests on a number of
assumptions which underlie its views about knowledge, humag values; and
the methodological nature of social inquiry. Similarly, it contains a
number of interrelated assumptions which, when translated into educational
theory and practice, take the following forms

First, educational theory should‘operate in the interests of law-
like propositions which are empirically testable. A major assumption

here is that theory should contribute to the mastery and contrgl of

the environment through a set of deductively derived operations aimed

at discovering the regularities that exist among iéolatéd variables .
under study. In this cése, theory becomes enshrined in the logic of

the formula, and observation and tech;ique become . starting points for
theoretical practice.27 This is an important point bécause the mediating
link between theory and practice not onl?wéppears primarily as a technical

one, i.e., mastery, the foundation for such an approach also points to

an epistemology in which “knowledge starts from the concrete and is

raised to general propositions through a process of abstraction/generali=-
zation.“28 Marcuse captures the essence of this assumption in his claim that
'"as a result of this two-fold pProcess, reality is now idealized into a
'"mathematical manifold:' everything which is mathematically demonstrated
with the evidence of universal validity as a pure form (reine Gestalt)

now belongs to the true reality of nature."29

-
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Second, knowledge, like scientific inquiry, is regarded as value free.
Thus, knowledge should be objective and described in neutral fashion. The
assumption here is that knowledée can be reduced to those concepté'and

'facts' that exist a priori, and then translated to operational definitions

'and precise meanings. Thgs, the hallmark of knowledge and thgoretical

inquiry become steeped in a notion of objectivity, one tﬁat measures
strength of its meaning against the degree to which it is objectively
testable. ''Hard' data becomes the focus of explanation and discovery,
while other forms of knowledge such as those which cannot be inter-
subjectively universalized are banished to the realm of mere "speculative"
Qﬁsdom. The application of this assumption in educational theory is

well stated by Suppes when he argues that educators ""do not need wisdom
and broad understanding. of the issues'that confront us. What we need

are déeply structured theories of educat{on that drastically reduce, if

not eliminate, the need for wisdom.“30

Third, causation in this approach is I{;ked to a notion of
prediction which makes the process a linear one. That is, since
knowledge of the social world is objective and consists of isolated
and distinctly separable parts that interact according to law-1ike
regularities which simply have to be gdiscovered, then the relationship
among these variables is an empirical one that can be reduced to
predictable outcomes.

Finally, there is the belief that educators themselves can operate
in a value-free manner by separating ctatements of value from the "facts"
and “modes of inguiry,' which must be objective.

Technical Rationslity and Citizenship Education

Two traditions in citizenship education which are strongly wedded

to the basic assumptions of technocratic rationality include the Citizenship
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Transmission Model and the Citizenship as Social Science Model.3] While
it is indisputable that there are basic differences in orientations between -
these two models, there appears to be a nucleus of ideas that 1ink both

to the principle of technocratic rational ity.

Citizenship. Transmissjon. The citizenship transmission model represents

the oldest and sti'l most powerful tradition in citizenship education.
Historically, it can be seen in-the writings of Mann, and many of the early
proponents of the curriculum field in general.32 It appears to have reached

its heyday in the hysteria of the McCarthy period, and with the demise of the
innovative curriculum,and social studies movements of the sixties, it once .

again is gaining expression in the current back to basics movement.

The essence of this model s captured in the concept of transmission.
Knowledge; ih this view, is situated above and beyond the social realities
and re]a;ionships of the people who produce and define it. It is fixed
and unchanging in the sense that its form, structure, and underlying

normative- assumptions appear to be universalized beyond the realm of

historicé! contingency or critical analysis. Appearing in the guise of "
objectivity and neutrality, it is rooted in the precious aqulation of

the fact or facts, which simply have to be gathered, organized, transmitted
and evaluated. We get a better sense of the implications this model has
for citizenship education if it is viewed as not simply a pedagogical veil
for incompetent teaching or teacher 'mindlessness," but as a "historically
specific social reality expressing particular proQuction relations among
men.“33 That fs, if wé view how this model defines notions of power and
meaning as expressed in jts treatment of‘knowledge, human beings, values

and society, we get a more accurate jdea of what its political and peda-
;

! . .
gogical®fommitments might be.




Knowledge in this perspective resides in a notién of obtectivity and )
detachment that renders questions concerning the productfon and legitimation
of its form and content irrelevént.3h Consequently, it supports a nhtfon
of ‘knowing that ignores that facts have to be mediated, that they are never
accessible in their immediacy. The quesion of who legitimizes ''the facts"
of a given social order, in this case is removed from the context of
classroom pedagogy agd discussion. This ;s an imporlant point because
such a posture violates one of the basic preconditions of all freedom
of thought: the necessity for the mental space and reflection one needs
to see "beyond" the arbitrary constructs of a society in order to under-
stand the source and genesis of their historical development and the
intarests they support. The importance of this issue for a more radical
notion of citizenship education is captured by Herbert Marcuse in his
claim that "if 'education' is to be more than simply training for the
status qud,it means not only enabling man to know and understand the
facts which make up reality but also to know and understand the factors
that establish the facts so that he can change their inhuman reality.“35

Not only is knowledge objectified in this rationality, it is usually
reduced to the mastery of technical decisions for ends already decided.
Ends are affirméd rather than explained as a social reality. In the
name of transmitting cherished beliefs and vélué%, this model of citizen-
ship educafibn ends up reproducing through its methodologies and content
support for behavior that is adaptive and conditioned, rather than active
and crificalu

The reification of knpwledge and the flawed epistemology ‘that
characterizes this approach finds [ts practical counterpart in the

passive model of human behavior it supports in classroom social relation~

ships. A pedagogical model built on the transmission of a given body of
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information, values, and beliefs does not ask whether the latter are
warranted; it asks under what conditions can they be maintained. Teachers
and students within this context are expected to be either passive
consumers or transmitters of knowledge, rather than negotiators of
the world in which they work and act. Built into these pedagogical
ﬁg]atiénships are a series of messages and norms that constitute a
hidden curriculum, one that in its unexamined body of knowledge and
social relationships concretizes and legitimizes human powerlessness.
Some critics have argued that the real significance of this approach
has more to do with what it leaves out than what it includes, and
they point out that what it really teaches, through omission, is a
form of unrealistic civic education.36

The citizenship transmission model expresses the core of its ideology

and relationship to the dominant rationality in its view of change and
stability in the wider society. Wedded to a Parsonian notion of
functionalism, this model supports a notion of consensus and role
socialization that downplays both the notion of social conflict and

the underlying contradictions that characterize the existing society.37
The roles and relationships that are worthy of attention, in this view,
are those that are functional for the present social order. As one
functionalist puts it:

. N !
functionalism...seeks to do no more than assay the place of a_
particular element of culture or societal insgituttnns in
relation to other elements. The question may, then be pused as
to whether an institution.leads to or assigts in the perpetuation
of the social entity in which it appears.3
The functionalist dimension in the citizenship transmission model

not only closes its 'eyes" to the falsehoods perpetuated in many social

studies textbooks, falsehoods that present students with a vie. f

. society that is as saccharine as it is ideological, it also supports a
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model of role socialization which,'in fact, is a "refinement of role
cc.>nformity.“39 The existential reality of teachers, students, and others
in the world of schooling and the social forces that both constrain and
shape the reality are lost in this model.l'0 In its place st;nds the
EomprOﬁised langgage of “integration' and harmony.

Beneath the "Olympian'' harmony of the citizenship transmission model,
stands a perception of teachers and students whose roles are relatively
fixed and permenent. This becomes particd?arly evident in much of the
educational research in the educational field. That is, the economic,
social, and political forces that bear on pedagogical theory and practice
disappear in this research, which focuses alm;st egclusively on the
individual and the study of cognitive processes framed within the narrow
boundaries of educational psychology.h]

Finally, an important failing in tgis citizenship education model
is that it neither recognizes nor responds to social and structural
dysfunctions; instead, social and institutional failings are translated
into perSonal ones. This is manifest in those educational research
studies wgﬁch conjure up categories that arbitrarily absorb structural
failings under a pseudo-scientific Iit%ny of semiotic mystifications.

As Jean Anyon puts it:
This concept of individual culpability....is embedded in educational

evaluation and psychological findings that attribute to 'lack of
student interest, 'low ability,' 'different or deficient family
language or culture,' or to ‘teacher indifference,' what may in
fact be economically compatible failure to provide all groups or
social classeg successful pedagogy and/or 'complete personal
development.' 2

Social Science Model. What is paradoxical about the

citizenship education as social science model is that on one

level it attempts to rescue students as active and
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critical thinkers; yet, on a more significant level it falls prey to

certain presumptions about knowledge and meaning that results in its
simply recycling, albeit in a more sophisticated package, the very
assumptions.it tr{es to redress.

Emerging in the United States in the 1960'5,1'3 the social science
modei was'heavily influenced by Jerome Bruner's structuralist notion
that the essence of learning lie in understanding the basic Principles
governing the structure of specific academic disciplines. Learning
‘in this approach is based on students iastering the basic jdeas and body :
of knowledge that represent the ''deep' structure of a particular discipline.kh
Though initially designed for science curricula, Bruﬁér's structuralism .
readily found its way into the social science field. In part, by attempting
to situate social studies curricula in the ""'rigorous" foundation of the
social science disciplines, th; "new'" social studies provided a more
sophisticated epistemological fr-amework than the rather '"crude" rationale
provided by the transmission model of citizenship education.

Attempting to free social studies knowledge from the theoretical _ g
strait jacket of the ''transmission thesis, advocates of the new sociali
studies put forth a ﬁumber of assumptions which supported their claims
to an improved approach to citizenship education. These include:

a) aclaim to high status knowledge and equality with other academic
disciplines based upon a firm commitmeﬁt to the social sciences; b) a claim
to the ''truth' hased upon a view of social science knowledge as 'correct!
in arelatively unproblematic way; c¢) its support for an epistemology based
on a reflectionalist notion of learning in which the mastery of specific
social science knowledge and skills would offset the half truths and

mystifications inherent in “common sense'' knowledge; d) its support for a
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hierarchical view of knowledgd and a concommittant view of social retation-

;ships. Experts provided the fnowledge, and teachers and curriculum

dévelopers ""theiped" students fo ''discover' the answers to predesigned

. ! L5
curricula and the problems they posed.

While this approach to learning was a significant improvement over
the transmission model, it failed in a number of ways to live up to its
claim as a pedagogy for improved citizenship education. Since this
position has been extensively criticized elsewhere, | will limit my
criticisms to some of thz mcre relevant points.

what counts as valued “nowledge in this perspective is grounded in a

notion of objectivity that results in a pedagogy that celebrates inquiry,

concept discovery, and various other forms of inductive thinking. VWhile

)

this may appear at first to make this mode’ of citizenship education
compatible with the tenets of technocra.ic rationality, such 1s not
the case. By ;elebrating not the production of meaning but the
consumption of 'cbjective'' meanings sanctified by experts, inquiry and
skill orientation belies its own intentions. What appears to be
discovery learning ends up as a series of pedagogical methods in
which knowledge is depoliticized and cbjectively “fixed." Containing
.limited possibilities to question the conditions under whi-”n Rnowledge
is ;ocially constructed, the social science model of citizenship
education ignores both the social constraints that distort knowledge as
well as the connectiun between knowledge and social control. Cleo
Chgrryho!mes raises this is}de in his critique of one inquiry model.
. +..as interesting as {t is in many ways, (it) does not

illuminate the issues involved in citizenship education

for the simple reason that the wrong question was asked.

The appropriate question is, what knowledge and skiils

do students need in order to make predictions that will

increase their indiigduél and soci. effectiveness in a
democratic society?
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I't”is by studying the contradictions of daily life that the mediations
between individuals and rheir society take on meaning and set the stage
for political action. The first step ir. developing a pedagogy that makes
this possible is tﬁrough forms of analysis that see knowledge and soci%l
reality as a humansproduct. Both the transmission model and the social
science model of citizenship education are trapped in 3 problematic which
separates facts fr%? values and by doiry so canonizes the very knowledge
it should be quest}oning. To view knowledge as the priestly domain of
warrior scholars is to forfeit thé possibility for questioning the normative
and political nature of the knowlcdge and social interests they legitimize.
What we often find in these approaches is a ¢ross insensitivity to the
experiences and 'history' that students bring with them to the classroom.
AS'a result, this model of citizenshjp education often ends up substituting
‘geanal concepts for social concepts and then 'hawks'' the importance of
“anatytical" skills as the answer to critical .thinking. What usually
results is a process whereby the judgments made by author's who use these
methods are not but into question. Insteaa, concepts are used along with

“inquiry skills" that eventually elicit confirmation from students on

problems governed by answers that can barely be challenged. Tom™Ropkewi tz

in analyzing Edwin Fenton's Comparative Political Systems: Aa Inquiry

Approach found:

The instructional approach uses ~oncepts of leadership, ideology,
and decision making to compare different political systems.
However, investigation of the text reveals that judgments are
already made by the authors. The purpose of children's

«_. ‘analytical' work is simply to make the teacher's answers
plausible....For example, a dichotomy is established between
the leaders of the Soviet Union and the United States. The
personal characteristics of the U.S. political leaders are
characterized as energy, tact, ability to tend to many °
things as once, ability to operate effectively under tension
and so on. On the other hand, a Soviet leader is described
as one ''not given to resistence, who'is a little above
average in energy and intelligence and below average in
imagination.!" 'Under the guise of 'social theory,' a
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dichctomy is estab’ shed which Sﬁgms to prevent critical
scrutiny rather than nurture it.

Critical thinking not only “slips away' in this approach, so does

the concept of social conflict. This model of citizenship education

' .easily fits Adorno's critique that: 'social concepts are taken 'as

¢

such' and then classified according to generil concepts. In the

49

process social antagonisms invariably tend to be glossed over."
Lost in these two citizensh{p education models are the n»rma;ive,
po]itical and historical landscapes that give them meaning. In ;pite
of all the clatter about the importance of student choice-making in
these models, the latter are reduced to a faint echo, that does little
to illuminate how‘dominant values work throuéh and are mediated by
teachers, siudents, and curriculum materials. Lacking any vestige
of cr?tical theory, these approaches to citizenship educaticn fail to
break through their own false cbjectivism and critically examine the
assumppiohé that wed them to the precepts of technocratic rationality
qnd the '""American tdeology."
Hermeneutic "Rationallty
Paraphrasing Alvin éouldpeﬁ, I think }t is accurate to argue that

every rationality has within it another problematic struggliing to get

50

out. The '‘caged" problematic that represents the Archilles heel of

technocratic rationality is the very notion of meaning. itself. For it

3

is in the struggle to unshackle the concepts of "meaning'' and experience

.

from the '‘fossilized" notion of objectivity that hérmeneutic rationality

is grounded. h

>
'

Hermeneutic rationality does not take as_ i'ts starting point the

»

production of monological knowledée; instzad, it.has a deep-seated

.
.

interest in und%rstanding the commuhicat[ve.anq éymbolic patterns of

|nteract|on5 that shape individual and-intérsubjective meaning.
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Rather than focusing on or tak. _ ' r granted the a priori forms of
knowledge, its constitutive interest lies in understanding how the
forms, categories, and assumptions bencath the texture of everyday
life contribute to our understanding of each other and the world
around us.

Meaning in this mode of rationality is not removed from the worlds
of the social actors themselves who constitute, shape; and live within
its definitions. Instead, it is seen in its most crucial form as
something which is constantly negotiated and renegotiated by human
beings as they mutually produce and define the constitutive rules

which shape their interactions. Central to this form of rationality

are the concepts of appropriation, intentionality, and «ntersubjectivity.
Human beings are never seen as passive recipients of information.
Hermeneutic rationality is sensitive to the notion that
through the use of language and thought human beings corstantly
produce meanings as well as interpret the world in which they find
themselves. Therefore, if ve are to understand their actions we have
to link their behavior to the intentions that provide the interpretative
screen they use to negotiate with the world. Thus, as Geoff Whitty
has argued, this form of rationality rejects the wider culture of
positivism and is based on an epistemoldgy in which:
cruth and objectivity are seen as nothing but human products
and man rather than nature is seen as the ultimate author of
"knowledge' and “reality." Any attempt to appeal to an external
reality in order to support claims for the inferiority of one
way of seeing over another is dismissed as ideological.
Knowledge is inexplicably linked to methods of coming to

know agd any supposed dichotomy becween them is, therefore,
fake.

Hermeneutic rationality has generated a number of important concerns

for educational theory und practiée. First, it has challenged many of
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the common sense assumptioqs that teachers, students, and other educational
workers use to guide, structure, and evaluate their day-to-day pedagogical
expefiences. Second, it has refocused attention on the normative and
political dimensions of teacher-student classroom relationships. Third,
it has established a relaéionship between epistemology and intentionality,
on the one hand, and learning and classroom social relationships on the
o*her. In other woras, knowledge is treated as a specific social act
with its underlying social relationships. Finally, hermeneutic ration-
ality has played a significant role in helping educator; unravei the
latent and manifest dimensions cf classrcom knowledge and classroom
relationships.53
Reflective Inquiry Approach

The tradition in citizenship education in the United States which
has been influenced by this type of rationality fallg under ths general
label of the ''refiective inquiry approach.“sh This approach relies
heavily upon what has generally been called decision-making in a socio-
political context. The importance of the stress on decision-making is
further defined by point{ng to the unique burdens this proeess imposes
in a “democracy." 'The assumption is that democracy imposes a unique -
burden; we cannot escape the requirement of making decisions. Sometimes
decisions relate to the making of legislation or the selecting of
legislators; that is, of course, an inherent part of our goverument-=
what it means to live in a self-governing, democratic society.”55

In contrast to the positivist assumptions inherent in the transmission
and social science models previously’mentioned, the traditions that fall
under a hermeneutic rationality stress negotiation, participation and

the importance of wvalues in citizenship education. For instance, various

supporters of this position invoke the general trinity of knowledge,
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participation in decisicn-making, and values/attitudes as the basis for
citizenship education. The pedagogical approaches following from these
assumptions have been recently outlined in detail by a number of theorists
and only need brief mentioning here.56

There is & strong emphasis in this approach on the social construction

—rather than imposed nature of classroom knowledge. Consequently, students

are encouraged to explore their own values and either to define problems

within the context of their experiences or to relate social problems to

the day-to-day texture of their lives.57

The epistemological rigour of this approach appears to be in its
insistence oé methodological sophistication in the problem-solving
process. The only absclute value in this pedagogicai approach appears
to lie in the{decision-making process itself,58 best summed up by
Shirley Englehs remark that ''the orientation of the social scientist
is that of research.'”? i

Reflective inquiry suggests a number of useful and constructive
incights, and makes important contributions to an analysis of the
mean ing aﬁd purpose of citizenship education. But in the end it is
trapped in a problematic that is defined less by what it advocates
than by what it ignores. A4s a theory that attempts to situate the
neaning of schogiing in a wider context, it appears as a well-intentioned,
but, in the final anlysis, a naive and incomplete mode of rationglify.

On one level some of its weaknesses can be ¢ ‘aced to the very
nature of its epistemology. In celebrating the notions of intentionality

in the exploration of human behuvior, it has failed to move beyond

a relativistic notion of knowledge. That is, though this position

~ sees through the arbitrary division between objective and subjective .

forms of knowing posited by technocratic rationality, it does not
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analyze the history of this division or develop a form of critique which
is capable of revealing the ideology embedded in it. As Cherryholmes
has pointed out, there is in this view 'no clearly identifiable position

regarding knowledge claims.“60

e

By focusing on the subjective intentions of the-individual while
simultaneously encouraging the importance cf the social construction of
knowledge, this position fails to understand how such meanings are main-
tained or how they might distort rather than comprehend reality. More-
over, such a posture tends to overlook how ideological and structural
constraints in the larger society are reproddced in schools so as to
mediate against the possibility of critical thinking and Fonstructive
dialogue. Thus, by reducing power and democratic action to the level
of an epistemology that supports a form of subjective ideal ism, the
reflec;ive inquiry apprcach emerges as a one-sided theory of citizenship
education which has "miraculously'! abstracted its social epistemoiogy

from such troublesome concepts as ideology, poWer, struggle and

oppression. As a result, the basic nature of existing social arrangements

narrow terms. The limits of this position are partially identified in \\;
Elizabeth Cagen's remark that:

while liberal reformers intend to use education to promote
equality, community, and humanistic social interaction, they
do not confront those acpects of the schools which pull

in the rpposite direction. Their blindness to these
contradictions may stem from .their class position: as
middle class reformers they are unwilling to advocate

the kind of egali’arianism which is necessary for a true
human community.

|

|

|

|

|

|

r in the wider society go 'mquestioned or are questioned in relatively
|

]

| am not so sure that middle-class reformers act as intentionally

are taight within a rationality that ''blinds" them to the nature of their
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as Cagen Jggests fhey do. Instead, | am inclined to believe that they




own ideology. This, | believe, can be partly demonstrated by looking
at how the reélective inquiry approach deals with a theory of the state
and the concept of pluralism.

Harold Berlak has pointed out that few educators have come to terms
with the notion that schooling in America takes place in a society with
one of the most powerful industrial capitalist states in the world,
one that is characterized by an enormous concentration of political
and economic power. 62 In spite of this, the relationskip between the
state and public schools is often articulated in simplistic and sne-
dimensional terms. While it is stressed repeatedly in the rationales
of reflective inquiry advocates that schools can and must educate students

o~

to participate in the shaping andvrunning of the state, they say practically

nothing about how the state affects and reproduces the ideology of
dominant social and economic interests in the sEhooIs. A number of
social theorists have raised questions about the particular relationship
between schools and the wider society that puts in high relief the
complex relations that exist between séhoolgﬁend the state.

Nicos Poulantzas has argued that schools are part of an ideological
state apparatus that both reproduces and medjates the social divisions of
labor and the dominant ideology which supports it.63 Schools by the
very nature-of their position in a class-based socnety are politically
and structurally bound to a relationship with the state and its ruling
interests. This relationship must be understood if we.are to be clear
about what schools actually do in this society. The broader nature of
this relationship has been explored by Aithusser who claims that schools
produce the modes of consciousness, ''know-how, and ideological dispositions

necessary to function in a capitalist ec0nomy.“6h On the other hand,
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Bowles snd Gintis stress the importance of specific structural features
of schools, the classroom social relationships, in reproducing the social
relations of production.65_ Bernstein and Apple have argued that the
principles involved in botir the structure and content of curriculum,
pedagogy, and eva1uatioaﬁgonstitute specifiic message systems that are
ultimately dependent on the alloéation of power and resources of a
dominant class.66 Beurdieu and Passeron take one dimension of this
analysis a bit further by arguing that schools institutionalize through
the rules and meanings that constitute the day-to-day working of
classroom experience, the dominant cultural cpaital.67 - Cultural capital,
in this sense, refers to thése systems of meanings, linguistic and social
competencies, and elements of style, manner, taste, and disposition

that are permeated th(oughout society by the déminant class as being

the most legitimate.68 in this analysis, schools play & crucial role

69

in producing the unequal distribution of cultural capital. Instead

of providing compensatory education to the students with different cultural
capital, the school, while appearing neutral, asks them to think and
perform in a w y that is quite alien to their own background. |If Bourdieu
is right, and there is a significant amount of evidence to suggest he is,
classroom knowledge has little to do with the neqot fated outcomes and
critical thinking skills that the reflective inquiry rationality sees

as the essence of schooling; instead, its essence lies in the imposition
of meanings and Specifig modes of behavior by the school. O0f course,

there are modes of resistance and contradictions in .the schools. There
are also ideologies that are ethnic, gender, and community specific that

70

mediate and alter the dominant ideology. But what results ir the
absence of political action are piccemeal and minor victories, which

leave the constitutive rules of the dominant ideology unchallenged.

-
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| believe that this mode of citizenship education is,wedded to a one-
sided notion of determination. 't argues that schools can educate
students to exert political influence on the state, but it ignores how
the state places constraints of a specific political, ideological and
structural nature on the schoo's. This becomes most evident in the
support for pluralism found among advocates of this group. Arguments
of this sort reveal their own ideology by denying the very condition
that make the struggle for pluralism impeiative. Pldralism as a
philosophy of equality and justice is a noble political idea. But
when the ideal is not measured against a society that rests on
fundamental inequalities in weal th, power, and participation, it tilts

>

over into ideology or empty formalism, one "that Presupposes that society

is without those antagonisms that are of its essence.“7l This concept

fits badly into a view of citizenship educatior that is based on

democratic principles of Jjustice and politice. participation. Pluralism

ignores the tension between political democracy and economic inequality.

That is, it fails to acknowledge that equality of opportunity and the

importance 'of human reflectiveness may be impeded by particularistic

private interests in the economic sphere that use the state to impose

severe constraints .on certain segments of ‘the population.72 The limited

pedagogical insistence on deéision-making skills that eﬁerge from this s

position are inherited from a priori assumptions about the e#istence of

a pluralistic 50ciety. What is missed is the way the "invisible' hand ‘
]

of dominant political and economic interests affect the nature of what

is to be decided. Peak and Zeigler in their critique of "unrealistic

civic education' illuminate this jssue with their argument.
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Pluralists have taken a hard-headed approach in insisting that the
only legitimate datum is the decision....By focusing entirely upon
the process whereby highly contested decisions are reached, plural-
ists ignore...the more mysterious 'non-decisions'...which are of
more importance upon the overall political style of a community
than the more spectacular and tangible decisions.
what this suggests is that there is a ''hidden curricuium" which
functions to favor ‘the reproduction of the dominant society by establishing
the boundaries within which conflict can téke plact and quéstions can be
raised. Of course, the emphasis on critical thought in the world of the
moral development advocates under the\Kgflective inquiry approach points
to the hidden curriculum as something to be overcome in order to promote
critical thinking. But by defining critical thinking as a psychological
characteristic reduced to matters of cognitive developmental psychology,
we are left.with a perspective that lacks the benefit of critical
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Questions about the hidden curriculum

sociology or political theory.
which would ask how the nature and structure of social relationships
in the wider society-are revealed in the political structure of class-
room life and schools are missing from this perspective.

in brief, | would argue that the problematic that characterizes
the reflective inquiry approach fails to examine the nature of its
own ideology and in doing so has not been able to raise fundamental
questions about the nature of the relationship between the state and
srhbsling, the mechanisms of ideological and structural domination in
schools, or how the relationship between class, culture and ideology
i; schools serves to reproduce'the instifutional arrangements of the
status quo. 3 !

The dialectical relationship that inéchénnects the dynamics of

the state, economics, and ideology with the concept of citizenship

)

education demands a theoretical framework grounded in a rationality
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that truly challenges the existiné American ideology. The foundation
for such a rationa{itx can be found in what may be called emancipatory
rationality.

Emancipatory Rationality

Though hermeneutic/rationality has disposed of the illusion of
objectivism, it has failed to develop an analysis which unravels how
the relationship among power, normsi and meaning function.within a
specific socio-historical context to promote forms of self-misunder-
standing as well as to support and sustain modes of structural domination.
The central question the hermeneutic mode of rationality does not ask
is: '"How s it that a social system steeped in domination can legitimize
itself through a set of meanings and bractice which prevent the develop-
ment of an open, self-critical community of inqu!rin§ citizens?"

The issue here is that emancipatory rationality does not renounce

the primacy of intentionality and meaning central to hermeneutic interests;

instead it attempts to. locate such meaning and action in a societal context

)n order to explore how the latter might plac. specific limitations

i

and constraints upon human thought and action. Sharp and Green illuminate
the problematic at the heart of emancipatory rationality.

The correct perspective should enable one to ask the question
'Under what historical conditions can men break through the
structure of determination?' Such a perspective retains the
model of man as active, with intentionality, while ‘socially
locating him within a context which may resist, block or
distort his projects. To realize his values as an acting
subject who seeks to control his situation, he forces the
constraining effect of others in this situation, the
institutionalized consejuences of his and others' actions
the sancticns that can be used against him,_and the condition

of his non=social environment.
N

Emanzipatory rationality, in this context, !s based upon the

principle of critique and action. It is a.med at criticizing that
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which is restrictive and oppressive, while at the same time, supporting
attion in the service of individual freedom and well-being. This mode
of rationality is construed as the capacity of critical thought to -
reflect on and reconstruct its own historical genesis, i.e., to think
about the process of thinking itself. More specifically the capacity
to think about thinking itself points to a mode of reaso: .ng aiwed at
breaking through the '"frozen'" ideology that prevents a critique of the
life and world on which rationalizations of the dominant society are

based. Similarly, emancipatory rationality augments its interest

in self-reflection with social action designed to create the ideological

and material conditions in which non-alienating and non-exploitative

relationships exist. This suggests a view of citizenship education based

-

on a different view of sociability and social relations than those Eﬁat
presently exist,
Sociability will have to be rescugd from the limited notion of

closeness'' it presently occupies. |n other words, sociability is

defined solely in .terms of family images and relationships, against

which it is difficult to conceive of strangers as social,will have

to be viewed as a position at odds with a democratic notion of
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citizenship. In addition, citizenship education based on an

emancipatory form of rationality will have to reproduée and stress the
importance of social relationships in which men and women are treated

as ends and not means. Both of-these posftions represent ethical
principles linked to the development of radical needs and the ideological

’ 77

and material conditions needed to support them.

Emancipation Rationality and Citizenship Education
<

A number of radical educatiqna] theories have developed under this

mode of rationality that either directly or indirectly speak to questions !
88. - |
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relevant to citizenship education. All of these theories share a
critical stance toward the existing social order, and support, though
in different ways, what may be called theories of reproduction and
transformation. Madeleine MacDonald captures the focus‘of these
thé?ries in her comment.

The assumptions underlying most of the 'reproduction' theories

is that education plays a mediating role between the individual's

consciousness and society at large. These theorists maintain that

the rules which govera social behavior, attitudes, merals, and

beliefs are filtered dewn from the macro level of economic and

political structures to the individusi via work experience,

educational processes and family socialization. The individual

acquires a particular awareness and perception of the society

in which he lives. And it is this understanding and attjtude

towards the social order which constitute his consciousness.

The concept has therefore taken on particular significance

within the context of theories of social and cul tural

reproduction....By acquiring an awareness ' both of the nzcure

of social conditioning and the potential for acting upen

it, the individual or groups of individuals in a social

. "class, it is argued, can learn not only to formulate al ternatives

but also to bring about change. The different emphases placed....
on social order or social change, on macro levels or micro
processes, on structural or interactionzl features derive from
a variety of conceptions of the ability or inability of
individuals and social classes to act in and upon the
social world. In the context of educational strdtegies

. for change, these theories have different implications, for
in each a particular reéationship between school ing and
society is postulated.

Two broad traditions can be abstracted from this radical mode of
pedagogy, neither one of which by tself is adeqhate to lay the theoretical
foundation for a form of citizenship education ba;ed upon arn emancipatory ’
. ' rationality. But by combining elements of the two traditions, the
o possibilities for such a project can begin. Since it is impossible here
to outl{ne in full the basic.qomponents of both traditions,79.l will
simply describe each briefly, and then outline in more detail the
theoretical guidelines for én emancipatory mode of citizenship education.

The first tradition will be arbitrarily called the political economy

position, and the second will be labeled the culturalist position.
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consciousness to a mere reflex of the mode of production. Culturaiists - ]
have attempted, in part, to explain how human action within the grip
of structures such as schools escape, resist, aﬁd transform the effects
of the latter.
Sﬁmmary
In simplistic terms, both positions if dialectically related provide
the possibility for understanding how schools function as institutions
roughly determined by the structural requirements of the imperatives of
a capitalist state. On the other hand, schools can be studied as b
cultural realms, which exist in a particular, nonmechanistic relation-
ship with the wider society. This meéns focusing on the complex way
in which schools mediate on a daily basis the ideclogical and material
forces that are produced directly from within the contexts and sites
in which they exist. The implications this has for developiné a

theory of citizenship education can now be explored.

NOTES TOWARD A THEORY OF CITIZENSHIP EDUCATION
I think it is important to point out ;hat what ! am putting forth
in this section does not pretend to represent a final program. What
I will do is concentrate on larger comprehensive issues that provide the

foundation for establishing a theory of citizenship education that is

[N
more adequate than those that presently occupy the field.

The major struggle to develop and Implement such a theory rests,
in fact, with overcoming the rather dreadful legacy that has shaped it
over the last century. Notions about citizenship education are complex
and rather unwieldy. Citizenship education cuts across &isciplines

and is rooted in a myriad .of potitical and normative issues. Unfortunately,

it has been largely influenced, as | mentioned previously, by the culture
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Political Economy Position. The political economy traditien focuses its

\ attention upon macro-structural relationshibs, and how these both interconnect
and mediate to reproduce the class relations in a given society. [n this
anélysis, modes of social and cultural reproduction are tracedlback to the
political econcmic structural configurations that govern them. Studies o? ”
this sort tend to concern themselves withthe organizational feat&res of
institutions and how they function to produce certain roles, affect social
mobility, and structure social stratification. In many of these sﬁudiés,
specifically those of a functionalist and structu}alist nature, the object
gains primacy over the subject, and structures tend to be given a more

fundamental role in shaping human behayior than social processes explained

through the intentions and consciousness of human actors. The structural

analysis that emerges from these studies do us a theoretical service by
focusing on forces that affect human behavior but cannot be traced by
referring solely to the immediate context or consciousness of the human
subject. While this position helps to throw into High relief, the ''deep"
structures that influence and "bind" human action, it treats the day-to-day
workings of institutions such as schools as if they were "'black boxes"
and does little to illuminate how people negotiate and define their
daily activities.

Culturalist Position. Culturalists, on the other hand, focus their

L)
S
attention on the experiences of subjects, and how notions of consciousness,

ideology, and power enter into the way human beings constitute theijr day-~

to-day realities. Culturalists have done a great deal to rescue human

, ' behavior from the tendency of radical functionalist accounts that would reduce




of positivism with its underlying technocratic ratfonqlity. Hence, educators
have generally retreated from engaging its most complex issues and have.

& .
reduced theorizing about this issue mainly to questions of technique, '

organization, and administration.

Changing Society

A theory of citizenship education will have to redefipe the nature of
educational’theorizing as it presently exists. In its place, it will have
to construct a view of theory that integrates the artificial constructs
.that separate the academic disciplines. It will have'to draw upon a more
dialectical structure of knowledge in order to establish a theoretical
center of gravity that provides a comprehen;ive analysis of what the nature

and conduct of education is all about. Hence, as | have previéusly
indicated, such a theory will be by its very nature political and social.
This becomes clear if we engage citizenship education at what has to be
the starting point for any further theoretical ¢evelopment. That is,
citizenship education's own problématic must begin with ghe question

of whether or not this society should be changed in a particular way or
should it be left the way it is. Regardless of the answer, the core of

_the issue is fundamentally political‘and normative; it speaks to the need
to confront assumptions concerning the aims of education, assumptions
regarding who is going to be educated, and assumptions about what kinds

of knowledge, values, and social relationships are going to be deemed

legitimate as educatinonal concerns. These questions are not meant to
be simply abstractions; their significance is linked to both the history
as well as the existing social-political conjuncture that gives them

context and meaning. Educational theorists, and more\b(ecisely, a theory
\\

N
of zitizenship education, wiil have to be a combination of historical '
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critique, critical reflection and social action. It will have to recover
' the‘bolitical Aeterminant; of what citizenship education has become, and
then decide what it does not want to be before it can emerge as-a more
viable mode of theorizing. In part, | have traced its history, and
indicated what it. has become. |f it is going to provide both vision and
hopg for citizens of this country, it will have to be redefined s0 it can
work in the interest of changing this séciety. In other words, it will
have to measure the promfse against the reality and then demonstrate
the viability of such a struggle. This may not be an easy task, but it

is certainly a necessary one.

Teacher Consciousness
T
In addition to being committed to bunldlng a better society, the
next step in deveIOplng a notion of citizenship eduation that focuses on

schools will have to address its concerns to expanding the theoretical

perceptions of teachers and other educational workers. That is, teachefs
rather than students should represent a starting point for any theory of \
citjzenship education. Most students exercise very little power over
degining the educational experiences in which they find themselvess it

is more approbriatg to beéin with those educators who both mediate and
define the educational process. This is not meant to deny that students
represent an important concern in both the devélopment and effects of

such a theory; in fact, it is Precisely this concern that demands that

we construe a theoretical framework that gives teachers and others
involved in the educational process the possibility to think critically
about the nature of their beliefs and how these beliefs both influence
“and offset the day-to-day experiences they have with students. Similarly,

it is important that teachers situate their own beliefs, values, and
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practices within a wider context sb-thaf‘their latent meanings can be
better understood. This dialectical éituating, so to speak, will help
illuminate the social and political nature of the structural and
ideological constraints that teachers face daily. What is needed then
is a more comprehensive theory of totality; it is to this that 1 will

now turn.

Theory of Totality. A theory of totality would avoid the pitfall

of treagfng schools as if they existed in & political and social vacuum.
Instead, schools would be analyzed, both historically and sociolougicaliy,
in regard to their interconnections with other economic and political
institutions. In .concrete pedagogical terms, this means that educators
negd to situate the school, curriculum, pedaQOgy, and the role of the
teacher within a societal context that reveals bpth their historical
development as well as the nature of their existing relationchip with

the dominanf rationality. Central to this aéalysis is that teachers

view the evaluation of schools and sch061 practices as part of a historical
dynamic, one %6 which different forms of knowledge, social structures, and
belief systems are seen as concrete expressions of class=-specific interests.
Of course, this is not meant to reduce schooling to é reflex of the.
imperatives of certain powerful groups. Such a characterization ignores

the active nature of resistance in human beings and often flattens out

the complex relat.c=ship between schools and tne dominant society.

What is at stake here is the need to provide a theoretical focus
for develdoping more critical catego, s that can.be used to
understand the 1inkages between how a society is controlled and
organized and the principles that structure school experience.

Inherent in this approach is the rotion that schouls act as agents of social

ah.




f§ aﬁd cultural reproduction. But if the concepté of reproduction and the
notion of totality are to move beyond a ''radical' functionalist accbunt,
it will be necessary to develop a more comprehensive analysis of the
interconnections between culture, power, and transformation.
On one level this means that if the notion of totality is to be |
defined as more than a science of interconnections, it has to illuminate
-
how the ideological and structural dimensions of existing school practices
can be traced back to their social, political, and economic determinants
in the wider society. This approach not only helps us to see educational
practices as historical and socialrprOQUcts, it also raises questions as

to how these determinants reveal themselves in the common sense perceptions

of teachers, in the social relations of the classroom, and in the form

and content of curriculum materials. In a society marked by the pervasive

presence of social class and inequality, the relevance of such questions

to a notion of citizenship education concerned with economic and social

justice is no small matter. Sharp apd Green cite the importance of

developirg a notion of totality specifically related to the concept of

transformation. They write:

(We) want to stress that a humanist concern for the child
necessitates a greater awareness of the limits within which
teacher autonomy can operate and to pose the questions.

'What interests do schools serve, those of the parents and’
children, or those of the teachers and headmaster?' and

'What wider interest: are served by the school?! and,

possibly more impoi* stly, 'How do we conceptualize interests
in social reality?' Therefore instead of seeing the classroom
as @ social system and as such ins'lated from wider structural ?
process, we suggest that the teaclier who has developed an
understanding of his (or he?) location in the wider process
may well be in a better position to understand where and how
it is possible to alter that situation. The educator who is
of necessity a moralist must preoccupy himself with the

social and ésconomic) preconditions for the achievement of
his ideals.
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Hence, schoois éan'be seen as partvof the universe of wider cultural
meaning and practices. This perception becomes a powerful heuristic'aqd
political tool for a theory of citizenship education only if we rescue
the concept of culfure from the deboliticized status that it now occupies

in mainstream social sc’ence theory. =~ .

Politics of Culture. In short, a reform of citizenship education
involves a refdrﬁ of educators as w;ll; this is a political task, the purpose
of which is to make educators better informed citizens and more effective
agents for transforming tné wider society. . It also points to and increases
the possibility for helping students develop a greater social awareness as
well as a concern -for social acgion. An important step in realizing both
of theée tasks i3 to politicize the notion of culture. ‘This is a critjcal
iﬁperative for a theory of citizenship education. When culture is strippea
of its political innocence and seen as one form of political domination,
the opportunity exists for educators not on:y to understand the normative
dimensions of their own classroom experience, bgt also to trace such
normative underpinnings back to structural determingnts and values in
the wider socio-political sphere. Moreover, the politicization of culture
provides teachers with the opportunity to develop a pedagogy that is
sensitive to the dynamics of the hidden curriculum and the‘biographies
of their own students.

Traditionally, mainstream social theorists have defined culture
simply as a people's total way of life,_i.é., the entirety of those goods,

services and labor produced by human beings. While this definition may

have some general validity when used in elementary school primers, it

tilts over into 2 blank check that endorses the status quo when it is




reduced to this level of explanation. In the latter case, not only
does culture become a concept that is less than criticala it serves

Lo reflect reality rather than comprehend it. Divorced from notions of

class, power, and conflict, it ends up as an empty social science category

that hides more than it reveals.

A less-mystifying approach to this jssue would acknowledge that the

distinction between power and culture~is a false one that needs to be

abolished,

v

£
manifest jtself in schqols as ''class cultural c0ntrol.”8] But the

A critical analysi’s would demonstrate how social power can

beginning of such an analysis demands & redefinition of the relationship

between society and culture. In this case, culture would be subsumed

within the category of society itself. Rather than viewing culture as

the general expression of the entire society, culture would be defined

in terms of its functiaonal relationship to the dominant social formations

and power relations in a given society. Hence, in a class-specific society

the dominant culture becomes an expreskion of the dominant interests

and is revealed as a legitimating, motivational structure. In this case,

secondary cultures have to be defined in their particular relationship
to the dominant culture. Culture as a political phenomenon then refers
to the power of a specific class to impose and distribute throughout

society specific meanings, message systems, and social practices in order

to "lay the psychological and moral foundations for the economic and

political system they control.“82 Within.the dominant culture meaning is

universalized, and the historically contingent nature of social real ity
appears as self-evident and fixed. Of course, there are conflicts within

the dominant cultural capital just as there is resistance from classes

who stand in opposition to the dominant view of the world; but this should-

not be interpreted so as to ejther relativize the different forms of
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cultural capital or to underestimate the significance of the dominant

culture as a moment "in the process of social domination and capital

83

accumulation."
. As a heuristic tool for an emancipatory form of citizenship
education, the politicization of culture provides the opportunity

for teachers to reformulate the concept of power both in terms of its
&
meaning and in terms of its use as a vehicle of domination or praxis.

Power as a form of cultural domination has been captured in Gramsci's
concept of ideological hegemony, a concept that helps to reassert the
centrality of the interconnection amoné politics, culture ond pedagogy.
Carl Boggs explains Gramsci's notion of ideological heéemony as:

...the permeation throughout civil society--including.a whole
range of structures and activities like trade unions, schools,
the churches, and the family--of an entire system of values,
attitudes, beliefs, morality, etc., that is in one way or
another supportive of the, established order and the class
interests that dominate .t to the extent that this .prevailing
consciousness is internalized in any society, therefore, it
must operate in a dualistic manner: as a general con-
ception of life for the masses, and as a scholastic program
or set of principles which is advanced by a sector of
intellectuals.%

[

The implications this concept has for teachers become clear if |
qualify the notion of culture as ideological hegemony. Hegemony does
not simply refer to the content found, for iﬁstancé,'in the formal

curriculum of schools. It is that and much more; it also refers to

the way such knowledge is structured. |In additiong it refers to the

routines and practices embedded in different social relationships;
finally, it points to the notion of social™sfructures as natural
configurations which both embody and sustain forms of ideological

hegemony. If we translate this insight into specific forms pf pedagogy

st %
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for citizenship education, the following theoretical practices for
educators could be developed.

School Knowledgé and Citizenship Education. Teachers would have to

analyze school knowledge as part of a wider universe of knowledge and

try to determine to what degree it‘reflects class interests. For instance,

Anyon's work points to "a whole range of Eurriculum selections (which)

favor the interests of the wealthy and pOWerFuI.“85 Next, school knowInge
must be analyzed to determine to what degreé its form and content !
represent the unequal presentation of the cultural capital of minorities
of class and color: that is, how does classroom knowledge embody modes of
language, systems of; meaning, éqd cultural experiences so as to directly

- or indirectly invalidate other forms of cultural capital. This suggests .

that educators who assign a false equivalency to "all cultures" may be
falling into the trap of cuitural pluralism. That is, they depoliticize
the notion of culture by abstracting the concept from the societal

formations that give it meaning. The real issue to be raised focuses

less on the equivalency of all cu}tures than on the question of how

the dom!nant cglture, as a form of power and control, mediates betweenf
itself and other secondary cultures. This kind of inquiry focuses on o
qhestions almed at understanding what kind of reproduétive functions

exist between the dominant culture ahd the culture institutionalized by

the: schools. -Questions which emergehfrom this type of analysis may take

the following form: Whose culture gets distributed in schools? How is

it legitimated? How Is It distributed? How do its meanings relate

back to assumptions in the wider social parameter? What are Its social,
economic, and historical origins? In what ways does this culture distort

or reflect the realities of other cultures?
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Teachers must also attempt to un;gvel the_ ideological principles eﬁbed@ed
in tHe very structure of classroom knowledge. As a social construction,
curricul m materials consist of specific form and content. The internal
organizing devices that gosinto their §ssemblagg must be uncovered to lay
bare the ideology they embody. Wexlér argues that teachers must learn to
idensjgy the structuring concepts that lurk silently within a text, film,
or any other form of curriculum material.86 These materials must be
decoded not only in terms of their content, but their form and composition
as well. Basil Bernstein, for example,.points to the way curriculum
knowl edge is classified and insulated. He argues that the rigidﬂ
boundaries between categories of knowledge and different forms of

lknowledge carry messages of social control by reducing ways of knowing

87

, to static and seemingly unrelated representations of reality:

Hidden Curriculum and Citizenship Education. The dominant

culture.is not simply embedded in the form and content of knowledge. |t
is also reproduced through what i; called the hidden curriculum. The hidden
curriculum in schools refers to those underlying norms, values aid attituqes
that are often tragsmitted tacitly through the soctal relations of the
scﬁool and c1assroom.' Bowles and aintis and others have pointed to the
hidden curriculum, particularly its stress. on rule conformity, passivity,
and obedience as one of the major socializatiqn forces used to produce
personality types willing tc accept social relationship cha;gcteristics
of the governance structures of the work place.88

It must be emphasized that the hidden curriculum is not removed from
the Gramscian.notion of ideological hegemony, it simply represents apother
dimension of it. Sharp and Green illuminate this point in their claim

that cultural domination:

’
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; -..is produced not simply thrcugh ideas but in the everyday
practices in which people.ars involved...an approach to...
curriculum which does’not give equal emphasis to the forms
and secial’ practices ‘involved in the transmission of knowledge

. has failed to develog the heuristic potential of the Gramscian
concept of hegemony,89
» -

v’ . i
. If teachers are going to implement a more comprehensive notion of
citizenship education they will have to understand the linkages that

\ -
exist not only between the hidden and formal curricula, but also the '

complex connections that exist between both curricula and the principles

that structure similar modes of knowledge and social relationships in the

Y
larger sgfiety. We can-.illuminate the nature of thege complex linkages
through an ethnographic portrayal of ;itizenship education in a kinder~ ) po
garten c}asi analyzed by Ray Rist. This is worth producing in detail.
Mrs. Caplow, the teacher, as part of her unit on citizenship has .o

appointed a student fo be the “sheriff"

for a trip her kindergarten class

"was to take. Caplow told Rist that the point of the lesson was to get

the children to learn *'respect for the law." Frank, one of the students, A

P

willingly accepts this role, and literally pushes, shoves, and yells

at other students who step out of line. Frank, happens in this case
h * -

to be a middle-clasy student, while the other students are from the )

-

"“lower ;!aés,” Rist interprets this in the followingiway. "When the

-

rhetoric of 'learning respect for the lay' is stripped away, it‘is obvious

that middle~class children were learning how to §huffle in the face of

nd0 The ideology underiying this notioén of citizenship

superior power,

LY

education should be clear. But the idterrelationship between the

:

classroom social relationships that ﬂ?s. Caplow had established and the

-

message she wanted to reinforce come

into sharper focus in this exchange

. . f
between her, another student,:and Frank. .

- »
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"David, can you tell Mr.”Rist why you are wearina the star?"
David responds, ''Cause I'm the sheriff." Mrs. Caplow comtinues

'Can you tell him how you got to be the sheriff?'' ''‘By being

a good citizen." "David, what do good citizens do?'' '"They

check up on others." Mrs Caplow: ''Well that is not all they

do..." Caplow repeats the question for Frank. Frank stands

and says, 'Cood citizens obey the rules.' Mrs. Caplow responds,

'"Wes, that is right, Frank. Good citizens obey the rules, no

matter what they are."

This suggests that if teachers are going to be able to analyze the
nature and degree of distributive injustice in schools, they will have to
pay close attention to these basic, tacit, constitutive rules that establish '
the more obvious factors that structure classroom choices. It is the

N\
constitutive rules that silently structure and make impervious the
conditional nature of the grouping, tracking, and labeling that goes
on in schools. The nature of these rules must be analyzed in light of
the political choices they reflect. For this type of analysi$ to emerge,
teachers will have to pay close attention to the type of rationalijty that

shapes their own assumptions and how it mediates between the '‘rules'' of

the dominant culture and the classroom experiences provided for students.

Power and Transformation. . Finally, an analysis of power and trans-

formation must be an in..gral part of a theory of citizenship education.
Teachers must attempt to understand the meaﬁing of.tﬂe contraaictions,
dysfunctions, and tensions that exist in both schools and the larger social
order; moreover, they must focus on the underlyiﬁg conflicts in both
schools and society and invest}éate how these can contribute to a more

radical theory of citizenship education. Too often, radical

theorists have portrayed the use 6f power in schools in strictly

negative and one-dimensioqal‘terms.92 This easily slips into an
0rwellian<nightmare in which students readily and passively submit
to the imperatives of the dominant culture. This not only

distorts the reality of schools, it ends up being a more "radical

\: 102.
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version of management ideology which sees human beings as infinitely
malleable. Power in the service of domination is never as total as
this image suggesis. Richard Johnson writes insightfully about the
dialectical nature of domination and resistance in schools. He argues:

typically, under capitalism, schools seem to reproduce inﬁtead

of the perfect worker in complete ideological subjection,

much more the worker as bearer of the characteristic E

antagonisms of the social formation as a whole. Schools,

in other words, reproduce forms of resistance too, howe§er

limited or 'corporate' or unselfconscious they may be.d

Neither students nor teachers resemble the "social puppet'’ image
that emerges in the writings of the reproduction theorists. Bot4Y teachers
and students demonstrate forms of resistance in the context of cultural
hegemony. Willis and others have provided research on how the informal
culture, for instance, of working-class students consistently rejects
the sum of the messages and values embedded in the formal and hidden

curricula.gh Likewise, there is a great deal of evidence pointing to

the wide scope and degree of worker resistancé that takes place at the

site of production itself.95 The similaritié§\in the differnet modes of
resistance should be studied both historically and sociologically to see
how they have been diffused in the past and to determine how their radical
potentigl can be developed for the future. The crucial question is how

do these contradictioqs offer the possibility for raising the consciousness
of both teachers and students? In other words, how can they be used to
reveal the workings of power.and domination in the school culture.
Madeleine MacDonald puts the q.esgion another waf when she argues that

educators must develop an:

--.understanding of how stability-occurs despite conflict,
how order is maintained over and above the face of change.
Any system of reproduction in so far as it operates within

a cultural hegemony must be struggled for, won and maintained
in the context of opposition. The nature of the victory is
uncertain unles§6we can define the source and the force of
the opposition.
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It is clear that much of the opposition in both schools and the
work place represents forms of symbolic resistance, i.e., its struggle
is thereby limited to the world of cuitural symbols of dress, taste,
language, etc. In order for it to move to a more effective level of
action, it will have to be extended iqto a form of resistance linked

to political action and control. That is, citizenship education will

have to help students become aware of the political roots of their

opposition; they will have to iearn to identify the political nature

0° the contradictions that demanded rebellion in the first glace. It

should be noted that this is not simply a call for classroem consciousness=-
raising., Subjective intentions alone pose Iittle threat go the concrete

and objective structures of dom}nation that underltie the existing socio-
political order. Social action is needed, but it must be_preceded by

those subjective preconditions that make the need for such action intelligible.
Thus, social awareness represents' the first step in getting students to act

zs “engaged'’ citizens, willing to question and confront the structural basis
and nature of the larger social order. It is also an important ster 1n

teaching students about the complex nature of power itself. Power in this

case is extended far beyond the subjective confines of thought itself.

As'Foucault puts it "the problem is not one of .changing people's
'consciousness' or what's in thejr heads; but the political, economic,
institutional regime of the production of 'truth.'“97

Hence, conflicts and contradictions must be studied and analyzed
by teachers as issues to be problematized and used aé points for class~
room diécﬁssfon and vehicles for connecting class room pfactices to larger

political issues. As mentioned, these contradictions exist not only in

the competing forms of cultural capital unevenly distributed in schools,

i %11
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but also in the daily practices and 1ife experiences of different classes
outside of schools. These contradictions must be 1inked and used as an
integral dimension of citizenship education. Such an approach would
take more seriously how students and teachers define their experiences within
specific classroom settings. It would be more sensitive to the nature of
their discourse, their own views of school activities, their modes of
resistance, and the way in which they serve to reproduce and sustain
the domjnant ideology. Within this theoretical framework, citizénship
education would be better able to highlight how specific institutional
practices both restrict as well as offer possibilities for citizenship
growth and action.

In conclusion, citizenship education must be grounded in a reformulation
of the role that teachers are to play in schools. As | have suggested,
a8 new theoretical model must be developed that includes a theory of
totality,a redefinition of culture and power, and a more insight ful
understandiné of the coﬁtradictiOns and mediations that lie beneath the
surface of educational theory and practice. Needléss t6 say, these
theoretical elements only become meaningful if they are wedded to a firm
commitment to the development of economic and political justice in both
schools and the wider social order. | now want to turn briefly to some

classroom practices that follow from the above theoretical assumptions.

Classroom Pedagogy and Citizenship Educaticn .
!

If citizenship education is to be emancipatory, it must begin with
the assumption that its msjor aim is not "to fit" students into the
existing society; instead, its primary purpose must be to stimulate
their passions, imaginations, and intellects so they will be moved to
challenge the social, political, and economic forces that weigh so heaviﬁy

on their lives. In other words, students should be educated to display

ERY
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civic courage, i.éq the willingness to act as_if they were living in a
democratic society. At its core this form of education i; political, and
its goal is a genu}ne democratic society,lone that is responsive to the needs
of all, and not just to a privilédged few. Agnes Heller illuminates the
meaning of civic courage in her comment:

..one should think and act as if one were in a real democracy.

The fundamental bravery of this way of life is not military

heroism but civic courage. Whoever says no to the dominant

prejudices and to the oppressing power,-and when necessary

(and it is often necessary) to public opinion, and practices

this throughout his life and in his 1ife-conduct has the virtue

of civic courage.

In more concrete terms, students should learn not‘only how to weigh
the existing séciety against its own claims, they also should be taught
to think and act in ways that speak to different societal possibilities and
ways of living. But if the developme#t of civic courage is the bedrock
of an emaneipatory mode of citizenship education, it will have to rest
on a number of pedagogical assumptions and practicés that ne 4 to be
somewhat «clarified.

First, the active nature of students' participation in phe learning
process must be stressed. This means that transmission modes of pedagogy must
be replaced by classroom social relatignships in which students are able »
to challenge, engage, and quest{on the form and substance of the learning
process. Hence, classroom relations must be sﬁructured so as to give
students the opportunity to both produce as well as criticize classroom
meanings. Under such conditions, knowing must be seen as more than

.

a matter of learning a given body of knowledge, it must be seen as a

critical engagement designed to distinguish between essence and appearance,
truth and falsity: Knowledge must not only be made problematic, étripped
of its objective pretensions, it must also be defined through the social

‘mediations and roles that provide the context for its mean ing and

-
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distribution. Knowledge in this sense becomes the mediator of communication

and dislogue among learners.

Second, students must be‘taught to think critically. They must learn
how to move beyond Iiteré] iﬁterpretations and fragmented modes of
reasoning. Not only must they learn to understand their own frame of
reference; in addition, they must learn how the latter has both developed
aﬁd how it provides a "map' for organizing the world. Depending, of course
upon grade levels, students can learn to juxtapose different world
views against the truth claims that each of them make. In an age when
thought is being reduced to its téchnical dimensions, i.e., the operatives
of technocratic ratioqality, it is éﬁhcial that students are taught how to
think dialectically. That is, rather than being enslaved to the concrete,

to the fact, they must learn to move beyond viewing issues in isolation.

Facts, concepts, issues, and ideas must be seen within the network of
connectisns that give them meaning. Students must learn to look at the
world holistically in order to understanding the interconnections of the
parts to each other. As Maxine Greene puts it, students must learn an
epistemology that allows them to draw from d%fferent subject areas and to
'"engage in new kinds of questioning and problem=posing appropriate to an
overly dominated human world.“99 o

Th;rd, the development of a critical mode of reasoning must be used
SO as to enable students to appropriate their own histories, j.e., to
delve into their own biographies and systems of meaning. This means
that a critical pedagogy must draw upon the cultural capital that students
bring to the classroom. The possibility to act and think must begin
by acknowledging)the,politics of the concrete. That.is, it must provide

- the conditions that give students the opportunity to speak with their

own voices, to authenticate théir own experiences.100 The will to act

Precedes the need to act. When the will is deadened, questions about
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critical thinking become’empty_chatter. Once students become aware of the
dignity of their own berceptions and histories, they can make a leap to
the theoretical and begin to examine the truth value of their meanings and
perceptions, particularly as they relate to the dominant rationality.

' Fourth, students must learn not only how to clarif;‘vg}ues, they
must also learn why certain values are iﬁdispensible to the Féproduction -
of human life. Moreover, they must comprehend the source of their own
belijefs and actions. Furthermore, they also must learn how values are
embedded in the very texture of human life, how they are transmiffed,

and what interests they support regarding the quality of human existence.

'

Fifth, students must learn about the structural and ideological
forces that influence and restrict their lives. Geoff Whitty speaks
i

to this issue when analyzing the role social studies can play in addressing

it. N

A radical conception of social studies starts with the
recognition that social processes, both within school
and outside it, influence and restrict the life chances
of many students. What social studies can do is to help
them become more aware of their assumptions and more
politically articulate in the expression of what it is g
they want out of life. This can direct them towards an
active exploration of why the social world resists and
frustrates their wishes and how social action may focus
upon such constraints. 101

1

Fun

Inherent in Whitty's suggestion are a number of valuable insights i
that. can be used here. Students must be taught how to act collectoVé]y .
P
to build political structures that can.challenge the status quo. Fred “31
. ) oy

Newmann has both actively pursued this line of reasonsing and rightly

¥

criticized other educators for faﬁbring it.102 Moreover, this kind of

pedagogy must be infused by a passion and optimism that speaks to
. possibilities. 'Too much of the literature in the citizeﬁship education
field borders on despair; not only does it lack any vision, it seems -

"frozén'' by its own inability to dream, imagine, or think about a better
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world. - The~enéleés studies on the sad state of citizenship education

and the existing political consciousness of students are paraded before
us as if there was noching that cc;ld be done. These should be treated
as starting points and not as terminal commentaries on the state of the

.

nation's heal'th.

CONCLUSION

The vitality of any field is heasured, in part, by the intensity of
the debate that it wages aboug its most basic assumptions and goals.
Citizenship education is in dire need of such a debate. The price to
be gained goes far beyond the &erits of intellectual dialogue and
insight. What appears to be at stake at the present moment in history
is the ability of future.generations of Americans to’be able to think
and act in wayé that speak to age-old precepts of freedom and democracy:
The task of developing a mode of citizenship education that spzaks to
this challenge appears awesome. But when .one looks at the "consequences
of not meeting this challenge there appears the possiblity of a barbarism
so dreadful that we can do nothing less than act as quickly and tﬁou?hg?ully

as possible. It is in the spirit of what is just, necessary and

possible’ that we will have to move foreward to meet this challenge.
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\ ABSTRACT

Citizenship worthy of the name does not exist today. Citizenship
is not merely enjoying the dubious~protection of the state; but rather
being actively involved in public affairs--i.e., in the process of self-
goverance. This is no longer possible, because we are the heirs of the
unfortunate choice, made during the earliest days of the Republic, to
pursue the political vision of Alexander Hamilton instead of Thomas
Jefferson. We can now see the implications of this choice:  the selfishness
that is inherent in a Hamiltonian polity eventual./ reaches self-destructive
proportions, as, the drive for self-liberation in all spheres undercuts the
social infrastructure needed to prevent a Hobbesian war of all against all;
genuine participation is also systematically discouraged by a developed
Hamiltonian polity's Institutions, which are too complex to understand and
too remote to control, so that the citizen is turned into little more than
a political consumer. To use Rousseau's language, Hamiltonian man is a
subject, not a citizen. The ecological predicament into which we have
stumbled reraises these issues in even starker form; the necessity to cope
with the exigencies of ecological scarcity are forcing us to choose a future
that is totaliy participatory lest it be utterly authoritarian. To avoid
this Jatter fate, we nust transform our world view tc accord with ecology,
adopt the political values of frugality and fraternity that are consistent
with it, and construct a neo-Jeffersonian polity that reflects these
principles. Toward this end, the current system of ecological miseducation
must be scrapped and a new ecologically informed educational structure and .
curriculum installed. Only in this fashion can citizenship be salvaged
for ourselves and our posterity. :

, | 1
‘
1

*.A revised version of this paper also appears as "Citizenship and
E?oloa}cal Education,' in Teachers College Record, 82, No. 2 (Winter 1981):
217-242. '




INTRODUCT I ON

To state the point badly, there is no longer any such thing as

citizenship in the modern industrial world. It is true that the

dictionary definition of citizen--""A person owing loyalty to and

entitled by birth or naturalization to.the protection of a given state”l--

is fulfilled by all of us, because there is no longer any escaping the

protection" of the state. According to this definition, then, anyone

who holds a passport or Pays taxes is a citizen. But is this reallv

citizenship? Not according to the usual connotations of that work. It

Seems that few in modern industrial society--indeed, pérhaps none at all--

truly enjoy the status of citizenship, along with alij Its attendant

rights, duties, and privileges. The vast méjority simply go along for

the ride. One must,therefore,ask, "What happened to the original

American ideal of citizenship? To the idea that a group of self-relijant

individuals sharing a' common set of elevated political ideals would be
actively involved in governing themselves?'

The answer to these questions is, of course, quite complex. However,

it will not be too much of a distortion to say that, at the time that

they achieved their independence and established their constitutional

machinery, the American people stood at a fork in the road. They had a

choice between two very different visions of the American future--one

held up by Alexander Hamilton and the other b9 Thomas Jefferson. The

former led in the direction of commercial ‘complexity and nationai

power; the latter toward agrarian simplicity and individual virtue.

As is well known, the Hamiltonian visjon won out--so decisively that,

as Precident; Jefferson was helpless before its momentum; he was even

obliéed to further its progress by many of his official acts, such_ as

the Louisiana Purchase.
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An old story, you may say. These issues have been decided once and
for all; it is no use regretting the choice we made or hankeFing to
change it. But | belleve, to the contrary, that it is essential for us.

to take a fresh look at that choice to see quite clearly what the costs

attached to It were. It may well transpire that these costs were unacceptable.

|, therefore,wish to raise the questions, ''Did we Americans take the wrong
fork in the road? Should we have chosen the JeffersQnian path instead?
If so, what should we do about it now?'

These questions will appear even mére poignant aﬁd pressing if we
understand that, as a people, we are again standing at a fork\in the
road--the fork of ecological scarcity--that reraises the old choice in
a peculiarly acute form. Thif time the choice is between two very
different visions of twenty-first century America. One visi;q is of the
post-jndust?ia] society exemplifigd in Herman Kahn's capsul; description:.
a future world in which man is “everyWhere . . . numerous, rich and in
control of the forces of nature.“2 The other is perhaps best exemplified

in the title to the book by E.F. Schumachér: Smail is Beautiful:

Economics as if People Mattered.3 So we face an updated version of the

old choice, in which Kahn is the heir of Hamilton, Schumacher .of Jefferson
(via Gandhi, whose roots can be found in both Jefferson and Thoreau). But

o

the cho'ce today turns out to be even more dichotomous, even more momentous
ghan the original one. '

In what follows, | shall describe briefly what seem'to.me to have been
some‘o% the most pernicious consequences for citizenship of travelliné
the Hamiltoﬁian road. 1| shall then analyze the nature and impliéatio&s

of the current choice. Finally, | shall discuss education in this context.

!
i
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HAMILTONIAN CIIIZENSHIP
What folléws is a hingy abbreviated and selective discussion meant
to be ,indicative rather than conclusive, However, enough will be said
to show that citizenship in a Hamiltonian regimeﬁhasVSOme serious built-
in contradictions that go ‘far toward explaining why citizenship fis
problematic in modern America.

i

Hobbesian and Lockean Roots

To appreciate fully the implications of the Hamiltonian view of
politics, we must trace its roots in the political thought of his
philosophical mentors, Thomas Hobbes and John Locke. According . to

Hobbes, there are no natural communal ties that bind one man to his

fellow human beings. Instead, atomistic individuals exist in a state
of nature in whiéh they owe nztﬁing to anybody but themselves.. This
ﬂwas a radical break with ‘the ancient traditjon in which, according to
Aristotle, man was an inescapably “political animal" fér whom 1ife
outside the polis was inconceivable. Using more aodern terminology,
'we can say that before Hobbes all political phiﬁgsophy rested on the.
innate biosociality of man. Thus, the fact of citizenship was a given; .
only the fo}m needéd to be determined.‘ With Hobbes and his followers, . t
however, even the fact of citizenship has to be established and justified..
As is well known, the basis Hobbés found for pélitical association

[s self-interest. Since existing fn a contractless state of nature is

exceed}ﬁgly inconvenieﬁt,:individuals_give over their natural rights to

do anything and have anything ;o the commonwealth, the better to achieve

their ultimate selfish aim of gratifying their passions. Thus citizen=

ghip for Hobbes has a negative cast: -The indjvidual grudgingly consents

to be a member of the community, and the political institutions stand

. In relation to him as the policeman stands'.in relation to the:potential

miscreant, : 15
S .m03§,23' o ‘
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: ’f. : ” iAlthough Locke (for reaons that wi{l be explained later) moderated'
tﬁ? absotutism ongobbesian authority, he too retained self-interest

as the basis for Eolitical association. (Locke also amended Hobbes in
-another impo}tant respect by assuming the existence of a natural social

: association upon which the merely political association rested; we shall

return to this critical point below). Similarly, in The Federalist

R Papers--drafted by Hamilton and his two philosophical alter egos, James
Madison and John Jay--we find not only that self-interest is made the
basis of political éssociatjon, but that it must be the exclusive

basis, lest dreaded factions devour the body politic.

A corollary to self-interest as the basis of the political order is
the position taken first by Hobbes and then reiterated by Locke and thos;
who follow him that ftlis not the duty of the state to decide matters
of principle, but only to referee the compet®tive, struggle among self-
interested individuals to see that it does not get out of hand. The
;eason for this agnostic position is that there is no revealed standard ’
of virtue or truth.  Individuals are, therefore, free to decide these
matters for themselves and to ‘use the political machfnery to -make their
values triumphant in the society--in procedurally fair ways, to be sure.
One'aspect of this is, of course, free speech, re]igiohs‘toleration and ” ) }
- a host;of other ‘positive developments.

Although the absence of even the notion of some standard of rightland
L wrong might seem pfoblematic; enl}ghtenment thinké?s wére not much con-
cerned with the loss of traditional canons of virtue, for they believed that
iscfence'! would fill the gap, replacing “;uperstitiqn" with firm knowledge
of what was ''natural' for man. i

Thus, along with self-interest'went value-freeness, and these two

. v 8 i
were to have profound future ramifications, to which wé shall now turn.
124,
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The Problem of Liberation

Liberalism is a polftiéal doctrine of liberation qf the self from
externally imposed constraints on one's thought and behavior, provided
the latter stops short of direct and immediate harm to others.
Liberation has such profoundly positive connotations for us that it
is all but impossible to see the hidden, darker side of “this doctrine,
in particular its inherent 'contradictions. Let us explore some ohem.

Liberalism rests on core premises that, when stated baldly, seem
distinctly anti-social:' |

--atomistic individualism;

~-~innate self}shness;

~=a natural right to do anything and have anything

~-the absence of any positive standard of virtue;

struggle.,
A mere glance: at .this list of prémises indicates that }t is & prescription
for conflict-~as is quite apparent in Hobbes's description of the war of
all,agafnét aill in the s?ate of nature that renders an all-pow?rg%

sovereign essential to keep the peace and to make it possible for

selfish individuals to pursue happiness. ‘The question, therefore,arises:

Mwhy was a political theory that was so inherently self-destructive in

theory not only not self-destructive in practice, but actually quite
successful (if not always benign)?"

One major reason will be discussed in somewhat-greater depth belon:
The discovery of the New World, thé-take-cff and rapld-growth phase of
scientific technology, and the existence of abundant ecological resources
a;l conspired to create an abnormal era of abundance that made Ilbertarlan

self-aggrandlzement poss:ble.
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Another important reason hag already been mentioned. Locke's
correction of Hobbes in recognizin§ the prior existence of a stable
society ghét_underlies and nourishes the polity was astute. By "society,"
Locke meant family, custom, religion, and all the other non;political
éleménts of social existence that were pre-existing and, or so Locke
thought, ;elatively independent of merely political society. Because
these things are the pillars of community, Locke discerned little
danger in allowing political life to be based on principles that épparently
sanctioned a self-interested lack of concern with the communit§ as 5 whole
in the political realm. Even if the political associatﬁon collansed,

i; would be an inconvenience rathe} than a disaster, because society
yould alwgys be there to keep some measure of order, to be the safety
net against anarchy.

Unfortunately, we can now see that Locke's understanding was seriously
defectiQe in several important respects. In the first place, most of
those things that Locke ﬁeatly Iuaps under the heading of society were
al] inherited by “nhe modern world from a medieval world founded on
uttekly different prerises. Liberalism has, therefore,been 1[ving off
the morél\capital generated by past ages, and this Ieggcy was bound to
decay. However, such deeply rooted institutigns are not easily eroded,
so that the triumbh of th? liberal world view has not been éomplete
until our own day (of which more later). Since Tliberalism has never
been concerned with morality, but only prudence, it has no remedy for
this built-in tendency of a Lockean (and Hamiltonian) society toward
moral entrspy.

'Secqnd, Locke rath:r.ignored econony and its potentjél‘impact on
politics, both directly and through its impact on society. But Locke

implies Adam Smith; economic liberalism necessarily followed from

6.
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political liberalism. Thus, self=-

interest began to occupy more and more

of life; society's ambit and role became more and more constricted.

Indeed, economy began to destroy Locke's saciecy, As is ably documented

" by Karl Polanyi, economic man had to be created; until "organic society"

had been liquidated, ‘the so~called |aws of economics simply did not exist.h

But once economic man had been created, at an enormous cost in human

misery, then the values of social man--an emphasis on being instead of

having, the exaltation of the spiritual over the material, and so forth~~

were ultimately destined to be eroded away.,

Third, Locke relied on "reason" to reinforce the dictates of society,

Men and women would naturally see that some self-restraint was necessary,

lest selfishness run rampant. In order to ensure that individual self-

interest would indeed be enlightened rather than demonic, Locke counted

very heavily on the process of -education to turn innately selfish

individuals into reasonable chaps desirous of getting along with their

fellows and capable of controlling their appetites accordingly. Reason

\

thus became the substitute for the traditional morality that was

with the princip'es of liberal polity. Unfortunately, without the social

foundation for reason broadly defined, it is all too likely to turn into a

narroy nétiona}itf that. debunks all values. Thus, to reiterate Edmund

Burke's famous judgment of liberal society, wisdom and morality were

discarded along with superstition, and a new class' of amoral "“sophisters,
g

economists and calculaters" came into dominance. Thus as society became

more and more rational, education became the vehicle for the subversion of

values, including the very reasonableness ‘that Locke believed would be its

fruit, The further result has been such a radical devaluation of values

»

Yy principled basis for makIng

ﬁhemselves that we find ourselves without an
. "27. Cy
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public policy on issues that raise, at !eaqt for some people, important
moral questions=-such as, pornography and abortion. Indeed, we have so
little communal consensus oh va[ues at present that not everybody, agrees
that English should be our national language, either in the schools or in
the voting booth! Thus, the very freedom for the individual to assert his
own values erodes shared values--and without such a shared basis of values
in a political community there can be no citizenship worthy of the name.

In sum, Locke failed to recognize that his world view contained
inherent contradictions that made it ultimately self-destructive. The
drive for liberation in all'spheres has undercut the social basis that
Locke relied upon to contain and constrain the evils of selfishness.

A Ay

We are the legatees of this failure. . 5
The wonen's liberation movement symbolizes the triumph of the liberal
world view.® Until recently, woman's rolé in liberal society wés quife
anoﬁa?oué: _she was to renounce ?elfishness and be the custodian of
traditional value;, to speak forlthe heart against the head, and to
incarnate the warmth Qf home énd hearth in a coldly masculine world that
openly despised such unmanly values. In short, the self-sacrifice of
mul titudes of women was part of the social and emotional glue that kept

what would otherwise have been a dog-eat-dog world from actually going

to the dogs. But, of édurée, this situation could not last--the miracle.

1

*Although | shall not be able to deal with it here, the positive side
of women's liberation should not be passed over. The change in women's
values has already had a considerable effect on men's values and behaviaer,
and much more can be expected in the future. Many.in fact, foresee women.
bringing into the social mainstream repressed 'female" or "matriarchal
values as necessary correctives to a civilization that they diagnose as
suffering from an excess of ''male' or "patriarcha!" values. Future
historians may well see women as the revolutionary class in the transition
to the age of ecology.
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is that women accepted this kind of spiritual exploitation for so long.,
Now wamen too have increasingly become good liberals Io;king out for
Number One, which erodes further what little basis for emotional stability
and cohmunity feeling e;jsts in liberal society. However, one cannot

-

blame women=--or anybody else for that matter--for acting in accordance
w}th good liberal principles, becausé liberalism, if it means anything
at all as a social and political doctrine, means liberation of the self
frqm all social restraints except the necessity to keep the peace.\ When
push ;omes to shove, it means‘getting what one wants regardless, and if
‘behavior in accordance with this doctrine ras become contradictory or
perhaps even self-destructive, then the doctrine itself rather than'

the behavior must be called into question. It seems that we must
question our mytH that liberation equals freedom: to the contrary,
beyord certain bounds, more Iiseration creates chaos rather than freedom

and undercuts the very basis of citizenship in a Hamiltonian regime founded

bn Lockean principles.

L
The Problem of Participation

The other problem area for Hamiltonian'citizenship today is the lack,

or even the impossibility, of genuine participation. Let us explore how
. the performance of public duty is sytematically diséouraged by the Lfberal\
paradigm and significant participation is rendered futile by the scale

and complexity of the social institutions that ihevitably result from
fo}lowing the Hamiltonian‘path.

. Privatism is a corollary of liberalism. According to liberal principlés,
fhe ends of man are private ends--that is, ends tha; are privately determined,
privafely attained, and privately enjoyed, The community is seen as little

: !
more -than a necessary evil, nothing but an arena for ego's quest. To take
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a hypothetical example, if it were conceivable for a man safely to enjoy
all that he wanted while others suffered extreme and irredeemable
destitution, little can be found in liberal doctrine itself to say him*
nay;~‘That is, since men only consent to the establishmént of'the common=
\wealth to serve their convenience, they have no other interest in it.
Thus, rights wi}l be‘tenaciously defended, while duties will be avoihed,
i% not evaded. (That this inherent tendency has only become a serious
social problem--in welfare, taxation, cqnscription, etc.--during the last
two decades is gﬁéther indication that the liberal worfd‘view was not
finally triumphant until our own time.)

A more technical way of stating this is to way that the public goods
problem, in which everybody tries to let Jack do it while still reapfng
the benefits of Jack's work, necessarily dominates the relation of private
and public in a liberal polity.5 What this means in part is that when the

men and women of a liberal polity do participate in public life, there is

-

a strong tendency for them to turn their participation into a vehicle
for the pursuit of private ends. Again, it is during our own time that
this development has reached somewhat worrisome levels: political parties,

which used to buffer government from excessive demands, have for a whole

complex of reasons fallen into desuetude and the polity has come to be
plagued by “single-issué const}tuencies“ or "hyperpluralism."* Even so= i
called public interest groups, like those defending consumers and the - ,,‘,}i
. environment, seem to find it hard x;‘avoid §]iding into an uncdépromising, (3

zero-sum~game mentality=-""bloodymindedness' in British parlance. As the SN

|

¢

public arena comes to be dominated by the politics of organized selfishness, j
. |

the scope and meaning of citizenship is thereby reduced. Organized

i

*This is my colleague Robert L. Lineberry's apt rubric for this
phenomenon.
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selfishness is but a gentgél form of the Hobbesian war of all against all,
and Hobbesian man is no citizen.

However,yeden if someoné in a developed Hamiltonian polity is
éeized with the desire to be a good citizen and participate altruistically
in public affa{rs, he encounters enormous obstacles. A highly urban,
gommeréial, }ndustrial order is inevitably grandiose in scale anq
grossly complex. Tﬁé socio-political ;ide éffects of this are many.‘

First, dnomie and anonymity are rife in such a gigantic impersonal

viorld, Community is a feeling, and it is difficult or even impossible

to have such-a feeling in a megalopolis or suburb. Indeed, we thought

that the individualistic pursuit of happiness would bring us ease and
;ontentmént, but it turned into Philip Slater's "the pursuit of lcneli-
ness'! ins’tead.6 Thus, in the memorable words of Alexis de Tocqueville,
American.democracy "throws (every man) back forever on himself alone,

and threatens in the end to confine him entirely within the solitude

of his own heart."7 But a citizen is, by definition, a public person

.and citizenship is, therefore, negated by such lonely solitude.

Second; the important political action takes place at such a

%

distance from the citizen that he cannot really come to terms with it
<

efficaciously. One major element of this problem is spatial. [n' a hiyhly

interdependent world, events occurring elsewhere, perhaps even halfway

around the world, are often decisive for local affairs. Worseé, the

Potential citizen's knowledge of these events is a simplified and
secondhand knowledge channeled to him through media that systematically
distort reality (however hard they try not to). Still worse, knowledge
of the politftal leaders whom the citizen must, in the absence of juris-
diction or reliable firsthand knowledge of events, choose $o be his

surrogates is likewise a simplified and secendhand knowledge channeled
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to him through the media--but this time even more systematically distorted)
because to media bias is added deliberate imaée manipulation by the
politicians 'themselves. Moreover, the major issués bave become so
awesomely compléx, even esoteric--witness the nuclear power controversy
or the dispute be¢ tween lleynesians and monetarists over economic policy~--
that only dedicated specialists can hope to understapd $hem (although
the lack of agreement among ;uch specialists does not inspire much
confidence that even these worthies really understand what is going on).
By constantly growing larger and more complex, a Hamiltonian regime,
thus, progressively destroys, the basis for real understanding that is an
essential prerequis}te for the responsible exercise of citizenship.

-Third, the net result of this is that individuals have been demoted
to hapless consumers in the political marketplace as well as éhe economic.
The most meaningful public act in which Mr. or Ms. Average can be involved
today is not castiﬁg a ballot in an election, but in?tead being
selected as a respondent in a samble survey conducted by one of the major
polling organizations, for policies and politicians alike are now marketed
like any other product, as more and more effort and expertise is expended
in making electioés but a pro forma ratification of the success or failure
of the politician's marketing strategy.

. Fourth, given the costs of participation, it is no longer “rationgl“
for harried jndividua!s in modern liberal society to want to do mo;;
than passively pa;ticipate in politics. Already buédenéd by a lack of
time to maintain and enjoy his possessions,8 the political consumer soon
runs up against Robert Dahl's ”Criteriqn of Economy,' which operates more

and more strongly as social pace, scale and complexity increase.9 Simply

put, the difficulty is that genuine participation takes time, with the
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time required increasing disproportionately with the difficulty and
complexity of the probleﬁs; today,. this is more time than all but a

few professionals can spare,. so that there is inevitably little exercise
of informed citizenshiﬁ)by the individual.

To sum up, ‘pursuing the Hamiltonian vision of politics seems
ineluctably to lead to great size and complexity which isolatés o
individuals from each other and from the community and which seems to
engender a sense of loneliness and alienation; both of these in turn
inhibit the participation that is a requisite for the exercise of

citizenship. Should the individual still seek to participate despite -
this, he soon encounters the "polyarchic' institutions of Robert Dahl's
""Democratic Lelviathan“;]0 these "have no particular need for his
involvement (to say the least!), and consequently he is not allowed to
participate except‘és a political consumer. Besides, the individual
lacks sufficient knowledge to participate intelligently and effectively
ia public affairs, even if the institutions wé%g to permit him to
exercise his c{tizenship. All in all, then, the level of genuine\\
participation--and.therg%ore,of genuine citizenship~-is appallingly
low in modern liberal society. Moreover, when the individual does

abandon his private world for publiz action, it seems-only to be in the

pursuit of organized selfishness.

Citizenship and the General Will

We have seen above that liberation has paradoxical results and may not
necessarily equal freedom; also that liberal society has little place for
meaningful citizen participation. This should be no surprise, for

these are scarcely new problems. indeed, they form the core of Jean-

Jacques Rousseau's still unexcelled critique of the basic institutions of
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? liberal society. It is worth reexamining that critique to see if it does
. rot contain a message for our time.

Addressing the classic problem of achieving the "common interest,'

t Rousseau says that man is caught in a political-psychological trap. We
can all agree that, were we to put aside our selfish individual points
of vieQ, we would all be better off if serious political evils like major
inequality were eliminated. This determination of what would necéssar}ly
be in the common interest Rougeau calls the Gereral Will. Naturally,
havingvarrived at the General Will, we should next do its bidding and
actually bring about equality, justice, and so forth.” In short, we
should set about creating what most would be pleaseﬁ to regard as utopia,
a society without the poiitical ills that typically exercise reformers.
0f course, in the real worldkﬁ%sbnly partially and gru?gingly do the
bidding of the General Will under the best of circumstances, for it
requires constraints on us that go against our egotistical desires:

d Thus, in this impérfect world the General Will is overshadowed or
even usurped by the Will of All, that is the mere aggregation of our
selfish particular wills. All politics are,therefore, more or less
corrupt.

It follows from this analysis, still according to Rousseau, that the
liberty to express our particular will‘in the polity is not freedo