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DEMOCRACY IN EDUCATION:
BEYOND THE CONSERVATIVE
OR PROGRESSIVIST STANCES

JOHN P. PORTELL]J

INTRODUCTION

The gereral aim of this chaprer is o explore che relacionship berween
democracy and education. There are several views thar philosophers of edu-
cation and educationises have purc forth wich regard to che relacionship of
these two contested concepes. In chis chapter I will focus on two major views:
(a) the conservative or traditional stance and (b) the progressivist or student-
centred stance. After offering a brief description of these positions and their
corresponding assumptions, I will idenrify problems with both positions. My
brief account and criticisms of chese views will attempe to show that the dif-
ference in the stances taken abouc the role of democracy in educarion varies
according to the different beliefs held abour the narure of the child or the
learner — beliefs which are really embedded in a cercain tdeological or poliri-
cal framework. The greater the optimism or trust in che learner, the greacer
the call for democratic practices in education. However, even such calls for
democratic practices may rest on problematic educational assumprions,
which actually may run counter to che very democratic spirit. My conclud-
ing remarks will focus on an alternative view abour che relationship becween
democracy and education — one proposed by John Dewey, Amy Guemann
and Maxine Greene. This position, which is not meant to be a viz media or
a compromise between the conservative and progressivist views, offers a view,
which goes beyond the either/or menzality characteristic of the other two
stances. Uldmarely, this position rests on a reciprocal relationship between
democracy and education rather than a cause-effect, linear relationship,

SoOME FUQELJTﬂIN[\RY’F?ED{A}H{S

Most philosaphers of education assume or rake for granted, as Russell
put it, that “[d]lemocracy is a desirable thing.”! Yet agreement on this
assumption does not guarantes chat philosophers of education share a com-
mon conception of democracy or that they agree on the educarional practices
thar democracy enrails, even if they share a common conception or vision.
As R.S. Peters nored: “That education should be ‘democratic’ no one in a
democracy would seriously dispure...But what such an announcement
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would commit anyone to is far from clear.”2 This latter point is exacdly one
of the major problems chat arise when one considers the relationship
berween democracy and education.

Although ‘democracy’ is a contested concept, one can safely distinguish
between democracy as a form of government and democracy as a way of life.
As Dewey contended, “democracy is much broader than a special polirical
form, a method of conducring government, of making laws and carrying on
governmental adminiscration by means of popular suffrage and elected offi-
cers. [t is that, of course. Buc it is something broader and deeper than thac.™
To be clear, neither Dewey nor most of the contemporary philosophers of
education deny the political implications of democracy as a way of life, for
this way of life does involve a cercain power relatior among human beings.
When philosophers of education refer to democracy in refation to educarion,
they normally mean democracy as a way of life.

There are other substantive distinctions thac have been made about democ-
racy. Theorists have distnguished berween participatory, public, and critical
democracy, on one hand, and represencative, privarized, and managed/market
demnocracy; on the other hand.# Ir has been argued that while the former notion
of democracy Is associated with equity, community, creativity, and raking dif-
ference seriously, the larter is protectionist and marginalist, and leads o an
extreme form of individualism and specrator citizenship.

Democracy and education are intimately related. Although philosophers
of education with different educational and political beliefs have argued for
the importance of investigating the relationship between democracy and
education, the differences in their ideologies have obviously resulted in dif-
ferences in how that relationship is conceived. While, for example, some
have focused on ‘education for democracy’, -others have argued for ‘democ-
racy in education.’ The former concept raises questions such as: What kind
of educarion is appropriate for a democracy? Is there room in education for
developing the dispositions usually associated with the democratic way of
life? What kind of values ought to influence education ina democracy? What
kind of educarion is nesded to allow democracy to flourish in the fueure?
While the notion of ‘education for democracy’ does not necessarily lend ieseif
to democratic practices in education, the notion of ‘democracy in educadion’
implies char there is room for developing democratic practices and disposi-
tions in education. Thac is a given. The questions that arise from chis per-
spective include: Does ‘education for democracy make sense without
‘democracy in education? What de we mean by democracic practices and
dispositions in educacion? Is this applicable to all levels of education? If ic ts,
then does it vary with the level, and on what grounds? To what extent does
this depend on one’s conception of the child or the studen

t? What is the role 2
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of the teacher and the relationship berween the teacher and the students
when one applies democraric practices or encourages democratic dispositions
in the class? What follows abour curriculum decisions’?

While the notion of ‘education for democracy’ does not necessarily
exclude democratic practices in educarion, too much emphasis or focus on
what is needed educationally o obtain or maintain a democracy would
encourage the view thac a causal/linear relationship exists or ought o exist
between democracy and education rather than a reciprocal one. A strict
causal/linear relacionship would call for a one-to-ofie correspondence
becween educarion and democracy as well as a clear distinction becween the
realms of the two cancepts. While not denying che close connection between
education and democracy, a reciprocal relationship would call for a symbiot-
ic connection in which both educadon and democracy rely on each other in
order for both 1o flourish. The difference in how the relacionship is conceived
may ultimarely depend on substantive ideological diffarences, which envi-
sion different notions of and expectacions from education and democracy. In
the following two sections Lwill briefly sketch and critically discuss the major
qualities of cwo popular and influential educational posicions.

THE CONSERVATIVE POSITION

According to this position education essentially involves the teaching of
knowledge to those who do not yer have it. This is seen as the primary
responsibiliry of teachers in the schools of a democracy. For if this is not done
well, then the students, the prospective citizens, will not have the knowledge
and understanding needed in order to be able to participate in 2 democracy
by making choices char marzer ina responsible, autonomous manner. By def-
inition, it is claimed, the studencs do not yer have the needed knowledge,
which che teachers have and which gives chem the authority to reach. Given
such a vision of education, it is not difficult to envisage the incompatibilicy
bemween education and democratic practices in educadonal inscitucions,
since democracy involves equality, which is excluded from education. Hence
some, like Anthony O'Hear, conclude thacr “education cannot be democrat-
ic... [E]ducation is irretrievably auchoritarian and paternalist.”®

Whac are some of the basic assumprtions of this position?

+ Teaching and imparting knowledge are identical. Teaching involves a
one-way transaction: the teacher passes on the knowledge to the students
who, it is assumed, are unable, at this stage, 10 contribute to the pro-
duction or construction of knowledge, ar least knowledge deemed to be

worthwhile by the teacher.
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¢ Knowledge is seen as something that is merely given racher than construct-
ed by active learners. Hence the need to directly and clearly transmi ‘2
body of essential knowledge.” As a result of this, chere arises the tendency
for knowledge to be seen as something fixed and unchangeable.

+ FEducacion is merely seen as a process of formation from the outside
racher than as a process of leading out any innate or natural personal
qualities. The focus is on forming rather than a dialectical (and possibly

even a reciprocal) rransformaron.

s The smdenss, as learners, do not have anything to contribure © the
process of educarion (including teaching and Consiructing knowledge) —
the experiences of the students are neither valued nor deemed to con-
tribute anything positive to this process. For example, O'Hear writes:
“Children, being uneducared, are in no posirion to make judgements on
their goals or motivations or on what they are being taught or on their

teachers.””

+  All knowledge is acquired by being caughr directly rather than by doing;

10 account is given of differenc &inds of knowledge.8 Knowledge is seen

as one monolithic ency.

¢  Scudents learn merely what they are direcdly instructed in, that is, no

accounc or acknowledgement of collateral, indirect or hidden learning is
made — for example, values transmitced by ceachers (through their
actions) ands learned by students, yet unintended by the teachers.?

+  The relationship berween education and democracy is viewed as a linear

or direct, causal relationship: education secures democracy by producing
citizens who have a certain knowledge and understanding and not by
encouraging any quUEsUoning of the notions and methodologies of the
disciplines being studied. Thus, for example, according o O’Hear, true
education has nothing to do with “Socracism: the idea that education
ought primasily to be about inducing a spiric of criticism in the
young.”!® While noc excluding che development of reason from the edu-

cationa! realm, O'Hear insists chat “this is quite a different thing from

instilling a critical spixic.”!!

PROBLEMS WITH THE CONSERVATIVE POSITION

Given chat teaching is seen primarily (exclusively) as a matter of impart-
ing knowledge (beliefs, etc.) to others, how does one account for other forms
of teaching (Socratic teaching, reaching thar involves doing, experimenting,
discussions, teaching oneself, etc.)? Are these other forms of teaching incom-
patible with democracy? Several have argued tha chey are not since these
forms of teaching promote or encouUrage the very attitudes that are consistent
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with or actually emerge from the notion of democracy irself.!2 If chis is the
case, then defenders of the conservative stance have the obligation to show
why these other forms of teaching are noc really part of teaching.

In che same vein, one can raise a similar objection with regard ro the con-
servative conception of knowledge: if all knowledge is deemed to be of one
kind, then how does ane account for claims to different kinds of knowledge:
rational knowledge, emotive knowledge, intrinsic knowledge, knowledge as
a social construct, ecc.?

The conservative position does not consider che notions of democracy
and education by degree: We are either educated or uneducated, mature or
immature, democratic or undemocratic. [t does not allow for possibilicies in
berween. [t pushes us into an either/or mentalicy. Even if we assume thar
such a dichotomy is plausible, we are still left with unexplainable sicuations,
for example, the reality of “immarure adules” and “mature children.” There
is empirical evidence chat shows char children are capable of engaging posi-
tively in critical thoughe. The rigid developmental stance thac is assumed by
this positdon has been challenged.!3

This position accepts a functionalisc picture of education and other insti-
tutions and therefore has to face the problems of reductionism, a “by-prod-
uct” of funcrionalism. The position is unreasonably restrictive. It operates
with a restricted norion of both democracy and educacion. Democracy is pri-
marily (and possibly even exclusively) viewed as a policical serucrure rather
than as a way of ife. Education is noc seen as a political activiey.!¢

This final criticism requires some further elaboration especially since
even educacors of 2 lesser conservarive bent, such as Mary Anne Raywid, have
developed their arguments against democracy in education on the assump-
tion thar politics and education do not mix. Raywid has argued chat the
notion of a democratic classroom is either a mistake or a misnomer.13 She
provides three arguments in suppost of her position. [ will refer to them as
(i) the logical argument, (ii) the empirical argument, and (iii) che politicat

argument.

The first argument points out that chere is no necessary logical connec-
ron berween a democratic classtoom and having a citizenry thac will value
and actively participate in a democracy. Raywid’s point is a salient one to
cermember. While it is rrue that some contemporary educators give the
impression that there is a necessary connection between democracy in edu-
C cation and the survival of democracy, Raywid's logical argument can be inter-

) preted as meaning that there is no connection between the two. But such an
interpreration fails to see chat not all relationships are of 2 logical kind. The
fact chat chere is no necessary logical connection does noc rule out che possi-
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bility or fact thac there are other kinds of relationships {for example,
maoral/political). There are many chings that are not logically necessary yet
morally and policically desirable. Raywid's logicat argument, however, has the
potential of diminishing, if not eliminating, the importance of moral and
polirical desirabilicy.

The second argument rescs on the claim thac no empirical data has
shown chat a democratic classroom enhances the possibilicy of democracy in
, the fucure. The effectiveness of a democratic classtoom is questioned, and she
! calls for empirical investigation. Wichour ruling out the relevance of empir-
ical evidence, ic is crucial to recall thac empirical data do not exist or speak
our in and of chemselves. Ultimarely, empirical expertences are interpreted or
decmed to support or reject a certain stance based on one’s ideological frame-
work. Given differences in potitical and axiological stances, empirical data
may be used to support contradictory ends. Itis, therefore, rather deceiving
to expect empirical investigations to resolve the issue without clearly stating
the criteria to be used, as well as dealing with the possibility of having con- RS
flicting crireria which would lead to different “findings.” Again, Raywid’s s
: 7 second argument may divert us from che crucial discussions dealing with
: L political and moral implications and issues involved in the notion of democ-

racy in education.

The third argument artempts 0 show that the notion of democracy does
not meaningfully apply to thar of a classroom because the purposes of poli-
tics and educadon are different: democracy deals wich the political realm; the
classtoom deals with the educational realm. While “deeply committed to the 5

idea of democratic politics and communities,” Raywid disagrees with “plans
ol arrangements inco classrooms” 1€ because

to extend and import their contr
(i) “polirics and irs categories and concerns differ sufficiendly from those of
“[D]emocracy’ is an answer to the question of governing
s is noc the question thar classrooms were

i
i
b
i
H

pedagogy,” and (i1)
and control of arrangements; thi
designed to address.”!7 Ultimacely, her argument rests on whac she refers w0
as “the ill fic of political values and educarional realidies...”!8 To be fair,
Raywid is not arguing for an authoritarian educarion. She explicicly supports
“humane, happy; lively and thougheful classrooms.”'? However, she fails to
realize the political realicy in the classroom: her rigid distinction berween
policics and education, her view that the purposes of a classroom are not cho-
sen by thar class {contrary to what happens in a polity), and her acceprance
of compulsory education, are all expressions of a cerrain political stance. To
argue, therefore, that democracy (even as 2 way of life) does not apply to edu-
cation because education works on a different plain than politics, is © fail to
see the intrinsic political import of educational acrivicies. Raywid creaces 2

qualitative distinction berween “what shall we do and be?” (the question fac-

iy
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ing the policy) and “what shail we learn?” (the question facing the class-

toorn).2% She fails to see thac che two questions are ultimately ots educa- -

tional and political in nacure. 2t

THE PROGRESSIVIST POSITION

Both conservatives and progressivists in education agree that democracy
is based on freedom, equalicy and respect. The differences berween the two
stances arise because of the different understanding in the conceprions of
education and democracy and/or the differences in the very application or
implicarions of these concepts. The extreme progressivist stance holds thar
the kind of education thar is consistent with democracy is one that provides
lease conscraings on the studencs, is nor authoritarian and allows for the
unique, individual qualities of the students to flourish. Education is con-
ceived as a process of growth through leading ouc and developing innate, nat-
ural, individual qualities by providing students with a varied and rich envi-
ronment that will help them learn. While the ceacher is deemed to be more
knowledgeable chan the students, che role of the teacher is to facilitate the
learning process rather than to impart knowledge. To do otherwise, this view
holds, will hinder the students learning what marters to them. Students may
be able o answer correctly, pass exams, or conform to the directions of
adults, bur thae, it is claimed, is not the genuine learning which is essential
for a democracy, since democracy involves free, active participation of che
learner. Withou active engagement and genuine learning, which will occur
if the subject matter relates or connects o an (nterest of the learner, prospec-
tive citizens will not develop the autonomy, independence, critical and active
qualities needed for meaningful and responsible participation in 2 democra-
cy. Without such engagement and learning, the prospective citizens will turn
out to be apathetic and conformist. From this perspective, therefare, educa-
tion and democracy are not contradictory. On the contrary; as George Wood
concludes: “...if indeed we learn whart we experience, then the only way to
guarantee a reservoir of democraric sentiment in che culture is to make pub-

lic scheoling a centre of democratic e}c];mrif_-nc:&.“32 _
What are some of che basic assumptions of chis position?
+ Teaching is primarily a matcer of facilirazion rather than imparting

knowledge. The role of the reacher, primarily (semertimes even exclu-
sively), is to make learning possible rather than to impose certain chings,

which the students have to learn.
+ Knowledge is noc a body of facts to be discovered and learned: “knowi-
edge is created through social interaction; it is not something ‘out there’

F.O7
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to be transmicted. .. [kinowledge is created and recreated.”?3 And hence
the tendency for knowledge to be seen as constantly changing.

+ Education is a process of leading out and facilication rather chan direct-
ly informing. This view arises from Rousseay’s dicrum thar “Everything
is good as it comes from the hands of che author of Nacure; man med-
dies with it and it deceriorares.”?4 Educacion is seen primarily as a mat-

: ter of self-development. Developing chis perspective further, 20th cen-

‘ Tury romantics, such as A.S. Neill, conclude chat the child is “innately

wise and realiscic” and in Neill's own words, “the old idea that a child has

: _ to be guided is as false and scupid as Solomon’s faw abour the stick.”2

‘ Educarion, then, is seen primarily 25 a marter of self-development: “If

[ef to himself [herself] without adulr suggestion of any kind, [the child]

will develop as far as he [she] is capable of developing.”28

+ Given the centralicy of self-developmene, it is also assumed thar the
jeacners should have a primary if not exclusive say in what they want to -
learn. For, it is argued, children learn best when they are interested in
something. A compulsory cucriculum, as an essential body of knowledge
which all have to learn, is thought to hinder che studencs from pursuing
and developing further their interests and learning, Hence, the scudens,
racher than the subject matter, become the focus.

+ The role of the ceacher as an expert or authority is reduced considerably
and in some instances perhaps even eliminated. Such a view about the
role of the teacher emerges from the centative and changing nature of |
knowledge as well as the primacy of the student in the learning process. E

?
t

¢+ The notion of negative freedom, one that has played a central role in
Eurocentric notions of individualism, permeates this perspective. An edu-
cation in its practices in schools which is faichful co democraric principles
and hence essential o the future of democracy, is seen as one that reduces
compulsion, coerciof, direction, and external authority. Holc states that ic
is not “the proper business of the state, at least one chat calls itself demo-
ceacic or free, to tell anyone what he should know ar learn... The only edu-
cational resource that [ will recognize as legicimate is one that helps pec-

ple learn whatever ic is ¢hat they may happen o want to find out.”? And |
in relation to curricular marters Neill stressed that ©...to impose anything o
by authority is wrong. The child should not do anything until he comes
<0 the opinion — his own opinion - that it should be done. ..external com-
SRR pulsion...is fascism...”?8 And, once again, wich regard to school, Neiil
concludes thac “all external obediences are a curse to his [herjgrowth. In ics
psychological component this is the conflicc berween Fascism and
Democracy. Grant that democracy is targely a sham, that the workers i
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this democratic country are slaves to their capitalisc masters. Grane thar,
but deep down in their hearts the people of Britain desire freedom from
obedience, freedom to get rid of the indignity of being yes-men.”2 And
in the same vein, Carl Rogers criticizes the restrictions imposed by the
“traditional mode”: “The political practices of the schoof stand in cthe most
striking conrtrast to what is taught. While being raughe char freedom and
responsibilicy are the glorious features of our democracy, students are expe-
riencing themselves as powerless, as having litde freedom, and as having
almost no opportunity to exercise choice or carry responsibiliry.”3

i - PRGBLEMS WITH THE PROGRESSIVIST POSITION

Criticism of the nodons of “authority” and “expert” are not always clear.

) . Are all notions of, or references to, authority necessarily authorirarian? Are
; there not reasonable differences berween being authoritarian and being auchor-
- 7 _ iearive? Some may argue that even notions of authoritativeness ultimarely rest L
: . on issues of power3! and legitimation since we cannot clearly support criteria :
. thac distinguish the two because such crireria do not exist in and of themselves,
“out there.” The criteria themselves are acrually social constructs. And in
S response to this one needs to ask: is this very theory of legitimation and denial

. of authoritariveness irself a social construce? If it is, then, we are bound to an
- infinite cegress of social constructs that excludes the possibility of a workable
notion of reasonableness. Some, such as Sharon Bailin, have argued thar an
extreme social constructivist nodon of knowledge leads to a denial of “the
entire enterprise of rational inquiry” and we would be left with “power as che
means for adjudicacing disagreement.”32 But since democracy ultimacely rests
on critical inquiry, debare and discussion, the extreme coastrucrivist view s,
according to Bailin, essentially ant-democradc. 3

A common thread among progressivist views is the emphasis put on the
individual: che essential, narural goodness of individual human beings, the needs
of the individual, the self-actualizadon of the individual, erc. As C.A. Bowers
remarks “che individual is the epicenter of [the] universe." Critics of such a pro-
gressivist posidion, while not meaning to eliminate the individual from the scene,
have pointed ouc illusions creared by and ironies found in this progressivist
stance. The frequent reference o individual self-realization gives the impression
that once the individual has fulfilled him or herself, then the contradictions,
problems and tensions in the world will be resolved. The individual is almost
idolized in isolation from the rest of the universe, as if the individual exists in and
of himself or herself. This perspecrive simplifies the complexities of human life;
ambiguities, tensions, contradictions and controversies are seen as being in oppo-
sition o the development of the individual. [ ultimately assumes a neurral con-
rext is both possible and desirable. Such a stance, critics argue, not only creates




SEP-10-2008 16:41

288 DEMOCRACY IN EDUCATION

che illusion of the dichotomy of the individual from che rest, but alsn generares
the illusion chat che school (where these individuals are meant co achieve self-
actualization) is distince from, and impermeable to, the influences of other insgj-
tutions, and once we fix the problemns in school the rest wilt take care of (self. As
a resule of chis illusion, as Jesse Goodman concludes, “[m]any people feel dehy.-
manized and without a sense of personal identity in their encounters with social
insticutions (schools, workplaces, shopping centres, governmental insticutions).

In response, they withdraw from public spheres and devore their energies ro

highly personal projects.”3

Ac the core of the notion of self-realizarion is the relaced view that indi-
vidual incerests are at the centre of learning. A version of this pesition is found
in the work of Frank Smith who argues thar interest and respect are the two
major characteristics that facilitate “worthwhile chinking and learning."36
Smith holds that “when chinking is done for ourselves. ..then we have no wou-
ble wich it...When thinking is done at the behest of other people...chen it
becomes contrived and difficule.”37 Bur is “difficult chinking” necessarily dis-
connected from our personal interests? May not a suggestion or “order” o pur-
sue something turn into something which is in facc of interest to me or very
relevant to developing (rather than simply pursuing) my own inzerests? Does
everything have to be done for onesel? Moreover, can we fully distinguish
berween and separate the “conaived” from the “non-contrived”? Smich gives
the impression that the public or social forum is contrived. But, then, is it
unnatural or contrived for human beings o be social beings? Is he unwitting-
ly promoting a “contrived” form of individualism? To be fair, Smith maincains
that “ceachers cannor abdicare responsibilicy for whar students think about or
learn...it is the teacher’s role to ensure thar students engage in worthwhile
activities as much as possible.”38 Yet in the same book he concludes “learning
is prolific when it is unfertered in any way, when it is not contrived.”? Bur is
there anything that is rorally uncontrived? Whar does “unfetcered in any way’
really mean? Is Smith assuming chat an ideal, deconrexrualized, neucral situa-
tion is possible? Is any teacher direction, or, for that maceer, any direction from
peers or others, unreasonable and contrived?

Undetlying this ideology is the myth that we live in a context thac pro-
vides all individuals with the opportunity to be “self-Fulfilled.”*0
Unfortunately, this myth has given rise to the illusion that equality can be
achieved or is caken seriously as long as we give the same opporcunity ©@ all.
The illusion arises for several reasons. First, there is che focus on the individ-
ual child as if the child, in the teaching-learning context of schaol and else-
where, exists alone or in isolation, racher than in association with others
which inevitably influence the very nature of the child. Where do che so-
called “narural qualities of the child” come from? Who identifies the criteria

.10
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and what criteria are used to identify what is deemed natural in che nature of

the child and hence needs to be aflowed to develop? The reply of progres-

sivists is limiting because it assumes that the notion of a “self” is complecely |

given by nature rather than a producr of history or human incervendions or
human constructs. However, it should not surprise us thac certain criceria,
which may be developed on certain social class, gender, echnic or religious
inclinations, may become regarded as normal or natural, simply because they
express the views of those who are in 2 powertul position. The problem with
simplistic notions of naturalness and self-actualization is, as Valerie
Walkerdine puts it, that “[ijc does not allow us to explore how these assump-
rions operate to produce categories of inclusion and exclusion, and thereby
to regulate and produce ‘normaliry’.”4! Walkerdine elaborates on this point
with reference to the exclusion of “the feminine.” She challenges the assumed
neutrality of such criteria as the natural by showing that chey are in face gen-
der-specific. And the same argument is made by the African-American Lisa
Delpit in relation. to race and social class. Delpit concludes “pretending thar
gate-keeping poincs don't exist is o ensure thac many studenrs will not pass
through them.”42 Conerary to liberal beliefs, which she associates with “those
whose beliefs include striving for a society based upon maximum individual
freedom and a.t.n:onorny,”43 she urges educarors to make che implicic criceria,
rules and expecrations explicit. Contrary to liberal beliefs, she mainrains that
such a move would increase rather than decrease the possibilicy of freedom
and autonomy.

According to the progressivist view, the teacher should not act on
authoritarian principles. The teacher’s role is not to impart or wansmic fixed
knowledge or facts, but to facilitace the students’ learning. [n some instances
this view has creared the ilusion thar che role of the teacher is not to influ-
ence the students; influencing is deemed identical to imposing or indocrri-
nating. There are two problems with this. First, since we do not live in a
completely neutral contexr, the reacher is inevitably bound to influence the
students even by his or her very presence in class. The question becomes
what #ind of influence? (Rather than, does the teacher influence the stu-
dents?) Second, facilirating is itself a form of cransmission. Given the bound-
ed nature of our being, transmission will take place. Once again, this stance
seems to disregard the reality of the collateral, hidden learning. Ultimately,
the picture of the classroom thar emerges from some interpretacians of this
stance, indicates thac the political, power-relations context of the classroom
are not caken seriously or, 2t rimes, even not considered.

A1
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CONCLUDING REMARKS

Although the assumptions of che conservative and progressivist posicions
are quite in opposition to ¢ach other, there seems o be a major common
thread: the relationship berween education and democracy is perceived as 5
linear or cause-effect relaticnship. From the conservative stance, unless we
take the contradictions berween democracy and education seriously and
model formal education accordingly, then furure citizens are not going to be
well prepared for democracy; from che progressivist stance, unless we remaove
the restrictions, ezc., in formal schooling - rescrictions that are incomparible
with democracy — then democracy will remain a mere sham. Another com-
mon elemenc amang boch positions is the lack of recognition of the political
element in the educational process. My contention is that these two comman
qualities are based on misinterpretations of or a disregard for the notion of
democracy as a way of life and its applicacion to education.

[t was Dewey who elaborated on and popularized the notion of democ-
racy as a way of life. He warned thar this notien implies two crucial elements.
First, the close relation between democracy and “a personal way of individ-
ual life,” a life that “signifies the possession and continual use of certain ari-
tudes, forming personal characrer and derermining desire and purpose in all
the relacions of life.”%4 And chis implies, as he argued elsewhere, the parrici-
pation of all mature human beings in determining the values that guide the
relationships among human beings in 2 community.4? This participation he
recognizes as an essential quality. Second, the need of the continual recon-
struction of democracy. “The very idea of democracy...must be continually
explored afresh; it has to be constandy discovered, and rediscovered, remade
and reorganized.”#¢ This, of course, arises from Dewey’s insistence on the
close connection between democracy and life and his beliefs in pragmatism.
Life, he acgues, is never fixed. Democracy and life are intertwined, so
“democracy as a form of life cannot stand still.”47 These two elernents pose
several challenges. And the challenges increase when they are applied to edu-
cation. The major challenge concerns the kind of dispositions and habits that
education ought to foster o ensure the sustenance and reconstruction of the
demacratic spiric. For Dewey this way of life depends on the “faith in human
intelligence and in the power of pooled and cooperative experience”4? - an
experience that fosters certain articudes, dispositions and skills, such as che
development of “intelligent judgmenc and action,” free discussions and
inquiry, the trust and supporr chac is needed for self-correction, and “allow-
ing differences a chance to show chemselves because of the belief thar the
expression of difference is not only a right of the other person but is a means
of enriching one’s own life-experience.. 49 And, as Russell put it, such a way
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of life requires that we “encourage independence, initiative, thinking for
[oneself], and the realization thac anybody may be miscaken.”30

Dewey’s conception of che relationship becween educacion and democ-
racy is very clearly stated: “Tr is obvious chac the relation between democracy
and education is a reciprocal one, a2 murual one, and vially so. Democracy is
iself an educarional principle, an educational measure and policy.”! While
meaningful educacion has to be guided and embody democratic principles,
“democracy cannot endure, much fess develop, without education...”? Such
a reciprocal relationship, together with Dewey’s call for the continuous
reconstruction of democracy, makes a serious artempt at democratic educa-
tion a racher arduous rask. Buc this is exactly intrinsic to the very narure of
democracy for, as Maxine Greene reminds us, “[d]emocracy is neither a pos-
session nor a guaranceed achievement. It is forever in the making; it mighe
be thought of as possibilicy — maral and imaginative possibilicy.”33 Such a
dynamic vision of democracy and education is bound to create tensions and
uncertaintes. But as Amy Gueman caudons us: “Perhaps the most disrine-
tive fearure of a democraric theory of educacion is its simultaneous refusal to
dissolve these tensions philosophically and its insistence on finding a princi-
pled, rather than simply a pragmaric, way of living with che tensions. Living
with tensions will never be easy, bur che alternatives to democratic education
that promise to make us easier people are far worse.”5433
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