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ABSTRACT

In this thesis the idea of ecmpowerment is explored for its application to education.
Empowerment has as its focus the development of human maturity. The relationship between
modcrn power and empoweiment is picked out to show how modern power operates to hinder
the devclopment of human maturity, particularly in those who historically have been
discmpowcred in social relations on the basis of sex, race and wealth. Yet it is also true that, in
the context of modern power, human maturity is distorted in both the powerful and the powerless.
This is because modern power is grounded in an asymmetry that begets passivity in the
disprivileged and a preoccupation with the desire to dominate in the privileged. The outcome for
the powerless is that they become individuals who arce useful for the purposes of others rather than
articulating life plans for themselves,

As I examine modern power, I identify what I refer to as personal power. This expression
refers to the feeling/belicf that I am someone who can say and do those things that are cougruent
with my sclf-conception, and has passivity as its opposite. Personal power is an antidote to the
hindering cffects that modern power has had within us. Since the goal of empowerment is the
unleashing of the creative individual, to realize its goal, empowerment is directed towards
removing those social and cultural obstacles that obstruct the development of maturity. In
particular, features of cmpowerment are set against social practices that perpetuate inequalities
between people on the basis of sex, race and wealth. 1 propose that in empowering schools
women and men will emerge who arc capable of conceiving a good life for themselves, one which
is directed towards being responsive and responsible members of the human community.
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION

The central and unifying theme of cmpowerment is that of becoming mature. Human
maturity is not a static state of being complete or perfect; it has more to do with vur readiness to
deliberate over problems and opportunitics in a way which corresponds with the conception we
have of ourselves. That is, mature people generally can be counted on to live from the inside, as
it were, on the basis of highly prized and carefully considered values, Tt ix in this sense thit we
think of mature people as having integrity. In this dissertation, 1 argue that the relaioaship
between empowerment and power can be understood in the following way. namely, that power
rclations bear heavily on maturity in that they cither foster or frusumte its development. In
particular, power relations invade or "invest” us (like a parasite invests it body) and fundamentally
shape what is within. If we claim that those who are mature should live from the inside, we must
first cxamine how power relations operate on what is within us. T argue that modern power
relations' must be picked out and understood if we scriously assert that people should be
cmpowered. We cannot proceed with a project of developing what 1 call our personal pawer, which
is the outcome of empowerment, without first coming to sec how modern relations of power have
had hindering effects within us.

Throughout the dissertation, 1 use the expression personal power 10 pick out a pertinent
aspect of maturity. By personal power | refer to a fecling/belicf that we are people who can sy and
do those things that arc congrucnt with our sclf-conceptions. That is, persenal poter has passivity
as its opposite. In addition, personal power assumes the importance of considering how people
arrive at their sclf-conceptions because personal power is not meunt to imply license to do whatever
one wants. Ifit did, we would have to concede that murderers are mature because they arce active
and not passive in carrying out their personal plans. “The maturity inhercat in cmpowerment
implies limits on our personal plans that I pick out in the following chapters.

The question of human maturity is hardly new. At the outset of the medern cri,
Immanuel Kant wrote an article (1784) in answer 1o the question: What is Enlightenment#* To
him, the motto of the Enlightenment was: "Have courage to use your eum undenstanding.” He
claims here that the Enlightenment is "man’s emergence from his sclf-incurred immaturity” and
he defines immaturity as the “inability to use one’s own understanding without the guidance of
another.” He asserts that “men” reinain immature because they are lazy or cowirds and because
it is "so convenicnt to be immature!™  He identifies books, spiritual advisors and doctors s
"guardians” who "kindly” take upon themsclves the work of supervision to sce to it "that by far the
largest part of mankind (including the entire fair sex) should consider the siep forward to maturity
not only as difficult but also as highly dangerous.” If we follow Kant, modernity should have as
onc of its projects an inquiry aficr what it means 10 become adult or mature. Empowerment is
an aspect of this inquiry.

Michel Foucault analyzes Kant's article and connects it to the three Critiques by noting
that, according to Kant, maturity is made possible through the use of reason, as Kant depias it
Foutault suggests that, to Kant, Enlightenment is a "way out:" it is &t "process that releases us from
the state of immaturity™ by "linking will, authority, and the usc of reason.™ Further, it is «
phenomenon and an ongoing process; it is a task and an obligation--an obligation heciuse "mian
himself is responsible for his immature status.” In other words, Enlightenment is undenstood as
defining "humanity's passage to adult status” and at the same time shows that "cuch individual is
responsible in a certain way for that overall process.™ Foucault thinks thit Kint's essay is the
first time in history somcone applied philosophical discourse to the quostion of "today s
difference.” That is, in raising the question of human maturity, Kant asks the question of what
makes today different from any earlier time. In referring to himself as doing the “history of the
present,” Foucault takes up this examination of "today as difference” as well as taking up the



question of what it means to become adult. Rather than following Kant in positing that maturity
is achieved through rationality, Foucault articulates the various ways that power relations prevent
s fiom becoming adult because we are made subject to the authority of others, an idea congruent
with immaturity as Kant identified it. But Foucault also adds that the modern exercise of power
makes us subjects to oursclves? and that this constraint constitutes another way of remaining
immature. The implication that | take from this is that, during the modern cra, there was a
rclationship between the exercise of power and our capacity to become adult that is not accounted
for in Kunt’s assertions about becoming maturc through our usc of reason alone. That is,
Foucault's analysis raises scrious questions about whether it is accurate to say that we are to be
blamed for our immaturity, as Kant would have us believe that we are to be. While Kant wanted
us 10 usc our rcason to become mature, Foucauit wants us to engage in a particular kind of
critique which he calls the "critical ontology of ounsclves.” He says:

I do not know whether we will cver reach mature aduithood. Many things in our
expericnce convince us that the historical event of the Enlightenment did not make us
maturc adults, and we have not reached that stage yet. However, it seems to me that a
mcuning can be attributed to that critical interrogation on the present and oursclves
which Kant formulated by reflecting on the Enlightenment....The critical ontology of
oursclves has to be considered not...as a theory, a doctrine, nor even as a permancnt body
of knowledge that is accumulating; it has to be conceived as an attitude, an cthos, a
philosophical life in which the critique of what we are is at one and the same time the
historical analysis of the limits that are imposed on us and an experiment with the

possibility of going beyond them.”

‘The underlying investigation in this dissertation is an examination of how we might help
cducate people 10 become mature adults. I consider the role of empowerment, power relations
and cducation in the process of becoming mature. In analyzing empowerment and power, in
rclation to education, [ pick out dimensions of empowerment and explain the cffects that
empowerment must have in order to foster the project of becoming adult. At bottom, there are
really only two ways to structurc relations of power between people; cither we work in
partnership with others or we express domination over them. Domination, power over or through
others, frustrates their ability to think for themselves thereby creating the social conditions of
vulnerability, which render people unable to achieve adult status. By the term "thinking for
ourselves” 1 refer to a general notion of thinking that includes feelings and beliefs as well as the
socializing processes that initiate us into this thinking. The partnership paradigm for power
relations assumes that power is i, with and for others; it encourages practices and strategies that
promotc maturity because it enhances personal power.

I usc the term personal power rather than autonomy or maturity, for example, for two
reasons. The themes of cmpowerment, equality, and justice that I explore in order to pick out
power’s effects on us, convince me that we must re-evaluate the ways we conceive these latter two
terms. In particular, women's and men's experience has been divided into public and domestic
spheres of life with the result that we have arrived at different ways of conceiving autonomy.?
We 1end to think of adult responsibility, and therefore, maturity or autonomy in different ways
because our work has drawn differently on our human resources. The division between the work
that men and women typically engage in came about in large part because of an emphasis that
is casily detected in what Kant is quoted to say at the outset. He says that few men but no women
"(the cntire fair sex)” think for themselves, Underlying this assertion was a belief that the
supposedly natural capacities of women were differently constituted from those of men.!*
Domestic lifc supposedly suited women, and public life did not, because of their particularistic
cmotional nature. Belicfs about women's so called natural capacities enabled the negative effects
of power (domination) to be wiclded cver women up to the twentieth century. As a result, the
way that men and women typically conceive autonomy, for example, has been strongly influenced

9
-



by the exercise of domination over women. While autonomy remains an important term, 1 re-
examine the ways power has been able to constitute us as subjects who think about awtonemy or
maturity in the way that we do. The effects of domination on our idea of autonomy and maturaty
constitute my sccond reason for analyvzing the term personal power as oppased 1o those athers,
though 1 use all three in general discussion.

My interest in articulating a meaning and context for persanal power is motivated by 4
belief that when we tcach, we not only teach people some content, through being in our presence
we also convey to them somcthing of what it is to be human. To educate someonc in something
is also to be engrossed in a project that informs us all about what it means to be an adult human
being. In this project, personal power is central: if we are seen as powerles, by oursclves or by
others, we are fundamentally disturbed in our self-cxpression. Practices of domination are alway
aimed at silencing and inhibiting others (or oneself) and have passivity (or docility) as their desired
aim. A partnership paradigm for power relations focuses on constituting. releasing, or enhancing
the "objective capacitics” of individuals along the lines of personal pouvr. In analyzing power
rclations we Jook at what it is possible to say and do, by whom, and under what conditions, at a
given time in a socicty; this is to focus on relational and political dynamics of power. But personal
power is also a heuristic device in that 1 may apply it to mysclf in attempting to undenstind my
own situation with respect to power relations, in addition to applyiny it to the situation of others.
In my view, schools should encourage the development of personal power.

It is almost too obvious to say that schooling shapes the life chances of children. Whit is
less obvious is the role that power relations play in educational institutions and in setting the tone
for *he way that things arc done. Power relations refer to onc aspect of the way that things are
done which shapes students’ "end-product” abilitics. Power relations in the school sciting, are
interrelated both with communication and our capacitics 1o constitute "blocks” in which there is
a systematic adjustment of capacities towards end-product abilitics on the basis of what Foucault
calls "considered formulac” (an arrangement of clements that constitutes his understanding of “the
disciplines”). In the blend of communication, capicitics amxl power, power relations can be picked
out and analyzed for the contribution they make to the way things are done and the way students
turn out during and after the scheoling process.!'  In pasticular, power relations strongly
influence people’s willingness and ability to think for themsclves.

I arguc in this disscrtation that power relations have a direct bearing on the development
of those capacities which influcnce the project of becoming adult in & maodern and democratic
society. While children are unavoidably dependent on parents and teachers for a titne, power
relations engaged in by parents and teachers are central to constructing and paving the road to
maturity if they find a way to transfcr aver to students the pedagogic role of guidince so that
students come to think for themselves. Domination forestalls the development of miturity. In
society as a whole, the power to dominate others and to take away power rather than to give it,
limits the life chances of many peuple on the basis of scx, race, wealth and position.

In chapter two, | examine how domination frustrates maturity by using Fouciult's analysis
of sovercign, pastoral and disciplinary power. In addition, I consider two ideis that undergird
Foucault's analysis of power relations that I rely on throughout the dissertation. I arguc that
modern relations of power, in the person of the king and pastor and in the presence of the all-
seeing cye, forestall the development of human maturity. Chapter three has ecmpowerment as its
focus. Four aspects of empowerment are included, namcly: organiztional empowerment,
feminine empowerment, ameliorative empowerment, and preventive cmpowcerment. [ trace the
idea of cmpowerment throughout these dimensions and present and relate core aspects of its
conccptualization. In chapter four I pick out relations between cmpowerment, equality and justice
10 arguc that a commitment to equality has not served to empower all of us. Chapter five is an
analysis of the ideas of power that have been outlined in chitpters two and three to arguc that only
empowerment is properly educative. In chapter six, I ask what schools must do for girls and
young women in order that they may come to express personal power s defined above und to case
the burden of exclusion that casily stymics participation in the project of becoming adult und
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which hi: Deen anything but “convenient” for women up to now. I argue that this exclusion has
made it enormously difficult for women even to conccive life plans for themselves which is a
nccessary step in beirg full of personal power. Throughout the dissertation, my aim is to show that
unless we understand the power relations we perpetuate and engage in, we cannot develop the
potential students have to be full and critical participants in a democracy that necds cveryonc’s
adult involvement.

End Notes

1.By the cxpression “modern power relations” | refer to those relations of power
that characterize the period of modernity which some theorists suggest began at the end
of the 17005 and camc to an end in the late 1960s and early 1970s. Sce, for example,
David Harvey, The Condition of Postmodernity (Cambridge: Blackwell, 1989). Foucault's
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CHAPTER TWO
EXERCISING POWER AS A HINDRANCE TO MATURITY

Introduction

Power is a social concept and discuscing it generally involves the normative activity of
sclecting and cmphasizing certain aspects of our social cnvirenment over others. For example,
analytic philosophy cngages us in a discussion of power through the making of arguments which
fix power in ccrtain categorics that put power in line with larger theoretical positions, Jjustifving
power in terms of, say, criteria of uscfulness which depend on making other political and cthical
judgements. Foucault's investigation of power relations docs not follow this formula.’ The
difference in his thought is particularly felt in the absence of any arguments about its nature,
instcad, he asks the question of how power operates. He does take an cthical and political stance
but this is not easy to read in the descriptions that follow. The apparent "facelessncss” of Foucault
will be addressed in this chapter, but in making clear hi descriptions of how power operates, and
in presenting my own applications, two things matte= to me, My first concern arises from a belief
that power rclations can De secn to operate in ways Fcucault suggests they do. Certainly the
grandiose scale of sovereign power is absent but its activity can be detected in many places, including
the school room. As well, I continually witness incidents of pastoral power and 1 know first-hand
of the effects of disciplinary power. The sccond concern is to identify the atrocities that people
suffer in their person as a result of what is essentially a negative dimension of power, ic.,
domination, and recognize its fiec play so that we might be moved to reconceive power and our
practices of it. The first part of this chapter, then, is not so much an argument about power, as
it is the setting of a stage on which to see how power operates and to settle in our minds what we
think of these demonstrations and their continuance. This is my political agenda, as it were.®
The second part of the chapter, "Engaging Foucault,” is an analysis of two of his ideas that relate
directly to the idea of power or ground the discussion in following chapters.

What unifies the idex of power in this chapter is a reliance on two models for power, the
one proposed by law, a juridical model, and the other taken from the military, a model of war or
struggle.® Foucault says that the former model predominates throughout the classical and
modern eras. He picks up the later model but expands the power relation between those who
make war on cach other to include the possibility that each party in the struggle is equally capable
of directing the actions of the other. In this way, Foucault does two things; he challenges the
legitimacy of reclations of domination as expressions of power, and he goes beyond the
conceptualization of struggle previously put forward, by Marxists for example, who fail to take
scriously the full range of possibilities for both parties in the agonism of a power struggle. In
analyzing power relations in this dissertation, 1 argue that, while theorists such as Foucault
challenge the legitimacy of demination’s role in power relations, their analysis of power relations
remains within a dominator pavadigm for power relations because of the models for power that
underlie their views. Sovereign, pastoral and disciplinary power constitute three expressions of power
relations that typify the pre-modern and modern eras. The first expression of power relations
that Foucault describes is sovereign power.

The Power of the King

Prior to the emergence of the modern era, sovereign power was exercised between the king
and his subjects. The fundamental tie, the source of the sovereign’s legitimacy, was his connection
to the realm.* Power over subjects was expressed in a discontinuous manner by means of levies
or obligations, and was demonstrated in spectacles of severe punishment, for example, at public
exccutions. The discontinuous aspect of sovereign power enabled many of the king's subjects to
escape from his obligations or hide from his presence. Power, conceived as i the physical
existence of the sovereign and expressed over the subject’s material property, ie., over the land
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and its products, and even over the criminal’s body itsclf, was cssentially the king's right of
seizure: of things, time, bodics, and ultimatsly life itsclf. It culminated in the pn\llq,c 1o size
hold of lifc in order to suppress it> The kmg incarnated power and this right of scizure was
appropriated by those who operated on the king's behalf,

Following Rusche and Kirchheimer, Foucault asserts that the king had a double measure
of power because he had 2 "double body.” This duplication was, on the onc hand. represented in
the tansitory body which is born and dics, and on the other, by onc that remains unchanged by
time and is maintained in the physical yvet intangible support of the kingdom. Around this serond
body are organized an iconographvy, a political theory of monarchy and the leyal mcchamsms that
dlsunguxsh between, as well as link, the person of the king to the demands of the Crown® The
king's "double body” was the source of his surplus power—an excess that he deployed to control
his subjects. This is why Foucault asserts that the king's body is not a metaphor but & political
necessity.’

The king’s excrcise of power was legitimated by a theory of {Divine] right (in the sensc
of a justifiable claim based on the indivisibility of sovercignty itself®) which came to be practised
throughout the kingdom as domination. In responsc to the demands of royal power a legal edifice
was ¢rected to protect this theory of right. Foucault maintains that the cssential function of the
discourse and techniques of nght has been to ¢fface the domination intrinsic to power in order
17, present the latter at the level of appearance under different aspects: the legitimate rights of the
sovereign and the people’s legal obligation to obey him, Yet it is always possible for this legal
structure to slip out of the sovereign’s gnip. At the end of the Classical era Foucault notes that
it is from lawyers that reform emerges to challenge the king's right to dominate the people.
Foucault uncovers this practice of domination as it was expressed within the social body. He looks
not to the king and his edifice of sovercignty, but to the subjects in their mutual refations and to
their multiple forms of bubjug:mon that have a place and a function in the social organism® to
find evidence for how sovereign power operates. He probes the extremitics of the social body as
a whole to understand how power’s effects turn us into subjects.'® Power is not housed in the
king's body alone. Between every point of the social body, between men and women, masters and
pupils, between everyone who knows and everyone who does not, there exist relations of power
which are not purcly and simply a projection of the sovereign's great power over the individual;
they are concrate, changing situations in which the sovercign’s power is grounded: they are
conditions which make it possible for his power to function. Foucault maintains that in order for
the State to operate now the way it does, there must be, between male and female, or adult and
child, quite specific relations of domination which have their own configuration and relative
autonomy.’! It is not that these local power relations are a mere echo of severeign pewer, yet they
are connected to the particularity of its expression. Without the kind of preparation provided by
these local relations it is difficult for domination to so easily have its way.

Since the ceuniral role of the theory of right was to fix the legitimacy of power, Foucault
wants us to sever the relation between sovercignty and its Icgitimacy so as to reveal the brutality
that divine right permitted. He acknowledged that his intention is to exposc the crucl domination
that is characteristic of sovereign pover. As far as he is concerned, right “should be viewed...in terms
of the methods of subjugation that it instigates...[since the] system of right, the domain of faw, are
per-aanent agents of these rclations of domination, these polymosphous techaiques of
subjugation.”* All forms of domination are subjcct to the criticisms levelled against sovereign

power, and subjects of such power arc constituted in identifiable ways. [ pick out these cffects of
power in order to keep us from filing to notice them as we observe the social relations around
us, including our own.

The body of the king’s subject '
Foucault takes asa stnmng point the pdrucular effects that severeign jmwrr had on the lmdy

of the criminal in a ‘ceremony”  which constitutes a physical confrontation between the sovereign
and the condemned person.”® The public exccution

7



brings into play the asymmetry between the subject who has dared to violate the law and
the all-powerful sovercign who displays his strength.  Public exccution is not a spectacle
of measure but an imbalance and excess; in this liturgy of punishment, there must be an
emphatic affirmation of power and of intrinsic superiority to make everyone aware,
through the body of the criminal, of the unrestrained presence of the sovereign. The
public exccution did not re-cstablish justice, it reactivated power. It was a policy of
terror."

In the cnactment of sovereign power, as a confrontation between the king and his subject, the king's
surplus power allows him to make a spectacle out of his exercise of power. Crime is his personal
score to scttle. The execution is an act of personal vengeance aimed at demonstrating the surplus
power that inheres in the king’s offended body. The horrer of the crime is redone on the
criminal’s body so as to annul its effects and to show just how different the king is from his
subjects. While the king has a double measure of power, the condemned body records a "lack of
power."® In other words, the ¢riminal has no power at all and is therefore empty of value
because the condemned person is one to whom things are said and done: he or she is not one who
says and docs things. The king has a license to say and do whatever he wills, thereby expressing
the extreme form that asymmetry between the sovereign and subject has taien.' Foucault notes
that the existence of public torture and exccution were seen as the cffect of a system of production
in which labour power, and therefore the human body, has neither the utility nor the commercial
value that are conferred on them in an economy of an industrial type.” In the later industrial
age, the bodics of subjects were valuable because they produced labour.

The chief characteristic of demonstrations of sovereign power is made manifest in the king's
power over the subject’s body. The valuelessness of the subject’s body means that the king can
make the criminal do anything he wishes: Stand up! Sit down! Stay where you are! Be
dismembered! Be dead! The body of the criminal can be "manhandled’: it is a mere shell-a
surface which reflects the king's glory for others to see. In this power relation asymmetry is so
extreme, it seems 1o me that when a confession breaks forth from the mouth of its victim, this
utterance only repeats the king’s power and the supposed legitimacy of the king's act: a confession
is the hollow ccho of the king's voice in the criminal’s body--a body which has ne value but does
have some use. Yet it would be incorrect. 1o see the criminal’s body as instrumentally useful
except in the thinnest possible sense: it is not useful as some particular person’s body, rather it
is useful as any person’s body might be, as if it were a picture screen on which is projected the
power and glory of the king. In this way, the criminal serves to reflect how much power the king
has over any one individual, and therefore over everyone. Those present at the execution witness
the king's power and consider the possibility of being in the criminal’s place. In this way the
execution is supposed to keep people good by scaring them. The king's power is a policy of terror
intended to convince cach one in his presence that his power can be brought down on any one
in the group. The body of the condemned person is the place where sovereign power was applicd;
it was the anchoring point for a manifestation of power and an opportunity for affirming this
asymmetry of forces." The criminal’s body was also the site of identification for the people who
were to be controlled by this spectacle of terror. But it was this very identification, meant to
securc the effects of the ritual, that eventually limited the king's power.

This limiting of sovereign power occurred because the king can be capricious: at all costs,
subjects must not upset him; and it has two outcomes. The first is that subjects come to
understand the king so well that they are able to anticipate and avoid his outbursts so that escape
from him is possible: the second is that the kingdom must echo power relations which support the
worthlessness of the less powerful. In schools, homes, and shops the onc who has less power must
learn how to stoop before the king so as to avoid abuse. If it so happened that someone refused
to stoop, he or she would make a bad subject and a bad example: the king has so much more



trouble having his own way with subjects like these, And once aroused, the desire for significance
is not easily extinguished.

Thercfore, as Foucault notes, the king's extravagant spectacke of punishment ran the risk
of being rejected by the very people to whom it was addressed. The political danger was tied to
the fact that the people never felt closer to those who paid the penalty, than in those rituals
intended to show the horror of the crime and the invincibility of power. Never did the people fecl
more threatened, just as criminals did, by a legal violence excrcised without moderation or
restraint. In the end, the execution no longer frightened the people; it made them angry, They
came to identify with criminals and to glorify them as cmblems of the "tiny struggles that passad
unperceived in everyday life:” they came to identify with the innocent ones who paid & great price
for resisting or for getting caught in the excesses of this power. Once it was clcarly scen that the
demonstration of sovereign power is an act of vengeance on the weaker by the stronger, tyranny
was recognized and tyranny arouses rebellion; in fact, Foucault asserts that each calls for the
other."”

The Limits of sovereign
The connection that people felt with the criminal was the core of their solidar'ty--a
solidarity that gave them strength to voice their fury at the abuses of an absolute and untamed
power. Torture on "onc of us” could no longer be justificd: the humanity at the corc of this
solidarity became the limit for sovereign power. The humanity of the ¢riminal became the measure
for penal practices.

The "man’ that the reformers set up against the despotism of the scaffold has also become
a 'man-measurc’; not of things, but of power. The cightcenth century opened up o
crisis...[and] in order to solve it, proposed the fundamental law that punishment must
have ‘humanity’ as its "measurce’ without any definitc mcaning being given to this
principle, which ncvertheless is regarded as insuperable.™

The Kantian view of sclf, as a rationally autonomous subject, supplied the mcasure for "humanity”
modern reformers required. John Rawls (1971) summarizes this view of self by saying that “the
self is prior to the ends which are affirmed by it.™ Will Kymlicka (1990) explains Kant's view by
saying that it proposcs that *we can always step back from any particular project and question
whether we want to continue pursuing it, since no end is exempt from possible revision of the
self.” Kant is "one of the strongest defenders of this view that the self is prior to its socially given
roles and relationships, and is free only if it is capable of holding these features of its social
relation at a distance and judging them according to the dictates of reason.” This view of sell is
questioned by communitarians and feminists who say that "the self is "embedded’ or “situated’ in
existing social practices, and we cannot always stand back and opt out of them.”™! Foucault’s
analysis of power challenges the efficacy of Kant's view of sclf and the supposed capacity to "stand
back” from roles and relationships, particularly in his description of disciplinary power. At this point -
in our history, however, Kant’s view of sclf was cmployed as a measuring stick defined by the
"'man of reason’ who committed no crime himself. The primacy of this view shaped our
conceptualization of equality, as I will argue in chapter four. The measurcment of humanity
produced a strain on sovereign power that broke it and brought in the power rclations that
characterize modern power relations.  But it must also be noted that the “humanism” which
produces the "man-measure” to limit sovereign power is incflective in limiting the new form of
modern power that I describe later as disciplinary iower. Modern power, "normalizing-disciplinary
powe” which comes to characterize the bureaucratic welfare state, has little to do with the despotic
regimes that humanism curtailed: against modern poiver "humanism is defenccless.™

Foucault maintains further that modern reformers placed limits on sovereign power because
of its inefficiency not its injustice.™ The crime that concerned the foudal structure was illegality
with respect to rights; with the coming of modern capitalism the concern shifted from rights to
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a protection of wealth and property. The bourgeoisic became cmphatic in its insistence to close
up open spaces for any illegalitics perpetrated against material goods: power needed to be more
cfficient. Foucault asserts that the reformers may have used the rhetoric of equality to describe
their aims but what they really did was suppress illegalities against wealth and property and
permit ilicgalities with respect to bourgeois rights.® The outcome of this double standard with
respect to rights and goods was the continuance of asymmetrical relations in power and privilege
over the last 200 years.

It may be objected at this point that Foucault is simply being cynical when he accuses the
reformers of wanting cfficicncy more than fairness. But this charge misleads us in an important
way: without his analysis, which may or may not appear cynical in tone, how are we to explain
the asymmetry of power relations that is curready the cause of so much hosdlity from, for
cxample, women and minoritics. If the justice called for by these groups is to be effective then
our analyses must delineate the actual rifts in the social order so that justice can stand in the right
gap. In this respect Foucault leads us in the appropriate direction because asymmetry in power
rclations is an under-analyzed problem.

If onc sces the point of his analysis, it is clcarer why rights have re-emerged since the
1960s as the main focus of public "rebellion’. Changes in the constitution of material wealth, in
credit, and in the value of tangible products make money more significant than things; the nature
of crimes against material goods has changed, e.g., if robbed, people have insurance. Rights issues
surface as more individuals and groups achieve political voice and recognize that a redistribution
of rights is necessary to address the basic asymmetry of power relations that have remained intact
throughout the modern cra despite the rhetoric of equality. Yet, there is another form of power
that Foucault uncovers that decpened the asymmetrical relations that were possible to maintain
before the 1960s, which he calls pastorel power.

The Power of the Pastor™
Foucault asserts that Christianity introduced a form of new power throughout the ancient
world because it was the only religion to organize itself into a church in which certain individuals
served others as pastors.™ ‘This is a form of power

1. whose ultimate aim is to assure individual salvation in the next world;

2.  that commands but also must be prepared to sacrifice itself for the life and salvation of
the flock; it differs in this way from royal power which demands sacrifice from its subjects
to save its throne;

3. that looks after the whole community as well as each individual for his or her whole life;

4.  thatcannot be exercised without knowing the insides of people’s minds, without exploring
their souls, without making them reveal their innermost sccrets. It implies a knowledge
of the conscience and an ability to direct it

What must be noted in 2 and 3 is the combination of individual and corporate concerns:
the pastor directs attention to cach and t2 all. When Foucault uses the expression, "totalizing and
individualizing” to describe disciplinary bower he is referring to this tendency simultancously to
Inmp together and to single out people. As an example, university students may be singled out
on the basis of an ientification numtber but that number in no way signifies their individuality.
This opportunity to lump together and single out is 2 fundamental characteristic of bureaucratic
organizations. Foucault asserts that the-state swallowed up the functions of the church spewing
out a form of pastoral power, the objectives of which were different from religious ones but
maintained control over each and ail. As a result:
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Instead of a pastoral power and a political power, more or lexs linked to cach other. more
or less rival, there was an individualizing “tactic” which characterized a series of powen:
those of the family, medicine, psychiatry, cducation and employers.™

Pastoral power, as assimilated by the state, focused on salvation here and now in terms of health,
well-being (sufficient wealth and standard of living), security, and protection against accidents.
The officials of pastoral power increased: the police, private institutions and the family took on
formerly pastoral functions. The multiplication of the aims and agents of pastoral power focused
the deveiopment of knowledge about humankind around two poles: one which was globalizing and
quantitative, concerning the entire population, and another which was analytical (in the sense of
separating out) and concerned with the individual.®

_ Foucault is not alone in his asscssment of the relationship between the Church, the Stte
and this new form of power. Max Wcber notes that the Reformation did not climinate the
Church’s control over everyday life, rather it was the substitution of a new form for i previous
one. This new form was a repudiation of a control which was very lax and scarcely perceptible
in practice and hardly more than formal, in favour of a regulation ¢f the wholc conduct of people
and which penetrated to all depths of public and private life. It was infinitely burdensome and
carnestly enforced.”™ Weber also notes that it was difficult for people even in his time to realize
the former extent of pastoral influence over the lives of ordinary people; it was control from
religious sources, he asserts, that was the "decisive influcnce in the formadon of a national
character.™

A description of state power modeled on pastoral power explains how forms of power can

be both individualizing and totalizing at the same time. Foucault identifics three kinds of struggle
against this type of power: 1. struggles against forms of domination (cthnic, social, religious); 2.
against forms of exploitation which separate people from what they produce; and, 3. against forms
of subjection, subjectivity and submission. Onc could argue that 3 is really the terminal of 1 and
2 but Foucault asserts that it is a form of its own which interacts with the other two. He scems
most interested in focusing attention on the third type, an example of which he finds in the
Reformation. In the fificenth and sixteenth centurics a new subjectivity, characterized by a need
to take part in spiritual life, in the work of salvation, asserted itself in revolt aginst the forms of
spirituality previously possible during the Middle Ages. Foucaultasserts that the state is the power
against which we now struggle™ There is a basic connection between pastoral power and the
disciplinary power that follows it; the former is not so much a scparate cpoch as it is a technique
of power assimilated by the lauter.

The Pastor’s Flock
Pastoral power is cxercised between the priest/preacher and the people in the pew.
Foucault asserts that the

christian in confession doesn't know something, what he doesn’t know is not whether X
is a sin or not, or what kind of sin it is, ke doesn’t know what takes place within him. The
christian says: "Listen, the trouble is that I can't pray at present, | have a fecling of
spiritual dryness which has made me lose touch with God.” The dircctor suys to kim,
*Well, there is something happening in you which you don't know about. We will work
together to find it our™ (emphasis minc).

The assumption behind pastoral power is that ordinary people do not know what is within them as
well as the pastor does. The first thing to notice is that those who do not know are placed ina
position of diminished power with respect to the onc who helps or claims to know. [t must be
noted that even in ordinary situations we do have difficulty in assessing the claim that others
either do or do not know what is in them. In general, the subjectivity of another person is opaque
to us and distant from us; we can be mistaken in any judgement we make about somcone clse.
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Yct we persist in making judgements. Asa simple but fundamental example, parents will require
young children to cat dinner even when children say or indicate that they are not hungry. In this
way parcnts cxpress & form of pastoral power over their children which dismisses confirmations
from their offspring. This is bocause, in examples of pastoral power, the subject’s account of a
situation is not heard or given the currency that is given to the pastor’s account. As a result, the
child comes to wonder: Am I hungry? In a context of pastoral power, children do not practice the
art of listcning to themsclves or speaking for themsclves. Yet there must be some relationship
between listening to onc’s self, speaking for one’s sclf and eventually thinking for one’s scif.

The overwhclming effect of years of this asymmetrical practice lcaves the less powerful
belicving that they do not know what is within and need somcone clsc to help them to find out.
That is, the powerless arc numb to their own experience and confused about what they feel. This
confusion is fundamental in the perpetuation of immaturity. We have all been influenced by
asymmectrical relations of the pastoral type to some degree. So we face a double bind. The very
practice of continually inauthenticating what we know about ourselves sets up a need for someone
to tell us what is within. It is hard to sce a way out. But until the powerless find a way out, it will
not be possible for them to trust themselves, c.g., even to trust the sensation, I am hungry now
or I am not hungry now, and it will be difficult for them to sense their own plans and intentions
in order to act upon them. What develops between pastor and people is a dependent relationship
in which people forever search the horizon for someone to tefl them who they are and what they
can do. It is not just that this relationship produces and perpetuates asymmetrical relations,
though it docs do that; in addition, it grounds these asymmetrical relations in an overwhelming
condition of not kaowing and not trusting ourselves, a condition which is hard to shake off. The
deep-going nature of this handicap can last a life-time: if I do not know myself, what is within,
what I am truly good at as a specific human being, then I cannot take advantage of new
opportunitics to participate meaningfully in social life. Not knowing what is within is an obstacle
in the path to full adult participation in the social world.

An objection that could be raised at this point is that in the parent/child, teacher/student
relationship one person in the pair does know more than the other about a great many things.
In fact, if parents and teachers do not know more, they should not be in that position, particularly
because we hold them more responsible in the relationship than we hold cither the child or
student. The mere fact of knowing/not-knowing is not the problem to Foucault; rather it is the
practices attached to this relationship that create the conditions of perpetual immaturity, and
which distort the subjectivity of individuals directing them towards enslavement to the authority
of the other. Foucault "dramatizes this point by claiming that power is in our bodics not in our
heads.” To put in another way, "he means that practices are more fundamental than belief
systems when it comes to understanding the hold power has on us."™ This is perhaps a central
contribution to the way we should think about power relations in education. At bottom, these
practices silence those who do not know. Foucault would say that the practices of confining mad
people, making people confess, and I would add, making children eat when they are not hungry,
maintain domination of one person over another by creating conditions of passivity or docility in
the onc who knows less. The only valid objective for helping by knowing more, is to liberate
people from dependencies that prevent them from becoming fully adult. This is very complex
since dependency is multi-faceted and is perceived differently depending on one’s perspective on
it, a problem I pick up when 1.discuss empowerment in chapter three.

In light of the asymmetry of power relations, early in his discussion of power relations,™
Foucault appears to want us to skim along the surface with respect to understanding ourselves.
This scems to me the wrong move. If we have not been enabled to be self-discerning, turning
away from introspection would not provide us with a fuller understanding of what is inside us, nor
would it free anyone to understand and tolerate others more perceptively. Iargue that skill in
understanding others is not only desirable, it is grounded in a well-developed exegesis of the self
conducted in a context that is characterized neither by sovereign nor pastorel power. We should take
seriously the effects of power relations imbedded in the historicity of our experience, and yet not
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abandon self-understanding: rather, we should engage in on-going sclf-critique with others who
are not, and are not believed to be, more powerful than we are, This requires reassexsing the link
between power and knowledge: the belief that onc who knows more is more powerful than 1 am.
Knowing more must be extricated from the practices aimed at producing passivity and which
convey to the subject that she or he is incapable of knowing accuratcly what is within. We need
to develop power relations which help us to excavate sclf-understanding. Towards the end of his
life, Foucault did come to emphasize what he called the practices of freedom which linked up with
a knowledge of and care for the self and, by implication, care for others >

Disciplinary Power

The development of human maturity is distorted under each regime of power relations.
The problem that sovereign power has for us is that the king turns people into things. Through
pastoral power we are convinced that we do not know oursclves and so come not to trust oursclves;
a condition we might call an agnosticism of the self” which is decply confusing. Now it is
sometimes argued that identity confusion among moderns arises because of the different world
views that vie for our attention in pluralistic socicties. 1 no longer believe that the mere presence
of difference is the problem; rather it is our immaturity and our conceptualization of the
significance of diffcrence and the way we treat people because of it. 1 pick up the problem of
difference when I discuss Foucault's idea of subjectivity, but understanding the following formn of
power helps us to scc why we react to the differences in others the way we do. The problem we
have in this third form of power is that we are held prisoner by practices that render us docile or
passive yet useful for the purposes of others. Foucault calls this power bio-power; it used pastoral
power as its model and was deployed by the emerging state. The strength of bio-pewer was situated
in what Foucault refers 1o as disciplinary techniques that were directed towards domesticating 2
burgeoning population, techniques that were made efficient during the modern cra. [ refer to

! united with disciplinary techniques as disciplimary power. Bio-power designates "what
brought lifc and its mechanisms into the realm of explicit calculations and made knowledge-power
an agent of the transformation of human life.” Bio-power focuscd atcntion on the norm; as i
power that took charge of life, it requires “continuous regulatory and corrective
mechanisms....Such a power has to qualify, measure, appraise, and hierarchize,” rather than display
itself in "the murderous splendour” of the sovercign's power over his subjects. In cffccting
distributions around a norm, Foucault asserts that bto-power renders ours a normalizing socicty.
As a result, "life more than law” has become the issue of political struggles: the "right” to life, to
one’s body, to health, to happiness, to the satisfaction of needs, even to the “right” to discover what
one is and all that one can be--a right that would have been incomprehensible in the classical
juridical system.™

As a companion process to that of normalization, by which Foucault mecant the
"establishment of measurements, hierarchy, and regulations” around a statistical norm, there was
an accumulation of derived judgements about what is normal and what is abnormal. Establishing
what was abnormal on the basis of “dividing practices,” (i.c., the scparating out of sotc peaple
from others on the basis of a division of some kind, ¢.g., madness versus sanity), contributed to
the view that those confined possessed “a nature no longer continuous with thosc outside” so that
they "acquired” a naturc specific to them, e.g., as a delinquent, for example. As Jerrold Scigel
notes, the "old sense that shared sin made all men potential lawbreakers gives way to a vision that
presents cach separate person as delivered wholly over to him or herself by the social practices
that make individuality the foundation of normalcy™ so that, to Foucault, moderns
simultaneously undergo and exercise power, a situation which he does not sec as contradiciory,
but as a fundamental description of the subjectivity constituted in the modern condition.

The effects of bio-power on individual subjectivity were also felt in schools. The practices
of bio-power ranked students around a norm so that students arc "compiled and constructed” both
in a passive sensc in the process of objectification (they become an object in the ranking process),
and in an active self-forming subjectivation of themselves in which they tiake on the identity that
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thesc ranking practices give them. For example, this is how young girls come to sce themsclves
as incapable of being competent at mathematics and science; they come to believe that only boys
arc good at these subjects since only boys get good marks. These latter processes involve
"processes of self-undenstanding mediated by an external authority figure, ¢.g., the teacher.” That
is, the student is not cncouraged to assess his or her own giftedness, but to inculcate his or her
place in the rank. But while education linked with discipimary power turns some students into
incompctent subjects, it constituted others as "powerful subjects;” for example, those who became
the intellectuals and knowledge cxperts after 1800.* In this way disciplinary power produces
*abnormal” and thercfore vulnerable students and also makes others "normal,” knowledgeable, and
strong.

As noted carlier, pastoral power was both individualizing and totlizing. Bio-power also
coalesces around two distinct poles at the beginning of the classical age. The first pole was the
human specics, in that for the first time in history, the species, the population and issues like
fertility become “the object of systematic, sustained political attention and intervention.” The
scecond pole was the human body itsclf: the body was not approached directly in its biological
dimension, but "as an object to be manipulated and controlled.” Disciplinary technology refers
to the joining of knowledge and power around a technology of the body which has as its aim the
production of a docile individual. This ‘technology’ intensifics through the classical and modern
cras. The relationship between the management of the accumulation of people and the possibility
of accumulating wealth is clear 10 Foucault. Although disciplinary technologies are not seen as
causal 1o the risc of capitalism, "they were prerequisites to its success.™ That is, the capacity for
disciplinary power to simultaneously organize multiplicities in a totalizing and individualiZing way
and 1o focus this activity on the management of the species and the individual body at the same
time is a primary organizing principle for understanding modernity.

Disciplinary power, cmerging along with modernity, is a general assault on the body; it is
a concerted and multifarious effort to produce a docile body, i.e., "a body that may be subjected,
used, transformed and improved.™  Despite the fact that it is the antithesis to sovereign power,
the two cocxist in the modern era, cach legitimating the other. While sovereign power was
excrcised on the basis of a legitimacy established through the king's headship of the realm, and
was exercised primarily to protect the land and its products, disciplinary power, is exercised over
all bodies and all their operations; human beings and all their relations are the focus of this new
form of power. Instead of the intermittent and shocking spectacles of the king's power, this power
presupposes a tightly knit grid of material coercions (disciplinary techniques). While the king's
presence could be terrible, at feast one could escape him. This new power, incorporated into the
State, allows for continuous surveillance and for a "calcuiation of power in terms of the minimum
expenditure for the maximum return.” The way that disciplinary power is described in Discipline
and Punish, there scems no way of escape because it is enfolded into the order of things; it abides
in all the means and mechanisms of power relations, permitting tme and labour, rather than
wealth and commoditics, to be extracted from bodics. just as in sovereign power domination is
concealed, in disciplinary power there are the hidden practices of surveillance.*® In each case a
theory of right provides support for the domination which comprises those strategics that enable
someone to oppress or repress people: in the first case it is a Divine Right and in the second it is
a theory of right that acts as an organizing principle for legal codes.

Another description of disciplinary power is captured in Foucault's term, "governmentality,”
which is described in an article by the same name, published in 1979, the same year he published
Discipline and Punish.** 1n this article he compares what he calls the "art of government” with the
relationship that grounds sovereign power which he identifies by explaining the nature of the link
between the Prince and his principality, a notion grounded in Machiavelli's work. He also
describes the major historical shifts which intensified the "totalizing” procedures of the state in
terms of this new type of political reflection: the art of government. Under this term, political
reflection was broadened to include almost all forms of human activity "from the smallest stirrings
of the soul to the largest military manoeuvres of the army:" each “"activity in its own way
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demanded reflection on how it could best be accomplished,” best meaning most economically.*
While the king’s aim was to control a territory, which also implicd controlling people and
resources, the "art of government” gave new priority to three kinds of relations. These relations
linked people and territory 10 the potential to generate wealth and provide subsistence; it linked
people to their customs, habits and ways of doing and thinking things; and thirdly, it linked peaple
to their relation to things like accidents, misfortunes, famines, epidemics and death. The rise of
this centralized state apparatus was later christened statistics in the seventeenth century. "Fhe it
of government and empirical knowledge of the state’s rexsources and conditions--its statistics.-
together formed the major components of a new political rationality” which, according to Foucault
we have not emerged from yet.*

Foucault unites the ideas of power and governance by asserting that "[blsically power is
less a confrontation between two adversaries or the linking of one to the other than a question
of government™ This term ‘government’ designates “the way in which the conduct of
individuals or of groups might be dirccted: the government of children, of souls, of conununitics”
et cetera. This is a sixteenth century sense of the term and it not only covered the "legitinucly
constituted forms of political or economic subjection, it inchuled strategies, more or less
considered and calculated, which were destined "to act upon the possibilities of actions of other
people.” To govern, in this sense, is to structure the possible field of actions of others. ™

Foucault also uses the term "governmentality” in his last published conversation before his
death in 1984.® The term cxpresses most clearly what Foucault means by modern power,
although he is aware that other forms of power persist as well i.c., sovereign and pastoral. 1n the
1984 conversation, ‘governmentality’ is power he thinks is "always present.” Stmply put, it "refers
to relationships in which onc wishes to dircet the behaviour of another;™ it is always present in
the sense that governing others is a tendency in all our relationships. Except. that is, for relations
of domination since, in his view, governing permits a mutual exercise of power whilc dlominition
does not. In his analysis of power relations, Foucault makes it much clearcr in 1984 thie
domination is something other than power and that powcer only exists under the general condition
of freedom in the sense that government always permits escape. For this reason power relations
are not evil: power is a strategic game. Foucault uscs the word ‘game’ m the sense of an
"ensemble of rules for the production of truth....not in the sense of imitating or entertaining.™
Domination may be evil, but power is not. In the carlier discussion of governmentality (1979),
and more particularly in Discipline and Punish, Foucault focuses on the practices of disciplinary
technology in the production of a subjectivity that, on the face of it, scem to preclude freedom.™
In 1984, he says that when he began to talk about power, uand to focus so intensely on the
practices of power, he may not have spoken "very clearly about it or used the words needed.” For
example, he says, in the pedagogic institution, "I don’t see where cvil is in the practice of someone
who, in a given game of truth, knowing morc than the other, tells him what he must do, teaches
him, transmits knowledge to him, communicates skills to him." Foucault identifics the problemn
"in knowing how you are to avoid in these practices...the effects of domination which will mike
the child subject to arbitrary and uscless authority of a tcacher.” Further, Foucuult has litle
confidence in our ability to do what Habermas seems to think is possible when we communicate
with one another. Hec considers Habermas to have a utopian view in his ideal case of
communication. Foucault says that the problem is not trying to dissolve power relations in the
utopia of a "perfectly transparent communication,” as Habermas scems to want us to do, "but to
give onc’s self the rules of law, the techniques of management, and also the cthics, the efhos, the
practices of self, which would allow these games of power to be played with a minimum of
domination.™ In short, in the latter account of governmentality, Foucault does not accept the
idea that we can somchow achicve a social situation in which it is impossible for domination to
be exercised. As teachers, we are always to be on our guard against our own usc of domination
as well as its use by others. Domination is always deserving of censure and resistance.  Yet it
seems to me that simply to identify an asymmetrical relation between two partics or groups is not
necessarily problematic to the development of personal power, Rathcer, we must examine closcly
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the practices of the more powerful person and the responscs of the less powerful, in ¢ach
particular situation, and pick out the range of, or limitations on, the possibilities for saying and
doing thit develop in the Jess powerful.

When Foucault focuses entircly on disciplinary practices on the body, as he does in
Discipline and Punish (1979), domination by others, and domination of the self by the self, almost
sccms incscapablc. In 1984, when he speaks of “practices of freedom,” domination is not
incvitable, though it remains hard to aveid, and mutual benefit between the self and the other
opcas up as a possibility. That is, power relations take on a wide application for Foucault. From
this perspective on power, all social relations have power embedded in them: governmentality is
"always present” so that the development of human maturity is caught up, of necessity, in the
practices of power. But because Foucault has no model for power relations other than those of
war and struggle, he has no way of showing us how we might engage in relations of power that
would bring into being the sort of person who is capable of the "practices of freedom” that he
approves. 1 think such a person must have nourished his or her personal power in empowering
relationships. While I agree with Foucault that the possibility to dominate lurks within every
social relation, it is cntirely conceivable that we could govern others in such a way that they
become empowered as an outcome. Governmentality in this case would be grounded in
nurturance and in a partnership paradigm for power relations, not on the models of war and
struggle that conform to the dominator paradigm, an assertion I will pick up in the following
chapter.

The disciplined body: docile and useful

The cconomic changes of the cighteenth century appeared to make it necessary to govern
individuals so as to make them efficient workers; power needed to gain access to individuals, to
their bodics, their gestures and all their daily actions.* In the development of good workers,
opinion, observation, and the discourses of others were thought capable of keeping individuals
from committing harmful acts,*® thereby limiting illegality. That is, it was hoped that people
woukl be good because other people were watching them and saying things about them.
Foucault’s analysis of expert discourse helps us sce how power operates during modernity to
secure this end. The term “discourse” refers to "what can be said and thought-aud also about who
can speak, when, and with what authority.” That is, "discourses embody meaning and social
relationships,” constraining the possibility of thought by both including and excluding what can
be said. As a result, one “diccourse’ may stand in an antagonistic relationship to another in that
some are privileged and others are disprivileged, e.g., the 'discourse’ of midwives versus the
‘discourse’ of an emerging group of male medical doctors at a point in our history. 'Discourse’
is "structured by assumiptions within which any speaker must operate in order to be heard as
“mneaningful.™ Privileged ‘discourse’ establishes and produces meaning and sets cultural limits
on what it is meaningful to say and do.

Foucault analyzes the discourse of modern theorists and picks out one central symbol of
disciplinary power, Jeremy Bentham's Panopticon, which was an architectural arrangement for
making it possible to keep people under a continuous surveillance and he analyzed Bentham’s
discoursc about the social objectives for the Panopticon. The Panopticon consists of a large
courtyard, with a tower in the centre, surrounded by a series of buildings divided into levels and
cells. Each cell had two windows. One window let in light from outside and the other faced the
tower in the middle. An observer could see through large observatory windows any activity in
individual cells, and could be scen from the cell (unless venetian blinds were used) but the person
in the cell could not sce anyone other than the person in the tower. (Foucault makes a
comparison between the experience of being in a cell and the experience of standing in a
washroom stall)” While the Panopticon influenced architectural designs for hospitals, prisons
and schools, it was not actually built. To Foucault it is not important whether it was built, what
mattered was that it was conceived and thought both possible and desirable.®® Bentham assumed
that observation itsclf would have interiorizing effects. He wrote that it is necessary for the
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inmate to be ceasclessly under the cyes of an inspector in order that one might losc the power and
even almost the idea of wrong-doing.*® The reign of opinion coupled with surveillance
represents a mode of operation through which power was excrcised by virtue of the mere fact of
things being known because people were seen by an immediate, collective, anonymous e
Under this eye, individuals would come to interiorize the opinion of others to the point that they
would become their own overseers, each exercising surveillance over, and against, themselves:®
this is power by transparency~-subjection by “illumination’. In the end. this use of opinion was
conceived as a spontancous re-enactment of the social contract.** Henee, surveillance eventually
makes us subjects to ourselves. What makes the power relations inherent in these technologies
more insidious than ones from the classical cra is that they do not appear openly as pow :r but
mask themselves as its opposite—as the human sciences, or as self-knowledge.™

To summarize, oppression characterizes sovereign power because the king had the right to
say no; repression characterizes disciplinary power because surveillance and opinion arc eventually
interiorized and individuals say no to themselves: they come to police themscelves. While force is
excessive and brutal in the first case, no show of force is necessary in the second because those
observed play two roles: they become king to themsclves as subject, a process that becomes a
perpetual victory that avoids any physical confrontation and is always decided in advance™ It
is in this way that domination is exercised both through oppression and repression. Surveillance
is an apparatus of total and circulating mistrust because there is no absolute point,*® and people
come to feel mistrust for themselves. Power relations take on u pyramidical form but cven the
summit is not the source or principle from which all power derives, and pevple are not the source
of their power, cither. The summit and lower elements stand in a relationship of mutual support
and conditioning, i.c., 2 mutual hold which equates power with mutuat and indefinite blackmail
And power is always exercised at a cost: if it is too violent, the risk is revolt; if it is too
discontinuous, the risk is to allow resistance and disobedience to slip through the lingers of
power's reach.

Disciplinary power gained access to the bodies of individuals, to their acts, attitudes and
modes of everyday behaviours and began to be exercisced through social production and social
service;* this occurred in response to a need for a more cfficient control of multiplicitics of
people and of capital, as well as with the demands that industrialization madc on the bodies of
manual workers. It is a form of power that took the opportunity to insert itscif into the gencral
functioning of things during the outbreak of the plague in Europe, for cxample.™ 1t is not so
much that these mechanisms of discipline all originate at this point but rather that techniques and
models already operating acquire 2 new magnitude; the body becomes an object of control that
requires uninterrupted cocrcion®” Disciplinary power is a "capillary form of power,” composed
of mechanisms that "reach into the very grain of individuals,” touching their bodics, and inscriing
"itself into their actions and attitudes, their discourses, their learning processes, their everyday
lives.” According to Foucault, power is exercised within the social body rather than from above it,
as the sovereign exercised power.” To Foucault, the political investment of this power in the
body is bound up in accordance with complex reciprocal relations and with the body’s economic
use; as the body is bent towards the production of Iabour, the excrcisc of disciplinary power becomes
part of the body's relation to the activity of production. Additionally, this relationship between
the exercise of power and the production of labourers is possible only if workers arc caught up
in a system of subjection in which need is also a political instrument meticulously prepared,
calculated, and used. The body becomes a uscful force only if it is both a productive body and 4
subjected body--a subjection not only obtained by instruments of violence, but also through a
knowledge of the body, which is a practical technology of the body.” The issuc here is that
modern power took on a characteristic set of techniques that directed what it was possible for a
body 1o do and to say thereby limiting the acrual freedom of individuals. But the Joss of freedom
appeared to be compensated for through the emergence of 2 new subjectivity in which particuliar
needs made necessary the worker/production relationship.
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Wec can cxamine more closcly the case of schooling in order to illustrate the
worker/production relationship constituted through disciplinary power. Discipline, in disciplinary
power, meant the correct means of training; this training turns students, for example, into
individuals who are both objects and instruments of its exercise. In schools, the success of
disciplinc derives from the use of simple instruments: hicrarchical observation, normalizing
judgement and the cxamination which is a union of the first two.™ The object of disciplinary
power is to produce one who is subjected to habits, rules, orders, on the basis of an authority that
is exercised continuously around and upon the individuals who must allow this power to function
automatically in them ™ As disciplinary control comes into schools it does not consist simply in
tcaching or imposing a series of particular gestures; it dictates the best relationship between a
gesture and the overall position of the body, which allows the students’ bodies to express efficiency
and speed in performing a given task. When the body is used correctly, there is also a correct use
of time, vothing must remain idle or useless—a disciplined body is the prerequisite of an efficient
gesture.”  An exampic of this body/task relationship is uncovered in the practices which
surrounded handwriting.

Good handwriting...presupposes a gymnastics—a whole routine whose rigorous code
invests the body in its entirety, from the points of the fect to the tip of the index finger.
The pupils must always "hold their bodics erect, somewhat turned and free on the left
side, slightly inclined, so that, with the clbow placed on the table, the chin can be rested
upon the hand, unless this were to interfere with the view; the left leg must be somewhat
more forward under the table than the right A distance of two fingers must be left
between the body and the table; for not only does one write with more alertness, but
nothing is more harmful to the health than to acquire the habit of pressing one’s stomach
against the mble; the part of the left arm from the elbow to the hand must be placed on
the mble, on which it must rest slightly. The teacher will place the pupils in the posture
that they should maintain when writing, and will correct it either by a sign or otherwise,
when they change this position”.”

What was being formed was a policy of coercions that act upon the body--a calculated
manipulation of its clements, gestures, and behaviour. The human body was entering "a
machinery of power that explores it, breaks it down, rearranges it.” This was "2 political anatomy”
or mechanics of power defined by how one may take hold of other bodies, not only so they
operate as one wishes, but also with the precision, speed, and efficiency that one desires.
Discipline produces subjected, practised, and docile bodies; it does so by enhancing economic
utility and diminishing political vigour at the same time, making the body more vulnerable to
increased domination.™

In the school room, disciplinary power engages in a meticulous observation of detail. It
distributes pupils in space thereby making it possible to establish absences and presences; marking
cach person’s place not only in the room but also with reference to each other and to the
/increasingly complex and difficult tasks that are set. Individuals are partitioned off from one
another but treated as an aggregate at the same time. Further, in discipline, the clements (pupils)
are interchangeable, since each is defined by the place it occupies in a series, and also by the gap
that scparates it from others. Discipline establishes and confirms renk; it is an art of rank. It
individualizes bodics by a location that does not give them a fixed position, but distributes them
and circulates them in a network of relations”  There are two models for the body as it
becomes subject over time to discipline: "the mechanical body” in which gestures are constrained
according to the generalized directions written in a manual which set out what counts as an
appropriate act, ¢.g., how to hold and fire a rifle; and "the natural body,” based on “the intention
of nature” as well as a closer analysis of the construction of the human body.™ Rousseau’s Emile
would provide a good example of education for the natural body.
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The exercise is at the centre of discipline. The term refers to a technique by which one
imposes on the body tasks that are both repetitive and different, but always graduated. By
bending behaviour towards some end point, the exercise makes it possible to describe an
individual either in relation to the exercise itself, in relation 1o other individuals, or in relation
to a project. That is, the individual is invested with some attribute in relation to the excercise.
This assures that continuity and constraint continually draw students toward a standard of
authoritarian perfection established by the teacher.™ At bottom, the exercise constrains time and
imposes disciplinary time on pedagogic practice.™ Foucault abso describes the examination as
a disciplinary practice. The examination plays a critical role, determining ou the onc hand, that
a person is governable, and "likely to Jead a docile, uscful and practical life,” but it also identifies
to the individual his or her so-called true self by which students are classified as an object in
various ways for others. In this way, the student is ticd to this truc self as a subjected or politically
dominated being since the true self is attached to the authority of someone else, c.g., & teacher.
If we take Foucault’s description of discipiinary power, with its practices that make us subject to the
authority of others and to the policing of ourselves, we may well ask how it is possible to excrcise
freedom.

Foucault describes practices of disciplinary power as capable of investing us with power
which s not a "fixed quantity of physical force, but rather...a stream of energy” flowing through
every human society which is harnessed in "various patterns of behaviour, habits of introspection,
and systems of knowledge.™! This energy is transmitted by us and through us; it exerts pressurc
on us, just as we, in our struggle against it, resist the grip it has on us through its use. Power
relations, then, go right down into the depths of socicty: they are not localized in reliations
between the state and its citizens or on the fronticr between classes but form a complex of
mechanisms. To Foucault, because of the intimate penctration of disciplinary power, it is not
possible to rid ourselves entirely of its effects in us. This is why Foucault is so sceptical about our
attempts to use new ideas or techniques to free oursclves completely from current ones.™ This
point is central to him. He does not want us to conceive disciplinary power as a garment we can
throw off in order to put on a new onc.  Further, because disciplinary power is conceived in terms
of strategies, it creates and perpetuates asymmetry as it invests us. And while his analysis of
disciplinary power is grounded in an examination of the power to punish, hc notes that the power
to punish is not essentially different from that of curing or educating.™ Its most compelling
cffects are to disengage individuals from themselves and to make it possible to sustain asymmetry
in our power relations.

Asymmetry in power relations

The continuing presence of the king in modern life is made possible because power
relations form asymmetrical systems: in religious, juridical, and military modcls, an imbalance in
power relations is fundamental and power is conccived as a commodity. In asscssing the
functionalist nature of juridical and liberal (and also Marxist) conceptions of political power,™
Foucault picks out a connection which he calls an "economism” of the concept. He is not arguing
that functionalist and Marxist conceptions are the same, rather he postulates that they have i
similar focus, i.e., the economic functionality of power as primary. Power, in the classical, juridicat
system, is taken to be a right that onc is able to possess as though it were a commodity, and which
can be wansferred or alienated, cither wholly or partially, through x legal act, through cession or
through making a contract. In this view, power is that concrete substance which cvery individual
holds, and whose partial or total cession enables political power or sovereignty to be established.
Hence, we have the genesis of the social contract: a belief that at some imaginary point in time,
people gave up their right to power so that they could enjoy the peace a sovercign would secure
for them. This idea is based on the notion that the constitution of political power obeys the model
of legal transactions involving contractual types of exchange, therefore making the clear analogy
between power and commoditics and power and wealth.® While Foucault is not denying power
and money are profoundly enmeshed, he asks whether power is always in i subordinate position

18



refative o the cconomy? He belicves it is not. To him, power only exists in action and is, above
all, a relation of force™

While jurists and philosopliers were secking in the social contract a model for the
reconstruction of socicty, the techniciar - of discipline had a inititary dream of society constituted
on the basis of individuals as the "meticulously subordinated cogs of a machine; the techricians
rclated not to a primal social contract, Lat to permancent cocrcions, not to fundamental rights but
10 indcfinitely progressive forms of araining, not to the general will but to automatic docility.™
It is Foucault’s belicf that the idea of a social bociy constituted by a universality of wills is a great
fantasy because the “phenomenon of the social bodly is the cffect not of a consensus but of the
materiality of power operating on the very bodies of individuals.™

In cxplicating how power constitutes this materiality, Foucault points out that two answers
may be given, namcly: power is that which represses (from Hegel, Freud and Reich), or power
is struggle, conflict, war (from Nictzsche). Two major systems of approach arc connected with this
analysis of power, and to Foucault's two modcls for power. In the first place, there is the old
system (as found in the philosophes of the cighteenth century) in which power is conceived as an
original right given up to establish sovercignty, with the social contract as its companion. Power,
50 constituted:

risks becoming oppression wheaever it over-extends itsclf, whenever...it goes beyond the
terms of the contract. Thus we have contract-power, with oppression as its limit, or...as
the transgression of that limit.™

The other system analyzes power in accordance with the model of war, and repression replaces
the oppression inhcrent in the sovereign-subject relationship. Domination is accomplished both
through sppression and repression,” in that individuals within the social body continue to be
subjects in each instance. As a result we have two schemes for an analysis of power:

The contract-oppression schema, which is the juridical one..and the war-repression
schema for which the pertinent opposition is not between the legitimate and illegitimate,
as it is in the first schema, but between struggle and submission.?

If citizens are presumed to have accepted once and for all the laws of society by which they
can be controlled and disciplined, on the basis of a social contract, then when some break the pact
they become the enemy of socicty as a whole and they must participate in the punishment that
is practised upon them. Crime is no longer conceived as against the king but as against the social
body: illegality is no longer an issuc between the king and his enemies but between the social
body and the enemies within so that society in its entirely, has the right to oppose and punish
them. This is an unequrl struggle: on one side are all the forces, all the power, all the rights. In
this way the right to punish has been shifted from the vengeance of the sovereign to the defence
of the socicty. It again becomes a penalty without bounds and a terrible 'super power’. What was
needed historically was a principle of moderation to mediate the overwhelming aspect of this
asymmetry. As mentioned carlier, the limit for the vengeance in the social body became the
sensibility of the reasonabie man who makes the law and does not himself commit crime.

Therefore, the confrontation formerly acted out between the sovereign and the subject
now takes place within the same social body. Asymmetry not only describes the difference in
power between the kings and the subjects, it also marks out a division necessary to maintining
the separation between those for and those against the social body (the abnormal versus the
normal, for example).” Foucault points out that the realization of this latter division has two
possibilitics for its expression: either we live in the "punitive city” wiicre discipline operates in such
a meticulous and extensive manner that criminal behaviour cannot oceur, or, we establish the
“coercive institution” where we send offenders to physically exclude them from us. The option
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chosen historically was the coercive institution, i.c., the prison, and schools were deeply influenced
by this choice.

Foucault is insistent that it is not recourse to sovereign pouter that will limit the effects of
disciplinary power because both are mechanisms which arc absolutely integral constituents of the
gencral mechanisms of power today.™ It is their union that has anchored the asymmetry of
power relations that underlies all our encounters, both public and private; cach has embedded in
it a theory of right (in the sense of a justifiable claim but whose justification Foucault wants us to
question) deployed by state functionaries such as teachers, police and judges. On the political
level, this theory of right supports the relationship between the State and the soczal body, "conceals
its actual procedures, the clement of domination inherent in its techniques, and guarantees to
everyone...the excrcise of proper sovercign rights.” This justification of the rights of the body
politic as a collective to exercise power over its citizens enabled

sovercignty to be democratized through the constitution of a public right articulated upon
collective sovercignty while at the same time this democratization of sovereignty was
fundamentally detevmined by and grounded in mechanisms of disciplinary cocrcion.™

This means that the public has the right to exercise power over its sovereign subjects; that is, those
who live under the illusion that they are the source of their own actions, opinions, ¢f cefera, in the
Kantian sense. What this obscures, according to Foucault, is the way in which these so-called
sovereign subjects are constituted through the particular nature of the mechanisms of disciplinary
power, arc held in asymmetrical relationships and arc dominate themsclves through these
techniques whose function it is to maintain cohesion within the social body and to push back 10
the margins anything that cannot assimilate, anything that is different.  This process of
maintaining cohesion is accomplished through "normalization’, a term referred to carlier, and
*discipline’ or "the disciplines’ are Foucault's general terms for the institutional organization of
mechanisms which bring about normalization. We only have to think of the steadily incrensing
number of children accommodated in schools over the last century to realize the conditions thin
seemed to call for such techniques. In organizing cells, places and ranks, "the disciplines” crcate
complex spaces, at once architectural, functional and hierarchical, that provide fixed positions and
permit calculations, that mark places and indicate valucs, and that guarantee the obedience of
individuals and a better economy of time and gesture.™

In summary, the social body has taken the place of the condemned body and the king is
replaced by us all. In Foucault’s view, power is exercised gencrally in, through, and on all of us
to ensure normalcy and cohesion and particularly on any who might deviate from prescribed
norms. He says that disciplinary normalizations are coming into ever greater conflict with the
theory of right inherent in legal systems because of the way power invests the body and makes
it strong. 1address this tension in chapter three, but the incompatibility between normaliztion
and juridical systems of sovercignty is supposedly intensifying. In this way Foucault seems o be
saying that since the late 1960s, sovereign power and disciplinary power which formerly worked
together are at some points threatening to split apart. This fissurc allows individuals and groups
to ask the question of why this doctor or that judge should have the right to excrcise the particular
form of power he or she docs ov: = those who are ncither doctors nor judges; this is not so much
a rejection of their knowledge a5 it is a rejection of the excess power that undergirds their
statements. In this way empowcrment directly confronts this excess power and presupposes thit
human maturity cannot flourish in its presence.

This excess power, which is excrcised by people on the basis of their strategic position,
goes well beyond what is nceded to get a job done. This excess power is expressed in a right to
be treated extraordinarily by other people. On the personal level, in our attempts to work with
thosc in positions of power over us we may still be told by lawyers, for example, that while we arc
in court we had best not "upset the judge® if we expect things to come out alright for us.” 1f we
are observant, we witness the commanding presence of the king or pastor in our clusrooms,
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homes and workplaces creating asymmetry in power relations. In all cases, some sort of theory
of right undergirds these demonstrations of excess power. For police or the judge, justification
is situated in a legal code. But 1 wonder whether it is not possibic o consider another kind of
theory of right. Take for example the indiv idual we spcak of when we say something like the
following: "I know he is very hard on people, he doesn’t listen, he violates the decisions he has
agreed to carlier when he was with other people, but really he is very fragile, (or busy, etc.) and
I think it would upsct him if I say anything about his behaviour. Saying something to him might
cven make him worse.” Or further, I know she is very hard on her secretaries but you know she
is the only woman in her position and she fecls defensive. If 1 say something to her it might
threaten her or make her even more difficult.” The implication in both cases is that X cannot be
spoken to or held accountable for these actions due to 2 special condition which serves as an
excuse for behaviour we otherwise would not tolerate. The cffects on us are that we hold
oursclves back from saying or doing anything to make X accountable; we are silent and passive
because we believe speaking and acting will increase the hardships that we, or others, may face
in the future.

1 am not arguing that we should stop trying to understand others but that we should be
more cognizant of what such compensations permit in terms of demonstrations of cxcess power.
It seems to me that we must learn how to restructure our relationships by working with those in
privileged positions. In the specific case of the behaviour of those over us, what is at issue is
knowing whether it is possible to establish a relationship between rulers and ruled that is not one
of obedicnce or silence, but one in which working with each other would play an important role.
Foucault says that we must escape the dilemma in which we are either for or against the other.
After all, he asserts, "one can stand face-to-face” and "working with a government does not imply
cither subjection or total acceptance. One can simultancously work and stubbornly resist. 1cven
think these two things go together.™ It is claims such as these that scem to have earned
Foucault the label of neo-conservative. Yet | think such labelling precludes hearing how the
nature of working with would constitute something really new in political terms. 1 do not sec how
we can work with kings or pastors and let them keep their excess power, or how in working with
we would not come to notice the influence on us of disciplining techniques. Working with implics
restructuring power relations towards a minimization of domination.

To conclude, if we consider the effects of these epochs of power upon us, we need to
gather up some threads of thought and weave them together. We must realize that sovercign,
pastoral and disciplinary power constitute relations of power which are both internal and external
to us. This is because modern relations of power have as their complement two other aspects,
namely, the enfolding of discipline right into the functioning of mechanisms already in existence,
and the intcriorizing effects of the surveillance and opinion that we now use to police ourselves.
That is, power from without unites with order from within and results ina disciplined subjectivity.
We cannot simply apply the principles of rationality, as Kant articulates them, and become
mature, i.c., be our own source of authority, because power relations get in our way. The rational
man alonc may be usclul against sovereign power but is less effective against modern power; or
more particularly, the rational man ideal does not work equally well for all of us in the facc of
modern power,

In order to make my point clearcr, let me stipulate a distinction between two terms,
namcly: individual and person. By individual, I mean the sort of human being that is produced
by the combined cffects of sovereign. pastoral, and disciplinary power: an individual is someone who
is controlled from without and ordered from within. A person, on the other hand, would refer
10 an ideal type in whom onc would sce the originality of a very particular human being and in
whom one would observe the developed ability to speak and to act from within in concert with
others who also speak and act from within themselves. Such a person would have to become
conscious of strategies of domination and would wrestle with the historicity of his or her
experience and the givenness of culture and community; but even under these conditions, such
a person would live in more symmetrical power relations with others, or at least consciously works



toward this end. Persons would cnvision themselves as those who are able to say and do those
things which are moved by an authentic sclf-conception. In his final public interview. "the cthic
of care for the self as a practice of freedom,” Foucault appears to approach this view though he
docs not address the problems we might have in reconciling care for the self and care for the
other.”

It is obvious, then, that an individual is not his or her own person: being 2 peron, in this
sensc, is central to becoming mature. What is at issuc in this distinction is the reasonable limits
that inhere in being a person in community with other persons and the unreasonable limitations
that these epochs of power have been able 10 exact in order to make us individuals instecad. When
Foucault says that disciplinary power makes us individuals | would add that it docs so because it will
not let us be persons. And further, when some people act like kings or pastors and express
domination through demonstrations of excess power, they are not acting or speaking as persons.
They are expressing what is involved in being strategically well-situated individuals. The point
as far as Foucault is concerned-given the nature of power relations as he sees them--is to disturb
and unsettle, cven for the moment, strategically well-situated individuals.  Yet, given the
interiorizing and subjugating effects of disciplinary power, as Foucault describes them in Discipline
and Punisk, it is difficult to see how one could cver be free to be a person in the way 1 describe.,

Engaging Foucault

I now want to address two ideas that are central to Foucault's inalysis of power that 1
make use of in the dissertation and in doing so, to point out some of the problcius that Foucuuly
has with how we might become mature. The first is the relationship between power and the
subject and the second is an analysis of what he calls the historicity of expericnce. The particular
way I unravel the relationship between power and the subject is reievant to my discussion of
equality in chapter four. In terms of the second idea, Foucaults analysis of the historicity of
experience is central to understanding the significance to power relations of socially-constituted
vulnerability, which 1 also describe in chapter four.

Power and the subject

Foucault gets at a conceptualization of power by asking the question of how people have
been made subjects throughout the epochs of power described carlier.  He analyzes the historic
shift from the Classical era to the Modern era as have Durkheim, Weber and Marx. While Marx
described this shift in terms of feudal to capitalist society, Durkheim in terms of mechanical 1o
organic solidarity, and Weber in terms of traditional to rational or burcaucratic socicty, Foucault
describes this shift in terms of sovereign to disciplinary power, as described above, and identifics the
consequences these forms of power have on the constitution of subjectivitics. Foucault concludes
that to maintain the proposition of a sovereign Kantian subject mislcads us with respect to the
constitution of human being. Kant's view of the sovereign subject fails to account for the ways
in which we are both products and agents of knowledge and power. That is, Kant's assumption
that we are responsible for our own immaturity is mislcading™ because it fails to take scriously
the limitations placed on people through the socially constituted vulncrability that power’s
negative effects create in them. Foucault alerts us to the "conditioned and conditioning”
relationship that human subjects have with power. While Foucault realizes his treatment of the
subject is problematic, he cautions us to consider how much of our humanity we fail to account
for by not taking scriously our historically constituted experience.

Foucault asserts that people are made subjects initially by being made objects of their own
inquiry, or the inquiry of others. That is, human beings are studicd s other, for example, us mad
by the sane, or as criminal by those who are not.'” This otherness is assigned through three
modes of objectification that transform human beings into subjects.’”™ The first of thesc three
includes those modes of inquiry that try to give themsclves the status of scicnces by a) objectivizing
the speaking subject (in grammaire generale, philology, and linguistics); objectivizing the productive
subject (the subject who labours) in the analysis of wealth or economics; and ¢) objectivizing the
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sheer fact of being alive in history or biology. His analysis of these three is found in the historical
development of what he calls Language, Labour and Life.'® The sccond mode invoives
objectivizing the subject in "dividing practices” so that subjects are cither divided in themselves or
divided from others: the mad-the sanc, the sick-the healthy, good children-bad children. The third
modc of inquiry is composed of the ways that human beings turn themselves into subjects,'™
so that it is not just the world outside me that objectifies me and makes me a subject, I also do this
to mysclf. As an cxample of this, Foucault would say that we objectivize ourselves with respect
to our own scxuality.

In general, human subjects are placed in relations of production, signification and power.
The instruments for analyzing production are found in ¢conomic history and theory; the
instruments for analyzing signification are found in linguistics and scmiotics, but to Foucault there
were no adequate instruments for the analysis of power relations. He takes power relations as
his focus of interest in order to demonstrate the objectivizing and subjectivizing influences of these
relations. In considering his analysis of power as activity, what is central 10 observe is how he
focuses attention on those engaged in power relations so that each one involved continues to be
able 10 act on the actions of others. Prior conceptualizations situate power in only one of the
players, as I discuss in chapter five. In this way, prior conceptualizations of power are grounded
in a view of power rclations as tero-sum games in which power is scarce and a redistribution takes
place so that onc person ends up with more power and the other with less than each had at the
outsct. Sovereign and disciplinary power are cssential ingredients in any rclationship that turns
people into subjects who are pre-disposed to accept the idea of power as a 2ero-sum game and cither
to acquiesce or to dominate according to an already understood asymmetry which presets their
position in the social order.

As Jerrold Seigel'™ observes, it is now fairly common to recognize Foucault's idea of
subjectivity as a consideration of the “modes of self-identity which internalize the contexts of
domination out of which they emerge.” But less clearly seen is the special quality subjectivity
"acquires from its rclationship to two intersecting axes of possibility: onc between sameness and
difference, the other between selfhood and otherness.” Seigel explains Foucaults intevest in
sameness and difference by pointing out a relationship between sameness, difference 2nd
conceptions of the sclf. He says that if "selves are [conceived as] separate beings, but composed
of clements shared with other forms of existence, then selfhood may be viewed as composite and
heterogencous;” that is, the self “contains difference in itself™ On the other hand, "if the self is
conceived in terms of pure identity, given its substance by elements that belong solely to it, then
its sclf-sameness will push all difference outside.” Seigel points out that Foucault’s historics all
recount the emergence of a subjective self-identity which is constituted through dividing itself off
from some content defined as other and locating itself outside of this otherness.'™ For example,
the man of reason is defined in modernity by what Foucault considers to be an absolute separation
from unreason or madness. In the pre-classical era, there was a fluid movement between madness
and reason symbolized by the presence of the insane within the city.' From the classical
period to modernity, the scparation of madness from reason was intensified until modern
reformers made it an absolute scparation by pushing difference outside of the man of reason; as
a result, those confined are seen as possessing a nature specific to them--a nature no longer
continuous with the pcople outside.’™ Another example of this scparation of identity occurs at
the outset of modernity between men and women, as I will elaborate in chapter four where 1
point out how this activity of scparation shapes our conceptualization of equality. The effects of
such scparations are profound in terms of constituting the identifies of those who are separated
off as well as those who do the scparating. The result is that "an earlier bridge of sameness
between the self and the things [now] external to it is ruptured, leaving only difference as the
principle of relations between the self and the other."*

The movement from sameness to difference, as the characteristic principle of the relation
between the sclf and the other, can be scen in Foucault's histories: Madness and Civilization, The
Order of Things, Discipline and Punish. In summary, the classical era and modernity dissolved the
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pre-classical conception of the human world as characterized by continuity or sameness. Some
clements of sameness remained in the classical era. making possible the identification of the
masses with the criminal’s execution, as mentioned carlier, but according to Foucault, modernity
has driven us to scparate out what is different in an coxtreme fashion which is an essential
characieristic of our individuality. To Foucault, while we may have become free of the external
domination typical in pre-classical times, modern separations “fix the identity of human beings
inside a space of subjective interiority” declaring us free of old forms of domination only to
*become subject to new kinds of control.” His conception of disciplinary power describes this new
control in which we come to express a domination over ourselves that is a new imprisonment;
Foucault thinks of this appropriation of domination over oursclves as having a source outside of
ourselves, which is symbolized by Bentham's Panopticon.!'®  Modernity’s scparation between
identity and difference is completed in Kant's philosophy and in the new disciplines that Foucault
speaks about in constructing the epoch of disciplingry power. In distancing himsclf from the rest
of nature, man "becomes a subject by projecting objectivity onto the external world.™ That is, he
breaks the old continuity and perceives the external world as an object to be examined and as a
difference to be analyzed. But “his freedom as knower thus depends on having objectified and
alienated from his being certain parts of his being that were located within it before.™ Foucault
posits that the way we made oursclves free from old tyrannics of external power has not freed ws
in the end; when we conceive ourselves as difference we become the objects in our own inquiry
in a way which paralyses our freedom. He describes the result of this process in terms of man as
"a being of incoherence” a "transcendento-cmpirical doublet,” an “"emslaved sovercign,” and an
“observed spectator.” To Seigel, the consequence of this treatment of difference is that: “All our
deepest intellectual and moral dilemmas derive from these contradictions, our unsatisfied cliims
to understand the world we make and our unfulfilled aspirations to achieve the liberty we pretend
to possess.”'!! Despite the critique levelled against Foucault's excesses in describing disciplinary
power’s capacity to entircly constitute us, there is an enormous explanatory foree to his asscssiment
of our problems with difference and this is a theme 1 will return to in chapter four as 1 discuss
equality.

Throughout Foucault's work, the term subject has two possible meanings: we may be
subject to someone else by control and dependence, and we may be ticd to our own identitics by
a conscience or by self-knowledge. Both meanings suggest a form of power which subjugates us
or makes us subject to; by this subjectivation (assujetissement) we arc kept under the authority of
someone ¢lse since Foucault had no doubt that the means of this domination lay outside the
individual.''®* Not only are there literally two meanings for the term subject, Foucault has an
ambiguous relationship with the term as well. On onc hand it is the core of his cffort: he tells us
that it is the subject not power that has been the focus of his theoretical work as he creates " history
of the different modes by which...human beings are made subjects.™'> On the other hand, his
work announces the death of the subject, i.e., the concept of man which has anchored the human
sciences up to now. He attributes the demise of the subject, in the sccond sense, to the
archacological nature of his work. He explains that, in The Order of Things he docs not do away
with humankind per se¢, but with a particular concept of man which has only informed Western
thought for the modern period and is unique to it. He docs not "wish to deny the validity of
intellectual biographies, or the possibility of a history of theorics, concepts, or themes,” rather, he
focuses on what he refers to as the rules of discursive practices not on the "spcaking subject.™**
His two uses of the term subject can be related in the following way: the first use is only
uncovered by examining systems of regularities, i.e., the epochs of power referred 1o carlier, and
the second use--the death of man—indicates the end of the applicability of a previously acceptable
set of rules, i.¢., modernity's rules. He develops the first sense (the subject as constituted through
a particular exercise of power) and he constantly fends off atracks for positing the sccond, the
death of man.!'® As Scigel analyzes this dualism about the subject, he relates its significance to
two themes that are only picked out by assessing Foucault's earlier writings and by acknowledging
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the rolc that Foucault's homoscxuality played in his own attempts to understand how subjectivities
are constituted.!™*

In a very helpful way, Scigel disputes the strong claim in Foucault and his followers that
*ncither a thinker's [i.c.. Foucault's] mental stages nor his links to deeper personal needs tell us
much that counts about the meaning of his ideas."”'” Seigel posits that the whole way of
thinking about personal identity and subjectivation which Foucault first developed in Madness and
Civilization was linked to what Seigel calls Foucault's "double and self-divided identity” connected
with his struggles over his sexual identity."” Foucault attempts to secure freedom for himsclf,
despite his articulation of a power that precludes such freedom, and provides a way of
understanding how frecdom in fact remains possible in spite of power's all-secing gaze—a freedom
that must be possible if we arc to make sensc of "a source for the resistance to thosc powers for
which his whole project appealed.™" In terms of the ideas of difference, sameness and the self,
Scigel docs not generalize from Foucault's experience:; but the issuc deserves some consideration
in terms of its significance for issues that I raise in subsequent chapters. I think it is Foucault's
difference in terms of his sexuality that allows him to sec how power operates. Foucault's
homoscxuality is a critcrion of difference that opens up to him how power is generated by a
relcntless samencss that marginalizes differences and forces an assimilation of whatever can be
swallowed up.

The tendency throughout modernity to push difference to the periphery of impormance
silences any contribution to our thinking about human experience that might originate from this
difference. Women arc another example of those who have been consdtuted as different. Most
of our philosophical tradition has been written from the perspective of those who have excluded
the differences of women. “his tradition has, as a result, been drawn from a pool of sameness -
that has driven women's experience to the edge of its discourse. It scems to me that this is the
source of the trouble fominist theorists have in trying to speak to that tradition from what scems
like a position barely insidc its borders. This position on the periphery shapes feminist feeling
about that tradition and particular examples of this problem are addressed in chapters three, four
and five.

Critics of Foucault have pointed out that his own project of resistance "implies the
existenre of an agent which his vision of subjectivity as constituted by social and discursive
practices lcaves him no way to posit” If individuals arc the products of power relations, and
"subjcctivity the space through which the web of micropower enters into our very lives, what is
it that can—or would even desire to—resist the ubiquity of panoptical domination.”® In
responsc to this problematic aspect of Foucault’s work, I agree with James Marshall who affirms,
following Michacl Waltzer (1986), that what Foucault says "on the philosophy of the subject and
the form in which power has come to be exercised in modern states is...right enough to be
disturbing’™® To me it is not so much a question of affirming or disputing Foucault's
argument about the relationship between power and the subject (since I point out at the outset
that he does not make arguments about power relations) so much as it is a question of raising the
uscfulness of his perspective on power relations as we examine them in our cveryday lives.
Foucault is aware of the problem and is pressed with this question more than once. In response
he acknowledges how probiematic his view of subjectivity is, but he counters this criticism with the
asscrtion that aspects of our experience can only be explicated if we take seriously the role of
governance and normalization in our lives which is made possible through power relations.

Foucault certainly has an uneasy relationship with the idea of freedom that would make
resistance possible. For example, at Sartre’s funcral he commented that "as a young man...it was
[Sartre], and all that he represented...that 1 wished to renounce.” As Michel Tournier says of
Foucault and himself, this reaction against Sartre, who stood so solidly for an idea of freedom best
caught in the expression, “[mjan is condemned to be free,” and believed that man is responsible
for "cverything that he does—everything—" should be taken for what it was: "a liquidation of the
father by overgrown adolescents afflicted with the awareness that they owed him everything."'=
Few of us are so driven by a desire to scparate oursclves from the influence of a Sartre.
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In addition, according to Scigel. Foucault has a higher view of freedom at the beginaning
of his work than he does when writing work which is better known, for example, when he
describes disciplinary power in terms of practices directed towards governing the body. Yet even
in his well known work, c.g.. Power/Knowledge he talks about “the plebs” as a source for
freedom.'™ 1am not suggesting that the positing of plebs lets Foucault entirely off the problem
that his idea of disciplinary power brings with it in terms of conceiving the possibility of the human
agency that it is necessary to consider if we arce to imagine how anyone might rexist or alter their
social relations and confront the historicity of their own experience.  Yet Scigel identifies in the
carly Foucault a vision which pictured lifc as the “the utopian fulfilment of a radical
subjectivity,”** a radical subjectivity which would permit the possibility of freedom.  Seigel
thinks that this vision was buried in Foucault but not eradicated.  Following Nancy Fraser. he
notes that "evervbody that can appear in Foucault’s world is already invested with some historically
specific form of power. The body then, like the plebs, was a way of letting back in, through the
rear door, the subjectivity ejected at the start.”  Scigel asks what this “plebs” can be, if not a
remnant of a point of origin for the activity of human freedom.'® Foucault’s cmphasis on the
historicity of experience, which grounds the idea of being invested with a specific attitude toward
oursclves in relation to the excrcise of power, is an important contribution to thinking about the
development of maturity in the disempowered.

Foucault asserts that the two questions, What is legitimate power? and What is the state?
do not give us the kind of tools we need to analyze power. He asserts that with power, as with
other conceptualizations, it is hard to try to find (or make) instruments of analysis. The problem
we have is two-pronged: on the one hand, a theory of power assumes a prior objectification of the
concept; on the other, we cannot proceed without a theory. To address this difficulty & constant
checking is necessary. As we proceed we must continually check two things. First we must check
our conceptual nceds and then we must check whose reality we are examining. ‘The checking of
conceptual needs refers to the insight that our conceptualization should not be founded on a
theory of the object because the conceptualized object is not the single criterion of a good
conceptualization. Rather we must sec how to scparate what we want to cxamine from the theory
we use to look at how it occurs in our experience; in order to accomplish this scparation we must
know the historical conditions that motivate our concepts. That is, we necd an historical
awareness of our present circumstance.'™ Our present circumstance is the situation in which
we now find ourselves using a particular construction for, say, power.'™ In order 1o check our
conceptual needs we require a sensc of the path that our conceptualization has taken over time
as it became what it is now.

The anthropological expression, *historicity of expericnce’, refers to the idea that every
culture is a precipitate of history. That is, over time there is an accumulation of selections and
this accumulation gains influence in the future shaping of cach culture. The historicity of our
experience, expressed in our rituals, traditions and practices, directs the way things are donc along
the lines of the way things have always been done. In this way historicity has a great deal 1o do
with what it is possible to do and say, by whom, in a given culture. To its credit, historicity makes
life predictable and secure. Historicity is responsible for a particular culturc’s poisc so that change
typically has a drift in one direction.™ To its discredit, our "historicity of cxpericnec’ can limit
future possibilitics and drag us back from selecting those social changes that our best ideas and

-oeliefs beckon us to make. If injustice is inherent in our traditions, rituals and practices, then a
change toward justice must contend wirh the full weight of the historicity of our experience. In
chapter four 1 address the relationship between the ‘historicity of experience’ and socially-
constituted vulnerability. ’

In light of the effects of historicity, we must check whose reality we arc dealing with when
we analyze power relations, That is, we must understand that power is experienced differently
depending upon whether one is, for cxample, in a privileged or a disprivileged position. This is
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because power relations appear differently depending upon whose reality we are deploying to
examinc them. The particular conceptualization of power we use influences how we interpret
power relations. As an cxample, in the recent Los Angeles riots, there will be a multiple number
of perspectives which result in different interpretations about what was actually happening. When
we try to sort through all of these interpretations, we have to constandy check whose reality a
particular fact or explanation is attached to in order to make sense of an interpretation. The
willingness and ability to shift perspective (and to constantly check) is central to seeing how
concepts are embedded in a whole way of experiencing a particular struggle; a capacity to shift
perspectives is essential to figuring out what to include in a conceptualization of power and in
cvaluating what is included in other conceptualizations of power. I will say more of this in chapter
four.

Conclusion

To summarize, power relations result in dividing practices that fix us in our differences,
for example, dividing men and women from one another and constituting both as subjects,
objectifying us in the process, and defining both groups by the separation.™ These divisions
cstablish the potential for struggic between the members of the divided pair. Foucaultasserts that
these struggles have taken place in an intensified way since the late 19605 and carly 1970s. He
asks what these struggles have in common as he witnesses them taking place. He picks out 6
commonalitics, the last three being his more original points. In articulating these struggies, he
picks out the features of what I refer to as the empowerment "movement” in chapter three. He
notes that these struggles:

1. are "transversal" struggles: they are not limited to onc country;

2, their aim is to confront power effects as such; for example, the medical profession is
criticized not primarily because it is a profit-making concern, but because it exercises an
uncontrolled power over people’s bodies, their health, their lives and deaths;

3.  arc immediate struggles for two reasons: those engaged are not looking for the chief
encmy and they do not expect a solution at some future date; ecology groups come under
this description; as an example, a group that attacks a specific whaling ship to prevent the
killing of whales does so because they do not expect the international community to solve
the problem at some date in the future;

4. question the status of the individual: on the one hand, they assert the right to be different
and they underline everything which makes individuals truly individual. On the other,
they attack everything which separates individuals, breaks their links with others, splits
up community life, forcing individuals back on themselves, and tying them to their own
identity in a constraining way. These struggles are not cxactly for or against the
individual, but rather they are struggles against the "government of individualization;”

5.  are an opposition to the ¢ffects of power which arc linked with knowledge, competence
and qualification: they are against the privileges of knowledge; but they are also an
opposition to the secret, deforming, and mystifying representations imposed on people;

- there is nothing scientistic in this (ic., the dogmatic belief in the value of scientific
knowledge); but neither is it a sceptical or relativistic refusal of all verified truth; what is
questioned is the way in which knowledge circulates and functions, i.., its relationship to
power;



6. revolve around the question: Who are we?  They are a refusal of the abstractions of
economic and ideological state violence which ignore who we arc individually, and are
also a refusal of a scientific or administrative inquisition which determines who one is.'¥

These struggles are an atack or modern power and characterize what I call the
cmpowerment "movement.” Modern power applies itself to immediate, everyday lifc and
categorizes individuals, marking them by their own individuality, attaching them to their own
identity, imposing a law of truth on them which they must recognize and which others must
recognize in them'™', thercby fixing them in an identity—an identity which frustrates the
development of a fully-flourishing maturity. Modern power, currently under attack, comprises
sovereign, pastoral and disciplinary power and is unified by its reliance on the strategics of
domination. In the following chapter 1 outlinc a view of empowerment that moves us by a very
different desire than the desire to dominate: it is grounded in partnership not domination and it
is the longing for maturity.
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CHAPTER THREE
REMODELLING POWER THROUGH EMPOWERMENT

Introduction

There arc really only two paradigms for power relations, namely, a dominator system
groundcd in taking and losing based on war and violence or a partnership system based on giving
and receiving' through nurturance and enablement. All modcls for power relations are situated
within one of these two paradigms. Modcls that are congruent with a dominator paradigm are
related to cach other through strategics that permit a person or group to ascend to a position
above anothcr person or group and perpetuate that asymmetry. While not all instances of being
above another are taken to the extreme of force (whether epistemological, psychological, physical),
abuse, or violence, the opportunity to do so is always open to one who is strategically advantaged;
the one below senses this, Models which conform to the partnership paradigm are sitailar to one
another in terms of the presence of care and the absence of symbols and threats of violence, the
presence of cooperation and the absence of techniques that promote and perpetuate strategically
advantaged and disadvantaged positions. Nurturance, parcnting, mothering in particular,
receptivity, generativity and friendship all constitute models for a partnership approach. While
dominance presupposes war, partnership intimates peace. In this and the following chapter I
argue that a position of privilege above another violates the humanity of the one below since
power is cxpressed over or through the onc who is disadvantaged so that personal power does not
flourish and additionally, vulnerability characterizes the one below. Specifically in this chapter
I gather together clements of a conceptualization of empowerment that is capable of redecming
this loss of personal power. In the following chapter I explore the moral, social and political
problem of vulnerability.

As I consider the role of asymmetry in power relations, Foucault interests me because
throughout his analysis of the subject, and the derived implications for power, his models for
power relations come from a dominator paradigm even though agency in the power relation is
constructed on a kind of partnership—-an agonism of reciprocal struggle. Despite this aspect of
partnership in agency, he never arrives at models for power relations that are fully congruent with
the partnership paradigm, so we must look to other sources. As an example, Raine Eisler (1988),
analyscs anthropological research largely uncovered since World War 11, and argues that:

The larger picture that emerges indicates that all the modern, post-Enlightenment
movements for social justice, be they religious or secular, as well as the more recent
feminist, peace, and ccology movements, are part of an underlying thrust for the
transformation of a2 dominator system..[which is an] evolutionary thrust for survival.?

“The role that violence or harm versus care plays is central to demarcating these two paradigms.
In chapter five | develop the relationship between power, violence and harm more fully.

Artributes of Power

In order 1o show how empowerment might be broadly conceived, I distinguish five
attributes of its root word "power’, in addition to the two paradigms mentioned, namely: power’s
models, cffects, descriptions, practices and agents. These attributes influence each other but in
scparating them out, we are better able to speak about how power operates. In analyzing
cmpowerment in this chapter, 1 will elaborate four types of empowerment, namely:
organizational, feminine, amcliorative and preventive empowerment and then 1 relate these
attributes of power to the types of empowerment described.

As already noted, on onc view, power relations are grounded cither in domination
(taking/losing) or partnership (giving/recciving). Models for power relations conform to one
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paradigm or the other on the basis of the presence or absence of violence/harm versus care, In
terms of power’s effects, these cither are negatize and subtract power from others, resulting in a
diminution of humanity in the powerless, or arc positive and add persenal power to people, thereby
promoting a flourishing of humanity in cveryone concerned and opening up the ponsibiliy for
cooperation between people. In terms of descriptions of power, two possibilitics exist: either

wer is a substance, a commodity of some kind which stops and stays in one place or peron and
which can be passed around or withheld, or elsc the term "power’ refers to a kind of energy which
moves between people at every social level which cannot be caught. held or contained. When
power is conceived as a commodity, cxchanges of power amount to a zero-sum game of
redistribution in which onc person gets power because another person loses it. This is duc to the
relationship between power as commodity and the threat or likelihood of scarcity. In describing
power as energy, scarcity is not the same problem: cmpower is a verb in which its root ‘power’
is conceived as renewable or inexhaustible.

Power is also picked out in particular practices, for example, oppositional practices
directed towards liberation of some kind, or cooperational practices, which arc attempts to work
with rather than oppose or dominate others, or onc’s sell. Domination sets up the nead for
opposition since domination offends our humanity, i.c., domination has liberation as its only
solution at the moment one struggles to regain a fully articulated humanity.  Liberation requires
that we resist oppression but resistance has a complex relationship within oppositional and
cooperational practices. When Foucault identifics two scnscs to the word subject he establishes
a basis on which to bring out this point. As noted in chapter two, being “subject” may refer to
being under the authority of another person, or to an zuthority I exercise over my sclf in which
being over my self implies the interiorizing of an external authority, ¢.g., another person’s habits,
belicf system, or objectives. In both cases authority originates from outside us. To Foucault, it
is not a question of the possibility of not being subject so much as resisting being a certain sort
of subject constituted by external authority. The issuc here is the immaturity implicd in being
under an external authority and this is the same sense in which Kant uscs the term ‘immaturity’.
I suggest that in becoming mature, I must resist the subjectivation of an external authority, even
over myself. But the particular nature of the power relations in which I find myself set the
framework for my efforts to try become mature in that some power relations limit the possibilities
for the development of maturity and others relations enhance these possibilitics. As an example,
1 may resist wholesale practices of domination and thereby press for liberation through
oppositional practices, although to the extent that 1 practice domination myscll (robbing the other
of humanity), I remain immature. 1 may also resist within the context of cooperational practices
by resisting certain aspects, ideas or pressures, yet at the same time engage in the overall strategy
of cooperation. In this last case I work with others and perhaps employ "practices of freedom,”
to use Foucault's expression. Such practices are not aimed at liberation but at living cthically, and
therefore maturely, with mysel)f and with others.

Lastly, there arc agents of power and the relationship between agents is characterized
cither by asymmetry or symmetry in the balance of significance, ability or rank. If power is
conceived (I would say misconceived) as 2 commodity, then people are agents in a strong scnsc
if they own or have a lot of power and people are agents in a weuk sense if onc of three
conditions applies to them: their role is mercly to permit someone clsc to have the opporiunity
to express power over or through them, they think of themsclves as relatively empty of power,
or if others do. (In some of the empowerment literature, the model for power is confusingly
conceived both as a commodity and as an activity, without any reference to the problem that this
confusion implies.?) If we conceive power as an activity, i.c., power as energy, people are agents
in a strong sense if they are thought to be capable of competency and skill in the power rclation.
There is no weak sense of power in this view since cveryone is ideally capable of exercising power;
what power as encrgy does pick out is the absence of powcr in the strategically disadvantsged.
In addition to the rclationship between agents, the relationship that agents have to themselves
influences our asscssment in that there is a connection between the maturity of agents and the
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dynamics of power relations. Maturity is perhaps the most important quality in the relationship
that the agent has with herself or himself. Maturity influences our willingness and ability to
operate under a partnership versus a dominator model for power relations: I contend that human
maturity and the desire to dominate otixers are mutually exclusive. Whether power is conceived
as commodity or energy the reciprocity and reversibility of asymmetrical relations is influenced
more by the maturity of at least onc of the agents than by any other characteristic or condition
of them.

Power relations that promote matwrity are characterized by empowerment which is
groundcd in a partnership paradigm. In this chapter I argue for a view of cmpowerment that is
rooted in nurturance and ¢nablement and assumes a level ground on which individuals and groups
may stand. Empowcrment has as its fundamental characteristic the generosity that is ideally
implicd in nurturance and has becoming adult or mature as its central and unifying theme. In
picking out the following four types of cmpowerment, in this and the following chapters I argue
that cmpowerment must satisfy ninc criteria in order to promotc our personal power, the
flourishing of which amounts to the realization of human maturity. Empowerment should support
thc assertions that:

1. individuals matter and matter equally;

2, equal concern for people must be demonstrated by ensuring that we can all claim our fair
share of primary resources, as long as we do not derogate another’s fair share;

8.  personal power is a component of a fair share of primary resources, and is conceived as the
fecling/belief that we are people who can say and do those things that are congruent with
our sclf-conceptions, as opposed to being people to whom things are said and done, i.c.,
as opposed to being, or being secn as, passive and powerless;

4.  our sclf-<conceptions are to be constrained by moral self-interest which directs us toward
working for our own good as well as the good of others simultancously;

5.  personal power is 2 building block for self-respect;

6. the social bases for sclf-respect are primary goods and these are brought o us through
a relational not a material generosity;

7.  our interests, conceived as the material necessities plus the various goods that we feel
worth having in our lives, implics that personal power is included in the interests of all of
us, as a means for securing self-respect;

8.  the freedom to pursuc our self conceptions is a fundamental freedom;
9.  there is an interactive relationship between personal power and substantive freedom.

Sources for the Empowerment Movement

Empowerment is directed towards unleashing the personal power that allows people to be
cffective in what they do and say. The impetus to empower ourselves and others is moved by a
belief that dependency and vulnerability, which arise through the asymmetrical relations of
power's negative effects and practices constituted through taking/losing, is a human problem that
requires redress. There are three relevant sources for the demand for empowerment all of which
arc responscs to power's negative effects on people.* The first source is connected to the ongoing
difficultics felt by those who live in slums to rise above conditions of poverty and the general
problem minoritics have in appropriating the advantages accruing to them as citizens in the
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modern state. Both predicaments arisc from the problem of being held outside the main flow of
benefits which circulate between the state and the majority population,® a situation challenged
during the 1960s when a number of books were written to awaken people to the conditions of
those who were collectively disadvantaged.® In response to the social-structural nature of the
problems faced by these groups, empowerment was proposed as the only solution 1o the unending
cycle of their anger and despair.

Powerlessness is the central problem identified in the literature. The term can be defined
as the inability to manage cmotions, skills, knowledge. and/or material resources in such a way
that effective performance of valued social roles (.g., as a worker, a parent) will lead to personal
gratification.” Powerlessness arises through social processes that withhold valued identities and
roles on the one hand, and valuable resources on the other--all of which are prerequisite to the
effective performance of social roles.® For this reason, powerlessness is related to sclf-eseem
since self-esteem is influenced not only by forces inherent within the individual but also by
external supports of reinforcement; our self-csteem is governed in large part by ihe judgements
of others who themselves are afflicted with the human anxiety of self-doubt. Thus, for example,
African-Americans and other minoritics are dependent upon judgements from the rest of socicty
for sanction and latitude to excrcise control over major decisions which affect their lives”

Because of this natural dependence on others for our self-estcem, minority status can be
deeply disabling. There are some individuals or groups whose exposure to negative valuations has
been so intense that they accept these valuations as correct or inevitable and make no cffort to
exert personal power at all. These individuals or groups may not recognize what the problem is
that exists for them. The powerlessness they exhibit can be considered "power absence® rather
than "power failurc*'® and empowerment is an appropriate social goal whenever there is the
presence and pervasiveness of institutionalized discrimination on the basis of race, wealth, or sex,
for example, that perpctuates an abscnce of personal power. Empowerment has as its aim to
counteract the effects of powerlessness, by countering negative valuations.  Specifically,
empowerment is directed towards removiny the obstacles which block some peoplc’s personal power.
What nceds to occur in empowering processes is a change in perception on the part of the
powerless. The following example pertains directly to the African-American situation, but applics
more generally:

...the overall goal is that of helping client systems that have been subjected 10 systematic
and pervasive negative valuations to perceive themselves as causal forces capable of
exerting influcnce in a world of other people and capable of bringing about some desired
effect. It should be made clear that this does not deny the power and the significance of
external forces in the creation of their problems...however, it does place an overarching
emphasis on the limitations of 'giving up’ and the latent potential in black individuals and
black communities to deal more effectively and more creatively with oppression and
oppressors. This cmphasis on individuals as causal forces does not imply that they are the
cause of their problems or that their problems can be solved by merely effecting chunge
in self; on the contrary, it focuses away from the medical modc) of finding & cause, a
germ, a disease entity to be cured and accepts the complexities of multiple contributing
factots in any problem situation."

It is important to note the relationship that is proposed between clients and the problems
they face: they cannot be thought of as the singular cause of problems which hiave multiple
contributing factors but what can be accomplished is the cmergence of a new belief in their own
capacity to effect change. This capacity is identified, owned, and developeu into the ability to say
and do the things that are congruent with people’s self-conception, through the process of
empowerment which creates personal power in the formerly disadvantaged. This suggests that
power is not created ex nikilo; rather it is uncovered through the excavation of the encrgy to be
powerful from layers and layers of history that hinders its expression. The assumption in
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cmpowering relationships is that all human beings should have personal power as part of being
human, and when some cannot or do not express it, it is because of circumstances that discourage
them from doing so.

When, for cxample, privileged individuals express impaticnce or anger towards the
disadvantaged and assert that such people should just get up and get doing the things they say
they want to, they fail to take seriously the nature of oppression and its cffects on opportunicy.
An opportunity is not just a singular, isolated event in someonc’s life. The door of opportunity
is open wider for some than for others, and the passwords must be known in advance. The ability
to recognize and respond to opportunity, as well as to secure access to resources that make taking
advantage of an opportunity possible, takes time to develop: this process occurs gradually as part
of the life circumstances of those who are expected to perform well from birth and are aurtured
to that end. Further, new opportunitics appear for those who have had them in the past: some
people are in the right place at the right time largely because of a history of having opportunities,
making connections, and enjoying privilege. Yet this aspect of their experience is taken-for-
granted and invisible to them; it is perceived as stemming from their own industry. But
opportunity has a cumulative cffect.  When Peter Drucker, for example, asserts that urban
African-Americans cannot be expected to jump from “rural illiteracy to twelve years of schooling
in onc generation because this is more of a jump than any group can be expected to make, more
of a jump than any other group has cver made in the United States or elsewhere,”™ he is
spelling out the cumulative effects of being in a strategically disadvantaged position. People who
have enjoyed privilege for generations underestimate the significance that encouragement and
cntitlement have provided for them. They fail to take seriously the importance of these aspects
of possibility when they judge thers. In defence of themselves, the privileged often raise an
example of someone they know of who came from a disadvantaged position and was successful.
If we question these examples, the path to success was often paved by assimilation processes
during which disprivileged people disown attributes of their minority identity in order to obey
rules designed for them by people who have the strategic advantage of requiring them to comply.
In this way a few squecze through the door of acceptability but, from the perspective of a minority
person, their admission extracts the price of devaluing the differences in their sexual, racial or
cultural identity—a price if paid that is carried in their being.

The sccond source for the idea of empowerment can be traced through Antonio Gramsci
to Paulo Freire and then, for example, to Henry Giroux and Michael Apple in the United States,
and to David Livingstone in Canada.” 1 will not develop this aspect here, except to identify in
Gramsci the concerns that connect him, and the others, 1o the empowerment movement. Gramsci
picked out the burcaucratic control emerging in Marxism and identificd it as a problem. As James
Joll notes, Gramsci was instrumental in the Factory Council Movement, which was an attempt to
find "2 new form of revolutionary organization which would combine effective leadership with real
participation by the rank and file.”* And further, Gramsci "suggested the possibility of a more
humane and more diversified form of Marxism than that used to justify the bureaucratic
dictatorship and cruelty of the Soviet Regime."® Generally speaking, this literature focuses on
the helplessness arising from relations of domination in which liberaung power relations are
dirccted towards oppositional rather than cooperative practices.'

The third source for the literature on empowerment comes from research done on
motivation in the 1950s and 1960s in the United States primarily that adds another dimension to
the idea of cmpowerment because of its assertion that all levels of socicty have been negatively
affected by bureaucratic control, i.c., modern power. That is, we all experience degrees of
helplessness and therefore immaturity because of the bureaucratic model of control that permeates
Western society. Even individuals at the top are in the middle of bureaucratic power relations
since they are caught between forces circulating bencath them on which they depend. This source
of empowerment, fed by the human potential movement led by individuals such as Carl Rogers,
developed an emphasis on the power of individual human beings as well as an emphasis on
communal aspirations of disprivileged groups. The feminist movement strongly influences this
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literature.”” Empowerment, in this view, cmphasizes both personal and communal aspirations,
as opposed to focusing on achicvement based on the efforts of the solitary individual,' thereby
setting the groundwork for an emphasis on moral self-interest versus mere self-interest.

While this third source includes us all in the need for cmpowerment, it is connected to the
first two in its clear assertion that some people as more disadvantaged than others. As an
exampic, it is easier 1o burcaucratize, oppress. and degrade the poor than the wealthy. The
wezlthy and well-placed fight back and benefit from theiv position. In all its cxpressions,
cmpowerment presupposes radical changes to social, economic and relational structures so as to
alleviate powerlessness. Organizational empowsrment has been influenced by all three sources

and attempts to restructure organizations along the lines of new distributions of power through
shared decision-making.

Organizational Empowerment

Since the 19605, the empowerment movement has intensificd the challenge to our reliauce
on a dominator paradigm. As noted in chapter two. disciplinary (or modern) power has an interactive
relationship with the emergence of capitalism, and it also played a central role in the utilitarian
and bureaucratic project of establishing the modern state. The partiClar rationality of Bentham's
panoptic vision for society, which functioned as an organizing idcal for the theorctical and
practical search for techniques to administer and manage people, was geared 1o cfficiency and
productivity and characterized by hierarchizing and ranking individuals under anonymous and
ubiquitous forms of normalizing control. Domination is at the heart of all of these practices, even
to the extent that we come to divide and dominate oursclves, It is the immaturity inherent in
being dominated and in dominating ourselves that cmpowerment confronts.  Because
empowerment is based on a partnership rather than a dominator paradigm, the practices of
empowerment focus on cooperation not opposition and on practices that link people together not
practices that rank them. Empowerment confronts modern power as it is expressed through the
hicrarchical ranking practices of bureaucratic organizations.

Empowerment is realized through being in the presence of others who do not we us
instrumentally and who acknowledge our worth. Ideally, the core of empowerment is the creative
person. This person is the opposite “product’ of disciplinary power since the incvitable result of
docile bodies and obedient souls is individuals that are "drained of creative energy.”™ In its most
attractive form, empowerment prizes the self and human freedom as its starting poines.™
Further, it provides pcople with opportunitics to affect themselves in positive ways. The
assumption here is that the affected self increases organizational well-being so that individual and
corporate interests are reciprocally satisfying. The empowered person also "has an open and
healthy world view and a positive and accurate self-concept.” such people sce themsclves as having
significance and influence. The empowered person thus recognizes the meaning of projects
willingly taken on and has a sense of making progress in life. Further, accurate and beneficial
self-evaluation is part of the empowered person’s repertory of skills and approaches to life's
challenges. Sucit a person is able to envision success, is capable of mecaningful acuivity,
concentrated effort, initiating action, and is flexible and personally resilient.™ Most importanily,
the best evidence that we are empowered is our willingness and ability to empower others. The
attractivencss of this view of an empowered person is particularly compcelling when onc compires
this picture to that of an individual caught in the trap of socially-constituted vulncrability, as
described in the following chapter. In short, personal power is the chicl charucteristic of the
cmpowered person.

Yet there is an underlying ethical dilemma in this description of empowered people,
hinted at by some empowerment theorists but not many. The issuc here is the assumption that
"people who change will be better off at higher levels of sclf<uctualization.™ The problem is that
the creative individual could turn out to be the compulsively improving individual,® a
compulsion driven by an externally imposed requirement to producc morc and morc of
something that benefits somcone else. In this way workers could be pinned to an identity
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grounded in the tyranny of constant improvement. This moral dilemma is not resolved in any
of the litcrature; the empowerment movement gencrally assumes that encouraging workers to be
all that they can be is individually and corporately benceficial. In it most unattractive form,
empowcrment could perpetuate the general productivity of modern power that Foucault describes
in Discipline and Punish, and The History of Sexuality, volume one, where he no longer describes
power rclations as repressive but as compellingly produczive; a productivity that seals one inside
processes of normalization. From this vantage point, cmpowerment could be included as an
extension of disciplinary power. This is a genuine tension in our conceptualization of
cmpowcrmcm." For this reason, cmpowerment "must attend both to the personal dimension
of the cmpowering activitics affecting individuals” and at the same time continue a philosophical
dialogue “about the cthics of changc rooted in an assumption about the worth of each
individual,”® and must consider what it might mean for us to choose not to be all that we could
be. In gencral, however, the attractive aspects of cmpowcerment appear as a necessary balance
to disciplinary power though [ acknowledge that empowerment is cven now producing a subjectivity
of its own (which is in some way picked out in the idea that we should be all that we can be) that
we must critically reflect upon as we go along. Despite this inherent tension, the benefits of
empowerment should not be undcrestimated as a balm to modern, burcaucratic power reclations.

If becoming empowered occurs when people value us intrinsically, in bureaucratic
orgunizations people usc us instrumentally and our worth is derived from our rank alone. In
analyzing the nature of burcaucratic versus cmpowering organizations we ¢an asscss the way
power is exercised beyond particular or individual commands or acts and begin to sce how in
bureaucratic organizations "power ceases to be personalized in either its genesis or its effects” and
how its-most subtle effects are kept alive through the "presumption and maintenance of a status
quo” of rank. Burcaucratic control constrains and facilitates activities and goals, and ranks the
rightful claims and dutics of one person relative to another, thereby shaping the possibilities and
limits of personal endcavour.™ Organizational empowerment, on the other hand, is understood
as a partnership approach which assigns people value simply because they are members of the
tcam. Individual members come to feel and behave as though they have personal power over
significant aspects of their work lives. As an example, in Warren Bennis's “"trust theory,” he
identifics people’s primary needs (cven in organizations) as acceptance and a sense of belonging.
He belicves that with the assurance of membership in a group comes a feeling of confidence that
allows for a fuller participation in the work process of sharing the planning and dccision-
making. 7 In this vicew competence is not insignificant; rather, competence is thought to flourish
in an atmosphere of trust. In bureaucratic organizations, there is a circulating mistrust and a
pervasive sensc that nothing that happens is actually the fault of any onc individual: someone
lower down or higher up can always be blamed. In empowerment, people take action on their
own behalf'to foster productivity, motivation, and behaviour which is in linc with the projects they
sct for themselves in cooperation with others. The personal power of organizational members runs
along a continuum from powerlessness to empowerment; work strategics are aimed at drawing
people toward the cmpowerment end of the continuum. Powerlessness is seen as dysfunctional
between the otherwise adult members of the organization and as a limiting factor in individual
development in, and contributions to, the organization. Because of the damage powerlessness
docs, it is assumed that burcaucratic organizational structures must be replaced by empowering
Onces.

In order to focus our understanding of the role that organizational empowerment plays,
we ¢can compare burcaucratic versus "entreprencurial™ organizations, and in doing so, reveal
scveral attributes of burcaucracy that cmpowering processes must address.  The bureaucratic
organization is characterized by four atwributes, namely: a pawriarchal coniract, myopic sclf-
intcrest, manipulative tactics and dependency. Empowering organizations are typified by four
competing atributes, namely: an entreprencurial contract. enlightened self-interest, authentic
tactics and autonomy. The patriarchal contract is a top-down, high-control arrangement,
orientated towards relations of dominance. Myopic sclf-interest emerges as one thinks of
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individual freedom of movement only in terms of "moving up the kudder.” Since the patriarchal
contract so heavily weights a centralized authority, even those who are not interested in climbing
an organizational ladder cither are forced to do so or arc let fall. The possibility for sccuring
meaning from one’s work or from having a personal purpose for it is diminished by the short-
sightedness of conceiving individual success in this way. Manipulative tactics are united by a desive
to control people without letting them know one is doing so. As a result, these tactics focus on
an individual's stratcgic advantage: they are cautious and indirect.™ Therefore. the power that
gets us to do things in the bureaucratic organization is hidden from us and we cannot directly
confront, challenge or resist it. [f we resist, we also must resist by indivection. We cannot even
cooperate willingly under these circumstances since our wills are circumvented through
manipulative tactics.™ The patriarchal contract, myopic self-interest, and manipulative tactics
reinforce cach other to foster a dependent mentality in organizational members. At bottom, a
dependent mentality expresses itself in the belief that our survival is in someone clse’s hands; o
is typified by the habit of waiting for something above or below us 1o give us direction. In
contrast, the devclopment of personal power works in preciscly the opposite divection.  Deivary
power played a central role in solidifying our acceptance of the dominince paradigm for power
relations in mass schooling, thereby hindering personal power in all of us 1o some extent.™
Schools habituate us to this attitude of waiting for directions to come from outside oursclves, For
example, students are disciplined for speaking out of turn, getting out of their desks without
permission, or changing an assignment because they are interested in somcthing clse.

The empowering organization is grounded in an entreprencurial contract bised on the
belicf that the most trustworthy source of authority comes from within the person. “The primary
task of supervision is to help people trust their own instincts and take responsibility for the success
of the organization. The contract demands that people make a serious commitiment 1o the
organization but do so becausc they want 1o, rather than for fear of losing their jobs. Enlightened
self-interest refers to helping the organization get ahead, rather than only helping oursclves get
ahead and resembles moral self-interest.  The assumption is that meaning is created and is
personally satisfying when our efforts contribute to the overall good. Being able 1o work in i
trustful environment cnhances our potential to find meaning in cooperative work and is i direct
and deep-going benefit to the organization. Authentic tactics refer to the practice of lesting people
know where they stand, sharing as much information and control as possible, and taking
reasonable risks. These aspects of empowering organizations foster autononty which refers o
realizing that there is nothing to wait for: autonomy is expressed in the belicf that it is better to
proceed than to wait for direction, better to ask forgivencss than permission, and better to seem
stubborn than incompcetent.

By contrast, burcaucratic ways of life cfficiently tcach us that in order to get aheixl we
need to be very cautious in how we use and share information, in how we manipulate the truth,
and in how we posture oursclves so that what we say and do always enhances (or at least avoids
weakening) our position relative to organiztional structures. In this way we are not free to
pursue personal projects and we do not develop a sense of personal commitmicnt 1o our tasks.
This happens because at the core of the bureaucratic organizition is the patriarchal contract, o
devil's bargain, so to speak, in which we agree to be submissive to authority in return for security.
However, this contract is responsible for our modern fecling of helplessness.  1f authority lies
outside me, then whatever happens is not my fault and 1 cannot fix it. Circulating blawc, which
never rests anywhere, distorts relationships and precludes trust or cooperation. While there is
lulling comfort in the fecling that blume cannot rest on us, we pay for its pacifying cffeas with
our own loss of integrity. The bargain persuades us that it is necessary to be highly constrained
in what we say and do and that we must treat other people bureaucratically. As noted caslicr, a
strong reaction against this burcaucratic mindset erupted in the 1960s and carly 1970s.

Prior to this reaction, in the cighteenth century it was generally believed thit “the
investment of the body by power had to be heavy, ponderous, meticulous and constant,” so much
so that "those formidable disciplinary regimes in the schools,” for example, were accepted as
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necessary. Then in the 1960s, "it began to be realized that such a cumbersome form of power was
no longer as indispensable as had been thought and that industrial societics could content
themselves with a much looser form of power over the body.”™ In large part this shift in
thinking comes about because of the cmergence of a new kind of worker, the "knowledge
worker.”® The powar that was held over the body of the manual labourer was believed to be
necessary in order to extract from that body the work which kept the industrizl machinery
moving. Manual workers did not nced to think for themselves in order to produce their labour;
in fact, independent thinking interferes with the smooth running machinery of modernity. But
knowledge workers must think for themsclves in order to be productive. Therefore, a difference
in the relations of power over these workers becomes necessary. The knowledge worker cannot
be productive if he or she is cncased in a docile and useful body; these workers need to be
thinking, acting subjects,

In fact, knowledge workers came first and knowledge work came second® That is,
something took place that constituted a new subjectivity and its emergence has shaped our entire
cconomic future. So the disciplinary power in mass schooling has had two opposing effects: it
produced knowledge workers but as yet prevents them from achieving their full potential. One
way of understanding this opposition of forces is to consider the limits of disciplinary power itself.
The effort cxerted by modern power had as its aim to make the human body docile and useful
so as to make it productive. But the very means used, the mastery over and awarcness of one’s
own body, can be sccured only through an investment of power in the body, e.g., if the body is
to be strong physically it must be strengthened consciously. According to Foucault:

this all belongs to the pathway leading to the desire of one’s own body, by way of the
insistent, persistent, meticulous work of power on the bodics of children or soldiers, the
healthy bodics, But once power produces this effect, there inevitably emerge the
responding claims and affirmations, those of onc’s own body against power, of health
against the cconomic system, of pleasure against the moral norms of sexuality, marriage,
decency. Suddenly what made power strong becomes used to attack it.  Power, after
investing itself in the body, finds itself exposed to a counter-attack in that same
body....The impression that power weakens and vacillates here is in fact mistaken; power
can retreat here, reorganize its forces, invest itself clsewhere..and so the batde
continues>*

That is, power "invested” in the body to make it productive (docile and uscful) also resulted in a
body that "desired itsclf” and that acquired abilities that make it impossible to continue disciplining
this new body in the ways we had been using in our schools, e.g., we have stopped using corporal
punishment. The disciplinc that made the body productive in one economic regime makes it
unproductive in another. In schools we are now uncomfortable with cocrcive discipline (though
we continue to use it) so we resort to laissex-faire discipline, foolishly letting children do whatever
they like, or work on their own. We do this because we do not have a form of discipline that
expresses power relations that will adequately prepare students for the next century. Coercive
and leissez-faire disciplinary systems can be related by analyzing the power relations implicd in
each as they are embedded in a dominator paradigm. In coercive practices, the teacher has all
the power and the student has none. In laissez-faire practices, the student has all the power and
the teacher has none. That onc person in the pair should be empty of power is intolerable. If
cocrcive practices constitute an abusc of force, laissez-faire practices constitutean abuse of freedom.
While the first form of discipline is scriously disabling, the second is fawl: there is no place fora
child to go in comfort who has been given all the power. No one wants 10 have these children
around.

Both approaches to the child are forms of neglect. Neglect amounts to not seeing to it
that students are enabled to acquire important aspects of an education. If we describe school as
an institution in which the development of skill is achieved through the interaction of
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communication games and power relations which operate to develop students” capacities into
"finalized activities™ or abilities, this means that in schools there b an interpenetration of
communication, power and capacities which results in the development in the student of abilities
associated with doing and saving something. The “finalized acdivity” may be the ability wo speak
in public or write a good exsay. The process by which a student learns to make a procntation or
to write an essay, has embedded in it a set of power relations which. 1 would assert, niake all the
difference as to whether the outcome beloags to the student or remains exsentially the teacher’s
work expressed through the student’s body. This is not to suggest that teaching should exclude
providing students with models which they then emulate. quite the contrary; but the issue here
is, whose work has been done when the speech is uttered or the essay written? The relations of
power between teacher and student directly affect the degree of ownership that the student takes
on. There is a relationship between this sense of ownership and the feeling of being responsible
for what one¢ produces, and by extension, the eventual development of maturity in students. In
laissez-faire practices, stideats are not specifically taught how to do or say things so they hiwve no
ownership over their work because they do not experience mastery over the component parts of
a process which cventuates in a finished product. In coercive practices, the work is not connected
to students’ lives and even if component parts of the process are separately mastered the teacher’s
work is donc in and by the student’s body and students are constantly made aware, and they come
to belicve, that school work is not their work—it is not about their experience. As yet, we have
only the intimations of what might constitute power relations that would enable stdents to be
educated apart from cither cocrcive or laissez-faire practices.

The problem in our homes and schools of moving unreflectively between coercive aml
laissez-faire practices is better understood if we examine the difficultics that are inheremt in
organizational empowerment. Empowerment aims at sharing power in terms of decision-making
and planning. The burcaucratic organization is hicrarchical and layered, like a sky-scraper
building, and each layer is scaled off from the onc below; in particular, the top-layer i
hermetically sealed from everything below it. Information and responsibility are contained within
cach layer. Empowerment, on the other hand, slices the organization top to bottom. That i,
decision-making and planning is shared top to bottom by everyone who is involved in bringing
a decision or policy into being. From the chicl exccutive officer to the junior engincer who turns
on the switches, everyone shares in the conception, planning, designing and implementing of a
project. The success of this approach has convinced many business people that cmpowerment is
not just a fad but is here to stay and requircs new commitments to demaocratic participation in the
workplace.

But empowerment also demands an entirely new kind of leader, the necd for cffective
leaders is considerably increased,® and supervision takes on new forms. Old ways of leading
were characterized by a kind of supervision which knowledge workers find oppressive. The
supervisory all-secing cye of modern power frustrates any attempt to cncourage the
interdependently creative person that empowerment is supposed to foster.  Also, lewdenship
frequently has to circulate around the organization in responsc to the requircments of a given
task. In order to be ecffective, leaders must cncournge knowledge workens toward sclf-
reflectivencss; in doing this supervisors do not entirely withhold their perspective from employees
and yet they do not usc this perspective as a threat or as a "premature ultimate”™ thereby
terminating an authentically sclf-reflective process for the employces. Few leaders have those
skills. And further, fewer employeces casily accept the freedom they have to be both self-reflective
and safe in their work situation. Empowerment is & power-sharing approach, safe-guarded by the
assurance of the employee’s worth to the organization. [t is sometimes misconceived as 2 power
replacement in which supervisors arc ousted by workers or voluntarily abandon their power,
thinking that by doing so they are empowering others. This is a fundamental mistake. The
perspective of supcrvision remains 2 central contribution to the empowcering process; it changes
its nature, however, by cnabling rather than investigating workers. A laissez-faire lcader abrogates
agency in the power relation. Power-sharing is not achicved if cither party is empty of influcnce.
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Becanse power-sharing requires specific skills, the abandonment of power by leaders is an
alternative frequemly chosen in the absence of knowing what else to do. A genuine disgust for
coercive practices also propels unreflective leaders 10 take up laissez-faire practices. But laissex-faire
practices arc incapable of developing maturity in us because maturity arises from participating
reciprocally in power rclations not from having cither all or nonc of the advantage.

For this reason organizational empowerment is grounded in pannership and relies on
cnablement as a model for work relationships. This view focuses on power’s positive effects to
encourage people toward the cmpowerment end of a continuum of personal power. Organizational
empowcernent precludes sceing power as a commodity and as constituting zern-sum games of
redistribution. Cooperative rather than oppositional practices generate those sitvations in whicl
a strong sense of personal agency in the power relation is fostered. In general, however, it is not
casy to scc how organizational empowerment can be carried over to the classroom where there
arc temporary but unavoidable relations of asymmetry between teachers and swudents although
classroom practices may be conceived as preparation for participation in empowcring
organizations. If organizational empowerment is a genuincly worthy and humane way to
structure work relations, the question becomes onc of what preparatory classroom practices might
look like. The least we can say is that, if we think students should be educated and traincd
towards full participation in cmpowering organizations, and be intolerant of burcaucratic ones,
passivity must not be the outcome of educative practices. In terms of the specific educational
problem of cmpowering those in unavoidable. though ideally temporary, asymmetrical
relationships, feminine empowerment makes a ceniral contribution. If the development of the
capacitics to participate meaningfully in organiations that are cmpowering is our educational end
point, the remaining three types pick out features of cmpowerment that bridge the gap between
our current practices and oncs that arc empowering; further, they direct our auention to social
changes that are nczessary to foster human maturity as cmpowerment secks to do.

Feminine Empowerment

Supposc we live in a small town in whose central square stands a large portrait of a man
and a woman. Thc man i tall and looks at us with a clear, bright expression. The woman looks
at us too and we are held in her gaze momentarily, cach time we pass. In painting this picture,
the artists have drawn the woman somewhat shorter than the man so that she stands just beneath
his right shoulder. We sce the picture day after day, year following year. We are thoroughly
accustomed to it. But one night, the artists slip back into the town and replace the painting with
onc that they have been laboriously and lovingly drawing, with care and fairness to detail, ever
since the first painting was put in the square. They have brought a painting of the same man and
woman. Here are the same cyes, the same expressions in face and body, except--and this is
cverything—the man and woman arc now equal in height. As the townspeople crowd into the
square in the morning, and squint at the portrait, there is an outburst. Evervone is shockud.
Somconc shouts, "Look at her face. She's sneering at us!” "She’s a monstrosity!” another moans.
*Look at him,” clucks a third, "He's shrunken and pathetic.”" And some say in chorus: "What has
she done to him?" But we are in the squarc with them. Standing quictly in the shade »f the
painting, we smile—-liking what we sce.

I would say that feminine smpowcrment is grounded in receptivity and responsiveness and
vefers to the project of re-prescating the portraiture of men and women, giving special attention
to the wutuality of their proportions. [ distinguish responsiveness and receptivity from passivity,
in that the former two descriptors refer to creative, active, purposive, intentional responses carried
out on the basis of a1 womn's wellconsidered and mature interpretation of the human situation,
In spelling out feminine empowerment, Carol Gilligan (1982) is helpful because she introduces
us 1o the ways that women and men have historically been constituted in their social, political and
psychological development. She focuses on the emerging awarencss of sexual differences, which
social science rescarch uncovered at the same time as attempts were being made to eradicate
discrimination between the sexes on the basis of sexual difference.  The conflict between
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discrimination based on sex blindness versus fair judgements made on the grounds of authentic
differences berween men and women will be picked up in chapter four. but Gilligan's work points
1o the discovery that scientific research, formerly thought to be sexually neutral. reflected instead
2 consistent observational and cvaluative bias.™ As the point of our story shows us, it is owr
perception of the appropriatencss of a given portraval of men and women that is most troubling
to us. Through custom and convention our perceptions of the rightness or wrongness of 2
particular depiction of the so-called naturc of men and women are shaped and solidified.
Deviations from the norm are cither liberating or alarming so that a movement for feminine
empowerment is felt cither as friendly or adversarial depending on our perceptions and
perspectives.

In describing the social/historical constitution of our idea of maleness and femaleness,
Gilligan identifics two moral projects: an cthic of care, voiced most often by women, and an cthic
of rights or justice, heard most often from men. Gilligan recognizes that the cthic of justice has
shaped public moral discourse but she argucs that prizing the differences in women's development
enhances the attractivencss of the human picture. Following Nancy Chodorow, she roots miale
and female development in the way we are raised in infancy; boys and girls are typrcally raised
by their mothers resulting in a developmental trajectory charucterized for boys by separation--
separation from what they are not--and by auachment for girls—attachment to what they are
themselves. Identity, supposedly “firmly fixed at three,” is grounded, thereby, cither in a
contiguous or disconnected sensc of scif and wother. “This attachment and connection enhances
a girl's capacity to experience another’s needs or feclings as her own:™ ic., her capadity for
receptivity to another’s feclings.”  Gilligan asserts that, since *masculinity is defined through

tion while femininity is defined through auachment, male gender identity is threatened by
intimacy while female gender identity is threatened by scparation.” As a result, males 1end to have
difficulty with relationships and women tend to have difficulty with individuation.*  Gillygn
charts the development of both sexes in terms of conformity towards separation on the part of
males and towards conformity with attachment on the part of females. Her views are important
to feminine empowerment because she argues convincingly, along with other feminist theorists,
that the particulority of women's development, while essential to the very survival of the human
family, is persistently and consistently devalued by the ways in which mauturity has typically been
drawn. This is because human development towards maturity has been designed on the hisis of
individuation. In response to this disparity of value, feminist theorists want us to rethink the way
we genderize men and women. Genderization refers 1o socially and politically constituted
descriptions of our sexual nature, and the derived assignment of benefits and burdens in
adulthood, based on conditions of birth, child-rearing practices, and family life. Gilligan notes that
when "the focus on individuation and individual achicvement extends into adulthood and maturity
is equated with personal autonomy (grounded in scparation], concern with relationships appears
as a weakness of women rather than as a human strength.™

In her overall presentation of the different cthics that men and women construct in
response to their divergent experiences, Gilligan suggests these projects ideally could be
complementary, but each by itsell distorts the other. Women appear to men to bring disorder 10
iic public world;*® the very traits that traditionally have defined the goodness of women, their
care for and sensitivity to the nceds of others, are those that make them appear deficient in moral
development. When women compare themsclves to the predominating modcl, they assess their
own perceptions as deficient and feel contused about what they thought they knew; a feeling which
silences them. Duc to the strong association of maturity with individuation, women and girls,
throughout their lives, arc in a state of perpetual failure with respect to a conceptualization of
what it means to be adult since a structuring of women's scase of sell reveals that it is ™ wgranized
around being ablc to make and then maintain affiliations and relationships.™ In pu: - nlar, girls
fail when compared to an adolescent model which values separation because they appear 1o wrn
inward rather than turning outwards towards the claritv and singularity of pursuing personal
ambition and achicvement. Failure continues to dog their experience throughout later life
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where men's values and intcrests shape the public world, as well as the possibilities for the
domestic world.,

The trajectory of male development is best pictured in the formation of hicrarchies in
which scparation is fully rcalized by achicving a position "alonc at the top.” The picture of
women's development, which originates in and maintains connection, is caught in the metaphor
of a web or network of relations. The similarity between male development in its hierarchizing
and ranking of persons and the patterns identified by Foucaulk in the emergence of modernity,
is obvious. That is, hicrarchy has defined both the interiorized and the externally significant
landscape of human relationships. In light of this predominance of hicrarchy in the social world,
women's vitlues and interests have not been able to compete. The metaphor of web is unattractive
to any who fecl most comfortable with scparation and hicrarchy. Gilligan says:

As the top of the hierarchy becomes the edge of the web and as the centre of a network
of conncction becomes the middle of a hicrarchical progression, each marks as dangerous
the place which the other defines as safe. Thus the images of hicrarchy and web inform
different v “des of assertion and responsc: the wish to be alone at the top and the
conscquent fear that others will get too close; the wish to be at the centre of connection
and the consequent fear of heing too far out on the edge. These disparate fears of being
stranded and being caught give rise to different portrayals of achievement and affiliation,
lcading to different modes of action and different ways for assessing the consequences of
choice.®

Men and women find danger in very different places when they describe their progress towards
achicvement. Men describe the dangers of entrapment, betrayal, being caught in a smothering
rclationship or being humiliated through rejection or deceit. 'Women, on the other hand, see
danger in isolation, in a fear of standing out or being set apart by success, which amouats to a fear
of being left alone. Thus, it appears that men and women may expericnce attachment and
separation in different ways and that each sex perceives a danger which the other does not see—-
men in conncction, women in scparation.” For women, the aggression necessary for achievement
which causes one to stand apart fractures human connection. The activitics of an cthic of care
make the world a safe place. Men, on the other hand, are comfortable with "rule-bound
competitive situations, which for women threaten the web of connection.” When men establish
connection, they do so by setting clear boundaries and limits for aggression; when women ury to
change the rules in order to preserve relationships, men, in abiding by these rules, depict
rclationships as casy to replace.* :
The ideal of care is an activity of maintaining rclationships, of secing and responding to
need and taking care of the world by sustaining the web of connection so that no one is left
out.” An cthic of justice, focuscs on rights, principles and autonomy; this position is spelled out,
for cxample, by John Rawls (1971). The potential for complementarity between rhese ethics
appears to Gilligan to rest on the capacity for both men and women to overcome the particular
set of problems that integrity and care present to them because of thein genderized experience.
The central moral problem for women “poses a dilemma whose resolution requires a
reconciiiation between femininity and adulthood.™  Since the reality of connection is
experienced by women as "given rather than as frecly contracted,” they arrive at an understanding
of life that reflects the limits of autonomy and control. If carc is conceived as an absolute value,
since it is defined initially as "not hurting others,” attempts to live accordingly become complicated
through the encounters of women as they recognize their need for personal integrity. To
Gilligan, the recognition that integrity reshapes caring “gives rise to the claim for equality
cmbodied in the concept of rights, which changes the understanding of relationships and
transforms the definition of care.™® Inclusion of the self in onc’s intention to care, delineates
a path to maturity realized through interdependence and taking care; that is, the self is also one
to whom we owe the responsibility to care. For men in Gilligan's research, the absolutes of truth
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and fairness, defined by the concepts of equality (treating cveryone the same) and reciprocity, are
called into question by experiences that demorstrate the presence of differences between self and
other. Gilligan proposcs, on the basis of her research. that as the men involved who held to the
absolutes of truth and fairness begin to acknowledge the existence of multiple truths, e.g.. of
different perspectives, this recognition leads to a “reladivizing of equality™ in the direction of
equity (i.c.. recognizing difference and applying principles appropriatcly rather than treating
people the same) and gives rise to an cthic of generosity and care. For both sexes, according to
Gilligan, starting from very different points, “from different ideologics of justice and care.” in
becoming adult, cach recognizes the "dual contexts of justice and carc” and participants in the
study, came to “realize that judgement depends on the way in which the problem i framed.™
If we recall Foucault's description of the way modernity ¢r-luded difference, it i casy 10 see how
modernity has not moved men towards maturity and why women's experience was excluded from
the formation of important modern concepts such as human maturity. 1 develop aspects of this
exclusion more fully in chapter four in discussing the formation of our conceptwalizution of
equality but it is important to note here that the concept of maturity itsell, and its cvaluation,
depends on the context in which it is framed. We.nen construct the adult domain as a4 situation
in which relationships arc the focus of attention and concern. Since women are more concerned
than men with both sides of an interdependent relationship they are quicker to recognize their
own interdependence. This tendency to see both sides is directly related to women's expericnces
in power relations which enable them to understand power as an activity that is capable of
empowering others since they cquate being powerful with giving and caring. Whilc men
*represent powerful activity as assertion and aggression,” women portray power as activity in
terms of nurturance and they see nurturance comprising "acts of strength.” Following Jean Baker
Miller, Gilligan distinguishes "temporary” and "permancat” relations of inequality in relations of
power that are characterized by dominance and submission. 1n a temporary relationship of
incquality, the power that is acted out is ideally used “to foster the development that removes the
initial disparity.” That is, temporary relations (parent/child, teacher/student) dissolve incquality
though acts which empower the one who is below in the relation, if circumstances are Livourable,
thereby bringing their power over the other to an end. In permancnt relations of incquality
"power cements domination and submission and oppression is rationalized by theories that explain
its need for continuance.” Miller is making  distinction that other theorists make between
relations of dominance (or a state of domination) and relations of power which imply frecdom and
the possibility of cscape. But she adds that women arc in the dominant position in tcmporary
relationships of nurturance and in the subscrvicnt position in relations of permancntly unceual

social status and power; therefore, women are both empowering and dominated, They are caught -

in this duality merely because they are women, a situation from which there is no escape bt
which is “ideally suited to observe the potential in the human condition for e and for
oppression.”

In this context, Gilligan notes that women express whae sounds like confusion when they
describe their moral dilemmas. It is possible to think that this duality in their experience, this
secing both sides, is in part responsible for their quandary. In addition, the absence of validation
from their social world for things that women do contribute to moral discourse may also addto
the uncertainty they express over moral issucs. While women have triditionally ken carc of
men, "men have in their theories of development, as in their cconomic arrangements, tended to
devalue that care.™  As she notes, "the difficulty that women experience in finding or speaking
publicly in their own voice emerges repeatedly in the form of qualification and self-doubt, but also
in the form of intimations of a divided judgement, of a public and a private assexsment that are
at odds.”™ Understanding the confusien that women convey is related, in Gilligan’s view, 10 the
fact that women tend to express "contextual judgement, bound to the particulars of time and
place,” contingent on this mother and this unborn infant, for cxample, thus resisting categorical
formulations of moral dilemmas such as abortion. Gilligan observes that inarticulateness about
a moral dilemma may stem from a lack of validation for a stunce that is neither pro-life nor pro-
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choice but is "based on a recognition of the continuing connection between the life of a mother
and a child" This view appcars confused in light of a pauern of thinking that is a clear, crisp
delincation of scttled positions. If women are concerned with problems of relationships rather
than contests between rights and focus on the question of responsibility, contextual moral thinking
may simply be a different way of thinking rather than a confused way. But contextual moral
thinking is onc aspect of an cthic of care that causes many theorists serious problems and these
concerns will be picked out in the following chapter.

In general, feminine cmpowerment amounts to cnabling women to find their voice in an
adult world that genderizes girls and women and simultancously disprivileges that genderized
contribution. At the personal level, it includes the recognition of sclf as a person of concern who
is also deserving of carc. At the collective level, empowerment involves voicing the value of
women's insights into the workings of the human family. Feminine empowerment is grounded
in a belief that people matter and matter cqually and that each of us is entitled 10 a fair share of
resources that enable us to participatc meaningfully in public and private life. Empowerment is
concerned to include women's expericnce in important social concepts and to climinate the
subjugation of women from: social processes. The ideal of mutuality in feminine empowerment
is grounded on a partnership model for power relations which, through cooperative practices,
brinys about a generous reciprocity of good will, attentiveness and care. In this view, all agents
in power rclations are made strong and competent in the achicvement of relational maturity so
that both people in the human portrait are equal in height.

Ameliorative Empowerment

Amcliorative empowerment operates in the light of this ideal case and refers to social
action and reflection that tries to remove the obstacles that currently exist for some people,
obstacles that perpetuate their vulnerability. Empowerment, as a social responsibility, has two
complementary aspects. It acknowledges that the condition of passivity characterizes large
segments of the population because of socially constituted vulnerability, and it acts as a cure to
this distortion of human potential. We cannot be adult and be perpetually taken care of at the
same time. While ameliorative empowerment is conceived in terms of a helping relationship,
helping is acknowledged to be problematic. The pastoral power cmbedded in all atempts to help
someone requires the assumption of a surplus of resources; that is, the helper is thought of as
being in a strategically better situated and better endowed position. To help we must have more
of what the other neceds, whether it is knowledge, money, influence or insight. So helping implies
being in a position above someone who is dependent upon us--a dependency which works to
perpetuate the differentiation of rank between the one above and one below. Being above and
being below are mutually supportive: cach makes the other possible. As long as this condition of
dependency remains it conserves the position of the one above and it is unending for the one
below: it is felt as a chronic condition of helplessness and powerlessness. It is the combination of
the taken-for-grantedness of someone’s claim to their position above as well as the dependency
of the one who is helped, that sustains the asymmetry of power between them. This dependency
is ideally addressed by empowering practices.

In a reaction against the pastoral power which is incorporated and expanded into
disciplinary power, and that facilitates bureaucracy, the dependent and therefore immature status
of thosc who remain throughout their lives in a position below is understood to be problem for
us all. In short, asymmetry in power rclations is a general socictal problem because it leaves so
many people feeling powerless, dependent and passive, a condition which constitutes a failure of
carc. In such people the capacities latent within them will not flourish even when resources are
available. So we might say that it is the humanity of the disprivileged that sets a limit on the
helping relationship. Those helped must be seen as people who can say and do things, but also
as people whose power is frustrated: a frustration that can be located in their responsc to
burcaucratic ways of being treated and whose self-conceptions may be unclear to them.
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The problem of overdetermining the dependency of the disprivileged is fully explored by
Frantz Fanon (1963, 1967). Paulo Freire (1988) and Pierre Vallieres (1971). for example. The
solution to oppression for all three theorists is the replacement of the oppressor by the formerly
oppressed: freedom is "acquired by conquest, not by gift.™* Frantz Fanon articulied in anger
an objection that still applics directly to proposals to empower the disadvantaged: he asserted that
the only way to achieve equality with one’s opprassors is to remove them from their place of
domination. Vailieres also views violence as central to the way out for the oppressed. Following
Fanon, Freire conceives liberation in terms of an “act of love” which alone is capable of liberating
both the oppressor and the oppressed. While the tone of Freire's writing is vastly different from
that of Fanon’s and Vallicres's, there is still an important sense in which liberation is tied to the
act of domination and remains within a conception of a world divided into two groups, the
oppressed and those who oppress them. That is, liberation limits our ability to work within a
partnership paradigm on the basis of cooperation.

The complexity of an act of liberation is made clearer by a distinction posed by Foucault,
He separates acts of liberation from what he calls, but does not explicate fully, “practices of
freedom.” Acts of liberation are a response to a stte of domination in which relations of force
are "firmly set and congealed” in a way which prevents individuals or groups from engaging in
power relations which involve the reciprocity and reversibility of governmentality, as described
in chapter two. Foucault points out that an act of liberation is "not sufficient to establish the
practices of liberty that later on will be necessary” for liberated people to develop in order o live
well with their freedom. In fact, practices of liberty compel us to ask different questions and 1o
focus on different relations of power than an act of liberation from a state of domination requires
of us.*® That is, this model for liberation is conceived by Fanon and others in the context of the
“colonial relation.” The assumption is that the colonizer's status in the colonized country is
fundamentally illegitimate and maintained through viclence; the only solution is 1o replace the
oppressor and violence is scen as legitimate to accomplish this replacement. This model docs not
apply to a situation in which the oppressed have no desire 1o rid themselves of the oppressors, and
have no intention to be violent, ¢.g., to the case of many feminists who want to work with non-
feminists not replace them.

This perspective on the limits of liberation from theorists who speak along with those who
come from a position below in relations of domination constrains what may be done in the name
of empowerment. The question is, since helping typically implics that one is coming from a
position above how does onc help without perpetuating the impoverished self-image of the
oppressed in which some are seen as people who cannot say and do things very well. It is at this
point that the mature character of the one in the helping position is pivotal in the act of
cmpowerment if it is to be distinguished from acts which perpetuate domination. "There is no
quick fix for character. The helper must ask: What is it like to be in my presence? Helpers

~require maturity: their sense of identity, individuality, separatencss and worth mast be grounded
in an appreciation of the continuity between the humanity of the oppressed and their own, In this
way, empowerment is grounded in moral self-interest. Moral self-interest assumes that "in the just
and well-ordered society, everyone’s acting to uphold just institutions is for the good of cuch.”
When we all strive "to comply with these principles and each succeeds, then individually and
collectively” our nature as moral persons is most fully realized.™ In working towards our own
good as well as the good of others, our individual and collective good is achicved simultancously,
The assumption underlying moral self-interest is that our important individual and collective
interests are not in fundamental conflict.

Ameliorative empowerment is grounded on a partnership model for power rclitions and

red towards moral self-interest in the sense that empowering others is understood also 10
benefit those who empower. Power's positive cffects cnable agency in its strong semse.  This
agency is of primary concern so that, in asymmetrical power relations, power as activity expressed
through cooperative practices and is directed towards making relations symmetrical from the stant,
particularly when decaling with adults. Amcliorative ¢mpowcrment is dirccted towards
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strengthening the strategies and values that alreudy inhere in the situztion as it has developed thus
far and in discerning between the need for liberation versus the need for "practices for freedom.”
Confidence in the possibility that peopie can help themselves under favourable circumstances is
central to amecliorative empowerment.  But the quality of amecliorative empowerment that
continucs to make asymmetrical power relations problematic throughout, requiring extreme
caution and scnsitivity on the part of the helper, is made less necessary under the conditions
picked out by the idea of preventive cmpowerment.

Preveative Empowerment

Preventive empowerment is rooted in the idea of plenty as opposed to scarcity. For this
reason, it is aimed at informing thosc parenting and teaching practices capable of creating
conditions in which vulnerability and long term Jependency are less likely to occur; it has
generosity as its fundamental characteristic. But this is a gencrosity with respect to those needs
in infancy and childhood that are most likely to give a child a strong sense of agency balanced by
the developed capacity to be receptive to, and generous with, others. 1 am not referring at all to
material generosity, but to a generosity of care and auentiveness. The needs little children have
for material luxurics are slight and children should never be given everything that they want. If
they are, they have no understanding of the difference between their needs and their wants and
it is unlikely they will be able sense the needs of others, fecl compassion for these needs, and be
moved (o respond to them. The capacity to be generous and receptive is realized through
parcntal encounters in which the child’s body never experience. any violence at the hands of its
parents and has its bodily needs met with kindness and pe:ceptive responsiveness. Nourishing
infants is the initial and primary relation that conveys t5 the newcomer whether the world is
. sympathetic or harsh. For this reason, nursing a chid should be approached with all the
sensitivity and creativity that any transmission of cultural content to the young deserves. Nursing
is neither a natural nor a facile process. It scts up a relationship between mother and child which
builds the groundwork for all others. No onc cver warns you in advance how painful it is to nurse
2 baby. Under many conditions, getting food into a squawking infant demands an act of
supererogation that has few parallels in ordinary life. And if, at the same time, a mother wants
to convey generosity and kindness, the task can feel overwhzlming. While there are other ways
to feed an infant, there is a special opportunity in breast-feeding to spark communication between
the pair that is not only physically but also relationally healthy, if it is understood to require skill,
forethought and attentiveness to cvery particular child’s unique needs and responses.

Modern educators, on the whole, have not addressed the significance of infancy.. . Sut
earlier educators, Plato, Rousseau and Kant did. If we consider what Kant says about what he
calls "physical education” we can identify some trends which help to direct preventive
cmpowerment. | make no attempt to outline the praxis of parenting fully; I only want to pick
out features of the relationship which will soften the burcaucratic blow 10 our sensibilitics. Kant
talks about babics and how they are to be fed, believing that their "physical education” should be
of interest to tutors who, as the "only well-cducated person in the house,” should expect to be
advisors to parents.* Kant is aware of the importance of infancy to later educational practice,
but he doces not pick out its significance as a relationally bountiful or impoverishing time for child
and parent.

The child’s capacity to care for and to treat others fairly develops through parental
encounicrs, i.c., through what it means to be in its mother's or father’s presence, as well as
through the chikd's bodily experiences, e.g., feeling a tender or abusive touch. Kant has no
emphasis on "feeling with” the infant, as has Noddings (1984), for example. Further, he fails to
ground morality itself in fecling, an omission that I address in chapter four. 1would say, however,
that it is quite easy to pick out those infants, even at two months old, who have a strong sense of
being in the presence of a communicative parent. In addition to not courting the importance of
feeling, Kant gives authority to the tutor that diminishes the parent-child relation. The parent
is not an authority on parenting according to Kant. This seems peculiar in light of Kant's
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complaint about those who like the “convenicnce” of immaturity and rely on books and expers
et cetera, instead of "reasoning for themselvex™ He should be equally concerned that adults
parent for themselves.

If maturity is our aim, then being adult and a strong sensc of personal power should
characterize parenting above all other relations, for two reasons. The first i that, in this way, we
demonstrate to the child that we take responsibility oursclves for what we say and do; and
secondly, and as a result, the child comes to sense that it is good and right to take responsibility
for what onc says and does. As an example, if a child is to sit down so as not to fall from a chair,
we might say: “Johnny, I want you to sit down” (possibly adding a rcason but never a threat). 1f
the child does not sit, then we say this again, first getting the child's attention by asking him to
look at us and waiting until he docs. The third time we walk over and gently but firmly conform
his body to our request. The child must sense that we arc uncquivocal but it is not necessary to
hurt a child for any reason in order to do this or to express any anger whatsoever: what is
necessary is that parents encourage in the child’s body the responsivencss to the request that was
made.

Too often we hear parents become exasperated, and then abusive and rude, with children
when all they had 1o do was to bring the request home in the child's body by making it clear thu
obedience was the only acceptable response in this instance. Obedience to well-chosen and kindly
administered rules is essential to provide the child’s body with the kinds of expericnces that will
serve as a groundwork for the development of other skills later on.  But the aim here is not to
produce the docile body, useful for the purposes of others; one is not laying the groundwork for
the child to be a slave. This raises the question of the relationship between obedicnce and
empowerment yet | do not think we can expect a wily and disobedicnt body to become an
empowered and an empowering onc, cven cventually. At any rate, reckless disobedience signals
an overabundance of power in the child’s body and if the child overbalances a parcnt’s exercise
of power, the relationship is hindered just as it is by an overbearing attitude from the parent.
Obedience is seen as a means to develop that capacity in children which will cventually allow them
to abey, but not be slaves to, themselves. Thercfore, parents should restrict those behaviours in
a young child which express disregard for others, c.g., loudness in a resizurant, wildly running in
public places, hitting someone, or touching precious things in a store (because they belong to
someone who values them).

Duc to the disecmpowering cffects of manipulative tactics, described above in the section
on organizational empowerment, the infant, child/parcnt relation should be directive: children
should know clearly what is required of them. Thoughtfully chosen and reflectively admi-sistered
parental values should undergird what the child is expected to do. This raiscs the question of
whether it is possibie for a strongly value-prizing environment to be cmpowering to the child.
This is difficult. There must be a balancing act between, on the one hand, conveying a world-view
capable of making the child come to sec the world whole, as it were, and on the other, recognizing
and valuing the differences that are present in the ncw and unique being that the child is,
Parcntal strategics for empowering their children should be aimed at ways of conveying already
seutled values, although this should be reflectively donc, but parents must direct their skill in being
receptive 1o important differences in the child concerning valucs the child holds, As an example,
the point in Plato’s gold, silver and bronze myth, in The Republic is that those who guidc the very
young should watch carefully to see what is in each child and cverything which follows in the
child's education should rest on the basis of the child's authentic qualitics. Following Plato, a
child’s uniquencss will cmerge if we allow differences to surface carly and reccive vitlidation.

Preventive empowerment grounds trust and respect for others in gencrosity through an
approach towards the child's own person which is never violent, rude or insulting. If the child is
treated with gentleness and respect we have every reason o belicve these values will be extended
to others eventually, though often we force children to express these values long before they can
possibly attach any genuine fecling to their responses. As John Rawls asserts, “the active
sentiments of love and fricndship, and cven our sense of justice, arise from the manifist intention
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of other persons to act for our good. Becausc we recognize that they wish us well, we care for
their well-being in return.™ Empowerment is first to be felt in the child’s body in the way the
child is trusted to carry out adventurcsome but not dangerous activitics. If the attentive parent
presides over such activitics without interfering unnecessarily, the child comes to sense what he
or she can do and say. Most children treated ir this way display very good sense. Iam, of course,
speaking of children who are not specifically handicapped in some way. But some may object to
this aspect of preventive empowerment by raising the case of the so-called strong-willed child.
1 tend 1o think of such children as both passionate and intcnse, rather than strong-willed. We
must find ways to discipline such children which operate effectively to withhold privileges on the
basis of what these children care about. For example, a passionate and intense child may be
required to go to his or her room and be removed from an activity that is interesting and
important 1o the child. Violence on the bodies of these children is uscless and unacceptable, yet
such children must be made to conform bodily to important rules sct by their parents.

Through preventive cmpowerment, 2 parcat allows children to trust to their ows instincts,
as well as their own bodily capacities, and to take responsibility in small ways for what occurs.
Most importantly, parcnts convey to their children that they are worthy of trust. There is perhaps
no greater gift that children reccive than to be trusted by their parents. It is a gift children long
to live up to. In terms of the child's capacity to engage in power relations eventually, agency in
the strong scnse is the eventual aim of preventive empowerment. Power here is an activity
directed towards engaging children in practices that develop a capacity for mutuality and moral
self-interest, and which cventuate in symmetrical and friendly relationships between adult children
and their parents. But while preventive empowerment grounds the empowered and empowering
person, larger family patterns must also reflect an empowerment model in order to secure
children in the self and other trust and respect that is at the core of empowerment. Inequality
and injustice in family practices negate our attempts to empower our children toward human
maturity, an argument [ pursuc more fully in chapter six.

In summary, empowermc =t in the educational setting must be undergirded by practices
that enable a child to sense what is within and develop self and other trust and respect on
reasonable grounds. In addition, the basis for personal responsibility and strength of purpose
emerges out of an empowering relationship that is informed by and modelled on both male and
female interpretations of the human world. In the following chapter, I make connections between
cmpowcrment, cquality. and justice so as to further spell out the nature and implications of
cmpowcrment.
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CHAPTER FOUR

EMPOWERMENT, EQUALITY AND JUSTICE

Introduction

It is duc to the dominator paradigm for power relations that cquality his been so
ineffective in addressing the problems created by the asymmetries of power between people
throughout the modern cra.  Apart from partnership relations of power, equality can be
meaningless. [n this chapter, I argue that empowerment works to alleviate the injustices
associated with asymmetry only to the extent that the "movement” understamds and articulates o
view of equality hat takes account of the problematic nature of our current way of conceiving the
term: to misconceive equality is to misdirect empowerment. Equality nceds to be grounded in 2
conception of justice that is driven by the belief that asymmetrical power relutions picked out on
the basis of differences in sex, race and wealth require social change now. In order to spell out
this position, I also argue that our conceptualization of equality is flawed in its formulation, in its
central model, and is misapplied to our human circumstances. Itis particularly hard to realize the
hope of gencrosity on which empowerment is based under the current conditions in which
inequalitics misshape our lives.

The idea of equality: principle versus conceptualization

In a recent and very uscful book, Cuntemporary Political Philosophy, Will Rymbicka analyzes
political philosophy, and its current major schools of thought, on the basis of the principle of
equality. He argues that, while right and left political positions have been divided from each other
by their focus on freedom versus equality, respectively--leaving “wishy-washy liberals” wading
somewhere in the middle—it is important now to pick out one deeper value to act as arbiter, o
1o speak, between the plethora of existing theories of justice. He chooses the principle of equality
as that deeper value. He justifics his choice by suggesting that, without one deeper valuc "there
could only be ad hoc and localized resolution of conflict.” and, "{wjec would have to accept the
incvitable compromiscs that are required between theories, rather than hope for any one theory
to provide comprechensive guidance.” Kymlicka does not tell us why “incvitable compromises”
cannot provide "comprchensive guidance.” Three questions should make us hesitant abowt
accepting comprehensive guidance from one theory by itself. To begin with, what cvidence do
we have just now that onc theory respects the full range of what we prize in human experience?
As an example, Kymlicka criticizes Okin for not defining her liberalism more clearly® [ suggest
that Okin is precluded from following onc theory precisely because her project is to include
women's experience in the discussion of justice. She could only follow one theory (and here we
must say onc tradition), and use it for comprchensive guidance, if liberalisim had taken seriously
women's experience; it has not. Secondly, is theve nothing to be gained by eagaging in ad Jor and
local resolutions of conflict at a time when there is so much disagreement regarding our intuitions
about impuitant issues such as the status and role of women in public life? In addition, the degree
of mistrust that characterizes burcaucratic democracies is so intense that wholesale solutions scem
perpetually to escape us; we only have to think of the recent referendum debate as an exinuple.
The third question has 1o do with the sort of power over other theorics that having onc theory
would give us. Quite sitnply, why do we want onc theory to hive this advanuge?

I now want to consider carefully Kymlicka's project of picking out one deeper value, ic.,
equality, to act as arbiter between exasting theories of justice.  Should we be so ready to let
equality guide us? As it stands, 1 do not think we should until we scparate out the principle from
what I call its conceptualization. There are three aspects to our conceptualizition of cquality that
are troubling. In the first place, our conceptunlization has come into the modern era througkh: real
historical processes. Feminists arguc convincingly that the exclusion of women from these
processcs distorts our understanding of cquality, Secondly, equality implies an cquation hased on
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a particular standard or model that frustrates and precludes the inclusion of thosc who are
different.  And thirdly, as Kymlicka himsclf asserts, applications of equality are decply flawed.
Taking these ideas together, [ arguc that our conceptualization of equality is flawed in its central
modcl, in its formulation, and in its application. Given this assessment, we may well ask what use
cquality is to us.

1 suggest that the idea of cquality exists in our thinking both as the principle that operates
as 2 mora! ideal and as the conceptualization that informs our actual practice. It may be that
cquality as & moral ideal refers to a situation most of us decply value. This aspect is picked out
in expressions such as the “cgalitarian platcau” or the "moral equality of persons.” We mean
somcthing very important here. We want equality to guide us in making right judgments and
political decisions based on the mutual respect for and equal consideration of all people; ard
further, we think people should get this respect and consideration simply because they are human
beings. Equality as a moral principle helps us scc what is wrong with what we are doing at a
particular time because we think of equality in this sense as being above the vagarics of ime and
circumstance,

Our conceptualization of equality, on the other hand, is tied to real historical contingencics
and current practices, all of which make it messy: it is "a thing of carth not heaven’. For this
reason, as the torm cquality is used in practice it is vague, ambiguous and problematic. It is the
sccond sense of cquality—equality as historical conceptualization--that I explore in this chapter.
So 1 must now ask: Should our conceptualization of cquality serve us as a comprehensive guide?
The answer to this question must be no because the flaws, named above, apply to our current
conceptualization. We must not let our conceptualization masquerade as a principle or moral
ideal. Our current conceptualization of cquality nceds to be remade before it will help us o0 be
just.

Since our conceptualization is flawed in its formulation, model and application, in shaping
modern life it has excluded masses of people from its promise of mutual respect and equal
consideration. Even though the disadvantaged can see this clearly, the advantaged are persistently
troubled by reforms that redistribute power because it feels to them as though things have
suddenly gonc out of balance. Such people say things like: "That reform now makes some people
‘more cqual’ than others” as they examine new benefits given to women or minorities. That s,
they feel the principle of cquality has somehow been offended. (Really it is just that they have
been offended) But their comment renders visible just how incapable they are to see their
previously advantageous position: prior to the reform they were the "more equal® but they took
this to be the most plausible arrangement. Since most reform fails to upsct unjust structures and
tends to make small plays on the boundarics of systematic injustice by tinkering with the
consequences of injustice, it is unlikely that their relative position of power has shifted very much.
In order to make transparent this failure of receptivity® on the part of the more powerful, the
question is not, What is equality? —a question which directs attention towards the principle--but
rather it is, How is equality currently operating? and, What cffects is it having on people? The
latter two questions focus our attention on our conceptualization of equality which we could
change if we reflect upon our practices, engage in new practices and interrupt the smooth running
of current practices.

Equality: Flaws in its formulation, model, and application

The most basic problem we have with equality is in making sense of people who are
different. In the ordinary experience of Canadian socicty, for example, there seem to be two very
strongly felt, and [ would argue, conflicting sentiments about equality. First, we seem to believe
we should all be treated cqually: and sccond, we believe that any special treatment for one
individual, group or region is unfair and takes away something from other individuals, groups and
regions. Why do 1 say these sentiments conflict? If we consider the way we look at equality as
it is configured by these two sentiments, we realize that the second only createstension for the
first if we think of equality as sameness. That is, what makes treatment special rather than
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appropriate, is that it deviates from treating people the same.  In our everyday life, we cannot
seem to shake oursclves loosc from the samcness that coils round the hearr of our
conceptualization of cquality.

Educational philosophers have considered the problem of sameness and cquality and have
drawn out some of the consequences of equating them. Al bottom, samencess presents us with a
moral problem because it could only be achicved at the expense of social engincering if it were
held up as an educational ideal.® That is, sameness implies uniformity; uniformity is abhorrent
to us because it necessarily strips away everything that is personal in us. Yet, even though most
of us would agree that uniformity is unattractive, the very proces of becoming a human being
(enculturation) makes it difficult for us to accept the valve of differences that other people bring
along with them. Ask any two people who begin to share the same living space: differences tiat
violate what has previously been taken-for-granted by each as the right way to do things become
a source of contention. If we ask why it is so difficult to accept difference, we must admit that our
lack of acceptance has culturally, sexually. racially, and materially constituted bases and is
grounded in the historicity of our experience. We learn to be human by being in the presence
of those that we come to be like and then we sct out on our own path. Flaws in our
conceptualization of cquality arc intensified by cnculiuration processes (primary cthnic
socialization) that exclude difference, and are supported by a public world which has trouble
comprehending difference. We must make some significant advances in our thinking and our
feelings if we want 1o overcome the problems that we have between cquality and sameness. In
this chapter 1 focus on the problems associated with our conceptualization of equality but 1 do not
want to lose sight of the cmotional dimension of our enculturated difficultics with other people’s
differences. :

In order to examine our conceptualization of equality, | want to identify two very baomd
stages in the formulation of our current usage of the term. The first stage is the period of
modernity that stretches from the end of the scventecath, or beginning of the eighteenth century,
to the mid-twenticth century. During this time cquality gained strength against the tyrannical
reign of sovereign power. As 1 pointed out in chapter two, equality was promoted on the basis of
an idea of humanity which came to be measured by the "man of reason.” In particular, the slogan
*man as the measure of all things" motivated claims by many to a sharc in socicty's rights and
resources. But inequalities were allowed to persist between the people even in the face of reform.
Foucault says that this was because the object of reform was to climinate only those illegalities that
applied to property and matcrial goods. In this way, the perpetuation of forms of domination
through inequalitics with respect to rights continued to benefit those who had property. In
addition, Carole Pateman® argues that the exclusion of women as citizens with full rights began,
at the outset of modernity, as a political strategy to maintain sexual relations as they were, It was
argued that women by nature were different and incapablc of participating in public life.
Catherine Mackinnon also says that, *[t}he claim that men exercisc jurisdiction over women by
virtue of their natural capacitics, as a consequence of the natural difference between the sexes,
was advanced by contract theorists [Foucault's reformers] in order to head off the revolutionary
implications for sexual relations otherwise implicd by the doctrine of natural frecedom and
equality.” The consequences of the exclusion of women are far-reaching since exclusion st this
point meant that women's experience is held outside of the very idea of what it means to he cqual.

The second stage, occurring in the late 1960s or carly 1970s, was propelled by an angry
reaction against the exclusion of people that the reformers of modernity had allowed, The
standard inherent in equality during the first stage operated historically to produce what was
perceived as a consensus about equality; this consensus has come to an cnd and we currently live
and ty to make meaning for oursclves on its aftermath. John Rawls, A Theory of justice (1971),
fits very well into the mood of this sccond stage because of its particulur emphasis on persons.
He asserts that "[c]ach person possesses an inviolability founded on justice that even the welfare
of society as a whole cannot override.” This is a position which not only opposes itself to
utilitarianism, which Rawls makes explicit, it also opposes itself to the former conscnsus of
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modernity in which asymmetrics of power were justified and maintained. Some have argued that
even Rawls did not anticipate the radical depth that his view of justice makes possible.® The
clamour for rights that crupted during the late 1960s and carly 1970s was an cxpression on the
part of those for 100 long excluded from a full range of rights and participation in public lifc on
the basis of a notion of equality that had ncver been extended to them in any way that mattered
substantively.

While the reformers heralded "man as the mezsure of all things” as the core sentiment and
standard for the modern notion of equality, second stage theorists react against that standard by
asscrting that man is not a generic term, rather it specifically applies to whiteness thereby
excluding people of colour, to maleness thereby excluding femaleness, and 10 Anglo-Europcans
thereby depreciating other cultures. In a further way, homoscexuals could argue that the standard
refers 1o heterosexuality, thus excluding homosexuality. Modernity’s standard has made possible
the de_uination of anyonc who cannot measure up to it due to conditions of birth. I will focus on
two conditions of birth, sex and race--emphasizing sex differences, in order to make the argument
that exclusion is directly related to dominance and therefore to the perpetuation of asymmetrical
relations of power and this exclusion affects the uscfulness of our conceptualization of equality.

The so-called former consensus that emerged through modernity has shaped our
consciousness and directed our intuitions so that when Kymlicka, following Rawls, suggests we
should judge theories of justice on the basis of the way they match our "considered” or "shared”
intuitions he disturbs anyone who wants to challenge the legitimacy of this former consensus. 1
would say rather, that intuitions come to us through the cultural reproduction of this former
conscnsus—which of course was not conscnsual except between men who were given voice. That
is, many intvitions arc not so much "shared” or "considered” as they are brought forward and
perpetuated in the social world as unreflected upon bits of cultural content, broadly transmitted.
Now Kymlicka does acknowledge that intuitions may mislead us, but "does not believe that there
is any other plausible way of proceeding.™ [ agree with Kymlicka that intuitions guide us in our
judgement-making, but 1 do not agrec that all of them should. In particular, our intuitions about
the rolc of women and minoritics in public life need to be recducated along the lines of a re-
conceptualization of equality. If we ask what intuitions are, and realize that they are alterable
because they are cultural ransmissions, then we must acknowledge that our social world shapes
our intuitions and therefore can reshape them. [If it is the case that our intuitions are shaped
through experience, and if our expericnces differ vastly, ther we are not likely to have the same
intuitions about important aspects of life. If human intuitions have not been informed by

- women's experience, because women were feft out of historical processes and public conversations,
then “consideration” falls far short of seriously taking account of women’s lives. Intuitions
attached to those in strategically advantaged positions carry the weight of privilege not of
consensus. Intuitions shaped by power and privilege differ in important ways to those shaped by
poverty and exclusion.'

At the present time, some reforms have come into being that treat women as though they
arc cquals, This equal treatment was made possible through the "difference approach” which
views as discriminatory unequal treatment that cannot be justified by reference to some sexual
difference. The difference approach, as it was applied to women, was based on an approach that
was taken towards people of colonr, particularly, African-Americans in the United States. Theidea
behind the difference approach is that treatment should be “colour-blind” in the one case, and
"sex-blind” in the other. But this notion of cquality through blindness to difference fails in both
instances because it dismisses the significance of differences constituted by sexual and racial
diversity that have been given cultural weight through historic processes of discrimination. The
real human problem that we have with important differenc.* s not only that we cannot be "blind”
to them, but depending on the difference, we should not be blind to them; we should try instead
to understand the importance of, and the reasons for, these differences. The application of
‘blindness’ to legal situations was intended to prevent injustices arising from these differences, but
this application has failed.
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As Catherine Mackinnon points out, the difference approach requires a standard or
vardstick "against which cquality can be measured: so that those who are equal (the same) can be
treated in the same fashion.” This view focuses attention on classification, discrimination and
comparison. Peoplc are measured against the standard and treatment is meted out accordingly.
Mackinnon observes that the standard is made in a male image and the rules and laws derived
from it direct public life. The result is that women are excluded by virtue of tacir differences
from engaging equally and frecly in a public world that best suits the men who ave the architects
of equality. As an example, the workplace assumes that workers are people with wives at hoine.
Mackinnon, in Feminism Unmodified, argucs that feminism is a powerful explanatory political
theory which proposes and takes seriously the political problem of men's domination over womici.,;
a view which she calls the dominance approach. She asserts that men express their power over
women largely in sexual terms, hence we have pornography as oac-of domination’s latest
expressions; but this power also ¢xtends to all aspects of public life. In legal discussions of equality
and equal treatment, since we usc a difference approach'! rather than the dominance approach,
"sex cquality law has been utterly incffective in getting women what we necd and are socially
prevented from having on the hasis of a condition of birth: a chance at productive lives of
rcasonable physical sceurity, sclf-expression, indi-iduation, and minimal respect and dignity."*
As Kymlicka notes, since the problem is domination, the solution is not only the absence of
discrimination, but the presence of power. What people need is equal opportunity plus cqual
power, though he does not make clcar what he means by power.

It is possible to argue that the position of women with respect to power is better defined
as the "politics of autonomy” rather than the "politics of cquality.” This position may imply
however that women's possibilitics are really as open as are men's and this scems to me to be, as
yet, inaccurate. In order to distinguish the difference to the question of power that autonomy
versus equality makes we can separate out attributes of cach in the following way:

Autonomy Equality
1. implies the right to sec one’s self in 1. implics a measurcment according to
whatever terms onc chooscs, which a given standard

may imply an integration or alliance
with other groups or individuals, or
it may not;

2. implies the right to accept or reject 2. cquality is the equivalence of two or
such norms or standards according more terms, onc of which takes on
to their appropriatencss to onc’s the role of norm or model in
sclf-definition or self-concept; unqucstionable ways;

3. struggles for autonomy imply the 3. struggles for cquality imply an
right to reject such standards and to acceptance of given standards and &
create new oncs. conformity to their expectations and

requirements.'

_If the conceptualization of ¢quality requires "that one be the sume as those who set the
stand_cd—those which one is already defined as different from, this simply mcans that scx cquality
is conceptually designed never to be achicved.™™ The issuc is between treating people the same
and treating people appropriately in light of the authentic and imporunt differences imbedded
in our cxperience and values. If equality is modclled on samencss, we have no way right now 1o
measure or compare the significance of these differences or assess how treatment should be
directed by our conceptualization of equality. When we try to decide what treatment is
appropriate in a given circumstance, we are not capable of addressing problems which arise from
a model for equality itself stacked against those who arc different. If we accept both Foucault's
and Gilligan's analysis, we recognize that there arc two problems here: immaturity and
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asymmetry.  Our penspective must be informed by examining the power and privilege that
modern cquality has made possible through the exclusion of difference. In the case both of many
feminists and critical theorists deviation from the dominant standard is understood to exist because
there are real and significant differences which are of valuc because of the knowledgeable
cxperience of womén and minoritics. Application of cquality to these values perpetuates an
asymmetry in their cvaluation. It is not simply that people are different because they are
excluded; they are excluded because of genuine and valuable differences, What is the significance
of these differences?

Mackinnon argucs that 1o scc the problem of sexual equality as one of equality and
difference is a fundamental mistake. The problem is not cquality but inequality: the power that
mncn exercise over women. Neither, she argues, are sexual differences the problem. She asserts
that, "there is no natural difference between men and women that lies repressed beneath existing
social relations or that requires reevaluation. There is only power.” The social constitution of
our ideas of what it means to be female or male, have been brought into being as a result of male
domination.” That is, power as domination is at the bottom of all social relations between men
and women. She simply denies that the terms equality or difference have any relevance to the
problems women have in sccuring access to rights and dignity as persons. Carole Pateman
disagrees with Mackinnon on this point and says that equality and difference are not necessarily
opposed, but historically, this is how the categorics have developed. Men's equality depends upon
the political significance accorded to sexual (women's) differences. It was supposed, at the outsct
of modernity, that women’s bodics lack the attributes of equals who can participate in public life;
women'’s political incorporation was dectermined by their physical body. The question is not
whether sexual difference is politically relevant, but rather, how that difference is to be given
political significance. An argument that singles out acts of power as the focus for the way women
arc subordinated "lacks historical depth and an appreciation for the paradoxes and contradictions
of women's experience.”

1 agree with Mackinnon that incquality is the pressing social problem but I think that the
conceptual problem of whether we are able to conceive of different people equally remains, and
it influences the outcomes of our social and political goals. Further, I would argue that the
solution is to redcfine power rclations in the direction of including empowerment and
cmpowcring practices, an argument I make in the following chapter. In response to Mackinnon,
1 think it is misleading 1o characterize all those who have historically occupied a position of
privilege in the way that she docs. Our experience tells us that 1. it is possible for particular men
to choose not to dominatc women and it is possible for some women to dominate some men; 2.
it is conceivable that people in privileged positions could choose not to dominate others and could
choose not to accept privileges that accrue 1o being in the advantaged position; 3. it fails to take
seriously how hard 2 is to actually carry out whether one is a male or female; and 4. it under
cstimates the influence that women have had in social relations, though this influence has been
shaped by social processes of genderization. 1 would assert that all social relations are
characterized by the excrcise of power. Power, as a kind of social energy, fills us or lcaves us
cmpty through historical and curvent conditions that have shaped our experience, blinding us to
the potentinl for personal power that inheres in all of us, so that we fail to activate it, as it were.
“These conditions apply to sex, mce, and poverty and therefore are broader than sex alone can
account for. The social incquality of woinen and minoritics must receive our immediate attention
and schools must assist in the amcliorating effects of such a project; but in the long run we must
address the conceptual problems of difference and sameness in order to establish the social aims
and goals based on a reciprocity of good will that could alleviaie the burden of our differences.
Finally, we must not forget the problem that immature moral development presents for us as we
try to work towards this aim.



Vulnerability

In chapter two 1 discussed Foucault’s idea of the historicity of experience and suggested
that his idea is central to understanding those who are pemistently disadvantaged in power
relations. If we apply the notion to minority experience then we must have two Kinds of
information, namely: an historical awarcness of a group's present circunstance, and a clear view
of whose reality we are deploving when we assess how power operatex.””  In responding to both
of these directives to our inquiry, I suggest that the idea of socially-constituted vulnerability i
capable of scparating out those whose vulnerability is a result of a failure of our conceptualization
of equality so that our moral responsibility to such individuxls can be more clearly scen.

If our conceptualization of equality were to be effective in bringing about justice in the
midst of our human condition then we would not expect vulnerability to disappear--since to be
human is to be vulnerable in some sense: rather, we woukld expect vulnerability to be cither
natural or mutual. It would be natural in those circumstances where dependence upon others is
unavoidable, as in the case of children, the sick, and the aged. The situations of childhood, illness
and aging make us more vulncrable than we otherwise are. What makes vulnerability natural in
these instances is that everyone is similarly afflicted: we are all children, we all get sick and we
all dic. If we think of vulnerability in our relationships, moral cquality should make us mutually
vulnerable. As examples, married couples or intimate friends should be mutually vulnerable for
emotional support: each person in the pair should be mutually and reciprocally dependent upon
the particular satisfactions that fricndship or marriage affords. There is also a third possibility.
Suine people might become vulnerable because of choices they make. As an example, a man
might spend all his money at the race track and have nothing lefi to live on: hawving nothing left
to live on makes him vulnerable to the exigences of life. In such an instance, we make certin
assumptions that lead us to the conclusion that his vulncrability was sclf-imposed, We assume thit
he is a competent adult who is morally responsible for his own actions and thercfore, no one can
be expected to protect or compensate him for his loss and his resulting vulnerability.

Now there is no doubt that some people may make choices in the way our gambler did.
But as Okin points out, some theorics fail to take scriously the limitatiozs phiced on the choices
that many of us make. Large and predictable segments of our society suffer from a vulnerability
that is neither natural, mutual nor sclf-imposcd. Rather, this vulncrability is a social condition
which results from asymmetrical power relations perpetuated historically and practised iyginst
certain identifiable groups and which distorts personality. Whereas natural dependency has the
possibility of throwing off vulnerability through empowering parcatal and educational practices,
and mutual vulnerability presupposes a symmetry in our social relationships, asymmetrical
vulnerability and dependency "create social obligations which may fail to be filled” and open up
the opportunity for exploitation. For these reasons, asymmetrical vulnerability is “morally
unacceptable.”™ 1 refer to a varicty of experiences of being vulncrable due 1o social conditions,
in addition to focusing on feminist critiques of socially constructed vulnerability, in order to show
that vulnerability is a pervasive condition attached to asymmetrical relations of power and not just
a problem for women. 1am inclusive for two reasons: to maintain a focus on abuses of power as
our central problem and to take account of the passibility thit women as well as men may
subjugate others from strategically well-situated positions. That is, the issue is not that we are
vulnerable because we are female, i.c., from something in our nature; rather, because we are
women, we are made vulncrable through identifiable, and alicrable, social processes. [argue tha
vulnerability as a social condition, is & moral problem which hinders justice and the just
distribution of goods and resources all of which frustrates the development of human maturity.
If it is the case that the standard at the core of our conceptualization of cquality is excluzive of
difference, then we could expect those who fall outside the criteria of male, white, Anglo-Europein
to experience their difference as a perpetual and sclf-depreciating inferiority, and this is what we
do sce.

In the previous chapter, 1 made reference to Fanon, Freire and Vallicres and the problem
for empowerment their critique raises, Fanon spelied out what he termed the "colonial reltion:”
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a relation which originatcs in the violence that foreigners carry out against natives of a particular
country in order to subjugate these indigenous people so as to secure whatever interests the
ncweomers have in the land. The violence which makes colonialism possible can be compared to
savereign power. The oppressors are cnawied, through their technological advantage, to gain a
position of ascendency over the less technically developed native population. In the colonial
relation, the colonizers act as king and the native takes the criminal’s place, with the important
differcnce that no cvidence must be got together to demonstrate the native’s guilt.  Violence
comcs down upon their heads merely because they are pative. The native's very being--his
blackncss, his backwardness—is reason enough to offend the king. That is, the very physical
presence of the native, his nearncss, and in particular, his bodily difference is sufficient
justification for any and all the harm he suffers at the hands of his oppressors. In the same way
that the criminal’s body becomes a thing--a screen on which is projected the power and glory of
the king~the native also becomes a thing. The "very nature of humanity becomes estranged in
the colonial condition.”™® And further, "the colonial subject is always “overdetermined’ from
without” This overdetermination is made possible by the constant comparison between: “he
colonized and the colonizer. The colonized are keenly aware of the dehumanization that is mad~
possible by "a form of power that is exercised at the very limit of identity and authority,™ so
that the cxcrcisc of this power over the powcrless adversely affects the personality of the
oppressed. ™ The cfficts of this inferiority constantly drive the native “to seck white approval,™®
and cventuates in a conditien Fanon describes as a *neurotic orientation” in which "the man of
colour” is in "constant cffort-«o run away from his own individuality, to annihilate his own
presence....The Negro, having been made inferior, proceeds from humiliating insccurity through
strongly-voiced sclf-accusation to despair.™ The sense of inferiority that comes along with being
powerless in the presence of an absolute and limitless aggression "makes people ashamed of their
own existence,” and encourages "passivity...in just those situations in which what is most needed
is 1o hold oncself, like a sliver to the heart of the world, to upset, if necessary, the chain of
command, but in any case, and most assuredly, to stand up to the world.™

Fanon belicves that, because this power takes the form that it docs, passivity in the
oppressed must be replaced by anger and violence. The humanity of the oppressed must become
outraged. But sovereign power in the colonial relation, which is also forever outside any rcasonable
justification, creates an ambivalence in the colonialized that is expressed in what appears to be a
*dependency complex:” the white man is to the black man both enemy and ideal. Itis, as Freire
observes, the dual role that the oppressor plays inside the oppressed that creates and sustains
dependence.  Freire's analysis of the cffects inside the oppressed compare with the effects of
disciplinary power in that docility (passivity) characterizes both. Freire also affirms effecus like those
of sovereign power in that the “oppressed have been destroyed preciscly because their situation has
reduced them to things.™ Whether this distortion of personality is the result of the economic
dependence of women on their husbands, or the symbolic objectification of women in
pornography, or the technological dependence of one cultural group on wnother, domination’s
cffects inside the disprivileged are similar.™ It is because he made this connection between
vulnerability and personality that Gramsci asserts that: "The formation of a new feminine
personality is the most important question of an ethical and civil order connccted to the sexual
question.” He continues: “Until women can attain not only a genuine independence in relation
to men but also a new way of conceiving themselves and their role in sexual relations, the sexual
relation will remain full of unhealthy characteristics.””

The issuc is that people can be kept vulnerable to the extent that they are internally
conflicted in their sclf-conceptions. Inside the vulnerable person is a civil war which precludes
making plans and having intentions. As long as the war lasts. people will remain unable to
excrcise their personal power in positive and self-empowering ways. The vulnerable, whether they
are women or minoritics, are held back inside this ambiguity and the confusion of identity that
results from it. One aspect of the debilitating ambiguity in women’s experience arises out of the
liberal wradition’s acceptance of two competing claims about women. The first is that women, like
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men, should be viewed as “free and equal beings.” capable of seif-determination and & sense of
justice, and hence frec to enter the public realm of cconomy and government. The secomd
assertion is that:

Like 2 man when he chooses a profession, so, when a woman marrics. it may in general
be understood that she makes the choice of management of a houschold, and the bringing
up of a family, as the first call upon her excrtions, during as many years of her life as may
be required for the purposc: and that she rerounces. not all other objects and
requircments, but all which arc not consistent with the requirements of this.™

That is, marvicd women arc pulled in two directions, they are drawn towards involvement in o
public life which has been constructed around highly prized male valucs and interests, hindening
their involvement there, and they are drawn towards a domestic life consisting of work that has
litle cultural value. Neither world conceives women positively. Surely this is very odd.

This domestic world is comprised of two responsibilities: houschold management and
parcnting children. How is it possible that these two responsibilities lay equal claim to women’s
lives on the basis of their nature? What is truc of women who beecome mothers is that they
conceive, carry, bear and nourish their young offspring. Since this is a particulurly female
function it is reasonable to make it women's work. For cach child a women has she could
reasonably be expected to spend a year per child cngaged in such activitics. Since women in the
1990s apparently can expect to bear 2 chilkdren, this would amount to two years out of a life-span
of approximately seventy years. But what elsc follows from women's naturitl role in the lives of
infants? Domestic service to adult men cerainly docs not.  Neither does the sole responsibility
for the parcnting of small children. Most men have been socialized to think they arc naot
responsible for domestic labour and parenting; because they have the power to enforce their wills
and silence women's opposition to them, women’s assignment of unpaid Lubour has continued
unchecked.® Further, it may be that influcntial notions of autonomy in the liberal trawdition
discourages men from participating in work which limits and shapes the pursuit of their personal
projects. If privilege has been traditionally defined in terms of "getting onc’s own way” men may
feel diminished in their personal power if they pursued goals dirccted towards cmpowering their
offspring and carried out at some cxpensc to themsclves. That is, privilege has allowed men o
free themselves from the ambiguity of ambition versus family, and in doing so, has put the entire
burden on women. The workplace perpetuates asymmetry in power relations that supports the
ir.;position of thesc dual roles on women: this ambiguity is expericnced as being drawn forcefully
in two opposing directions which amounts to a fecling of being pulled apart.  According to
Kymlicka, the liberal tradition suggests that mature adults should operate from the inside, but
because of the way the world is structured, women's internal worlds ure ambiguous it best. And
as long as married men with familics continue to pursue singularity of purposc to the exclusion
of generously caling for their own children, adult maturity, in its fullest sense of generativity,
cludes them.

Susan Moller Okin claims that the institution of marriage as it is currently conceived
makes women vulnerable. She asserts that "women are rendered vulnerable by masriage and
especially by motherhood,” which means that “there is greater scope for unchecked injustice to
flourish™ in the family® The vulncrability she speaks of is neither natural to all human beings
nor mutual between human beings and is not sclf-imposed. Rather, it is collectively-imposed: it
is imposed on women merely because they arc women. That is, this vulnerability is socially-
constituted and results in emotional, relational, political, cducational and econcmnic disadvantisges
that disastrously affect the choices that women typically make. The reason that marriage and
motherhood make women vulnerable is that young girls anticipate and also become the primary
parent of young children and carry the responsibility for the unpaid domestic Libour of the
houschold. As a result, carcer aspirations in young women are acither cncouraged in their social
world nor seen by them as in their own best interests.  Since domestic service to men and
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parenting children take much of their time and energy, having a carcer conflicts with this
consuming role. In addition, womnen arc aware that the assumption in the workplace gencerally
is that worker are individuals with wives at home who look after the reproductive aspects of their
lives, at no compensitory cost to these workers.

As a result, the cducational aspirations of young girls and women are shaped by this
cultural expectation, which is rcinforced by what they sec in their own families. The social
conditions which promotc this division of domestic labour directly affect the substantive liberty
of wonicn. Included in the sclf-conception of women, a competition is sct up between parenting
and domestic responsibilitics, on the one hand, and any career options that they might wish to
devclop, on the other. That is, women must choose between marriage and carcer while men
make no such choice but can have both. The argument for leaving the responsibility for
reproductive as opposed 10 productive work with women is made on the basis of their very nature.
The same tradition that has come 10 sce that substantive liberty is more fundamental than formal
liberty has €athered this connection between women's work and their essential nature. But why
are women so susceptible to being made vulnerable?

Okin also claims that marriage makes women vulnerable "to dependency, expisitation,
and abuse™ because it is harder for women than men to leave a marriage. Further, the easc or
impossibility of withdrawing or exiting from a relationship is related to the development of the
"art of voice” while one is in the relationship. There is, according to Albert O. Hirschman, a
complex relation between voice and exit. That is, the "differing relative potentials for satisfactory
withdrawal from the relationship [without severc cost] is one of the major clements making
marriage. -a morally unacceptable relationship of vulnerability.> The role that withdrawal plays
in vulncraoility is made visible by recognizing that some of our most "important dependencics and
vulnerabilities are almost wholly social in character,” and that "insofar as they are alterable, they
are morally unacceptable and should be minimized.™ In terias of his analysis of exit and voice,
Hirschman's first point is that if the exit option is readily avazlable, "this will tend to atrophy the
devclopment of the art of voice.” For example, if two stores scll the same product but in one the
salespeople arc rude, you merely go to the other store without voicing 2 complaint about the
rudencss of sales clerks, His second point is that the non-existence or low feasibility of the exit
option can impede the cffectivencss of voice, since the threat of exit, whether explicit or implicit,
is an important means of making one’s voice influential. That is, if there are a lot of stores selling
the same product and all are competing for customers, the threat that customers might leave
affects how cach store docs business. To Hirschman, the most satisfying equation is that there
should be "the possibility of exit, but exit should not be too easy or 00 attractive.” In this way,
the art of voice is developed most effectively.

If these insights are applied to marriage, Okin argues that the freedom to exit is different
for women and men when there arc children and especially if the wife has not developed skills
to support both hersclf and her children. Further, the marriage relationship is an institution that
is not only weakened by the exit of onc person, it is dissolved by it, whether or not the other party
wanted this dissolution. Because of this, "the relative potential of the exit option for the two
partics is crucial for the relationship’s power structure.” The one who is more dependent must
conform his or her behaviour more strictly towards accommodations that are imposed by the
other. Okin proposes that "gender-structured marriage involves women in a cycle of socially
causcd and distinctly asymmetrical vulnerability” through an unequal division of unpaid houschold
labour and through the cumulative effects of the privilege accorded to men through the
unhindcred pursuit of personal ambition.™

Equality and ambition

Kymlicka begins his argument for equality as a deeper value by making an important
connection between moral philosophy and political philosophy. He asserts, using Robert Nozick's
view, that "moral philosophy scts the background for, and the boundaries of, political philosophy.”
That is, what people "may and may not do to onc another limits what they may do through the
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apparatus of the state. or do to establish such an apparatus.”  In this context, Kymlicka says that
we have moral obligations towards cach other, some of which are matters of public responsibility
enforced through public institutions. others of which are matters of personal responsibility
involving rules of conduct. Political philosophy “focuses on thosc obligations which justify the use
of public institutions and which are determined by deeper moral principles.” such as “equality®
which to him implics mutual respect and equal consideration. He asserts that any account of our
public respon-ibilities must fit into a broader moral framework that makes room for, and makes
sense of, our private responsibilitics. Public responsibilities "must not crowd out (in theory or in
practice) our sensc of personal responsibility for helping friends, keeping promiscs, pursuing
projects.” However, personal obligations must also make room for the valucs applying to political
institutions, values such as tolerance and equality.™

In trying to balance public and private considerations the way he docs, Kymlicka sets the
stage for analyzing equality between the sexes in terms of several distinctions that are made in
the liberal tradition under the heading of private versus public worlds. In particular, he discusses
the relationship between the cthics of care and justice which 1 identified in chapter three. |
analyze his argument later on, but when Kymlicka grounds his analysis this way he makes it much
casier 1o build bridges between the worlds of men and women. | think his cmphasis is not only
acceptable, it is compelling to him throughout his investigation of major political theorics,
particularly as he tries to make scnsc of the argument between the cthics of care and justice. By
relating moral and political philosophy as he docs, Kymlicka establishes parameters for political
philosophy that must fall within the boundaries circumscribed by "moral selfsinterest.™  What
remains to be considered is how he depicts this moral world. When he suggests we use equality
as our one deeper valuc we must ask ourselves whether equality enables us to responsibly meastre
differences between the worlds of women and men. 1 arguc that, because Kymlicka has not
interrogated our conceptualization of equality, the end of his chapter on feminism scems
unfinished.® He does not include, for example, a scction on the politics of fominism, which
would allow him to make an argument for the de-genderizing of social processes, for example,
a conclusion to the chapter we expect considering the pattern of the others.

But prior to discussing the cthics of justicc and care, we must acknowledge that even
though Kymlicka is encouragingly sensitive to feminist issues, he hangs on to an important
distinction that fails to take women’s expericnce scriously. His omission is hard to understand
particularly when he places so much importance on substantive over formal freedom. ‘The
distinction 1 refer to is his "ambition-sensitive” criterion regarding just distributions of resources.
In discussing liberal cquality, Kymlicka analyzes Rawls’s position which is captured in the
~difference principle,” which, gencrally conceived, states that all social primary goods, such as
liberty, opportunity, income and wealth and the bases of sclf-respect arc to be distributed equally;
an unequal distribution of any or all of these goods is justificd if it benefis the least
advantaged® That is, incqualities are allowed if they improve the initial "fair share” of social
primary goods that people should have mercly because they are human beings but distributions
are not allowed to continue to the point that fair shares are invaded.>

That is, undergirding Rawls’s position is a claim for universal catitlement to a fair share
of social primary goods. In fact, Kymlicka observes that Rawls considers the right 1o a certiin
share of socicty's resources to be his most important right™® Further, in Rawls’s "sccond priority
rule...fair opportunity is prior to the diffcrence principle,” the principle that allows for
distributions to be carricd out on the behalf of the lcast advantaged. That is, fair shares apply to
cveryone. Extra benefits enjoyed by some can be curtailed through a redistribution of goods that
benefits those who cannot achieve extra benefits for themselves due to some condition that
characterizes them and is a resuit of "brute luck.” Rawls clarifics his position by distinguishing
between social primary goods: those that arc directly distributed by social institutions, like income
and wealth, opportunities and powers, rights and liberties; und naturel primary goods: goods like
health, intelligence, vigour, imagination, and natural talents, which arc affected by socisl
institutions but are not directly distributed by them.” What motivates Rawls's asscrtions s the
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vicw that cquality of opportunity, for example, should not be constrained by brute luck; that is,
no onc deserves poverty due to conditions of birth.

Furthcr, Rawls belicves that equality of opportunity scems fair to us because it ensures
that people’s fatc is determined by their choices not their circumstances.*® The moral
significance of the distinction between choice and circumstance is one of Rawls’s most important
contributions, according to Kymlicka. This is because the distinction between choice and
circumstance grounds our idea of morally justifiable distributions of goods since people’s moral
chim 10 a fair share of resources should depend on individual ambition, on this view.
Mecritocracies rely on such justifications. Rawls compensates for the disadvantages that some
people suffer due to circumstance, by allowing that natural talent, an endowment, can be “saved”
from moral failure if natural talent works for the good of the least fortunate;*' that is, Rawls
considers it to be a moral filure to use endowment to selfish advantage. To Kymlicka, what
secms to motivate Rawls's theory of justice is that distributions of social primary goods should be
endowment-inscnsitive and ambition-sensitive; endowment-insensitive to compensate for "brute
luck” and ambition-scnsitive to accommodate reasonable differences in the distributions of goods
that follow from individual choices. Rawls himsclf makes this point clear just prior to articulating
fully his two principles of justice.® He states that:

For as | have defined it, the sccond principle [the difference principle] only requires equal
life prospects in all sectors of society for those similarly endowed and motivated. If there
are variations among familics in the same sector in how they shape the child’s aspirations,
then while fair cquality of opportunity may obtain between sectors, equal chances between
individuals will not.® (emphasis minc)

When we ask if the child in this statement is female we see that the effects of insisting that our
ambitions distinguish our rewards becomes clear as a form of discrimination against all women
since during genderizing practices the ambitions of women are constrained by the brute luck of
birth, an asscrtion that I will pursue shortly. But suffice it to say here that women's exclusion
from positions of power fixes the development of their ambitions in ways which disprivilege them
in comparson to men and the state has been frec to use its power to keep women in subordinate
positions with respect to decision-making over issucs, such as abortion or divorce, that stem from
their socially-constituted role as primary parents and unpaid domestic labourers.

In fact, if we take Foucault's analysis seriously, the liberal tradition has relied on a naive
view of statc power and power generally, According to Kymlicka, if a liberal asks the question:
How is it that people born free and equal come to be governed?” a satisfying answer is found in
the belief that: "Having some people with the power to govern others is compatible with
respecting moral cquality because the rulers only hold this power in trust, to protect and promote
the interests of the governed.™ This perspective does not account for the cffects of sovercign,
pastornl and disciplinary power, i.e., for the general consequences of domination. Rawls, on the
other hand, opens the liberal tradition up to a more realistic view of power and sets a better
groundwork for reconceiving equality. His original position prevents X from having an advantage
due to a strategically betier position from which X bargains for the satisfaction of personal
intcrests and this provision must be extended to "genderized” interests, an argument I will pick
up ater.

Kymlicka says that if we wish to criticize Rawls we must do so by showing how his view
fails to embody an adequate account of equality.®  He attempts to do this himself by asserting
that Rawls leaves "too much room for the influence of natural inequalities, too little room for the
influence of our choices.” He argues that in the difference principle, Rawls defines the worst off
position in terms of social goods alone, ¢.g., wealth, and he needs also to define it in terms of
natural goods, such as health. Kymlicka then suggests that if we make this second move, we must
compensate for inequalities that arise from people’s circumstances and we begin a slippery slope
argument: while the difference principle is the best principle for ensuring that natural assets do
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not have an unfair influence, if. for example, handicapped people need more to compensate them,
then we should compensate both for natural and social inequalitics. Kymlicka asks: Where is the
end to this requirement to compensate? and, How can one be compensated for having to live lite
in a wheelchair while others walk about able-bodied? He then interjects the problem of scarcity
of resources into the discussioa. According to him, we have this untenable position in which the
disadvantaged can drain away resources from the talented because they arc disprivileged and
descrve compensation. Kymlicka wants to strengthen ambition-sensitive criteria for this remson.

In my view, it is Rawls not Kymlicka that helps us undenstand what is currently wrong
with our conceptualization of equality. Kymlicka's critique of Rawls docs not take account of thase
numecrous situations of incquality which arise from conditions which arc socially-constituted and
therefore alierable but arc connected in our minds to "brute luck.” It is certainly a matter of luck
that we are born cither male or female. But while genderization may be brutish, it is hardly an
outcome of luck; it refers to a sct of processes that are the result of the social power dhat men
have had and continuc to have over women. Genderization undergirds a sustained and socially
advantageous position of privilege which benefits men while disprivileging women, and supports
a liberal notion of autonomy as the relatively predictable pursuit of one’s own projects--i view of
autonomy which precludes women, as we will shorly see.

It secms to me that the most obvious outcome of Rawls’s proposal is thit we should
climinate those genderizing social conditions of unfair advamage thit result in making some
people vulnerable. As an example, we should make familics more just by redistributing the
domestic work between the adult partners; we should make education more just by no longer
genderizing the life chances of boys and especially girls. This point becomes clearer if we examine
the idea of choice as Kymlicka presents it and if we ask: What do we tcan when we sy
distributions should be ambition-sensitive? 1 argue that what we actually mean is that some of us
want to maintain status-quo distributions. Unless we analyze the idea of ambition and its relution
to power and cmpowerment, we will not feel compelled to alter basic social structures and will
continuc to use scarcity as a reason to leave things as they ave,

Kymlicka criticizes Rawls's view as too loose an interpretation of choice by working out
a thought experiment about a tennis player and a gardencer. He asks the question: How should
we be sensitive to people’s choices? In his experiment he attempts to demomstrare the injustice
of not taking choice seriously: the malc tennis player only wants to play tennis and therefore only
works hard enough to pay for his involvement in the sport; the female gardener works hard, gins
resources and according to the difference principle should give the tennis player some of her hard.
carned resources when he runs dangerously low. Unfair! says Kymlicka. But he warns, if we use
Rawls's difference principle, the gardener is bound to support the lazy tennis-player. He says that
we should take ambition scriously and make distributions ambition-sensitive. Rymlicka concludes
by saying that: "When incqualitics in income arc the result of choices, not circumstances, the
difference principle creates, vather than removes unfairness.” Therefore, distributions should he
endowment-insensitive and xmbition-sensitive. He supports his assertion by saying [urther, that
Rawls would not wish the gardener to subsidize the tennis-player because it is inequalities in lifc-
chances not in life-choices that concern Rawls. What this view fails to recognize is that women's
choices result from their cndowment as women. They are heirs of a collective-conception of whit
it means to be woamen which does not fit into the traditional liberal framework. That is, women's
choices result from their genderized circumstances and we cannot make the separation stick to
them of endowment-insensitivity versus ambition-sensitivity, cxcept unjustly, unless we also rid
ourselves of the social processes that genderize all of us.

There arc two problems with Kymlicka's thought experiment. The finst is that our choices
are the outcome of our social experience: of whist we think is both necessary and possible for us.
Kymlicka is not talking about the real lives of women when he makes his point about ambition--
even if he mukes the gardener 2 female. He excludes the real problems women face at the outset
by saying "[ilmagine that we have succeeded in cqualizing people’s social and natural
circumstances” and therefore his view is not a solution for women’s experience. To take the
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simplest case, he asserts, "imagine two people of equal natural talent who share the same social
background.™ But comparing social backgrounds is not the samc as taking the historicity of
wocn's experience seriously since our so-called natural talent is socially constituted. But suppose
he docs intend social backgrounds to include these effects, a second problem applies which is
related to the finst. His example fails to reveal how domination over women has led 1o the ways
in which ambition is expressed in them. If he is correct to argue that choice is deeply significant
given this scenario, his example fails to account for women's experience for two reasons: this
woman cither is genderized or she is not. If she is, then she is made vulnerable by this process
as any genderized woman would be and is therefore drawn in two directions with respect to her
ambitions (towards those of her potential family and towards her own). In this way she is not
equal to the tennis player whether or not she is married and has children since it is the
expectation that she might be in onc or both of these situations that influences her while siie is
developing a sensc of ambition during adolescence. If, on the other hand, she is not genderized,
then she may be equal 10 the tennis player but she is not hike most woman we know and the case
for ambition-scmnsitive criteria only applics to women who are not genderized. In this case, Okin’s
argument for the de-genderization of society seems necessary. Kymlicka does address the problem
of women's expericnce very carefully later on but he docs not bring out these implications for
ambition-sensitive criteria. He seems very reluctant to let go his hold on the expression. 1 am
not arguing that Kymlicka's thought experiment fails as an examination of choice, rather I am
saying that, as it stands, it is an instance of false gender neutrality.”

In gencral, theories of justice have been and continue to be formulated on models and
cxamples that fit well the real life experiences of men but do not fit at all the experiences of
women, and therefore they are incapable conceptually of including women’s experience in their
purvicw. Ambition-sensitive criterin only secure a position for those who make free and
unhindcred choices which conform to a notion of autonomy as the relatively predictable pursuit
of pcrsonal projects. Either we must challenge the applicability of ambition-sensitive criteria 1o
women or we should include in it a genuine sensitivity to different meanings for, and expressions
of, ambition. That is, Kymlicka's stress on ambition-sensitive criteria does not help us pick out
ways in which tic ambitions of women (and minorities) arc thwarted in their development or
never get off the ground. Additionally, the term certainly does nothing 1o spell out the experience
of women who have personal projects they want to pursuc while at the s~:n¢ time wanting to
cmpower the Jives of others, a dual desire which drains time, money and energy from single-
minded personal ambition.

Kymlicka is aware of these problems however. Indiscussing Dworkin’s insurance scheme,
he says that the idea of Dworkin's auction only works if natural resources are the same. He asks:
Why not compensate for disadvantages before the auction begins and divide up the resources
Inter? But because, in this case, he moves to the example of the handicapped and away from the
tennis player and gardener, he responds to his own question by suggesting that nothing can really
compensate for being handicapped and that full equality of circumstance is not possible; we are
left with only ad hoc acts of compassion or mercy.* But something could be done to enhance
the life chances of women; we could alter social processes that genderize women as well as men.
Women do not want compassion or mercy as a substitute for commitment to social change.

The second problem is related to the first. If the woman is not genderized, we have no
nced for a just redistribution in this example, because we start with an imaginary one. That is,
we have to believe in advance certain things about the nature of choice in order tw be convinced
by this example. Since Kymlicka climinates in one imaginary move all the real problems women
have with choice, his point is quite useless to us. Neither is Dworkin’s ambition sensitive auction
any usc to us in amcliorating the conditions suffered by those who are vulnerable in our society.
The experience of women is excluded by Dworkin at the outset: All socicty’s resources are up for
auction; cveryone has the same amount of resources; people make choices to best suit their plan
of life. If the auction works, Kymlicka claims that the three main aims of Rawls's theory would
be fulfilled: the moral equality of people would be respected, mitigating the effects of morally
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arbitrary advantages; we would accept responsibility for our own choices: and therefore, just
distributions would result because distributions would be divectly linked to choice.” But the
auction merely assumes conditions that Rawls’s theory was set up to alleviate, The set up of the
auction precludes any other relationship except the one between choice and distribution. While
this thought cxperiment helps to clarify this relationship. it does not take account of the
predictable problems that women face.

Vulnerability produces predictable cffects on the choices and ambitions of women. Scxual
inequality renders women incapable of making decisions that men make when they conceive life
plans. In fact, inequality skapes the sclf-conceptions of women before they can even begin to plan
a life for themsclves. If Kymlicka is seriously asking how we might be sensitive to people’s
choices, it is difficult to understand why he hangs on so tightly to ambition-sensitive criteri
without de-genderizing it. Surely substantive liberty and moral equality arc offended more
because women are precluded from making choices on the basis of sex than by incqualities arising
from people’s choices. :

In terms of substantive liberty,” the basic claim is thit "no onc is the possexsion of any
other.” Thus formal liberty prevents people from being legally owned by any one clse and is
important as a contrast to slavery. Substantive liberty. on the other hand, promotes our ability
to act on our conception of oursclves. It is an expression of self«determination and requires
re-zurces as well as rights over one’s physical being. Sovereign, pastoral and disciplinary power
distort substantive frecdom by making the disadvantaged vulnerable to the advantaged. 1 we
accept Kymlicka's argument that substantive liberty is more fundamental thin formal liberty and
if we accept that Rawls is correct 1o say that the social bases of sclf respect are perhaps the.
primary goods, we must realize that vulnerubility jeopardizes self-respect and sclf-respect is
fundamental to the development of ambition.

In making his argument about ambition, Kymlicka worries about the slippery slope tha
Rawls begins when he distinguishes between social and natural goods and so he, following
Dworkin, proposcs to solve the problem by making the division on the hasis of our cheices and
circumstances.”  While 1 think this move is appropriate, 1 would argue that in the actual
genderized world in which we live, ambition docs not fit on the choice side. While Kymlicki says
we need a clear and aceeptable line between choices and circumstances, and we do not have one--
thereby allowing libertarians to suggest that we can avoid having to draw one,” 1 suggest thi
ambition must be reconceived.

As noted earlicr, in terms of ambition, women grow up expecting to provide domestic
service for men and to parent small children, so they assess life chances in terms of a competition
between family and carcer; women must choose one or the other. If both arc chosen, they are
mutually constraining s it is not surprising that women perceive "a conflict between their own
work interests and the interests of any children that they might have.”® Men, on the other hand,
choose both family and carcer without any sense of rivalry between the two life plans.  Becuse
structures of power, based on socially prized public resources, constituted outside the family bear
directly on power relations within the family, women become and remain dependent. “This
dependency, which makes women vulnerable to power, increases over time in marringe as men
gather togrther the life expericnces that enhance their relative power when compared with their
wives. As a result, men can excrcise greater control in the marriage. So we have conditions in
which power in the family operates to benefit men and power outside the fumily supports andd
extends male power. As a result, "men as a group excrcise contro, over wonen’s general life
chances” through making political decisions about issues such as abortion, job requirements, and
the like. Within the privacy of the family setting, *individuial men exercise control over
economically vulnerable women.™ .

Kymlicka argues that this cycle of power maintenance is gender neutral; by that he means
that it is all accomplished without any overt discrimination against women because they are
womea; that is, it all happens under the guise of the "difference approach.” But he points out that
it all contributes to sexual incquality. Using Mackinnon's conception of the "dominance
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approach,” we can sce that if women are dominated they do not need to be discriminated against.
‘the more gendered the socicty, the less capable the difference approach is of detecting an
incquality. Okin clearly identifics structures thut make it easicr for men as a group to control the
lifc chances of women, ¢.g., the role of primary parent and the imbalanced division of unpaid
domestic labour. If we examine the difference approach, the way we think of equality now makes
it casy for thosc in positions of power to believe that women are being treated “equally” as long
s no overt discrimination is exercised against them. This view assumes that women are really
the same as men but perhaps a litde behind in their development: they need a little boost and will
catch up--some morc quickly than others, so that, at bottom, women are less than or not yet men.
It scems to me that Kymlicka's use of ambition-sensitive criteria lends some support to the idea
that women can be measured against a male standard for ambition. What he fails to recognize
is that historical differences between women and men have real effects in the way women conceive
ambition.

As noted carlicr, whether or not women marry, the expectation that they will still shapes
their ambition because it is hard for women "to imagine succcssfully combining motherhood and
a carcer.™ Rawls includes imagination in his natural primary goods, but we see here that a
failure of imagination characterizes women'’s adolescent life. This is not only because as young
women we have few dreams for oursclves; no one else has dreams for us cither. One of the most
debilitating aspects of growing up female is that no one expects you to do anything other than
parcnz and housckeep and in fact discourages you from inagining something c¢lse by setting the
problem of your autractiveness and acceptability to men before you in a way which terrifics
ambition. Since the pursuit of a carcer implics that life plans will proceed in a single, relatively
uninterripted forward-looking direction during the so-called prime of one’s life, healthy ambition
is a pivee point. What young women sce is that the prime of most adult wotnen's lives is spent
caring for children. Even in conceiving the idea of a life-plan, women are disadvantaged by the
unpredictability that responsibility for the young carries. Only low-paying or temporary jobs it
in casily with family responsibilitics. All ambitions are projected from the idea that we have of
oursclves: from what we dare to dream is possible for us, Ambition requires a steadiness of
purpose, personal courage and a social environment that provides high expectations and high
support for adolescent dreams.  Young women'’s lives are ill-designed to provide them with this
foundation.

It is for these reasons that the substantive liberty of women must be said to be highly
constraincd by the obstacles that our social structures place in their way. These obstacles may
come in the form of expectations about marriage or from the actual bargain that marriage
extracts: in the unequal and unjustificd distribution of domestic labour; in abuse or violence such
as that portrayed in pornography or meted out in families ugainst women, simply because they
are women; or in indifference to the conditions which frustrate women at home and in the
workplace. Whatever form that these obstacles take, they all contribute to making women
vuincrable.

Equality in terms of justice and care: two moral projects

Social reform is necessary so that women can pursuc personal goals. But what does this
freedom mean to women who carry the responsibility for the reproductive aspect of human
labour? Becausc of the historic separation of men's and women'’s lives, idcas about how we are
different not only limit the ambition of women, this separation shapes our ideas about what is
both possible and necessary to include in our moral work. Kymlicka and Okin interrogate the
relationship between an ethic of care and an cthic of justice, and as Kymlicka notes, the separanan
of public and domestic spheres along the lines of gender has left us with what seem to be "two
moral projects.” Behind the meaning of both projects is what 1 call a moral posture: behind
justice, there is the "impartial benevolent observer” and behind care there is the “relztional
benevolent participant.” While the word ‘benevolent” appears in both, the other two terms in the
expression influcnce the meaning of common term. In particular, | would say that the emotional
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tone of the justice posturc is one of ‘distance’” and the emotional tone of the care posture is one
of "nearness. This distinction allows us to analyze the relationshkip between an cthic of care amd
an cthic of justice and reveals the primacy of an ethic of care in the empowerment of people.

Kymlicka and Okin address the relationship between the cthics of justice and care
differently. Okin docs so by inserting care into the heart of Rawls's theory of justice, his "original
position,” which I will presendy describe. What is the effect of this insertion of care into justice?
One result, is that she has "impartiality” left over afier the union is complete and this is not
insignificant® Kymlicka, on the other hand, compares central aspects of the two cthics by
examining what is common to them, but stops short of saying that they can be worked together
into onc view. What keeps them apart, in his view, is the realization that justice may actuatly only
apply to a moral world constituted by competent (usually male) adults: that is, justice may not
guide us well in dealing with those who are dependent and vulnerable. In comparing "objective
unfairness” which it is our responsibility to address in an cthic of justice, with the “subjective hurt”
that care focuses our attention upon, Kymlicka is unable to resolve the different implications
which follow from cach. Hc docs not bring closure 1o his discussion of feminism; rather, he
suggests more work needs to be done to articulate aspects of carc.

I arguc that the cthics of justice and care arc as yet incompatible in important aspecis
which are picked out by considering the different moral postures that cach represcats. These two
moral postures are differently constituted, and differently shape our picture of what people are
really like and what it is necessary for us to do so that we can live well together. 1argue further,
that because the moral world is made up of the strong and the weak, those who take from others
leaving them vulnerable, as well as those who give in order to strengthen others, the cthic of care
must shape our social practices just now if empowerment and partnership are to be made possible
in the context of vulnerability. Care is necessary preparation for the development of justice and
must follow in its wake. | say this not because 1 think an cthic of justice is inferior to care bt
because an ethic of justice can more casily assimilate to a model of power as domination and has
more difficulty deciphering the significance of differences between people. Because we have been
living for so long with the prevalence of a power that takes away, we have filled our world with
woes that only carc can mend. In examining the arguments of Okin and Kymlicka I will use the
analytic of moral postures o support this urgency to carc. This debatc is central 10 resolving
problems we have with our notion of sexual equality that our current conceptualization of equality
propagates because it so far precludes the development of personal pewer in the weak and
disadvantaged.

In the context of decveloping a feminist approach to social justice based on i
reinterpretation of John Rawls's central concept, the original position,”™ Okin proposes thau
recent distinctions made between an cthic of zarc and an ethic of justice may be "overdrawn, if
not false.™ [n her vicw, the bifurcation of care and justice, led by theorists such as Carole
Gilligan and Nel Noddings, "obfuscates rather than aids” our atiempts to achicve o moral and
political theory that we can accept given that genderization is increasingly unacceptable to us. An
implication of Okin's criticism raiscs a very troubling problem: if we focus on care oy the
identifying feature of the contribution women muke to conversations asbout political theory, and,
at the same time reject genderization, how do we know what unjust consequences of genderizztion
have gonc into to making us carc in the way that women supposedly do?  Yet, if we follow
Gilligan's assessment, problems with caring misy arise from the failure of women o count
themselves into the caring encounter.

In contrast to Gilligan, Okin's project is to cradicate genderization rather than build up
two competing theorics based on "different voices.” Unlike Kymlicka who lnoks for the right
principle to direct his inquiry, she is moved by the question of what sort of people we need 1o be
in order to be moral and just. To Okin, genderization thwarts our attemnpts to address this
question efiectively. Okin and Kymlicka both believe that genderization limits the life chances
of women. While Okin addresses genderization specifically, Kymlicka identifics the basis for the



disadvantages women suffer in the separation of public and domestic worlds--a separation which
has encouraged us to associate men and women with “different modes of thought and feeling.™!

Okin argues that “the original position,” if we add the condition that the contractors do
not know their sex, can be reinterpreted to reveal at its core an cthic of care, concern and
empathy; and therefore, she argues that an cthic of justice docs the same moral work as an ethic
of care. In order to establish her case, Okin extricates Kant's influcnce from Rawls's view. This
is necessary to her argument since Kant's heritage is responsible for the way Rawls casts his theory
in the Language of "rational choice” rather than empathy. Kant stresses autonomy and rationality
as defining features of a moral subject; further, he rigidly scparates reason from feeling and
refuses to allow feeling any part in the formulation of moral principles so that rational choice
refers 10 the idea that moral philosophy becomies the study of the conception and outcome ofa
suitably defined rationat decision. Rawls asscrts that his theory is an outworking of principles
formulated under conditions that characterize men as free and equal beings. Okin asserts that
reliance on Kant makes inclusion of empathy or benevolence in principles of justice very difficult
hecause Kant assigns no place for feclings in the foundation of morality.*

Okin suggests that he has no place for love and for fecling in morality because Kant docs
not consider parcntal love, which

is usually madc up of clements of affective love and of benevolence, but it involves far
morc. The benevolence in it docs not spring from the recognition of duty, and the
affection in it is usually far from being "mere inclination’, with the fickleness suggested
by thosc terms. It is a kind of love that develops over time and that has its origins in
attachment so close that, for the young infant, it constitutes complete psychological
identification. It is fed by attachment, continucd intimacy, and interdependence. It is
disastrous if it does not recognize differences between the child and the parent; it is
fundamental to human life and relationship since itis the first kind of love we experience
(if our circumstances are fortunate) regardless of our sex, and (providing and receiving)
it has...constituted throughout history a much larger part of women’s than of men’s
cxpericnce.®

Okin belicves that Kant is unable to perccive the relevance of this kind of love to moral
devclopment because he defined (and lived in) a moral world that excluded women. Women in
his view, were not sufficiently rational and autonomous to be included. Oddly, he does not ask
himself how it is possible that women are ncither. As Mary Wollstonecralt posited, if women have
a particularistic cmotional nature it is "simply the result of the fact that women were denied the
opportunity to develop their rational capacities fuily. If women thought only of the needs of the
people around them, ignoring the needs of the general public, it was because they were forcibly
prevented from accenting public responsibilities.™ In short, women are different because of their
cxperiences; in spite of this, Kant measured the virtues of women against the virtues of men and
ranked women lower, holding their differences against them. Okin sees in Rawls a very difterent
conception of the role fecling plays in morality.

Rawls assumes that the family is just and posits that it is necessary for moral development.
Okin argues that if we challenge Rawls's assumption that familics are just, by, for example,
considering the prevalence of abuse within the family and the detrimental division of domestic
labour: if we discard the heads of families assumption in his original position, and if we further
assume that we do not know the sex of the contractors, when we apply the principles of justice
to the gender structurc and family arrangements, "considerable changes are called for.*® These
changes in family structures, such s a redistribution of domestic labour, are required by Rawls’s
theory because in his view the family plays an important role in moral development and, Okin
asks: If familics are not just, how will they move children toward justice?* Rawls assumes that
the love of parents for the child plays the central role in the child’s development of self since
children aspire to be like their loving parents; love plays a role in the development of empathy
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which is crucial to developing a sense of fairness. In this way Rawls, unlike Kant, makes manifest
in his theory, the fundamenta! importance of loving parents for the development of moral
thinking and a sensc of justice.”

Okin identifics tensions in Rawls’s theory between his issumption that the family is just
versus his own theory and between the development of a sense of justice grounded in attachment
versus the rational choice language he uses. She addresses these tensions and argues that “one
is not forced to choose between an cthic of justice and an ethic of care: nor between one that
cmphasizes universality and one that takes account of differences.™  Okin shows that, because
Rawls reduces the original position to not being able to usc probabilistic reasoning and to
contractors that cannot be assumed to take risks, he must rely on empathy, benevoleace and equii
concern for others as for the self, in order for the partics in the original position to come up with
the principles of justicc he wants them to arrive at, especially the difference principle.® This
move takes him far from rational choice theory which requires that people know a great deal
more than Rawls allows contractors in his original position to know.™ That is, not knowing who
we are and what are interests might be requires us to comsider all other selves equally and also
requires a well developed capacity for the perspective-taking that is at the heart of
empathy/receptivity.

1f we ask the question of how the people behind the veil of ignorance operate in Rawls's
original position, Okin concludes that they do not deliberate “from a position of nobody,...they
must think from the position of everybody, in the sense of cach in turn.” Okin then argues that
*the original position is not an abstraction from all contingencics of human life,” it is "much closer
to an appreciation and concern for social and other diffcrences.” She thinks it is plausible
require us both to distance ourselves from our own attachments in order to arrive at principles
of justice and at the same time acknowledge that we may identify with them as we go about our
daily lives. 1f we would be just she says that "we must develop considerable capacities for cmpathy
and powers of communicating with others about what different human lives are like.” In short,
knowledge alone is not sufficient to make us just. In addition, we nced a "great commitment to
benevolence; to caring about cach and every other as much as about ourselves.™' In terms of
the "impartiality” that Okin believes is necessary, while she doces not use this language, she implics
that both distance from and nearness to our attachments is possible. That is, deliberating “from
the position of cvery body. in the sensc of cach in turn,” requires that our moral posture be
mobile and not stationary, to usc the idea of moral postures. Is this tantamount to cquating
‘impartial benevolent observers’ with ‘relational benevolent participants’s

In order to answer this question we first must examine the underlying relationship
between "moral self-interest” and "contextunl caring thinking.” Rawls says that justice requires us
to be moved by moral self-intcrest rather than by mere sclf-interest; this is an importamt basis for
anytning we might say about care as well.™ Okin resolves the conflict between an ct hic of care
and an cthic of justice by placing carc at the hcart of Rawls's ethic of justice but she asserts that
this move "does not suggest that such principles can be replaced by contextual caring thinking.”
She goes on to say that if principles of justicc arc founded on cmpathy and care for others,
including their differences from ourselves, instead of mutual disinterest and detachment “they will
not Jikely lead to destructive rules that have tragic conscquences when applied to those we love.”
She raises the problem of the relationally destructive aspect of ‘distance” and intimates that mutual
disinterest and detachment constitute a static posture of 'distancc” which precludes coming near
to those we love. But there is something problematic to Okin about the idex of “contextual caring
thinking." If we recall the discussion in chapter three, Gilligan also picks out "contextual caring
thinking” as a problem in moral discoutse. 1agree that we must resolve the confusion that scems
1o attend it, if Gilligan's analysis is correct, but we must first decipher whether this confusion is
a socially constituted outcome of disprivileging the typical ways women work out moral problems.
That is, we must see whether this confusion stems from limiting our educational approaches in
a genderized socicty to malc models of development. (By "typical’ [ mean a way which arises from
-veryday expericnce instead of arising from formal training in the solution of moral problems
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which at this point is most often congruent with a male model for human experience.) In short,
we must identify the Toots of this confusion and distinguish it from the genuine contribution
women mike 10 discussions of the needs and possibilities of human maturity in moral discourse.
In terms of Okin's argument, "contextual caring thinking” may represent to her an inflexibly near
posturc, in which we remain too close to those to whom we arc attached thereby compromising
moral sclf-interest which is then no advantage over the inflexibly distant posture characterized by
an cthic of justice. She makes her view plainer when she discusses the idea of impartality that
is left over aficr her intcrjection of care into Rawls's original position. Okin regards impartiality
in Rawls's original pusition, as long as it is taken together with the other aspects of the position,
to be designed to climinate hises that might result from particular attachments to others, as well
as from particular facts about the sclf. She asserts that: “[s]urely impardality in this sensc is a
reasonable requircment to make of a theory of justice.™ That is, impartiality, to Okin, may
address the problem of a fixed position of ncarness but she docs not want to replace one fixed
moral posture with another, ic., onc of distance. I would assert that a flexible moral posture is a
fcature of cmpowcrment since empowerment includes concern for personal power as well as for
moral sclf-interest.

Kymlicka also addresscs the differences between an cthic of care and an cthic of justice
50 as to make sensc of the problems we have with sexual equality. He compares three aspects of
cach project, namely: moral capacities, moral reasoning and moral concepts. In terms of
capacitics, he says, just as Okin docs, that an cthic of justice grows out of an ethic of care and also
agrees with Okin that familics must become just to successfully develop a sense of justice in
children. In terms ot mosal reasoning, the conflict between these ethics is more difficult to
resolve, in part becausc it is affected by the way we conceive the cthic of care; Kymlicka also
asserts that "contextual caring thinking” is inadequate if it is held to be an important feature of
an cthic of care. He makes this claim because he belicves that "particularity will not give us the
broader social perspective,”™ an assertion that would not convince hermencuticists or
phenomenologists, for example. In short, an cthic of justice is concerned with the application of
principles while an cthic of carc attends to the features of a particuiar person. Would Okin agree
with other care theorists, following Gilligan, who intimate that appealing to principles to
adjudicate conflicts may pre-cmpt the more valuable tendency to work out solutions to those
conflicts? In stressing cmpathy and removing Kant from an ethic of justice she certainly moves
in that dircction but her discomfort with “contextual caring thinking” may pull her in an opposite
one. As for Kymlicka, he says he would have more support for an approach which he calls
"princinled caring,” since to him principles are moral guidelines that function as instructions fo.
what we should look for in a particular case: he thinks they do not prevent us from taking
particulars seriously, vather they direct our inquiry.

In one way, Kymlicka is attempting to insert justice into caring just as Okin injects caring
into justice; but he has more left over at the end. Kymlicka thinks that if caring implies attending
to all the particulars of an individual's case then it becomes too cumbersome a process because
we cannot mect all demunds: some resources are scarce and, further, we should not meet ail
demands because some of them may be selfish, or sexist or racist. He seems to be thinking here
of "context.aal caring thiuking.” He does not claim that caring necessarily implics an attempt to
weet all demands, but he does say that caring neceds to better spell out what demands it does
require us to meet. Kymlicka asserts that we need principles in both cthics but because of their
differences care is concerned with principles that attend to "responsibilities and relationships” while
justice focuses on "rights and fairness.” This distinction in their moral concepts can be broken
down into a tension between 1. universality versus concern for particular relationships; 2. respect
for common humanity versus respect for distinet individuality; and 3. claiming rights versus
accepting responsibilities. A picture of these distinctions can be laid out in the following way.”
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Justice Caring

1. aims at universality or impartiality; 1. aims at preserving the web of

ongoing relationships;

2, is depicted by a lone figure against 2 ix  depicted by allowing  the
the background of social relationship to become the figure in
relationships; the foreground:

3. this lone figure stands  back or 3. the pair respond and the cue giver
apart to judge; discerns:

4. conveysimpartiality or disconnection 1 signifies connectedness that precedes

which is necessary in order to make

and follows the act of discernment.

a fair judgement.

In terms of the first criterion of universality, and here [ want to separate universality from
impartiality for my own purposcs becausc it is not yet clear 1o me that universality requires
impartiality, Kymlicka asserts that cven with care we still need a universalistic principle of morai
worth. For example, Gilligan posits that "what joins people in this giant web of relationships is
not necessarily any direct interaction, but rather a shared humanity.” Kymlicka obscrves that once
care theorists connect people on the basis of their common humanity, then "it scems that they too
arc committed to a principle of universality.” Under these conditions carc amounts to "an
approach that seeks to resolve moral dilemmas through sympathetic identification with all the
affected parties.” To him, this sort of universality "is at least closcly related * to that of the
"impartial and bencvolent observer in Kantian and utilitarian theorics.™ In fact, Kymlicka links
the ethic of care with utilitarianism since both are concerned with overall happiness although care
theorists would rcject the maximization principle.”

Kymlicka's caution in the expression "is at least closely related 10" that of "the impartial
and benevolent observer,” interests me. We must recall that Okin found it necessary to rid Rawls's
position of its connection to Kant. She notes that Rawls himself now finds the rational choice
language to have been "a very misleading crror.™ Okin was compelled to pecl away Kant's
influence from Rawls's theory of justice becausc she insists that Kant and Rawls “present
contrasting accounts of how one becomes a moral person:” at the centre of Rawls’s view is the
voice of responsibility, carc and concern for others.™ Almost as an alterthought, she mentions
impartiality which does the work of climinating biascs. She makes the Lter comment in the
context of saying that since we know who we are and what our particular interests are, real life
situations call from us a great commitment to benevolence, caring and empathetic/receptive
perspective-taking.

What role docs impartiality need to play in cither justicc or care? | would argue that in
real situations since we know who we are and what our interests are, we cannot achicve
impartiality but we must carc cnough to overcome partiality while taking our commitments
seriously. In Rawls's original position we do not actually nced impaniiadity because we do not
know our own particularity: taken together with cverything clse, imnpartiality merely affirms that
we really do not know who we are or what our interests are. We usc Rawls's original position
to think as if we did not know who we were. Yet it is hard to know how to transfer to the situation
of knowing who we are principles that arc derived under the conditions of not knowing who we
are except by the means that Okin provides when she injects caring into justice, [n this way,
caring is more central to living well in real life than is justice if the lutter insists on hanging on
to the criteria of an “impartial and benevolent observer”. I disagree with Kymlicks, caring, even
principled caring, is not very close to the posture of the ‘impartial and benevolent observer” for
two reasons: it is not possible to be impartial if this implies that we are detachable from ourselves
and others; and, it is ncither desirable nor necessary to imagine ounsclves 1o be so detached if
caring can do all the work. In caring, one is capable of being flexible in onc's moral posturc on
the basis of reflection upon the authentic differences and nceds of the other. In justice, we must
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belicve it is possible to sever the connection both to self and to others. That is, cmpowered caring
engages us in reflective moral posturing.  We begin by being rooted in our experience of being
connected to others; commonalitics and differences arc recognizible. This is a posture that is
mutually exclusive of power over or power through the other.  While Okin docs not use this
Language it scems to me that reflective moral posturing underlies her reinterpretation of Rawls’s
original position.  Her particular accommodation to impartiality functions Jogically to motivate
the one who cares to sense differences in the other but because of the association that impartality
has with a posturc of distance, 1 think it is an unnecessary and misleading accommodation for her
to make.

If justice were to be our predominant cthic, justice theorists must show us why we should
have, and how we develop, the capacity to be flexible in our mora! postures—how to come close and
why--and how to exclude the model of power as domination. An ethic of justice currendy conveys
the possibility of a fixed posture of distance; it is casy to sec how power over and power through
others is made casicr by this static posture. In addition, 1 suggest that the decpest difference
between the cthics of care and justice is their unique descriptions of the world and the way it
operates and this is also related 10 reflective moral posturing. Kymlicka intimates this very point
as he analyzes the relationship between auending to “responsibilitics and relationships” versus
“rights and fairness.” Kymlicka argues convincingly that "both ethics arc universal and both
respect commonality.™ In making a distinction between responsibilitics and rights, he argues
that it is only libertarian theorics that pose a problem between these two commitments since
Rawls in particular assumes a closc relationship must exist between responsibilities and rights.
But while the other dimensions of these cthics do not provide "genuinc contrasts” in his view, the
kind of responsibility that cach imposes on us is different.  Justice imposes a responsibility for
"objective unfairness” while carc imposes a respomsibility for "subjective hurt.™' He proposes that
"the emphasis on objective unfairness, while initially plausible, is only legitimate in certain
contexts--namely, interactions between competent adults and this emphasis may only be legitimate
"when our interactions with competent adults are sharply scparated from our interactions with
dependents.™ 1 would add that responsibility is conceived in an ethic of carc in terms of
response-ability as well as being responsible §  somceonc else. This first sense of the term is missing
from an cthic of justice to the extent that 1t is typified by a developed capacity for distance and
detachment.

The world as characterized by justice is full of competent adults who have unambiguous
sclf-conceptions formed through socially unhindered assessments of personal interest. In this
view, adulthood cnables one o pursuc largely predicuabic personal projects.  This sclf-
determination may be said to conform to moral scif-interest only in a world of competent adults
beeause competence requires the absence of socially-constituted vulncrability. 1f this description
is inaccurate, how docs an cthic of justice help us with evervday problems? Kymlicka himself
wonders whether "the whole picture of autonomy as the free pursuit of prajects formed in the
light of abstract of standards presupposes that care for dependent others can be releguted to
sotnconc clse or to the state.™®

The world as portrayed by an ethic of care includes children and adults connected to each
other on the basis of a common humanity that is expressed sutwardly in vastly different ways,
Care takes account of the porsibility that our deepest values may differ but postulates that we may
remain connected to one another, none-the-less. The struggle for substantive liberty in cach of
us must be understood to be constrained by this complex relationship between our interests, as
1 argue in the following chapter. Whereas in the world of justice, competing interests exist
between competent adults, in the world of ¢are, interests do not necessarily compete and if they
do, provisions must be made for thuse who are dependent. In this latter world, a "certain sort of
freedom is an ideal, namely freedom of thought and expression, but "to live onc’s own life in one’s
own wity’ is not likely to be among the aims of persons,” and preserving relationships takes
precedence over the pursuit of new ambitions, In the care perspective:
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the commitment to autonomy is not a commitment to saking out ground for the pursuit
of personal projects, frec from the shifting needs of particular others, but is rather a
commitment to meeting those needs in a courngeous and inaginative way, rather than
a servile or deferential way. Any more expansive notion of autonomy can only come
the price of abandoning our responsibilities.™

These two worlds differ greatly in their assessment of the moral responsibility that tollows
from cach. If we compare carc and justice theorics, the former claim that an "emphasis on
objective unfairness sanctions an abdication of moral responsibility, because it limits our
responsibility for others to claims of unfairness, and thereby allows people 1o ignore avoidable
suffering.” The latter claim that the "emphasis on subjective hurts sanctions an abdication of
moral responsibility, becausce it denies that the imprudent should pay for the costs of their choices
and thereby rewards those who are irresponsible, while penulizing those who act responsibly.™
While the first position has the problem of moving too far in the direction of irrespomsible, selfish
and insupportable demands, the sccond position stays 100 remote from the valnerable,
underanalyzing choice as well as dependence in its attempt to make people fully rexponsible for
their actions. How arc we to choose between the two?

Given the problematic history of our conceptualization of cquality, if it is trae that the
most compelling argument morally is grounded in imagining and rectifying whau it s to be
vulnerable then care must lead us just now. 1f it is true that men and women, beciuse of their
experience rather than their sexual differences, live in two distinct worlds, the cthic that will best
bridge this gap must be an cthic that connects us. Just how separate are the worlds of men and
women? The modern idea of equality came into being in a highly genderized world, so thiat it is
difficult to theorize about sexual differences and to predict how a better approximation to the
moral ideal of equality might respond fairly to these differences. At this point, however, men iuxl
women do not stand together on an cgalitarian plateau: men and women do not share equally the
burdens and bencfits of adult life. We do not have a clear picture of how our relations might
work out if we were to stand together. W must repaint the hwman portrait but realize thin
power relations perpetuate current inequalitics. In the following chapter, 1 analyze theories of
power as they apply to cducation. As [ propose in chapter six, if the portrait of equality is 10 be
redrawn, the family picture must also be redrawn in schools.
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CHAPTER FIVE
EDUCATING POWER!'

Introduction

As stated before, there are two paradigms for power relations: domination and
partnership. Domination subtracts from some people the personal power that should rightly inhere
in being human, lcaving them passive, uscful for the purposes of others, and therefore, vulnerable.
As I say in chapter four, vulncrability is a moral, as well as a social and political problem.
Domination allows some people a right of access to others on the basis of a double measure of
persomal power (and thercfore a distortion of it) which is unmoved by the vulnerability that its
activity produces in thosc others. Partnership in power relations focuses our activity on
uncovering or unleashing power in oursclves and others; it is a perspective which pictures cach
person as having a ‘right’ to one full measure of personal power, so to speak. Partnership cnables
or cnhances personal power; but since domination has held sway for so long it has eclipsed
partnership historically and has disfigured our idea of what is feasible in power relations.

1 argue in this chapter that the vicws on power that I cxamine, proposed by Benn, Nyberg
and Burbules, all conceive being powerful as having the developed capacity to get one’s own way.
"T'o this extent, they have a closer association with domination than with partnership and therefore
do not account for all the possibilities that there are in power relations. Further, I contend that
domination cannot ground educative power relations. To educate people is to cnable them to see
themselves, others, and the world in a way which enlarges their "productive capacitics,” to use
Foucault’s term. Domination, as a paradigm for power rclations, enhances the productivity of
somc children at the expensc of others  This is because acts of domination require someonc who
can be dominated—someone who is prepared to be passive in the face of the dominator. School
practices that arc not grounded in a partnership paradigm must echo this preparation in some
students, whether they are poor, people of colour, or female, so that they accept vulnerability as
incvitable for them. On the partnership model, if we discover people who arc empty of zersonal
power we know somcthing has goue terribly wrong. A failure of personal power in others calls forth
2 moratly-sensitive responsc from us. Domination, on the other hand, is a zero-sum game which
produces onc group of people who are incapable of achicving moral self-intcrest because they
focus on mere sclf-interest, and another group of people who are vulnerable, and because of this,
arc unable to identify their personal interests. Power, conccived as getting one’s own way, fails
to criticize the valnerability that results. Under this condition, large segments of the population
must conceive power as something other than getting their own way because of the burdens left
to them through unhindered acts of domination. Empowerment addresses vulnerability by
including a full range of possibilities for both parties in a power relation.

Power and Education

Empowerment is not carte blanche permission to do whatever we like. If to be an
cmpowered person is also to be an cmpowering person, then what we want in terms of our
interests, takes into account our connection with others. In this way, empowerment embraces
communal aspirations and includes discerning our own interests as well as the interests of others.
That is, empowericent contributes to a world characterized by "moral self-interest,” as noted in
chapter three, an idea based on Rawls’s assertion that in the well-ordered society, "everyone’s
acting to uphold just 7 wtitutions is for the good of cach....When we all strive to comply with these
principles and cach succeeds, then individually and colicctively {our] nature as moral persons is
most fully realized, and with it [our] individual and collective good* In examining the ideas of
Benn, Nyberg and Burbules, we come to see that beliefs about the nature of our interests provides
a fundamental difference between domination and partnership paradigms for power.
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Prior to discussing these three views, two further aspects of moral selfsinterest are
sigmificant to our thinking about power relations. First, moral sclf-interent directs our attention
to a way of responding to other people, and to oursclves, that is both collectively and individually
beneficial.  That is, moral sclf-interest involves us in a reciprocal exchange of good thingx.
Further, the success of moral sellinterest depends on everyone being able to say and to do these
things that are congrucnt with their sclf-<conceptions. as opposed 1o being people to whom things
are said and done or who are shaped by the conceptions that others have for them. Bat it abo
implies that there are legitimate limitations to expressions of power that are single-mindedly sell-
interested. That is, depending on how we interpret ‘autonomy” moral self-interest may collide
with “autonomous” intcrests. The sccond aspect of moral sclf-interest’s relationship to power
relations requires that we cc wider seriously what we think the people are like who inhabit this
moral world in which we arc to be both individuaily and collectively interested. How do they get
to be the way they arc? I explored these uspects in chapier four when [ discussed vulnerability
as a moral problem and compared an cthic of care with an cthic of justice and I will again in
chapter six when 1 describe different futures for the family. Our ideas of what people are like and
how they get to be the way they are are central questions in our interpretation of the actual
possibilitics represented in an expression like moral sclf-interest.

In general, domination only accounts for self-interested acts and behaviour and tends 10
affirm relations of power that do not question the price that others must pay for someone’s free
play of sclf-intcrest. [ want to distinguish between power that is sclf-interested and power that
is morally sclf-intercsted in order to show that the former is incapuble of teichit 2 us how 10 live
well together. In addition to arguing for a view of power that is morally self-interested,
domination distorts our idca of what peeple arc like. Benn, Nyberg and Burbules provide us with
three patterns of power and I examine these to show that domination is incapable of directing
cducative practices.

In The Encyclopedia of Philesophy, Stanley Benn analyses power using the following
paradigm. Power includes:

an intention manifest in the excrcise of power;

the successful achicvement of this intention;

a relationship between at least two people:

the intentional initiation by onc of actions by the other;

a conflict of interest or wishes engendering a resistance that the initiutor overcomes.”

T L

While it is not expected tnat every feature of the paradigm will be included in every instance, in
this view, power is conccived on a continuum from domination, uon the one hand, 1o influence, on
the other. Instances of authority fall somewhere in the middle. The limiting case 2t influence’s
end of the continuum is constituted by rational persuasion: A perswxles B by giving B good
reasons for doing X. At the domination end, the limiting case would be an instance of abuse: A
makes B suffer deliberately regardless of whether or not B refuses an in'tiation,

One of the problems that motivates this analysis is the need to make a distinction between
power and influence. Benn concludes that one possible difference between the two terms is that
power generally implics a difference of standing between two partics: one stimulates and the other
reacts. Also, he connects the exercise of power with the ability to do somconce harm; he iserts
that, while doing people some good is not in itself power over them, the threat of withhalding a
good that they need or count on may be to cxcrt power over them. That is, what distinguishes
power from influence is B's status with respect o A, as well as the powerful peron’s capacity to
take something of value away from somcone clse.’

Bena asserts that power is relational in a logical sense in that it requires more than one
term for a complete statement.  Hence if both terms refer to people, and if the relationship
presupposes institutions, rules, and so forth, then power will be i sociul relation. He notes tha
a writer who stresses power as relation usually mezns that it is an initistive-resnonsc relutionship;
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that is, power-seckers look for reople who value sufficiently the things they conrial s that they
can expect others to obey their orders in return. In short, powey relations e one category of
social relations, according to Benn. In the cise of consent. power which depends on threats or
physical coercion counts on the acquicscence of subjects which amounts to their continuing to
value whatever is being wsed as a lever against them. If something really matters to w, it is howdd
to refrain from acquicscing. But Benn points out that political power cannot be entirely coeicive,
The few rule the many for two reasons: the many belicve the few have a right to do s, or the
many belicve that harm will come to them if they disobey. But, as he observes, coercion will not
work unless most subjects obey without it.

Benn summarizes that to be powerful is to have a "generalfized potentiality” for 1) "getting
onc’s own way” or for b) "bringing about changes (at least some of which are inteuded) in other
people’s actions or conditions.” [f we ask what sort of changes characterize power in reference
to b), power refers to someonc’s ability or opportunity to threaten or actalize a loss of some kind
for others of somcthing that is valued since, as noted carlicr, Benn isserts that the ability to
benefit someone is not included in this idea of power, although withholding a good from someone
may be® In this view, then, power refers cither to the activity of muking threats (or causing
harm) as well as to withholding a good from someone. He docs not tell us why benefitting
someonc is not power, but in making this claim he clearly sepaiates kis view of power from the
partnership paradigm.’ Partnership models are preciscly those that exemplify the idea ta
power can benefit others.

Benn's idea of a “gencralized potentiality” implics that the powerful can expect to coun
on this potentiality in most spheres of their lives. Benn is not saying that the powcerful incvitably
usc their position against the powerless but what is true is that the powerless are compelled to wait
to find out whether or not power will be used against them. And this waiting signifies the absence
of their own personal power. This absence of personal power is a fundamental characieristic of the
dominator/dominated relationship. In this way, the gencralized potentiality for getting one's own
way makes necessary the development and perpetuation of a gencralized potentiality in others to
not get theirs. In applying this modcl for power relations 1o an cducational setting either we
content ourselves with producing Bs—those who expect to be dominated--or we teach B to figh
like A. Icontend that in making this latter move we ¢ncourage the development of a social world
grounded in harm, threat and domination in which we would teach B to be a full participant in
what [ call the reciprocity of harm.

To explicate this point, suppose we choosc to teach B to be like A in order to treat A and
B equally which would mean that this gencralized ability to actualize or threaten a loss or withhold
a good of some kind would apply to everyonc regardless of gender, race, politics or cconomics,
Some might argue that egalitarian aims could thus be realized and social relations would at leust
be symmetrical. [ would suggest that power relations generalized on this model would be "nasty,
brutish and short’ since equality would amount to balancing out harm, threats of harm, and the
withholding of valuable things. That is, we would measure our power by our ability to effectively
threaten others with the loss of something they value or actually to bring about this foss. When
power means getting onc’s own way, only two options exist for us: cither we live in &t social world
where we all get our own way (implying we all have cqual strength, resources, will and ability),
or clsc one person’s gencralized potentiality for getting his or her way requires thit others must
develop a gencralized potentiality for scidom or never getting theirs. The first option, & a
hypothetical project, docs not account for the actual asymmetsy in resources and strength that we
experience in our lives, yet it is an option that some might be willing to proposc hecause it seems
to cqualize the relations between those who are currently powerful and powerless. But even if
it were possible to bring about, it is unattractive because it builds social rclations on the bisis of

rpetual war. Such a model fails to take seriously the plight of cven the "nuturally” vuincrablc®--
the children, the sick and the aged. What keeps life relatively peaceful in the second option is that
many people permit a few to have their way, i, to Jet them have what they want. Under these
conditions, people who are in the weaker position develop a gencralized vulnerability to those who
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are stronger and, in order 10 get along with cach other, they must abandon sclf-interest and give
in to the sclf-interestedness of others, Such a realization prompts Burbules, for example, to refer
16 power as i kind of "odial pathology™ and his assertion makes scnsc only if we think of his
reference to power here as the power to threaten, take away or withhold.

How docs this power to threaten operate?  What are its effects upon the moral world
when it is allowed its fron play? Domination over someonc is best understood as (a claim to) a
right of access: the king has unhindered access to the body of the criminal; the pastor has better
access to knowledge of what is inside us than we do; and, in disciplinary power there is access to our
intcrior beings so that what is within is shaped in its image. When we cxaminc this relationship,
the more powerful onc has right of access and the less powerful have two choices: cither they
comply with or comsent 10 the plans made for them and do not challenge domination, or clse they
resist this intrusion. Under the condition of domination, we might want to say that resistance is
preferable to consent or compliance. The resistance of the less powerful is characterized by the
ability to disrupt, disturb, withhold or frustrate this right of access, This is the nature of all forms
of resistance that are set up in opposition to domination. It is a response made necessary by acts
of domination and it is the flip-side of consent: when one resists, one withholds or postpones
consent. It may, in onc way, secm like a strong addressment of domination. It is certainly better
than submitting to an illegitimate right of access. But it is only effective in frustrating somconc
clse’s plans for us: it is incffective in helping us make our own good plans for the future—plans
in which we do nat picturc oursclves as dominated because we no longer are.™ In fact, focusing
on opposition distracts us from making our own concrete life plans because the cnergy of
rosistance is directed against the success of those who would dominate us and it requires different
allegiances and stratcgics from us than are required if we wish to empower oursclves and others.

If there is any reciprocity in this sccond esponse to domination it is a reciprocity of harm:
1 will harm (withhold from) you whist you would take (withhold) from me. It may be voiced in
a determination to threaten or harm first, or in like manner, those who would threaten or harm
us. As such, it is the first response, understandably, from people who have suffered “subjective
hurt” duc to a failure of care or "objective unfairness™ becauss of a failure of justice. But while
this response is understandable, it is not cmpowering. The trouble with ¢ngaging in a reciprocity
of harm as a strategy for confronting the powerful is that those in the structurally weaker position
still lose. Being weaker means preciscly that one is incapable of making an equally serious threat.
‘The reciprocity of harm tactic can disturb, annoy or embarrass, but it cannot effectively unseat
oppressors whose moral sensibilities have been dulled by the activity of oppressing others--which
is what happens to them. If a reciprocity of harm is to be effective in unscating the oppressor,
it must be carried to the extreme of violence, in which case we find oursclves committing acts that
we have abhorred in others. A reciprocity of harm falls far short of empowerment which is a
reciprocity of good will characterized by the desire to give rather than take; it is the desire to fill
others up with good things that they would choose for themsclves, As 1 pointed out in chapter
three, cmpowcrment is not without its problems and inequitics which are directly related to this
idea of giving and recciving good things from others, but it is to be clearly distinguished from a
reciprocity of harm which perpetuates hurt and injury, and from opposition to domination which
docs little to bring anything beneficial into being.

1t may at this point be objected that a reciprocity of harm is a more realistic view of power
relations because it better describes the way the world works. 1would say rather that a reciprocity
of harm may be common in situations where domination is recalcitrant, but that is not a good
reason for failing to confront the fundamental illegitimacy of domination. Domination, which
ranks people in terms of their valuc and thereby creates superiority and inferiority, is not the only
way to structure social relationships; the alternative is to be in partnership with others.”
Foucault, for example, certainly talks about resistance, but he eventually proposes that we should
work with those in positions of power as a better way of responding to them. What must be
included in a coopcrative model is a clear distinction between acts of power and acts of
domination. Beciuse domination/opposition sets up and maintins an adversarial relationship
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between the more and the less powerful. it abo intensifies the mistrust that is alvewdy a
characteristic of burcaucratic democracics.  Under these conditions, mistrust can develop an
irrational life of its own that clouds our discernment miking it impossible for us to work with
thosc in positions of power. Currently in Canudian political life, for exaumple, mistrust i
ubiquitous, and it could become more: a political cancer that leaves people ungovernable.
Mistrust is like 2 ravenous growth with a finicking appctite. It cannot be satistied; it does not
want to feel pleased with anything or anyonc--at least not for very long.™ Mistrust has come
to characterize those in structurally weak positions and until we throw oft the despair of this ill-got
and excessive mistrust. we will not make any political advances in our attempts to work with those
who are presently in positions of power.

A further elaboration of the limitations inherent in a reciprocity of harm can be uncovered
in Patcman's analysis of the "dominance approach.” In "Sex and power.” Tateman critiques
Catherine MacKinnon's, Feminism Unmodified, a book which addrexses "the political problem of
men’s power over women.™'* The dominance approach picks out men’s dominaion over women
as the salient feature of sexual incquality, as pointed out in chapter four. As Piteman notes: "lhe
cornerstone of men's claim to jurisdiction over women,” which cffectively kept women out of
public life for much of the modern period, "is that they have 2 right of sexual access to wotlen’s
bodies.” This "sexual contract,” has a similar nature to the idea of a social contract which refers
to "the right of jurisdiction by the state over individual citizens.”* The sexual contract implics
that women gave up control over their own bodics at some point in time, perhaps in opder 1o
securc harmony in the family. Patcman points out that this right of sexual access, aund men’s
claim to it, is securcd by contract theorists un the basis of an argument about the "natural
capacities” of women and their "natural differences” from men. Women were excluded from the
rights which were celebrated during the French Revolution, for example, “in order to hewd off the
revolutionary implications for sexual relations” that the *doctrine of natural frecdom and equality”
would secure if it applied to women. Mary Wollstonecraft, writing at the same time as the French
Revolution, called for these rights to be extended to women and countered the argument th
these rights should not apply on the basis of women's nature. ¥ Given Wollstonecraft's
argument, it scems highly unlikely that women simply gave up their right 1o control their own
bodics: rather, their weaker social position made it impossible for the views of curly feminists 1o
effect change. The right of access to women's bodics has no legitimacy cither in itself or as &
justification for the domination of women by men. The right is maintained on the basis of threat:
for example, the threat of physical harm, or abandonment. Women have historically been
vulnerable to abandonment because of their economic dependence on men: to be abandoned is
to be engulfed by poverty, a fear which in turn leaves wonien open to any abuse they suffer
because they feel trapped in the relationship. At the outsct of modernity feminists identilicd the
injustice of male domination but they had nothing to bargain with for rights that should have
accrued to women.

Pateman argucs that the feminist concern for sexual cquality is driven by a desire for whin
1 would call a new bargain. She presents as a social goal a structure for power relations in which
*wemen can freely and autonomously enter into consensual scxual activity.” She adds to this first
aim, the *wish to sce a socicty in which women can withhold as well as give consent and in which
enforced submission is scen as a crime not as ‘sex™."? While [ agree with her first aim, it sccans
to me that withholding and giving consent fall far short of an cmpowering aim for women. This
emphasis on withholding a right of access makes sense in the context of Mackinnon’s book which
is largely about the injustice of pornography, but is it congruent with moral sclf-interest? 1 agree
that pornography is an act of domination of the most unacceptable kind and it should not be
protected under freedom of speech legislation. Pornography is an ict of swvervign prower exercised
on the bodies of women, merely because they are women. What ended the murderous excess of
sovereign power historically was the muss’s identification with the criminal’s body-and the
consequent outrage of rebellion. What makes pornography such a desperate abuse is that those
who typically watch it do not fecl any connection to the inhumanly passive body--the pornographic
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female bady; it appears that it Is casy to penuade the viewer that this body has no objection to
what is being donc 1o it. But, in terms of the project that Pateman advances, 1 think that the two
idcas, "autonomous and consensual relations” on the one hand, and "withholding and giving
consent” on the other, compete; Pateman scems to sct them up as cquivalents.

What we say about the structure of “the most fundamental of all human rclationships
(without which our specics could not go on) has a profound cffect on cvery onc of our institutions,
on our valucs,” and on our futurc.’® And it scems to me that the second aim, withholding and
comsenting, describes power relations that would not confront the fundamental structere of
domination of men over women since it continucs to portray men as the makers and sayers of
sexual plans and intentions. This would not alleviate the burden of passivity that women Gty
because of historic domination, a passivity which is expressed in them through their vulnerubility
1o all other forms of domination. And it also fails to mect the aims of empowerment if it
conforms to the reciprocity of harm model, i.c., withholding something of valuc from others in
order to threaten them. [ say this for two reasons. The first, is that women arc socially still so
much less powerful than men that it is a hard threat to carry home except with men whose moral
sensibilitics arc responsive. And these arce not the men that women would need 10 threaten. The
sccond reason is that a reciprocity of harm perpetuates the generalized mistrust of all men, which
comstitutes a failure of discernment and precludes establishing power relations on the basis of
partnership. :

Pateman criticizes Mackinnon for collapsing the distinction between sexuai difference and
genderization.  While she agrees to the importance of the dominance view. she argushar, as
Mackinnon deploys the term, the dominance approach obscures sexual differencez whick are
historically constituted by focusing on sexual dominance as the instrument that created the
genderization of women. 1 agree with Pateman and agrec that the project of ridding the world
of genderization would not foreclose on women's needs to explore the complexity of the historical
and social conditions which make us what we are. In short, the genderization of men and women
is an outcome of domination; since men have typically been in the strategically advantaged
position, this has been the domination of women by men based upon sexual differences that have
been given particular cultural weight and characterizations. This process of genderization has
allowed men to subordinate women as an act of "male supremacy, under which gender differences
are made relevant to the distribution of benefits and to the systematic disadvantage of women.™"*
Yet sexual differences remain an important inquiry in human experience. Whatever results from
such an investigation, women must be makers and sayers of culturaily important processes in the
public as well as the domestic world--processes that include valucs that they identify as important.
As 1 argued in chapter four, the demands for equality that have been voiced by women over the
last two decades have not sccured sclf-determination for them, an issue 1 discuss in the following
chapter.

As noted in carlier chapters, Raine Eisler (1987) proposes that there "are really only two
basic ways of structuring the relations between the female and male halves of humanity:” cither
on the basis of dominator systems which focus on violence and force and the power 1o take life
and rank order people to cstablish inferiority and superiority, or, on partncrship systems which
link people together and do not rate their differences in terms of inferiority and superiority. In
terms of her analysis of dominance, Eisler belicves that the problem is not "men as a sex,” but a
social system in which what she calls the "the power of the Blade” is idealized so that men and
woinen "are taught to cquate truc masculinity with violence and dominance and to see men who
do not conform to this ideal as "too soft” or "cffeminate.®® Eisler intimates an approach to
sexual differences that is more compatible with partnership models for power relations, as
opposed to the adversarial stance that is implied in Mackinnon. However, in making this point,
I do not want to dilute the importance of Mackinnon's project to confront the harm inherent in
pornography which still scems to me to be a prerequisite to taking authentic sexual partnership
scriousiy.
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In general, a feminist wish for a better society must educate women 1o make their own
lifc-span plans and have their own intentions: that is, we must cducate women in how to live well
with substantive liberty. "Withholding and consenting.” as 2 minimum rexolve. wonld limit abusive
relationships but would not put practices of frecdom in the place of passivity. "Autonomons amd
consensual sexual activity” would sct a better stage for a new womanly pensonality, depending on
how we understand the terms “autonomy” and “consensual’. if at the xume time, women were able
to cxpress self-determination in all aspects of their lives. ! am not assuming 1hat only women
prize such values: rather I am suggesting that the futurc is uncertain given the project of de-
genderizing our social processes, particularly our families and schools. At present, sell-
determination for women who are also mothers, daughters and wives carries an ambiguity that
docs not constrain the idca when it is applicd 1o men, as 1 argue in the following chapter. In
summary, a reciprocity of harm as a characteristic of power relations does not constitute an
admirable educative aim in any sense, but it would be the best that we could come up with il we
take Benn's view as our only model for cgalitarian power relations,

Nvberg and Burbules both differ from Bean in that each reduces power relations to one
characteristic feature: David Nyberg grounds power relations in consent and Nicholw Burbules
grounds power relations in conflicts of intcrests. Benn on the other hand, does not reduce power
relations to any one attributc and asserts rather that power and its relative tevms, c.i5., influence,
constitute 2 family of concepts that resemble one another.™ Yet. there arc two features of power
that are implied by all three theorists. The first is that power relations arc one category of social
relations and the second is that power is cssentially subtractive--the power to take away. Thant is,
Benn, Nyberg, and Burbules think of power relations as ‘zero-sum’ games.

If we compare zero-sum notions of power, in which power is getting onc’s own way, with
partnership models for power relations, the former implics that power is essentially the
redistribution of 2 scarce resource. Two assumptions underlie this view. The first assumption is
that there is finitc amount of power: something happencd to this quantity of power for onc ol two
reasons, both of which presuppose that cach person ideally should have one unit of power but
acknowledges that now they do not which is, again, a kind of social contract notion of power. As
in the example of women's sexual power given carlier, the first reason that some people have
little or no power, is that, supposedly, they willingly gave it up. At some imaginary point in time,
they gave up their power in order to sccure particular benefits, c.g., family harmony. The second
reason that some people have little or no power is grounded in our belicf in meritocracy which
legitimates some people acquiring morc poweyr than others because they have ‘earned” their extra
power by doing or having somcthing, c.g., getting an cducation, having a good business sensc.
But even if meritocracy is a legitimate ideal, it should not imply tha. people who have power in
one sphere of life which is carned also should have extra power in all the other spheres of their
lives: yet this is what actually happens.™ As an example, men who carn the family income have
more power than their wives over decision-making despite the contribution to the family that
women make. Earning potential in the public world scems to be the salient feature that structures
power in the family: when women's carning potential increuses so docs their power in the Lamily.
Since most women have little carning power they also have little power in the family in terms of
decision-making.

The second assumption is that if power is a commaodity, like a wit of some kind, then
power relations are the means used to redistribute this finite amount. That is, power relations are
modelled on mathematical calculations which make possible the incqualities among people.
Viewing power as a commodity in this way obfuscates the moral problem of vulnerability that such
calculations cause ordinary people who should have a right 1o their fair share of persimal power >
In addition, it conceals the fact that these calculations work in predictable ways, ic., through
domination, that privilege some at the expensc of others. At bottom, conceptualizations of power
which are grounded in domination share the view that power is a zero-sum game and little clse.

As an example, in Nyberg's view, power relations consist of a minimum model of 2

individuals and onc plan or sct of intentions.™ A and B arc individuals; A hias a plan which A
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wants B to adopt, or consent to. He says that A has power over B when B consents to A's plan.
On this view, power is measurcd on the basis of the outcome that A is able to win B overto A's
plan. That is, we describe A s powerful if and when A is successful in securing B's consent. But
what is going on with respect to Br B's activity scems to consist in giving consent; consent
gencrally implies willingness, approval or agreement. Concceiving power relations in terms of
giving conscnt intimatcs that A somchow requires permission from B in order to go ahcad with a
plan; i.c., that the carrying out of A's plan depends in some way on B. Nyberg posits that consent
in a relation of power may range along a continuum from acquicscence under threat of sanction,
to compliance bascd on partial or slanted information, to indifference duc to habit or apathy, to
conformity to custom, to commitment through informed judgement® He asserts that
commitment through informed judgement is an educational idcal, and in considering this type of
consent, he belicves that we see the link between education, power and freedom. Given Nyberg's
continuum of conscnt, what sensc can we make out of the "permission” that B gives to Ar And
what is the relationship between the points on Nyberg's continuum of power? The two questions
are related since the relationship between the first four, namely: acquiescing, complying, being
indifferent, conforming, and, the final one, committing/judgement-making (which he valuesasan
educational idcal) have implications for the way B's "permission” is to be understood. In power
rclations dcfined by the first four terms, it is simply incorrect to suggest that B is giving
permission or is approving in any important sensc of the term since acquicscing, complying, being
indifferent, and conforming all exemplify asymmetrical relations. In addition, as Nyberg describes
it, this cxchange between B and A tells us nothing about B's own plans or intentions at any point
along the continuum. According to this view, power relations constitute a redistribution that
leaves B with less than A at cvery point along the continuum except the last one. The question
is. if consent links these five terms, what distinguishes the first four from the last onc, the one he
heralds as an educative ideal? In other words, how docs one become committed and informed in
the context of relations that are consensual and asymmetrical in the sense Nyberg uses the term?

Whilc it may be argued that my criticism can be dismissed if one simply considers the case
where 2 people have a plan cach, or the case where A and B take turns, this objection would miss
the point. In the first case, empowerment would not reduce the minimum case to 2 people and
1 plan or sct of intentions since empowerment considers implics it is dchumanizing to conceive
human beings who have no plans and intentions or who have plans and intentions that count for
little or nothing? In the sccond case, cmpowcrment recognizes the way that losing sticks to B and
becomes an incscapable condition that permits and perpetuates socially constituted vulnerability
to characterize B's lifc experience. And further, in Nyberg's view, even though consent is raised
to the level of informed commitment, it is still commitment to someone elsc’s plans. To be
cmpowered is not simply to practice giving permission to other peopie’s plans. Empowerment
would not allow the relation to go below 2 persons and 2 plans aud it is predisposed to value
cooperative intentions and plans.™

I suggest that power relations have to be reconceived all the way across the continuum
if we are to understand how people can become committed good judges of their own plans and
intentions. This is particularly truc in considering power as an educational ideal. To refer to
power as an cducational ideal requires that we spell out power relations that are capable of
cmpowering commitment and judgement. Because traditional views allow the inclusion of
domination in the way they conceive power, they are compelled to develop a strong view of
freedom. But ideas about freedom will not suffice here because coercive and intrusive forms of
power shape us long before we arc mature enough to practice freedom in any meaningful way.
And in the case of socially constituted vulnerability, which is made possible by systemic forms of
discrimination such as racism and sexism, freedom is not effectively appropriated preciscly because
some people remain vulnerable throughout their lives. Foucault and empowerment theorists focus
our attention on the possibilities that B might have in a power relation by asking how B might
become powerful?  Their answer is to extricate power from all forms of domination which
necessarily exploit people and hinder the development of their human potental. This does not
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mean that they think they can rid us of domination, only of its legitimacy. The importance of thi
move is obvious when we apply ideas of power 1o the family, for example. As QOkin points out,
theorists prior to her analysis were able te asume "that & moderate amount of dominance is the
desirable norm within families.™ She then points out examples of the abuse that women sutley
when any concession 1o domination’s legitimacy is mude.

“There is another way in which. given Nyberg's view, B is not taken seriowsly in the power
relation. If power is realized only when A has a plan that B coments to, giving A all the obwious
power, it would be difficult to recognize when B was cooperating with A for some reson. Th
is, if B cooperates with A, cither because B freely chooses 10 o1 & afraid not 1o, what one would
observe in the activity between A and B would be A's winning B over to A's side. B's intention
1o cooperatc would only be a valued part of the relation if B were able to sense and articulate this
intention and if A prized it in return. It is entirely conceivable that A could not recognize B's
intention to cooperate as a scparate and valued contribution, or ¢ven scc this cooperation s an
expression of B’s “autonomy”. A could therelore presuine B's inferiority and conclude that B s
someonc who docs not have scparate plans and intentions: A coukd presume thi "B is not like
me.” It is also possible that A could underestimate, or undervalue the costto B of not cooperating
and thereby interpret B's response inappropriatcly as frecly-chosen consent, Lo, as giving
permission.

In general, it would be casy for both A and B to not scparate out B’s plin to cooperate
so as to value it scparately as B's ‘autonomous’ contribution to the maintenance of the
relationship. If B's “cooperation’ is not genuine however, if B is held in the relationship out of
fear or dependence upon A, then there is no sense in which the relationship is consensual, since
consent implics approval or permission-giving. A may be an abusive spouse, or A may simply
have better developed lifc plans which are given more currency in the relationship. In cither cine,
the possibilities for B are constrained by what it has been possible for A to do in the past. Fyen
the expression "commitment through informed judgement” would not make B's consent eqquivalent
to giving A permission to carvy out A's plans if B could not sense the injustice of the inequality
between them. Relations of consent form patterns over time which contribute to the accumuliat inn
of privilege in the hands of some and to the systematic vulnerability of others. Vulnerable or
powerless people have no real permission to give, although, o long as dowination has some
legitimacy, so-called “permission’ may still be extracted from them, cven in violent crimes, such
as rape. In summary, since Nyberg allows domination (o remain inside his conception of power
he docs not allow us to picture the full range of possibilitics that exist for B.

In a third cxample of the traditional conception of power, Nicholas Burbules™ identifies
power as a social concept which is necessarily embedded in particular purposes, vilues amd
intercsts, His theory is tied to other values that affect its meaning, in particular, he cites
democratic and cgalitarian values. He says the way we think about power makes the pursuit of
these values cither possible or difficult. While 1agree to the importance of the values he upholds,
I argue that grounding power in conflicts of intcrests, as he docs, prevents us from picking om
all the possibilitics that B and A have to comsider in their relutions with one another.  In
particular, Burbules only examines implications for power which stem from “onsidering intcrests
that conflict. Burbules’s view is not educative for two reasons, namely, it is impractical in an
educational setting because of its reliance on an analytic of a “conflict of interests® which is 100
confusing to apply in any mearingful way, and, by remaining within a dominator patadigm, it
leaves us with no way to improve B's capacity to engage in power rclations. The pedagogic
relation is nccessarily asymmetrical and we therefore require a view of power relations that
include what can be done to enhance B as well as A

In making his argument, Burbules asks two questions: Arc all social relations also power
relations? and, What is the quality of a power relation?™ To the first question he answers no:
to be a power relation, a social relation must be grounded in conflicts of intcrests.  That is,
following Steven Lukes, he asserts that in all power relations "A exerciscs power over B when A
affects B in 2 manner contrary o B's interests” so that in all power relations "B is influenced
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against his or her interests.™  In other words, power relations are social relations in which
something goes wrong. What goes wrong may result from historic or current inequalitics in the
distribution of resources among people.  Since it is a general criterion, in his vicw, that power
relations always operate against B's inferests, power rclations could not effect beneficial outcomes
in terms of the promotion of democracy or cgalitarianism becausc they cannot work to benefit
B. Just i Nyberg reduccs all power relations to consensual relations, Burbules reduces power
relations 10 conflicts of interests. He acknowledges repeatedly that judgements of this nature arc
hard to make and that agreement about what constitutes people™ interests is difficult to secure.>
Two consequences follow from Burbules's assertions about power's conncction to conflicting
interests: 1. we can never be sure that the encounter between Aand B is a power relation because
disagrcement is possible, and, 2. power is only the power to take away. He refers to power "as
a kind of social pathology” capable of cnticing and addicting us to its cffects.™ The answer to
his sccond question, about the quality of power relations, is driven by his answer to the first.

In assessing the quality of power rclations, Burbules rcjects Nyberg's usc of the term
consent as a characteristic of power rclations and substitutes compliance because he believes the
latter term does not imply the approving attitude that the former docs. He ab> appears o
disqualify domination us a legitimate characteristic of power relations.™  If people genuinely
conscnt, Burbules thinks they arc not involved in a power rclation. But he carrics over from
Nyberg a similar theme in terms of what B is doing, and in my view it is a theme congruent with
a dominator paradigm for power rclations. He asscrts that in power relations, because they are
fundamentally about conflicts of interests, there is usually a tension between compliance and
resistance; although this tension can dissipate leaving only relations of domination on the one
hand, and relations of consent on the other. That is, both Nyberg and Burbules discuss
domination and consent but Burbules asserts that when social relations are characterized by
domination and consent they arc not relations of power. Power relations for Burbules arc
characterized by conflicts of interests which engage us in relations of compliance and resistance.
Domination refers to a case of overwhelming physical or psychic force so that compliance does
not come up; consent is a "purc form” which is not a power velation because there is no conflict
of intcrests™ To Burbules, the tension between resistance and compliance is accuratcly
portrayed if we say that A has power over B and that B empowers A. Thatis, B's rolc in a power
relation is in some way to assist A in getting what A wants.® While I would support Burbules
if he stripped away the legitimacy of domination, the relation picked out above is not qualitatively
different from Nyberg's idea of B giving A permission through consent (in Nyberg's terms)
thereby making it possible for A to carry out his or her plans. More importantly, this is a
misleading usc of the term *cmpower” given that Burbules conceives power relations only in terms
of harm to B's intcrests.

What might we mean when we say that interests conflict? Burbules docs not tell us cither
what he means by "interests” or “conflict” and we are genuincly disadvantaged by these omissions
since the terms carry so much weight in his argument.  He persistently says that conflicts of
intcrests are hand to get agreement on but scarcity seenss to be at the bottom of Burbules's
conception of conflict since he states that *[N]ot all conflict is a conflict of interests;” a conflict of
interests oxists where there is a “zero-sum game.® If we usc the term “interests” to stand for
*material necessitics plus the various goods that people feel worth having in their lives™ it is
casy to see how interests could be in conflict due to scarce material necessities. It is less clear how
scarcity could produce conflicts between the goods people value unless these also are tied to
something material like time, space or property. Burbules implies a connection of this very kind
when he says that students are disadvantaged in schools duc to unequal access to the teacher's
limited resource of ime.® Rawls grounds our understanding of the injustice that asymmetries
between our interests produces when he says that we arce all entited to an initial fair share of
socicty's resources by virtue of being human and includes "the social bases for self-respect” as
"perhaps the primary goods.™ p——



What would we mecan by suggesting that the hases of self-respect can be threatened by
scarcity? Ticd 1o this question is a question that Burbules asks twice but does pot answer. In
reference to Lukex's view that power always operates against B's interests, Burbules pases the
problem of how power might benefit B.* 1 think he drops the question because his singuluy
focus on the power to take away precludes his having an answer. Power which is focused on
taking away and making threats provides us with no model for structuring power relations 1l
could benefit B. One of the features that can be assuracd to inhere in Bs experience is a Gulure
of sclf-respect because B's condition is characterized by perpetual loss, B is predisposed to be in
the losing position in a power relation. ! Why must B become accustomed to being in a losing
position? In talking of power, Burbules says that: "Power is 1 matter of fascination to us: getting
it, using it, lusting for it, admiring it, ctc...we do not know how to live without it.*¥ Whaose
feclings is he declaring? Surcly we must sense that this is the dominator’s voice we are hearing.
This is the power that wrecks havor with B. 1f we consider the iden of generativity, articulared
by Erix Erikson, the contrast is shocking. Generativity, primarily the concern to esablish il
guide the next generation, is an "essential stage on the psychosexual as well as the paychosocial
schedule.” Generativity is expressed in "Carc for” and “charity” (love) towards the next generation
but also may be cxpressed toward the world in general, (a sentiment thit woulkd motivite
ccological concerns, for cxample). Erikson asserts that only with the development of generativity
do the final stages of human maturity "ripen” in an individun! person. In this way we sce that o
tenacious grip on the power to do harm to others precludes our own maguration processes.t
It is a searcity to carc for and love those who are dependent and vulnerable that results in poverty
of sclf-respect for B. In contrast te a power to take awaly, cmpowerment is enabling and plentiful
and is directed towards benefitting B and A: therefore self-respect woukd not be something
material scarcity could threaten for those who arc in the presence of an empowering person snce
empowerment is grounded in gencrosity. Of course, empowering people may be scarce. And this
scarcity is all the more likely if we take relentless pessimism as our only model [or power
relations. ™

I mention pessimism because of the centrality Burbules gives 1o conflicts of interests. Al
the core of his argument is the following statement and its corollary: *Against this background of
conflicting interests, all social relations take on power signiticance because power reliations
suppress, disguise, preserve or deny conflicts of interests,” In short, the typical problem power
has is obtaining compliance despite such conflicts. Its corollary states that: "Where we do not
judge there to be a conflict of interest, we do not label a social relation o power relation.™ In
any view of power a great deal hangs on interpretations of our moral world: interpretations ol
the nature of and extent to which our intcrests conflict shape possibilities for bencfitting B as well
as A in a power rclation. If we take Burbules's view in isolation, it follows that in order for
democracy and cgalitarianism to be realizable we must get rid of our tendency 1o cagage in power
relations. The implication is that we cannot be good and powerlul at the sime time, o sentiment
that is rooted in the belief that power is @ scarce resource and those who have it have
disempowercd others in order to privilege themsclves.

The implication that power is only negative keeps Burbules's theory within the parameters
of power as domination. He summarizcs that, in general, traditional theories of power have
assumed that power is a property of individual persons, wiclded instrumentally as a4 means (o
particular intended outcomes,” i.c., power is individual, instrumental and intentional.®  When
he grounds power rclations in conflicts of interests, as he docs, his theory fulls casily within the
criteria of individuality, instrumentality and intentionality: the individual A cxercises power over
B by using B against B's interests in order to secure A’s own interests. 1 would suggest that a
positive conception of power would account for and amcliorate the diminished position of B in
the relationship and would propose some way for B to securc intrinsic rather than purcly
instrumental worth. Empowerment is not an individual possession, it is relatinnully constituted,
although it has positive personal effects in us. It is grounded in the fecling/belief that we are
those who can do and say things which are consistent with the conception that we have of
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ourselves and has pissivity as its oppesite. Empowerment comes most casily to us if we are in the
presence of an empowering person who has not used us instrumentally but has assigned intrinsic
worth 1o us which is expressed in outcomes that are mutually and reciprocally beneficial. When
empowering relationships occur between competent adults and dependent or vulnerable people
(e.g.. children) full mutuality and reciprocity arc achicved only cvenwually,  Under these
conditions, the cipowcring person is willing to make some sacrifices for the dependent person,
bu: the relationship is conccived as mutually rewarding overall. Where the dependent people are
adults, their intrinsic worth in the rclationship must be acknowledged from the very outset;
personal worth is not something they must carn in order to have it attributed to them.

In order to show how non-traditional ideas about power open up this positive possibility
we need to ook more closely at what Burbules tclls us about conflicts of interestsz He asserts
that: “a conflict of intercsts exists where there is a zero-sum game in which gaining or maintaining
an advantage for onc person or group necessarily entails disadvantaging others.™ Earlier he
identified his belicf that conflicts are inevitable given the hicrarchical nature of our social system.
1 2 not arguing tha Burbules is incorrect to describe current social systems this way, I am
arguing that his view docs not include all that can be said about power reiations. Yet, to say that
all power relations arc grounded in inevitable zero-sum games implics that our personal power is
only negative and this fils to point to a pedagogically satisfying way out of the web of relations
that forms our social life. He has urapped us in a muddle: if we would be educative with B, we
must first be able to identify whether or not A interacting with B constitutes a conflict of interests
before we can decide whether they arc in a power relation. Burbules makes it abundantly clear
that it is extremely difficult to come to agrcement about what is a conflict of interests: "What you
call ‘power’, I may call benign.™* Given that B is "predisposed” to lose and that conflicts are hard
to identify, requiring a high level of sophistication, and further, that power is malignant and we
can predict who the B's arc in advance,” how arc we to educate B to win a power game with
equal strength and conviction? That is, using a theory of power as an evaluation of conflicts of
irterests, how in practical terms arc we to edurate B to be a full participant in power relations?
Any equality and muiuality that we add to Burbules's theory of power turns it into a reciprocity
of harm: 1 will hurt {threaten) you in the same way that you hurt (threaten) me. Further, he
belicves that "degencracy is inexorable;” in our artempts to use power, pOWer uscs us.*® Negative
effects of power constitute 2 loss for someone and may be expressed in making threats, causing
harm, or simply by persistently giving preference to one sct of personal life plans in a
relationship. In this view, if we would be educative with a particular B we must aim at turning
that B into an A: but, since a dominator paradigm makes no sense if there are no Bs, we must sl
produce some Bs somewhere.

Is it necessary to conclude with Burbules that power applics only to interests that conflict
and power relations arc only one catcgory of social relations? His first assertion pictures people
in a particular way; that is, Burbules's view posits what relations between people are like. If we
take interests to include material necessitics plus the various goods that people feel worth having
in their lives, underlying the assertion that interests conflict is a liberal tradition which, as Will
Kymlicka says, is informed by J.S. Mill's assertion that "each one has a unique personality and a
unique good: expericnces of others provide no ground for overriding my judgement.” Mill
asserted that our good “lics in something that we share with no one clse.” In contrast, Marx
asserted that "each of our goods lic in a capacity we share with other human beings.” 1 agree with
Kymlicka that: "[bJoth extremes are not right; our good is neither universal not unique, but is tied
in important ways to our cultural practices” and to our "shared community.” Following Mill, the
liberal tradition has constructed a public world characterized by competent (usually male) adules
who belicve their interests necessarily conflict. This is the only world where Burbuless view of
power mukes sense, though cven here it perpetuates harm. This is why [ do not think it is an
cducative: view since the world in which we educate others is filled with those who are dependent
and vulnerable. More centrally, this is not the only way to depict the moral world. Feminists
scholars affirm power relations in which interests do not necessarily conflict, or if they do, the
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conflict is only on the surface of the relationship and underneath, common ties and interess
ground the possibility of agreement or compromise. That is, relationships may also be concerved
in terms of negotiable parinerships.™

As opposed 1o Burbules, 1 would answer ves to the question: Are all social relations power
relations: But I would add that power refers both to the capacity to take awity and the capacity
to give and while this duality may be represented respectively iz the words power and empower,
the idea of power that stands behind both terms must include the possibility of benelitting B, In
our present social world, because of the primacy permitted to dominaiion, Burbules » accure
to say that power (if we add that we are referring 1o the power to take away) constitutes & socil
relation that we would not choosc but is anavoidable in the circumstances under which people
come together. Further, these relations constitute a “template” or "pattern” for the way people
think about themselves which tends to "predisposition” them. This is really the same point that
Benn makes when he says that the powerful have a “generalized potentiality” for getting their own
way. And I agrece that there is usually a tension between compliance and resistance in such social
relations. Given this analysis, it is hard to understand why Burbules would argue that some social
relations are not power relations. If people carry these predispositions with them as exces
baggage, then whenever there are two people there will be o power exchange of some sort fecause
power resides in people and not in the conflict betueen their interests. People arc invested with cither
relative powerlessness or powerfulness in relation to the investment of those tirey are with. Our
relative power may shift depending upon who we are with, but these shifts occur up and down i
hierarchical ranking of persons (duc to the influence of power as domination) which is established
on the basis of gender, race and wealth.  But in response to these asymmcetrics and 1o the
tendency to rank people in terms of supcriority and inferiority, other kinds of social relations are
possible. Power relations can be medelled on nurturance which presupposes interdependence and
partnership. '

Nyberg and Burbules fail to take the power possible in partnership relations seriously
because they fall into a trap identified by Foucault. In trying to dexign & theory which identifies

wer in one fundamental characteristic, ncither makes it possible to analyze power relations as
they are fully lived out in daily experience. As an example, in Burbules's cise, answering no o
his first question (Are all social relations power relations?) precludes his ability o adequately
answer the second (What are relations of power like?). The order of the questions needs 10 be
reversed because only those relations which happen to coincide with conflicts of interests (or
relations of consent for Nyberg) will show up as power relations. If power relations happen to
be different, if conflicts of interests and relations of consent do not cover all there is to say, they
both miss the full range of the quality of power rclations.

To walk into a situation with a ready made concept, as Nyberg and Burbules would hive
us do, mukes it difficult for us to identify what we arc secing and to sort out the specific realities
that confront us. And depending upon the view we carry with us, it is haxd for us to imagine thit
what we observe could be different. On the other hand, we cinnol assess our expericnce unless
we have a concept to focus our perspective, If we begin with personal power as the fecling/heliel
that I am someone who can say and do the things which are consistent with my self-conception,
a positive assertion, then we can be taught to pick out instances in which we sense cither freedom
or restriction on what it is we can and want to say or do in a given sitwtion. This project is
educative in the sensc of enhancing human capacitics for ‘self-understanding and “self-
determination, and allows us to sense what is happening to us. This approach ulso direas
educational practice towards enhancing the substantive liberty of students, In addition, we must
always ask whose reality we arc assessing when we analyze power relations. The dominance view
of power allows us to sec how power operates [rom above, from the position of A so 10 speak, or
accepts, as in Burbules's case, the norm of power as a "socizl pathology.” A partnership model,
on the other hand, allows us to see how power can enhance and change the opportunitics that B
has in the relation and includes activities that arc cnabling and have hope in them.
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in order 1o illustrate this point, fet us examine Burbules's assertion that a theory of power
requizes a way of identifving where personal interests reside.  Hz states that where there is no
conflict of interests, for example, in 4 parent’s command that a child not run into the strect in
front .f an oncoming car, the command docs not constitute an cxercise of power® Yet the
parcnt-child retet aship is clearly asymmetrical. The parent could literally use force to stop the
child, or rould exert the force of a relationship that may be groundeg in trust ur the desire to
please a beloved parent. As Rawls points out, our sense of justice is developed out of just these
kinds of relationships of love and trust. Rawls says that the “love of parents for their children,
coming 10 be resiprocated in turn by the child” is important to the development of "a sense of self
worth.™® This is preciscly the act of empowerment that characterizes nurturance or parental
love. It is because Burbules docs not include parentai love as a source for the positive power to
give, to fill up others with good things, that he thinks of power’s cffects only as negative, and
therefore makes the claim that this instance docs not constitute a relation of power.

While it is truc that somc child/parent rclationships could constitute relations of
domination it is also true that not all of them do; the significance of sensing and valuing the
differences between oneself and onc’s child cannot be overestimated for this reason. Burbules's
vicw cannot accouyt for the power of love which inherss in a trusting and loving relationship and
which is capable of acting as a pedagogic model as well: it is a reciprocity of good will directed by
a desire 1o give, to fill others up with good things. The fundamental quality of this power relation
is not only that parents take their children’s interests into account, and willingly sacrifice their own
interosts for the intcrests of the child-—often at great personal cost—the relationship helps to shape
a child’s interests and certainly redivects the parent’s own interests. The assumption that power
relations arc grounded in conflicts of interests canrot account for the full range of power rclations
cexpressed between parcnt and child. Parents have power over children and they do not assume
that their interests conflict. Parent/child relationships are asymmetrical power relations because
ckildren are dependent upon their parents for a period of time, but they do not have to cmbody
conflicts of interests. Because cach child goes through this period of dependence, we must look
rauch more holistically at their relationship in order to pick out the dimensions, cither positive
or negative, of this particular power relation.

Suppose we take the casc of a parent preventing a child from running out in front of an
oncoming car where the interests of the parent to preserve the life of the child so clearly outweigh
the cffects of the parent’s exercise of power or coatrol over the child. Autonomy, the child’s
interest that potentially conflicts with the parent’s interest to keep the child safe, does not do a
dead chitd much good. The clear harm to the child in the situation keeps the conflict of interests
from being a serious consideration, as Burbules would agree, but it is not accurate to say that
since a conflict between these interests does not occur this instance docs not constitute a power
relation.

Three other possibilitics exist which would take power away from the child. In the first
place, the command could be an expression of sovereign power in that the parent’s purpose is
merely t6 demonstrate through the child's body that he or she can make the child obey in an
instant in the abscnce of any concern for the well-being or future good of the child. Children
treated in this way come to feel that they have no value. Sccondly, the command may be an
expression of pasteral power in that the parent is moved to tell the child not to run out into the
street because the parent "knows' better than the child does what the child will do: the parent
*knows' that the child will not look at the oncoming car and even if the child does look, he or she
will not respond appropriately. In this case the parent has no interest in developing independent
thinking in the child, cven eventually: the parent sees his or her command as always necessary
to the child’s safety, a belief which implics that children are never to be trusted when they stand
at the curb of busy streets. The effect of this lack of trust is that children treated in this way come
to not trust themsclves. The third possibility is to sce the command as part of an intention to
keep the child docile and useful for the parent’s purposes, as is the case in disciplinary power.™
In this demonstration of power over the child, perpetual dependence is the aim of any and all
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stratcgics that the parent uscs. This command wou'd be no exception. In order to accomplish
the aim of engendering docility and utility in the child. parents would hive to manipulate the
truth about the actual dangers of being next to a busy street in order to have the effects on the
child they desire. They would have to keep children frightened of an inherently unsate and
unpredictably malevolent world. In sumnury, identifving the conflicts of interests between the
parent and the child would never reveal the full range of ways that the power o Gike away is
excrcised over children.

Just as significantly, the command doces not automatically produce power's negative etlects
if the child also gets good reasons along with the command 1o not run out in front of oncoming
cars. The parent’s interjection into the child's rushing headlong into trouble is in act of power
which has the potential to enhance the child’s power eventually, The comniind to stop operates
to creaic a pause in the child’s activity. 1n that pause the child has i choice made for him or her.
If choices are at some point gradually transferred over to the child, chiklven may learn for
themselves to pause before acting. giving them time to think. In this way. they learn o give
themselves time to consider why they should do onc thing rather than another: they have time
to get and give themselves good reasons for the actions they take. The parent’s commiand can
operate to provide the child with a modet for habits that are necessary to r ionally autonomous
people who must think before they act. In this way the parent’s power expressed through o
command can lead to the cmpowerment of the child. So it is not in looking at the isolated
command and locating conflicts of interests that we are able to decide whether this s a power
relation or not; rather we must say that the parent-child relationship has power embedded in it
because of the child’s unavoidable dependence. Only by observing the subjectivity constituted in
the child can we decide whether the sum total of effects is enabling or disabling to the child.

Conclusion

What dependent people want to develop is the strength to sense and satisfy their own
plans for themselves. it is the cumulative cffect of being in the presence of particular parcnts, i
well as the effects of a multiplicity of ¢ther encounters that children have, in addition 10 the
personal power they usc to respond to all these occasions, that results in children eventually
becoming mature or continuing to be dependent.  Rather than positioning the power of the
parent and child as adversarial, if power is only negative, we must link their prrsoual powers
together to sec how the development of personal pouer in the child emerges from the child-parem
rclation. Burbules's insistence to ground all power rclations in conflicts of interests and Nyberg's
reduction of all power relations to relations of consent both fuil 10 account for the multiple ways
in which power relations arc excrcised among adults and dependents.

In all power relations, B must learn to sense and respond to the possibilities inherent in
being with A and to learn strategics that will secure for her or him the ability 1o engage A with
vigour and skill. This is why B must view all social relations as power relutions and why both A
and B need to acknowledge the positive and potentially liberating and egalitarian clements tha
arc also possible. B must lcarn to recognize and expand the negative boundaries around his or
her personal power to make positive whatever can be. Egalitarian values cannot be supported (rom
a base of power which is negative and interested; they can only receive support from a view of
power relations which attributes equal value to the people cngaged in the strugglie; that is, 1
cannot be categorically disprivileged and engage in democratic relationships. In Burbules' view,
B is always disadvantaged and always less than A, In his view, equality would only be realizable
if we were all equally empty of the power to take away. On the contrary, as educators we want
students to be full of personal power.

In the following chapter I present some aspects of empowerment that can apply 10 the full
range of our expericnce. In addition, [ argue for educational practices that contribute 1o the
substantive liberty of women and which suit the conditions ol a pluralistic socicty. That is, Largue
for personal power that is capable of promoting the substantive liberty of all our students ronsistent
with the aim of nurturing authentic self-conceptions and life-plans.
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CHAPTER SIX

WHAT SHOULD EMPOWERING SCHOOLS DO FOR
GIRLS AND YOUNG WOMEN?

Introduction

The problem that prevalent theorics of power present to an cducational setting is their
exclusion of the partnership paradigm for power relations which could promote the flourishing
of all students. How would schools be affected by the introduction of power relations within a
partnership paradigm?  Ranking and hicrarchical practices would disappear and resistance
grounded in opposition to externally-imposed authority would not be necessary. Swudent cffort
would be dirccted towards uncovering and developing personal tlents instead of conforming to
x standard of perfection that has nothing to d» with people’s unique abilities. Teaching and
assessment would be directed on the basis of locating the differences between students and
adapting aims and idcals of education to these differences. But, perhaps more than anything else,
the development of the capacity 1o be a nxponsive and responsible member of a partnership
arrangement at home and work would take precedence over what we do in schools. This aim
requires not only an education for empowermen., but siso the abolition of a gender structure that
limits the ambitions of women in ways that makes getting an ¢ducation a sham for them. [arguc
for a partnership paradigm for power relations in our schools on the grounds of our fundamental
frecdoms. 1 proposc that, in addition, what empowering schools can do for girls and young
wormen is to envision a future for the family that allows women to cmerge from home and school
knowing what their talcnts arc and what they want to do with them over the entire span of their
lives. This revisioning implics a belief that bearing and rearing children is a possibility for women
but is not any more central to being female than it is to being male, and that generativity is
essential to the commitments of anyone who claims to be an adult member of the human family.

Feminist Projects, the Public and the Problem with Schools

It has become a commonplace to assume that the free play of a plurality of perspectives
is best suited to cnabling socictics that have developed since World War 11, through the mass
migrations of people from deeply different cultures, to get along with one another in public
cncounters. Exclusive positions are seen to be detrimental to cooperation, mutual respect, and
citizenship. The debilitating cffects of this conglomerate approach have resulted in two attitudes
to cultural, sexual, religious, racial, political and cconomic differences which are reactions against
the sameness approach that typified the modern era, as discussed in chapter two, They arc also
attempts to approximate the laudable idea that we should be tolerant, although both misconceive
tolerance.' In short, we have become either afraid to say what we actually think about our
decply-held beliefs, making these an entirely private matter, or clse, we try to be open to, and are
thercfore confused by, a whole range of conflicting positions, and allow these positions to conflict
intcrnally, so that we fail to build personal belicfs systems that are coherent and capable of
addressing the complexity of human affairs from a congruent point of view. In both cases silence
or inarticulateness shrouds our personal beliefs. Nothing very beneficial happens to our beliefs
when we keep silent about them, and the failure to pursue highiy-prized values and organize them
into a coherent world view is crippling to maturc adulthood.

It is impossible for the feminist project to eradicate genderization to fitinto cither of these
two attitudes, The silent, private approach is unacceptable because the constitution of private life
affects women's lives in fundamental ways: it is no longer right or bearable to keep private what
happens to women at home and at work. When feminists say that the "personal is political,” in
part this is what they mean. Okin argucs convincingly that the "personal is political” shapes our
possibilities for establishing a just society, and 1 outline her view later. The second smorgasbord
approach is cqually unacceptable, since feminism is a coherent and committed (though not a
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monolithic) perspective and since it is only by concerted cffont that women’s lives will attain the
substantive liberty that should accrue to them as the legitimate other half of the hunan rce, At
bottom, therc is a tension in feminism: it has as its concern all women’s lives by extension beciuse
collective interests transcend cultural, sexual, religious, political. and economic diffevences. But
not all women are feminists and there is no consensus among us as o how we should five our
lives. For this reason, feminine cmpowerment must support & public posture which tkes all
women's lives seriously, without pretending to speak for all women. while at the same time
valuing the commitied, different positions that women may hold, including men's if we are care
about partnership. As a result, the most acceptable pattern for feminine empowerment in the
public domain is one which clearly articulatex highly-prized positions but which is reyponsive 10
hearing others out: in this way we discover agreements and outline disagreements but we also
lobby for things that matter to us. It is impossible to construct such a public world without
realizing that many of our vicws arc perfectionist and that some positions will reccive the support
of public resources at the expense of oihers. Ina very uscful way Kymlicka distinguishes between
two types of perfectionist and concludes that it is possible to be a perfectionist and abo believe
that distributive principles should be designed 50 as to promotc a particular way of life, giving
equal consideration to each person’s interest in that good. And further, that equal consideration
requires that people adjust their pursuit of the good in the light of the oqual claims of othen.®
I argue that the feminist demand for the de-genderizing of social practices conforms to
perfectionism in this sense. For while it may be possible to be generous and giving in terms of
our attentiveness, concern and support for the things that enable people to have self-respect and
other primary goods, it is not possible to continuc to prop up what is insupportable cn feminist
grounds: the subjugation of women and the exclusion of women's presence and experience from
fully representative participation in public lifc.

In this chapter, | argue that education represents a special application of Okin’s project
which is inclusive both of the abolition of the gender structure from the faumily and the workplace.
The committed, public approach, outlined above, assumes that our interact ions would constitute
an open debate among competent and adult women and men who arc informed about their own
positions and have the requisite skills to dialogue in the way that is implicd. In acknowledging
the perfectionism in Okin's position, since she maintains that all women’s lives would be better
without the genderized structures that dictate to women how they will live their lives on the busis
of a condition of birth, we must still ask whether we can appropriate both aspects of her view in
our schools because public schooling addresses the needs and interests of a multiplicity of interest
groups. The core values of these groups range widely on the issue of women’s rights and roles
in society. In addition, schooling has the capacity not merely to affirm values but to create and
sustain them. If the liberal position, that perfectionism is detrimental to a modern pluralistic
socicty i~ held seriously, in what ways, or for what reasons is it possible to argue that Okin's view
is supportable in an educative context that is cmpowering to little girls and young women? We
must have a complex response to the issuc of perfectionism since it impossible to encourage
people to become empowered adults, and expect that they will not come to carclully reasoned and
highly prized positions, which other equaily reflective people will disagree with for & variety of

reasons. Feminist issues certainly fall into this category. However, in a pluralist saciety we
are not compelled to support strongly-held positions merely because someone wants (o hold them.
That is, pluralist socictics must consciously formulate themsclves, While respecting and listening
to a diversity of perspectives is essential to treating different peoples fairly, we arc not compelled
by justice to sustain or promotc vicws that in and of themselves violate fundamental principles of
liberty. I argue that while the abolition of the gender structure can be brought under the
fundamental criterion of substantive liberty, the linkage between work and Lamily that Okin's
project promotes must be scparated out from the abolition of gender and examined on its own
because of what is implies.
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Framing the Family as a Household Unit

Supposc we take a traditional model for the family and reinterpret it on the basis of
cmpowerment. This would require that the household unit conform to a symmetrical distribution
of personal power. In this view the family, two parents and their children, composc a system in
which the contribution that cach onc makes strengthens the whole. Whatever is done contributes
to the good of the houschold; this unit is grounded in the mutual self-interest of its members.
Individuals within the family mutually submit to this corporate benefit and, in onc sense, are all
individually less important that the houschold's overall good. The family is like a small business
or industry in which the whole is greater than its parts. In applying empowerment, the work cach
party would take on would have to be freely chosen on the basis of personally recognized and
valued skills. There could be no special privileges assigned to either adult member, or to adult
children cventually, that would negate the value of any other family member. Mutual respect and
mutual support would characterize all family interactions. Work, both pleasant and unpleasant,
would be shared and communication would be open and flow frecly. It is inconceivable that
power could cxcrcised by onc person so as to harm any other. This system is grounded on trust,
mutuality and a reciprocity of good will. It is hard to conceive this arTangement working without
a strongly-felt commitment by cach member to the enduring good of the houschold. That is, the
houschold must remain a unit so that individual contributions made to it would accumulate in
value over time and over generations. This is the case because individuals have pooled their
resources and it is only as the family succeeds that individual contributions have any meaning.

This raises the question of the nature of houschold work. That is, what does a houschold
do that requires the work of all of its members? There are two aspects to include: productive
work to secure personal fulfilment and financial maintenance and reproductive work to provide
those nceds that allow the family to come into being and continue day by day.> We would not
be able to predict in advance which adult would take on productive versus reproductive roles if
they arc freely chosen. But we would be able to predict that both adult members would share
actively in the emotional and practical responsibility for each aspect. In all cases, the time
required out of adult life spans to rear children would not take up the entire productive capacity
of cither adult member, given the smaller size of our families and the increase in human longevity
during this century. That is, the self-conception of cack adult member would include child-rearing
as only onc part, but a central part, of an adult role. Children would not constitute the focus of
cither parent’s personal work: children are part of the houschold’s relational arrangements rather
than what the houschold produces. It is possible in this system that a woman could freely agree
to do the reproductive work and a man the productive work so long as a sense of responsibility
drew cach of them equally to the houschold unit and to their commitment to it, but no norm
would be attached to this agreement and it could shift and reverse over time. That is, as long as
both parents were emotionally and practically responsive to and responsible for all aspecrs of the
family interaction, there is nothing to prevent the division of labour from running along
traditional sex-based lines, but there would be an equal and mutual distribution of unpleasant
work. That is, men and women could decide to follow a traditional gender pattern and sl
conform to cmpowerment ideals as long as cach adult member was living consistently with his or
her frecly-chosen life-span goals and as long as responsibility for parenting and houschold work
was cqually shared or equally compensated. If educations were required to satisfy the adult
partnery’ life-span goals, cach would take turns supporting the other’s educational projects so that
financial support and reproductive work could be sustained. If individuals in the household took
on work in the public scctor, which took them away from the family unit, then work within the
houschold would have to constitute an cqually valued contribution to the unit and be measured
and rewarded in the same ways that public work was measured and rewarded. That i, it is not
possible to value a person, devalue the contribution that they make, and support this idea of a
houschold unit,

It is conceivable then that such a family system would pass through periods of activity that
would have a central focus: the completion of educational goals, an intensified period of
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reproductive work which involved both parents in child-rearing. a period of praductivity that
included a decreasing focus on reproductive work once children were cither able 1o participae
meaningfully or were less dependent on their parents. Other aspects of reproductive work would
be carried on by both adults throughout the span of their lives. A single act of domination, &
single breach of trust would violate this houschold cycle and the resulting conflicts would have to
be addressed and resolved. In terms of such a relational failure, onc of the most insufferable
clements in Emile is Rousseau’s insistence that we must never make mistakes, not cven once, in
our parenting role or all is lost. This tends to set up the expectation that conflict is omchow
fundamentally destructive and irreversibly damaging. 1 would say rather that conflict between
intimates is incscapable; it stems from a lack of insight or information about the other and is
resolvable. What is crucial to resolving conflict is that ncither adult member devalue the other.
In addition, while it is possible to exit from this houschold unit, and each adult member has the
mutually valuable asset of a significant contribution to withdraw, exit would be ncither casy nor
attractive. This is a trust relationship that cannot bear any threat without leaving all partics
palpably vulnerable and the family in disarray since the howschold comstitutes a fully
interdependent system and since no party has concentrated on building up personal resources
the expense of others. In terms of a breach of trust between the aduli members, there is the
conscious awarencss that children are emotionally attached to cach parent and are inscparable
from cither. This implics 2 communication and intcraction pattern in which adult members have
personal and houschold needs and desires met simultancously, or in turn, all the way through the
relationship; the viability of a partnership depends on this from the outset. Onc clement that is
central to this houschold model is that all work donc by adult members is constrained by the

uirement that it benefit the houschold as a whole and that it be subservient to the cycles of
family life. This requirement limits both adules and means that vocations are constraincd by the
responsibilitics inhercnt in the houschold unit. If this applics cqually to cach adult member that
has freely chosen to found the houschold, the substantive liberty of cither partner is not
fundamentally frustrated.

The houschold unit would have a strong basis for participation in the public world because
receptivity, the successful resolution of conflict, perspective-taking, the recognition and valuing
of differences, mutual respect, democracy, equality and tolerance would have to shape the internal
arrangements of the unit in order for it to hold together. The developmient of these attributes
based in a partnership paradigm for power rclations between the adult tnembers, and on the
behalf of the vulnerable members, would ground cffective participation of the adult members in
a public world conceived in terms of cssential public interests that do not necessarily conflict; and
where they are found to compete, cmpowering family practices would help to provide modcls for
the resolution of public conflict. That is, while the houschold unit is a closed system for mecting
the necds of a family unit, it is open to meaningful participation in the public domain.

On one hand, for many it may be hard to think that such a family systein is achievable
given the vagaries of many people’s lives just now; it is a scparate qucstion as to whether it is
attractive. Yet this image is as compclling to us as is the strength of our belief that mutuality,
reciprocity of good will, commitment, and intcrdependence can satisfy our decpest human
longings. This houschold unit could apply to other famnily arrangements which are ncither
heterosexual nor inclusive of children; gencrativity could still be dirccted toward general
ecological care-taking, or to the needs of the next generation, even though this would not include
one’s own children. The pattern in adult interaction would remain the samc, cxcept for child
care, which constitutes a huge responsibility in the houschold frame preseated above. On the
other hand, it is due to the constraints placed on us by the generativity that the model requires
when children are involved in the houschold unit that we may raisc questions about the vocational
plans of adult members. Is it possible for a houschold unit to do everything assigned to it in the
cxample above if we think of all the directions that personal work and fulfilment druw usz Can
this model fit into a modern social order and remain intact, and should it? Should this model, or
some other, direct pedagogic practice towards cmpowering gitls and young womcen?
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Okin's Project

Olin asscrts at the outset of her argument that feminists do not "believe people should
be constrained by innate differences from being able to achicve desired positions of influence or
to improve their well-being” in terms of equality of opportunity. She identifies the central
problcm for women in sceuring cqual opportunity in marriage and family arrangements in which
the division of domestic labour is drawn up on the basis of gender. There are two presumptions
that drive genderizing processes: women are, supposedly because of their nature, primarily
responsible for the rearing of children and the workforce docs not have primary or even shared
responsibility for the rearing of children.! That is, there are two strands to Okin's project: the
first is the abolition of the gender structured family, and the second is the accommodation of the
workplace to workers as parents of infants and smail children. While ] agree that the first strand
is central to what cmpowering schools must do for girls and young women, 1 arguc that the
workplace requirement constitutes an aim which is more perfectionist than a pluralist primary
education system can support.

Okin says that the idea of the family as a houschold, which is central 1o Rawls’s theory of
justice and is to be distinguished from the houschold unit just described, prevented the family
from being included as an institution to which the principles of justice would apply but that
cquality for women and for children of both sexes rests on this inclusion. The family must be just
if it is the linchpin to teaching that is basic to moral development.® She further argues chat the
structure and practices of families must afford wome the same opportunitics as men have to
develop their capacitics, to participate in political decision-making, to influence social choices, and
be cconomically as well as physically sccure. She notes that we grow up in such different familics
that any claim to equality of opportunity is unfounded. Since the family is an essential foundation
for developing a sense of justice and since the valuc of the family is assumed but not explored in
Rawls’s theory, she asserts that the parcntal model must be justice and reciprocity rather than
domination and manipulation. Further, unless children are treated with concern and respect they
are likely to be hindered in becoming people who are guided by principles of justice. The sharing
of roles by men and women, rather than the division of roles between them, would have a further
positive impact because the experience of being a physical and psychological nurturer (of other
adults, e.g., aging parents, or of children) would increase the capacity to identify and fully
comprehend the viewpoints of others that is important to developing a sense of justice. She
concludes that in a socicty that minimized gender this would be more likely to be the experience
of all of us. In general, the feminist perspective is one that treats women, as well as men, as full
human beings to whom a theory of social justice must apply. Feminists are sure that "women are
human beings in no way inferior to men, who warrant equal consideration with men in any
political or moral theory.” Further, "any tradition that cannot address feminine equality because
of its fundamental assumptions about the "human good” can no longer be regarded as just or
rational.® Okin asserts that underlying all the inequalitics that women face, and the injustice of
gender, is the uncqual distribution of the unpaid labour of the family.”

Okin argucs that Rawls’s theory of justice is singular in its capacity to confront domination
since his original position forces us to think: "What is the good for cach and every onc of the
human beings whose socicty will be governed by these principles™® As an example of a theory
that cannot confront domination, Nozick's libertarianism is “zcalous to leave the strong free from
obligation to the vulnerable;™ and even though women's work in birthing children is necessary to
Nozick's theory, his theory cannot embrace women's work. Okin'’s summarizes theoretical
perspectives like Nozick's as theories which are “founded in part on an individual variant of
Aristotclinnism, in which cach person’s rational aim is to promote his own fourishing.” In this
view, "society is best and most morally arranged when it leaves each to produce what he can by
the use of his own talents, and to enjoy the produce of such labour and luck combined.” This view
assumes that people are fundamentally self-interested and cannot ke seriously work which is
*devoted to the reproduction of human beings themselves” rather than *devoted to the production
of things that then belong to their producers.” She concludes that it is Rawls’s original position
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that avoids domination and the partiality that libertarian theories give to those who are talented
or fortunate.' But his omission of the family as an institution that is in need of an application
of the principles of justice colours Rawlss theory since justice s fairness characterizes institutions
whose members could hypothetically have agreed to their structure and rules from a position in
which they did not know which place they would assume in the arrangements they occupy. Inthe
houschold model that Rawls assumes (as distinguished from the houschold unit) and though he
would exclude these possibilitics in a well-ordered society. children can be and are abused and
women are deprived of choice through systematically reinforced vulnerability at work and at
home. The problem is that Rawls assumes that people in the original position arc all part of the
paid labour market.!! By excluding the family from principles of justice, Rawls jeopardizes his
account of how one develops a sense of justice. A just, well-ordered socicty will be stable only if
its members continue to develop a sense of justice which is the “strong and normally cffective
desire to act as principles of justice require.”™® The family plays a foundational role for Rawls.,
since he asserts that "the active sentiments of love and friendship and even our sense of justice,
arise from the manifest intention of other persons to act for our good. Because we recognize that
they wish us well, we care for their well-being in return.™ For this reason, family justice is of
central importance for social justice. To Okin, the critical impact of a feminist application of
Rawls’s theory comes chiefly from his second principle which requires that inequalities be to the
greatest benefit of the least advantaged and attached to offices and positions open to all: "This
means that if any roles or positions analogous to our current sex roles—including those of husband
and wife, mother and father--were to survive the demands of the first requirement, the second
requirement would prohibit any linkage between these roles and sex.” For this reason, gender,
with its ascriptive designations of positions and expectations of behaviour in accordance with the
inborn characteristics of sex, could no longer form a legitimate part of the social structure whether
inside or outside the family.

According to Rawls, after the basic political libertics, one of the most cssential liberties is
the important liberty of free choice of occupation. This is not currently applicable to women who
expect to be the primary parent and to serve the domestic interests of mcn. Alihough Rawls
posits that in a well-ordered socicty "no one need be scrvilely dependent on others and made to
choose between monotonous and routine occupations which arc deadening to human thought and
sensibility” and that work will be "mcaningful to all” he does not apply this to women. He also
posits that rational moral people would place a great deal of cimphasis on the securing of scll-
respect, which would "emphasize the importance of boys and girls growing up with an equal sensc
of respect for themsclves and equal expectation of self-cevelopment and definition.” In Okin’s
view this would include regulation "of pornography, that did not scriously compromisc freedom
of speech,” and an intolerance for basic social institutions that asymmetrically cither forced or gave
strong incentives to members of one sex to scrve as sex objects for the other.™

Okin argues that “our current gender structure is incompatible with the attainment of
social justice, but also that the disappcarance of gender is a pre-roquisite for the complete
development of a non-sexist, fully human theory of justice.” As for Rawls, he posits the possibility
of people in original position being capable of adopting a vicwpoint of “reprosentative” human
beings. He knows that this would be difficult, and realizes "cthical differences arc bound 10
remain” but "thinks that compicte agreement will be reached on all basic principles or "essential
understandings’."® He asserts this on the basis that "weak stipulations® apply so that our basic
motivations and psychologies arc similar. But Okin asks: What if our basic motivations and
psychologies are ditferent between men and women?--a claim which feminist theory asserts very
strongly, as presented in chapter three. What is clear in feminist theory is that "in a gender-
structured society therc is such a thing as the distinct standpoint of womcn, and that this
standpoint cannot be adequately taken into account by male philosophers doing theoretical work
on issucs of justice.”® While Okin suggests that the standpoint of women is not without its own
problems, it suggests that a fully human moral or political theory can be developed only through
the full participation of bath sexcs: equal participation and comparable positions, something which
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cannot take place in a gender-structured society. If people in the original position are in
cssentials 1o be “identical,” Okin asserts that "only children who are equally mothered and fathered
[can] d=velop fully the psychological and moral capacities that currently scem to be unevenly
distributed between the sexes.” So the idea that men can completely represent human psychology,
rationality, moral development ¢f cetera is now seen to be "part of the inale-dominated ideology
of our gendered socicty.™” Justice becomes possible in the ransformed family "where reason
and cmotion are cqually called for, where all people care for others on a day-to-day basis and,
through doing so, can learn to reconcile their own ambitions and desires with those of others and
to scc things from the point of view of others who may differ from themselves in important
respects.™® At prescnt, we seidom experience transformed families.

In chapter three [ say that the developmental trajectorics of men and women tend to be
reinforced by the primacy in public structures of values that affirm men and silence women. In
liberal democratic politics, as well as in most workplace situations, "speech and argument are often
recognized as crucial components of full participation.” Being able to speak and be heard are
related in a democracy to the allocation of power. Okin notes that, according to Michel Walzer,
in a democracy "[what counts is argument among the citizens. Democracy puts a premium on
speech, persuasion, rhetorical skill.  Ideally, the citizen who makes the most persuasive
argument...gets his way.” Feminists like Gilligan and Okin are aware that "authority is currently
conceptualized so that female voices are excluded from it.” Okin says that sometimes we are not
heard; sometimes we arc only heard if we make ourselves sound like men; sometimes we are
silenced through scxual harassment; and sometimes, by having projected onto us the personac of
particularly important women (especially mothers) in intrapsychic lives of men."”

I agree with Okin that we have good reason to suspect that many of our beliefs about
sexual diffcrence and appropriate sex roles are heavily influenced by very fact that we grew up
in a gender-structured socicty. In her view, all of us have been affected, in our very psychological
structures, by the fact of gender in our personal pasts, just as our society has been deeply affected
by its strong influence in our collective past. Because of the lack of shared meanings about it,
gender constitutes a particularly hard case for those who care deeply both about personal freedom
and social equality. How we divide work has such deep-going repercussions that it belongs both
to the sphere of the good and to that of the right. Further, any just and fair solution to the
problem of women's und children’s vulnerability must encourage and facilitate the equal sharing
by men and women of paid and unpaid work, of productive and reproductive labour. The
perfectionism is clear in the de-genderizing aspect of Okin's project, she says: "We must work
toward a future in which all will be likely to choose this mode of life. A just future would be one
without gender.™ In my vicw. the eradication of genderization is justifiable and ¢empowering
practices in schools would encourage the view that a gender-structured family simply makes no
sense. But it is not equally clear that the second aspect of Okin's project is one which must be
appropriated by empowering schools.

This second aspect is an argument for a transformation in the workplace that parallels the
onc required in the family. She argues that the division of labour between men and women limits
the lifechances of women because genderized values and practices extend into the workplace.
The workplace assumes that workers are people who are not primary parents of infants and small
children. The feminist claim is that the unequal distribution of rights, benefits, responsibilities
and powers within the family is closely related to inequalitics in many other spheres of social and
political life. Okin identifies a “cyclical process at work, reinforcing the dominance of men over
women, from home to work to what is conventionally referred to as the "political’ arena, and
thence back home again.® "Women arc burdened more by burdens, benefitted less by benefits
than men." 1 agree with her that this division of labour between the sexes is a "peculiarly pre-
liberal anomaly in modern socicty--the gender structure, based as it is on an accident of birth, is
far closer to feudalism or to a caste system than to most institutions fostered by or tolerated within
liberal societies.™ The interconnections between the domestic and the non-domestic aspects of
our lives are deep and pervasive but I would argue that empowerment in the workplace would
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foster the aims that Okin wants to achieve without privileging one model for the family over
another during onc’s cducation years.

Framing the Family as an Open Unit

If we take Okin's project and apply it to the family, we can make several important
comparisons between what 1 will call an open unit fimily, which would conform to her project,
and the household unit described earlier. Both exist within a partnership paradigm for power
relations so that both are rooted in 2 mutual and enabling reciprocity of good will between the
adult members—thereby benefitting all members. The patterns for interaction botween the family
members would be similar in both. But there are assumptions in the houschold unit, though it
is clearly different from the one that Rawls assumes in his theory of justice, that Okin would find
problematic. In particular, the houschold unit constrains the vocational choices that parents may
make because it is a relatively closed social arrangement; it assumes full responsibility for child-
care and docs not require public institutions for support prior to schooling or during the carly -
school years. Both models assume that parenting is a mutually-felt and shared responsibility
between the adult members, but the first model allows for (though it does not assume that) a
primary commitment in terms of time spent on parenting could constitute the work of one adult
member through a specific period in that person’s overall life-span plan. In this case, adult
members may also take turns parenting but both approaches have consequences for the kinds of
work that adult members can include in their plans for themselves. For example, someone who
is an artisan may include primary parenting within his or her carcer plan, but since caring for
children is a consuming task, it is not casy to accommodate somc carcers with care for infants,
pre-school children or children in their carly school years because children’s nceds arc inherently
unpredictable during this time.

“The adult members in the sccond model, the open uait, take on work which docs not
permit this primary parenting accommodation. Teachers, lawyers, doctors, professors, dock
workers or exccutives, for example, do not generaily operate from a home base. The significance
of this difference is felt in the family’s relation to and expectations from the public world and the
workplace. The open unit family requires public child-care support and a scrious-minded
commitment in work arrangements to make parcnting possible. In uddition, there would be
differences in children’s experiences in the two models for family. These experiences are
constituted by the fundamental question of who it is that parents them in their daily lives,
practices such as breast-feeding an infant, the amount of time children stay in their own homes
on a daily basis, and the general nature of the social world iat is possible for them. For example,
in terms of the last issue, the social community of a local ncighbourhood is a possibility for the
household unit, while the environment of day-carc becomes the 'neighbourhood’ for the open unit
family. Some of these differcnces generate the reasons that parents may choosc one family model
over another.

In order for Okin's project to be successful, there must be 2 concerted and united front
from parents to press socicty and the workplace to accommodate child-carc as a public responsc
to the needs of adult family members as well as to the aceds of children.  Child-care for pre-
school, after-school, or for sick children is required cither ut the work site or close to it so that a
father's or mother’s intcraction with children is not madc impossible. In the organizitional
empowerment literature, for example in Vogt and Murrell (1990), this accommodation is scen to
benefit both the worker and the organization. This feminist front is strengthened by the needs
of single-parent families but gets little support from members of houschold units, i.c., the first
family model. There is a fundamentwl tension between the houschold unit and open unit
arrangements in terms of the public resources that families require. In the political struggle for
public resources, contests between members of these two family units would pull society in very
different directions. The question is, should onc family model stand behind what we do to
empower girls and young women in our schools? If we follow out Okin's project, then one model
for the family would inform education.
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Applications to schooling

It is not my concern here to argue for onc view of the family over the other, particularly
since 1 do not think one view is categorically better than the other. But most importantly, that
move would of itself short circuit anything clse that might be said about the educational
responsibility that we have to empower girls and young women to reilect on their own entire life-
span during their school years, in light of their inherent talents, in a way which would prepare
them to live a full lifc from the inside in an unconflicted manncr. Also, the political machinations
of these two models are not my central concern except to recall that schools have a commitment
to a1 varicty of publics with competing positions like thesc. And finally, we can see that each model
can be constructed in a way that is a viable interpretation of empowering arrangements for family
life. In both views of the family, cmphasis is placed on adult’s having a self-conception worked
out into a fully developed life-plan, acquired through education, and extending over an entire
span of life. This is an essential featurc of empowcrment. Education helps shape the life-chauces
of students by assisting the young in making personal life-plans based on what they learn they are
able to and want to do with their catirc future. In contrast, that women have been steered into
stercotypic work options throughout history is almost too obvious to state. That is, the projects
of domestic service 1o men and primary parenting leave littlc room to consider a future that is
shaped by authentic talents and inclinations. As a result, women conceive their future in entirely
diffcrent ways than men do. in particular, young women leave school without making any life-
plans that take their talents seriously and that address the full range of possibilities proffered by
the forty-five to fifty productive years ahead of them, assuming retirement at age sixty-five. This
trend, that schools perpetuate but may now be questioning, limits the self-determination of women
in ways that affect their basic liberty, and this iy 2 serious issue since "substantive sclf-
determination is the more fundamental value® even to formal liberty.™ But the project of
bearing children that women consider involving themselves in, and which they must apply their
liberty to, arc not like the projects that are typically considered when liberal theorists raisc the
question of substantive self-detcrmination versus perfectionism.

In one such example, Rawls argues for a neutral liberal state "which does not Jjustify its
actiors on the basis of the intrinsic superiority or inferiority of conceptions of the good life, and
which does not deliberately attempt to influcnce people’s judgements of the value of these
different conceptions.”™™ If we think of schooling as an arm of the state, we must ask, not
whether schools should begin to influenice women in terms of their life-plans, because we know that
schools already do that, otherwisc there would not be the carcer tracking along gender lines that
there is. Rather, we must ask on what grounds schools can legitimately re-direct the lives of girls
and young women towards an idea of a future that would compete with primary parenting and
houschold management. Is the de-genderization of schooling a perfectionist aim that is
insupportable in a modern pluralist educational system in which we have strengly divergent views
of the family and of women’s political and social roles or is it an essential move to make towards
sccuring the fundamental liberty of women in our society? If the de-genderization of schools can
be argued for on the basis of fundamental freedoms then it seems to me that it conforms to
Rawls's “thin conception of the good” that must hold our public life together.

Liberal justice has been criticize ecause it endorses formal equality, "in the form of
equal opportunity or equal civil and political rights, while ignoring material inequalitics, in the
form of unequal access to resources,™ making it practically impossible for people to benefit
from their formal liberty in any way that matters. I argued that women are unable to pursue
their substantive liberty in chapter four. When we take the specific case of education the issue
becomes more complex because children are vulnerable and dependent, and for a long time are
incapable of deliberating about their lives in the way that is implied in the idea of self-
determination. The idea of sclf-determination presupposes that, although people may make
mistakes about their conception of the good for their lives, they are at least capable of considering
fully all the ramifications of selecting onc life-plan over another. Now liberals want to protect
self-determination for a very good reason. Kymlicka, for example, argues that without self-
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determination, people cannot live their lives from the inside. No life "gocs better by being led
from the outside according 10 values the person docs not endorse.™  He sy thant perfectionist
projects are "sclf-defeating” bacause they do not allow people the right to live life from the inside
and thereby may guide people into a good which the person does not actually value “from the
inside.” He says that two preconditions follow for the fulfilment of our exential intevest in
leading a life that is good. The first is that we lead our life from the inside, according to
personally held values; and the second is that "we be free to question those beliefs, to examine
them in the light of whatever information, examples, and arguments our culture can provide.™™
Since the distribution of resources is tied to perfectionist aims, and this certainly applies to
schooling, perfectionism limits the full range of personal possibilitics that would otherwise apply
if the state were to remain neutral on the subject of specific goods.

But as 1 alrcady have argucd, women's lives are characterized by a vulnerability which
leaves women internally conflicted over the issuc of self-determination. The frecdom to bear
children and the responsibility to rear them is given in ways that are not comparable 1o deciding
whether to continue our membership in a political party or religious organizution. Further, sclf-
determination applics to positions, practices or beliefs that one can stand apart from and change
one’s mind about. Once you become a parent, you cannot change your mind about being one and
neither can you stand apart from this project if you are left with the responsibility of being the
primary parent. While the liberal tradition may help women to "acquire different views of the
good life, an to acquire an ability to examine these views intelligently,” the issue of parenthood
in a genderized society docs not conform to this model for sclf<lctermination, yet it is a decision
that dramatically limits every other good that women might choose 10 pursue. In addition, the
devaluing of women's roles in the home that has already been referred to, further restriins
women's substantive freedom if a woman does take up parenting willingly. Since liberals value
lives being lived from the inside, they cannot devalue parenting and be consistent since “someconc’s
cssential interest in leading a life that is good is not advanced when socicty penalizes, discriminates
against the projects that, she on reflection, fecls are most valuable for her,™? yet this happens
to women constantly.

That is, what threatens women's self-determination is not that they are the ones who must
bear children so much as it is that boys and men arc not cducitted to take on full and Ml
responsibility for caring for the children they cooperate in bringing into being. This filure of
responsibility arises through genderizing social processes that convince girls that because their
bodics carry the child their sense of responsibility is more closcly linked to the child’s existence.
Men can walk away physically and they do. In one way the idea of scll-determination, s
grounded in choosing between projects that onc can stand apart from, lends support 10 this
abnegation of responsibility. Unless parenting, and onc’s responsibility to care for the succeeding
generation, is specifically taught to boys and girls it will remain the case that those who can walk
away will include parenting and generativity under the conditions of choice that currently they
extend to bearing and rearing children. We must work toward the idea thit our formal liberty
is less fundamental than our substantive liberty in the casc of parenting and that this applies
mutually to both parents, thereby constraining the substantive freedom of cuch. While self.
determination should apply to the decision of whether or not to have children, people should not
think of themselves as free to walk away from the project once a child is born. That is, because
of the infant’s unavoidable vulncrability, the child has a claim on the lifc-plans of its father and
its mother that limits what those parents may do in terms of their other projects. In addition,
because women's lives are more adversely affected by genderized family structures, women have
a legitimate claim on the life-plans of their husbands in terms of the responsibility that Ethers
demonstrate in caring for their children.

Conclusion

fn both models for family arrangements presented in this chupter there is a partnership
paradigm for power rclations between family members so that power is excrcised to limit and

116



govern the possibilities of cach adult in 1crms of this responsibility for offspring. Relations of
trust, the reciprocity of good will, the distribution of roles—not on the basis of sex but on the basis
of talent and intcrost—and the conception of parcnting as only onc part of an adult life-span
responsibility all work 1o promote the realization of the claims that children and women could
make on their husbands/fathers’ life-plans. That is, both support the substantive freedom of
women and amcliorate the condudions which promote vulnerability; both require the development
of carc and a sensc of justice that apply to fanilies, and both enable men and women to enjoy the
public and private benefits of gencrativiry. But the relationship to the public world differs in that
the houschold unit does not require the same degree of public support. There is no reason to
support onc vicw of family over the other if empowering principles and practices characterize cach
onc. For this rcason no onc model for the family unit can inform the project of empowering litde
girls and young women in our schools. But we can justify the de-genderization of socicty in our
schools which should have the effect of restructuring those work environments that the open unit
family and the single-parent family requires to support child-care as long as we recognize that this
constitutes a battle for public resources that will be waged on the grounds already outlined. What
should be affirmed in this political struggle is the inherent value of cach model as different but
cquully prized by its adherents. The primacy of the vulnerability created by single-parent families
should move us to scriously consider our social responsibility to the members of such families.
But empowerment practices should begin to influence the school site 30 as to redirect girls and
young womcn towards cstablishing life-span plans that would preclude the current burdens of the
single-parcnt unit. In addition, public opposition should be directed towards models of family
which do not conform to empowering practices. Models for the family that inform schooling then,
must support empawerment but do not need to be based either on the houschold or the open unit
family, and schooling must ittend to the attractiveness of both.
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CHAPTER SEVEN
CONCLUSION

Empowcrment has becoming adult as its underlying and unifying theme. At the outset
of modcrnity, Kant raiscs the importance of becoming mature (adult) and says that we are
responsible for our own immaturity. Foucault affirms that becoming adult is essential but
challenges the connection between our immaturity and our responsibility for it by showing, for
cxample, how tixe ascription of responsibility for their madness pinned the insane in two places,
once to their condition of insanity and once again to their guile for it. Foucault extends his
analysis of human maturity by tracing the line of modern relations of power that make us into
the subjects that we arc-—-subjects who arc not entirely responsible for oursclves. His prescription
for us is that we should resist the particular ways in which we have been made subject and engage
in choosing another subjectivity which of course presupposes that we arc able do this.

Empowerment further shows us how our immaturity is constituted on the basis either of
bureaucratic forms of control or socially<constituted vulnerability, both of which throw up obstacles
10 our striving towards maturity. The obstacles are more overwhelming for some than for others.
Empowerment attemplts to cooperatively remove obstacles to maturity from within people and
move them out of their path ahcad. But this idea of whether we are responsible for our own
immaturity remains unclear. Suppose you have a friend who appears to have gone quite mad.
She was depressed, and now says she is "dead inside,” 2 deadness she wants o make complete.
Because you love her and remember a generous and warm friendship during better days, you
mourn its loss and long to help in cvery way that you can. Without success. 1t is as though she
has spun a cocoon of dependency (immaturity) around herself, walled so thick it is impenetrable
from your side. And so you wait. You think: She must break out from her side. As you listen
to her talk, and speak back to her, you sense in yourself how decply embedded is Kant’s view that
we arc responsible for our own immaturity. It is not that you think that she is responsible for
getting sick, she had an abusive childhood and all of the attributes of socially-constituted
vulnerability apply to her case, but you stll think that she is responsible for the first move to get
better. s this a reasonable belief? Is she responsible to and for herself in the way you think she
is? You cannot escape by simply saying she is mad, because even those who are professionally
trained to respond to madness are waiting for her to make the first move with you. What you
wake up one day to sec is that, whether or not she is fully responsible—all you ask is that she want
to get better not that she make herself better—-you cannot exercise your personal power in a way
to make her cven want to get well. That is, the belief that she is responsible for her own
immaturity is really a way of picking out her personal power. Sick as she is, she still has a grip on
this power, although she uscs it against herself. Both of you have the personal power 10 desire
things, to do and say things, but cach only has enough for herself: this reveals to you her personal
power and the limits of your own. In order to help her you would have to have, not more
resources than she has, but more power. This is what you do not have. And how would you use
it if you did? And so the idea that we ave cach responsible for our own lives is really an
affirmation that we each have personal power to do with as we arc able and willing. We use our
personal power to give life, 1o ourselves or to others, to be loving, gencrous, and enabling, or we
usc it to take away life from others, and ¢ven from ourselves. This is truly an awe-full human
freedom...and its strength.
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