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Abstract

This dissertation explores ways postmodernity intrudes on the cultural
practices of emancipatory or critical forms of adult education. It contends that
postmodernist discourses that thematize the crisis in ‘representation’, the
commodification of culture, the compression of time and space, the
fragmentation of identity, and the demise of hegemonic domination in
favour of survexllm:e and seduchan, provide the great service of ransmg deep

However, while pnsmmdefnist discourses offer a means to perceive naggmg
inadequacies with critical adult education’s modernist perspectives, they do
not offer a means for reconstituting critical adult education as an
emancipatory enterprise capable of meeting the elullenp of postmodern
times. The thesis observes how only by becoming a ‘more worldly,’ ‘radically
democratic’ enterprise, an enterprise that can engage in a cultural politics
equal to the aporias of postmodernity but that does not reinscribe itself in a
totalizing and exclusive discourse, can adult education continue in its
emancipatory pursuits.
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Chapter One

INTRODUCTION

Despite the efforts of many to repudiate it, postmodernism stands as one of the
most significant theoretical developments of the late twentieth century. Its impact on
contemporary thought is impressive. Rarely does a concept spur such heated debate
across a range of disciplines or stimulate such rethinking of some of the most
cherished ideas in contemporary society. Inflamed by a sensibility skeptical of the
totalizations of modernity, postmodernism variously revises, deconstructs, or rejects
the “maps” we have commonly held of our physical, social, cultural, or personal
worlds. Postmodernism, to quote Frederic Jameson (1991) turns our eyes towards
the “shifts and irrevocable changes in the representation of things and the way they
change” (p. ix). In its diverse manifestations it rejects reason, denies the existence of
society, and posits the end of nature, of the subject, and of history. Moreover, for
better or worse, it has attained the stature of a “cultural dominant ... a force field in
which very different kinds of cultural impulses must make their way” (p- 6).

In adult education, though, postmodernism has yet to cause a consequential stir.
This is not because postmodernism is unimportant for adult education. On the
mm,lwouldmmﬂmitisofpmfwudimpam,puﬁmhﬂybtdmme
gathering of discourses some have identified as “critical adult education” (Collins,
1991; Griffin, 1989; Little, 1991; Welton, 1991a). My intent in this dissertation is to

1



explore ways the “force field” of postmodernism intrudes on the cultural practices of
critical adult education. I contend that postmodernist discourses that thematize the
crisis in ‘representation’, the commodification of culture, the compression of time
and space, the fragmentation of identity, and the demise of hegemonic domination
in favour of surveillance and seduction, provide the great service of raising deep
doubts about critical adult education’s emancipatory cultural practices. However,
while postmodernist discourses offer a means to perceive nagging inadequacies with
critical adult education’s modernist perspectives, they do not offer a means for
reconstituting critical adult education as an emancipatory enterprise capable of
meeting the challenges of postmodern times. I argue that only by becoming a ‘more

prprise, an enterprise that can engage in a
cultural politics equal to the aporias of postmodernity but that does not reinscribe
itself in a totalizing and exclusive discourse, can adult education continue in its
emancipatory pursuits.

Background of the Study

My own engagement with the issue of postmodernism began while I was
working on another study, “The Significance of Jiirgen Habermas for the Pedagogy
of Paulo Freire and the Practice of Adult Education” (1989). Unsatisfied with the
rationale Paulo Freire offers to ground the moral necessity of critical pedagogical
practices, my intent in this study was to rework the theoretical foundations of critical
study, however, I began to understand (with no little disconsolation) that the




about Habermas's own efforts to provide a normative foundation for critical thﬁ:ry‘
When I began to explore more fully the implications of postmodernism for critical
adult education, I found that the varied discourses of postmodernism were far more
emergent, diverse, and consequential than I'd ever imagined.

debate transpiring between Habermas and the post-structuralists. Jean-Franqoise
Lyotard (1984) contends that, despite his efforts, Habermas does not escape the
ﬂ'\()ﬂ\y epi;temnlogiﬂl pmblems that have plagud modern tl'unlung since the

ing, my explorations of postmodernism remained fairly close to the

theory of communicative action is able to provide a firm, rational foundation for an
emancipatory critical practice. Like other meta-theoreticians before him, such as
Marx or Freud, Habermas offers a grand narrative of ém;ncipaﬁm that is ultimately
foundationless. My investigation of the debate that ensued from this criticism
(particularly Habermas's (1987) response, The Philosophical Discourse of hﬁmuy) led
me eventually to consider the writings of key post-structuralist? think '
and Foucault®—and to attempt to come to terms with their strong critique of

Very early in my research, I recognized that the post-structuralist critique of
rationality presents problems for emancipatory politics. It undermines all easy and
rationality of any political agenda. To make matters more complex, as I continued to

1mwulm"lﬂ-ﬁﬂl.pgg:n, ﬂfﬂfmﬂgm

disturbing
1m¢u;gmmm si-structuralism is but one of many discursive formations ©0
advance idess and should not be confused as the postmodern discourse.

3The key texts of these thinkers are noted in Chapter Two.




philosophical pursuits of the post-structuralists. I began to encounter sociological
accounts of postmodernity (those of David Harvey, 1989, and Scott Lash, 190, to
mention two of many) and realized that postmodernism also theorizes a radical
change in the nature of our society that irrevocably alters the conditions in which
emancipatory practices operate (Harvey and others name this new social
arrangement “postmodernity”).4 The proliferation of computers and
telecommunications technology, the emergence of post-Fordism and its attendant
changes in production and consumption, the change in demographic and migration
patterns, the rise of social movements, and the decline of Soviet Socialism all
conspire to produce a dramatically different world than that of even a decade ago.

It would have been simpler, at this point in my research, to forget the more
philosophical concerns of postmodernism and to forge ahead developing totalizing
accounts of the emergence of pestmodernity and its effects on culture. However, my
exposure to proliferating feminist, anti-racist, and post-colonial discourses on
postmodernism challenged me to remember that any understanding I might achieve
of postmodernity is always and irrevocably perspectival.’ Discussing the
implications of postmodernism, I realized, is never easy. It means calling into

4 Thvoughout mmmmmwnmm.ﬁumm s follows:
Postmodernism, Mnmmmmumﬁgwma “structure of
feeling” or social configuration t (these discourses are usually
distinguished by Mlmﬂﬁmmﬂﬂhhﬁmmmﬂ
Mﬂqkmmbnmﬁn&qhﬂﬂﬁhnﬁdaﬂ
is dominant. tion refers 0 the ¢ ment or intrusion of this mood or

MMﬁanmﬁﬁm'mdﬁf _
*Mmﬁiﬂmnmﬁimﬂm(ﬁkmﬂﬁpﬂ
presumptions about being able 10 cbjectively represent reslity). These theorists reject the term
vostmodernity. Mlﬁhmdﬁm“wﬁhﬂm&:
-ord “postmodemity” has heuristic value and wee it throughout » ﬁﬂﬁﬂnl
~ill use the term, pestmodern timas, 1o indicate, not 50 much 2 social structure, but an o o8
mwwumﬁiﬁlﬂﬂhm
’Mmmlﬂnbm-y“hmmﬂmﬂmq

h“aﬁﬂnﬁmﬁ““d* -iwﬁ“l




question whatever basis we might use for “representing” postmodernism, be it
Marxist, liberal, feminist, or post-colonial. While I would not go so far as some
postmodernists to argue that it is impossible to offer a positive account of anything, 1
do concur that there is no external perspective from which one finally can capture
the essence of postmodernism or its implications for emancipatory practices. Toa
large extent, the meaning of postmodernism and its impact on specific contexts has
to be worked ﬂirough from the begnnlng each time. No totalizing framework can

Every stage of my reading and thinking about postmodernism was always with
critical adult education in mind. Critical adult education is, quite simply, where my
political and intellectual commitments lie. It is my constituency, it is where I work, it
is where I meet my comrades. I am committed to critical adult education because |
believe it is important, not so much on the basis of what it has been (its history is
interesting but it has never possessed the transformative power of other social
movements) or what it is. It is important because of its potential to become an
important site of transformative struggle. In this regard, I share Michael Welton's
(1991) insight that “collective protest is best understood as a collective learning
process” (p. 40). The reason Welton and I retain an interest in Habermas is that while
“{a) theory of emancipatory learning has always been implicitly present within the
Marxian tradition; it is only with Habermas that we begin to see the learning theory’
become explicit and self-conscious” (p. 22). Critical adult education is a soclal
movement that struggles to optimize the conditions for collective learning. As a
ﬁﬁﬂdﬂtdﬂﬂ,myﬂedm@hmmmmw
dernism, to reiterate Jameson’s phrase, constitutes a “force fleld” in
Mﬁﬁ@dﬂtdﬂﬁmnmmmmmy On the one hand,

nodernism at its deconstructive best offers critical adult education a way o
mmnmmﬁmmmﬁwm On the other




hand, carried to its skeptical extremes, postmodernism also threatens to undermi
critical adult education’s emancipatory intentions. Postmodernism presents critical
adult education with theoretical and practical conundrums that it must address if it
hopes to continue as a meaningful emancipatory enterprise. Unfortunately,
however, critical adult education is woefully ill-prepared to deal with these
challenges. To date, very little has been published in critical adult education that
even mentions postmodernism. In Chapter Two, I note that only a handful of articles
deal with postmodernism none of which offer a very penetrating treatment of its
challenges. To complicate matters , besides its recent flirtations with the ideas of
critical theory and feminism, the theoretical trajectory of critical adult education has
carried it away from the conceptual traditions that sustain postmodern discourses.
As a number of writers have identified (Collins, 1989; Connelly, 1992; Keddie, 1980;
Rubenson, 1989), adult education in general has, until recently, been resolutely
psychologistic (even behaviouristic) in its orientation.¢ Even in cases where critical
adult education manages to avoid the worst of the individualistic and reductionistic
excesses of mainstream adult education, its usual focus on action (the imperative to
d\mgl\iuwnm\dnmnefarmﬁdeaiﬂal adult education’s discursiv

Cultural smbhrdykm(thhmight@ihdunpmthﬂ]d\nm
(1990; 1991) is investigating the links between the Worker's Educstion Association and
important figures in cultural studies like Raymond Williams), cturalism i
approached only by the occasional feminist, post-Marxdsm huy!unb ‘discovered’,
and radical education is largely ignored (Giroux is just too theoretical!).

6 Rubenson (1999) notes that the psychologiem of adult educstion is far move pronounced |
America then it is in Burope.



The absence of postmodernism in critical adult education places me in a rather
paradoxical position. On the one hand, it is easy to assert that what lintend to do is
unique and, given the magnitude of postmodernism’s impact in other disciplines,
probably quite timely. On the other hand, though, it burdens me with the difficult
to other discourses, introducing new theorists and new concepts, pointing out traps,
dealing with misconceptions. While it would be nice to presume my readers share
my own experience with postmodernism so that I could cut to the chase and pursue
what I hold to be the key issues of postmodernism for critical adult education, |
must, at the same time, yield to the pedagogical imperative of making sense of
postmodernism and its challenges for people who are unfamiliar with it. Like a
traveler arriving home from a far-off land, I cannot tell a small tale of a specific thing
that happened to me along the way. Rather, I must tell a big story, a story that relates
and situates and provides the impetus for other critical adult educators to grapple

It is very difficult to circumscribe a single method that I deploy in this study. For
one thing, this study has multiple intents, each of which demands different
m@amd;ppimduiminﬁﬂﬁllmem My political interest in arguing that

pstmod ’,,,hnhpaﬂnthpﬂaﬂmuﬁaiﬁeﬂndﬂteﬂmﬂmmmn
lmn\dluhhmhhluﬁﬂddﬂﬂ hp ophic

MMuﬁm-M¢Mmmm;~ '
psﬁndmhuhaiﬂﬂldultdnﬁm:ndiﬂm:nﬂmmﬁm m to pursue
communicate the relevance of post ism fo




sometimes by telling a good story, sometimes by demonstrating a hermeneutic
sensitivity to other discourses. My research interest in expanding the theoretical
horizons of critical adult education to render it better able to meet the challenges of
postmodernism demands that I forge bridges between the discourses of critical adult
education and other discourses, sometimes by discussing the pertinence of key
sources; sometimes by identifying common concerns, contributors, issues, histories;
sometimes by explaining tough or controversial topics or ideas.

Perhaps what is more important, postmodernism itself makes it difficult for me
to circumscribe a particular method for this study. As Rosenau reports, “many post-
modernists contend there are no methods, no rules of procedure to which they must
conform, only the anti-rules, the ‘skeptical’ rigor of their post-modernism” (p. 117).
Postmodernism is skeptical about the possibility to discern external, unified, and
transcendental truths, no matter how rigorous the method. To quote Rosenau again,
for postmodernists “the world is so complicated, chaotic, and intertwined that it
would be impossible to untangle the threads that connect all these interactions or
offer any definitive pronouncement about the direction or magnitude of the forces
that pulse and shiver about us” (pp. 112-113). To a certain degree, | agree with this
perspective. My own understanding of postmodernism, for instance, is complex and
variegated, incomplete and intertwined. Why would I want to offer a clear and
reasonable representation of postmodernity when no such ‘reality’ actually exists?
Why would I want to pursue a method that underplays the heterogeneity and
complexity of postmodernism’s implications for critical adult education?

This does not mean, of course, that I intend to abandon all efforts to make sense,
to0 develop plausible arguments, to seek substantial evidence t0 back up my daims,
10 present a coherent picture of critical adult education in postmodern times. I do not
follow the postmodernists all the way down the road of relativism. Drawing on a

wide variety of methodological approaches throughout the thesis, I endeavor to



offer a strong and convincing argument that postmodernism threatens the continued
relevance of adult education’s cultural practices, and that critical adult education
must address its paradoxes. At the same time, however, 1 do not intend to give the
false impression that the implications of postmodernism for critical adult education
are neat and tidy. Neither I nor anyone else can provide a unified and coherent
explanation of what postmodernism will eventually imply for critical adult
education. This, I submit, will only be worked out discursively by critical adult
educators themselves.

Overview of the Study
ﬁmughmﬁngﬂ\emafpmmmdmim,thiumdyhopamﬂfen
clear and (if we remain resolute in face of postmodernism’s full and disconcerting
heart of critical adult education. At the same time, the study intends to guard against
the impression that postmodernis n totally undercuts the emancipatory potential of
critical adult education. While critical adult education can benefit from the profound
adult education should abandon its emancipatory (even modernist) intentions. Thus,
at the same time as I endeavor to foster critical adult education’s engagement with
the aporias of postmodernism 1 also explore tentative solutions that can help adult
dmmb@nmhugmwaysﬂrymﬁdmﬂ\emuMaf

Wmhmyaiﬁahdﬂuduﬂmhnwhmdﬂjfj node
mmmmmum,mnmmmwmumn
is of conoern 0 critical adult educators. Therefore, the first task of the study is to
{lluminate the theoretical and historical legacy of postmodernism and to explore its




10

Postmodernism,—makes a provisional foray into the landscape of postmodernism

and tracks its influences into the theoretical discourses of critical adult education.
This, it turns out, is no simple task. If we follow Jameson (1991) for a moment and
posit that postmodernism is a “structure of feeling” (Jameson uses Raymond
Williams’s term here) that perv:desmmntempmny culture, it is unlikely, despite
our efforts to pin down the concept of postmodernism and to specify its influence in
critical adult education, that we will have much luck putting a tack in the toe of this
shadow. But perhaps this is not such a big problem. I suspect that, whether we admit
itor not, mtafunreinfectedmughbythe“s&umaﬂeeung’af

irresolvable inde ' dmym“msmhﬂm

“operationalize” (Marcuse, 1964, p. 12). Our position in the “force field” of
postmodernism already provides a different sense of why we might rehearse its
legacies in relation to critical adult education. Accordingly, in this chapter 1 do not
try to stabilize, or to define, once and for all, a coherent meaning for postmodernism.
Nor do 1 offer a precise and all inclusive analysis of its impact on the theory and
contradictory discourses of postmodernism, I move to enhance that uncomfortable
feeling of “ambivalence” (Zygmunt Bauman, 1991), that sense of lost moorings
mmmmmmmmammtmmhm

";"kﬂiemmg

bory intent :"f@mh@mﬁhﬂy@ﬁﬂnqukhda
_ w&ﬂﬁmﬂﬁmﬂd@ﬁhbmhnm
sm's implications for critical adult education in
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To understand the impact of postmodernism on critical adult education, it is
necessary first to articulate some notion of what critical adult education actually is.

Critical adult education is not a tightly bounded discursive formation. Throughout
its history it has been ravaged by the diversity of its discourses. It has had not one
but many histories; has embraced the work of very different people; and has
encompassed a diversity of contradictory, often competing theories, methodologies,
and strategies. Still, in order for my story to make sense, I must offer some
conception of critical adult education. The question that arises is: What is critical
adult education and how is it implicated in the project of modernity? In Chapter
Three—Critical Adult Education and the Project of Modernity—1 examine/ reconstruct
critical adult education’s complicity with the “project of modernity.” The chapter
draws variously on Jiirgen Habermas's (1984,1987) account of system/lifeworld
relations and Gramsdi’s (1971) notions of hegemony/counterhegemony to position
the cultural politics of critical adult education. In it, I observe how the dominant
discourses of critical adult education are understandable within Gramsci’s and
contemporary world is effected discursively. The four following chapters narrate an
dwmmtgﬂmﬁﬁthyiniﬂmﬁ@Lm,h
cultural elements being produced by “culture industries” are not discursive and
ahnhdbwudsuauﬁgbutmﬁgmﬂnﬂmaﬁ@dmm In
Mwlﬁkalﬁaldultdmﬁmm:dh:mﬁwmﬁmdw(:ﬂm
elements are primarily lingu stic and open 10 rational assessment through
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argumentation), cultural commodification produces cultural forms that are
increasingly figural (cultural elements are images whose validity we can only
indirectly discuss). I argue that domination is effected very differently in the
“figural” cultural regime highlighted by postmodernism than it is in one that is
~“discursive.” Consequently, critical adult education must think very seriously about
its capacities as an emandipatory cultural practice if it is to continue to be relevant in

In Chapter Five—Space and Time: The Dimensions of Domination and Resistance in
critical adult education carries out its cultural practices. I suggest that critical adult
space and time. The daunting task of constructing a new cognitive map of “the
world space [and time] of multinational capital” (Jameson, 1991, p. 54) and
imagining new ways to resist domination in this new space/time now confronts
critical adult education.

In Chapter Six—Postmodernism and ldentity—I argue that postmodernism posits
collectivity, self, and agency. Modernity’s autonomous, self-constituting subject that
postmodern society into a fragmented and incoherent flux. At the collective levei,
macro-subjects like nation, class, race, or gender deteriorate into composite factions,
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individual self-determination) privileged by critical adult education. Postmodernism
confronts critical adult education with the task of reconstituting itseif based on
notions of identity that are far more open and heterogeneous than it would
previously admit.

The emergence of postmodernity alters the way domination and resistance are
effected in society. As Zygmunt Bauman (1992) notes, hegemony becomes less
important as a means for securing compliance while surveillance and seduction
(both expedited by advanced technology) take on a more important role (p. 14).
Given that critical adult education constitutes itself as a counterhegemonic cultural
practice, the following question arises: In what ways does postmodernism
undermine the cultural politics of critical adult education? In Chapter Seven—
Domination and Resistance in Postmodern Times—1I build upon the three previous
chapters and contend that critical adult education no longer possesses (perhaps
never did possess) a reliable understanding of domination and resistance in
m&mpaarymhty.?aﬂwodandimmth&tﬂwmaﬁuﬂwmuwdiﬁaﬁmd
culture, the compression of time and space, and the fragmentation of identity call
into question critical adult education’s representations of domination and resistance.
Goingﬁ:rther,ldisamhowmodenﬁmnotadymmenoﬁond
Wy,wtthvaymmpmmtithmpadbhbw
domination and resistance. This deeper level of postmodern skepticism undermines
mym&aaﬂﬂgwﬂhpﬁﬁnpﬁwmnhﬁoﬁmm
mmmmavmmuduumtmw
denies critical adult education the comfort of a secure and universalized normative
foundation for its cultural politics. The chapter concludes with the observation that,
if critical adult education is to survive in postmodernity it must develop new ways
10 constitute itself as an emancipatory political enterprise without rewriting itself
into the totalizing metanarratives of dominant institutions.
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In the final chapter of the thesis—Critical Adult Education in the Terrible Terrain—1
contend that, refracted by the discourses of postmodernism, critical adult education
can no longer afford to constitute itself as a dosed discursive formation. Instead, it
must move to repoliticize its horders and to remain open to the many often
contradictory and anomalous discourses that disclose the multifaceted dimensions
of our society. At the same time, however, it must not allow the heterogeneity of
these discourses or the excessive, and as many observe, irresponsible an ernism
of postmodernism to be seduced into a vertiginous and nihilistic state, where it loses
its capacity to engage in meaningful and committed political action. Seeking

Stephen White, Jiirgen Habermas, Zygmunt Bauman, Ernesto Laclau and Chantal
Mouffe, and a host others, I use this chapter hint at the possibilities of a radical
cultural politics that permits critical adult education to balance both demands — the
postmodern demand for openness to contingency and heterogeneity and the
modernist demand for liberating action — in productive tension. Taking
postmodernism seriously, I assert, means waking up once more in that terrible
terrain which critical adult educators as orgenic intellectuals are fated to inhabit—the
terrain of dialogical practice, where knowledge is never closed but where political
action always involves, what Stuart Hall (1992) identifies as, “the arbitrary closure”
(p- 278). Postmodernism offers critical adult education no techniques, no strategies,
no final answers. In the end, its only power is the power to seduce, to dissuade, t0
disrupt. It is precisely this, however, that I insist recommends it most to critical adult
education. Postmodernism, I show, offers the service of dispelling any hope that
critical adult education can ever be restful (or that we should ever wish it s0). For
better or for worse, it makes clear the tension between knowing and acting of which
critical adult educators into a very difficuit political terrain where Gramec!’s (1971)



dictum, “Pessimism of the intellect; optimism of the will” (p. 175) must be exercised

to the extreme.



Chapter Two

THE CHALLENGE OF POSTMODERNISM

It seems customary, in recent years, for authors to preface their investigations of
postmodernism with what often appear as rather embarrassed accounts of why they
think it still warrants attention. Perhaps one reason for this emerging ritual is that, as
Scott Lash (1990) points out, “postmodernism is, patently, no longer trendy” (p. ix).
Having attained the status of a household word, in-the-know academics who once
were proud to be called postmodernists now want nothing to do with it. Lash
comments on how editors of a few suave journals even boast that they've never had
an issue on postmodernity (p. 1). No longer stylish, academics need other reasons for
taking postmodernism seriously.!

! The magnitude of postmodernism’s impact overwhelms any attempt 10 provide 8
listing of even its principle texts. The University of Alberta library collection (comparsbie o the
collections of other large public universities) lists 113 monographs under the subject heading
60 of which have publication dates 1990 or later. On the other hand, the UofA

lists 330 books on “adult educetion” of which only 15 were published after 1990. Journals have
even been even more responsive in their treatment of postmodernism. Many have devoled entire
issues (o the topic. A representative sample providing some indication of the staying power of
postmoderniom includes: Texss Law Review 60 (March 1962); Teles , no. 62 (Winter 1984-85); New
German Critigue, no. 33 (Fall 1984); International Organization 38 (1984); Cultural Critigue, no. 3 (Winder
MMCM“MSMI&M“MMWc{
International Studies 17 (1908); International Studiss Quarierly 34 (1990). In an intevesting footnote,
mmmmom“wm.uwdm
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Aside from its flagging faddishness, there are other problems with
postmodernism that may make theorists feel obliged to justify their continued
interest in the term. Dick Hebdige (1988) points out that the word “postmodernism”
has been bandied about so much in the past decade that its meaning is stretched and

When it becomes possible for people to describe as “postmodern” the decor of
a room, the design of a building, the diagesis of a film, the construction of a
record, or a “scratch” video, a television commercial, or an arts documentary,
or the “intertextual” relations between them, the layout of a page in a fashion
magazine or critical journal, an anti-teleological tendency within
epistemology, ﬂwaﬂkaﬂn"nuﬁphyﬂgﬂm a general
attenuation of feeling, the collective chagrin and morbid pm)eetimsdipmt-
War generation of baby boomers conf-onting d dinllusianed middle age, the
“predicament” of reflexivity, a group of rhet ipmllfer;ﬁmof
nnfm,anewphmmmm@tyfeﬁﬂﬁm[ﬂebﬂggmmmmadm
more examples]...then it’s clear we are in the presence of a buzzword. (p. 181-
182)

So nebulous is its meaning that groups left, right, and center simultaneously
revel in its wonders and deride its limitations. As Henry Giroux (1992) writes,
equﬂnumbsofdim progressive groups, and appropriated by interests that
would renounce any claim to politics...[postmodernism] does not lend itseif to the
usual typologies of categories that serve to inscribe it ideologically and politically
within traditional binary oppositions” (p. 50-51). Slwnginmtth
~“motiey crew of strange bedfellows” who “ran to embrace [postmoderni
'ﬁ!&iﬂm(lﬁl,pﬂﬂ)mwymmnﬁuﬂu

particular, the journal Educational Theory has regularly inchuded articles exploring selected sspects of
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term. What service can possibly be served by a word that everyone already knows
everything about (including my neighbor’s fifteen year old boy!)?
Proceeding on a different tack, Marshal Berman (1962) and David Frisbey (1985)
suggest that modernist writings of people like Baudelaire and Simmel, and artistic
movements like the Dadaists and early surrealists, all of which highlight the
fragmentation, the fleetingness, the insubstantiality of modern life express the basic
outlook of postmodernism. Even Karl Marx (1967), with his famous claim that in
capitalist modernity: “all fixed, fast-frozen relations...are swept away, all new-
formed ones become antiquated before they can ossify...all that is solid meits into
air’ (p.83) (taken by Berman to be the title of his book), grasps the ephemerality of
and Friedman (1992) recount, modernism is not nearly as uniform as postmodernist
accounts set it up to be. Modernist discourses can be divided amongst those that try
to preserve the moral, universalizing, and utopian vision of the Enlightenment (they
this estate) and those that are primarily aesthetic, popular, and carnivalesque (they
representative of this discursive realm). “The meta-narratives that postmodernists
decry (Marx, Freud, and even later figures like Althusser),” David Harvey (1969)
suggests, “were much more open, nuanced, and sophisticated than critics admit” (p.
115). Given that low madernism already expresses what postmodernism daims to
represent, Berman asks, why it is necessary to put a “post” on a term that was, for all
intents and purposes, “post” already?
an important and useful concept. Jameson (1991), for instance, contends that it is
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life” (p. xiv). While it may be true that postmodernism occupies a theoretical space
very similar to important variants of modernism, the semantic power and
multiplexity of the word “postmodernism” now far outstrips any of its older
relatives. “Despite the confusion, uncertainty and intrinsic disagreement, which
might well characterize postmodernity itself,” writes Kuan-Hsing Chen (1987),
“postmodernism does gesture an attempt to extend the limits of modemism, to
challenge the ‘modern’ ways of seeing, living, and guiding the world of everyday
life” (p. 71). Following Raymond Williams, (1976) who suggests that the more
tangled and contradictory a word is, the more likely it rests at the center of
significant discursive struggles, Hebdige (1988) argues in a vein similar to Jameson
that “the degree of semantic complexity and overload surrounding the term
‘postmodernism’ at the moment signals that a significant iumber of people with
conflicting interests and opinions feel that there is something sufficiently important
at stake here to be worth struggling and arguing over” (p. 182). This may be true,
Lash (1990) suggests, eapecially for thinkers schooled in the 1970’s and 1980’s, for
whom “postmodemnism in some form is arguably as central as Marxism was to a
generation which reached intellectual maturity at the end of the 1960's” (p. 2).

Giroux and Aronowitz (1991) regard postmodernism as important, not
because it represents any particular objective phenomena, but because it has
the power to stimulate productive discourses. They contend that
postmodernism constitutes a significant arena for political struggle and that
“jts various discourses have to be examined with great care if we are to
benefit politically and pedagogically from its assumptions and analyses” (p.
59). Jameson (1991) essentially agrees with this and, in the following passage,
relates what he holds to be the proper attitude to adopt towards

rosmunhtonmdnam&m:..mm o
postmodernism] is used, we are under the to rehearse [its] inner

contradictions and 10 stage (its] inconsistencies and
dilemnmas; we have 10 work all that through every time around.

with a clear conscience. The concept, if there is one, has to come at the end,
and not at the beginning, of our discussions of it. Those are the conditions —




the only ones, I think, that prevent the mischief of premature clarification —
under which this term can productively continue to be used. (p. xxii)

In the following presentation of postmodernism I proceed in just this spirit. I
hold that postmodernism is a term that continues to warrant attention, particularly

in discursive formations like critical adult education where it is just beginning to be
thematized. | also agree with Jameson that it is necessary in any discussion of
postmodernism to avoid the “mischief of premature clarification.”2 Rather than
beginning by offering a closed definition of postmodernism, I begin, as Jameson is
wont to do, by identifying it simply as a “structure of feeling.”3 My approach in the
following pages is to narrate the adventures of this structure of feeling as it has
manifests itself in different discursive realms. In the process, I aim to accomplish
several things.

For one, | hope to dispel the dubious impression that postmodernism is an
objective phenomenon open to systematic and definitive analysis. By refusing to
represent postmodernism as something that can be understood apart from the many
discourses that endeavor to speak of it, I intend to highlight its contingent, nebulous,
and incomplete nature. Postmodernism, I maintain, can only be addressed within its
concrete discursive contexts (no matter how contradictory, disjointed, nuanced these
contexts might be). It can never finally be circumscribed but must always be
approached and understood within the broader setting of ongoing, historically
lemsted, discursive struggles.

Because I wish 0 avuid offering a definitive and unambiguous definition of
postmodernism, however, does not imply I believe the term can mean absolutely

2 Huyseen (1984) also believes that it is misguided 10 define postmodernism. “The term
mmﬂmm.w&nMahmuMu

SUM‘P&“.MM&&MWNWVM“ Lifestyles in
the Postmodern Age” (1909).
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anything. My second interest in the following pages is, in fact, to leave the reader
with some sense (even if it is a bit of a ramshackle sense) of what postmodernism is.
Of course, gaining an understanding of a “structure of feeling” like postmodernism
is a bit different than understanding a more objectifiable concept. One cannot
understand it from the outside like a scientist but, like Gadamer’s (1975)
hermenuetician, one must allow oneself to be infected by it, to sense the world
according to its different precepts, and, for a time at least, to open oneself to the
questions it poses. Understanding postmodernism, to some extent, means taking the
risk of becoming more postmodern.

Thirdly, I hope to relate some of the more salient ways postmodernism impacts
other discursive realms. If ] wish to argue that postmodernism has significant
implications for critical adult education, then a good way of substantiating this claim
is to recall its implications for other discourses. In the following, I discuss how
postmodernism stimulates thinkers from very different disciplines to question the
metanarratives underlying their cultural practices, particularly those they assumed
are emancipatory. I also show how its theoretical conundrums impact the diverse
practices of these discursive realms. Postmodernism, I demonstrate, has a solid
history of disrupting taken-for-granted political agendas, particularly those of the
Left. An awareness of its potential impact should place critical adult educators in a
better position to address an assortment of political aporias.

The story I narrate about postmodernism is, unavoidably, rather
autobiographical.¢ My own experience of postmodernism is coloured by my interest
in particular problems which I believe are important to critical adult educators. The
way 1 choose to relate the genealogy of postmodernism reflects this interest. I cannot
claim that my presentation is the truth, that it maps the very wide terrain of what

¢ In Michae! Foucault’s (1988b) words, “each of my works is part of sy own biography” (p. 11).
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Featherstone (1988) identifies as those discourses in opposition to modernism, nor
even that I would tell the story of postmodernism the same way under different
circumstances. Rather, my intent in the following is to open up a discursive space,
both for myself and for others, in which a productive discourse about critical adult
education in postmodern times can begin to develop.

Postmodern Precursors

In The Philosophical Discourse of Modernity (1967a), Jiirgen Habermas contends that
the dark and daunting figure of Frederic Nietzsche stands at the entry point into
postmodernity. Nietzsche’s decision to renounce reason, to “bid farewell to the
dialectic of the enlightenment” (p. 86), and to “call into question the achievements of
modernity” (p. 83) establishes the trailhead along which a variety of thinkers
transport the complex sensibilities of postmodernism deep into the 20th century. At
Imgngmdﬂwimpmyingmﬁmuaf&uﬂtmmhgwhoﬂbhem:em

ﬂm%&@ummm:lm&hmm
(Shapiro, 1984, p. 8). As Tracy Strong (1984) points out, “since language works so
well for men [sic] (or at least well enough), they tend to think of it as merely
Mhnmmmmw,wmhmmm lmﬁhmyd

uuhplmmmmﬁmf wovomorphisms

pqlrmm,m *MMiumlmhm.
Nietzsche maintains, is actually a form of domination in which a particular and




rhetorical guile, disguises its own humble foundations and asserts itself as
absolutely and universally valid.

David Kolb (1990) suggests that Nietzsche's critique of reason and language
revives a much older conflict that expresses the basic elements of the contemporary
struggle between modernism and postmodernism. Western philosophy and the
project of modernity get their start, Kolb suggests, from Plato’s doctrine that
emphasizes “the search for unities, foundations, and system in the constant presence
of true reality” (philosophy) gets the upper hand over the open-ended and non-
foundational criticism (rhetoric) of the sophists (p. 29). Nietzsche, skeptical of Plato’s
portrayal of Socrates as the successful champion of reason and of the sophists as
verbally ingenuous, irrational, and ethically indifferent, argues that, in the end,
Socrates could claim no firmer foundation for his arguments than that possessed by
Nietzsche, “all philosophies, whatever their claim to logic or reason, rested on a
repressed under the sovereign order of truth” (Norris, 1991, p. 58).

Nietzsche’s legacy for the 20th century is a freshly revived skepticism about the
rational foundations of modern forms of life. His depiction of language suggests,
moreover, no alternative means for humans to attain a secure and enduring

language engenders, maintains, and is engendered by” (p. 83). Our fate is that, even
if we recognize the limits of our reasoning powers, we can never get beyond
language into a realm of truth. Unflinching in the face of his own dismal




Habermas'’s (1987a) next antecedent of postmodernism is the German
philosopher, Martin Heidegger. Like Nietzsche, Heidegger scoms the idea that
modern science or rationalist philosophy discloses the truth of the world. Unlike
Nietzsche, however, he does not insist that humans are left with no means of
discerning truth. In an even more postmodern fashion than his predecessor, he
spedﬁauyidmﬂﬁadwndmialoﬁamﬁmafmmbj&nﬁﬁamdﬂw
desire to deny their own finitude and to control all aspects of the world as the things
that denigrate deeper human possibilities. He agreed with Nietzscl 2 that the root of
modernity’s problems lay in language. But for Heidegger, the difficulty is not that
language per se is incapable of offering humanity truth (Nietzsche’s position); rather,
the specific logocentric forms of language that exist in the Occident, which focus
obsessively on representing reality as if it is external to subjectivity in order to
control it, occlude our understanding of important elements of the world. Terry

Language for Heidegger is not a mere instrument of communication, a

secondary device for expressing ‘ideas’: it is the very dimension in which

human life moves, that which brings the world to be in the first place. Only
where there is language is there ‘world’, in the distinctively human sense.
does not think of language primarily in terms of what you or 1
might say: it has an existence of its own in which human beings come to
participate, and only by participating in it do they come to be human at all.

he or she unfolds; and it contains ‘truth’ less in the sense that it is an

place where reality ‘un-conceals’ itself, gives itself up to our contemplation.

(p. 63)

In his account of Heidegger's “ambiguous legacy for postmodernism,
White (1991) suggests that Heidegger’s assessment of language expresses a
sense of “responsibility to act” that prevails in modernity. Modernity’s obssssion



mthﬂﬁshﬁermofmponslbiﬁtydﬂivs.ﬂeidegﬂbelmﬁmpmph’s
dshmmpmwﬁﬂm?ﬂﬁmmmatmﬂyﬂsﬂw
awareness. Their rush to calculate, define, and master their world causes modern
subjectivities, at some point, to limit and homogen ze reality, to ignore and exclude
ﬁiedivefgsttmdmplainlble.mmtotherpeopleuifﬂ\eymalimke.fmthe
wxmemmmxmmmmmdm
'ﬂmquahﬁsdbmgﬂmmemﬁngmdmdmhgymbjuptscmmw
be recovered with a renewed sensitivity and openness to the mysteries of the world.
&Nﬁs(l@!)sﬁ@;"farHeid@ﬂﬁsmnt:qusﬁngh:kmthegﬁgimﬂ
ﬂm@tﬁapﬂuﬂmvﬁhngdtheﬁu&obmmdbymmﬁaﬂﬁmﬁﬂ
philosophy” (p. 68).
Ath“dh@n@kﬂd@smdwmytodmmm
his privileging what White identifies as the world-disclosing capacity of language
contrary to the modernist privileging of its action-coordineting capacity (White offers
H:hsnmupandigﬁnﬁcafﬂ\ehm)ﬁmﬂarbwa“
nmyﬁmﬂesﬂmﬂﬁcandhﬁdmﬂhngugﬂmmmoﬁmme
ﬂep@ﬁqﬂewﬁal,ﬁﬂmﬁmﬁ:uﬂ&mﬂmmmmbamﬁlym

5 This transformation forms the focus of Richard Rorty’s (1979), Philosaphy and the Mirrer of Netwre,



It seems 1ather curious that as the third and final precursor to postmodernism
Heidegger, whose impact on contemporary thought is manifest (even outside
dhmm&mﬂymummpamm&mo,huﬁkisﬁukmmis
impomntbeauuofapemnnpoomwdanoommmthemdmmedupdu
upﬁuanmdwandhmdswkeyposmwdanﬂﬂnkmukeNBMFmﬂuhmd
]unmudﬁm.mﬂdma,hmnemmmkﬁmﬂﬂgupﬂ
qummmmmdwmnﬁmnmumﬂmw
though, who disputes modernity’s “cognitive rationality” and contests the
1987a,p.213)muwdqpmﬂnondpmbeophicdreﬂecﬁﬂk&mﬂkmam
batﬂeundenityatmahiallevdinﬂnmmymﬂevaydtyﬁfe_Baﬁille
ptoaedsukehhmodua,ﬂwmmhm,“whﬂwmﬂlbddmlyh}pﬁﬂﬂmﬂie
ecstatic forces of intoxication, of dreamlife, of the instinctive and impulsive
many,agaimﬂ!hnpeaﬁvaduﬁmy,mmﬂity,mm@mmﬂ
shake up conventionally set modes of perception and experie ve” (p. 212). The other
ddeduwdunityfahuilkiumlddunboundedmbfpcﬁvity,dm.quf
heterogeneity. Bataille offers his successors a sense of how existence (life energy)
exondsd\ebmn\dsof“wmd"mmﬁcmdﬁiﬁﬂlmmmaﬂﬂ
excess and consumption has become an important part of postmodernism’s
structure of feeling.
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important thinkers are suspicious of the overinflated sense of “responsibility to act”
that dominates modernity. All struggle to show how the foundation that people
assume exists for their deliberate and regular actions is, in actuality, insubstantial
and, in the case of people or things that do not conform to the restrictions of the
foundation, oppressive. All three spurn the capacity of language to coordinate action
in favour of its capacity to disclose the heterogeneity of the world.

The upshot of these beliefs is the erosion of any rational basis for political action.
Thinkers of the enlightenment believed and hoped that reason could enable
humanity to escape the arbitrariness and brutality of traditional forms of
domination. Nietzsche’s attack on the foundations of this Enlightenment belief raises
the question of what might replace reason to govern political interactions. Not many
modernists are comfortable with the options offered by any of the three theorists.
Habermas, for instance, is disturbed with the unabashed admiration of each for the
heroism of those who, through the sheer force of will, leap out of the mundanity of
rational forms of life to boldly and creatively (and irrationally) confront their own
finitude. And perhaps he warrants such discomfort. Both Bataille and Heidegger flirt
with fascism. As a communist, Bataille recognizes that the rise of fascism in
Germany and Italy is a manifestation of a deeper political economic crisis. This does
not prevent him from admiring the ability of Germany’s fascist Filhrer to fight his
way into power through the regulations of modern society (Habermas, p. 218).
Recent revelations of Heidegger's support of Nazism and the Fiihrer highlight
further Habermas’s concern that the abandonment of rational political forms leads to
(or at least is powerless to confront) authoritarian abuses of power.¢

6 For very interesting discussions of s associstion with Nazism sse Victor Faries, Heidegger
dmm(muw-d Wolin, The of Being: The Political Thought of Martin Heidegger
Q



French Post-structuralism and Postmodernism

While Nietzsche might be cast as the sentinel at the entry point to postmodernity
and Heidegger and Bataille as the voyageurs who transport postmodern sentiments
into the 20th century, the French theorists of post-structuralism must be cast as the
leading characters of this drama, as the first fully to inhabit the postmodern
landscape, the first to ‘go native,” so to speak, and, consequently, the first to threaten
in unprecedented ways the secure horizons of modernity.” In saying this, however, it
is important, straight away, to qualify exactly what or who the post-structuralists
radical transformations actually threaten. While the post-structuralist’s critique was
directed at “modernity” in a general way, it was fomented very specifically both
within and in opposition to discourses of the European Left at the end of the 1960’s.
especially in America,® post-structuralism began and largely remains an auto-
elﬁquenfﬂggﬁ a critique that coincidentally reflects and fosters the idea that,
| ly, ‘socialism’ is in crisis.
red.? The mid-1960s was a

they ref nhmmmmm hm“mwmmh
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Sixtiss (19903, or, if a move succinct account is desired, Terry Eagleton, Lilerary Theory: An Intred
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disaffection with post-war modernization, established itself in universities
throughout Europe. Initially its target was the authoritarianism and the irrelevance
of the universities. Later with police suppression of student activities, and with the
Vietnam war and other examples of American and European imperialism, students
began to focus their attacks more directly on the state. By May, 1968, the collection of
French state and while the police and the military warred with them in the streets,
the students struggled to form alliances with working class strikers. Plagued by
bickering and infighting amongst themselves, and confronted by the tradition-
bound and unenthusiastic Stalinist leaders of the French Communist Party, the
students could not bring the common people to their sides. As a result, without the
support of the masses, the students were incapable of resisting the disciplinary
actions of the state and their tenuous coalition of oppositional movements quickly
disipaed Mhﬂmumﬂmﬁﬂmﬂﬂz university

A;Tsrysngem(lﬂa)rdaﬂs,'f’ tructuralisn wapoducmfﬁmblmd
c:mwphe which was 1968” (p. 142). mwﬂmhhndeHdﬂ!pawdh
stablishment and had lost. According to Eagleton, they blamed their failure both on
hhﬁquidsnfﬂiﬂmlsuﬂmﬂhlgﬁ particularly the hide-
bound totalizations of Stalinism, or variants of humanist Marxism, and Althuseeria
Manxdsm), ﬁmﬁmﬁhmmmﬂhmd
as follows:
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precisely such politics which seemed to have failed: the system had proved
mpowafulfurﬂ!m,mdﬂ\e ‘total’ critique offered of it by a heavily
farxism had been exposed as part of the problem, not as the

is recognizable here. The events of May 1968 opened an
unprecedented intellectual space for the Nietzschian
this new intellectual space, increasingly tempered by what I have called the structure
ﬂ@hgdmmﬂmuﬁkﬂmmﬁﬁ!mdm&
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Derrida, Lacan, Foucault, or Lyotard,...the conceited rationalist, progressivist and
meta-theoretical bases of Marxism could be swept clear by a return to Nietzsche or
Heidegger” (p. 71). Ultimately their post-structuralist deliberations injected the
notion of postmodernism deep into the soma of Western culture. Space allows only

From the outset, post-structuralism’s discourses were critical of the modernist

Feidimﬁdd:smnum (1974), Derrida advances and radicalizes lﬁdzgu": eﬁdque
of Occidental reasoning. Even a cursory presentation of his notion of deconstn
reveals the extent to which postmodernism pervades the reflectic jﬂﬂgpﬂk
mmnnbmﬂg-@dm&mmm&




k)|

Central to Derrida’s concept of deconstruction is a modification he performs on
Saussure’s structuralist linguistic theory. Saussure holds that language comprises a
collection of signs each of which comprises a signifier (in writing, the marks on
paper) and a signified (the concept or the meaning the marks refer to). Saussure
argues that no intrinsic relationship between the signifier and the signified exists.
ﬂleleﬁasmpﬂmgnwurdqmtenbiﬁmlymmhgvenpuﬂaﬂum
Thereafter the signifiers maintain their signifying capacity strictly to the extent that
they are able to assert their difference from other signifiers. To draw on an example
offered by Eagleton (1983), the signifier that comprises the letters c-a-t is able to
signify the meaning of ‘cat’ only to the extent that it is different from other similar
words — mat, cap, cut, etc. Saussure makes an even more important distinctic
however, and contends that, just as no intrinsic corresponde *;betwegmiguﬁa
and signified exists, no necessary correspondence
mpﬂ:enlhgﬂsﬂcsysﬁzmandmobjecﬁvemﬁtymhaemmdeﬁtm
system. The meaning of a sign is derived, not from its reference to an external object,
but from the position it occupies in relation to all other signs comprising the
language. Eagleton summarizes the upshot of Saussure’s contentions:

The structuralist emphasis on the ‘constructedness’ of human meaning
mﬂdimﬁrdvm Themﬁdsubmhﬂﬁmtﬂn

mmmmﬂhmm and was much less his or her

product than he or she was the product of it....It was impossible any longer to
ﬁnduyﬁtplynsﬁnﬂﬂng ‘out there’, a fixed order of things that
merely reflected....Reality was not reflected by language but
uced by it. (pp. 107-108)

Saussure and can understand why Derrida follows the path of the structuralists to
get a better purchase on a critique of logocentric reason. Examining the attributes of
language in more detal leaves us better prepared to assert more clearly what
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Heidegger by and large presumed: that logocentric language does not offer
guarantees of secure access to truth.

Derrida enhances this critique even further by challenging the few remaining
shards of order left in Saussure’s account. Saussure maintained that while an
intrinsic relationship between linguistic signs and an objective reality may not exist,
language forms a stable and comprehensible structure in which signs attain a
relatively secure meaning. Further, with appropriate study of a language’s structure,
a linguist could discern the various meanings of its composite signs. Derrida
questions this assumption. He argues that, if the meaning of a sign is derived
according to its interaction with the meaning of other signs, which in turn derive
their meaning in interaction with still other signs, and so on, it is quite impossible at
any one time to say exactly what the meaning of a particular sign might be. As
Abrams (1981) relates, “meaning can never come to rest on an absolute presence, its
determinate specification is deferred, from one substitutive linguistic interpretation
to another, in a movement without end” (p. 39). Within a linguistic system, the
meaning of any of its elements is never settied but remains constantly susceptible to
reinterpretation and change. Eagleton concludes that Derrida’s formulation “is a
challenge to the very idea of structure: for a structure always presumes a centre, a
fixed principle, a hierarchy of meanings and a solid foundation, and it is just these
notions which the endless differing and deferring of writing throws into question”
(p. 134).

Derrida contends that all texts are susceptibie to deconstruction, a form of
analysis that seeks out the indeterminacy of the meanings that comprise the text. In
literary analysis, deconstruction entails uncovering the marginal, the fragmented,
the incongruent meanings in a written text in order to destabilize any possibility of
unitary or monolithic interpretation. In Rosenau’s (1992) words, “deconstruction

involves demystifying a text, tearing it apart to reveal its internal, arbitrary



hierarchies and its presuppositions...to discover its ambivalence, blindness, and
logocentricity” (p. 120) By expanding the meaning of the term ‘text’ to include any
system of signs (including such diverse fexts as philosophical systems, myths,
religions, social institutions, sporting events), Derrida opens up much of what

Deconstruction...attacks the premise that there is one stable, objective text or
reality which a knowing subject or an interpreter is obliged to represent as
accurately as possible.... According to political analyses sympathetic to
deconstruction, such an objective text or reality is nothing but a myth, and
debunking it amounts to subvertinz the authority, not only of the text or the
real, but also of the individuals and the institutions that claim to have

privilegedacoessmthem If there is no truth, and thus no such privileged
access to it, everyone is in principle free to act according to his or her interests

and needs. (p. 5)

From this depiction of deconstruction one can see why Derrida constitutes a
challenge for the Left. While deconstruction might be useful to contest the veracity of
domination (and hence retains at least some critical potential for the Left), it does not
provide any means for founding alternative social institutions (deconstruction is
suspicious of any act of founding) or for developing a coherent basis for oppositional
action. In Stephen White’s terms, deconstruction repudiates the capacity of language
to “coordinate action.” In the end, deconstruction undermines all basis for positive
politics. Derrida’s critique of foundationalism, his resolute undermining of
representational language, and, perhaps most of all, the postmodern structure of
feeling that emanates from his writings stand a< an uncomfortable challenge to the
Left.

Michel Foucault does little to alleviate this a...omfort. Like Derrida, Foucault
offers a sophisticated critique of Western notions of representational language.
Unlike Derrida, however, he does not embark on a grammatology to show the
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incapacity of language to specify objective truth. Rather, in the manner of Bataille,!0
he moves to document the “micro-physics of power” that all discursive formations
utilize to curtail or exclude the impulsive heterogeneity of the world and to assert
the boundaries of what counts as valid knowledge (quoted in Ray, 1988, p. 94).
Foucault’s interest is “to write the history of the boundaries...by which a culture
reprobates something that lies outside it” (quoted in Habermas, 1987a, p. 240). He
relentlessly asserts that knowledge is always conditional upon the acts of power that
create what he calls “true discourses” (Foucault, 1980, p. 90). “True discourses,” he
maintains, “function as ‘regimes of truth’ that ‘induce regular effects of power’ by
virtue of the self-sacrifices they demand in the name of ‘Truth’ and the ‘status [they
grant to] those who are charged’ with enundiating it” (Balbus, 1967, p. 111). In his
paper, ‘The Order of Discourse,’ (1984) he writes:

in every society the production of discourse is at once controlled, selected,

and redistributed by a certain number of procedures whose role is

to ward off its powers and dangers, to gain mastery over its chance events, to

evade its ponderous, formidable materiality. (p. 109)
His genealogies probe and expose the fiber of modern institutions, seeking ways the
“other” of reason — criminals, racial and ethnic groups, deviants, the sick, women,
the insane — have been marginalized and ignored. “Within its own limits,” he
claims, “each discipline recognized true and false propositions; but it pushes back a
whole teratology of knowledge beyond its margins” (p. 119). He explores these very
monsters written off as “irrational” by modern discourses. Foucault desires to
institutions against disruptive incursion.

10 Habermas (1967a) obeerves that, while he wes not Bataille’s students, “Foucault still calls Bataille
one of his mentors” (p. 238).
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Foucault allows no discourse a privileged position, including the discourse of the
genealogist who tracks the emergence of a discursive formation as a successive
application of constraints. Like Nietzsche, he contends that even those struggling to
contest the dominant discourses of society, have no guaranteed access to truth. No
objective viewpoint exists from which a theorist can grasp the structure of society in
its totality and pass judgment on the veracity of one form of life or another. “The
task of the genealogist is not to produce yet another, but rather to unmask all forms
of, True Discourse by determining their conditions of existence and their political
effects” (Balbus, 1984, p. 111).

In making this contention, Foucault takes a stand against the most prevalent
elements of the Left. As Rabinow (1984) relates, “Foucault is resolutely and
consistently anti-Hegelian and anti-Marxist....The search for a general theory of
history is not on his agenda. In fact, it is, in Foucault's diagnosis, part of the
problem” (p. 13).11 While Foucault's genealogical method offers a sophisticated
means to discern the nuanced workings of power in contemporary society, it offers
no stance from which to assess which forms of power are legitimate and which are
not. To draw on Stephen White’s terminology again, it seems clear that Foucault is
much more motivated from a sense of ‘responsibility to otherness’ than from a sense
‘of responsibility to act’. White refers to the following passage in “The Masked
Philosopher” (1988), where Foucault makes clearer his commitment to the ‘other’:

Curiosity...I like the word....It evokes “care”; it evokes the care one takes of
what exists and what might exist; a sharpenec md’mﬁty,bmnﬂmh
never immobilized before it; a readiness to find what surr inds us strange
andodd,acchindeﬂmﬂmﬁnnmﬂmqﬂfmﬂliuwny:ﬂm;an
look at the same things in a different way. (p. 328)

11 Ray (1988) offers a good account of Foucsult’s critical relationship with Mandem.
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As Thomas McCarthy (1990) points out, however, without some normative basis
for deciding what counts as “just and unjust social arrangements, legitimate and
illegitimate uses of political power, strategic and cooperative interpersonal relat
measures” it “becomes all too like the night in which all
cows are black” (p. 446). Whntg:odislﬂﬂngltﬁtudequmﬁ;:f, sibilit,
Mﬂﬂmtmyﬂpndrymfﬂmmlﬁepodﬁvea:ﬁmmfmﬁmmm?

tin re:pmnafﬁ:uﬂdtmightbz*%ngoodisitmhivea

exclude and marginalize? Like Derrida, Foucault’s postmodern sensibilities catch in
the throat of those who aspire to bring about a more just, legitimate, cooperative,
and consensual world. ‘
Derrida and Foucault are only two of a host of French intellectuals from a
divaﬂtyofbackgwndsmdﬂumeﬂcﬂintaaﬂwhnhegm madaptm

gﬁdﬂﬂudmmpuarymﬁﬂﬂuaghﬂzmmehmlmnﬁuﬂylm
Barthes, Héléne Cixous, Julia Kristeva, and Jean-Franqois Lyotard, all began to write
articles and books critical of the attitudes and beliefs prevailing in the European

intellectual community, and, especially, in the discourses of the European Left.!3 The

discursive formation they generated, marks the edge of a watershed in the history of

izldqnmh,;”’”' s critique from Dick Hebdige's discussion of
— nuﬂmhﬁmm!.ppim ’

13 Good accounts of Lacan’s reflections on peych
(1988) and Richard Boothby, Desth end Desire:
Toril Moi provides a classic account of the Frenc
Sﬁﬁmﬂ?ﬁ;ﬂmﬂmpjmh&mg pini

most ac wmlﬂu#:mdhwk
in Deconsirac Tiiy ; and the idess of Lyotard can be accesead in his
_ﬂﬁ.mm&nﬂtdw-l—ﬂiMﬁM hriste Disger’s

can be David Macey, Lacen in Conlexts
ic Theory in Lacen’s Retwrs to Freud (1991);
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postmodernism. While post-structuralism does not produce the cultural phenomena
of postmodernism (the structure of feeling is already in evidence in many fields:
architecture,!4 aesthetic theory, literary criticism, film studies), it does catalyze a
sprawling proliferation of postmodemnist discourses throughout the West. Slowly at
first then in a torrent, Western intellectuals take seriously the challenges issued by
the post-structuralists. In discipline after discipline, theorists sense and then explore
identifies as pos prnis ﬂiearlyinmgﬁmdﬁiﬁcﬂ tha:rist,]m
Habermas, in the discourses of postmodernism is particularly notable, in this regard.
Habermas’s encounter with the aporias of post-structuralist thought illuminates the
profundity of postmodernism’s challenge to the idea of an emancipatory politics.
Even the briefest review of this encounter provides a good basis for appreciating the
disruptive impact postmodernism has had as it has worked its way into the

Jlabermas, Critical Theory, and Postmodernism

Habermas's experience of the European student uprisings in the late 1960s differs
The student movement in France rose meteorically and came close to threatening the
intellectuals caught in its euphoria attributed its end to the general inadequacy of
bﬂﬂﬁguﬂnmdym Conversely, in Germany the movement was less

v @ prnisy's ventures in contemporary architecture.
es Jenkes’ ﬁmﬁmdmmuim.pﬂy
mnm*ﬁhh*m“ﬂhuﬂhﬁmkm
Jomeson, The idesiagies of Theory (1984) in which he contends that Jenkes’ postmodernism s actuslly &
form of antimodernism. For a counter response see Margaret Rose, The Post-Medern and the Pest-
mamﬁmmx

15 Hobermes dnmnm—-ﬂmmn:hmﬁmﬁ
Avionsmy end (1906, pp. 79-83).



explosive and more contained, more local—it shape far less swirling than that of
France. As a consequence, intellectuals like Habermas, who, as a young professor,
hnpiredmdmpportedﬂwstudwtnvd&hfamﬁmmtyrﬂnmumnpt
to attribute the failure of the movement to the psychological characteristics of the
student protesters, themselves (1970, pp. 43-46). Unlike his French counterparts —
MMymydﬁnywnchmethﬂthhyﬁbyhh
disapproval of several protest activities (1986, p. 79), Habermas was dismayed with
the dogmatism of most student activists (Habermas, 1986, p. 79) and the shallowness
of their justifications for protest (1970, p. 40). The contradictory emotions of
Wauddxﬂhsbnmthtwaﬂndmﬂwﬁmd\lﬁtinﬂl@mnﬁs
1968 and that opened them to the structure of feeling of postmodernism, did not
prompt Habermas to turn his back on reason or modernity. This is not to say that he
was unaffected by these new postmodern sentiments. In 1980, after Lyotard (1984, p.
65-66) complained that Habermas’ notions of consensus formation'¢ promulgated
yamnwdmﬁumndmmﬁn,mm(lﬁl)wﬂaﬁedapmh@dmd
critical investigation of postmodernism. Unlike the French post-structuralists,
mvaﬂabamu‘dimmonmnodankmmﬂdmautmheﬁrm
enthusiastic about the potentialities of this new structure of feeling.

Habermas’ experiences with the Frankfurt school attunes him to the emergence
of the Frankfurt School, and especially of his mentor, Theodore Adorno, is a
the Enlightenment (1972), Adorno and Max Horkheimer contend that the
instrumental notion of resson enlisted by enlightenment thinkers to emancipate

16 Lyotard was referving (0 Hobermas’ argument in Lagitimation Crisks, (1973).



of domination than tradition itself. Adorno especially is pessimistic about tl

capacity of reason to release humanity from domination. In Habermas’ view
Adomo’s “implacable critique of reason...paints him into the corner of irrationalism
and leaves him no implicit recourse but the now familiar poststructural one of
being” (Jameson, 1990, p. 24). Further, in The Philosophical Discourse of Modernity,
Habermas argues that Horkheimer and Adomo open up a third path (Heidegger
and Bataille opening the other two) along which to pass Nietzsche's influence into
this century. “Horkheimer and Adorno perceive cultural modernity from a similar
experiential horizon [as that of Nietzsche),” he argues, and “with the same
heightened sensibility” (Habermas, 1987a, p. 129). Habermas’ constant exposure to

nas repeatedly demonstrates his understanding of post-structuralism
mdapmshim:elf again and again, to the postmodern skepticism that
nourishes it. Andygt,hermuimﬁminmjzcﬂngﬂnpudnﬂ:ﬂcwﬂﬂkﬂ
Nietzsche and Adorno and other posts rnists, hﬁhﬁngthat,dqibﬂe

turmoil of contemporary society, ﬂiepmjumfﬂte
henbuﬂmﬁlamﬁnﬂmmmt weuvehmmwmm

mbe}sﬂﬁedﬂm:ghcrgtmt. Anymmptbgnlna omprehensive
\mdsi "dnmdmdtyudihdimﬂmsk,;;,, jately
tive”....Habermas is aware of this present :
mlﬂmdnﬂvﬁ Yﬂhmﬂylndpaimuylgusmﬁe
fﬂe(nﬂmﬁ&dahﬂ)aﬂtpﬂhdimﬁ:ﬂulgcyﬂ\?sm

mmmmmymdh'pupaﬂmv Whlhhlgﬂ
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psychopathologies), he does not agree that we should precipitously abandon the
Enlightenment idea that reason can serve humanity to bring about a better world.
Nietzsche, Heidegger, nﬂﬂummmmlmﬂ(ﬂmﬁﬁgdvmﬂyby“!ebsgs
— tiomliitdit — means/ends rationality, by Horkheimer and Adormo as
mmmmluy,mbykldd@aﬂhhmﬂmhng)hmMIya
truncated variant of a broader, more comprehensive form of reason that he calls
communicative rationality. Logocentric reason is, according to Habermas, the product
of a suppression and distortion of communicative rationality that took place within
the specific historical context of capitalist society.

Habermas believes it is possible to develop a critical perspective (he calls ita

rmas, 1987, p. 397), particulat
mﬁa,hel@uﬂmhhﬁaqunmm discerns the
dhmmﬂmmhﬁwnmtyﬁm&e
emergence of what he identifies as the system, mﬁm nOus
mw‘hmyudhmgﬂﬂhhmm&h
lifeworid. With all of this in hand, Habermas claims 10 discriminate universalistic
md’mﬂm ﬁmmmﬁmmm
capitalism) in order 10 provide a critical basis for social action leading towards a
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The difficulty with this endeavor, of course, is that the perspective Habermas
believes he can offer with his critical theory is exactly what post-structuralists deny
is possible to achieve. The idea that it is possible somehow to attain an objective or
universalistic position from which to discern the “true” and “undistorted” nature of
the lifeworld (in Habermas’ terms its “formal structure” (p. 299)) is extremely
unpalatable to post-structuralists. Lyotard (1984) is most blistering in his critique of
Habermas’ aspiration to develop a critical theory of society that can distinguish
between “true consensus” and “false consensus,” and between “validity” and
“power.”17 In veritable postmodern fashion Lyotard rejects the idea that we can
distinguish any universalistic structures of contemporary life. He prefers resting
satisfied with the partiality of all theoretical perspectives rather than taking the path
followed by Habermas and promulgating what Lyotard claims to be yet another
universalizing “narrative of emancipation” (Lyotard, p. 60).

Lyotard along with other post-structuralists like Derrida and Foucault develop their
radical critique of reason (and of all impulses to preserve or promote modernit,
including Habermas’) without giving any account of their own position.!® To reflect
on the grounds of their own critique, he contends, would be to realize that their
denunciation of modernity takes place within the theoretical confines of Western
logocentric rationality, itself a product of the specific social history of capitalist
been waged within what he identifies as the “paradigm of the philosophy of
consciousness” (1984, p. 386) from which post-structuralists fail to escape. Within
this paradigm, thinkers conceptualize the human subject as a solitary agent set

17 For a concise summary of Lyotard’s critique of Habermes see Rorty (1985). 7
18 Habermas develops this critique most fully in The Philssspdhical Discourse of Modernity, pp. 336-341.



42

of consciousness, though, the human subject is saddled with the task of forming
cognitions of the objective world. The rationality of a subject’s cognitions can be
assessed according to the degree that they “fit” with what actually exdsts in the
are said to be rational (Habermas, 1984, p. 87).

This depiction of rationality (Western logocentric rationality) is precisely what
however, post-structurali ity as the

ts view their rejection of logocentric rationali
rejection of rationality in toto. Habermas objects to their strategy because it does not
take stock of the ways the concrete historical processes of capitalist modernization
the only form of reason potentially available in modernity which, according to
communicative rationality as a standard that escapes the aporias of the paradigm of
the emergence of communicative rationality. Caught in the web of distorted reason,
Mﬂuﬁlﬁhhﬁﬁt&@hhﬁbﬁm&ﬁ:p@ﬂnﬁnﬂymh
entirety. And because they are unwilling to posit H s’ theoretical abstra ,
they are incapable of attaining a perspective that enables them to discern the
Mnmﬂmﬁdl@y

but t0 what extent? Ha hnmmdelﬂﬂldhmmnbpﬂhb




43

and which are assumed to be objective and scientific are in actuality outgrowths of
their own historically contingent lifeworld contexts.!? When he constructs his own
critical theoretical perspective, he struggles to identify the extent to which the
no transcendental justificati ;’.Rnt!uhemilsphuiibﬂitybydm
empiﬁahygdﬁyﬁgmﬂﬂpmmmthmaﬁ:d

symmmﬁedémaﬂmapnhmmmkedmdﬁﬂfewoﬂdmd
the blindness of the hermeneuticists to the external origin of many distortions in the
lifeworld, he dialectically blends a systems perspective on the global processes of
capitalist modernization with a hermeneutic perspective sensitive to the cultural
contents and social accomplishments of the lifeworid. As Bernstein agrees, “we
systems that shape it, and we cannot understand social systems unless we see how
theyaﬂneaumﬁcﬁviﬁaﬂmﬂlhpﬁ‘(lﬂs P- 22). And finally, Habermas
nowledges that the final testing ground for his critical theory does not rest on the
accuracy with which it captures social reality but on the extent to which it can form
Unlike the post-structuralists who seem to float easily in the current of
ernist regardless, it seems, of the ultimate political backwater it washes
MMMWmnﬂdem;ndaﬂyﬁmﬂn
potentially fruitful eddies and currents of modernity. I believe it remains 10 be seen

wﬁﬂmhpalmfnuﬂdn@y perpetus ﬁ;llﬂﬂﬂdm:’ﬁf’ff”

19 Habermas develops th : ﬁaﬁphmmkﬁﬂ'.ﬁaw" s of Taloot
Parsons in The n-y-f Communicetive Acton, Veuns Tws (1967) pp. 199-299, and bis discussion of




emancipation that ultimately sucks humanity deeper in the oppressive depths of
capitalist society, or whether he succeeds in offering a theory of society that can form
ﬂwhshfapdpaﬂemdpadﬁvemﬂaldﬂdopmt

oweve ﬂ!dﬂmﬂﬁteﬂﬂlmﬂmyd

WMEEMMWWMmmﬂNW
can never attain an ultimate and unquestionable foundation for an emancipatory
cultural politics. Critical theory must henceforth struggle to assert a normative basis
for social critique in an environment entirely suspect of narratives that claim to be
universal but which actually draw their sustenance from specific and often highly
inequitable and unjust lifeworlds. Returning to Stephen White’s analysis of the two
senses of responsibility 10 action and to the other, we can see how Habermas
ultimately takes his stand on the side of action. One must hasten to add, however,
mmwmwmmﬂmﬁwmmmm
to develop a basis for acting without excluding the perspective marginalize
mmmmammum&mmwhgumm
act on the basis of a consensus that can claim no ultimate foundation. Habermas’
courageous reception of postmodernism, his willingness to let it challenge him, and
mmym@unﬂmmmmm;-m&m

of us working through the challenges of postmodernism for the first time.




Habermummdsusth;uaund&m:\d contemporary culture one must
understand the nature of the capitalist system that shapes it.2 Habermas' own
account of the contemporary capitalist system is problematic because it remains
largely oblivious to the massive transformations of capitalism over the past two
decades. His basic thesis that the capitalist subsystems of the economy and the state
are colonizing the lifeworld in a way that destroys its capacity to reproduce itself
may still be generally true, but his depiction of the specific nature of the late
capitalist system and its interactions with the lifeworld are not nearly detailed
m@hmmpk.m&ghmﬁdesnéﬁsawmtﬂﬂepuﬁm
wayshﬁeapiuh:nyimda&nythebfewald,mthepﬁeﬁcﬂmmmd
with his critical theory of society which fails to offer a comprehensive, empirically
rich account of lete capitalism’s impact on contemporary culture.

The situation is quite the opposite for many Marxist theorists of post
like Fredric Jameson (1991), David Harvey (1989), Edward Soja (1989), and Scott
Lash (1990). While less obsessed than Habermas with the methodological challenges
lism2! (and, accordingly, less interesting in terms of their
sudﬁvltytod\epdiﬂﬂlpum postmodernism poses for the Left), these
theorists nevertheless succeed in providing fine analyses of the dramatic changes
mmmmmapEMHwﬂghﬁQ\Myiﬂm&
relationship of these changes to contemporary culture.

”‘mhﬂﬂmhgﬁyhhlmmmﬁﬂ*
dotachment from the concrete contexts of the lifeworid.
21 A5 will be soem below, this has left them vulnerable 10 trenchant critiques from post-structuralisl




To forestall confusion, it is important to note that, for the most part, the Marxist
response to the structure of feeling of postmodernism is radically different from the
response of the post-structuralists. Risking oversimplification one might say that
while post-structuralists view the emergent sensibility of postmodernism positively
and draw on it to undergird their deconstruction of the metanarratives of modernity,
and explanation. Post-structuralists endeavor as much as possible to enhance the
sense of fragmentation, heterogeneity, partiality, and contingency that flows through
Western culture. (For post-structurlists, the demise of the stories of progress, of
justice, and of emancipation seem an opportunity for the outriders of society to
finally move in from their dusty guerrilla camps.) Contrarily, Marxist theorists of
postmodernism view the upsurge of fragmentation, diversity, and dislocation in
contemporary society as a sign that capitalism is entering a new phase in which new
Beginning with Marx's insight that cultural forms arise in conjunction with
wm&wmmﬂm-hﬂmmummvﬁpﬁm

sostmodernism might be related to vast
rists so crassly contend

postmodernism, mﬁmaﬂmmmnmmm
In Harvey’s (1989) words, “strong a priori grounds can be adduced for the

mﬂmﬂmﬂmkmmﬂmmﬂmmmmeﬂ
fernist cultural forms [and] the emergence of more flexible modes of capital

Nh\iﬂudmﬂmm:n'” ructuralists
“these changes. mmn%hmﬁwmﬂsﬁmu@-d‘

the emergence of some entirely new post-capitalist or even pos




(p. vii). Marxists like Harvey and Jameson are impatient with the unwillingness of
the post-structuralists to look behind the veil of appearances to discern the systemic
patterns of exploitation that capitalism continues to perpetrate. While Jameson
exhorts that “we have to name the system” (1990, p. 20), Harvey writes how:

Marx’s meta-theory seeks to tear away that fetishistic mask, and to
understand the social relations that lie behind it. He would surely accuse
those post-modernists who proclaim the ‘impenetrability of the other’ as their
creed, of overt complicity with the fact of fetishism and of indifference
towards underlying social meanings. (p. 101)

The space available here, allows only a hint at the complex Marxist accounts of
postmodernism. For the sake of brevity, I draw principally on the works of David
Harvey and Fredric Jameson not only because they offer focused and sustained
accounts of postmodernity amongst Marxist scholars but because they are ﬁiﬂy

depiction of Harvey’s, Jameson’s and other Marxist's ideas in suce,eeding chapters.)

A key text in the emergent Marxist discourse on postmodernism is Ernest
Mandel’s, Late Capitalism (1975). Mandel contends that, during the 1960s, capitalism
embarked on a third great stage of development (Marx's mercantile stage and
Lenin’s imperialist stageZ? being the first two) and that a key feature of this stage is
the integration of cultural production into the commodity production processes of
capitalism. Where at one time cultural production was restricted to the

commodification of products destined for high culture, the proliferation of cultural

22 | make this delineation with trepidetion having myself acquired a postmodern suspicion of sy
assertion that claims it can represent sny one position. The Marxist debate sbowut po o is, of
course, far more Mmhmﬂhmwmudﬁnm
review. | would fesl far less secure making this particuler cut, however, were Harvey’s discuselon of

in The Condition of Pestmedernity, and weve jomeson’s long-standing engagement with

”uv&mmwumuq%a&mtmm




needs and desires created by the cultural revolution of the 1960s opened up new
markets for the mass production of cultural goods. Mandel's theorization of a third
phase in capitalism’s develoj ment provided the impetus for Jameson’s analyses of
postmodernism. As]m relates, it “is what made my thoughts on
’pootmnﬂemhm pouible wlﬂﬂlmﬂ\sﬂmembeundm@dummﬂptm

ydamihe:disembaﬂiedaﬂture&iﬁqueprdhgmsisdthesplﬂtdﬂnnge’
(Jameson, 1991, p. 105). Harvey (1969) too acknowledges a debt to Mandel except
that Harvey posits 1973 as the point of transition, when global capitalism
experienced the jolt of the oil crisis and a sharp decline in profits, and Western
society embarked earnestly on the changes that would culminate in late capitalism
(p. 63).

Harvey suggests that the development of late capitalism brings about a dramatic
Wuammammﬂmmmm;mbmm@mﬁ
nuanced market niches and to react quickly to changes in demand. The advent of
post-Fordism prompts a shift from organized to disorganized forms of capitalism,
from national to transnational economic organizations, from industrial economies to

nies, from resource driven production o demand driven production,
ronsumption to individualized consumption, and much, much more.
Simultaneously, lﬂpldlidp:ﬂdﬁdﬂgiﬁﬂ!kh&d' mmodities being
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produced facilitates post-Fordist activity. Instead of focusing on the industrial
production of material commodities (toasters, cars, hoola-hoops?4), capitalist
enterprise increasingly produces the immaterial signs and meanings of culture. As
Donna Haraway so poignantly writes:

Modern machines are quintessentially microelectronic devices: they are

everywhere and they are invisible....Our best machines are made of sunshine;

they are all light and clean because they are nothing but signals,

electromagnetic waves, a section of a spectrum, and these machines are

eminently portable, mobile....The new machines are so clean and light. Their
are sun-worshippers mediating a new scientific revolution

engineers
associated with the night dream of post-industrial society. (p. 153-154)

The growing predominance of post-Fordist production processes and of nimble,
fleeting commodities coincides with rapidly changing cultural forms. Stuart Hall
lists these as a “greater fragmentation and pluralism, the weakening of older
collective solidarities and block identities and the emergence of new identities
associated with greater work flexibility, and the maximization of individual choices
through personal consumption.” Quoting Marshall Berman, Hall writes that these
~“smodern environments and experiences cut across all boundaries of geography and
ethnicity, of class and nationality, of religion and ideology’— not destroying them
mﬁrdy,butmkaﬁngnﬂmbveﬁngw,eodingﬂnlh\udmﬁnuiqwﬁdi
hitherto stabilized our social identities” (1991, p. 58). Harvey suggests this is not a
positive development. Capitalism, in its recent transnational and cybernetic
incarnation, acquires the capacity to profit greatly from the fragmentation and

“MMM”MM.*“MW“Q*MME
mmnmmammmmw-muw
c00ters as carviers of mesnings in Hiding in the Light, pp. 77-115). k mey be move accuraie to
characterise the transition as one in which the material component of commodities hes gradually
been reduced 0 the point thet signs no longer require the physical packaging of a car or 8 tosster.
”“an&uﬂythmhhmm*
wraseported packaging of the TV image, the sound byte, and the fad. '

25 Chapter Four desls more extensively with the implications of cultural commodification for crisical
adult education.




pluralization of cultural contexts. With their new-found capacities to monitor, to
calculate, and even to stimulate heterogeneous markets for an increasingly diverse
array of commodities, multinational corporations no longer require a homogenous
cultural context in which to operate profitably. To quote Zygmunt Bauman, in
postmodernity, “diversity thrives, and the market thrives with it” (1991, p. 289).
David Tetzlaff (1991) is even more foreboding in his assessment of the oppressive

The global spread and penetration of multinational capital, with its
nt of productive technology by reproductive technology (media,

mmpmen m),mmmwmtmmphhlamﬁul
distance from it can be established. The disorientation in culture reflects our

inability to orient ourselves towards the centers of power that affect our lives.
(p-12)

dernity provides better avenues for social control

h post
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image as an image. Postmodern culture asks for no connection to be made
between the text and the world outside the media. Being se
:vnﬂsﬂﬂimgﬂmﬂrdammﬂiﬂy Iulmgmg,ifhlmmh
:,,t,mmmmnmtymmz: ling #c
rstand their position in the social system is taken up by fascination w
depthless image fragments. (p. 15)
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g postmox nism may not be as easy as some Marxists assume. He
reveals this awareness in the following passage where he assesses the potentials for a

lpd@dpﬂﬁﬂﬁﬂﬂnwm:e&immﬂ\emdivﬂudm
Mmmmhdghmmdmﬂiuph&inﬁeghbdm will
ssarily have to respect this now enormously complex representational
diﬂsﬁ:mdinmtndhﬂlymmmadﬁmdﬂtmﬁa Thhismt
then, clearly, a call for a return to some older kind of machinery, some older
Aﬁmmtmﬁmdm,ﬁmmmmudmm
pmﬁvdarﬂmﬁcsﬂnwﬁempdiﬁahﬂ(ﬁithpﬁﬂenﬂb ]
will have to hold to the truth of poe ism, that is to say, to its
ﬁnﬂimhlob};tsﬁew&ldwﬂmulmm:ipim—nﬂ\em
ﬁmgatwhidiitidﬁevsabmkﬂim@hmsya mn
mode of representing this last, hwﬂd\wemyagﬂnhghbmw
pﬂﬁuﬂmnﬁﬂﬁdmﬂuﬂﬂezﬁwznﬂ:ﬁbmﬂmﬁnnaﬁtyﬁaﬂ
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social confusion. The political form of pc sm, if there ever is any,
wiﬂhavenlﬁmﬁmtheinmﬁmmdpm’ecﬂmcﬁgbbﬂmpﬂﬂﬂ
mapping, on a social as well as a spatial scale. (p. 54)

nature of the Marxists’ prejact to illuminate the underpinnings of postmodern
criticisms of their work. In an excellent review of David Harvey’s, The Condition of
stmodernity, for instance, R Deutsche (1991) contends that Harvey’s schema for
Mpﬂmﬂsﬂqhﬁu#ﬂﬁﬁnfﬁ” hensive as he would
like it t0 appear. According to Deutsche:

Toﬁgvﬁmﬂn&gmﬂ\gﬁqﬁmpﬁy hWEm’l
~dreams of unity”. Claiming 10 discover, rather than const
ﬂqﬁuﬁmﬁhﬂmhﬂhdﬂﬁmumd
Harvey’s discourse inerates the illusion that he stands outside, not in, the
world. His identity the owes nothing either 10 his real situation or (0 the
Mhmﬁhhmﬂhﬂh&aﬂw“ﬂm




and situated position, positing instead an autonomous subject who observes
horizon of his narrative. Deutsche rejects Harvey’s conflation of the complex array of
restructuring may be only one factor in the fragmentation of contemporary
fragmentation that Harvey overlooks. Harvey “appears, for one thing, to minimize
the fragmenting effects of political voices (feminist, gay, anti-racist, post-colonial)
which, by insisting that social subjects occupy situated rather than universal
feminist theory” (and we might add to this list: critical theory, theories of race, and
critical educational theory) have made to our understanding of cultural
fragmentation (p. 26). His political economic and geographic focus, Deutsche claims,
“is especially disappointing in the context of current efforts to forge new
interdisciplinary intersections between urban and aesthetic discourses,” to mention

The ultimate problem with Harvey’s analysis, Deutsche concludes, is that by
endeavoring to develop a large and unifying framework to explain the emergence of
postmodernism, Harvey imposes a metanarrative that denies the different ways




foundational presence, then we know that every totality is incomplete and is

To support her analysis, Deutsche points to the emerging body of post-Marxist
Marxist studies. The writings of Ernesto Laclau and Chantal Mouffe (1985), the
rinciple proponents of post-Marxism, reveal that the structure of feeling of
traditional Mandst counterparts. Rather than trying to force the diverse array of new
Laclau and Mouffe submit that “the plural and multifarious character of
contemporary social struggles has finally dissolved the last foundation for that
political imaginary” (p. 2). The Marxist presumption that society comprises a
sutured totality must now be abandoned (Laclau, 1990, p. 89). Postmodernism
confronts us with the fact that the world is irrevocably heterogeneous and that
Marxism must transform itself rather than try to transform everything else. %

Laclau and Mouffe, as well as Deutsche, are careful to point out that this
altogether. They avoid being dragged into the dangerous political quagmire of post-
cturalism. Instead, they endeavor to steer between absolute totalization of
daﬁcﬂMnﬂmnndabﬂuhﬁmﬂﬁm(mﬂﬂhmudmmby
proposing what they call “radical democracy.” In Laclau and Mouffe’s words:

While there is no doubt that one of the dangers which threatens democracy is
hmﬂnﬂnmmghyuﬂﬂemﬂmﬂudmmﬂ
tagonism and deny plmhtyhmﬂsﬁmmity there is also a
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Graham in Astipode, 24,2, (1992).
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articulation between social relations, is necessary in order to prevent an
implosion of the social and an absence of any common point of
reference....Between the logic of complete identity and that of pure difference,
the experience of democracy should consist of the recognition of the
multiplicity of social logics along with the necessity of their articulation. But
this articulation should be constantly re-created and renegotiated, and there is
no final point at which a balance will be definitively achieved. (p. 188)

In another essay Laclau (1988) counters post-structuralists by contending that
postmodernity does not constitute the disappearance of “grand narratives” so much
as a “weakening of their absolutist character” (p. 67). Postmodernism, Deutsche
suggests, “is characterized by a new metanarrative of the absence of foundational
guarantees and the need to construct new bases for unity” (p. 29). Rather than
assuming, as does Harvey, that a basis for unifying social struggles underties the
fragmentation of postmodern society, post-Marxists argue that links between
different social struggles must be worked out from historical moment to historical
moment. Nothing guarantees their articulation. No basis exists to say that feminists,
gay rights activists, and workers must, in the end, come together to struggie against
oppressive forces in society. The articulations amongst these different groups must
be derived in concrete contexts where no one group endeavors to exclude or
denounce the perspective of the other.

Casting back 1o our discussion of Habermas for a moment, it is possible to see
that his realization that we can never attain an ultimate and unquestionable
foundatien for an emancipatory cultural politics reflects the ideas of post-Marxists.
Like Haburnas, post-Marxists prefer to live in the uncomfortable terrain of
dialogical/democratic action rather than t0 control the proliferating perspectives of
postmodern society as do scientific Marxists, or to spin off in the vortex of difference
as do many post-structuralists. Despite the power and necessity of Harvey’s and
Jameson’s analyses, the challenge of postmodernism overwheims their desire to



&

s 80 poignantly recognizes, postmodernism'’s str
of feeling stands as a profound, perhaps irresolvable, challenge for the Left.

explain it away. As Haberma

The “Ex-Centric” and Postmodemnism

To narrate postmodernism is difficult because the very nature of the concept
makes the task of deciding what to include as central to the story and what to leave
out very problematic. For example, in the preceding paragraphs detailing Deutsche’s
critique of David Harvey, I construct my narrative to highlight the different ways
postmodernism works its way into Manxst discourse. In the process of telling of this
particular story, however, I omitted mentioning that Deutsche’s critique of Harvey is
lugelynmﬁv:tadhyhsmmﬂmmmfsphﬁcdmmﬂpb@m
emini ' ism. | myself was prompted to downplay the feminist
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multitude of exclusions such as the aforementioned renders feminists and other “ex-
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mmﬁmu,hhmﬁaﬂvnnepﬁimﬂﬂmm&paﬂemﬂ!
While it may be true for feminism that postmodernism persists as a vague, yet
mmﬁhﬁghhwymmm&hmmhu

until very recently largely kept a distance from the ideas of postmode y
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of sodial criticism “which do not rely on traditional philosophical underpinnings” (p.
19), very deep differences keep them apart. According to Fraser and Nicholson,
“postmodernists offer sophisticated and persuasive criticisms of foundationalism
and essentialism, but their conceptions of social criticism tend to be anemic.
Feminists offer robust conceptions of social criticism, but they tend at times to lapse
into foundationalism and essentialism” (p. 20).

The power of feminist critique over the past few decades is its ability to
formulate a paradigm of social criticism capable of addressing patriarchy and
sexism. The demands of practical political action encourage feminists to develop
clear and solid social theories to explain the history, causes, and constitution of
sexism. The 1960’s and 1970's, however, see feminists proposing highl
foundationalist, on occasion biologistic, conceptions of g
traits of women and men cross-culturally and trans-historically. As Fraser and
Shulamith Firestone’s (1970) claim that the struggle between genders is the most
primal of all social struggles, to Carol Gilligan’s (1983) construction of a female
counter-model to Kohlberg’s model of moral development. According to Fraser and
mainstream modes of thought and inquiry with which feminists have wished to
break” (p. 33).
essentialism continues 10 plague feminism is itself a consequence of dramatic




to contest the representations of “woman” presented by white, middle-class,
“woman,” white, middle class, heterosexual feminists simply repeat the same acts of
exclusion practiced by patriarchy.?

These internal contradictions and conflicts in feminism create a context
conducive to the proliferation of a postmodern sensibility. As Elizabeth Weed (1989)
mmhnmﬂdmamﬂnmmmmdumpuhnEuthepn

mhmﬁemwsﬁ&mxﬁﬁnppmdummﬁ:mmtmm“
hgmedbmmgﬂa—bmmﬁomofm In her criticism of Harvey, for
onstruct ppmd\hmmnhpdiﬁcﬂ
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The difficulty with succumbing to the structure of feeling of postmodernism
however, is that it demands that one open up one’s own perspective to the same
ing that it allows one to direct at other perspectives. The magnitude
stioning is revealed in Judith Butler’s (1992) comment that, “any effort to
ﬁwuﬂmﬂapﬂ&mﬂhd&a@ydmmm
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guarantee of solidarity is required in advance, will necessarily produce
postmodernism on feminism is, therefore, double-edged: it offers a gain in its critical
nists debate the benefits and drawbacks of pos

M@utdnﬁnsﬂmﬁmﬂmnﬂcgﬂ&mmmnmm
feminism into new forms of oppressi ’;,;Q\eindmthnt “feminism, like other forms

of postmodernism, should encoura ’u:lnmla-llemdh\mmﬂvm

mblgmty,mdmtﬂﬁpudtyuwﬂubmﬂﬁmdmmﬁﬁm
order and structure no matter how arbitrary and oppressive these needs be” (1990,
pﬁ) Qﬂﬁhﬁm“mauﬂmtmmmnélﬁvéym
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at the altar of postmodernism, women, whose oppression is still palpable and who
are only beginning to gain a positive sense of who they are, cannot benefit from the

centric-materialist essentialism” or on the other hand o Imm—
_ ,;ﬁ;:;"(psllS) The second option is particularly srous because it
m[mlwmmmfkmmuﬂwm
the feminist movement as a proto-totalitarian fiction” (p. 113).




Not only mainstream feminists feel the impact of the structure of feeling of
postmodernism. Challenging the essentialism of mainstream feminism generates self
questioning amongst many feminists from “ex-centric” contexts. Chandra Mohanty
(1991), for example, believes that it is impossible to define, in a “noncontradictory or
‘pure’” way, a Third-World feminism (p. 20). And bell hooks (1990) observes that the
differences between women of colour from the Third World and Afro-American
women make it impossible to essentialize a notion of black feminism (p. 93). As the
structure of feeling of postmodernism works its way into ever broader discursive
realms of the ex-centric, similar questioning arises. It challenges activists like Cornell
West (1992) to question the representations of blackness promoted by Afro-
American intellectuals like himself (p. 690); it reveals itself in the different ways
Afro-American feminists of the Black Panther generation like Angela Davis and
young L.A. rappers like lce Cube (1992) view racism and resistance; it is in the
background of Edward Said’s (1978) discussion of the West's representation of the
Orient; and it forms the basis of John Tomlinson’s (1991) discussion of the
tremendous paradoxes involved in identifying “cultural imperialism.” These and
many other thinkers recognize the tremendous attractions and risks of
postmodernism. On the one hand, they realize that no foundational basis for
identifying or unifying or representing a social phenomenon exists and that to think
80 simply perpetrates, in one way or another, the violent suppression of difference
and non-identity. With caution they are beginning to absorb Nietzsche’s and the
post-structuralist’s lessons on anti-essentialism. On the other hand, they recognize
that without a secure foundational basis, the cohesion of social movements is no
longer guaranieed: the fragmenting power of postmodernism crestes a centrifugal
force that threatens to spray the composite atoms of social resistance into the lonely
vortex of consumerism and hedonism.



While the Pandora’s box of postmodernism frightens many thinkers back into
hard-line positions and coaxes others into a passive if rather vertiginous cynicism, it
also motivates others to re-think the basis for forming relationships of solidarity with
other people. As bell hooks (1990) writes:

Coming to terms with the impact of postmodernism for black experience,

particularly as it changes our sense of identity, means that we must and can

rearticulate the basis for collective bonding. Given the various crises facing

African-Americans (economic, spiritual, escalating racial violence, etc.), we

are compelled by circumstance to reassess our relationship to popular culture

and resistance struggle. Many of us are as reluctant to face this task as many

non-black postmodern thinkers who focus theoretically in the issue of
“difference” are to confront the issue of race and racism. (p. 29)

Fraser and Nicholson (1990) speak similarly. A postmodern feminism, they relate:

is increasingly a matter of alliances rather than one on unity around a
universally shared interest or identity. It recognizes that the diversity of
women’s needs and experiences means that no single solution...can be
adequate for all. Thus, the underlying premise of this practice is that, while
some women share some common interests and face some common enemies,
such commonalities are by no means universal; rather, they are interlaced
with differences, even with conflicts. This, then, is a practice made up of a
patchwork of overlapping alliances, not one circumscribable by an essential
definition. (p. 35)

The overtly political orientation of feminist, anti-racist, post-colonial, gay, and the
vast multitude of other social movements proliferating in today’s society leads to a
different experience of the paradoxes of postmodernism than prevails in the more
detached context of the academe. Here people feel the bite of uncertain foundations
with a surge of real panic. Here people confront the complexity of the multiple axes
of power—class, gender, race, ethnic origin, sexual orientation, and 30 on—as they
forging points of articulation, resolving conflicts, establishing ever fragile coalitions.
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Here the practice of “radical democracy” looses its idealistic and hypothetical
character and becomes something to be learned and taught, taught and learned in
the to and fro of dialogical exchange. Here, finally, in this terrible landscape of
uncertainty and courage, criticism and concern, is the place where critical adult
educators must encounter the challenge of postmodernism.

Cultural Studies and Postmodernism

We can gain additional insight into the potential impact of postmodernism for
critical adult education by observing its intrusion into the emergent discursive
formation of cultural studies. In his essay, “The Future of Cultural Studies,”
Raymond Williams (1989) traces the roots of the now burgeoning field of cultural
studies to the early adult education movement in Britain.? The ideas and practices
that now prevail in cultural studies, he contends, originate in the struggles of
educators and students in organizations like the British Workers Education Association,
the National Council of Labour Colleges, and the many socialist and communist leagues
involved in adult education as far back as the 1820’s.%° With these historical links
between cultural studies and critical adult education in mind, it is perhaps not as
surprising that one of the best depictions of the potential impact of postmodernism
on critical adult education is provided by a contemporary cultural studies theorist,
Stuart Hall (1992), in his paper, “Cultural Studies and its Theoretical Legacies.”

For an excellent account of Raymond Williames’ activities as an adult educator see John Mcilroy’s
(1990-1991) two part article, “Border Country: Raymond Willisms in Adult Education.”
0For a good and concise Nistory of the adult education movement in Britain in this century, see john
and Bruce Spencer’s (1909), “Waves in British Worker Education.” An sccount of worker
education in the first half of the19th century is provided in Richard johnson’s (1988), Useful
Knowledge' 1790-1850: Memories for Education in the 1980s.” Paul Armetrong (1988) b ON
md“Mthuwdﬂnlm\mh‘mﬂa‘Mﬁrﬁ
Working Class: Socialism and the Bducation of Adults, 1850-1930.” Brien Simon’s (1990) recent book,
The Search for Enlightonment: The Working Class and Adult Education in the Twentisth Century, contains
coniributions examining adult education and the working class since the publication of the “Oxford

“Wmm report in 1909.



Hall’s primary purpose in this paper is to trace the sources of cultural studies’
“worldliness.” By “worldliness” he does not mean that cultural studies is worldly in

daﬂmrﬂimdiaﬂewmnm“mﬂ\eprajedofnﬂmﬂlmdisﬁmﬂ\edem
air of meaning and textuality and theory to the something nasty down below” (p.
278).

Hall relates how the source of cultural studies’ worldliness is a schism that
divldaiﬁheaﬂ.@nﬂemﬂdeﬂﬂesdﬁsmstmdsthefndht&edimﬂve

,disamﬁeafmy kind” (p. 278). Its bngstmdmg uneasy relations with M
Hall observes, are a case in point. From the beginning, cultural studies, particularly
in the British context, questions “the great inadequacies, theoretically and politically,
dnmoundlngdlums,ﬂlegatﬂm&unndsm"(pﬁ)lmdimyﬁby

’rynnd nction Wbcﬂmdmmgpmmuarﬂml
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dosing off to that which it does not yet know. Perhaps because of its focus on the
conflicting discourses that comprise it, cultural studies expresses a sensitivity to
dernism almost from the outset. Hall identifies several events, however, that
mhybopd:gculﬁuﬂmﬂishpﬂmnnﬂm

The first event was cultural studies’ tumn to Gramsd durii ; the 1970s. Hall
contends that “while Gramsdi belonged and belong” to the problematic of Marxism,
his importance for this moment of British cultural studies is precisely the degree to
Mhnﬂaﬂylﬁdmﬂﬂu theritances of Mandsm’s cultural studies”




The turn to Gramsci reaffirms the importance of understanding ideology, but
categorically withdraws from the installation of a monolithic or mechanical
explanation of its workings. This more historically contingent and negotiated
view reinforces claims for concrete practical analysis of ideological formations
within cultures, as against a mechanical “reading off” of ideological meanings
from cultural forms. Hegemony describes the attempt to produce uniformity
and coherence, but it also implies that such attempts must always, eventually
and necessarily, fail. (pp. 214-215)

A second ‘theoretical’ event that stirred the structure of feeling of postmodernism
amongst cultural studies theorists was their encounters with post-structuralism. Hall
lists the things he learned from this encounter as:

the crucial importance of language and of the linguistic metaphor to any
study of culture; the expansion of the notion of text and textuality, both as a

source of meaning, and as that which escapes and postpones meaning; the
recognition of the heterogeneity, of the multiplicity, of meanings, of the

to close arbitrarily the infinite semiosis beyond meaning; the
acknowledgment of textuality and cultural power, or representation itself, as
adteofpowandreg\daua\;ofthesymbolicuamoﬁdenﬁty.(p.m)

These theoretical events combined with political events. The emergence of feminism
andiudulla\gatothemﬁalimmdexdudomrypncdmofadmdm
andmeupsurgedﬂnquaﬁmdrmwhid\spukedammdbiww
within cultural studies forced open its discursive horizons.

On the other side of the schism that divides the heart of cultural studies resides
the notion that cultural studies is not open to the point that it is whimsical or
relativistic. It is, Hall observes, “a serious enterprise” that stakes out positions and
mhmmmwmmtgmmlmmmmmm
MW&M.M»MW,"MMBMMMM(
what [he has] called ‘the arbitrary closure’; without what Homi Bhabha called social
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which aims to make real changes in the world which does not, at some point, draw
distinctions, make choices, and carry out plans of action.
A tension exists, however, between cultural studies’ pmtmadm miﬁﬁtyiits

mgagedwithrslandpﬂtﬁealpmbmiﬂawisitpmsible,ﬁauuh,fma
dhdpﬂneﬂutrefusamdeﬂmaﬂ\eareﬁcﬂeenmfmiselfmdthnmﬂsﬁmﬂie
mﬂiﬂdmvemmbdﬂmpmmmm&ﬁﬂmt
political intervention? And, conversely, how can political practice committed to real
and practical change develop and carry out plans of action without closing itself off
to the questions, criticisms, and dissentions of other discourses? What this amounts
to, Hall observes, is being asked “to say ‘yes’ and ‘no’ at one and the same time” (p.
284). It not only asks the person in cultural studies to remain open to the
indeterminacy of knowledge, to the impossibility of final discursive closure, but also
not to let that indeterminacy paralyze action. While Hall acknowledges the terrible
nature of the terrain of dialogical practice, he contends, that “unless those fronts are
operating at the same time, or at least unless those two ambitions are part of the
engagement at the level of the political project” (p. 281) or, in the reverse, achieve
"mﬂuﬂunla:eﬂhrﬂﬁuﬂiahumhhﬂwiﬁmhmnwmm“

1 come back to the deadly seriousness of intellectual work. It is a deadly
serious matter....] come back to the difficulty of instituting a genuine cultural
uﬂaiﬂdpr:ﬁnwhﬁnhhﬁddbmﬂmmﬁnﬂﬂm
mmwmmmmwumﬁmmh
overarching n of achieved ) s, within the institutions. I
mhﬁhﬂmuﬂpﬂhhpﬂﬂuﬁﬂmyﬁﬂmnhwm
10 truth, but theory as a site of contested, localized, conjunctural knowledges,




Radical Education and Postmodernism

For me, the challenge of postmodernism is, in the deepest sense, a challenge to
humanity’s ability to learn new ways of interacting with one another and their
world. Education, I believe, is a crudal cultural practice in this context. It has the
potential to offer important new strategies to people struggling to think and to act in
new ways. In few other realms do intellectuals need to be more cognizant of the
transformations transpiring in postmodernity. Fortunately, even though
substantial debate about its potential implications for the field.

In their paper, “Postmodern Conditions: Rethinking Public Education,” Mustafa
Kiziltan, William Bain, and Anita Cafiizares (1990) point out that education’s
complicity in the twentieth century project to “replace the moral certainty of the last
century with the sclentific certainty of this one” places it inextricably in league with
the very forms of knowing most rejected by postmodernism:

Givﬂﬂemttpwhidmduﬂﬁmﬂmghtmdmgmmmuy
connected with the “scientific,” the prn critique of the foundations,

thefuneﬂagmdthemmaﬁdaﬁﬁ:kmbﬂge(mdﬂmmﬂhm
to have profound and unsettling effects upon the practices, rationaliza

and the legitimation of education. (p. 353)

hizares are quite right to identify the status of knowledge as the point where
pdernism most impacts education. Over the past century and a half, school-
bnaﬂdmﬁmhumuﬁlmdaaphdphmnfnpmdudmmlm
Through disseminating or fostering particular forms of knowledge, education heips
maintain social relations beneficlal to dominant social interests. In Giroux’s words:
“Pedagogy is, in part, a technology of power, language, and practice that produces




human beings particular views of themselves and the world” (1992, p. 81). For the
most part, the knowledge education transmits sustains the grand narratives that
serve to unify and homoge
maﬁvesmditsq\gsﬁmingaﬁﬂfnmaf;tﬁ”” tal

jeopardizes education’s rational social purpose.
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situation is very different for radical forms of education, however. Recall that, until
very recently, radical forms of education countered the metanarratives of dominant
The gradual intrusion of the structure of feeling of postmodernism into the
discourses of radical education has been and continues to be unsettling for this
several vectors along which postmodernism insinuates its way into British cultural

mdiutothepnndmsaf : ,,:,iiih@kntrﬁhlpd“a]
Mmmhhtﬁmﬂiﬂhgﬂpﬁﬁmﬁﬁmhnpﬂymm
way into education in a similar multi-pronged fashion.

In recent years a number of disruptive and deconstructing thea
inform the ideas of radical educators. Post-structuralism (N
mo;uu-r 1991a; Lather, 1991b; Burbules and Rice, 1991; ﬁul,lm,p-

mxm).dmmmﬁcﬂ,lmvmlmmm



studies (Giroux, 1992; Giroux and Trend, 1992; McLaren, 1993)) all play an important
role calling into question the essentialist practices not only of traditional purveyors
of education but of radical pedagogues, themselves.3! In the realm of cultural and
political practices, feminism, race discourses, post-colonial discourses constitute
other vectors along which the structure of feeling of postmodernism makes its way
into the discourses of radical education.

In addition to the above, another important vector along which post
flows into radical education is the very process of practicing as educators concerned
with issues like justice and equality, a practice that challenges the whole idea of
privileged knowledge. For instance, in Pedagogy of the Oppressed (1972), Paulo Freire
criticizes banking education, in which the metanarratives of the oppressor are
kind of essentialized knowledge with another but to let the learner engage in
producing their own knowledges (note the plural). Freire’s claims inject the structure
of feeling of postmodernism into radical education.
education is now no longer secure. The customary role of the teacher as the legislator
of a particular metanarrative is no longer viewed as acceptable. It follows, then, that
if there is no such thing as representative knowledge, what function remains for the
educator? In the context of the postmodern world what is the purpose of education?
" The perniciousness of these questions is revealed in “Dialogue Across
Differences: Continuing the Conversation,” lp(pabymdidnmm

31 One should note here that Henry Giroux and, 10 8 somewhat lesser extent, Peter McClaren and
Putt Lather stand out 2s the presminent contributors (o the discourse of posts son in education.
mhmuwmmu-&uh*mqaugﬁm
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the metanarratives of modernity, what it is that Giroux bases his assertion that we
must retain essential modernist values? They observe that:

reflected in [Giroux and McLaren’s] work is the difficulty postmodernism
encounters in providing principled arguments to support positive positions;

in place of such arguments we often find a highly charged rhetorical style that
asserts the primacy of certain values or condemns their suppression without
articulating why anyone not already sympathetic with their position ought to
bem Thhmmkmldewmmgﬂfﬁadtwm
nhnutmdmﬁﬂvﬂusmdmﬁmbluﬂinbm

antimodern rejection of them. (p. 96)

Giroux and McClaren (in the sense that these two theorists are not, to my mind, any
correct in their assessment of the difficult position postmodernism places radical
solidarity, mdpnuitdsﬁaaiﬁalﬂnﬁdmﬂﬂn;, scendental normative
foundations for generating a critique of society, itdﬂdtptlvgduﬂmdl
unified and unambiguous position on which to base their pedagogical practices.
Because radical educators no longer poseess an essentialized body of knowledge
bh&ﬁldﬂﬁtpﬂh\bhﬂlﬁmdﬁnmmﬂm“n—dbm
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persist on defining their activities as educators. If they persist in viewing themselves
as people who transmit knowledge, then the anti-essentialism of postmodernism
presents difficulties that are very difficult to overcome. If on the other hand they
reconceptualize what they do as border pedagogy, then postmodernism does not
present the same difficulties.

Giroux (1992) outlines the principle characteristics of border pedagogy as
follows:

Border pedagogy is attentive to developing a democratic public philosophy
that respects the notion of difference as part of a common struggle to extend
the quality of public life. It presupposes not merely an acknowledgment of

the shifting borders that both undermine and reterritorialize different

configurations of culture, power, and knowledge. It also links the notion of
and the broader category of education to a more substantive

struggle for a radical democratic soclety....As part of a radical

practice, border pedagogy points to the need for conditions that allow
students to write, speak, and listen in a language in which meaning becomes

multiaccentual and dispersed and resists permanent closure....Within this
discourse, students should engage knowiedge as border-crossers, as people
moving in and out of borders constructed around coordinates of difference

and power. (pp. 28-29)

Giroux’s boarder pedagogy takes on the difficult task of fostering people’s
capacity to articulate differences in a radically democratic and communicative
context. His desire is to offer a pedagogy that does not impose knowledge but that
makes it possible for people collectively to negotiate knowledge in the same way
and at the same time as they negotiate alliances and coalitions which respect
differences and which are not impositional or exclusive.

Critical Aduit Education and Postmodernism
It is quite surprising that discursive realms as close as critical adult education
and radical education cass-Bw 50 radically different. Unlike radical education, where a

highly sophisticated discourse about the implications of postmodernism has



developed, in critical adult education, discourse about postmodernism is all but
absent. The very few references made to postmodernism do more to confirm the
absence of this important phenomenon in critical adult education discourses than to
provide us with a sense of what postmodernism is or what its implications are for
critical adult education. A large piece of the entire discourse on postmodernism in
critical adult education can be summarized as follows: Usher (1989) dnwsmapmt—
structuralist conception of language to offer another way of theorizi
(but provides only a brief account of Derridian thought that does little to indicate the
broader implications for post-structuralism for critical adult education); Finger
(1991) argues that Habermas’s critical theory does not form a secure basis for critical
adult education because it offers no theory of postmodernity (but he, himself, does
not provide a very dear or very sustained account of what post '
and Westwood (1992), makes cursory reference to postmodernism wh
mmmm/hnwugerélﬁnnﬂﬂpsmablickmﬂlhalﬂiwpm
Leicester, England.

The absence of overt theorizing about postmodernism in critical adult education
is, in some respects, quite surprising. Critical adult education is subject
the same influences that Hall argues propels cultural studies into the uncomfortable

ed to many of
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the 19th century, critical adult education has been torn by the heterogeneity of its
discourses. Banished to the margins of mainstream adult education, it has existed
only in a fragmented way. It has had not one, but many histories; has embraced the
work of very different people; and has encompassed a diversity of contradictory,
often competing, theories, methodologies, and strategies.

It would be a mistake, though, to attribute the openness and diffuseness of
critical adult education solely to its position on the fringes of mainstream aduit
education . It also has much to do with the prevailing view in critical adult education
that knowledge is a product of dialogue. By in large, critical adult educators reject
ﬂ\eidaafapatkmwle@inﬁmﬂﬁj edges derived in discourse with
believed in the capacities of its students to critically discern the truth and it
implemented a discussion-based teaching strategy that allowed students “to make
up their own minds after an examination of a wide range of conflicting evidence and
interpretations” (Brown, 1960, p. 116). Similar sentiments were held in 1944 by
Saskatchewan’s Division of Adult Education, Thomson rejected the transmissic
“knowledge for its own sake” and, instead, “saw his task as catalytic: helping people
t0 dlarify their goals and achieve their ends through dialogue” (Welton, 1987, p. 155).
hubﬁi!!(l@bquﬂyﬂgrﬁuhﬁrﬁmﬂdmﬂhwhﬂpmﬁwurﬂ

constandly... Thmlﬁlwhpodﬁndwﬂmhhmdhﬁmyﬁh

unable 10 ener into communion with the people, whom he continues o regard as

mmnmmmm For Preire, “the teacher is n0
seaches, but one who is himeelf [sic] tsught in dialogue
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with the students, who in turn while being taught also teach” (p. 67). The refusal of
these and other critical adult educators to vigorously police the boundaries of their
discipline is, to a large extent, the result of their refusal to close themselves to the
discourses of their students or to the indeterminacy of knowledge.

Critical adult education is also similar to cultural studies to the extent that it
gmupn.nutwhﬂeﬂiechmmgsafﬂﬂegmupsmmﬂmmuﬂmﬂsmdiamm
the difficult terrain of postmodernism and seems to stimulate reflection on the
difficulties postmodernism creates for a cultural politics, their challenges in critical
adult education provoke discomfort and confusion without a real discursive basis
for either perceiving their deeper implications for working through their paradoxes.

I would like to contend that the key reason adult education has failed to develop
an extensive discourse on postmodernism is not so much that it has not been
from almost all of the discursive realms I have treated above, even its historical
studies was not only disturbed at a political level but also at a theoretical level by the
discourses of post-structuralists and post-Marxists. Critical adult education’s
has dominated mainstream adult education (Collins, 1991), has not provided a basis

mmmﬁihmﬁmyﬂwﬂupmihﬁcmqf
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WEA, Watson Thomson, Paulo Freire, all devoted themselves to emancipatory
political action. Thomson articulates the commitment to action shared by most
critical adult educators as follows: “Education for the People — all the People.
Education for action — cooperative, responsible action. Education for change —
inevitable and desirable change. Power to the People” (Quoted in Welton, 1987, p.
156).

Even its resolr .ely practical and, at times, even anti-theoretical focus does not
protect critical adult education from the structure of feeling of postmodernism,
however. I am convinced that, even though it has not been able to theorize it, critical
adult education has long experienced the effects of this structure of fec.ing, as
revealed in the tension that exists in critical adult education between its commitment
to remain an open discursive formation and its commitment to engage in
meaningful political action. ritical adult educators have long been aware that the
relationship between these \wo commitments is problematic. Early on, tutors of the
WEA worried that the non-directive, “on one hand this, on the other hand that”

mdlingmethodsd\atﬂ\eywmmppmedwmployhmeirdmmﬁ

116). Educators in Nova Scotia’s Antigonish movement were also aware of the
contradiction. While committed to a vision of participatory democracy and to a
pedagogical approach open to their student’s needs, they realized that undirected
discussion rarely yielded decisive actions. In 1939, Father Moses Coady (1967),
charismatic leader of the movement, wrote about the resulting relationship between
Antigonish and “the masses” as follows:

We do not ask them to theorize too much. We prefer to have them see and do
mmwtmmmmmmmm»umnnmﬂ
now, the things that do not call for expert knowledge of the intricacies of
sociology and economics.... Then we need not have any fears for the result
nor dread of superficial criticism. (p. 153)
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action existed in the 19508 and 1960s amongst the staff at Highlander, the Tennessee
center for union and divil rights education, founded by critical adult educator, Myles
Horton. An observer of the pedagogy of Highlander writes:

Without violating the principle of starting where the people are, the workshop

discussion leaders...deliberately reinforce talk in the group that points to

m\ited action. At the same time, free discussion is mandatory. Views

pposing collective action must be examined. Otherwise, Highlander would

fall into the trap of telling people what is good for them. (Adams, 1975, p. 213)

Perhaps one of the keenest observers of this contradiction, however, is Paulo
Freire. He contends that, while they may seem contradictory, discourse and politics
are actually inseparable moments of a dialectical unity he identifies as praxis. Any
attempt to privilege one element of this dialectical unity over the other (be it theory
or practice, reflection or action, discourse or politics) undermines the integrity of the
mancipatory pedagogical enterprise. Privileging theory results in “a hollow,
Dlalv'...which cannot denounce the world, for denunciation is impossible without a
commitment to transform, and there is no transformation without action” (p. 76),
whereas, privileging action results in an activism that “negates true praxis and

While much ‘s similar between critical adult education’s experience of the
contradictory elements inhabiting the heart of critical adult education and Hall’s
account of the schism in cultural studies, an essential difference exists. It is true that
both understand that discourse and politics, theory and practice, reflection and

separable ingredients of an emancipatory practice, and both are keenly

awmﬂntﬂnerehﬁmshlphelmﬂmetwindenmbummym However

whereas critical adult education has not possessed the theoretical tools to muster a
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discourse on postmodernism and has continued wishing that the tension that
figures their field would go away, cultural studies acquired the theoretical capacity
to understand that such a resolution is impossible and 1hat the tension between

irse and politics is an inevitable feature of living and learning in postmodern

While critical adult education has experienced the structure of feeling of
postmodernity, it has to this point been theoretically unprepared to engage in the
intense and disturbing introspection that we see in other discursive realms. Rather
than being relieved that they have escaped the scourge of postmodemism however,
adult educators should worry. As I document in the following chapters, the
challenges postmodernism present for critical adult education are immense. Only a
great deal of introspection and committed intellectual and political work will permit
it to emerge from postmodern times stronger and better able to address
will help critical adult educators achieve this goal.
difficulty of being an organic intellectual/critical adult educator.32 For me, the
“worldliness” of critical adult education can be retained only if adult educators give
up hope of escaping the terrible terrain of dialogical practice (a hope never quite
abandoned by Freire, Coady, Horton, and many others throughout the history of
critical adult education, and, incidentally, a hope that reveals their complicity with

ﬂu;manem mm-a “critical adult educator” is even more
mmm-ﬁnmm mmm‘mmmmﬂ
organic inteliectuals, | go even farther and claim that organic in critical adult
ME“&MI&HIE“MHW&EH&&
education than is usually assumed.




postmodernism, ref 1se to constitute their vocation as a meta-narrative, and remain
open to the strain of alternate discourses. It means, at the same time, developing

disturbingly arbitrary.



Chapter Three

CriTicAL ADULT EDUCATION
AND THE PROJECT OF MODERNITY

The claim that postmodernism has important implications for critical adult
education rests on a fairly contentious assumption. It presumes the existence of a
discursive formation called critical adult education which is identifiable and more or
less circumscribable. If one examines the heterogeneous discourses that have
accumulated around the composite term ‘critical adult education,’ however, one has
good reason to doubt it specifies anything so neat as the previous chapters seem to
assume. For one thing, the term has been used to designate very different adult
education initiatives and approaches spanning well over a century. Denmark’s folk
schools, Great Britain’s Mechanics’ Institutes, Nova Scotia’s Antigonish Movement,
and Nicaragua’s Literacy Campaign have all been granted the appellation at one
time or another.! In Canada, initiatives as varied as the Frontier College, the

1Mnmﬁﬂm-m-ﬂﬁmhmdmmm-emm
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overview of the function of the Mechanics’ Institutes in his paper, “Mechanics Institules and the
Working Classes, 1840-1860." A thoroughgoing account of Nove Scotia’s critical adult education
experiment, the Movement, is offered by Jim Lotz and Michael Wekton (1987) in their

essay, “Knowledge for the People’: The Origins and Development of the Antigonish Movement.” For

an interesting account of critical adult education in Nicaragua see Martin Carnoy and Caros Alberto
Torres’s (1990), “Education and Social Transformation in Nicaragua, 1979-1989."




Women's Institutes, The Worker’s Education Association, and the Co-operative
College all claim to exemplify critical adult education.2 Exactly what earns these
very different examples the designation critical adult education remains nebulous,
however. Efforts to establish a clearer definition for the term, to establish a firmer
basis for identifying what counts as critical adult education, inevitably stir
dissension. Attempts to draw a border around what constitutes critical adult
education either exclude initiatives that claim to be critical or include theories and
practices whose critical nature is dubious.3

The whole idea that it is possible to stake out a territory called critical adult
education becomes even more suspect considering postmodernism’s critique of
essentialism and foundationalism discussed in the previous chapter. From a‘
postmodernist perspective, one cannot represent critical adult education as if it is an
object that can be observed and explained. Constituting critical adult education
inevitably is an act of power that suppresses heterogeneity, contingency, and
incongruence. The violence required to exclude the ‘other’ of critical adult education
ﬁutiumomuypmofﬂtebadermkingprmmdmmewhokimpuheh
define critical adult education most unpalatable. Rather than contending that
postmodernism has implications for critical adult education (conceived, in some
way,uaunlﬁedmﬁty),amposm\odemapptmd\wouldbetoapmme
differential effects of the varied discourses of postmodernism on different,
contextually located adult education practices.

3 A recent debete in adukt education that exempiifies the difficulty of circumacribing critical adult
education was sparked by Jack Mezirow’s (1961; 1989; 1991) attempt 1o utilize Jirgen Habermes'
mdwmw»mmwmmm
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Transformation: A Critique of Mezirow’s Theory.”



This, however, is not the approach I will take. Rather, in the following pages |
draw on the ideas of Jiirgen Habermas and of Antonio Gramsci to offer a theory of
critical adult education. | argue that critical adult education has, from the outset,
been inextricably implicated in what Habermas calls the ‘project of modemnity’. More
specifically, to use Habermas’s terms, I suggest that critical adult education, in its
diverse manifestations, has emerged as part of a larger defensive reaction on behalf
of the lifeworld’ against colonization by the ‘system’. Expanding my argument to
include Gramscian elements, I contend that critical adult education wages its
struggle as a counterhegemonic cultural practice that resists the cultural forms
conducive to unbridled capitalist growth and that attempts to establish what
Habermas identifies as a ‘fully rationalized lifeworld’.
education in this fashion, I believe there are strong reasons for eschewing the
concerns of postmodernists and continuing this endeavor. The first reason is that a
criteria for marking off critical adult education theories and practices; it provides a
strong normative basis for legitimating these theories and practices; it provides a
basis for saying why very different adult education enterprises are all examples of
critical adult education; and it illuminates the ways other mm\pu to define critical
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chapter, then, is not simply to detail an objective notion of critical adult education.
Rather, it is to offer a provisional conception of critical adult education that, while it
does not claim to be all inclusive, still asserts a clear and convincing picture of what
critical adult education is and should be.

Besides the overall theoretical gains it offers, the second reason I advance the
about critical adult

following account is that it builds upon a tradition of thinking
education that has emerged with particular strength in the past decade.4 Numerous
theorists now draw upon the work of Habermas and Gramsci to understand the
theory and practice of critical adult education. The borders of critical adult education
are, as a result, far clearer than they have been previously. While I accept that many
problems remain with the contemporary status of critical adult education and with
many ‘Habermasian’ efforts to circumscribe it, I view recent developments in the
field positively, as an important renewed effort to come to terms with theoretical and
practical problems beleaguering critical adult education.

A third reason is that a Habermasian and Gramscian analysis provides a
particularly good backdrop against which to explore the implications of
postmodernism for critical adult education. Because it is self-conscious about the
implications of postmodernism, Habermas's theory in particular enables us to see
dlearly the many ways critical adult education is entwined with the project of

4] can provide only a brief list of the contributions to this important development. Jack Mezirow
(1981; 1985; 1991) was one of the first to consider the importance of Habermas and, despite the many

with his handling of H. bermas, has done a grest service in introducing him (0 the field.
Michael Collins (1985, 1991), Michael Welton (1991a), David Little (1991) and especially Mechtild Hart
Mmmmmuﬁnmﬁmmﬂmaﬂyﬁjﬂ!
(l”)hudiued:n-ﬂyﬁdm*:mmmmghpdwﬂ?ﬂh
Freire.



:elfundenundmg has developed within discourses that trace their origins to the
Enlightenment. Moreover, it brings to the fore a litany of modernist notions
undergirding many critical adult education practices. This deep association with the
project of modernity, I contend, is what makes critical adult education susceptible to
the intrusions of postmodernism. The full measure of postmodernism’s implications
for critical adult education can only be realized when we understand the extent to
which the discursive formation of critical adult education is engendered within all
encompassing modernist metanarratives.

Spedfying Critical Adult Education
The conceptual advmnpgﬁnedbyuﬁngaiﬁ:ﬂﬂmieﬂike s ar
attempt to stake out a territory for critical adult education. In the following, I relate

of what differentiates critical adult eﬂmﬁnnﬁﬁnuﬂgrmcf adult education.
education within a totalizing account of capitalism and class struggle provide
limited accounts of the unique characteristics of critical adult education. Liberal or
humanist discourses that differentiate critical forms of adult education according
human nature, or by way of an individualized learning theory, fail t0 emphasize the
ways critical aduit education acts 0 resist concrete forms of economic and political
oppression. Drawing on Habermas’ and Grameci's critical theories enables us to




draw boundaries for critical adult education without succumbing to any of these
drawbacks.

Prior to the First World War, adult education practices were, for the most part,
disparate and unorganized. Adult educators developed knowledge and practices
specific to the interests of the locales and regions in which they practiced S The
institutionalization of adult education was in its infancy and adult educators in the
academy had yet to define an object of study, a body of knowledge, and a range of
practices that would legitimate adult education as a viable and distinct enterprise. In
this early context, there was little concern to delineate critical forms of adult
education. Adult education was by definition critical. The context in which it
typically emerged was as part of larger social movements whose intention was to
disrupt tradition or to foment social change ¢

The Danish folk school movement constitutes as example of this disruptive form
of adult education.” Hailed by many as a preeminent example of critical adult
education, the Danish folk schools emerged in the mid-19th century as part of a

5 The parochial concems of early adult educators, Wilson (1991) argues, is evident in the submissions
10 the 1934 Adult Education Handbook, the first of many such handbooks orche by the North
mm«mmwmmmdﬁnﬁmhﬂn
more obvious if compared 0 the most recent edition of the handbook edited by Sharan Merriam and
Phylis Cunningham (1989), Hendbook of Adult and Continuing Education. C.]. Titeus provides a good
sense of the sporadic and local nature of adult education prior to the Pirst World War in his
introduction to Lifelong Educetion for Adwits: An International Handbook (1989).

6 In a famous address 10 the extra-mural depertment at London University, R.H. Tawney (1964)
observed that: “All serious educational movements have, in England, been also social movements” (p.
84). A perusal of the history of adult education in other countries (especially Canada) suggests that, st
least until the 1950”s, Tawney’s observation might well have applied over much of the globe.

7 One of the first accounts of the Danish folk schools wes provided by Joseph K. Hart (1926) in his
Light from the North: The Danish Folk High Schoole—Their Mesnings for America. Largely becouse of
Hart’s book, the Danish folk schools were (10 have a large impact on seversl adult educeiion initistives
in North Americs. In , Myles Horton, founder of the Highlander school in Tennasese, drew
s initial inspiration mmuuw;mm:umm
1975). For a good full length of the folk schools see R. Paulston (1980, (‘Iﬁihﬂk
Schools: Felk Scheols in Social end Movements. For & more conciee review of the t of Danish
folk schools in Caneda see Gordon Selman and Paul Dampier (1991), The Foundations of Adult
Education in Canads.




larger nationalistic struggle waged by the Danish people. In 1864 Prussia defeated
adopt German ways. Many traditional Danes were alarmed at the threat to their
needed to make deliberate efforts to preserve their culture. He devised a kind of
school where farmers could come to learn about their history, preserve their
language, recover traditional forms of self-governance, and enjoy and revive Danish
distinguish the folk schools as a critical form of adult education. The fact that they
furthered the cause of the peasants in their struggles with landlords, dlergy, and
nobility made them easily recognizable as critical. Not until late in the 19th century
did questions begin to emerge as to whether all folk schools actually constituted a
across Europe and into Scandinavia. Several folk schools, especially those in
Scandinavian countries other than Denmark, began to shift the focus of their
schools to concerns arising out of the worker’s movement. The critique leveled at the
emergence of working class movements, 8 more inclusive basis had to be




'l‘hedevelopmmmeanditmdﬂmaly:es provided a powerful and pervasive
inguishing different forms of adult education. Socialist educators

began&hﬁstthatfurmmhddtedmﬁmthﬂfmﬂﬂdmdﬂdungaﬁvmnh\g
the bourgeoisie could not be called ‘critical’.8 This label should be reserved for forms
of adult education that helped generate social changes to aid workers. Italian
Marxist, Antonio Gramsdi, for example, reflects this view in a criticism he levels at
the Italian Popular Universities started by the Societh Umanitaria of Milan, founded
in 1893. Gramsci (1971) contends that the universities’ attempt to extend education to
foster Italian culture was essentially misguided. He compares the universities to
Engluhmd\mts”hudmgnutmshybmbles"mmhvepeople“mendm\gﬁﬁ
gold” (p. 330) and suggests that they do not count as examples of critical adult
education because they failed to form relationships with the masses that could
enable them to genuinely meet their needs. Once again, no specific quality
differentiates critical adult education enterprises from what Gramsci identifies as
establishes it as critical adult education.

Wthﬁmhﬂﬂh&hmm.ﬁﬁﬂiﬁm;dmﬁ:mﬁdl
g:whgmedﬂiemdmpmﬂdeﬁmscﬂmtmdﬁﬁﬁnﬁaﬁnaiﬂmm
of adult education. In 1899, university educators (primarily based in Oxford)

'hmumnmw which were initisted in 1096 and then dominated
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to “provide an economic and political education which would enable workers to
understand and change society” (Mcllroy and Spencer, 1989, p. 35). From the
beginning, the impulse for this initiative was reformist. As Mcliroy and Spencer
relate: “Its emphasis was liberal and a central impetus was a desire to control,
civilize and incorporate the leaders of ‘the great unrest’” (pp. 35-36). By 1909,
however, radical socialist intellectuals within the ranks of the WEA had established
the Central Labour College (CLC) devoted to the development of independen
working class education. For the next three decades, the CLC competed directly with
the WEA to provide working class education. In the context of this competition adult
educators began to advance new ways of distinguishing critical adult education.

The CLC'’s principal criticism of the WEA was that its association with the
university and its reliance on state funding rendered it inimical to working class
interests.10 Rather than directly informing workers of the basis of their exploitation
based on sound Marxist analysis as did the CLC, the WEA believed strongly that its
students should make up their own minds on the state of world affairs after
discussing a wide range of conflicting interpretations (Brown, 1980, p. 120). This left
the WEA open to condemnation as weak-kneed and prevaricating. As Brown (1980)
relates, “the WEA was accused by the Labour College movement of teaching
‘bourgeois social science’, and of being incorporated into the status quo” (p. 109).11
The CLC took a more direct and in many ways more traditional approach tc

9 For confirmation of this, see Roger Fieldhouse (1987), “The 1908 Report: Antidote 10 Class Struggle,”
who observes that the 1908 Oxford end Working-Cless Educetion Report was a written reassertion of the
Oxford educator’s belief that the working-class was in need of intellectual guidance and that they
mkuﬂhmﬂe&&ewmﬂuﬁdh%ﬂmﬂhﬁmmm
Harvop, ed. (1967), Oxford and Working-Class Education.

10 Brian Sienon (1990) in his peper “The Struggle for , 1920-1926," documents the struggle
Comanunist Party in the yoars after World War L.

11 This claim may have been a bit of an over-generalization. In some locales, ke in Yorkshive, the
WEA was very Marxist in orientation (Mcilroy and Spencer, 1999).
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teaching. Classes were conducted in a lecture format and little allowance was made
either for discussion or the entertainment of other points of view (p. 122).

Unable to doubt the CLC's allegiance to the working class, intellectuals in the
WEA began to seek alternate grounds for discriminating critical forms of adult
education other than the usual notion that adult education is critical when it serves
the interests of the working class.!2 Th. . contended that, while it might be true that
critical adult education must fairly consider Marx and the materialist conception of
history, it must also demonstrate particular characteristics consistent with some
notion of democracy. Conceptions of critical adult education defended by the CLC

revealed little awareness of the unique characteristics of critical adult education.
How oould it be claimed, for instance, that an adult education initiative is critical
when all it does is dogmatically teach a predigested party line? The WEA contended
that, as well as teaching Marxist analyses, critical adult education must also avoid
dogmatism, promote open-mindedness, foster a spirit of independent inquiry, and
arouse a democratic sensibility.13 Based on these criteria, the WEA claimed that its
discussion-based approach to adult education comprised a better example of critical
adult education than the lecture-based approach of the CLC.

In a very different context, Brazilian adult educator, Paulo Freire, carefully
developed still another means of discriminating critical forms of adult education
from non-critical forms.!4 Freire commenced his career as an adult educator in the

12 prown (1980) identifies G.D.H. Cole as a key figure in the development of WEA educational
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historical account of the WEA in New Zesland, Roy Shukur (1984) relates how the WEA held to its
philosophical commitment 1o democracy even when it was attacked as insufficently critical of the
status quo.

14 | sumenariae Freire’s attempts 10 delineste critical forms of adult education in “The Significence of
wmmmmdmmmﬁmﬂmwnmm-
good review of Freire’s ideas see R. Mackie (1981), Literacy snd Revelution: The Pedagogy of Pavle Freire.




late-1950's in the impoverished center of Recife, Brazil.'> Working in university
extension, he developed a pedagogical method for fostering literacy amongst the
peasantry. Like many liberal intellectuals caught up in the possibilities of
modernization, Freire believed that Brazilians were finally in the position to shake
off the chains of an oppressive colonial past and to develop a truly democratic
society. He believed his pedagogical method could help create the conditions for
democracy by fostering the capacity of peasants to participate actively in the affairs
of their nation.16 In the progressivist heyday of Brazil of the early 1960's, neither
Freire nor anyone else had reason to doubt the critical nature of his adult pedagogy.
In 1964, Brazil experienced a military coup and Freire was forced into exile.
Whereas, his pedagogical method once won easy support, in the hostile context of

military dictatorship, Freire experienced increasing pressure to justify the ways in
which his pedagogy was critical. Much like the WEA, he experienced attacks from
the Left who believed that his dialogical pedagogical method was essentially
reformist and regressive and that it did not deal adequately with the concrete social
circumstances of oppression. Freire's response to these criticisms came in the form of
his well known treatise, Pedagogy of the Oppressed (1972).

Unlike the WEA intellectuals, Freire did not have the luxury of simply asserting
the value of democracy as a distinguishing feature of critical aduit education.
a\oughmﬂvefnmemmndnnmnﬂuduﬂﬁmd ideal without much
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vast changes required to make the societies more equitable seemed far-fetched. The
peasantry did not require critical consciousness; they required someone to direct
them in a revolution.

While he agreed that revolution was required, Freire refused to believe that any
authentic change could transpire unless all people were involved as equals in the
revolutionary process. Like the WEA intellectuals, he held that the measure of a
truly critical form of adult education was not the extent to which it brings about
social reform, but to the extent to which it engages all people as equals in the process
of social transformation. To sustain his point, however, Freire did something the
WEA intellectuals felt no companction to do. He further grounded his notion of
critical adult education saying that it is consistent with people’s true human nature
as “beings of praxis” (Freire, 1972, p. 90).

Freire argues that, unlike animals which simply live in the world, people exist as
active subjects who interact with the world in order to understand it and change it
(Freire, 1973, p. 4). He relates the basic premises of his conception of the human
being as follows:

Whereas the being which merely lives is not capable of reflecting upon itself
and knowing itself living in the world, the existent subject reflects upon his
(sic) life within the very domain of existence, and questions his relationship to
the world. His domain of existence is the domain of work, of history, of
culture, of values—the domain in which [people] experience the dialectic
between determinism and freedom. (Freire, 1972, p. 28)

mupadtywuﬂedmd\eirwwldmbbhmmtommitmduﬂgﬂtz

The difference between animals—who cannot create products detached from
themselves—and [people}—who through their action upon the world create
the realm of culture and history—is that only the latter are beings of praxis.
Only [people) are praxis—the praxis which, as the reflection and action which
truly transform reality, is the source of knowledge and crestion. Animal



activity, which occurs without a praxis, is not creative; [people’s]
transforming activity is. (Freire, pp. 90-91)

authentic nature as beings of praxis. Critical modes of adult education, on the other
hand, reaffirm and foster this nature.

Freire, it must be emphasized, stakes out the terri‘ory of critical adult education
using very different means than that of theorists of the Danish folk school, Gramsci,
the CLC, the WEA, or his own Leftist opponents. Rather than assuming that a form
of adult education is critical simply because it is associated with a social movement,
because it works in the interest of the working class, or because it fosters democracy,
Freire pursues firmer and more universal criteria. He identifies the esseniial nature
of the human being and contends that adult education is critical only when it does
not distort this nature. Only when adult education allows people to actualize their
potential as subjects capable of praxis, only when it fosters people’s liberation from
oppressive social forms that inhibit their natural capacity to control of their own
destiny, only when it fosters the equitable participation of all people in the essential

human vocation of history making does it warrant the label ‘critical adult education’.
The advantage of Freire’s approach to circumscribing critical adult education is
that it offers clear normative criteria for assessing the status of adult education
initiatives in a multitude of contexts and associated with diverse social movements.
A social movement seeking justice and deploying adult education to help it achieve
its ends does not qualify that form of adult education as ‘critical’. As in the case of
the CLC, it may be that forms of adult education actually discourage critical
reflection. Likewise, being associated with a dubious political enterprise does not
qualify adult education as ‘critical’. The WEA, for instance, may have gamered state
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The disadvantage of Freire’s demarcation of critical adult education is that, at the
same time it emphasizes necessary universalistic criteria, it tends to devalue or
have historically been intertwined. This is not so much a problem with Freire himself
who has remained engaged with and committed to oppressed people. The problem
with a universalized foundation for critical adult education becomes manifest,
however, in the context of North American academic adult education where
theoreticians and practitioners typically avoid committing to specific social
struggles.

North American adult education has not enjoyed the same long and prolific
association with social movements—particularly the working class movement—as it
has in Britain and Latin America.!? In a cross-cultural analysis of adult education in
Britain and the United States, Stephen Brookfield (1989) observes how, while, in
Britain, people view adult education either as “inextricably bound up with the
emergence of working-class movements, collective organizations, and structural
forms such as trade unions, worker education, and the Labour Party” or as
~concerned with the development of aesthetic judgments and intellectual
capacities,” in the Unites States, adult education is “cast firmly within the liberal
country” and is “seen as existing to enhance the individual’s creative powers,
ended up excluding radical points of view from American adult education and has

17 This is such more true of the United States than it is for Canada which, as Micheel Wehon's (1967)
mh&ﬁﬁgmdﬂ,hs*vyﬂlﬁynﬂlwaﬂymﬂ



largely inhibited the emergence of a working class adult education movement in
America (p. 187). Without the political backing of a distinct social movement,
American academic adult educators elected to legitimize their field by other means.
By developing scientific learning theories distinguishing adult learning from child
learning, theorists like J.R. (Robi) Kidd (1973), Malcolm Knowles (1977; 1980), Alan
Knox (1977) and others carved out a small but secure place in the academe for their
discipline.8 Like a thin veil, though, the legacy of their efforts, a handful of highly
problematic notions like self-directed learning and andragogy, hides the theoretical
precariousness of their discipline.

Paulo Freire’s fairly radical endeavor to differentiate critical from non-critical
forms of adult education received a surprisingly warm reception from American
adult educators throughout the 1970s.19 Theorists deeply imbued with the
psychologism pervading their discipline appreciated Freire’s efforts to identify the
essential qualities of the adult learner. Many of his notions—that humans should
direct their own learning and not have knowledge imposed on them, that adults
learn from experience, that action should not be divorced from reflection—accord
well with basic elements of adult learning theory developed in the North American
context. Moreover, because it is postible to abstract Freire’s universalistic criteria for

listinguishing critical forms of adult education from concrete social struggles, it is
possible for American adult educators to evaluate various kinds of adult education
enterprises as ‘critical’ and mdp:tmy’ lalelycmﬂieh:m that they enhance what

llﬁmm w-wh-hmmug.,ummmﬂmﬁ
William Griffitl’s (1991) “The Impect of Intellectual Lesdership.”

19 This is evident 10 an almost painful extent in a collection of essays edited by Stanley Grabowski
(1972), Psulo Freire: A Revolutionary Dilemema for the Adult Educator.
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adult education enterprises inimical to the interests of oppressed people are tagged
as examples of ‘critical’ adult education.20

Freire’s theory of critical adult education was not the only set of ideas to run
afoul in the depoliticized context of North America. The ideas of Jiirgen Habermas,
too, were misappropriated in another effort to draw the boarders of critical adult
education. Working within the heavily psychologized horizons of adult learning
theory, Jack Mezirow (1981; 1985) argues that Habermas' early theory of cognitive
interests provides a basis for discerning critical forms of adult education.

For Mezirow, critical adult education is distinguished by its capacity to bring
about a particular kind of learning which he calls “perspective transformation”
(1981, p. 6). Reworking a thinly guised Piagetian notion of cognitive schemas,
Mezirow explains that a “meaning perspective” is the structure of “cultural and
psychological assumptions that have influenced the way we see ourselves and our
relationships, and the way we pattern our lives” (1978, p. 101). Usually our meaning
perspectives serve us well. They provide us with a ready means for making sense of
our day to day lives. Ck:niomlly, however, events occur that overload the capacity

hketlnnadul&mustndmdly&mfmmﬂev&ybuemumpﬁmsmeyhﬁ

about the world. Mezirow identifies this event as a perspective transformation and

describes it as follows:

Perspective transformation is the emancipatory process of becoming critically
awmdwwuﬂwhyﬂ\emﬂp-yd\o-cultunlmmpﬂmihu
come 0 constrain the way we see ourseives and our
Mmu’ﬁhmbmﬂumhﬂudvemdmmm

integration and acting upon these new un
(Mezirow, 1981, p. 6)

20 Soe Ross Kidd and Krishns Kumar (1981), “Co-Opting Preire: a Critical Analysis of Pye
Adult Bducation.”




We=wow argues that Habermas’ delineation of three knowledge constitutive

forens of adult learning and critical adult education from other non-critical forms.

In an early book, Knowledge and Human Interests (1971), Habermas suggests that
three “quasi-transcendental” cognitive interests shape all human inquiry. The first of
these, the technical cognitive interest, aims to control the world through
instrumental and strategic action. It has given rise to empirical and analytical forms
of inquiry and has been institutionalized in the sciences. The second, the practical

cognitive interest, endeavors to understand the social world through a consensual
process of understanding meaning. It has given rise to hermeneutic forms of inquiry.
The third, the emancipatory cognitive interest, is reason’s interest in attaining its
fullest expression. This cognitive interest has given nse to critical modes of inquiry
which reflect on and attempt to establish optimal conditions for all forms of inquiry.
Perspective transformation, Mezirow contends, is the kind of learning that results
Mezirow is able to discriminate different types of adult education based on the
kinds of cognitive interests they represent and, subsequently, the types of learning
they foster. Whereas traditional forms of adult education attempt either to foster a
scientific/analytical grasp of the world or a hermeneutic understanding of the
world, critical forms of adult education foster perspective transformation. But, while
aberma ualizes the emancipatory cognitive interest as a social phenomena
NMMIEMMMWMMWMMym:Wq the
individuals gain an understandin into misguided assumptions they have about
reflection does not remain at the level of the individual. Rather, it is a collective
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relates:

Mezirow speaks...about ‘reintegration into society’ as the result of
emancipatory education. Emancipation is therefore a strictly individual
process, and the institutions and structures which are (in a truncated way)
recognized as lying behind learning needs and individual problems are left
entirely intact. (p. 8)

Griffin (1988) is also critical of Mezirow’s misappropriation of Habermas and notes
that Mezirow’ concept of perspective transformation and his delineation of critical
adult education:

reflects no problematic analysis of economic or political social relations, and

the claim that it is connected with democracy through critical social science

analysis should be viewed with considerable scepticism....It is difficult, in

other words, to be a critical theorist without engaging in some critical analysis

of economic relations, the distribution of power, the role of the state, and the

different historical forms in which these have been expressed. (p. 177)

fezirow’s attempt to position the boundaries of critical adult education based on

an essentialized notion of the adult learning ignores that adult learning always takes
place within concrete social circumstances from which it can never be abstracted and

while it provides clear criteria for understanding what counts as critical adult




education, it does so in a way sensitive to the concrete historical circumstances in

which the many varied examples of critical adult education have had to make their

way.

Habermas and Modernity

To provide a basis for constructing a theory of critical adult education, it is
necessary, at this point, to sketch out the main tenets of Habermas' critical theory of
modernity. In this context it is possible to provide but the briefest account of the
massive theoretical edifice crafted by this wide-ranging theorist.

Modernity is not something to be viewed from the outside. The way we think
about it, the way we represent it, the rationality we deploy to explain and
understand it have all been shaped by modernity itself. Modernity forms the horizon
that bounds all of our attempts to understand, including our attempts to understand
modernity. While we cannot hope to escape modernity or to transcend the forms of
reason that guide our reflections about it, Habermas believes we can gain a critical
perspective on both reason and the modern world. Using the rationality available to
us in modernity we can understand enough about modernity to see how it shapes
the rationality we use to understand it. We can form a critical theory of modernity
that is capable of validating its own rational standards (Habermas, 1984, p. xoxix).

Realizing that it is impossible to come to terms with modernity without at the
same time coming to terms with the rationality of modernity, Habermas takes the
first steps towards developing a critical theory of sodiety by engaging in a critique of
reason in the modern age (1984, p. 7). The way we view reason, he contends, is
linked in an essential way to the way we view action. Habermas develops his critical
perspective on reason by formulating his theory of communicative action.

Habermas begins his discussion of communicative action by arguing that “the
human species maintains itself through the socially coordinated activities of its



members” (Habermas, 1984, p. 397). Therefore, all theories of action are, at base, also
theories of social action. To clarify the characteristics of his own theory of
communicative action, Habermas compares it to three other prominent models of
social action: the teleological model, the normative model, and the dramaturgical
model. In the teleological model, the coordination of social action is achieved by the
egocentric calculation of individualized and self-serving actors (p. 87); in the
normative model, social action is coordinated through a textured array of guiding
norms (p. 88); and, in the dramaturgical model, social action is coordinated “through
a consensual relation between players and public” (p. 101). In the communicative
model, quite distinctly, social action is seen to be coordinated through a “process of
reaching understanding in the sense of a cooperative process of inﬁerpreﬂﬁa&t” p.
101).

Each model of social action carries with it a corresponding notion of rationality.
about a desired end or effectively control objective reality; in the normative model,
social actions are thought to be rational when they accord with guiding norms; and,
in the dramaturgical model, social actions are held as rational when they accurately

tional state of the actor. Communicative action also offers a means
social actor takes a position in relation to each of three possible worlds: the objective
world, the social world, and the subjective world. The validity of the speech act can
objective world, the speech act is assessed according to the criteria of truth and
subjective world, a speech act can be assessed according to the criteria of




decided by the degree to which it can motivate an action coordinating agreemen
amongst participants in a communicative situation. For Habermas, the “final court of
appeal” for contestable claims is argumentation (p. 17). The goal of argumentation is
to bring about a rationally motivated consensus about the validity of a speech act.

Habermas makes clear that certain conditions must exist before a consensus
about the validity of a claim can be considered a true consensus. He outlines these
conditions as follows:

1. Each subject who is capable of speech and action is allowed to participate in

’o . -

2. a) Eachis allowed to call into question any proposal.

b) Each is allowed to introduce any proposal into the discourse.

3. Eachis allowed to express his [or her] attitudes, wishes, and needs.

4. No speaker ought to be hindered by compulsion—whether arising from
inside the discourse or outside of it —from making use of the rights secure
under [1 and 2]. (White, 1988, p.56)

Obviously, these conditions are idealiced and rarely, if ever, found in real-life.
Habermas is adamant, however, that although they seem idealistic, these rules stand
as the basic condition people must presume if they are to be willing to engage in
rational discourse (Habermas, 1984, p. 25).

In order to make his analysis of communicative action serviceable to social
theory, Habermas realizes he must connect it in a concrete way to some aspect of
social life. He accomplishes this by linking his notion of communicative action o a
conception of the lifeworld. Drawing on the venology of Alfred Schutz,

Claiming that this account remains far to individualistic, Habermas draws out what
he believes t0 be the essentially intersubjective nature of the lifeworld by pointing
out that the lifeworld not only provides the context for the individual 10 make sense




linguistically organized stock of interpretive patterns” that all lifeworld participants
can draw upon in their efforts to reach mutual understandings (Habermas, 1987a, p.
124). As he relates:

The lifeworld is, 0 to speak, the transcendental site where speaker and hearer

meet, where they can reciprocally raise claims that their utterances fit the

world (objective, social, or subjective), and where they can criticize and

confirm those validity claims, settle their disagreements, and arrive at

agreements. (p. 126)

The lifeworld forms the horizon within which all communicative acts takes place.
People in communication draw on the fund of pre-interpreted knowledge,
meanings, norms, values, rules, personalities, and explanations the lifeworid
provides as they endeavor to reach agreements. Simultaneously, in the process of
engaging with one another in reciprocal acts of understanding, people reproduce
those very meanings and interpretations. The lifeworld provides the context for
communicative action; communicative action reproduces the lifeworld.

Having demonstrated the links between communicative action and the lifeworid,
Habermas is now in a position to show the links between communicative rationality
and the lifeworld. He does this by contending that the lifeworld can be judged
rationalized to the extent that it allows the “release of the rationality potential
inherent in communicative action” (1967a, p. 146). In archaic societies, mutual
understanding is not dependent on the communicative accomplishments of its
interpretations (norms, values, myths) that covers all contingencies of life. Situations
rarely arise where people are required to work out new interpretations and
are not worked out ahead of time and must be worked out by actors in
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communication. Interpretations, meanings, values, manners, and mores do not exist
as a ready-made basis for action coordination but exist more as a backdrop which
lifeworld participants can draw upon to achieve understandings and work out
agreements. The legitimacy of social institutions is no longer taken for granted but
becomes dependent upon “formal procedures for positing and justifying norms”
(Habermas, 1987a, p. 146). Personal identity is no longer tightly bound to a group
but emerges as a “highly abstract ego identity” that maintains its own integrity (p.
146). Culture becomes fluid, traditions are relativized, and norms are subjected to a
process of continuous revision.

Habermas observes that the rationalization of the lifeworld greatly increases the
burden on social actors directly to manage the process of action coordination. The
rationalization process is attended by a weakening of traditional action coordinating
structures. If this weakening advances too quickly, it can soon outpace the capacity
of lifeworld participants to successfully coordinate actions. Pressure can mount to
find alternate, non-communicative means for action coordination. As Habermas
relates, “{w]hen the medium for coordinating action no longer has to be called upon
for all linguistic functions at once, then there is a disburdening effect” (1987, p. 350).
Aspects of the material reproduction of society are particularly open to action
coordination by non-communicative means. While the reproduction of symbolic and
interactional components of society must be carried out communicatively, material
reproduction can be achieved using other action coordinating media. In our own
society, two such media have emerged: money and power. Interactions steered by
these media can be coordinated without anyone being responsible for them. For
Habermas, “action coordination that has been detached from communicatively
achieved consensus 1o longer requires responsible participants” (1967, p. 263).
When actions are coordinated by mechanisms freed from the relatively slow and
insecure process of consensus formation, they become much more efficiently
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coordinated. This was to be especially true in capitalist society where interactions
mediated by money eventually solidified in a functionally specific sub-system for
action coordination (the economic system). The emergence of the economic system
was soon followed by the emergence of another sub-system (the administrative
state) organized around the other non-linguistic steering media, power. Habermas
(1987a) summarizes what he calls the “decoupling of system and lifeworld” in
capitalist society as follows:

The transfer of action coordination from language over to steering media
means an uncoupling of interaction from lifeworld contexts. Media such as
money and power attach to empirical ties; they encode a purposive-rational
attitude toward calculable amounts of value and make it possible to exert
generalized, strategic influence on the decisions of other participants while
do not merely simplify linguistic communication, but replace it witha
symbolic generalization of rewards and punishments, the lifeworld contexts
in which processes of reaching understanding are always embedded are
devalued in favor of media-steered interactions; the lifeworld is no longer
needed for the coordination of action. (p. 183)

Habamumgga&htmﬂmghﬂwnﬁmﬂizaﬂonofﬂieﬁfewﬂdmus
the functional separation of sub-systems of purposive activity, these sub-systems
remain reliant on the accomplishments of the lifeworld. The economic system, for
instance, remains tied to the lifeworld in its requirement for labour and consumer
demand. In exchange, it provides members of the lifeworld with income, goods, and
services. The administrative system remains linked to the lifeworld in its need for

environment). Relations are mediated by institutions that emerge at the border that
divides lifeworld and system, such as schools, corporations, legal institutions, soclal
w ifare agencies, and %0 on.
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The separation of media-steered mechanisms of social reproduction from the
lifeworld has vastly increased the productive capacity of modern society. At no time
in history have humans been capable of so dramatically exploiting the resources of
the natural world. As Habermas points out, however, the decoupling of system and
lifeworld has also left us vulnerable to great perils which arise when the media-
steered sub-systems of the economy and state (which the rationalization of the
lifeworldmdepouibleintheﬁmphce)becomepuwemﬂmughtamkganﬂife
of their own and begin to subject the lifeworld to the imperatives of unfettered
capitalist production.

The growth of capitalism has resulted in the expansion of the sub-systems of the
economy and the administrative state to the extent that they now turn back on the
lifeworld. Social actions once coordinated by the process of mutual understanding
(and subjected to the rationality criteria of communicative action) are now
ooordimtedbytl\esystantoﬂ\epointthattheyugintaimp:irthelifeworld‘:
capacity to reproduce itself symbolically. Disrupted by the demands of the system,
the lifeworld now experiences difficulty reproducing itself. The communicative basis
of the lifeworld is impaired so greatly that cultural reproduction, soclal integration,
and socialization become disrupted. Symbolic reproduction can only be achieved
communicatively. The destruction of the lifeworid’s communicative capacities that
results from the disruptive intrusion of the system has devastating effects, including
amﬂmdmhw,nmﬁmwm&m,mdm
inadequate socialization of young people. Habermas attributes these contemporary
problems 1o the “colonization of the lifeworld” (Habermas, 1967a, p. 196).
the lifeworld, but also destroys the communicative institutions that enable peopie to
increasingly turned over 10 technicians, professionals, and buresucrats who
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“rationally” deploy standardized decision-making procedures to develop action
plans to bring about narrowly conceived and instrumentalized goals. Decisions in
mn:lemity are made more in accordance with well-oiled technical proce,dura than

course of action are sysﬁzmaﬁc:lly ignored or depredaﬁed The only concerns
admitted are those which instrumentally explore the capacity of an action to bring
about a desired end. In giving rise to “an economic and administrative system that,
in assuming a virtual life of its own, not only denies real political participation but
ravages the natural and cultural environment” (Buchwalter, 1984, p. xaodii),
modernity places humanity at the brink of disaster.
Whileheackmwledgesﬂ\eprecnﬁm mmreefmdety’spm, 0
of communicative rationalization offers the possibility of a much brighter future. By
engaging in a social learning process aimed at developing their collective capacity for
mmuﬂuﬁwnﬂmuhmﬁngmyklﬂehgﬂlﬂlwmchk

Thedangalofmodunizaﬂm Habermas maintains, can only be avoided if we
press on with the project of modemnity initiated by our forbears centuries ago. It is
ﬂlymmmtwmmdwmﬂEMywuaW
bulwark of norms to protect us from the uncertainties of a world ravaged by
capitalism (Habermas, 1984, p. xli). Further, it is folly to imagine that the continued
consciousness” (Habermas, 1970, p. 118). It is equal folly t0 imagine that giving up
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the project of modernity alt>gether in favour of a return to simpler times will solve
current problems. Habermas is careful to point out that “restricting the growth of
monetary-administrative complexity is by no means synonymous with surrendering
modern forms or life” (1984, p. xlii). Only by fostering the rationalization of the
lifeworld to the point that public-sphere institutions can develop “the prudent

self-steering mechanisms of the state and the economy to the goal-oriented outcomes
of democratic will formation” can human beings guard against the tremendous
dangers of modernity (Habermas, 1987, p. 365).

Now, with the preceding account of Habermas' critical theory of modernity at
hand, it is possible to outline a theory of critical adult education that does not suffer

critical forms of adult education are those that foster the communicative
rationalization of the lifeworld and the capacity of the lifeworld to resist colonization
instrumentalization of the lifeworid and promotes means and mechanisms for its
colonization and, ultimately, its destruction.

Drawing on Habermas’ account of the historical evolution of modernity as & two-

education and to discern its fundamentally different forms. It is possible to see, for
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deposits of knowledge, skills, and norms required to see a social member through
the varied stages and events of life are well internalized. Only occasionally are
members confronted with contingencies for which their culture leaves them
unprepared and for which they must learn new interpretations. When social
learning does occur, it is in pace with the long and gradual process of social
evolution. Adult education historians have remained virtually silent on the forms of
social learning that transpired in pre-modern times.

In societies experiencing the early stages of lifeworld rationalization, social
learning processes accelerate. With the “linguistification of the sacred” and the
accompanying erosion of the taken-for-granted stock of cultural interpretations, new
mmdammumnwdmmat:eﬁmmdimﬁngwﬂmbémm
out in processes of discursive will-formation. Even at this stage, however, societies
do not require distinct institutions of adult education. For a time, at least, the inborn
upldtyofallMdmﬂmmmfﬁmmﬂmismﬁiéﬂtmm
uﬁomliuﬁa\tlutd\eleuning,f;,;i , uafﬂeﬁfewuldavmdz:npldty
of traditional lifeworld institutions to foster social learning. In Habermas' theory,
this is the point at which alternate means of action coordination, the steeri ja
dmnyandpowuaﬂub:ﬂkveﬂ\emltmuﬂhem&m,n

nwmmmmmmnnmmmm

mﬂMdmwiwlmHihﬁ
mid 0 late 19th contwry. wmamm:-h-ﬁdﬂ.mmmm
semind we that “I...we project our professionalised professionalised perceptions back on the past, we will discover
very latie adult educetion... mw changes, however, when we exsmine the deep educative
process at work in the transition q_bhnlyﬂy#ﬂﬂuhmﬂ
mmmbomm'ﬂﬂbﬁyihﬂdwgﬂl
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efficient as these media are at coordinating action, they require substantial social
learning both to get them running and to sustain them. As Corrigan and Sayer (1985)
so clearly demonstrate, the learning required for the final coagulation of the media
of money and power into the coherent economic and state systems of capitalist

The emergence of capitalist modernity generated a vast acceleration in social
dungeDurhgﬂ\eﬁmhﬂIofﬂEIBﬂuenmry.themdumMrevduﬁm
transformed the whole of Europe; during the last half, the imperialist expansion of
capitalism transformed the remainder of the globe. Unlike previous centuries, these
mngawaemdﬁmbyzprmdufewaﬂdnﬁamuzamhﬂmtheym
spurred by the spectacular and intrusive growth of the capitalist economy and state.
The rapid destruction of traditional ways of life that accompanied these social
modernization. Moreover, at precisely the time when the lifeworld experienced a
undermined the capacity of traditional institutions to sustain this learning. The
rationalization of its structures had advanced enough to allow the emergence of a
whole new kind of lifeworld institution devoted to the task of fostering social
learning. This new institution was adult education.

The last half of the 19th century saw a dramatic increase in incidence of adult
dummmmmﬂmmmmnﬂnpﬁMﬂ
latter’s capacity 0 carry out its functions of enculturation, social integration, and




social !ﬂﬁﬁngtpmgkeupforilsdeﬂdts,ln the 19th century, fm'instmeejﬂg
Pl'!Vlﬂins Pd‘“ of contact was labour, the most !\i@iﬂmt social movements that

the same socio-historical events.

rationalized lifeworld that favours communicative forms of action coordination.
Unlike traditional institutions of social learning which endeavor to bring social
actions into harmony with a taken-for-granted stock of social interpretations, many
early examples of adult education endeavored to create the conditions for open and
unhindered scrutiny of knowledge claims, apparent in a vast number of adult
dﬂtdmmuﬂhnﬂdhcuﬁmgmpshfmmimﬂ,,_';;"', and
mmwﬁﬂmmmmmﬂmm(my,im)m
learning is viewed less and less as the internalization of pre-given interpretations
HMyQMMMtﬁmmmg

ndings. By fostering the capacity for communicative action, adult education
mammn&m&&m@¢m&&:mﬁmd

early 20th century, forms of adult education began to emerge to satisfly the learning
nesds of the system (henceforth, I shall identify these forms as “Instrumental adult
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education”).22 In early capitalist society, the relations between the system and the
lifeworld were adequate to fulfill the needs of the sub-systems of economy and state.
The vast storehouse of knowledge and skills acquired over eons by the lifeworld
were sufficient to meet capitalism’s accumulation needs for many decades.? The
pmﬂmdmzaﬁmeqmppedmkmwimlweﬂmdﬂmﬁmdsﬂm
(smithing, carpentry, masonry, weaving, manufacture) that formed a rich topsoil for

eoonomygByﬂenﬁd—lﬂﬁhgthesmeﬂfﬁedm&ngtﬁdlﬂdﬁnmmag
wddmﬁunpmmbettsmﬂﬂemmuhh@nneedsﬁmpbnhmgﬁm
became an institutionalized practice only with the advent of the First World War and
developments far outstripped the traditional knowledge of workers. Not until the
Second World War did adult education for skill acquisition became an important
ptmupaﬂmdﬂienmda‘nmﬂﬂAmmgnnﬂ\ammdduh

of aduit educatic hMAﬂ!ﬂE,um-ﬂm'nmdlﬂdﬂHhm
are, in actuality, histories of instrumental adult education. It is for this reason perhaps, thet none of
Mm:ﬂymﬁmdﬂ“wﬂuﬁﬂ\vnl
”mdﬁﬂMdaﬁhmhmhﬂhqﬂhﬁ 7

svelopment of 8 vast array of vocational and commwnity college progremming |
::oﬂnlhhm-dlﬁﬂ pova (1908) notes that adult education 88 & sisie fund
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significant writings have occurred only since the First World War, with the most
noteworthy occurring only during the second half of the twentieth century, and the
pace seems still to be quickening” (p. xii).

In addition to drawing on instrumental adult education to meet its accumulation
needs, capitalism also used it to legitimize its social relations. Again, this function of
adult education emerged rather late. Habermas observes how throughout the 19th
century the fundamental smngyoftl\esyswnwtowithdﬂwdeésm:bmt
mteﬁdnproducﬁonﬁomﬁfewaldmﬁexusothatuwywmﬂdmmgﬁmqmre
discursive validation. The inequitable relations of capitalism did not need to be
namaﬁvdyjmﬁﬁedbeauseﬂ\eyappanduﬂ\epmductdnmmﬂlmdmuﬂ
pmdexdunge&dywhmmmuhﬁonpmblammountedmﬂzpdﬁt
whaeﬂ\emtebeganwbedmcﬂyinvdvedind\enpmducﬁmcimlﬂw
cmnxuou\dudvemecamﬂcgowﬂ\md\eopaadmdﬂxemymd
mnmagﬁnopandmdiwurﬁwmt.mmmﬁam,ﬂg
pobhmdkgiﬁmﬁmwumbandwithﬂnmsdidlﬁmafﬂgwﬂfmmﬁg

Qﬂdﬁmﬁmwuﬂnﬁntmmumnmwdiﬁkgiﬂmﬂmm
Bymnip\dlﬁngd\ﬂdwddiuﬁm.ﬂnmna\davaedwhuﬁlivﬂuﬂmdhﬂﬁ
Mfymgﬂndewmﬁveh\wdmuofﬂnmkmdmﬁzmbsymmbh
Mddst&Omﬁnpmmodeada,aﬂd\bodyaﬂtmmndsﬂﬂ
mvduudhia&yddﬂsdifﬁaﬂtmdmﬂktrﬂdmmmﬁm&mmﬁ
numerous incidents of the state’s early use of adult education for legitimation, it was
fulfill this function.

25 geminal texts and contributors (o this discourse are Bowles and Gintis (1976), Schosling in Capitelist
Americs; Michast Apple (1990, ldeslogy and Curricuhem; and Martin Carnoy and Herwy Levin (1985),
Schesling and Wevk in the Demecratic State..
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Even though later examples of adult education intend to meet the accumulation
and legitimation needs of the system, they must carry out the task within the
discursive horizons of the lifeworld. Unlike critical forms of adult education, early
forms of adult education do not endeavor to enhance conditions most favourable to
discursive will-formation. Rather, they endeavor to inhibit or manipulate discourse
mpmdu:emdalleumngmtfwmﬁemmmﬂthemmmnhsﬂ
approach to education, which has long dominated many state sponsored and
philanthropic adult education institutions, is a case in point. As Jane Thompson
(1980) relates “the liberal view of education creates a belief that education pmvﬂes

weakness,” however, “is that it leaves nnqusﬁmed ﬂleemmmcmdpdiﬁcal
sm:mm:odety,inwhﬁ\d\eaamofdmdvmmmﬁ,mdmwmdi
educational reforms are expected to operate” (p. 95). Of course, as soon as Liberal
mdoﬂ\algiﬁnﬁmgfmdadultedmﬁmmmﬂsemdthelifewudd.u\ey
and the attitudes they promote become open to contestation. Theorists like Paul
Willis (1977), Michael Apple (1962), and Henry Giroux (1983) point out that

draw out the nature of the struggle that takes place in the lifeworld for control of the
mnmmium.mwmmmﬂmam
(Mitmmmwugdmmunmﬂnuﬂfﬁmm
wiﬁapidtyﬁmmtﬁﬁﬁmﬂdﬁamnmmh
contends, wmnmﬂwﬁ

Sﬂn 0 jos wﬂ;m'-mmm'mm).ﬁ—-ﬁm
Thqh;ﬂq-“ , :-:igﬂn
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Gramsdi offers that the capitalist social formation comprises very different
groups held together in an interacting totality, an historic bloc, which is the uneasy
achievement of one group in society, the leadership of the bourgeoisie (Laclau and
Mouffe, p. 69). The dominant group maintains its privileged status in soclety by
articulating its interests with the interests of all other social groups in a way that
garners their consent for the social relations that prevail in capitalism. But the
pmdammhﬁmhmmpm.mmdsmdinmdﬂ\emy
canpodngmupsmmmblemdﬂ\edouﬁmtyoupmmtca\dnumdyﬂnd
newmysofmﬂngﬂ\edednbﬂityoﬁumofwdety.cumdalhﬂ\e
ongoing and conflict ridden process of articulating interests, hegemony. According
to Remia (1981), hegemony “refers to an order in which a common social-moral
language is spoken, in which one concept of reality is dominant, informing with its
spirit all modes of thought and behavior” (p. 24).

The chief way by which the dominant group of the social formation manages to
articulate its interests with the interests of other groups is through ideology.
ldeobgykﬂnmtofhegmmy.mcnuud,ithsupedalmhdmit
extends beyond merely a set of idess to include material forces of social
representation. The dominant group fosters hegemony by establishing ideological
conditions within which articulating discourses must take place, providing not only
the ideas for the discourse but its material circumstances. From the perspective of
the present discussion, the most interesting feature of hegemony is that Gramscdi
considers it 10 be essentially pedagogical (Giroux, 1988). The dominant group
establishes its hegemony by fostering particular kinds of social lesrning which

accoust, see Brnesto Lacieu end Chantal Moulle (1985), Hagsmeny and Secislist Siralegy: Towsrd s
Radical Demecratic Pelitics. For the customary account of Gramecl’s idess about education sse Harold
Batwistle (1979), Anienie Grameci: Conservative Politics for Radical Schesling. Haeney Giroux (1908)
provides a more up 10 dete snalysis in “Antonio Gremeck: Schooling for Radical Politics.”
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benefits its own interests at the expense of other social groups. Moreover, the
pedagogical terrain that the dominant group endeavors to control is open to
contestation by other groups. Counter-hegemonic endeavors are those which
dispute the kinds of social learning taking place and which attempt to develop new
discursive conditions and put forward new ideas to rearticulate the prevailing social
productive accomplishments of the system battle groups that desire the integrity of
the lifeworld. Both fight to control processes of social learning. Pure critical or pure
» unimportant. While it may be impossible to find pure examples of critical adult
education, his formulations still help us to track (and, if we are so inclined, 10 foster)
constitutes critical adult education, we can discern ways in which historical instances

1 would like briefly 10 examine two examples of what some have identified as
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\arize the ;dv:.nuges ofa therlmsi;nlﬁnmsdm theory of critical adult
It is possible to see ways in which Danish folk schools can be considered
examples of critical adult education. To some extent, the folk schools did emerge as a
waydddmdingﬂlenfewdddﬂ\emmplgmmmmofﬂg
undermined important elements of Danish culture
thmﬂpdwdhtmlmmmdmiﬂmﬂmw
collective action was promoted, the folk schools’ primary intent was not to foster the
de ment of a rationalized lifeworld in which action coordination is carried out
through communicative action. Instead, their task was to recover and revitalize lost
traditions that could once again be relied upon to smoothly coordinate the actions of
school movement (to the point that the folk-schools received state funding after 1877
(Fleisher, 1968, p. 32)), ultimately meant that efforts to rekindle allegiance to old
traditions ended serving the legitimation needs of the developing Danish state more
With Habermas in mind, it is also possible to assess the varied success of adult
education initiatives associated with the workers’s movement. This movemes
mnmmﬂmmaummﬂumm
provided another important site for the emergence of an array of adult education
institutions.?’ In an analysis of Marx's labour theory of value, Habermas points ¢

on can be

ﬂmmﬂmm—ﬁmmhhnﬁm In
Prance, the Universiils Pepuleires began with e input but gradually evolved 10 serve
ﬂﬁﬂmbﬁmﬂhm 1967, pp. 22-29). By 1912, The Workers's
mmm_“hmnmghmmd
Continual on following poge
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the objectification of socially integrated contexts of action, which takes place
hmmmcﬁmuemlmgermdimtgdviam\smdvnuawm
amm-mmnmkmmmmmwmmmm

The workers’ movement arose to resist the corrosive effects of lifeworld colonization
byﬂ\emmﬁe:y:m(whidimduduuiﬂﬂdeeffmﬂ\eréﬂﬂﬂmd
communal and individual life). Rather than allowing all social interactions to be
endeavored to reconstitute lifeworld relations based on communication and
collective decision making. Adult education emerged as a central means for fostering
ﬂtkﬁﬂsﬁmﬂﬂhmmﬂdmreﬂﬂﬂtimpsiﬁvaufﬂpimmﬂu
one hand. adult education could help workers understand how selling their labour
mmmaveacﬂmﬂmm@\tmmﬂyaublemwwiﬂnhﬂd&em

hers’

sociations (Lund and Ohlason, 1970, p. 234-238). The writings of Karl Marx had

mhﬁhmm-mﬂhmmmm.-mm-dm




115

understand the basis of their exploitation often underplayed the importance of
developing new capacities for discursive will formation. Rather than fostering the
ability of the lifeworld to reproduce itself through communicative action, the
pedantic pedagogical methods of these forms of socialist education actually
exacerbated the intrusion of instrumental forms of decision making into the workers’
lifeworlds. Organizations like the Council of Labour Colleges (and a host of other
vanguardist adult education movements of the Left), failed to realize the full
potential of critical adult education because they neglected to promote the continued
rationalization of the lifeworld.

On the other hand, those adult education institutions which attempted to foster
the workers’ capacity for communicative action often underplayed the importance of

to invasion by Liberal ideologies which also promoted democratic forms of learning,
these worker education initiatives hampered the capacity of workers to form clear
perceptions of the way the system colonizes their lifeworld. Institutions like the
not succeed in realizing the full potential of critical adult education because they
failed to help learners engage in concrete analyses of their oppressive social contexts.
The theory of critical adult education outlined above provides fresh insight into
succeed or fail as instances of critical adult education. Contemporary critical adult
rduci practices continue a long and illustrious history of initiatives to foster
economy and state. Drawing on Habermas and Gramsci, it is possible to develop an
erstanding of critical adult education that enables us to appreciate the importan
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Critical Adult Education, Modernity, and Postmodernity
1 will conclude this chapter by recounting several advantages of using Habermas
and Gramsci to mark out the terrain of critical adult education:

1. Unlike those discourses that deem an adult education initiative critical because it
is associated with a specific social movement, the preceding discourse claims that
critical adult education emerges at the multiple points of contact between system
and lifeworld and can be found associated with a wide range of social movements
that struggle against lifeworld colonization. At the same time as this new discourse
is able to broaden the scope of what constitutes critical adult education, it clearly
demarcates territory not included by the term. Adult education initiatives that serve
the interests of the sub-systems of the economy and state, that exacerbate the
colonization of the lifeworld, and that undermine the development of competencies
for communicative action are carefully excluded from the ‘errain of critical adult

education.

2. Unlike Marxist discourses that position critical aduit education within a
totalizing account of capitalism and class struggle and that pay inadequate attention
to the unique discursive characteristics of critical adult education, the above
discourse discerns it as an activity with particular discursive attributes. The process
of critical adult education endeavors to promote the capacities of discursive will
much as possible it tries to establish the conditions for unhindered discourse.

3. Liberal or humanist discourses attempt to differentiate critical forms of adult
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we can see the links between concrete social forces and communicative action. The
capacity of the lifeworld to activate discursive forms of action ocoordination is
inseparably related to the concrete and historically specific relationships that exist
between it and the economy and state. Critical adult education is dis inguished by
its simultaneous concern for fostering communicative action, on the one hand, and
analyzing and resisting the distorting influence of purposive-rational action systems,
on the other hand. As a counterhegemonic cultural practice, critical adult education
is never politically neutral. It has no choice but to engage in real struggles with
interests inimical to the interests of the lifeworld. The social learning process for
lifeworld rationalization can never be waged in the abstract.

4. haddiﬁmwcmepmﬂndvmm,hummmhuﬂ!dvmug
of appealing to intuitions we have about critical adult education. For Habermas, all
discourse participants possess an intuitive comprehension of the fundamental
nqumﬂuéfmmuniuﬂvemmwungamthﬂemuiﬂmhemtmﬂy
provldaahﬂiford;ﬁfymgﬂieb@mﬂmofaiﬁdtdulteduaﬁmbuthdpm
uywhtmdmdymhimpﬁdtmmmﬂammﬂmq
and critical insight into the social maelstrom within which critical adult education

must make its way.

5. mmmmmmmmwmammm
education is intertwined with the project of modernity. It reveals how it emerged
‘&MdmﬂmmummMMﬂthﬂm
wm.mmnﬁrpammmmuﬂw
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6. Habermas and Gramsdi provide the basis for a sophisticated and nuanced
account of critical adult education. The power of their formulations provides fresh
reason to think that it is possible to define, once and for all, the discursive formation
of critical adult education. It provides hope that, armed with this clearer view of
social reality, critical adult educators can make more headway combating the
multiple instances of domination that characterize contemporary life. Even if wedo
not ascribe to the details of their analyses or submit to their suggestions for action,
we are left with the sense that modernity is not yet finished and that continued
struggle can bring its deepest potentials to fruition.

Postmodernism enters this triumphant scene like a court jester and makes light of
all of the hopes critical adult educators have of persisting with the emancipatory
projedofmodemity.k\ﬂ\eptm,itullsianuesﬁonaliunyofuwdunm
notions—of culture, of time and space, of identity, of domination and resistance. It
wmﬂdbenicetoigmreﬂmedullengeundpetdstwithﬂ\ehopefulmof
critical adult education without further ado. Like most clever jesters, however,
pamwdaniunisnotaowﬂydimﬁued.&wmndlyfﬂvobmuiuduw
mynan,wiﬂ\midaabledm,mnmmnmuimpaum.

The challenges of postmodernism do not invade the corpus of critical adult
education at a single point. Rather they break out within adult education in a diffuse
my.ﬂwmtfmudup&nupbnﬂnmmdmdﬂmm.&d\
mmadﬁm:mmaaMtnm.NdﬂwWym
Wdodwymﬂmammdnmtdpammﬂws
mammdwmtmmmmuwwpm.w
mMMMmWnbmﬁm&bWMbm

through the important challenges of postmodernism.



Chapter Four

| DECLINING OPPORTUNITIES:
CULTURAL PRACTICES IN POSTMODERNITY'

Few concepts are as central to critical adult education as is culture. Critical adult
education positions itself in society as a cultural practice and depicts its practitioners
as “cultural workers” (Sally Westwood, 1980, p. 44). The tools it uses are cultural and
the goal it aspires to is “cultural freedom” (Freire, 1985). For all of this, the concept of
modernity. Critical adult education’s understanding of what culture is and of what
role it plays in society is a modernist understandi g. Its representation of its own
Maﬁdlipwiﬂmﬂhnmdiﬂdq:&cﬂmdiﬂﬂfuuulmﬂﬁddmm

postmodes hnwevg’ﬂ\gmdnﬂm.wmdi

constitutes culture and are refashioning its place in contemporary s )

is culture being commodified t0 an unprecedented degree, its form is changing from
at is essentially discursive 10 one that is increasingly figural which, in turn,

transforms its social role. While some postmodern discourses, particularly those

Procesdings of the 33vd Annual Advit

'n-kiu--umpuﬁm 7
ton of Adukt Bducation”
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tracing their heritage to post-structuralism, celebrate this change as a final end to the
oppressive emancipatory hopes of modernity, others, especially Marxist discourses,
despair over the bleak options it leaves for an emancipatory politics. Whichever way
one views it, however, the cultural changes transpiring in postmodernity represent
disconcerting challenge for the modernist and emancipatory discursive formation of
critical adult education.

Culture in Modernity

In the previous chapter, I related the principle tenets of Habermas’ theory of
modernity. With his theory as a basic framework (elaborated as need be with other
pmp«ﬁm),lthpudbhbske&hamucawepﬁondculm.mm,
wemustkeepinndndmatcomplexmdhavﬂyusedmmeptslikeaﬂmreamabe
ﬁmﬂydrcunuaibed.memgﬁmiusdmmwmud\fwmﬂ\edaﬂtywuh
whkhitsuptua\umlityhxtﬁomiuabimywamaddimm&dythrwgh
uﬂnhgﬂ\evarieddmmatﬂ\emauuculmanwegﬁnamdhowm
”mxﬁngisanbeddedinacnulrehﬁauaswenuprmesdwdﬂmdhmoﬂal
change” (Easthope and McGowan, 1992, p. 258).

Tomynﬂnd,myummupmﬂdaahiﬂymvhubkdepiahnd
culture when he contends that culture is “a whole way of life...which expresses
cahinmnhpandvdwnotaﬂyhuﬂmdlemdn&bmahohmﬁmmmd
admww(wnm,dumw,lm,ps).wmwmmu
Mwyhudlyandmrmpu\dsmwiﬂ\d\emdwpdoﬁalmdﬂn
word than it does with any more narrow sense like those which arise when we use
mmmanmawww.cumhnmpnmmd
mamua,ummhmbmw,
WmamﬂMaaMudwmlﬂz
pm).m,ummmwicdmmuwu
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members of a social group can draw upon to make sense of and share their lived
experiences.

Concurring with William'’s definition, Habermas agrees that culture is “the stock
of knowledge from which participants in communication supply themselves with
interpretations as they come to an understanding about something in the world”
(1987a, p. 138). In traditional societies, culture provides a vast and complete
framework of interpretations (a worldview) that “secures.. .the unity of the
collectivity and largely suppresses conflicts that might arise from power relations
and economic interests” (p. 87). In modern societies, however, culture loses its taken-
for-granted status. Individual cuitural elements—knowledge, representations,
symbols—no longer hold a sacred, binding power on individuals and no longer
smoothly coordinates action (Lash, 1990, p. 45). Instead, as a result of a general
evolutionary process that Habermas (1987a) identifies as the “linguistification of the
sacred,” cultural elements assume the status of validity claims and, for the first time,
become susceptible to critique (pp. 77-111). Instead of being an all-powerful and all-
inclusive force for action coordination, in modernity, culture assumes the new role of
providing a background of interpretations that discourse participants can draw
upon o work out action coordinating understandings.

In modernity, culture undergoes other changes. Whereas, in traditional societies,
culture is undifferentiated, in modern society three different cultural spheres emerge
and gradually gain autonomy from one another. Following Kant we can identify
these as the theoretical, the ethical, and the aesthetic cultural spheres. In each sphere,
people evaluate cultural elements according $0 how well they mest discursive
criteria specific to that sphere. In the theoretical sphere, people assess cultural
elements according o the accurateness of their representations. Institutions of
science emerge 10 produce their cultural products— representations. In the ethical
sphere, people aseess cultural elements according 10 their congruence with
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mdjudplems Finally, in the aesthetic splae,pgophgnlune culmril elements
n@dﬁgbﬂiﬁ:sprﬁdvmmhemtylmﬁmﬁmsdmmdmaiﬁdm
emerge to produce art objects and art critique (Habermas, 1990, p. 17-18).
Dspﬁﬂﬂw,mmﬂaﬂmmwﬂemitmm
hdtﬁvpfnrﬂiesyﬁboﬂempmducﬁmdmgtynﬂeydnwupmmenﬂmﬂ
mdmfhhspreﬁﬁmsmwwkmtmﬂmﬁmdeﬁrﬁm.m-fﬁrmm
mmmﬂm@aﬁynﬂmmﬂ@ﬂﬁfm;u&wnﬂdmhm
refresh and reproduce that stock of interpretations. “Cultural reproduction ensures
m&gmdimmﬁewliitmthemﬁnmqnfmdiMmda
(Habermas, 1987, p. 343).
Asimporhntuinsmappﬁdleﬂtumgvduﬁmnyded
modern culture, our understanding of it remains incomplete if we do not, at the
same time, undﬂandﬂemmﬂﬁaﬂymmtdmm&m
mmmmhmmm&nmdmmmnm
MhﬁkmmﬂmmﬁLMyhﬂ:mﬂ
sterial . The emergence of alternate steering-media like money and
thMﬂﬂumﬂﬁMdﬂmm
icative action, these media do not require culture t0 coordinate actions for




material woducﬁmﬁﬁrmmdthérmbgquﬂtManmb-
system and lifeworld. Within this interaction, culture assumes an important if
Habermas notes how Marx’s analysis of the commodity recounts how the
mﬁcmbmmﬂtpmdmmmmmﬁnmﬂﬁmks’s
lifeworld. Marx's analysis provides the basis for clarifying the role culture plays in
the value of products are assessed.3 The use-value of a product, he contends, is
derived from the utility it has for its consumer. The use-value of a coat, for instance,
mn&dmﬂﬁgbﬂanknﬁﬁsﬂemﬂamﬂ:dlﬂmﬁhmy
usefulness doesn’t dangle in mid-air. It is conditioned by the physical properties of
the commodity, and has no existence apart from the latter” (1977, Vol 1, p. 126).
Marx’s statement does not imply that a thing can only be considered to have use-
value if it satisfies a physical need. It does not matter from where the needs arise,
makes no difference” (p. 125). Marx is aware that, whatever the need, it is always the
npmmﬁmﬁmm.mm

t ways

immnm#ﬁnﬁﬁﬂmﬂmx



124

Nature-imposed condition of human existenc _y
of every social phase of that existence, grrather i:mmmwerymal
phase. (Marx in Sayer, 1989, p. 43)

Marx believes that the value of a thing exchanged in the market (a commodity) is
assessed very differently from its use-value. The exchange-value of a commodity has
nothing" th 'lﬂdo“dthiﬁuﬁlitynrwithmym ’ itmightnﬁsfyim\enj, , theexdimgg- change-

(Vol 1, p. 128), induding any hwh@of who made it, under which conditions,
whouﬂghtmmumeitmdwhy!nsteadiﬂvﬂughmedﬂelymwhnhm
begdungedfatmﬂiemkawmummﬂymuequﬂmﬂ\emmd
abstract labour power it takes to produce the commodity. Even though the product
is the result of concrete social relations which govern its production and
mpﬁmﬂmemdrehﬁqmmmgdgnhsmﬂmdmysﬁﬁsdbyﬂemﬂ

uﬂnxﬁo-mhndpmﬁéﬁuﬂﬂaeﬂﬂﬁp.ﬂmgnlbmﬂemﬂﬂmdd
relation of the producers to the sum total of labour as a social relation
between objects, a relation which exists apart from and outside the producers.
(Vol 1. p. 165)

huampkﬁhmbﬂgm“m'nmderiﬂMiaﬂhﬂm

, ntal and inseparable past of every human being, is
Mhhwm;amnd med into a commodity to be
that lie at the base of capitalism.
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The limitations of Marx’s analysis of the relationship between exchange-value
andmevdmbeginwhmappmtﬁwerdnupmmhrehdmﬂﬂpm
faapﬂdngpeopldudhmfam:ﬂwaducﬂmﬂgvdmﬂmafobijk
carried out within the restricted and objectifying value sphere of the economy and
amdmbﬂwcddmmcﬂmhﬁmmfmﬂsnmﬂty

Avq&ﬁmtmhmdhhvﬂuﬁmdo&e&ﬁﬂdnﬂgw.
The use-value of a thing and the actions required to produce it are not determined
Mnﬂywﬁ&dﬂweﬂmﬂmﬂhﬂaﬂwm&vﬂgdimﬁ\gk
needs”—or, drawing on this interpretive framework, communicatively work out
new agreements about its value. From this pers] ective, the label, ‘use-value’ appears
10 be somewhat of a misnomer. Its utility does not determine the value of a thing in
the lifeworld, but value is determined by the meaning that accrues to it within a
Mwmmmmymhwmu&uﬁhqﬁnhmhtiﬂphyﬂ
within that cultural context it is an item of great meaning.
use-value. In his essay, “Beyond Use Value,” Baudrillard (1961) states that the same

Marx’s own notion of use-value (p. 130-132). Marx posits use-values as
mmmmdamummm



with use-value as his benchmark, Marx argues that exchange-value is a synthetic
wayofnseuingvaluethathulastodowith'truehumneeﬂs’thnitduawizh
medesireofapiunsutomkemwyfranmmodityexchmggmtumfﬂh
todoinﬂ\isalﬁque,l\oweva,btosubjedd\emdmafusevﬂue(mdspedlﬂy
huummpdauaboutmhmnmds)mﬂ\emdﬁquehuppugﬁ
exchange-value.

Baudrillard, however, makes such a critique. He begins with needs, contending
ﬂutdwymnummdandahhmlmwwﬂsdﬁm(lﬁl)."[ﬂnﬁm
bemgﬂwob)ecﬁvemdmmdeffedom\emmodﬂym(msnysymfa
that matter), needs themselves are the product of a system that inscribes utility at the
heart of the object and a productivist mentality in the individual” (p. 74). What Marx
overlooks is that his assertion that utility is the basis of product valuation is itself the
wtmofapnﬁcuhuodalmdhmndalmmuméy,apdmmﬂg
developmentofcapiulismwhu\badcphyﬁobgial pquirements are only barely

ter, fuel, transportation). Baudrillard points out, however, that people “need”
mmmymmmmmmmvm,h
mmawmmmmmmmmmﬁ
Wmummmawdﬂwﬂdﬁm‘ﬁﬁh
auypmm,mmumm.mmmmmu-
ap.dtybdgdfyu\dbmmlaumm:;, turalist analysis,
mmmmmmmaum/@hmm

4 Sop Pierve Bourdiew’s Distinction: A Secisl Critique of the Judgment of Taste (1904) for & similer
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the relationship it has to other signs, and, ultimately, from its position within large
sign systems that comprise our culture.® Thus he writes that “laln accurate theory of
objecuwmnotbeaublishedupmaMyo(needsmdMuﬁsfacﬁon,but
upon a theory of social prestations and signification” (Baudrillard, 1981, p. 30).
Baudrillard’s contention that Marx’s utility notion of social need obscures other
mpwpkuﬂgl\tmmmu\odiﬁu(mmpﬂmofmmodmau
“serms within a complex social code” (Bogart, 1988, p. 231)) overlaps, in interesting
way:,wim}hbamu'wnmﬂonﬁ\at‘wddwmwakedoutinprmo(
discursive will formation. In his theory of communicative action, Habermas posits
dut,wha\peopleusatﬂtevaliditydadﬁm(adaimabmtthevdueofmobpct,
in this instance), they can expect to defend not only why they think their claim is
m,hltabowhyﬂnybeﬁeveittobemotdlyrlght(i.e.,mdswithamlmal
mdomhmhmmpcﬁwmm)mdwmahm,l%tp.m.
Baudrillard’s criticism that Marx mistakenly interprets the socio-historically
meymmmammumumwm
Habermasian terms as follows: Marx is duped by the very form of rationality he is
mnmmwmuwwammmmwmam
mumwmmammnmwwmmmvm
suﬁlity)ahm.lma,p.m.‘mmdvﬂmdmmmm
in contexts of communicative action does not restrict itself to questions (claims) of

post-structuralist. Eventually

Levin (1991) relates the implications of Beudrillard’s post-structuraliom as follows: “The problem
with Daudrifiard’s later work...is that what bagen a8 & critique of neturalistic categories has grown
mﬂyhbnm:hddwbmm“,amm.hmu

10 an enormows and cycle of collapeing culture” (p. 100). | have already discuseed the
implications of this move in 2 in selation o

6 David Prishey and Derek Sayer (1906) argue Whewise and relate that, “thave is an inconsistency in
Marx hisnsglf...sestimony 10 8 ‘ , perhaps, of bis own analytic framework by dominant, self-

a—mmdwuuu ideological distortions he himeslf analyzed in others” (p.
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whether an object has utility. It also is open to claims about the place the object holds
in the complex system of norms and values.

In the end, Marx’s analysis of the commodity as the basic social form through
which capitalists exploit living labour obscures culture’s continued role in modern
society. Marx wants to find positive grounds for critiquing the social relations of
capitalism and, rather than offering a conception of culture that continuously
reproduces itself in an ongoing process of signification, posits a naturalistic
representation of human needs which he can then condemn the market for ignoring.
While Marx’'s vision of capitalist society is two-leveled,” dead and abstract labour on
uﬁdemdnmgmdmhmumﬁnmmmuﬁmdum

mmmmmmsméfmhmmﬁdﬁmmﬁma
nutemqum!uchmmdsymhﬂx pro ‘Whﬂeﬂﬁiymﬂmymd

rq:mducﬂmdnde!y adymmﬁaﬁwacﬂmmmdu:eﬂamkwﬂ
information, representations, symbols—necessary for the continued
inmﬁmofﬂuli&wuﬂd In failing to make this distinction, Marx finds himself
forced to locate the normative foundation for his critique of capitalism in the ides
that, in depriving people of the fruits of their labour, capitalism cuts people off from
leaves himself open 10 the constructivist critique that he is simply erecting another

7mnmmnm:-mﬁuﬁ;mgﬁﬁ-bm
contribution (p. 342).
'H&yﬂﬁnﬂﬂ):ﬂnﬂiﬁmmﬁqmﬁhﬂlﬁﬂ“ﬂ
production effectively reduces (0 that of production of meterial goods alone....Yet in
Mﬂ#hnhﬁHﬂuﬁpﬂydnﬂian ﬁ 7
means of subsistence. They have $0 be produced, moreover, as seciel individusls.... Marx recognised
this in general terma, but this recognition did not extend 0 how he actuslly analysed modes and

relations of production” (p. 104).
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abstracted and naturalistic representation of true human nature (Baudrillard) but
also fails to do justice to the complex symbiotic relationship that develops in
modernity between system and lifeworld. Whereas the lifeworld becomes reliant on
the economic sub-system for material reproduction, the economy also remains
dependent on the capacities of the lifeworld for symbolic reproduction. Marx neither
focuses on the symbiotic relationship between system and lifeworld, nor the degree
to which the system might be compelled to intervene in the lifeworld’s culture in
order to guarantee its own continued existence.?

Not until the 1920’s and 30's did the economistically foreshortened analyses of
Marx (warped even more drastically in this direction by the Second International)
come under fire by a cluster of theoreticians like Georg Lukics, Kar! Korsch, Max
Horkheimer, and Antonio Gramsci.1? Gramsd, in particular, provided a much
needed elaboration of Marx’s sketchy analysis of the relationship between capitalism
and culture. He understood very clearly that the abstract relations that emerged with

labour force. Whﬂemanyupectsofthewnrk&':lifehadbunm:hdinﬁd\e
obiecﬁfyingnlatuuofmemrka,wmungdmﬁdmrﬁwse;ﬁnmmgmghm

ently

pmeammmtwbwrgedsdmﬁmﬁm.hﬂpnﬂedopsaﬁng indepe
damﬁnﬂlydﬁspodngdwkingquﬂmladinngdﬂn
mmdsbmwwmmtmdaabkmpududngl@dng*yh
achieve a hegemony most conducive to capital accumulation.

9 As Habermas notes in Knowledge and Human Interests (1971), Marx is much more guilty of this in his

ﬂ*deWMddﬁymbbhﬁmm

analyses. “At the level of bis malerial invastigations, . ..Marx always takes account of social practios that

encompasses both work and interaction” (p. 33). hhpﬂ:ﬁhﬂnﬁg(lﬂ)ﬂm

:’MM#MM(I&)

10 Abwect Welmer (1985) provides 8 good account of summary of this critical movemant in “Reason,
dkMdW'ﬁ“Mm-&uWuﬂﬂx

ww# Theory.
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onceptualizes Gramsci's notion of hegemony as the formal subsumption of
culture. Extending Marx's concept of the ‘formal subsumption of labour,’ Jhally
relates how, “the formal subsumption [of culture] refers to a situation where an area
taking on the structures of the economic system” (p. 72).11 In this situation,

symbols) not as commodities for exchange but to create a cultural climate
(legitimations, norms, values, personalities, motivations) conducive to capitalist

1should take a moment, at this point, to clarify the difference between ‘cultural
goods’ and ‘material goods’. Both cultural goods and material goods possess a use-
value (Marx) and a sign-value (Baudrillard). The use-value refers to the goods’
eapndty&nnﬁan&d;thesipvﬂuuefenmﬂ\egmdf position in a system of
semiotically evolving signs. Thus:

In material goods, the use-value lies in the material properties of the good,

and the sign-value in its signifying properties. In cultural goods both use-

value and sign-value are inherent in the objects's signifying properties. (Lash,
1990, p. 43-44)

The relative strength of the use-value component or the sign-value component of a
pdvaﬂsﬁmcﬂnmmmmmuﬁx’sm,fﬁmphmﬁdm
mmgxatmdphyﬂ:ﬂgm&hmﬂmpbﬂmudmpmpaﬂa)ﬂmﬁmﬂ\
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more emphasis was placed on a good’s use-value than its sign-value (to the point
that Marx could not even discern that material goods have sign-value).

With this distinction in mind and drawing on Habermas again, it is possible to
augment Jhally’s presentation of the formal subsumption of culture. Habermas
ngusmtﬂumdhdmymdpawgmwymgedmmﬁimtemﬁom
production constituted the domain of the early capitalist economy for several
fulfilled by communicative action” (Habermas, 1967, p. 350). The media of money
could successfully interweave the teleological actions of workers to produce material
communicative action. Another reason the economy focused on material
repmducﬂmwnhecnusentheaddﬂel&hmtury.mdiﬁmﬂaﬂmmm
still relatively intact and there was very little market for cultural goods. The cultures
themselves were able to produce a plethora of interpretations sufficient to guarantee
enculturation, social integration, and adequate socialization. The same cannot be
revolution forced people from the land and deprived them of their traditional means
of material reproduction. During the eighteenth-century, for instance, capitalists
initiated a consclous political struggle to dismantie the medieval institutions that
hpmacaphhmﬂuﬂmﬂmmmmﬂmmm
growth. In less than a century, radical political reforms “freed” rural populatic
from their feudal ties with the land, while fundamental economic reforms that
jon rapidly transformed Britain from an agrarian o an
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industrial society. The result was massive social upheaval as rural populations,
stripped of the means of providing their own sustenance—the land—converged on
the industrialized centres to “freely” exchange their only remaining possession—
Mhbour—fmwagu.lnthisngud,thebourgeoidemdﬂwirdﬁuwmableﬁ
create the social conditions where material reproduction required the services of the
economy.

No market for cultural goods, however, did not mean that the bourgeois was
sparedﬂ\emkofprodudngﬂ\aegoodaOnﬂ\eoonMry,therehﬁveheahhof
traditional cultures and the emerging more communicative cultures of the working
dlass meant that the bourgeois had to expend considerable resources producing
ideology to contest cultural norms and values not in their best interests. It must be
recalled, moreover, that ideology comprises, not only a set of ideas, but also a range
daﬂmdgoodsmdwvioud\atnqulumﬂmoum(mwwsmdhbouﬂﬁ
produce. Bourgeois law, parliamentary governments, educational systems,
museums and libraries and so on, as well as the cultural goods they produce
(knowledge, representations, symbols), are the result of deliberate and costly

services to foster cultural forms conducive to capital accumulation, they did not
ptoduceculumlmwdma.Ammmdity,itmwbembaed,hagoodﬂmis
ptodwdfaad\mgemu\emrketmdvaludhmumbﬂnaimof
mmmmmmw,mmm»m
muy.ﬂﬂswanﬂﬂuuwﬁwdutdronﬂnbamﬁsbpmdwaﬂmdw
mmmuwhwmmmmmmmﬁ
uemmmmm,mwmmmnwwwwaunmundd
WMMMMMummmsMﬂd
Mumhupdudnmmudﬂulimuwd
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economy and state could effectively coordinate action free from the unruly demands
of traditional or modern normative codes. This interface, itself, needed to be
all norms, though, it was subject to the critical power of communicative action.

Jhally states that, as long as the bourgeois resorts to the manipulation of culture
to ensure its perpetuation, it risks being challenged. The attempts by the bourgeoisie
to foment a hegemony are actions that are perceivable as political actions. Alternate
groups and classes can create interpretations, norms, roles, or institutions to oppose
the social relations these actions perpetuate. The history of capitalist modernity has,
in fact, been one in which anti-capitalist forces have occasionally mustered powerful
ideological campaigns to contest capitalist hegemony.

To summarize, the modernist notion of culture that prevails in critical adult
between the system and the lifeworld. Certainly, one need understand the modernist
view of culture as a body of interpretations open to linguistic appraisal within
differentiated cultural spheres. In addition, though, the modemnist view of culture is
mmﬂymﬂedﬂﬂnwmmedrmdwyhphydmtm
important part of understanding the modernist concept of culture is understanding
the central role modernists believe culture has in contemporary society.

Before moving on, I would like to make one more set of cbservations about the
nimdeumm:mdmmy In his Sociology of Postmodernism, Scott Lash (1990)

' in ‘ideal-typical’ fashion, that cultural forms in modernity tend to be
‘discursive’. Helimﬂubﬁc haracteristics of what he means by discursive in the
mdmiw(i)mmnm“mmmmh

formal qualities of cultural objects; (3) promulgates a rationalist view of
culture; (4) attributes crucial importance to the mesnings of cultural texts; (5) is
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a sensibility of the ego rather than of the id; (6) operates through a distancing
of the spectator from the cultural object. (p. 175)

While Lash's first characteristic is fairly clear (words are linguistic utterance that
pﬂvﬂ@spenkﬁ\gmdheaﬁng,imagsmpimthﬂpﬂﬁlegeuﬂng),ﬂhm
require elaboration. His claim that discursive cultural forms evaluate the formal
qudiﬁsdmlmrﬂobyecsmﬂmpeoplemﬂﬂeculmesappmad1Mhuﬂ
objects as representations of reality and they assess the formal characteristics of that
representation be it theoretically, ethically, or aesthetically. His claim that discursive
cultural forms are rationalist suggests that people settle disputes about the formal
characteristics of a cultural object through the process of argumentative discourse.
Lash’s suggestion that discursive cultural forms emphasize the meanings of cultural
obﬁcbmthatpeopledammﬂemﬂmmmﬁmﬂnﬂﬂmmobhah
gmﬁaﬂbutmdeammseekautmundslyingmmngumghmd
intgrpmnﬁml-hs-rgumtthntd:scmﬂveaﬂmm forms are ego-oriented refers to
ﬂuapadtycfhnguagemdmdmgeidmgy(mtedbymsminbnfmﬁd

mpnafamdthe personali

1990, p. . 178)
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W&Wdhﬁmﬁmﬁﬁﬁemﬂ.ﬂmuh&hmﬁﬁsﬁhbﬁnﬂ

postmodernism calls into question.

Critical Adult Education and Culture in Modemity
notion of culture may seem rather obvious, for the sake of clarity, I will run though
the ways this is so. While a detailed analysis of critical adult education’s

12 Wikile one might think thet culture would be commonly discassed in critical adult education
awese that cultuse is important (0 their fisld. As exs a8 1970, for instence, Pavlo Freire identified
critical adult eduction as “Cultural Action for Presdomy” (in Preire, 1985). Even eariier, in the mid-
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Emhmﬁﬂidﬁdﬂmtdmﬁmhddummdiﬂua

knowledge, but including mpmhﬁm:md-ymhds) that mpisemrnnm
and its prime task is to reproduce culture to ensure people continue to have a basis
that people in communication can draw upon to achieve action coordinating
understandings. Individual cultural elements are not held as sacred but are
understood as validity claims open to assessment.
pcialized realms and understands that the forms of knowledge
dadopedhaﬂ\ralmhdkﬁm(:ﬁﬁahdmtdmﬁmhnmnu
contention that the only legitimate cultural realm in which social learning can take
truth. It has insisted that the ethical realm is also a sphere of social learning in which
mmwwﬂﬁﬂdmm:m;]" ing of
culture is its awareness of culture as an impos ,’,;',Ldudmcrmm
products of the bourgeols. With the emergence of Gramscian analytical tools, it

llhxwxm-mmmnmmﬁmgmdn
or newivality in adult education. In the same collection of esssys see Colin Grifin’s “Culturl
Seadies, Critical Theory,  and Adult Bducation” for an argument for adult education 1o be political.
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itself in the contested terrain of culture.4

Finally, critical adult education’s view of culture is modernist in that it
understands culture as discursive. Critical adult education upholds each of the
education has been oriented to language. Its ongoing focus on dialogue as a
schools, to the Workers’ Education Association, to Paulo Freire and his pedagogy of
Knowledge is not viewed as somethin to be passively consumed but actively
examined and criticized before being accepted as valid.

For the most part, critical adult education’s assumptions about the nature of
postmodernism issues, it turns out, have dramatic implications for critical adult
education.

Culture in Postmodernity

into a methodological quagmire. How is it possible to understand the kinds of
cultural changes transpiring in postmodenity if the conceptual tools with we wish
nmmmmmhmywmmwhw
changes? It would be nice, somehow, 10 be able 10 get beyond the horizon of our

1 Por & clear expressions of this awareness soe Paula Allman (1968), “Gramaci, Preire, and Bick:
the Soclology of Bducation: An Explosetion.”
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admm&lsaﬂdzfmnmtﬂ\ewhnkqusﬁmdMMnnnn
mﬁﬁeda\ﬁty)mdmlaaﬁﬂmmadymdm&nmgﬁdhgm
entrance into postmodernity. If we heed the concerns of the postm jernist
Mwm,wzmmbtgumtmwiﬂ:ﬂﬁuﬂﬂegy“&mﬁtwiﬂ\ﬂe
Maﬂmmmhﬁmdmdayﬁmhhgkmdﬂm

Wlﬂﬂ@ﬁﬁﬁwnﬁmdmﬁty.mmﬁngn
mﬁve.hwﬁngitisjustnﬁry,butbdmnﬁm&n&,hﬁtﬂfm
mkhdofgmdingﬁdghﬂnmﬁtyﬂemmﬁvuppmd\dmmtmm
mnMAtﬂzmﬁme.ﬂmghnﬁﬂadmitjwupﬂmgeﬂzmdwﬂkwm
the contingency of the particular as many postmode nists would have us do. Rather
itmmmua“gm&ngﬂm*mm&ys,impl)wﬂd\mm
mmﬂqﬂmwﬁhhcﬂyd\mmwmﬂﬂwyhm
imagining and begin hamme ing the world into it as if it is the truth that the
~violence of abstraction,” as Derek Sayer (1987) identifies it, is perpetrated.
m:ﬂd.lwmldlikeiﬁﬁehuﬁwhgpungshhgmmymlyﬁbydﬁhg

pladntkmmﬂvehmmﬁgrmdudptvdﬁj’,,f lific ,
g predomi ,,:nfﬂnhngmdhmnnhm:m

mywlﬁﬁmtqlﬂav:ﬂld postmoder
Mmﬂnmﬁmﬂm“dhmmmﬁﬂm
immediately into the pec ﬁ,:,i"*ﬂaﬂﬁmnﬂﬂhhmmgﬁm
hmmnwﬂm:tqhmﬂ’ﬁ retations and
mﬁum“mmmhﬁmmmm




139

d e i;f”thpumvmtyymhavedungedgnﬂnt.hhnTmﬂM(lSl).
lﬂsdﬁaﬁma{cﬂnﬂm ‘astoriadis’s critique of modernity, argues that the
advance of capitalism has created a cultural void at the center of contemporary
world'—the breaking of the spell of traditional belief and practice Jeaves a hole at
impair its capacity to reproduce t!
hapebﬂbypmphn;gmvﬁgmof neal :

(p. 32). Thus, while in the 19th century, apihlmmdalinﬂtadmmfﬁaduml
commodities, in the late 20th century, such a market abounds.

Caﬁtﬂhtmmmm\gbmlﬂgaﬂmvﬁdﬁhﬂbyﬂgfmxﬁ
again expand ﬁMh@mmmmbnm
mmm[mmmmmmmm:mmm
ideclogical | tions but economic ones. That is, investment in the media is not for

don of culture

consume material objects not only bacause of their utility but because through
mwnﬁnm.mmmmm

15 8oe Marx's discussion of the ves! subsumption of lebour in Capital, Vil. 1, pp. 109¢-1038.
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display to communicate something about themselves, typically about their social
mm,mcﬂlﬂi.hrmph,:phuddoﬂ\h\gﬁihlgﬁm“ﬂnEMﬂn
mauapmmwemahntishemﬂeiuphyﬂdpmpsﬂamvﬂepmnﬁm
from the elements. Another reason is that a hat has the capacity to signify. What
axﬂyﬂehthmtmd@ﬁydeps\dsmﬂzmgmdmhwmmehtn
dpﬁﬁehmﬁAhthnpdbhtfﬁmmmithdﬁﬁﬂmﬁm
mmwﬁsh;:@whyhgindﬁmAmwhﬁmaMt
Mbﬂsﬂhnpﬂhhﬁmunﬁﬂﬁﬂslhehmﬂmbyaaﬁmﬁﬂﬂs
on officers detachment, his or her name, and his or her rank. In this case, a person
wuﬂdvﬂuﬂh:hgtfaﬂhapndﬁymﬂgnﬁyﬂgmddmlu/hephys.Allmmﬂl
objects have a similar capacity for signification.

As I have noted, cnpiﬂlim:aﬂymmaﬂﬁammedpﬂmﬂyfﬁ
their use-value. Bytlna\dﬂﬂtﬂsﬂ\mmmwithﬂu’ pakdown of
Ww:pdhﬁﬁﬁmmmmpmmm
Mwnmmummmmmmnmm
MHWﬂMbmﬁ\@yWimmﬂmm
efforts of manufacture s 40 control the various meanings the scooter were constantly

“umﬂdﬂﬁﬂ“lﬁhqmﬂhﬂn,nWZ.
mﬁm_-lh“-ﬂ-ﬁ of populer culture when he writes:

made by subordinated their own interests out of that also,
“Populer cullure s by peoples in own m_-ﬂ-
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pdﬂaiﬁmnumhaﬂpmdmﬂmmmnbuﬂdmﬁnﬁhymﬂmﬂng
wmmpmpwmmmﬁmmmmﬁm;mm
subjected to commodif cation. The meanings that cultural groups assign to
mﬂﬂhhdﬁ@éﬂmﬁmﬂupﬂm&&emﬂwquﬂpﬁm
a traditional signification system or through the communicative achieven ents of
cultural members themselves who together attribute a meaning to the commodity. In
neither case is the meaning of the product a motive for their production. The
sommod ’:,ﬂmdanmﬁuﬂymﬂwhmapimhummmnmymh
nudepmdudngdgumdwhgnﬂwyaduﬂlyheglnb:pmdmﬂmn
commodities.
mmwthﬂuﬂmmmmmaﬁmmm:tmmﬂ
and architecture and in mass culture with the emergence of such phenomena as
mmm,ppuhfmmmﬂnﬁshmdddpﬂupmznghnduum
decoration until the 1930’s (Hebdige, 1968, p. 58-59). Simultaneously, a whole new
h-hﬂv-ﬁgmhdgrmﬂmmhmm; creasing
, ystem that “detached the reproduced object from the dimension
dﬁﬁlﬁ"ﬁhﬂdﬂhmpﬂ) The flood of new signifiers produced
muhmﬂmmmmmmﬂw-wuﬂ

borll '.ﬂﬁmmﬂdhmwmn—ﬁﬁ_ﬁﬁ
and below, ﬂ“hﬂc“n@ﬂ“ﬂ“thh
dmt“dpq&*ﬂhﬂﬂ“ﬂmﬁ“
agemonic (orces” (p. 2). While he agress in part with (his pars ,
ﬂnﬂhﬂﬂ-ﬂbm’
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integrate these signs into meaningful systems of signification. As Baudrill d (1963)
relates in his essay, “The Implosion of Meaning in the Media,” the proliferation of
information and sign (largely produced by the various media) extinguishes meaning
byﬁvhlidngandhamgadzingaﬂcm&nnhthemd&hﬁaulﬁinnﬂaﬂy:
odhpneinmaningbuuuurﬁngofﬂndisnnmberwmreprﬂa\nﬁmm
reality. He writes:

The loss of meaning is directly linked to the dissolving and dissuasive action

of information, the media, and the mass media....Information devours its own

contents; it devours communication and the social....Instead of causing

communication, it exhausts itself in the act of staging the communication;

instead of producing meaning, it exhausts itself in the staging of meaning. It is

a gigantic process of simulation with which we are very familiar. (pp. 96-98)
The new economy of the sign—“an economy of consumption, of the signifier, of
endless replacement, supercession, drift and play” (Hebdige, p. 71)—replaces lost
mmwmmmhtmﬁmghﬁédmﬂﬁsﬂmhb
apiulhmhdauoying}hbumu(lm,fnrm.hmpluﬁcinhhmmn
aaﬂnmmmbuprdmdﬁmwuﬂemehmimﬂdnm.Awiyd
life can only be reproduced through the communicative accomplis ments of the
lifeworld's participants (p. 350). But as David Harvey (1969) notes, capitalist
mhfact.hanmmlmlnaaﬁminmﬂwﬁmm:ﬂ
cultural milieu dramatically increase the size of the market. As Jameson (1991)
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“we have schizophrenia in the form of a rubble of distinct and unrelated signifiers”
(p. 26).

The proliferation of cultural commodities has occurred simultaneously with a
drift from discourse to the image as the principle means of signification in our
society. Discourse and image both represent reality. They are similar in that both
require physical media for their expressic (these media can be as simple as sound
waves or beams of light) and hence require resources for their production (Harvey,
p. 289). In many other ways, however, they are quite different. Scott Lash (1990)
summarizes the characteristics of image as a form of signification. He suggests that
this form of signification:

(l)havisuﬂﬁdzermmauterwm\ﬂwity.(z)devﬂus ormalisms and

juxtaposes piﬁmﬂkenmuehmnusafevsyduyn& (3) contests

utiomlistand/ar ‘didactic’ views of culture; (4) asks not what a cultural text

‘means’, butwhntit ‘does’; (5) in Freudian terms, advocates the extension of

the primary process inbtheaﬂhndreﬂm(é)apglﬁsmmghﬂ\e
wr‘shnmerﬂm,therehﬁvely unmediated investment of his/her desire

specta
in the cultural object. (p. 175)

these characteristics is fairly straight-forward; the others require comment. When he
contends that “figural” forms of signification devalue formalisms he is referring to
the tendency of people to approach images aesthetically without feeling a
requirement to assess its theoretical or ethical qualities using formal procedures.
Images do not need to be presented sequentially or concurrently to make sense—
wmnwmmmmmm&mmmmm
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claims open to rational appraisal.!® Neither do they claim to be part of larger systems
of meaning: they do not demand to be examined for the meaning that lies behind
them but communicate through direct appeal to the observer’s emotions. The
fleeting images, infobytes, clichés, fashions, and sound effects that are flooding into
meaningful, but because they appeal directly to the soma of the consumer.
Consumers are motivated to watch TV, listen to CD’s, change fashions simply

the ego as the personality construct mediating between the id and reality Images
prgmtm;évaﬁﬂwmﬁiﬂheimgsaremﬁtymd rather than

verbalization, dmdm'ge it d.irectly in an ecstatic outburst of gntiﬁc:ﬁon!’ No
&mh@ﬁﬂm&m&ﬂhm&mwmhm

dﬂmﬂﬂspxummmimﬁ,whaeMLmhsdﬂﬂhMymu@ﬂ

Images push their way into the fabric of our social lives. They enter into how
wehak,whntwem,mdﬂwymnﬁﬂwiﬂm:whsmemfynbmﬁn:
housing and bringing up children. They compete for attention through shock
tactics, reassurance, sex, mystery and by inviting viewers to participate in

series of visual puzzles. Billboard advertisements showing an image without

llm-mm@hmwwmmwm 7
Mation dﬁthhVﬂnM‘mthvﬁﬂd
hﬁﬁhﬂwmﬂ:ﬁdhlmﬂﬂmwbﬂw
and “image-wise” public. In the closing paragraph of his paper peper he includes a letter from a nine your
ﬂhjhh“ﬂﬁhﬁymﬂﬂhﬂ“ﬂhﬂﬂﬁ“h
Tﬂwhmgﬂmhﬂhhﬁvﬁﬁh“l
m-ﬂd is also contested by numerous culture studies theorists who
mmnpﬂ:hhmﬁﬂhbﬁqﬁduﬁmm pple Mk
mﬂmﬁﬂ.khmmmﬂlﬂ) ndersionding Populer C
“Lyu—cnm-qh-mu-qu, fernity \
2 Gge Guy Debord (1990), Comments on the Sﬂ#ﬁh&t
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:ccg;,) impose themselves, infuriatingly, on the most recalcitrant passerby.

p. 172

The incorporation of the image into the exchange economy represents an increase in
the power of capital to produce commodities that require no mediation by culture.
,,ofvuﬂypowerful' ,,'fiiofrepmhﬂmmgmnmdiﬁa
hmm:ppuﬂngthattheyedipunllaﬂmﬁmuﬁadﬂmﬂty The fleeting
romances of the “soaps” are of more importance to many viewers than their own
lives, CNN's high-tech rendition of the Gulf War became, for the many who
experienced it on TV, the “real” war,2! Stephen Speilberg’s (1993) Jurassic Park
enables us to virtually experience tyrannosaurus rex, watch spellbound as it captures
inm.mmwdaathmddmmmpa:ﬁmm“ﬂ
visionary of contemporary social theorists, goes so far as to suggest that reality no
longer exists. We now all live in a virtual reality, a simulacrum of fleeting images.22
mﬁ@hh“aﬁy:thrg@d%dﬁﬂﬁmthuﬂnmm

dmgsnllefﬂlhmmhiamdminmmy.

De-linguistification: Observers of culture note the growing inundation of non-
discursive cultural products—image-driven advertising, spectacies like sporting
events, MTV, tourism,2 hi-tech movies, shopping malls, Nintendo games, rock

ﬂmxw;mnpﬂmﬁmum ntroversial essay, “The Gulf War Has
anTdnH:n. Hmdwmbﬁﬁyﬁmmﬂmxﬁﬁﬂ
ideology’ Revisited: The Gulf War, Pos and Raslpelitit.”
Hmmﬂmmwuhmmmxmmm
ightful snalysis of this and many other of Beudriliard's idess in his intellectunl biography, jam

ﬁmm writes of travel as commodity as follows: “The American tourist no longer lets the

lendscape ‘De in its being’...but tahes a snapshot of it, thereby transforming space into s own
Continuad eu following poge
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music, comic books—that are displacing traditional and more discursive cultural
elements. Whereas in modernity, cultural products present themselves as validity
claims open to discursive appraisal, in postmodernity, cultural products come to us
not as claims, not even as representations, but as images that “seduce” us into a
simulacrum more real than reality itself (Baudrillard, 1990).

De-differentiation: We noted how in modernity, culture increasingly differentiates
inwﬂtreesepnateadmdsphau,ud\withiuownmmohuadngu\e
vdidityofculmdelemmu.Scouhsh(I”O)mta\dsd\anpﬂmryfumof
postmodernity is the de-differentiation that occurs amongst these realms (p. 11-12).
Mike Featherstone (1991) .inderstands this dedifferentiation as the result of an
m&eﬁduﬁmdmfamdufeﬂutmmmmmmd
figural over discursive cultural elements. He notes five ways this de-differentiation
proaed&mmuﬂnhlswﬁcbrakdowndthedhﬁmﬁmmhlghmdbw
art. This undermines the institutionalization of aesthetic discourse and blurs “the
distinction between art and everyday life. In effect, art is everywhere: in the street,
the refuse, the body, the happening” (p. 124). The second element in the
mﬂ\eﬁdnﬂa\dufehﬂngowingemphuhh\mmnponrywdﬂydm
mﬂnﬁcofmﬁau“mauﬂnﬂadﬂnbodywhkhanph&wﬂnwxy
and unreflexiveness of primary processes” (p. 124). The third element is the
antifoundationalist critique of all meta-narratives and the critique of consensus

MMNMMdeamﬂhmmwwh
udmmdummuummdmm(pm).

3 Some worthwhile of the vast literature that examines these new cultural products
includes: Heney Jonkine Textual Poachers: Telovision Fans and Purticipatory Cultwrs; B. Ann
Kaplan Around the Clack: Music Telovision, Pesimederniom end Consumer Coliswre;

(1987),
wmmrm-uuc’uqm Annatte Kuba (ed.) (19900, Alien Zene:
MM&WW%MWW(MWCM
unmmwa&.wumunma
Cultural Authority”; Mauresn Twrim (1991), “Cinemes of Modernity and Postmedernity”; and
Andrew Wernick (1991), “Promotional Cultere”. For 8 of analyses of difievent culturel
mmm»mnwmu Hebdige's (1908), Hiding in the Light.
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(exemplified by Lyotard’s critique of Habermas). “Knowledge henceforth should be
randomness, ironies, reflexivity, incoherences and multiphenic qualities of texts
whkhmmbngshemdwid\ﬂuﬁimﬁmdmﬂnglmmﬁc
interpretation” (p. 124). Fourth, is the “transformation of reality into images, and the
mnmammmﬁsdp@auﬂpmﬁ”(p 124). Fifth, is the overall
mﬂnﬁduﬁmdupahumwﬂd\mhmu‘demmmbr
life-meaning’ (p 124). Thegowttmfm
coordination. ’
the cultural and the social becomes hazy (p. 11). What this may represent in
Mdﬂnmmtnﬂmgpmducﬂmkppudiﬁhmyhemﬁfeﬂ.
that the aestheticization of everyday life is equivalent to the annihilation of culture
as a backdrop for the communicative coordination of actions.

Finally, Lash notes that another element of dedifferentiation is the blurring of

mmﬁuehmm@dmﬂmwﬁdayamhhwnhyw-
real simulacrum of soclety in its place.

”h”'u&.hmhmn of artis

DB dhﬁﬁ;“ﬂihﬁﬂm;

”“Mﬂ“h!““ﬂ“ﬁﬁiwm
w*w-imﬁtﬁyq-—uﬂg
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De-politicization (The annihilation of culture): All of these changes impact culture’s
position in contemporary society. Recall Habermas's contention that, while the
sysmdmwyandpowamapabledmdimﬁngu\emateﬁalrepmducﬁm
of society, symbolic reproduction is a cultural activity that transpires within the
horizons of the lifeworld. The symbiotic relationship that emerges between system
and lifeworld is such that at the same time as the lifeworld is dependent on the
symfad\epmdwdmdmwﬂdfmofmm,themkmo
depa\da\tmthelifewoﬂdformumgﬂ\eupmducﬁonofaﬂwalfam
conducive to capitalist accumulation. Thus, social factions who benefit from the
relations of capitalism must struggle to contrive a social formation in which cultures,
soddrehﬁom,mdpamzﬁﬁesbmeﬁd&lhoapluﬂmprevaﬂ.nmmnd
M,&eaﬂmdmﬁnhwﬁd\mmthagedhmdmemd
contestation.

Asaﬂyul%&howevet,}hbermumalizedﬂmthaewumneoudtyum
d\ismwttopmiukeﬂecﬁngmﬂ\ekmhgnumbcdnchniquufa
be!nvionlmdpawmlitydnnge,hesumhﬂmtheypdnt:

...$0 an area of future possibilities of detaching human behavior from a
muﬁvesymhnkedbﬂ!pmdhwmdmmm
it instead into self-regulated subsystems of the man-machine by means
of immediate physical er psychological control. Today the
of behavior can already liquidate the old fashioned detour

norms that are internalized but capable of reflection. Behavioral
control could be instituted at an even deeper level tomorrow through
biotechnic intervention in the endocrine system, not $o mention the even
mwammmmmdw
information. If this occurred, old regions of consciousness developed in

mmmmmldduxﬁu'dqw.u
this stage of human engineering, if the end of manipulation
mﬂhspohndhdnmmuﬂnmdd is today, the

mmnmwmmummuaumm
framework would be overcome. (pp. 117-118)
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Mﬁlehemﬁdpn!dﬂgmﬁmedgowthafﬁdngkdmdgﬂeﬁ:; gineering,
Habumudidmtmﬁdpﬂehawﬂiegmwﬂaﬂmedhgthnﬁbgiemﬂdaﬂﬂm
dnmpuwemnqmdnteﬂie“ddfuhbneddﬂmrthrmghmm The capacity
desires of the id offers new possibilities to the creators of these images to manage
motivations. “At the technological level,” writes Debord (1990),

whmhugesdm:ﬂmﬂxﬂdbymdxhve PVeTYW
maﬁhﬂvﬂuﬂ'im\dpdmmﬂmhﬂ:mﬁh[m]my
observed for himself, it has certainly not been forgotten that these images can
blentemythingandevayﬂﬁng,beausemthmthenmeim:ggiﬂﬂing
can be juxtaposed without contradiction [emphasis added). The flow of images
carries everything before it, and it is similarly someone else who controls at
wiﬂ&nsﬂmpliﬁedmyafﬂumﬁemld.whedﬁdawhﬂe&e
flow will lead as well as the rhythm of what should be shown, like some
perpetual, arbitrary surprise, leavh:gmﬁmfﬁiﬁxﬂmmdglﬁrﬁy
independent of what the spectator might understan d or think of it. (pp. 27-28)

The commodification of culture generates such a proliferation of signifiers that it
M@sﬂﬂapdqdhﬂivﬂmmgmpbmtemﬂhammm
Mmﬁqmdmﬁum&mﬂmﬂamaﬂmﬂ
m;h'iplanp@le'scapadﬁsfﬁmmﬂ::ﬁwm Pﬂmm;
rquhﬁm.mmgncﬁﬂduﬂﬁnﬂu
100 much TV and who fails to get out enough into the fresher light of reality.
mudmhwmmaum%mwﬂ_ﬁmmd
Mpmﬁmbmhwmwmmb

25 Kaliner (1990) details television consumption patterns in his book, Television and the Crisis of
Domecracy.
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ﬁnsweophymsvideogamagdngmmiamﬂﬂmﬂeumhﬂm;pem
out into the light of ‘reality,” who exactly we might find there.
social factions fought over the governing norms of soclety, now it represents
mﬂ\m;quiﬁediﬁmt.Itkm.ﬂemﬁepm:tculmksﬁnaﬂghﬂﬁmlei
Discourse as a means of action coordination still exists. It is just that, in light of all of
ﬂnamdungs,ﬂtmgkmtﬁmmcdmhmmfﬁ'Mﬂnnh
was before. Increasingly, even when people overcome distortions perpetrated by
advanced ideological apparatuses and Create norms to regulate the imperatives of
msymbiqubemgeniysmmdlifewm!d.whiﬂ\phadndmﬁlmﬂim
important and contradictory position in modernity, is breaking down. The system
mh@rﬁquhsﬂ:nﬁwuﬂdmﬂzmmmdﬂmpeﬂomﬂgmkSﬁmdd
inngnﬁmmdﬂmﬂ“ﬁmmmfﬂmmm,whhhudﬁﬂlﬁ.ﬂmi
time might come when culture will lose its functionalit for the system and when we
mwm@ Ymmmimmmmdtm
Verhoeven, 1987) or by William Gibson (1984; 1986; 1968) in his cyberpu

ﬂlmmumma- here, thet | am talking of tendencies and not, as Beudriliard and his

followers often do, of a ‘done deal’. However, just as in the case of the osone layer, in which the

msmmmﬁmm“ﬁmhmhﬁdu
wmmlmhﬂi ' jon e
khﬂﬂmhﬂhﬁaﬁ(ﬂhQEnh)mdﬁym

ﬁluaﬂi—ﬂ Nﬂnlyclui :w“mdﬁ“ views ss
of reality, but it slso more willing 10 entertain his profound insight into

Mhmnﬁywm
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1 do not believe that this has happened yet (this dystopia is still in the realm of
the role of culture in the drama of social struggle has weakened. As it turns out, the
implications even of this are traumatic for critical adult education.

Sub-Plots

Before moving on to my final reflections on postmodern culture and critical adult
education, I wish to issue a reminder that not all theorists of postmodernity would
tell the same the story of postmodern culture as the one I just narrated. While I do
not wish to consider them in detail, I think it is important to sketch a few alternative
scenarios—introduce them as sub-plots, as it were—to enrichen, perhaps de-
simplify, the previous narrative.

Some theorists, like John Fiske (1989; 1989a), would probably not agree that
culture is threatened by commodification or by the turn to the image anywhere near
to the extent indicated in the forgoing narrative. His studies of people’s reception of
10 determine forms of sociation than any time before. With a eye keen to the
multitude of ways cultural groups attribute meaning to the varied cultural products
awqmmmmdmmmnmn
process of signification, Fiske resolutely insists that postmodernity is not
undermining culture as the arena in which our social forms emerge.

It is important 10 keep Fiske's perspective in mind. The extent and nature of
tremendiimly. It is presumptuous 10 claim, like Baudrillard, that we now liveina
Flske's insistence on the capacity of cultures 10 resist domination and t0 appropriate
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cultural commodities for their own uses stands as an important counterweight to
Baudrillard’s pessimistic prognosis.

On the other hand, though, Fiske’s perspective downplays a host of social
transformations that are hard to ignore. While it may be true that culture still stands
umimpamtdwdww,itmunbeaduﬁmdﬂmmhs
mechanisms of domination—surveillance, simulation, and intimidation—that do not
ammbaspuumwtﬂutmu\drfaadhxﬂympmplﬁbﬂu;
hvediuﬁnhhdﬂnimpaunmdaﬂmummdmmmmm
bwrwnﬁvedfcedbymmﬁkeﬁskemdoﬂmculmmﬂsdﬂutBﬁﬁke
MW(I%),MNMM(IMI%),M:&&MBE@&
wehutymnmmtﬂntaﬂhmismw%pmvﬂeﬂﬂkindiaﬁmﬂ
the deeps wounds that have already been inflicted on its corpus.

Marxist theorists like Fredric Jameson, David Harvey, and to some extent,
Dmdukdlwmnotquitewblué.ﬂwybdieveﬂntpasmodﬁ'mthmkmg
pdmdmguﬂutﬂuumwduuwmmdcﬂmrﬁmb-pbt
htdnymbﬂutmempbdqdhmﬁmuwmmw;

is producing. The fragmentation of culture produced by commodific
m»nwmwmswqummma
oppression 10 their root causes.
]wmanmbadwmwmwwtmemlhpnﬂeﬂhmhn
wmehbmwmmdm'ﬂuhﬂﬂmw
mu\ummummdmmmh
alﬁemwdumomybmﬁlnnﬁmﬁmd '
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mﬂﬁmﬁmﬂﬂpmﬂmvﬂmmmngngmwhid\mmrdm&m
resistances to its unruly imperatives (1991, p. 54).

The Marxist's contribution to the story of culture in postmodernity is their
realization of the depth to which late-capitalism devastates culture. The panic they
My@ﬁmhmmﬂﬁaﬂqﬂmnwwmm
dmpdmmmmﬂmdmdﬁfwﬁveoppﬂﬁmhﬂ\emﬁm&ms

-structuralist theorists like Jean-Frangois Lyotard offer a very different sub-
pr%ﬂgLymﬁm@t@Qth:dmﬂmmb&ngm
inpmmﬁdmﬁty he does not agree that this is such a bad thing. In Lyotard’s (1964)

Fnﬂhnhafculturﬂﬁ)dnnﬂ”' prm

adequately represent reality. Rather, these transformations reve

theories never did possess this capacity. Lyomdkpla@uﬁﬂmiemndsnm
hmmhmﬂﬂ&raﬁddﬂ@m&nihnmﬁmdnmﬂw

mmwm»mwﬁmmym&@pmwm

mhd\ﬁphaﬁmMﬂpﬁﬂwﬂQ@ m Rather, he contends
Wihﬂﬂhnﬂ:ﬂﬂﬂd&ghlﬂi
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mtkmtmmmhmhutmmhmwmm
nostalgia for the lost narrative. It in no way follows that they are reduced to
interaction. (p. 41)

Lyotard refuses to acknow Habermas’ assertion that cultural differences can be

Lyohrd,mu@eadhguindmdmwm&edwﬂlbmﬁtyhﬂzmbﬂzdmﬁm

in that direction. This obviously implies a renunciation of terror, which
Wplnygﬂewiﬂdnitmh:h:ﬂ,hudwmdl.mdmbyib
favors a xments, by which 1 mean
argumentation that concerns m criptives and is limited in space and
time.... This orientation corresponds to the course that the evolution of soclal
interaction is currently taking ... (p. 66)

multiplicity of finite meta-a

culture and the turn to the image as a new opportunity for humanity 10 escape the
mm&gmﬂnmm,hmﬂiﬂfﬂy.itﬂhmm




that the destruction of culture is a bad thing, that modernist forms of cultural
resistance are all that beneficial, and that new totalizing visions must be developed
to refurbish culture’s lost vitality.

Secondly, and perhaps more importantly, it introduces a level of skepticism
towards the entire thrust of the main part of the narrative. It calls into question its
seeming desire to explain away the complexities of postmodernity by locating their
origin in the commodification of culture and the turn to the image. It has us wonder
if, once again, the intent of the analysis is to repress the heterogeneity of
contemporary social existence for the sake of another metanarrative. This, I think, is
an important contribution. It refocuses our attention on the limits of reason and of
totalizing discourse, it reminds us that the validity claims the narrative advances are
not inscribable as transcendental truths, and it denies us the dangerous belief that

Criﬂcal Adult Eductﬁm, Culture, and Postmodernity

Critical adult education’s modernist view of culture is insufficiently flexible to
disclose the full implications of cultural commodification for its cultural practices.
While I would not go 50 far as to assert that culture has been destroyed by processes
of commodification and that critical adult education, without being aware that it has

wmghudyenﬂdbﬂuamh@ﬂ’ ierprise
Mnamlmufmihik eproduction, culture is now far less important and mos
"1hmndanﬁayﬂmitmm:dymmylm

: dining opportunities and increased uncertainties
: gt :nhmﬂmmz,i;:; adult education. As a result,
mwumﬁun:mﬂmmhmm
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Critical adult education is deeply affected by cultural commodification. One of
the most important reasons for this is that knowledge, the cultural element of central
significance for critical adult education, is susceptible to commodification. Critical
adult educators view knowledge as a body of interpretations that lifeworld members
can draw upon in their efforts to reach communicative ngeemmﬂ Spedﬂc

concerned lifeworld member. For critical adult education, knowledge is valued
according to its capacity to motivate communicative understandings. The assault of
the system on the lifeworld and the subsequent erosion of the capacity of the
lifeworld to reproduce itself through communicative action is what critical adult
education emerges to oppose. It struggles to foster the rationalization of the
lifeworld and its capacity to resist the deleterious intrusions of the system by
fostering contexts of open and unhindered discursive will formation.

The view of knowledge prevailing in this schema is rendered problematic by
commodification. Like other cultural products, knowledge can be incorporated by
the system and exchanged on the market. And like other products, its consumption
is motivated not just by its use-value but also by its sign-value. For example,
postmodernism itself seems to be enjoying a fairly high sign-value right now. While
the hippest ‘theory consumers’ now no longer like to associate with the term, in
many contexts postmodernism still is quite fashionable. On the other hand, while
Althussarian structuralism was once so popular that almost every self-respecting
Marxist identified themselves as an Althussarian, its sign-value is now abysmally
softdrinks or vacuums. Increasingly, their value is determined not by what they
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disclose about the world, about social relations, or about beauty and expressiveness
(i.e. their use value), but by the number of books they sell, by the audience they
gather, by the corporate contracts they attract, or, even more simply, by the money
they make.

As noted in the preceding account of postmodernity, the entry of the market into
cultural production vastly increases the number of circulating signifiers. Market
driven knowledge production floods culture with information that it has little
chance of assimilating. Instead of providing a backdrop of commonly held
interpretations against which understandings can be worked out, information
increasingly becomes background noise which interferes with the process of
discursive will formation. In this context, individual information elements are not
produced or consumed as validity claims open to contestation by lifeworld
members, but increasingly as commodities valued only according to their market
worth.

It is interesting to note that instrumental forms of adult education adapt easily to
the changing nature of knowledge in postmodernity. The commodification of
knowledge provides new and unforeseen opportunities for previously unprofitable
adult education enterprises to make good money. Over the past twenty years,
instrumental adult education has transformed from a collection of practices located
in large state-funded educational institutions (technical institutes and community
colleges) that aimed to meet the legitimation and accumulation needs of capitalism
imoadimamyofmﬂmdmid-dudmmp:qu\mpﬁmwmdi
pmduamddiuenﬂmnmfamamm,u\dmmmuapmﬂtﬁ
The function of adult education is no longer to produce knowledge that may be

29 A very succeseful Toronto based adult educetion firm reslizes they can make money providing
mWﬁuammmdMMMwmhn
mmummwwmmmm~
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generally useful but to produce knowledge that specific purchasers are willing to
buy. To make this possible, knowledge is packaged into discrete, measurable
bundles of information that can be sold for specific sums of money. Many of these
companies maximize earnings by focusing on short-cycle programming or tailored-
to-fit training packages. Other “knowledge” products include courses, credentials,
patents, processes, computer programs, research innovations, and so on. Computers,
video, and telecommunications play a key role increasing the effectiveness of
Critical adult education has not experienced a similar positive transition. Instead,
cultural commodification dangerously undermines the fund of interpretations that
critical adult education draws upon to foster the health of the lifeworld. What is
happening, in effect, is that commodification is destroying culture faster than
restorative cultural practices like critical adult education can reproduce it. While it
may be true that lifeworld rationalization is required to stop system colonization, it
may now be the case that lifeworld destruction is to the point that it can no longer
even support the discursive practices required for rationalization—this includes,
most notably, the activities of critical adult education. The proliferation of market
stimulated information, unassociated with any integrated and culturally sustained
meaning frame, is not produced to undergird processes of communicative action.
Information elements are not valued for their capacity to motivate discursive
agreements. Rather, they are valued solely for the profits they can earn. Detached
market. The commodification of culture means that critical adult education must
make its way in an environment impoverishec by the intrusive steering mechanisms
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education offers little insight into how it might continue to foster the healthy
discursive institutions that were once the pride and aspiration of modernity.

If critical adult education is incapable of accommodating the vicissitudes of
cultural commodification, it is even less capable of dealing with the unruly
implicaﬁmofthedriftfrandiwounetotheimageuthemainmeamof
signification in our society. Note once again that critical adult education presumes a
discursive notion of culture and envisions itself as a dialogical cultural practice that
fosters the communicative capacities of the lifeworld. The growing ability of the
mass-media to produce representations that seem more real than reality itself,
undercuts the modernist notion of culture as a discursive fund of interpretations that
mediate the actions of lifeworld members. Figural forms of signification devalue the
kinds of activities promoted by critical adult education. Images do not present
ﬂmselveusvaliditydaimsopenmdwogue,d\eydonotanupa\fomul
pmoedurufornmdngthdrwo:ﬂ\,mdﬂwydomtimpmh\qukymmﬂ\dr
underlying meaning or significance. Rather, they present themselves as if they are
“reality” and gratify needs directly without requiring people to deliberately
coordinate their actions. Why should adult learners engage in critical discourse
when it is 50 much easier and pleasurable and even more real to just go shopping.

Again it is interesting to note that instrumental adult education is not
deleteriously impacted by this transformation. The “knowledge products” produced
by adult education mpnbmhmh\glymmndﬂ\hhwy
m&h*ﬂbuﬁnﬁgwhaumud\mhunhdwtumdmuhm
of actual job situations. Computers and video technology now mean it is possible for
mmmm,mw.wmm
physicians to receive extensive training through simulation.

Critical adult education does not fare so well with the rise of the image.

Representations produced as images require no mediation by culture. While it may
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be true that culture still exists, the extensiveness of its influence is dramatically
reduadinawddydmﬁm&dbypowerﬁdmedukmgelﬂ\epewmvmaﬂhe
image reduces the discursive territory within which critical adult education can
operate. The modernist notion of culture as a terrain of action coordination is
rendered partially incomplete with the upsurge of a world which connects directly
with the soma of its consumers.

The delinguistification of culture that accompanies commodification and the rise
of the image undermines the basis for critical adult education’s dialogical practices.
Whereas in modenity, critical adult education could engage lifeworld members in a
critical appraisal of validity claims, in postmodernity, critical adult education is left
without the discursive resources required to confront the validity of simulacra that
seem more real than reality itself.

Critical adult education’s belief that culture is differentiated into three separate
mmmlmgahddsm-esﬂ\eﬂdz;ﬂmdeverydayﬂfemdﬂlemkdownﬂ
understanding of culture. In postmod rnity, all claims are assessed according to
their sensational impact. There is a depreciation of deliberative discourse that

mmﬁuntﬂuningdﬂedkﬁncﬁmmmmmmmm
an impact on critical adult education’s u jerstanding of culture. No longer is culture
criﬁahdﬂteduaﬁmimpla:muiupmﬂm

All told, the jification of culture confronts critical adult education with
Wbmhiﬂpﬂﬂmﬁmnn ’
MW&HMIM&@W&WWG&
modernist idea that culture is a key site of social contes! n. In postmodern times,
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however, the process of cultural commodification significantly lessens the
importance of culture as a place where different social agents struggle over the
norms and values governing society. Critical adult education is outflanked by these
developments and, given its modernist theoretical foundations, is incapable of
mustering an adequate response.

Even more unsettling, however, are the questions post-structuralism raises about
the desirability of critical adult education’s emancipatory agenda in the first place.
Not only is critical adult education overwhelmed by transformations that
commodification wreaks on culture, it is also challenged by the post-structuralist
contention that the destruction of culture as a realm of legitimation provides new
opportunities for less rigid and more heterogeneous social forms to emerge. Critical
adult education has devoted itself to the idea ﬂmnﬁm;ldimmmpmvﬂethe
basis for consensus about which norms should prevail in society. Post-structuralism
raises the uncomfortable notion that critical adult education is just another means by
which the heterogeneity of social life is suppressed. Locked into a modernist
Wﬁmkmtpaiamﬂﬂsm@einmdthesﬁ@ﬁ
hegemony, critical adult education is poorly equipped to articulate how it can persist

that suppresses heterogeneity and difference.



Chapter Five

7 SPACE AND TIME:
THE DIMENSIONS OF DOMINATION AND
RESISTANCE IN POSTMODERNITY!

In the previous chapter, I explored how postmodernism challenges the notion of
culture presumed by critical adult education. Some postmodern discourses, |
argued, narrate changes in culture totally inimical to the project of critical adult
education (how can critical adult education persist when culture is simulated,
hegemonic cultural practice as an oppressive fiction and celebrate the implosion of
culture in postmodernity as a final end to misguided ventures like critical adult
education. In this chapter, I pursue this disconcerting line of inquiry in a slightly
categories of space and time in which critical adult education locates its
emancipatory practices. Some postmodern discourses narrate how even these
uadnglyﬁmdmﬂleﬂggmishudymdﬂawhmmdhd\mhpmh
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critical adult education must now make its way in a space and time far stranger than
it has ever presumed before.

Space and Time

Because the categories of space and time seem so fundamental we rarely question
their meaning. We understand them with our common-scnse and assume that, at
base, only one space and one time exists, and each is objective and measurable, the
space and time of maps and dlocks. Anthropology, even physics, tell us, however,
that space and time vary.2 Anthropological curios like the non-differentiation of
past, present and future by the Hopi Indians or like the six directions recognized by
the Plains Indians remind us of the flexible nature of space and time. Even in our
own lives, our understanding of time varies. We experience the cyclical time of
family life, where years can seem like seconds; the progressive time of contemporary
society, a raging torrent, always changing, ever advancing; and the interrupted time
of cataclysm and disaster, where minutes seem like hours. Space varies, too. Our
personal awareness of space changes with who we are and what we do.3 Children
and adults, the mad and the sane, men and women, the wealthy and the poor, and
30 on, have very different senses of volume, distance, direction, and pattern. Prairie
space is different if we walk its dusty undulations than if we drive its straight roads.

A host of contemporary Marxist geographers like Henri Lefebvre (1991), Edward
Soja (1989), and David Harvey (1989) agree that the objectivity of space and time is
an illusion and believe that the space and time of maps and clocks are culturally

2 For an interesting, albeit discussion of the varied notions of space and time in physics,
see Steven Hawkings’, A Drisf Histery of Time: From the Dig Beng to Black Holes. Alred Gell provides an
account of different cultures’ notions of time in The Antiwepelegy of Time: Culiaral

of Tanporal Maps and buages. Two other rather interesting accounts of how different
cultures conceive of space and time are Robert Thornton's, Space, Time, and Culture Among the Inagw of
Tonasnis and Stephen Feblan’s, Space-time of the Bovero of Drasil.
3 89¢ Gaston Bachalard’s, The Poctics of Space, for a phenomenclogical account of the different ways
we experience/imagine spece in our daily lives.
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bound. The conceptions of space and time various cultural groups hold are not
totally spurious, though. Theorists like Harvey contend that all notions of space and
time,h\dudh\gd\emweholduobjecﬁve,aﬁseoutofﬂ\emteﬁalptommof
societies. As Harvey writes:

objective conceptions of space and time are necessarily created through
material practices and processes which serve to reproduce social life....The
objecdvityofﬁmmdspaceisgiminuchusebyﬁ\emmpncﬁcesof
social reproduction, and to the degree that these latter vary geographically
andl\istoﬂcany,soweﬁndthatsodalﬁmemdsoddspmmdmaenﬁally
constructed. Each distinctive mode of production of social formation will, in
short, embody a distinctive bundle of time and space practices and concepts
(p. 204).

Soja and Lefebvre reiterate this perspective when they depict how space “is
simultaneously the medium and outcome, presupposition and embodiment, of
social action and relationship” (Soja, p. 129).4 Different modes of production develop
diffau\tmcepﬁa\sofspwemdﬁmmduwudrdnedspaﬁdmdmpom
concepts like society (Wolf, 1988), nation (Segal, 1988; Gupta and Ferguson, 1992),
and culture (Tomlinson, 1991).

David Harvey describes how space and time both constitute and are constituted
bydtemauhlptmdsoddnproducﬁm.l}awingmﬁnwakof
ngu:ﬂmd,ﬂmeyobwvuhowaﬂaodalacﬂscmompvojem‘dmmm
through movement in space” (p. 211). To achieve their projects, each individual must
overcome limited time resources and the “friction of distance.” These problems
become more difficult when individual projects become part of larger social projects
d\ntuqdumywddacﬂtbuuthmmdﬁmbmdhaum.

4 The perception that space is bot the medium and the outcome only emerged in the 1980s. Doreen
(1992) relates how, t0 the Marxist “sphoriem of the 1970s—thet is soclally constructed—

was added in the 1980s the other side of the coin: that the social is constructed 100, and thet

m.mummmuummmumw

;m.uum—uwwum—m.m»mumm



Social transactions of this sort are facilitated by a geographical array of social
“mﬁans"(plmwhﬂtpmpkﬂu!tbcuwou!wpedﬁnbh;cﬁviﬁg)md
jomains” (where certain kinds of interaction prevail) (p. 211).

While this depiction offers important insight into the structuring of a culture’s
space and time, it does not illuminate how or why particular arrays of stations and
domains prevail within social life. Harvey contends that one must realize that space
Lefebvre, in his ground-breaking study, The Production of Space demonstrates how
the command of space enables social agents to control the everyday activities of
space in institutions like asylums (1965), hospitals (1973), and prisons (1977), and
how it is even possible to control the inner space of the body. Other theorists like
mmﬁmﬁwu,mmdhghtmmmwummamhﬁnﬁ

obeerved (even weapons as destructive as nuclear warheads are useful only if they
can be deployed in advance of the opponent’s ability to counteract them).’ Virilio

!mmm-‘unﬁh-ﬂmdmmnﬂﬂyhm
than even a few years ago. hkm “as the alm of battle shifts from tesritoriel, economic,

and materiel perial, el flskds, the war of e
-:_-‘Fm war of speciacie bagine 10 replece
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than this, however. His concern is to show how, not only the history of warfare, but
upiulistnwdemityuawholecmbemmepmdizeduamugglemsmmd
time. For Harvey, space and time are never benign. They are central elements of any
struggle for power and always bear the scars of historical social battles. Fredric
Jameson concurs and summarily observes that “neither space nor time is ‘natural’ in
the sense in which it might be metaphysically presupposed (as ontology or human
nature alike): both are the consequence and projected afterimages of a certain state or
structure of production and appropriation, of the social organization of
productivity” (1991, p. 367).

Space and Time in Modemity
Hmey’snanaﬁveolspwemdﬁmeinmodemityfocumonﬂ\emcmd
capitalism to create a spatial-temporal context conducive to its operations. His
analysis details the capacity of money to create stations and domains that interweave
the actions of people without the need for discursive communication. It reveals the
mdhmbm&ammwﬁd\wm“ﬂ
inhabit only by becoming machines. What it does not show, however, is that the
lifeworld also has the capacity to generate a discursive domain of action
coordination with its own dimensions of space and time. Harvey does not make
dwhmphmmwmmmumumtmnh
hyuuwmumdmmq,mmmmmmmm
resistance are both possible, where critical adult education ultimately situates its
mwmmfu.m»wsmmmwmuw
with the analyses of the previous chapters, see if we can gain some perspective from
which we can assess critical adult education’s modernist notion of space and time.
According 10 Harvey, capitalist production, like other material processes, must
contend with the limitations of space and time. To effect production, capitaliets
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struggle to create specialized spaces and times (the workplace and the workday)
where the labour of workers and the material instruments of production mesh to
generate commodities. Also, capitalists endeavor to create specialized spaces and
their consumption (household), and for binding these various stations together
(roads, shipping lanes, towns and cities). Historically, the rise of capitalism, with its
novel use of space and time, required both material resources and a new attitude.
The rising bourgeoisie accumulated the necessary material resources to transform
space and time over several centuries preceding the industrial revolution. This was a
difficult task. Almost every bourgeoisie advance was resisted by an aristocracy who
ganudgrntmﬂdpnwsﬁmﬂumnﬂﬁneafj;” ism. Not until the 19th

wanﬂm/ﬁnemptsﬂmhﬂnh\dmmm‘

during the Renaissance when thinkers began, for the first time, to apply rationalized
tools t0 measure and control space and time. For example, perspectival mapping (the
mercator projection among others) permitted a detached observer to accurately
giugzdimﬁ:iﬂdmmdﬂe x vﬁﬂiih@maiviﬂmuh

The conquest and control of space [ﬂnhlhukﬂhpnﬁﬁﬂmﬁnﬂyl
hmﬂmﬂhm;ﬂn”i ing usable, m

2 was ot acquired simply through the deployment of
mmﬂm“ﬁmm
: militia 10 crush the Paris
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thereafter capable of domination through human action. Perspectiv
mﬂ\mﬁcdmppingdidﬂﬂsbycu\dﬁngdmmdlhﬁm
homogeneous, and universal in its qualities, a framework of thought and
action which was stable and knowable. (p. 254)

rapid compression of space and time during the industrial revolution.

According to Harvey, capitalism’s tendency to cycle through periods of
overaccumulation, crisis, reorganization, and growth produced several waves of
during the first decades of the 19th century. Aided by the bourgeois state, capitalists
commons into privately owned pastures for wool production; cast peasants from
their lands to seek employment in burgeoning urban sprawls; built intricate and
massive networks of canals, roadways, and shipping lanes; and replaced the easy
cycle of pastoral time with the frantic time of the mill and its regular regime of work
hours. These transformations were not achieved easily. The bourgeoisie’s efforts to
create a compressed space and time condudive to capitalist enterprise not only
forced them to expend a massive investment of resources but embroiled them in
great struggles with the proletariat. Organizing themselves for the first time as a
ability to shape space and time which enabled them, in the end, t0 contain and
regulate the masees.
depression of 1847 when falling profits spurred capitalisis t0 reach beyond the

7 Hasvey points out that space/time compression provides capitalists with a powerful mesns for
dealing with overaccumulation. i is hmn“mhﬁmum
turmover time, or 0 expand
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shores of their homelands for resources, labor, and consumers.® To effectively exploit
the hinterland, capitalists and their supporting states produced an even more
mwmmmmnmmm:mmymmaﬂ
countries and industrial nations into a single world capitalist system.

This great wave of space/time transic nation intensified to the beginning of the
Mmehmitduhediuéfmbﬂie;hﬁeﬁWoﬂdeﬂmdﬂiem
Revolution and ran in eddies onto the dry beaches of the great depression of the
lmmumdy,w»lmmﬁrﬁxrﬂwmmwn
reduced by breaking production into a series of steps and coordinating these steps
on an assembly line. M’sm“ﬂmmdaﬂymung;mﬂﬂindmﬂ

WaldWarnmapafectoppmmutyhfﬁ,""itﬂti:newmdupid
mmdwmanmﬂghmﬁmﬂumblrﬂm
Whhdmyaﬂahdmmm&dm'dﬁuw
mmmmﬁmmmm The old adage,
money.

8 Duspite the long debates sbout the velidity of Marxist snalyses of imperialism, particularly the
sather economistic contention thet oversccumlation is what forced capiteliem out of its enclaves in
n-:::mm-uuhmmum ichael Barvatt Brown’s (1972)
well q'AWd“Mdmﬁnﬂﬂly; jsputable at
’~hu “ﬂdadh':ﬂmhzm h_dﬁnyﬁn ' fiow: A
J‘“-
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was to concentrate large numbers of workers in one geographic location to reduce
the friction of distance and increase the efficiency of production. Industrial managers
of the 1920’s realized it was much easier to dominate the space and time of a single
place than it was to coordinate actions occurring over a more diffused space. In its
classical incarnation, Fordism was undergirded by massive, highly capitalized
factories that either utilized continuous flow processes (petrochemical, paper, and
steel production) or assembly line processes (manufactured products like appliances
and cars) (Storper and Scott, p. 23). Centralized production processes created a
concentrated domain where the actions of workers, analyzed into their component
movements (time and motion studies and Tylerist behavioral analyses), could be
interwoven within a rationalized array of stations that were easily monitored by
surveillance and regulated by disciplinary force.

The rationalized space and time of the factory extended to other domains
inhabited by workers and their families. The population concentrations required for
mass production gave rise, in industrialized countries, to large urban complexes
surrounded by increasingly smaller subsidiary industrial nodes all situated within a
massive and sparsely populated agricultural hinterland (any sizable population
concentrations outside of the industrialized urban centers were inevitably involved
in resource extraction). Cities were important sites for Fordist capitalism not only
because they were where most production occurred but also because they were
where most consumption occurred. To ensure an efficient cyde in production and
consumption, capitalism fostered the extension of the rationalized space and time of
the factory into the urban domain. Standardized housing, transportation systems,
and communications networks engendered a space-time in which labour and
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commodities could easily flow.10 The rationalization of space and time regulated
consumption patterns. Commodities like cars, household appliances, leisure
products, processed foods, all enabled people to negotiate the congested spaces and
contracted times of the technicized urban environment. Special spaces and times,
like markets, shopping malls, and recreation centers, developed to ensure the
smooth marketing of products.!

Harvey’s account of all of this accords powerfully with our experience of space
and time in industrial society. We recognize wi : i
and ‘dehumanizing’ space and time of urban life. However, the very fact that we still
feel this dismay indicates that, to some extent at least, we realize the ‘unnaturainess’
of the capitalist environment. Harvey is s0 determinec to reveal the pc wer of
capitalism to rationalize the space and time of social existence that he underplays
rationalization of culture.

!usmymgeﬂmﬂarvey’spﬂmmiim:ﬂmﬂﬁmﬁﬁmy
and state in Fﬁdﬁmgeﬁaﬁimmd ﬁmeﬁﬁdudvetﬁc:pltﬂ accumulation.

éﬂamdnpemm&mmﬂﬁrmhm(mmﬁMMG
to resist the imposition of Fordism’s rationalized spatial and temporal grid. While he
capitalism and later by the proletariat in industrial capitalism, to oppose the

“gm-.ﬁ:ayqu—em“hmwmmum
most quiniessentiolly ﬁvﬂﬁndhnﬂdﬁhm
11 Por an interesting analysis of the ways siores alier space and time 10 maximize product sales see
Edien Sehier’s (1992), “Toys Are Us: Marketing 10 Childven and Parents.”
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miomlizuodalspace.Neitherd@ﬁhepmvldeivewc!euiengofmgﬂgt
forms of domination organized around religion, race, gender, or the innumerable
localized relationships in families, ethnic communities, sub-cultural groups, etc.
interact with capitalism to produce the space and time of modernity.

As we have seen in other chapters though, the interactions between the system
and the lifeworld have never been so entirely uni-directional. While the sub-systems
of economy and state can coordinate actions for material reproduction, the system
remains reliant upon the lifeworld, in all its diverse manifestations, for symbolic
reproduction. Harvey’s analysis relates how the system in its Fordist incarnation
constructs a space and time conducive for accumulation. What he does not accour *
for, however, is the simultaneous construction of space-time by the lifeworld within
whkhmprmofsymbaﬂcrepmdu:ﬁmnkepheemdwhiehme?ﬂn
sysm,wmextenutlam.musuilawﬁexist.The:piceiﬁmémﬂ-ucndby
produdngmdonunddomaimhuedmﬂ\eexmctedbgcdmmﬂi
ﬂmghmﬂ\eu&woddumlw&uredbymuQngthntpeupXEMVMfm
of communication attribute to things, locations, people, and moments. In traditional
mmmmmmmm-wmﬁmﬂwm
bmnmpaﬂﬂefadwﬂaplngﬁemﬂd-mmﬂ vorizons that will foster and
constrain their actions. It is crucial to note that social formations that emerge from
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present in this realm, too, in the form of distorted communication which, on
occasion, sustains extremely oppressive social relations. The Fordist system does not
simply impose its space and time on a passive environment. In modernity, the
system constructs a space and time only in relation to the complex spaces and times
of the lifeworld.

While we want to avoid Harvey’s one-sidedness, we must take caution, at the
same time, not to overemphasize the extent to which the lifeworld influences space
and time in modernity. The Fordist system, it turns out, is a masterful overseer and
despite the resolve of people in lifeworld contexts to resist the imposition of machine
space-time, advocates of Fordism have been able to maintair. a spatial-temporal
continuum conducive to capitalism’s interests. True, the system does not have free
reign. Its reliance on the reproductive capacities of the lifeworld means that, in
important ways, it wages the battle for space and time on the lifeworld’s terms. For
the space-time that it engenders is often anchored to the locality or plece where
communication transpires. While recent anthropological studies reveal that, in
traditional cultures, extensive migration and intercultural contact rendered the
boundaries of place extremely fluid and permeable (Gupta and Ferguson, p. 7), the
dimensions of social existence remain, by in large, mapped onto a particular place.
Up to the wane of Fordism in the early 1970s, advocates of the system had little
fashion. The system’s symbiotic relationship with the lifeworld disabled it from
constructing a space and time which reproduced its labourers and consumers.!2 The
system can alter the space and time of communicative places 1o block the emergence

soe Kevin Cox (1989), “The Politics of Twef and the Question of Class.”
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of lifeworld instl'itions capable of contesting its imperatives and to foster the
establishment of nstitutions beneficial to its interests. But the system cannot destroy
these places altogether without undermining the lifeworld’s capacity to supply it
withmznﬁdmourm%itltmdnhamahmmgthebamﬂMﬂ
places to eliminate the inflow of new contingencies that cannot be controlled or
dissolved.!? As Gupta and Ferguson (1992) relate, “[t]he enforced “difference” of
plmbemm.inﬂ\hpaspeﬂw,paﬂmdpameldlglnbd:ysmd
domination” (p. 17).

The symbiotic relationship between system and lifeworld renders the space and
time of modernity implacably place-bound. The system attempts to establish control
over a given place by deploying a seamless array of instrumentalized stations which
regulate the actions of lifeworld members within hardened geographical borders.
Unable to extend beyond the rigidified boundaries established by the economy and
state (nation, region, city, factory, neighborhood), varied and oftentimes competing
lifeworld institutions struggle for control of the space and time by imposing finely
wngiddmumdvﬂuawhkhregumeﬂwpnmddhﬁhumgi
lifeworld members’ actions. The capacity of the system to coordinate action in a
delimited locale places pressure on the lifeworld to develop increasingly coherent
dthnymmlymﬂemuhnitﬂnmitsm munmdungmmd
ﬁmhungﬁmﬂahﬁadanﬂmm.nﬂdmﬁ” of
eveydlylife Qnewayufewldmbalemreﬂinldegnedpwwlm Jhe
mmmmmmnmmmﬂmu@maﬁmﬁm.

ﬂmmnmmwmmammﬁww

mwm‘m“m“ See in particular Benedict
Anderson’s Imagined Commy : Reflactions on the Oviging and Spread of Notionaliom.
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given territory (the conservative option). This option involves repressing social
actors who call into question the spatial and temporal horizons prescribed by the
hierarchy. Another way lifeworld members can retain power in the space-time of the
system is through developing an increased capacity to communicatively articulate
differences amongst individuals and sub-groups who inhabit a particular territory
through rationalizing the lifeworld and acquiring the capacity for communicative
action (the democratic option). This option involves denouncing traditional forms of

delineating a space and time consistent with the process of communicative action.
The totalizing tendencies of the capitalist system has intensified both of these
options. On the one hand, and perhaps most perniciously, it has encouraged the
lifeworld increasingly to execute its own totalizing policies (nationalism, racism,
gender-essentialism, classism) to establish a homogeneous, integrated, and
unproblematic spatial-temporal framework for efficient action coordination. By in
large, capitalism has been able to ride high enough above these alternate forms of
domination to actually benefit from their emergence and perpetuation. On the other
hand, the totalizing tendency of capitalism has stimulated an upsurge in institutions
for discursive will formation (democratic organizations, labour-unions, leagues and
assoclations) which draw upon and enhance the capacities of lifeworld members in a
particular place to harmonize their actions. While there have been times when the
‘democratic option’ has attained historical significance, for the most part, the
‘conservative option’ has prevailed as the lifeworld’s principle strategy for surviving
the space and time of the system. The ultimate result of this tendency is that the
implacably place-bound space-time of modernity is also one which is largely
homogensous and regular.

Space and time in modernity are not, as Harvey leaves us thinking, simply a
result of Fordist production processes. Rather they are the consequence of an
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elaborate, ongoing, and diligently fought battle between the instrumentalizing forces
of the system and the contradictory and complex forces of the lifeworld. The space
and time of modernity is neither completely a machine space-time nor a traditional
space-time nor a communicative space-time. Rather it is a hybrid, a complex
interweaving of these very different spatial-temporal continua which people must
negotiate—one moment as machine, the next as lifeworld member. The space-time
of modernity, to draw on Donna Haraway’s (1991) image, is the space-time of
cyborgs.

Critical Adult Education in the Space-Time of Modernity

As a cultural practice that fosters the rationalization of the lifeworld and that
struggles to prevent its colonization by the system, critical adult education locates its
activities within the space and time of modernity. It does not do this explicitly:
critical adult education seldom speaks of the geography or the historicity of its
practices. Just under the surface of its discourses, however, resides an implicit yet
dear understanding of the role of critical adult education in the space and time of
contemporary society— to foster a space-time consistent with the requirer ents and
capacities of communicative action. To meet this goal it must struggle
simultaneously on two fronts. On the one front, it endeavors to open up traditional,
Wﬁmmdmmmwmenmmmd
communicative action. In a concrete sense, this means challenging the patterns and
life-pace fostered by traditional forms of authority—religious, patriarchal or familial,
democratic interaction. Examples of critical adult education’s engagement with the
10 enable Brazilian pessants 10 challenge traditional forms of authority kesping them
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in:doudugdety’hhhaﬂydny:,?ﬂre’;pﬁmmwnmopathe
memmo{ﬂ\ekﬁfunﬂﬁmtmdghﬂymdthearmum
mntmﬁgﬂsnlpm:ﬂm&dmﬁére(lm)hehrﬂmﬂ
struggle to rationalize the lifeworld is a struggle to transform space and time:

The social distance characteristic of human relationships on the great estate
did not permit dialogue. Even the more humane relationships between
mmmvswhiﬂipﬁvﬂhdmmmﬁspmdumdnﬂdhhgue
but pater the patronizing attitude of an adult towards a child....The
climatzhdldog&ehfmndinopmm,whsem[ﬂc]m

' ) a sense of participation in a common life. Dialogue requires social
and poutk;nl responsibility; it requires at least a minimum of transitive

' ess, which cannot develop under the closed conditions of the large
estate....Urban centers created and governed by the people might have
ﬂfo»rdadu;mapprmﬁcahipindmmxy .In Brazil, urban centers rarely
arose out of political solidarity, out of the need to associate human groups
into communities. (pp. 24-25)

Freire’s view of critical adult education is that it should open the closed world of the
pgnmﬂmitﬂmuld:hakehboundmmtedbymdiﬁmﬂfumofpaw
and that it should create a discursive context where peasants can join with one
another communicatively to create and perpetuate a space and time conducive to

It would be a mistake to understand critical adult education’s denunciation of the
m:ndﬁmd&ﬂﬂmﬂmdﬂyuiﬂaﬂywmiﬁpﬁndpdeﬁe
contends that critical adult education must not only foster a transition from closed

hml@iyﬁﬁalwﬂ,m"" uction as an organization of human
" ’mﬂhmmmiimlﬁel

m*;m-mnmm mass production




178

domesticates him. By separating his activity from the total project, requiring

no total critical attitude toward production, it dehumanizes him. By

excessively narrowing a man’s specialization, it constricts his horizons,
ofhlmapuoive,furﬁxl naive being. And therein lies the chief

contradiction of mass production: While amplifying man’s sphere of
participation it simultaneously distorts this amplification by reducing man'’s

critical capacity through exaggerated specialization. (p. 34)
Freire’s wariness of the mechanical space and time of technical society is shared by
mid-century adult educators like Saskatchewan’s Watson Thomson. Thomson

exhorted people to be “scientific and to be cooperative.” As Michael Welton (1987a)
relates:

Aware that the trend in agriculture was towards increasingly mechanized
capital-intensive, large-scale units, Thomson challenged farmers to bring their
isolated farms together into single co-operative communities. He was
convinced that the people could take the ‘raw material’ of a prairie village

¢ d create a rich community full of life and interest. But one could not do that

without study and co-operative action. (p. 156)

Mmspedagogialmwgybdevelopﬂ\eap.dtyofﬂ\emmumyb
generate its own space and time rather than succumbing to the mechanized space
and time of capitalism lies at the heart of many critical adult education activities. In
his account of critical adult education in the German-American community in
Chicago in the last half of the 19th century, Fred Schied (1993) makes clear that one
of the central struggles of radicals was to keep the time and pace of the workplace
out of the daily life of the community. Basing themselves in a lose network of
community institutions like saloons, workers clubs, and community newspapers
activists struggied to foster the involvement of all citizens . ﬂEdlytﬂdiylﬁﬂﬂd
the community:

From the start, the German-American working-class cc
mdwﬂmhpﬂdmlmm&duuﬁwmldm hnp::ld
mnmmmmmymwmhm
the social transformation of soclety. Thus education was not seen as
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to the community. To separate out some community activities and call them

~educational” would have seemed absurd to the radical workers. Education,

primarily but not exclusively informal, was at the heart of all institutions,

gatherings and celebrations. (p. 127)

MMBWMSMMmrMGMM
be folk-school leaders in Denmark, tutors of the Workers Education Association in
Britain, civil rights educators with Highlander in Tennessee, or co-operation
educators in the Antigonish movement in Nova Scotia, the strategy of critical
educators is almost always to foster the capacity of people to contest the domination
of place by instrumental or domineering forces. This strategy, it is important to
observe, is essentially geographic and historical.. For the most part, it entails the actual
fmy,ameedmﬁnmlﬁuﬁtummdhmmﬁmﬂﬂmbaﬁm
according to a space and time commensurate with communicative action. It is no
accident that Antonio Gramsdi (1971) uses a geographic metaphor to characterize
hegemonic struggle. He contends that the war of position against capitalist
hegemony is waged on a front and that strategies of resistance take the form of
gndmﬂymdaimnmmdumﬂngwgnpmcphmﬁmaplm
domination.

In practice, critical adult educators encourage people to unify to free the space of
their community from surveillance; to take back spaces commandeered for the
production process; o collectively institute a messure of time unregulat 1 by the
lock-step of the industrial process; to reclaim history; and to contest the idea that the

discourse to contest the space and time of the system, particularly the ides that space
and time naturally conform to the imperatives of the capitalist process.
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Theveryfactthatupitﬂhm!noadeputinmﬁngiﬂsmmdﬁmewith
the space and time of traditional forms of oppression means that critical adult
education rarely struggles on just one of these fronts. The struggle against
domination is a struggle that takes place in the convoluted and contradictory space-
time of modernity. In almost every instance, however, their attempts to recapture
spacemdmm&gﬁmpmafﬂgiy:ﬁnﬂmﬁ,mmbvﬂm
least, involves recapturing a concrete and identifiable geographic and historical
place.

The situation, ironically, is much the same for instrumental forms of adult

mm,mwmmdmtedmﬁmdmmdeﬂmmdmﬁmhlﬂu.inmhmg
a place conducive to capitalist relations. Emulating the space and time of industrial
mmmuhrpnummﬂsmdmhbymﬂmuﬁnglmm&dm
eduammthwhdgeinbmllpimﬂmmbuy:muunymd
sequentially taught to learners in compartmentalized workstations (classrooms,
apedmsdembkephmmmuismwwiﬂ\hqduﬂﬂuwﬁidqnﬂﬂm
t0 codes of conduct typical of the workplace. Such activities are governed by both
the institution. If instrumental adult educators find it impossible to construct an
actual physical place t0 emulate the space and time of the factory, they develop
distance education technologies 10 emulate this place. Film projectors, mobile




181

Instrumental adult education both inhabits and promotes the rationalized space-
time of capital. It uses its maps, its schemas, and its clocks to systematically develop
Wpﬁnﬁ:ﬂpﬂmhtwpmhhﬂummMm&a
clearly delineated place. The terrain it travels is clear and bright, like urban
Mghmyslﬂpgwemﬁmﬂ:puﬂtyﬂcﬂmﬂaﬁmmnmpaﬂndim
consolidated in community colleges, technical institutes, universities, and
mnﬁmﬁMmﬁnbhmgnpwaﬁﬂmpsdﬂedmﬁtﬂmnof

Critical adult education makes its way in a very different terrain. Rather than the
supa'-hlghwnyofnudﬂnﬂpi:e-ﬁme,itﬁndsiuw:yinﬂ\zdafk:ndungled:pme-
time of communicative action. ltcmmtmmmudﬂymd:wiﬁlymhﬂﬁmﬁ
nndiuhﬁmmdmﬂ\emdﬂgmpmm“ﬁepmdmmit

has resisted the imperatives of the system and has contested the pedagogical
lmpuhgdmmmithdmﬁmbym&vthﬂﬂn
ifeworld. Occasionally this has included challenging the hardened borders of places.
mmmitmmﬂvﬁmﬂ:mmmmmﬂ
space and time within & specific place. While its visibility has decreased steadily
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Space and Time in Postmodemity
Let us return once again to Harvey’s narrative to try to understand, for a
moment, the way in which postmodernity alters our conceptions of space and time.
mmﬂupuﬁedenpimhtenmpﬁumnekmmwoﬁnmmghéﬁdawy
of their operations. Advances in communications and computer technologies, the
development of sophistic
inconceivable only years before. While in Fordism, capitalists overcome the friction
of distance and problems of action coordination by establishing large scale industries
accumulation that first emerged out of the economic turmoil of the early 1970’s,
which Harvey identifies as post-Fordism, capitalists utilize the coordinating power
dmputa:mﬂdmmunhﬁmsﬂdimnmﬂlmnkzﬁ,mﬂﬁmﬂﬁnﬁ
Flexible accumulation ...is marked by a direct confrontation with the rigidities

ﬂmﬁﬁumﬂ@mtymﬁmpumhmmhm
markets, products, and patterns of consumption. It is character byth:

mdqﬁlﬂyﬁwmd' nductd

mﬁ-hlﬂmmmuﬁwy ‘lﬂp “n
Ahyﬁﬁnﬂdﬁrqhgﬂmhwmhhmm is the

dification of culture. To an unprecedented degree, we noted, cultural
mm“—mdnwm-ﬁm—.m
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mkw,w?mgm.mmda,muﬂ:,mdmmﬁmpfhewhﬂs
Mghtmmmmmmrpmdmmdmigmephmﬂmd
produced by small, highly specialized production units and transported
electronically or by flexible transport systems to nuanced and highly volatile

All of the above changes have fostered what Harvey identifies as “a new round
private and public decision-making have shrunk, while satellite communication and
declining transport costs have made it increasingly possible to spread those
decisions immediately over an ever wider and variegated space” (p. 147). The
Fordist strategy of centralizing production and homogenizing consumption to
cumbersome and inefficient in a world of computers, satellites, and video images.
Today’s capitalist enterprises do not attempt to dominate place to ensure efficient
production and consumption. Rather, technology permits them instantly to
surveillance techniques monitor geographically dispersed production units,
identify potential market niches, sateilites instantly transport image products to the

We must be careful, I think, not to follow Harvey 00 far and adopt a determinist
understanding of space and time in postmodernity. In a real sense, we can represent
move 10 undermine the homogeneity of modern society. For example, Salman
Rachdie (1991) identifies migration as an important force of change in
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postmodernity. His novel, The Satanic Verses (19, explores the corrosive force of the
diaspora, on the rigid borders of cultures throughout the world. The Satenic Verses, he
contends:

celebrates hybridity, impurity, intermingling, the transformation that comes
of new and unexpected combinations of human beings, cultures, ideas,
politics, movies, songs. It rejoices in mongrelization and fears the absolutism
of the Pure. Mélange, hotch-potch, a bit of this and that, is how newness
enters the world. ltisu\egrutpoudhilityﬂ\atmmignﬁmgiva&\emld
and I have tried to embrace it. The Satanic Verses is for change-by-fusion,

change-by-co-joining. It is a love-song to our mongrel seives. (p. 394).

Harvey would counter that migration, like other cultural forces that heterogenize
and “mongrelize” the monolithic space and time of modernity (alternate political
voices—feminist, gay, anti-racist—for instance), does not necessarily threaten the
wmmamwmmmﬂty.Awndmmqueﬁcmc
capitalist enterprises are increasingly capable of monitoring and exploiting the
wmplamdd\angingspaoeﬁu\eofpmmndmﬂty,h\dudingdnvuhpﬁm
caused by migration. Each new fluctuation or fragmentation is recorded and
Wcuduamhmdﬂeﬁbkhbmnaunﬂumﬁdnﬂeﬁbe
exploited.
Whiled\esymmuammzingsodalfmmyhvetheapadtywmkeﬂg
transition from the homogeneity, unity, and boundedness of modern space-time to
MWW,WMMMOGMWM
lifeworld has more difficulty. The principle reason is that, while the system
coordinates action based on autonomous instrumental processes whose effectiveness
uwwmm-muwmumu
" coordinaies action through the tenuous and resoluely place-bound means of
communicative action. Certainly it is true that advances in communications
Mphammhhhu\tdwumhlnbwkmlﬁa
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some hc:peful theurists of the 1970’s viewed the advent of the micro-computer as
offering great new possibilities for democratization). But such advances are
insufficient to offset the dramatic heterogenization of discourses that transpires with
the space-time compression of postmodernity. Whereas, in modernity, the place-
bound forms of social organization still represented a context where lifeworld
members could develop unified representation of social reality that can undergird
social action (occasionally inimical to the interests of the system), in postmodernity,
increasingly complex and fragmented forms of social organization do not provide
such a context. The collective capacity of lifeworld members to articulate coherent
and widely accepted representations of their social reality is undercut by the
growing heterogen-ity of members’ backgrounds and interests that accompanies
Fredric Jameson provides a particularly lucid account of our experience of space
and time under the changed conditions of postmodernity. He contends, for instance,
that the fragmentation of space and time results in a growing incapacity to perceive
any depd\ behind the multitude of canﬁ;sing surfaces that confront us in our daily

mtﬂuereiubsolutdy uaperwhmn all.. Not only has the street disappmal (that
wualﬂadyﬂiensknlmcﬂeﬂﬂlﬁﬂ.buuﬂpmﬁlahavedinppmdnwﬂ" We
now live in a hyperspace. “Normal space,” he contends, “is made up of things, or
@mﬁdbyﬂmﬂse[mpmm\odsmw]wemmhﬁg:bmtthedhduﬁmd
ﬂﬂnghthhﬁmlmtmamulthutmmbmw (1988, p.

htvﬂvaﬂuw&dimﬂnﬂnmdmm"uu)md
ﬂnﬂmﬂﬂnmﬂmﬂm remaining voids and empty places, to the
mtﬁ!hmmmymm@l

stmodern hotel, locked into rock sound by means of headphones, or
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undergoing the multiple shocks and bombardments of the Vietnam War—is
now exposed to a perceptual barrage of immediacy from which all sheltering
layers and intervening mediations have been removed. (1991, pp. 412-413)

At the samc _...ie as postmodernity significantly alters our experience of space, it
also restructures how we perceive time. According to Jameson, in \ postmodernity,
any “notion of ‘deep time’...seems radically irrelevant to our contemporary
existence, which is one of a perpetual spatial present” (1988, p. 6). In postmodernity,
where “the past” is produced right along with a host of other cultural products—
where “the world itself, in fact only created a second ago, was carefully ‘antiquated’
in advance and deliberately endowed with the artificial traces of deep wear and age
and use, so that it seemed to carry a past and a tradition within itself’ (1991, p.
350)14— time is subsumed within the flattened dimensions of postmodemn space. In
mherwmdsupasm\cdeﬁﬂty@psmwoﬂdwmdmiwmﬂe&m
temporal and more spatial. Postmodernism, in effect, obliterates memory. The past
mdﬂmfuture:pparmayedbefeﬂusnfumﬁdmngsinaﬂ;tmd

Despite the cogency of Harvey’s and Jameson’s accounts, though, it is important
mndnmwkdgeﬁntﬂebrakdmmdﬂemﬂaupn&ﬁmfmﬂﬁﬁnﬁ
ﬁghﬂymhﬂ&cuofnﬂmityhsmmypdﬂve consequences. Even
though place-bound lifeworld institutions like labour unions, nationalist
movements, racial and ethnic groups, religious organizations, and gender groups
Mymg&bmimmdmmﬁdwh successful y

adiiev!dﬂﬁrpnwby:upprgﬁngﬂudivsﬂlydadmdmmhhhﬁ&gi

“mﬁbnﬂﬂhﬂqsﬂﬁ sderunner, whose mem
a8 real, were actually provided for them by their engineers.
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cases, by the terror of totalizing, rigid, and extremely oppressive lifeworld
institutions. Norms and values that shape the space and time of the lifeworld are, in
actuality, rarely engendered in ‘democratic’ contexts featuring an equitable
distribution of power. Rather, social history is replete with examples of certain
lifeworld interests shaping a space and time to their own advantage. Rushdie’s
“Jove-song to our mongrel selves” expresses the liberation experienced by those set
free from the twisted and exclusionary spatial and temporal frameworks that emerge
in the contest for place in modernity. His exuberance, understandably, is shared by a
plethora of previously marginalized groups (women, racial groups, ethnic and
religious groups) set free from the homogenized space-time of rigidified lifeworlds.
However, while the breakdown of modern space-time allcws divergent social
interests to spring free of the oppressive place-bound geography of modernity and
10 celebrate the uniqueness of their particularity and difference and diffuseness,
people like Harvey point out that it also renders very problematic any possibility of the
lifeworld developing the capacity to resist the imperatives of an economic system
increasingly capable of interfacing with even the most heterogen
flung cultural environments. While the logic of collective action that prevails at the
level of the system (instrumental-monological) survives the transition to
postmodernity, the logic that operates at the level of the lifeworld (dialogical)
becomes progressively attenuated.!s At the same time as the global economic system

and times (massive free-trade zones, international markets, multi-national
cu-mﬁﬂm),ﬂnmmdﬁmeﬂﬂenﬁwvﬂdhgmdmﬂygmmdmbﬁ@mﬁ

"ﬁ!ﬂMdhmwswm-gmm




188

incapable of resisting the imperatives of money and bureaucracy.1¢ When the battlc
against modernity’s metanarratives is sharpened to the point that dialogical,
communicative action is abandoned altogether as a viable means for creating a space
and time, the lifeworld loses an important means for offsetting the imperatives of a
system unhindered by the diversification of social life. Freedom from the
oppressiveness of modernity’s homogenous and tightly bounded space and time
(easy targets of postmodern skepticism) is paid for with a new vulnerability to the
massive and increasingly incomprehensible space and time of postmodernity. The
space and time of postmodernity operates in gargantuan dimensions that exceeds
the imagination of any place-bound emancipatory cultural practice.
Year Zero, No Map:
Critical Adult Education in the Space and Time of Postmodemity

In his book, Cambodia: A Book for People Who Find Television Too Slow, Brian
Fawcett (1986) informs us that the impetus behind Pol Pot’s genocidal program of
1975-1979 was to exterminate memory in Cambodia in order to reset its cultural
dock to ‘year zero'. In a provocative and disturbing analysis, Fawcett contends that
”ﬂmmumunfomuepudldsmmisexmnmﬁonofmymdmﬂglmﬂm
within the media-saturated world” in which we now live (1991, p. 65). The
spaddiuﬁmdﬁminpwmndanityobwvedbyhmk.inam;m
annihilation of remembrance. The flickering of the video image training us to ever
mmwmm:dpaapﬁmandmﬁﬁcamwmﬂthy

16 For & fascinating and timely survey of the cultural fragmentation of Europe which is occurring
o ﬂhhﬂmdklmwmﬂy,nh“ﬂhmﬂh
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Critical adult education once made its way in a world obsessed with memory as
a way of both preserving and contesting social order. It took its place in the vast
struggle over historical interpretation, fostering the willingness and the capacity of
people to recover and create their own histories. Now it must find its way in a world
in which the antique is just yesterday’s product and where the most salient and
evocative memories are located in the vast data banks of corporations’ computer
networks. The shallow and fragmented temporality of postmodernity militates
against critical adult education’s efforts to foster an understanding of historical
connection, a capacity for deep remembrance, or an illuminating spark of
imagination. In the perpetual ‘year zero’ of postmodernity, critical adult education
loses its coherency. Peoplie are no longer threatened by a selective interpretation of

education is now overburdened with the task of embling remembering at all.

It is not just the time of postmodernity that eludes the ordinary capacities of
critical adult education. The vast and complex space of postmodernity also exceeds
its grasp. Critical adult education continues to huddle over the old maps of
modernity not realizing that the territory upon which it waged its politics has shifted
undaiﬁfegtlﬂslmnwwhcexprmmdﬂﬂymemmﬂm

[TIhis latest mutation in space—postmodern hypers} 2s finally
mm&mﬂl@ﬂ!ﬂpﬁﬁsdﬂﬂiﬂﬂvﬁuﬂhummym

acecraft to those of the automobile—can itself stand as the symbol and
ﬂhtmdwpadﬂmmawhﬂhhhﬂpdqdﬂm
) ot global multinational and decentered
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While one wants to avoid being alarmist, it is difficult not to notice that critical
adult education is insufficiently cognizant of the dimensions of postmodernity. For
one thing, it is only barely aware that the most important of its critical practices have
developed within the space and time of Fordism. Its strategies for resistance, for
example, hinge on the notion that domination is effected through controlling a place.
In postmodernity, the domination of place gives way to a far more integrated and
extensive form of spatial domination that is loosely, if at all, effected by geographical
location. The tiny kccals in which we move and breath are woven together with
shining fibers that communicate light-speed to cybernetic ganglia circling far above
the corpus of our earth. Critical adult education’s cognitive map, which assumes
capitalist forces will continue to foster a unified, regular, and tightly bounded space-
time to sustain its inequitable relations, is profoundly insufficient in a world where
unity and regularity and boundary are increasingly irrelevant. Its community-based
approach, which assumes a territory to struggle for, is sadly incapable of saying
what the space of freedom might be like or where it might be found in a world in
of work, the space of consumption, the space of recreation, where we walk, what we
think, who we are).1?
postmodernity, instrumental forms of adult education reveal no such difficulties.

‘7hmmmhmﬂi§mmmnmdm&nm
encode our actions (anless, somehow, you distinguish s a statistical a
am.lﬂnﬂwﬂ.ﬁwﬁmﬂdﬂﬂ kanﬂvﬂﬂm&mﬁy
are concerned about when they sell the information the gain from Air Miles cards to 300 or 80
mﬁmmﬁmcﬂﬂlm::pdmhﬁmﬂﬂhu
Hlﬁdpﬁﬁhpﬁﬁﬂhﬂﬂﬁﬁhﬁﬂm
ﬁhﬂmm it is the deta peopl mﬂﬁmﬂhv“nm
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The ephemerality of the postmodern adult education product allows adult education
entrepreneurs to utilize the most sophisticated modern technologies to transmit their
specialized adult education programs into the cyberspace of the postmodern world.
Old forms of instrumental adult education, which were located in large, state
sponsored institutions and which reproduced the space and time of Fordism, are
rapidly losing their force. New forms of adult education monitor markets around the
world and develop their products to meet nuanced and diverse “learning” needs.
For example, the University of British Columbia’s adult education department
provides specialized training programs for corporations and governments
throughout the Pacific Rim. Unlike in the 1950's and 1960's when similar
international endeavors would have been implemented as part of larger
governmental modernization initiatives, UBC’s current program is motivated, not by
ideological concerns, but to make money.

As much as critical adult educators might despise the self-seeking
entrepreneurship manifest in these postmodern forms of adult education (to the
pointmatﬂ\equuaﬁmednba‘ngndulteducaﬁmaull).ithﬁﬁnﬂnn
postmodernity to secure a position from which to condemn such activities. Critical
adult education’s own participation in the project of medernity and its co..tribution
1o the dramatic struggle for place has, ironically, left it in league with much that is
mdemmtmpumﬁm&gmutmmthpmﬁmdaﬂty.im
Mhm'samwudﬁﬂﬂm&phg&itmmaﬂﬂm&ly;
Mmpﬂnmﬂyﬁqﬁdﬂﬂ!n&mﬂdmwﬁdlhhmd
mmmwmnmqamnmmmmm-wy
unified space and time. Postmodernisn offers a new sense of freedom 0 many
mwbaepuﬂuﬂuudsmlguvdcmppudinhhtﬂefwﬁnh
Mmmdumhmﬂmﬁmgmmam
dmmwhwﬂehmﬂ.ﬂhmamw
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many with blank stares. Critical adult education is not only confronted with the
difficult task of gaining a new and critical sense of space-time in postmodernity, it
must do so in an environment highly skeptical that such an operation is necessary or

even desirable.



Chapter Six

POSTMODERNISM AND IDENTITY

The concept of identity stands in the middle of a cluster of notions under special
scrutiny within many postmodern discourses. These discourses observe how
postmodernity destabilizes and fragments modern forms of subjectivity, undermine
uwdmdstomcephmsofmmumty,mdmdmpmblemadcmademmmﬁﬁmd
agency. Some discourses, espedallythocewhidudheremtﬂghﬂytnmgpmepls

wdmdemueofopp:advemdexdusivefomsdidenhty Other discourses,
parﬁmlarlyﬂmesﬁllmgizedbmedsm,worryth:t postmoder
idatﬁtymﬂlequippedtomﬁnueﬂ\emndpmfyprojeddﬂlemi Whatever
d\ean,posmdanmfotmamofidenﬂtyunidnmchﬂia\gﬂim
discursive formations like critical adult education which remain deeply wedded to
unified and definitive concepts of subjectivity and esmmunity.

\ forms of

Identity and Modernity
Mhmﬂewtmmuauﬂy,hwtbyhﬁmﬁdmﬁtyfln
mm,MBMwmmmﬂqm&mmMn
itself as somehow unified and persisting. To successfully maintain its identity, an
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entity must carefully articulate any changes in its constitution as part of and
consistent with a deeper and constant essence. As Fredric Jameson (1990) relates, the
wgarden variety” conceptions of “psychic identity” posit it as something that:

...tirelessly reassures us that we really still do have a persistent identity over
ﬁme that my person 1 consciousness is still somehow ‘the same’ throughout
;cheunapec&dpaipeﬂadthebbgaplﬂﬂhdvenmre and that all the
new dawns still reveal a world and an expanse of objects which, however,
theyhlveehmgedmelr laces, rctain their older names and remain

somehow, and howeverdistnndy, familiar. (p. 17)

Because, even at this level, it bears the characteristics of constancy, unity,
distinctness, and autonomy, “identity” is deeply implicated in the project of
modernity. Its collusion with modernity is even more pronounced given that, since
theenﬂghﬂemdenﬂtyhntgndedmhemuﬂtuhievmmfmoﬁm
than that most ubiquitous and notorious modern entity: the “individual subject.” In
mymﬁ:M,ﬂmquhMﬂsﬁvﬁgﬁ&eMggemmm
foster conditions in which the individual subject, with will and reason, is capable of
ﬂwwingeffﬂ\eshn:ﬂaafoppresdvemdiﬂmmﬁulyﬁutemdkgﬂlﬂiﬂ
mmﬂeidenatyEvﬂinmawhgeﬂieindividudsubhcthnhem
identity, modernist notions of unity, constancy, distinctness, and autonomy have

For the most part, prior to the seventeenth century, it was uncommon to believe
ﬂntmh,puﬂaniﬂyhudivﬂudpﬁph,eﬁﬂmlﬂMMﬂmﬂtym,n

ascribed to them by their social group.
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1965, p. 306). Rather, individuals partake in a consc ience collective, a binding totality
of commonly held norms and values in which people are positioned during
socialization. Durkheim links the change in identity construction in contemporary
society to the individualizing consequences of a growing division of labour and the
concomitant change from “mechanical” means of securing social solidarity, in which
individuals are socialized into and thereafter bound firmly to the norms and values
of the social coilectivity, to “organic” forms of social solidarity, in which individuals
shape their identity in relation to their position in the division of labour.

More recently, Norbert Ilias (1982; 1983) offers another explanation for the
emergence of the notion of the self-constituting individual. He suggests that people
upnmviewthemselvaismmedlnd:elf—dgtemﬂngindivxduﬂswhum
construct their own identity during the late Middle Ages and Early Renaissance. The
increasing centralization and organization of the aristocratic state gave rise to the
raynlminwhidtpeﬁple'ucﬁommleugmerwdbyexmdly imposed
ishments (less directed from the outside) and more by rules (manners)
internalized by people as forms of self-control.!
17ﬁmmmhﬁmﬂwlmwﬂmpmﬁmmmwMuﬂKml

ﬂumﬂmdhmuﬂvmdﬁmﬂgwﬂmmwﬁmﬂ\é‘m

s, as though in a case” (p. 7). The
1al life (which were to become so

imm-mwhmdmﬁmhmmaﬁhIMﬁ
1ﬂ|mm“l”mhamﬂmﬂnﬂWBm ,
wmammmmmn;ﬁ stics of self-
consure and control”(p. 209).
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manifest for theorists like Durkheim and Weber) were not so pa:pable even by the
early 19th century. Hegel, for instance, is still optimistic about the possibilities of free
subjectivity. “The greatness of our time,” he writes, “rests in the fact that freedom,
the peculiar possession of mind whereby it is at home with itself in itself, is
recognized” (1968, p. 423).

Historically, the rise of the independent subject worked itself out ever more
completely first in the Reformation, then in the Enlightenment, and finally in the
French Revolution. As Habermas (1967) notes, under the influence of Luther,
religious faith became the purview of the solitary individual relating directly to a

Enlightenment, the insight of the reasoning subject (espedially, like Galileo, the
scientist) challenged the authority of both priest and tradition: “The host was simply
dmghmdﬂ\erﬂ:scfmeainumbmg”akgelinﬂnhsmulmpmm
Pmdiievﬂuﬁmmdpnﬁanﬂlyﬂumdnaﬁmdﬂﬁmguofumandﬂu
mﬂmﬁmafﬂ\eandeGHCCademtedthgsoverdgnpawaom\eMVidud
over and against traditional forms of authority and hierarchy, both aristocratic and
m&emﬁmmﬂﬁﬁmﬁmﬂngmmm:ndﬁndﬁfsem
:gdiﬂmhpdwwhtwmbhmmm;ﬁm
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body of norms, and as a self-expressive being capable of asserting their own
individuality.

Not until the mid-19th century does the enthusiasm with this vision of the self-
constituting individual seriously begin to fade. Karl Marx, for instance, resolutely
refuses to follow Hegel and to be unremittingly optimistic about the capacity of an
individual to “subjectively raise himself (sic) above...relations whose creature he
socially remains” (Marx, 1977, p. 92). In Capital, Marx considers “individuals.. .only
insafuasﬂ\eyareﬂ\emmﬂaﬁanscfemnmﬂccamgmies the bearers of
particular class-relations and interests™ (p. 92). As Paul Smith (1988) recounts, in
capitalism, the essence of the human subject (their capacity to assert their own
identity) is subverted by economic relations that alienate them from their true
nature. Marx contends that the notion of the self-constituting individual is an
ideological figment and that most people of the working class are not autonomous at
all but constructed within theoppadveemmﬁcrehﬁmsdcapim “Thus,
mbjsﬁvitymmﬂyhavemfm:emdmeﬁeﬁmd can only await its
fulfillment, exactly, in the destruction of capitalism and the building of
autonomous, self-constituting subject hinges on his contention that individuals and

ﬁhmﬂdmyncﬁﬁtydmbmnanﬂdmud(ﬂhmh
mmmmmhmhmymmsmdm.nﬂ
lousness ﬂwnnwﬂm-mh\&ﬁ.im.p.mmu-
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that people stand outside social relations and that they are totally free to construct
themselves and their history as they will is merely the idealist projection of a society
in which only the most advanced system of social relations makes the myth of such

individualism seem possible. As Marx observes:

The further back we go in history, the more does the individual, and
accordingly also the producing individual, appear to be dependent and
belonging to a larger whole. At first, he is still in a quite natural manner part
ofthefamily,mdofthefamﬂyexpmdedinhothetribe;latetheispaﬂofa
community, of one of the different forms of community which arise from the
conflict and the merging of tribes. It is not until the 18th century, in ‘bourgeois
society’, that the various forms of the social nexus confront the individual as
merely a means towards his private ends, as external necessity. But the epoch
which produces this standpoint, that of the isolated individual, is precisely
ﬂ\eepochofthehithertomosthighlydeveloped social (according to this
standpoint, general) relations. Man is a zoon politicon in the most literal sense:
heisnotmlyuodalanimal,butmmimalthatr*nisolateiuelfonlymmin

society. (Marx in Sayer, p. 21)

'l‘heuolatedandaelf-mdepenonisonlypocdblewltlﬁnthecontextofuodety
that sustains her or him materially and morally. “Men (sic) make their own history,
butt!\eydonotmkeitjmtutheypleue;theydonotmkeitundacircummwu
dmbyﬂuuudvu,butundaﬂwdmmmdimﬂymued,gmmd
transmitted from the past” (p. 29).

Marx’s concern is to show that the individual does not establish their identity out
amm,mmuwmmmmmmu\epumm
deMM.MMW(IM)mquW,MM
femm-whiduhodﬂdopuaupidmddnmm,dfmﬁm&g
G&.wlﬁnmh)aabhaatmwdmmammy—lmm is
wilﬁtgto"abmda\ﬂ\embhctalmdu"(p.ﬁ).
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subject is spurred, in part, by a desire still to be a subject, often with the

tion that the ability to act as a subject, however deceptive that may be
or has been, is an ability which has rarely been exercised by the majority of
people. As radical, therefore, as this subject-critique may be, the general
impulse of Marxism and feminism has been to retain some faith in agency,
truth, and the power of collective action. (p. 48-49)

While it may be true, as MacDonald relates, that, at some level at least, Marxism and
feminism end up retaining an individualist notion of a self-constituting agent, one
must not underplay their corollary insistence that social agents derive their identities
within the context of concrete social relations (shaped by the capitalist economy, for
Marxism, and by patriarchy, for feminism). Marx insists, in fact, on a dialectical view
of identity constitution in which the individual is both the recipient and creator of
Mwnidmﬁtymdpaaﬂﬁsdhkcﬁalmﬁonofidmﬁryngbnﬁfar
critiquing capitalist society in which individuals from different classes exp
dramatically divergent opportunities for self-constitution.

The extreme poles of what Marxists claim as the dialectic of identity have been
highlighted recently within the context of a debate between communitarians and
liberals.2 We have already outlined the major characteristics of the liberal view that
ud\k\dlvidudismpondblefadeﬁningwhatmﬁmmherﬁhk “good life”
and for realizing it in her or his own way. Liberals contend that individuals
mﬁm&ﬂwmmaqawwmwmcpedﬁ:nndpﬂv:&hm As
Georges VanDen Abbeele (1991) points out, community, if it is acknowledged as
mmtatm,hwwdvdhmdﬂn“nddmmmmwlﬂe
determining subjects who ‘freely’ aggregate to form a community” (p. xd).




On the other side, the communitarian view holds that individual interests are
subordinate to the interests of a type of community constituted by commonly held
morals and values and engendered according to a clear notion of “the common
good.” The communitarians believe that the notion of citizen (a person who
harmonizes their own individual needs to the broader constraints of the community)
should form the central identity of all social members. Community, in this instance,
isu\eaizedmuchmsumglymdingw”tl\eorguﬁdsmoﬁmofﬂ\e “body
politic” most colloquially linked with the name of Hobbes” (Van Den Abbeele, p. xi).
Quite rightly, the communitarians assert that the long dominance of the liberal view
of individual identity has led to a disintegration of social bonds and to the disastrous
mydmdadiesﬁkemieanddishmyth&tnowﬂaguwuodety. Equally
valid, however, is the liberal’s insistence that the communitarian commitment to a
ﬁghﬂycolmiwsodetyiubysmﬂypwnwdenmddmd\eexismdmcha
society would jeopardize all sorts of hard-won democratic institutions. Van Den

Abbeelefumesﬂ\edeepimdeqmcyofbothpaspecﬁmoﬂda\myufdlmn:

Maganidﬂandmnmﬂwbdmmmﬁtyoamlﬂ\e
eumﬁalhmdambjedinmmttomdf,whidupabdﬂufonndua

wholeﬂutwo\ddpnoedzﬂ\epnmoruapmﬂutisiuelhlmdyawhok
miumummmm"mmmmuwwm
the communal relation as such and as the inaugural condition for the very
nubjecﬁvlﬁuﬂutdahtoupakforn,ﬂndmﬁmohmm

wmunmwmmwmm

mmwmsmdwmmmwmm
common, even as those essentialisms take place in the name of preserving

some mythic “community”. (p. xii).
mmmmawmmm,ammmum

poses the following questions:
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How are we to conceive the political community under modern democratic
conditions? Or also: How are we to conceptualize our identities as individuals
and citizens in a way that does not sacrifice one to the other? The question at
stake is to make the fact that we belong to different communities of values,
language, culture, and others compatible with our common belonging to a
political community whose rules we have to accept. As against conceptions
that stress commonality at the expense of plurality and respect of differences
or that deny any form of commonality in the name of plurality and difference,
what we need is to envisage a form of commonality that respects diversity
and makes room for different forms of individuality. (p. 30)
Habermas (1967, 1990) contends that the conceptual categories of a theory of
communicative action are quite capable of sustaining such a complex notion of
identity. He relates how the “linguistification of the sacred” creates special
conditions for identity formation. In traditional society, the religious and cultural
worldview, the various institutions for material and symbolic reproduction, and
individual personalities are not tremendously differentiated from one another.
Rather, “they are fused in the collective consciousness constitutive of the identity of

the group” (Habermas, 1987, p. 88). Individuals in traditional societies garner their

bdmg&ﬂthdeﬂuinwhidﬂdwnﬂomﬁtypﬂaﬁﬂdmmgdm
reaching understanding becomes unfettered”(p. 88) do individuals begin to
Mmuﬂdridmﬁﬁumdﬂnidwﬁﬁadﬂwmbwhﬂlﬂwym in
what Habermas presents as the curious process of individuation.
ahdivldmkbymmmlnmbpcﬁvdyﬂmed;f vorld” (1990, p. 199).
At the same time, however, “the lifeworld of a language community is
w...wmmum«mmnm(p. 199). The




liberal demand for autonomy, and the communitarian demand for cohesion and
connectedness are not, in fact, mutually exclusive in the communicative context. As

Habermas writes:
[TThe identity of the individual and that of the collective are interdependent;

d\eyformmdmdnuinu\euuelmtogetha.mﬂtinmthe consensus-
oda\tedhnguageuseohodalinwacﬁonism:,,;”ﬁmmmdtyfa:
participants to become more and more individ ated. Conversely, everyday

is also the medium by which the intersubjectivity of a shared world
is maintained. Thus, the more differentiated the structures of the lifeworld
become, the easier it is to discern the simultaneous growth of the autonomous
individual subject and his (sic) dependence on interpersonal relationships and
social ties. The more the subject becomes individuated, the more he becomes
a\ungledinadmselywova\fabﬂcofmuhulremgﬂﬁm,ﬂmh.of
Nmuubypurﬁdpaﬁnginmwmﬁoﬂsﬂuﬁighhmage,heh
unabile to form that inner center that is his personal identity. (p. 199)

For Habermas, then, modern forms of identity constitution, both individual and
cdkcﬂn,mgewm\ﬂwdevdopinguﬁa\dm&mafﬁlenfgwﬁdmﬂg
m«mdhmmummnmm@mmmm
qummpaarypecaulandcdhcdwwmﬂﬂahdmhfm&m lentity
formation in the modern age is no longer the product of a process of soclalization
that instills in people a constant and unchanging sense of place in the traditional
mmmmyhd\c,ltkmﬂnpmduadapupemﬂywlmﬂenﬂﬁﬁ—ﬂhd
scheme, the individual or collective identity sheds its modernist characteristics of
M,MmaMym@-Hmﬁtyﬂhdﬂtlﬂd
My.sﬂ.dhmmmuylmiumbﬁgﬁﬁtyﬁ
build up new identities from shattered or superseded identities, and 1o integrate
them with old identities in such a way that the fabric of one’s interactions is
organized into the unity of a life history [or group history] that is both u mistakable
and accountable” (Habermas, 1967, p. 98).
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The capacity of individuals and groups to establish a modern identity though the
tenuous process of communicative interaction varies according to the integrity of
their lifeworld contexts. As Scott Lash (1990) observes, different historical contexts
have offered different social groups varying opportunities for forging coherent
identities. Prior to the mid-19th century, for instance, the bourgeoisie, drawing upon
the enlightenment notion of the self-constituting subject, attained a great capacity to
famintegmedpeuwdidmﬁuuu\dbesublhhﬂ\amdvuuacolmtdm
with a clearly defined sense of what comprises them as a group (and what
disﬁnguishesﬂmnfromoﬂmmﬂ\ewmdeofd\drmp).

Placed in the context of the notion of hegemony discussed in Chapter 4, one
mightargueﬂutbyﬂ\emid-mhcmmw,ifnotmud\m,thebowgedﬁe
asserted an ideology of identity constitution (emphasizing the notion of autonomy
and self-constitution) as a key means to attain hegemony. The idea that individuals
are free to create their own identities provides a basis from which traditional norms
and values constraining the freedom of privateers can be successfully contested. It
also creates a discursive context that militates against any collective notions of
identity formation that might challenge the teleological social relations most
conducive to capitalist growth.

wu«udmlnmm,wmudmuqmmmw
destabilize. Lash identifies the growing capacity of alternate collective actors
(mmyummdm)wmmmmwmm
wmammummmawummm 16). He
also contends that, from the mid-19th to the mid-20th century, the working class,
mnmmmmunmum
towards secularism, the assumption of natural rights, and the beliefs in historical
mMdedoubymﬂcmd the bourgeoisie to creste
communicative contexts conducive o their own identity formation (p. 17).



mﬂﬁaﬁmdﬂwmﬁngdmmbhditmmmm&idmﬂty
mdmﬂmmmmmﬂumwcenfﬂdaﬁtyinmatymﬁm)
thatwnpowafﬂmughhmﬂtﬂebaurg@hie’sided@gyd individualism
and enough actually to destabilize bourgeoisie identities.

ﬁmﬂﬂ&ﬁmm,amhmﬁﬁwlw
Wﬁhmhwﬁdamﬂﬁdumgwupmemrdm&ﬁngpﬂwaﬂmm
communication. Instead, capitalism requires that we succumb to the coordinating
ﬁbﬂmM:ﬂﬁhlmﬁﬂlﬁmthﬂﬁﬁﬂ-
MmdeAMaﬁm,m.mﬂthmmmgﬂy

In its efforts to advance an individualized notion of identity, the bourgeoisie has
mmdiﬁamtmmmﬂzmmithnhdhhmeﬂ:
Mﬂﬂmﬂqmﬁmm@tmmﬂmmWM”, alizatic
mm&mmmmmmﬁmmm;pmﬂm
and values. On the other hand, it has had to battle the forms of identity formation

Mhmhﬂmﬂpﬂlﬁmmmwmm



reproduction. One might argue that the complete displacement of “socialized” forms
of:dﬁtﬁtyhlsheenprevmtedbymesystem's:mﬁnuedmedpraﬁmﬂﬂes
capable of normative regulation.

As I noted in my discussion of cultural commodification and again in my
Mmﬁ&emmhndﬁmmmiﬂem}mmdmym
state may now becoming capable of sustaining themselves without drawing upon
ﬁmp@mﬂafﬂmﬂ&wﬂihﬁemtmmlwmﬂdmﬂmﬁe
for the formation of secure personal or collective identities. The emergence of
are now procured. Before moving on to examine identities in postmodern times,
W.Hmeumﬂnefuamm\egutmvﬂmtdciﬁﬂldm

Eﬁﬁeﬂdﬂteﬂmﬂm:d@tmmnﬁﬂtmmﬂmdﬁtyh
dﬂﬂyﬁ’\?ﬂ'ldiﬂhﬁyitmmimmﬂidﬂﬂtylthm@l
critical adult education rejects the classic liberal belief that lone and unencumbe
individuals forge their own identities. For instance, in her examination of how the
“ideology of individualism” dominates i strumental forms of adult education just as

Mﬂdﬂﬁhmmhmmﬂm
values that are reflected by the education system as a wholeand are
msymmmmmgnmmﬂndw

of the elite... mmm&::mpﬂﬂymﬁnﬁﬂlﬁ
ﬁw“dﬁ,mwhmhmmddﬂpﬂﬁ purposss have besn
wdﬁﬂﬁmhdhdﬂﬁmbm&bﬁmi
notion of the learner as an ‘abetract and universal individual’ rather than as ‘a
person situated in & his rical, social and existential context. (p. 47)




Keddie’s concern with instrumental adult education’s tendency to abstract
individuals from their concrete contexts and thereby overestimate their power to
directed learning, Collins suggests that:

In reinforcing an individualistic approach, self-directed leamning sustains a
efforts.” Thus it militates against the creation of educational contexts that
inequalities which contradict this taken-for-granted assumption . Far from
empowering adult students, self-directed learning strategies steer them to a
conformity. (p. 63)

individual. /I don't believe in self-liberation, * he relates. “Liberation is a social act.
Liberating education is a social process of illumination” (p. 109).
educators substantively turn away from what we have seen above to comprise a

of critical adult education is its effort to foster and sustain modern forms of identity
community only to the extent that they are integrated into the context of

has endeavored 10 bring about strong and unified communities. This was certainly
the interest of Grundtvig and the Danish folk schools. It was aleo the interest of the




workers institutes that sprung up throughout Europe in the 19th century. In his
depiction of what constitutes desirable forms of education for emancipatory action,
Paulo Preire (1972) confirms his own concern for solidarity when he identifies the
four essential constituent elements of “dialogical cultural action” as being
cooperation, unity for liberation, organization, and cultural synthesis (pp. 167-186).

Byinhrge,howevet,ﬂ\edmﬁmedkumohdulteduaﬁonvhwﬂ\e
formation of coherent discursive communities as a precondition of and not a
replacement for the autonomous constitution of personal and collective identities.
Most historical instances of critical adult education fostered coherent and unified
collectives in order to provide a context for productive critical discourse. The
importance of the term ‘critical’, understood as the capadity of the individual subject
to take an autonomous stand on knowledge claims, has retained a fundamental
importance in critical adult education. It certainly is important for Paulo Freire
(1972). While he asserts that solidarity is essential to combat oppression in the
modanage,hebeqmﬂyhnﬁsﬁmtduuoﬂdamymuﬂmtbnd\kndnd\e
expense of the autonomous subject:

hhﬂmddhh@dxﬁmﬂmhmplnfaomquaingﬂupwp&
on behalf of the revolutionary cause, but only for gaining their adherence.

does not impose, does not manipulate, does not domesticate, does
not“alogmln"msdounotm,howm,ﬂmﬂndnayddhbﬁal
action leads nowhere; nor does it mean that the dialogical man (sic] does not
have a dlear idea of what he wants, or of the objectives to which he is
committed. (p. 168)

While the individual subject may not be able o0 generate her or his identity
Mwmmmuauummmmwnu
Mhmwhﬂymmhﬁnmmmmum&md
wdmwmmmaummwm-
critique of individualism:



What Marx criticized and sclentifically destroyed was not subjectivity, but

mb)ecﬁvismandpoydﬂogism.]mtuobjecﬁvemﬂrﬂmygﬁsﬁnﬂby

d\ance,hnuﬂ\eptodudofhummacﬁon,mitismg-;nsﬁrmgdby

pwds'; turns back upon them mdcondiﬁmi them), then transforming that

mﬂtyhmwalusk,amkform(pjé)

Prdnhvaydeuﬂutﬂwaiﬁalped@alpmmﬂieapldtyﬂthe
Mﬂdwm;wpwcmuﬁmuﬂ\dridmﬂﬂgwimﬂiemmd“wﬁ
action. Critical adult educator, Tom Lovett (1988), is also deeply aware of how
individual antamyhmlypadﬂewiﬂﬁnﬂiemﬁgxtafihglﬂry collectivity. He
observes the following of critical adult educators.

mmmmummmmmqamdm
Qmmmahmmm,mwhﬁimmﬂmhmw,
M@hmm.hhwanynaubtpeoph,w?@h,bh:ve
more control over their own lives, to shape their world and to use modern
resources and technology to do so. (p. 143)
ﬂnmpﬁmhdnddnm&dﬁmldtﬂtduﬂmlﬂmﬁﬂﬂuﬂ
Lovett is to foster communicative contexts where individuals and groups can
constitute a coherent identity. They do not presume, of course, that a person’s or
wmwmmﬁddmtdmmmnnmﬂndhhﬂvﬂm

Mmbnhubmmwgﬂ;;g s of conteny

striving for critical adult education.
Critical adult education’s commitment to identity formation is difficult. The




behvea\m:ludvmmddeﬁniﬁmmoughtommmﬁmmuchfmanh
mmﬂtymdlsmteyltymﬂamﬂmﬁwmtheﬁ,f eneity of individual
jifferences are suppressed. This, I noted in Chapter 3, was the concern the WEA had
lhﬂutNCLCpedwcdngﬂ\nﬂlwhidlﬁedmfmlﬁdmmlﬂaﬁtydimcﬂy
ﬂmghpdm&ywiﬂmtmﬂngﬂﬁrwnythmughﬂ\embmmuryd
logi ,,,gﬂdﬁ.TamudlbcmﬂﬂglumhdiﬁduaLmﬂﬁmm

wwﬂgdmmhhmaaﬂa&tﬂaﬁwmuﬁmmnﬁmﬂghﬁ

In its efforts to effect this balance, critical adult education must struggle on two
fronts. On the one side, it must fight against traditional forms of power that attempt
to maintain personal and group identities through manipulating liscourse. For the
mtpmﬂakm@euksphawiﬂthﬂieh&mlduﬂmuﬁm
rationalization of the lifeworld in this instance means that traditional social
mﬁmqwzﬁbﬁﬁﬂw@mﬂﬂn&ﬂmﬁﬁsmmm
gumﬁ-mdﬁghimmﬁhdyﬂmhnnﬂw.mdﬁgm

mdmﬂimmhﬂpdtyhﬂmmdﬂumh
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Identity and Postmodernity

Despite the differences amongst various modernist conceptions of identity, all
retain several distinctive characteristics. They all are committed to the idea that an
mqumadlxﬁw)mammmam«mmm
that lasts over time and that can be named. They are also all committed to the notion
that entities are responsible, in one way or another, for establishing and maintaining
Mowndhﬁncﬁm.nyhhm,pamndmﬂudimmmawm
1o these basic commitments. They call into question the idea of unified, constant, and
definitive identities suggesting that qualities like dispersion, transitoriness, and
diffuseness are much more characteristic of contemporary social agents. They
d\dlmged\enoﬁonohdf-omuﬂmﬁon,pdntouthowh\dividwmw
mmmmmmpmmmmmmaaudmwm,
and observe how no entity occupies a single position from which to construct a
lasting and distinctive identity.

mmmbydmcﬂymmmmamqw,lwmnd
mbmmymtdua\ﬂtylnpawmybymmhpldanup
ﬂn‘mwmmwhkhlmmndwmﬂaculmwm
mmummmummmdw.mlmmmm
Mngmnﬁvcdpauwdmﬂtyoﬁcﬂmpamulmtmwwm
ummmdmmmmmmmlmm
wmm»aww»w«wma
mmdm:y.ummanmam,mm.
bMNMhMMdem
WadeMMMdhmdaw
and self-constituting identity.

m.m.mmmmummyww
are constituted according 10 a pre-given and relatively unchanging and all-
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encompassing grid of norms and values. And, in Habermasian fashion, we have
noted how, in modern sodety, fluid forms of identity formation emerge in which
Mﬁdudsnproduabo&ﬂdrmidmﬂﬁamdﬂwidmﬁtyof&eeﬂlecﬁvaﬂ

Wehavealsoaea\howakeyphnkinﬂglngglefpﬂochlmﬂdinthezmh
century has been the battle to shape identities. Because the system has remained
reliant on the reproductive capacities of the lifeworld to produce, amongst other
things, personalities motivated to act in accordance with the needs of the economy
and state, social agents who had most to gain from the growth of the system
(historically, this has been the bourgeoisie) attempted to foster identities most suited
to effective system functioning. The ideology maintained by the bourgeoisie was
resisted by counter-hegemonic forces that aimed to foster identities constituted by
unhindered communication.

lifeworid. Whereas, in modernity, the system is forced to rely on the lifeworid’s
mmﬂnﬂuybmdvanmmnﬂhmgﬂsmBﬁm
mdﬂubmm\kaﬁvdyddvﬁmmdvduﬂﬁbmd
discursive will formation. At the same time, as cultural commod DN SENerales &
mdmmmmmhmamﬁmuﬂmnm
mummmmmu:qmmhwmm
Hfeworld members.




hinge as greatly on the formation of identities consistent with its functional
requirements. In fact, the formation of coherent identities becomes increasingly
mﬁﬁﬁﬂltﬁmemtssnﬂasy:temiﬂempﬂﬂgmgetﬁemtmmﬂm
newfound capacity to exploit complex gradients of nuance and difference. Armed
withﬂieeybemedccipnﬁtymmmguﬂsﬂyﬁmhedhbmrpmmdﬁp
dﬁeamdgraufymplexpsydﬂundmﬁcdaires,mesymmmbng
requires the people it contacts to possess coherent or lasting traits. Relentlessly, it
MibmmmmmsmmhmwmmmdmdSﬂ
wakesmdmumeﬂwhereitmimmedmelydeﬂctevemhemtmimﬁe
competencies. In so doing, the system decreasingly requires us to have identities. It
mmﬂmwﬁdmmdmd&eﬁmwﬁwhedﬂngiﬁwny
mmmsdtﬂuuamwﬂnipdiﬁngpmoﬁdmﬁtyfmmﬁmmmm
Mmﬁubmﬁmﬂmﬂqmﬂmmwmn
distorted context of modernity?

lifeworid and system were 10 part ways. In actuality, however, the demise of the |
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mutuality of the system/lifeworld relationship has far more iniquitous implications.
It does not mean that the system is loosing interest in the lifeworld or that it has
stopped drawing upon it as a resource. It simply means that, for the first time, the
syswnisnotreqtdndﬁmdsethemremﬂmin its dealings with the lifeworld
as it has been in the past. Freed from its dependence on the lifeworld's capacity to
reproduce the symbolic dimensions of society, the system can now destroy the
lifeworld's few remaining tatters with impunity. The last of traditional norms and
values as well as recently learned communicative competencies are irretrievably lost
in this final and most ecstatic plundering of the lifeworld’s cultural storehouses.

Traditional and modern practices that enabled the constitution of integrated
identities boil away in the maelstrom now raging through the lifeworld’s weakened
structures. Unified cultural contexts disappes —the basis for traditional forms of
identity formation evaporate. At the same time, communicative contexts attenuate—
ﬂwhﬁsfauwdempmmcﬁdmﬁtyfmmﬁm,bodiﬂﬂumdividudmdme
According to this Habermasian narrative, postir
mpadtyfmidmﬁtyfmﬂmwithvﬁymyﬁné&cm The destruction of the
mﬂmﬁag:uﬂﬂdmﬁﬂsCmﬂfﬁvmnﬂﬂmﬂMﬂmmm

nity causes a decline in the
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Deleuze and Guattari, and feminist theorists like Irigaray and Kristeva, contend that
ﬂwwhdemdmdamhumt,unmed,mdsdfmdmﬁngsubjeet,fmmﬂgmﬂet,
has been a fictitious entity invented to further particular interests (those of the
rationalist intellectual). Pauline-Marie Rosenau (1992) summ rizes this outlook as
follows:

mskepﬁa(posunodmﬁm]qwﬁond\evdmdauﬂﬁed,eﬂmtmbpct
mhuahumbdngapamuacmaenrefmpointmeqmﬁhu
Mm.msuﬂed,ﬂwymw,hﬁcﬁm,mugxm:m
msmﬁm,“aﬂyamkam,aﬁdm,atmtmmdmm
at best a nostalgic effigy” (Carraventa). They criticize the subject for seizing
power, for attributing mning,fadomimﬁngmdopﬁudngﬂgy
cmdderﬂ\esub)edwbeafwﬂrelicom\eummpublewpct-mbjea
didmomy.ﬂwyarguethatpersonalidmﬁtyofﬂm:oﬂ.wnoﬂyan
illusion, and it is no longer possible today, in a post-modern context. (p. 42-
43)

lnmmys,theposmwdemviewofidmﬁtyhmtnewjmﬂ:}mum
m,hmm,htafnhdumuul%w\mry,thecﬂmﬂ
movement of avant-guard “modernism” supported similar skep tical attitudes about
d!cdmtmduﬁaulmbjecﬂnpmdammpulﬂuiﬂnj;ﬁmﬂ
rationality and an advocacy of personal freedom, expressiveness, spontaneity,
dﬂnmhghmmbpduasmmmmm&:im
mwwspwwcﬁmm“mmmﬂmﬂmmﬂ

3 We should be careful 1o distinguish the term ‘avant-guard modemiss’ from the terms ‘modermity’
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h&gwndfurﬂle&iﬁcﬂimpuhaufﬂ\hmanmt.nhwoﬁhtﬁnglmt
t0 examine the basis of his analysis of identity.4
Atﬂtemmnfﬁeud'sﬂle:reﬂalopuﬂieshismgnﬁmmatdﬂnﬂﬁmk
founded on the denial of individual human freedoms.> Freud argues that identities
(eg:)uefmgedmmecmﬂictﬂutempuwmmnﬂdaim(idimpuha)
mmnmddnﬂmeﬂdmmwmtdgniﬂmm&eemd
lencu gpmmm&m's@wmmgmm
apandvededmofﬂwirm:ﬂmdembodididmdﬂ\emoﬂlmdphy:hl
m&ﬁnﬂnﬁﬂiem:lmdmteﬁalmld(inmﬂndmﬂiepsmmyu
superego). For Freud, the de tdﬂ\eegoismimpoﬂmnq:inﬂe
mhzaﬁmpimfmitmﬁdaamfarﬂuidmgnﬁfy:ﬂ:mtmdiﬁ
mcmm@mmgmmmiuwmwymm
outlets) without disturbing the integrity of broader social formations.
dhagrudwﬂthhhbelidthnﬂ\hwuéﬂispodﬁvearmry.neydidm
mmtﬁmtd:mgmmﬂmmmm
mm&mwgyﬁmﬂummmmyhmﬂQMHu

4Eﬂrhmpmﬁmmmdmuiﬁyh@ﬁnﬁ-ﬂ-ﬂi-ﬁ:
Sﬁm-mmnﬂmmm-immm Hesbert

mh;ﬂﬂﬁd!ﬁ:ﬂﬁhﬂm“ﬂﬂﬂyh
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r:ﬂmﬂndepimm.mdﬂﬁmﬂaﬁngdmpladﬁmdmm
Mdmﬂm&smm:ﬁmﬁvﬁmﬁfmmypmmmt
mﬂpsofidmﬂtyA&iﬁqmafida\ﬁty.dﬂdapedmmufnﬂmdm
ﬁumdwmﬁnhtghnﬂﬂﬂhep,kpﬂaﬂnﬂym&dmﬂgmmﬂu
ﬁiﬁquﬁnmdmﬂq.mmmmnspmﬂmﬂhuﬁkehcm,mdm
My:mmﬂw.mé&ddmhﬂiﬁduﬂmpaﬁmynga
forms of identity in a positive light because it provides new opportunity for the

w:yhmmbpfumidmﬁﬁediltchﬂls\ggﬂielgﬂmﬂmydﬂmﬂmiﬂs
pmdﬂcﬂmmnhsﬂngandmndmﬂty
modernism raises doubts about the most recalcitrant essentialisms of

mstithmmmﬂwwﬂthBmm-
Kristeva (1981), Jane Flax (1990), or Donna Haroway (1991) who challenge the notion
ﬂwhtmﬂmmﬁmakmdmmmﬂtywhe&sithﬂgmiﬁnpﬂhﬂ
hmhﬂmarcﬂ:ﬂWﬂ(lﬂz)whm:ummmtmﬂm
mmvmwmnugmammmumd(ﬁr
mﬂﬁ:ﬂ,lﬂ%lﬂi)wﬁdnﬂcgﬂwnﬂhﬂmﬁmﬂtyh:m
of massive migration and dislocation, | stmodernism calls into question the very
puﬂqﬂmm-ﬂQh.ﬁmhﬁmﬂ a unified and
mmw,éhﬁﬂﬂammgihmhﬁwgﬁ

sposition that identities can be delineated, that subjects are unified, and that a
ﬁmnmmhmnmm“q_ﬂgnm
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Unlike the Habermasian perspective that bemoans the loss of identity as a
negative consequence of cultural destruction, the postmodernist celebrates it as a
wWWﬁﬁwﬂdﬂmbmﬁzzd&mh&ﬂmmmw
external and internalized societal constraints. Postmodernists argue that, in refusing
to abandon the modern imaginary of individual self-constitution, Habermas simply
perpetuates fmdmkﬂmﬁfﬂeﬂmmaﬁh@&em@m,
hwmud\kgnhedbyr&udngﬂgaiﬁ:ﬂﬂmﬁeﬂpssp&ﬁvenﬁaedby
itmnﬁuhﬁghtupmmﬂﬂmdanmmmsfomaﬁmumnﬂunﬂﬁkemﬂHM
mtmmﬂﬁrepmdmhgivamfnrmmpammdm
ﬂgﬁnﬂhaﬂndmﬁmdmrmlmhﬂeﬂmuﬂdaﬂi

Critical Adult Education and Identity in Postmodernity
m&mnﬁmdidmﬁtyummdmmbnmlum
that has had, as one of its critical mainbeams, the constitution of modem forms of
i@ﬁﬁﬁdﬂt@aﬂﬁmﬁmﬁﬂmﬂmfﬂahmw
cfh\dividunbmdgmmhmsﬁmuﬂnlrmmaﬁsdm@ﬂem
mﬂmmmﬁﬁmltmmbmhmMMEﬁhdﬁy
communities and to foster individual communicative competencies required for
hﬂlﬂ\ykhlﬂtyfnrmﬁmlthupmadedlninpdiﬂﬁlmﬁmmm

cndﬂﬂhhrpmqndﬁ:ﬁnsﬂldmﬁlymdﬂthmﬂthgm
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The transformation of identity in postmodernity calls the traditional strategies of
critical adult education into question. No longer is it sufficient to foster the
Wdawﬂaﬂum&idenﬁrymfﬂdmﬂymmmmm
inequitable norms of capitalism. Now, identity itself is in question and resistance to
wddwquiﬁummtmmmﬂufnmﬁmddispnnuﬁasd
peopkinposmodemityiNemedidmﬁtyfﬁmmmmunhedimvad
oppressive institutions. Critical adult education must discover the ways that identity
can still productively be mobilized in the fragmenting environment of postmodern
times.



Chapter Seven

HEGEMONY, SURVEILLANCE, SEDUCTION
AND THE POLITICS OF
CriTicAL ADULT EDUCATION

For over a century, critical adult education has participated as an institution of
emancipatory change in the drama of modernity. Throughout this time, it has
envisioned itself as a resistive political force, as a force for establishing that great
tripartite Enlightenment ambition: liberty, equality, fraternity. It has battled
domination of all kinds—feudal, state, patriarchal, racial, religious, colonial,
economic, and bureaucratic—by encouraging adults to learn communicatively to
rationalize their cultures, to take control of the space and time of social existence,
and to assert their own identities. Guided by the beacon of emancipation and sure of
its role in the vast struggle of hegemony versus counter-hegemony, critical adult
education has moved with confidence through the difficult, often even dangerous
political environment of modernity.

anﬁdaubmh\gawmnd.&uahdukedmmm
mwbyamldmtworldwl\a!douﬂmﬁa\iufhchdbymmdm
means and where resistance congeals in slippery configurations difficult to grasp or
leweopmamdvabd\emdpoumodm\itymmmm
adult education’s modernist presuppositions about domination and resistance no
wu&hﬂhmmmmemm
Mmpddmwmwammmm-nﬁaw
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rheupuhgiﬁmnfauuofudsm.roﬁmodemhm.lconmdbebw,doa
critical adult education the service of deconstructing its political foundations. It
rightfullycan:h\wquaﬁontheukavfa-gmwd assumptions about domination
mmw:m«mmmiupwwmm.mwm
mm,itdwupomaiﬁaladmteduaﬁmwaputdm.rmm
lelmﬂ\everypmpoaeofaidahdulteduaﬁoninjeopardymdra\daﬂt
vulwablewnbmda\mtuavhbkpouﬁalhwﬁmﬁaLUnwmingwmmb
medyw%dmﬁn,ladmhd\apumdvedbexplonmysaiﬁal
adulteduaﬁmmighuddnuﬂ\eduua\guolposmmeminnmdmﬁmw
iudfuadymudcpouﬁala\tepﬂuequalwﬂndﬁﬁaﬂdadpmmodanm.
hd\tﬁmldnpterofd\ismﬂy,lukeﬂ\eﬁmmuﬁwmpmudsﬂﬁs

reconstitution.
Politics in Modernity:
Totality, Teleology, Utopia, Hegemony
hudtdﬂwwhuﬁmdnph:,poliﬁahubemaquﬁethﬂmﬁﬂ
amum.mfduummmdmammd
dmdmwmmddwmﬁty.WQuuediumm\ceMm
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postmodernism and critical adult education.

To help me in this task, 1 mmnmwmammw«m
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challenged by the emergence of new and inchoate representations of domination
Bauman centers his presentation on the contention that modernity “emerged out
foundations” (p. xi). This discovery was not, he insists, a result of reason. Rather, like
Durkheim before him, he tracks its origins to the breakdown of “self-enclosed
communities” in the latter i7ﬁundeiﬂy 18th centuries. Bauman contends that

illa ',,depidzdbyﬁmﬂult(’l?m butﬂie“redpml ublquitous, and
comprehensiv irveillan *ciﬂ\einﬂmmmmmﬂty “Social order at the level of
gmdudmﬂzofh:ﬂy Mhhmmyﬁdpmm&ih,
simultaneous, subjects and objects” (p. 6).
'ﬂehakdmﬂﬂnqdhlpﬂnﬂm“mdmﬂﬁmﬂmﬂy
ﬂuﬁpﬁmdmwmﬂ“ﬂmuuﬂmﬂd nechani wkdngnt
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traditions now confronted humanity full force. “The weakening of routine was the
weak and diffident. The marriage between freedom and insecurity was prearrange
apﬂedﬂaidxgdivsdq,ﬂmﬁuhghmgpahﬂzm,m
puaanmghuﬂﬂmymdmthnmmnﬁvmdmmim@ynm
Eﬂﬂ,utmdyﬁmcmﬂmwﬂgmmtmmw&m
transformations of the Renaissance. According to Bauman, their immediate impulse
was to institute a seamless world purged of contingency and uncertainty:
wwmwm-gmamm,wmuym
bymﬂumﬂmmatnﬁnﬁlm&ﬂgpmm

, "Mhmﬂe W]m:estﬁmﬂemtdmdmw

hﬁtﬂ li y _
mhmdﬂﬂdly (pp :dii-xiv)

driving the will 10 control were rationalized away. Themiﬂhihﬂmnf
was not interpreted as simply a wanton bid for power; rather, it was seen as &
mmm::mm&mm“mﬂy
mpﬂmbhﬁﬁ@rﬂhﬁi@ﬂdvbﬂh
truth... Modernity was not merely the Western Man’s thrust for power; it was also



Unlike the old order which left control to the unreflective contrivances of
mdidon,modanityiuugh\edadiffaa\twoﬂdwhaQorderwunﬁmanyphnmd
mdimplanamd.hummomta\dsﬂmdwutopmomnagcfonowedthefuhim
ofﬂ\eCaunapoliswha!“ﬁmcﬁondurbmqwm,themdgm,unpdlund
geou\euyofsuuumdpublksqmm,ﬂw!ﬁaud\yaspncamdb\mdinpwmch.
in their prescribed volumes and austerity of adornment, mirrored the stately
maeigntyofﬂ\ecodalocda’(p.xv).lnundanity.adawunotmm;dauw
result of divine intervention, it was an urbanity planned and built by reasoning
human subjects:

mnew,n\odemotdenookoﬁuadupemewd\famhamld
mddadydamdedofmm....mpncﬁoemmmmdumm
ﬂ\atadeanaﬂybemmade,ﬂutitisbo\mdwmh\mnuﬁdd

ua\ontheunmlymnmlm&dthinpmdhm,ﬂmfad\h
reason it will forever remain vulnerable and in need of constant supervision
mdpolldng,isthemain(md,h\deed,mﬂqu)wmmkd
modemity.mewauﬂmwwldbenomtdrupin,mm
dvigjhnce.madah\gimpulsewo\ddbefedmmh\bydnhud
dmcmbbedhyedﬂnﬁddad«wﬂdmmﬁmmdhwy
mwmmm,mmmwmmmm
xv)

mwwm,mmwwmwywamm
memwwm«mw&m
dhoduﬁondmuhulsuveﬂhmuamdmhgndﬂaﬂc,ﬂn
mmmﬂqwmmﬁmmwmmumwumw.
m«mym,wmdmmmm»
mhwﬁduwmwmm.ﬁmmwmmm
mmwwﬂqnmmmdumm
upmdhaﬂyhuﬁmaduaymwﬁdaumu
establish effective social control—the absolutist state.



Dneﬂﬂgﬁﬂt;gpsmkslbyﬂgmmﬁwuh;@ptmcenmﬁze
social power. Mkummpah\nmgﬂikmtmm;utchmgmgﬂ\ehcﬂity
of government: it meant transform ﬂwmaptﬂdmdmﬁmmgndmmfﬂie
Muﬁﬂhwuhaﬂmmtmﬂ:mmﬂmﬁmﬁﬂmmi
consciously administer ,wﬂv{qmducﬂdbyspedlﬂyﬁm

Dlﬂzsmhetmwny:dhfemm&nglynﬂdxﬁnﬁaﬁm
of active mutual engagement. Popular, locally administered ways of life were
mmﬁﬂmed,ﬁmﬁewpcﬁwﬂmﬂveﬂiﬂcmum as

ward- a residue of a different social order to be
' ,immimmgmmomﬂliﬁ:ddﬂdnpmt

left behind; as imj ,
soward a ‘true’ and universal way of life, ¢
elite...(p.7)

AmdhghkummmWﬁﬁa!aﬁgyﬂdmﬂmtgmpﬂn
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the bounds of its administrative processes or in its willingness to destroy or
eliminate all that was unassimilable.

Swinging outside Bauman’s narrative for a moment, it is important to recall that,
cultural forms should replace traditional means of social control. Initially, these
the feudal system. The Church, King, Baron, fief, rite, totem, myth, and tithe were all
consumed by the hot flame of rationality that burned throughout Europe in the 17th
and 18th centuries. By the middle of the 18th century, however, the smoke had
deamdamghmmedacﬁd:bawmwvaydiﬁsemm&hawwdﬂy
French and American revolutions drove a sharp wedge into this crack opening a
great split in how intellectuals envisi ned the totality that was to become the
modern world.
a\mg!utdﬂspohtdmplybmmm“ﬁdmmhmﬁ
were intellectuals (or, more broadly, cultural producers) committed o generating
cultural conditions conducive to the perpetuation and expansion of newly congealed
hierarchies of domination; on the other side were intellectuals committed to
visions were committed to the continued supercession of tradition. Both, it is
important to emphasize, were essentially modernist.
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1. Throughout the history of modernity, politics has been essentially totalizing.!
Social agents who stood togdnmtfromﬂegowﬁofﬂwmb—:ystmsef
economy and state enlisted the support of intellectuals to create and promulgate a
totalizing cultural ideology which subordinated lifeworld contexts to instrumental
social processes. One social group in particular, the bourge isie (and, as 1 will
dhcuahammhdwymnﬂdwaﬂym),mvedqmtedéibsatéyt@
diffuse conflict arising from the one-sided distribution of capitalism’s benefits by
fostering cultural contexts capable of legitimating inequitable social relations.
Dominant groups like the bourgeoisie secured compliance with the precepts of
modernity not just through direct force (although historical examples abound when
thebourgeoisiemmtwﬁhnglymmmhmdmﬂﬂsfarmﬂdkdpﬁne)mby
nagging forms of mutual surveillance. Rather, it endeavored to secure compliance by
mpporﬂngdwauﬂondaﬂmdm:om“mmdudeﬂ!padbﬂhyof
10 address a transcendental subject, to define an essential human nature, to
puaibeagbhlhumndaﬁnyortorucﬂhaﬂhcﬁvehm;pﬂ" (Hebdige, p.
lﬁ)bauwadhaudnmthapabkdmufﬂingore!mﬂm&g:ndiﬂmﬁng
politics in modernity meant developing seamless cultural totalities.

ltbm\pamubm,m,ﬂ\atﬂﬂpﬂﬁ:dmugydmh
oppodﬁonbwdﬂy’sdoaﬁmntfacﬁauwnmmﬁmmpmm

::olowh‘iuuybdMIwmm,hhmnl-thﬂd‘my'h
past tenee.

2 Discussions of how middie class inteliectusls were incressingly recruited 10 mediste the conflicts

between the bourgeoisie and Wmm“mmmimnﬂm
Ms(lmmwanfhwﬁﬂimw:ﬂmﬂ
the function and history of this importent mediating social group. ‘



primarily middie class intellectuals who assumed the task of generating cultural
forms capable, in this case, of resisting the unified cultural totalities promulgated by
intellectuals controlled by the ruling elite. But as much as their counter-cultural
ideologies opposed the constructions of their adversary intellectuals of the
oppressor’s camp, they were, in the end, no more tolerant of traditional forms of life
than any dominant group. Oppositional intellectuals did not, by in large, view the
divadtyuddisdnﬁnmdeofmdiﬂonﬂiodetygnviaﬂedmaﬁvemme
resistance in modern terms: domination was effected by unifying culture to favour
the elite; resistance was effected by unifying culture to favour the downtrodden.
Totalization was confronted by totalization. Intellectuals, assuming their capacity to
represent the “oppressed,” offered counter-narratives which were as all-
Mpusing,uuniﬁed,md,inmms.noppmdveuﬂzidmhglcﬂ
mmdd\dtmmﬂ\emnmﬂmmmde,thepmr&mof
pﬂﬁah,dmm,ﬂwvﬂaﬁmuchmdigede-mmgpaimtﬂ
&wmwddkmltwmﬂdheﬂmﬂdghmd.hawevsmmmeﬂmﬂgdd
wwuﬂnmywddagstmatmmptaﬂmmmﬂmnnmﬂhﬁﬁng
domination. It would also be wrong to assume that moder st representations of
douﬁmﬁonu\dmmumiudhpphhwdndmmywlﬁdﬂ
Mthmilfmam.mﬁwmtnm
early feminists advancec ~talizing (even biol jstic) accounts of gender relations to
memn@mmmmmﬁ lonialise




zmmmmrmwﬁamwmmmwm
dwdddcvdopme\t!nﬂﬂelﬂyym,ﬂdlmrdfaﬁdinelfunheudinﬂ\e
capacity of humanity to gradually, progressively, and rationally reclaim social action

control.
mmmmwm:mmmmnmymmm
waupedaﬂymupunﬁlﬂ\eﬁmd:ﬁsafﬂ\emg\mrywhmmplﬂal
historical events (WW I, the vast commercializ tion and urbanization of European
the first time, to unsettle the ready belief held by many intellectuals that continued
society. It was not the modernist notion of ¢ Jeological change that was at issue. The
mm&wnmﬁﬁymhatmmmhmﬁmﬂ
the liberatory cause.
ammwﬂﬂmmmwwmhm
wnquﬂ-mmmmmmmmmmum
WMWM&IBM&MMM&M
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Intellectuals favouring dominant groups envisaged societies in which social relations
muldbelwaledwmummﬁnghierudﬁuwiﬂmtuwnigglingbomaof
dhuﬁsfacuonmdaodddishnmmy:intelhdmlsom\e”otha"ampemma\ed
future societies in which inequitable social hierarchies would be dismantled in
favour of social relations worked out in fair and equitable ways.

The reason I have introduced Bauman’s narrative is that it not only highlights the
dmﬁcmnzingprodiviﬁuofu\odmmy,wtmoprovidesmmumom\e
oollecﬁvemofhm:ﬁty(ﬁmmmudinﬂ\ewﬂﬁng:ofﬁndedxk
sociologists like Durkheim and Weber) that motivated the politics of cultural
mdﬁcaﬁon.Whﬂeﬂtudeqmcyofmodanpdiﬁahwebngbeenqwﬁmed,
notl\ingdetnctsfromﬂ\efactthat,fotmud\om\elsth,lmh,mdzothemmﬁes.
mmuwmauwmwmmdumpamadmm
unification. David Tetzlaff (1991) contends that the “single, central Big Brother”
iuuge,wlﬁkitmybeaplﬂwﬁanywa-dmﬂsﬁcmmtﬁunmdmtm
of ‘master-slave’ domination, has profoundly shaped the representation of both
mmmmammmw.wy,umnnmdm
wddhmahdnaugedfndminﬂnlmsandlﬂ%,mwmhnm
Minaecﬁngwhatmdoubbdngbhlindculmdformm

macmuty,dm,d!inu\tdvm»ddmplbammw
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mnbdwwummwwnﬁcﬂmdﬁnlmm&edbym
erosive river of contingencies. Any political strategy that moves to establish social
control through cultural homogenization requires long term and ultimately
exhausting efforts to continuously maintain the dikewr rks that excdude difference.
‘l'hemuggleforculmnldominaﬁa\,ltmaut,ispsusdifﬁeultmmﬂnum:sit
is to achieve.

mudwlyvhibkinﬂwacﬁmdﬂwuﬂwhﬂeﬂupaﬁmtmdmﬂ
emplﬂaluswdalmuwwmnﬂ\eutoplcpnaldtmefduﬂalmrﬂm
(aptdaﬂynexpraoedbyhuukymdmﬁjtﬂumdofﬂgiﬂhcmufy)
mpumemmdﬂwmmwammyuadymkm
for explaining away residual contingencies and incongruities threatening the
abandonment of the modernist underpinnings of Marxism, Emesto Laclau and
Chantal Mouffe (1985) relate the following:

(nwumdmywmmmmmaw
of political relation complementary to the basic categories of Manxst theory. In
fact, it introduces a logic of the social which is incompatible with those '

mem:mm»gﬁmw@nﬂdﬁw
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bemmmydiﬂaﬂuaﬁﬂgmps,nwmwwhchﬂzhm@ﬂe.h
whkhmmmbseﬁdﬂntdﬁfﬁentﬁmmdindiﬁemtwayﬂg:phMa
nunwedmam&mmdzpiadmﬁmﬁmuﬂnmmpuﬂedmd
dmmkprmﬂwmdmdﬁﬂﬁmmmedmicdmaMdmadnﬁt.
Itmﬁdedmequﬂyﬂgdﬂedepkﬁmnfmnminm:lmmbyﬂ\e
king-class to form alliances, work out articulations, and overcome differences
Mﬁvﬂm&@umﬂgmmﬁaﬂMmafm:@aﬂgd
mtslngﬂﬁmﬁmsimpuhsdﬂt urgeoisie. It represents, in sum, a
ﬂ\ehnsicmadsnlslmegydculmrdmﬂciﬁmmmq\mmﬂf
h@mymmﬁummmmmmﬂemmmw
dmodmﬂty-ﬂtymnﬁmedmunmmmuam(ﬂu
bﬂﬁtmﬂum,ﬂrymﬁnudmhékveﬂmﬂemybmﬁtm
dmﬂmﬂmwummmnﬁerumﬁedculmhaeﬁddmhmmd
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dpmukeaiﬂﬂlldulteduﬂﬁmweddedndc:dynitismﬂ\euph’aﬁmof
mwwmmm-mnsmmﬁpmmmpamm,m

The Politics of Critical Adult Education in Modernity

It is helpful, I think, t0 begin this section by reiterating a caveat issued earller in
ﬂ\isstudymslsparﬁeuhﬂymguﬁmywishltﬂ\kpdmmgdvm@ﬂuﬂﬂis
contentious dlaim that critical adult education has persistently conducted itself as a
mﬂﬂngpdiﬁﬂlpncﬂmlhavemadyrﬂ:mdhawﬂm:mdym“mgﬂm
dﬁlﬁ@ﬁdeﬁﬂﬁwdm&ﬁﬁdaddtdmﬁmmmgmwt
ur understanding of phenomena like critical adult education is tightly bound to the
wmmﬁmﬁy,bﬂ!mmdwﬁyﬁmﬂmbﬂ\mmd
Mithmqmﬂybyddﬁnﬂ;ﬁﬁmmdmdmwtﬁhwem
dnﬁﬂlhuuthuwhhnarﬂdmﬂbﬂviﬁaukignwmdnnhumﬂ:
status of the story we tell (that it is a perspec ve intended to provide insight into
dmmmsmmnmdﬂmwmmmm
mhﬂﬁigm&\eyrmmadﬂtm&auﬂﬁmmﬂmaﬁ
owledg Mvﬁﬂqkﬂvﬂmhhmdmmm
Mhhmuudnudﬁnaf: mmunication. Thus, I wish 10 emphasize that the
dﬂnlmﬁhhﬁﬂwhgm“mmddbnﬂmm
hmﬂdﬁﬂm-ammmnm&




lnClupterS,ltoldastotyofaiﬁcdadulteducaﬁon’semergetmaspaﬂoh
broad socio-historical movement to rationalize the lifeworld and to develop a
wunw-hegenwnkadmbcmtatmewhlwngimpulmofﬁwbmngm&md
ultimately of capitalist society. Then, in successive chapters, I recounted how critical
adult education’s relationship to notions like culture, space and time, and identity all
spﬂngﬁomitspoliﬁcﬂmisdmbgmen&uniﬁedculhnﬂcmdiﬁom(ﬁoahrge
extent communicated by the term ‘socialism’) capable of sustaining the fullest
mmdﬂmegutmdangod&ﬁudun,j\m,mdwddhnmy. With all
of these contentions in tow, I would like, in what follows, to relate how, guided by
its modernist visions, critical adult education has persistently operated as a
totalizing, teleological, utopic, hegemonic force.

It is quite easy, for instance, to observe critical adult education’s participation in
what Bauman identifies as the Enlightenment intellectual’s aspiration to
“culturalize” the world. It is true that critical adult education in the 19th century did
Mwuwﬂddpdamhantwmdaﬂmrdmiﬁaﬁmmmh.
unleumupmdmnoﬁondawaladultedmﬁmtoh\dudeh\mlikeﬂ\e
Danhhfdkad\odmmt).AsRidmd)ohnm(lm)MVdew,mu
early as the late 18th century, critical adult education in much of Europe clearly was
Mvandbﬁnﬂuﬂninmdd\ewm-duundnotww.h
wmmummmwmmmm
MM&MbMWWnﬁUMW
mmamummm.mww"mmn
mmmmnmmmwammdwnm~
@.mMWMbMaWdMsadﬂ“b
constitute forms of life consistent with their class interests.
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traditional cultures or that it was not essentially a modern political institution. In
fact, intellectuals in working-d movements like Chartism and Owenism were as
Critical adult educators in these early movements identified the prejudices,
igmncz,mdarﬁmhmﬂhdlﬂmﬂmdﬁynﬂﬁ:pﬁndphpdmdm
Mﬁkﬁhtﬂewxybb@dnmﬁm@nﬁmﬂ@wmdhpéh

Pauhﬁaﬁsamntﬁﬁewﬁmdmﬁeddmtﬁmﬁmhm“m
pﬂmmmmadlymﬂdpﬂthmmnumhsnfdur,himﬂﬂlmph).
Frére’s’pedgmdﬂteopprsud"dsamsdaﬂmtmdﬂagms(idmﬁﬁedas
ﬂew)dm:ﬁmdmaﬁnmhﬂhmzmdﬂ@ﬁ(ﬂemmﬁ)
mum:mdlqmmﬁuﬁﬂlﬂrﬂim

mmmmmvmmeh@mmdm

inauthenticity of those who are inva jed; they begin to respond o the values,
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In Freire’s mind, domination is the achievement of a group of people (oppressors)
who create a cultural context (in his words, a “culture of silence”) within which
h\eq\ﬂublesoddrelaﬁaumapabledpadsdng(lwy). Freire is keenly
aware of the discursive nature of this strategy of domination. By commanding the
norms and values of a society, oppressors are capable of maintaining the legitimacy
of their rule (rule through consent).

Freire’s solution to this situation is to help subordinates create an alternate
cultural context (undistorted) where, through reason and open discourse, they can
resism\erdaﬁonsofpoweoppnssingﬂmmdﬂmebybﬁngwfmiuonfamd
life consistent with their essential human nature. Freire is clear that critical adult
education should foster a “cultural synthesis” in which people are able to take an
active and rational role in creating their own forms of discourse and in assessing the
norms that govern their social interactions (Freire, 1972, p. 181). For Freire, the static,
the fragmented, and “intransitive” forms of culture that exist in traditional society,
(in Brazil, the colonial relations of the fazends mimicked the most stultifying
prodﬂaﬂmdfaﬂaﬁm)mwmnymbtﬂumﬁyh\gapdﬁsd
modern oppressors (Freire, 1973, p. 22). Cultural unification 0 suppress open
dhommanaﬂybembandwithaﬂmnluniﬁaﬁmwpamim.cmiahduh
education must foster rational and tofalized forms of culture in which all people can
parﬂdpateinauﬁmeqﬂhblerdaﬂmsofm.
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mﬂydmwﬁvzmﬁidiﬁamlwnysafhfemmﬂghthﬁtsbelﬁm.ﬁr
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uwdanhtthhldnginﬂﬂnhdiﬁm&lﬁhicdmppewqmaﬂmvﬁm

Otippewaymmd:timﬂﬂtwnymfﬂﬁddnginmqnmn.mﬂ:ad,u
emancipatory at all.
myh“hﬂtk&wﬂo@ﬁi&nﬁﬁnhaﬂﬂymﬁkmﬂa
mtwmﬁmﬂuﬂmdmﬁmh\bmm:ﬂlﬂniuﬂ
middle of the century and given the rapidity of its transfc mation in the 1950’s and
1960’s, it is not all that surprising that Freire understands domination in terms of an
should implement a politics of cultural unification can be understood as the
thWﬂmﬁMSﬂhmm
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pouﬁadwprevaﬂﬁwWest.mmyfmﬂmWsmdyﬁsddmﬁmﬁmmd
resistance continues to resonate 3o strongly in North America and in Europe?
indicates that the politics of cultural unification cannot be passed off as just a quirk
of a particular historical context. While recent theorists of critical aduilt education are
less forthcoming with explicit presentations about what constitutes domination and
how it should be resisted, it is still possible to assert that politics in critical adult
education is viewed in a similar hegemonic/ counter-hegemonic fashion.
Anmpleofd\epenismofuwdemistpmmyalddomﬁuﬁmmd
resistance can be found in Michael Collins’s (1991) book, Adult Education as &
Vocation: A Critical Role for the Adult Educator. Reacting strongly to the aggressive
tactics of neo-conservatives in the 1980’s to reassert a culture conducive to the stable
ﬁnwﬂaﬂngdapihﬁmwmuguaﬂutadultedmﬁmiﬂmm
pervaded by what he identifies as the “cult of efficiency” (p. 2). Collins observes that
u\epdiﬁalsmugydmvaﬁmhubembgiveﬁshimpuhemm
idedogyofndxmaﬁcefﬁdawyinmde&ga\ennaﬂﬁm!ﬁmsﬂmmm
gran\dfaamm\dofh\u\dveapiulmgwmw&ﬂeimmm:hﬁ
mwdwﬂ!mymmdaﬁmupuhﬁmwmmm
uqumwmdmmmmuﬂﬂemg,mmm
mhmhmw»m@thEMIda
meMbMaﬂmBy,uhwm

4 Preiee’s ideas contiswe 10 inspire admirstion, agreement, and debate. See, for example, Peter
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tpmﬂhhrndmduﬂmdfmmmzmwiﬂtﬂwdepmupﬁ-ﬁomafﬂie
Enlightenment. Rightfully suspicious of insipid and deactivating popular trends in
alﬁcﬂﬂmteduﬂmmmﬂtmgmmthmﬁmd&iﬁmmm
education (p. 44). For him, this means committing to a cultural politics which
ngdfarmpatayﬁmﬂmmumﬂﬁvucﬂmuﬂ\epﬁmemﬂ
everyday projects of action” (p. 12).
Caﬂhuhbutmmmphdmmﬁmmmﬁahdultedmﬁnﬁn
mrdtﬂdmmﬂﬁrgfmmﬂpoﬁﬁamhshpaﬂmmmmﬂm
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aﬂnﬂmlﬁuﬁmhlp:psmwhizhmemhbdwebpamm
mﬂmndpmﬁmmmﬂ(lm@mﬂwapﬂdqﬂmm;
m&mmmbﬂnlmﬁﬁmmhmﬁddﬂt
wmmmmﬁmﬁmiﬁmﬂ nale-suprem
mmwwmmwﬁmﬁnmﬂ
d culinity mmhmmmmm
&uﬂymﬂmﬂ:ﬂyhﬂthhﬁﬁdm’@ 120). For Hart, sexist men
mwmgmﬂmmmmm;
individual autonomy within strict and narrowly defin ' his
achieved, she adds, mmﬂM@mhﬂiMc‘m(ﬁ
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Adult education, she contends, hnmimpuhmmlemmis&ng cultun!
unification thmgh iastaingand lusuiningmnltermte cultural unity which
wmgndmueablem mctclﬁc;llyupmthevalugmdmgnding
sodﬂbehnvimnmdmshapenewarheﬁaminc&opernﬁonmmm
believes that domination is achieved through the constru ion of a unified normative
context. Andlikzmmednamtids:ﬂfymeﬂdmdmdiﬁmﬂmu&u
u\edingﬂutmfeﬁstthemnnzingimpm;uafmefdmﬁmﬁm
mmd,f@naﬁngﬂwhddﬂlm,dﬁ ommends that critical adult
opptmiwithlbuhﬁﬂgculmdpouﬁaﬂmmﬁxﬂlﬂ“ﬂem
comprehensive cure” (p. 132).

Critical adult education’s determination to combat the unifyin g cultural politics
ddmﬂmtndﬂmﬁﬁnmﬁfymgcﬂmﬂpdimﬂmmn
miplnblymhzix!g.mmnhemaﬁu&umugmﬂ\mldﬂhgb
anmﬂmnu@mﬁon.muhemmhﬁsﬁm

ma*ﬁrﬁ“ﬂmmEmdﬂthIMmdﬁﬂmm
myhﬂthhh:ﬂdnﬁmmhmm&-mﬂnd
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that we should all participate in the shaping of our society. In each instance, critical
adult education strives to create seamless cultural contexts.

Critical adult education as a modern political practice is also teleological. While
many critical adult educators are aware that their cultural practices confront
powerful forces that may never finally be defeated (Collins, for instance,
demonstrates keen awareness of the resolute power of modern institutions of
oppression [pp. 109-117]), almost all believe in the progressive capacities of critical
adult education. Moreover, almost all critical adult educators value the utopic
dimensions of their field. Paulo Freire, for instance, talks unabashedly about the
nwuhﬂmnﬂummtmmmmjoppm“m
and Macedo, 1993). Discussing Freire’s utopian m, Peter McLaren and Tomas
Tadeu da Silva (1993) observe the following;

Cﬂﬁcdpedlmhledmmnpﬂndplsﬁﬂﬂswhnweuumnd\ﬂ
social dreaming, that is, a forum for sharing and engaging stories of pain and
, 7buukofamtm¢ﬁng:nzwmmﬁveﬂhapethmughﬂ:
mmtﬂ;mapmdmmmmmm.m
mmmmnfmmwmmmwﬁmwu
mfam\dﬂeﬂm&cﬂm Prgh’:Umphhmtﬂ\eUﬁphﬂ
‘unbridled subjectivism’ or ‘totalistic, adolescent psyc jcal states’ that
p*;‘-ﬂﬁ’mﬂlmymmhmnm . Preire’s Utopian thinking is

ional rather than categorical... Cﬂﬁalpedggﬂgymutmnnfmm
dai.iqunﬂahnndmtfahpe.(pp 68-69).

wﬂmmdmm-dm-hmmmmm
(1991, pp. 115-116). ’
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Critical adult education imagines itself as part of the great drama of modernity. It
envisions domination as the attempt to create a distorted normative context within
which no one can question the legitimacy of inequitable social relations. It envisions
resistance as the inevitable struggle which will eventually penetrate the ideology
ﬁﬁdudhtgﬂnprdom\dmaﬂmntyﬂappmuﬂmﬁmmdﬁbmﬂm
cultural forms that are truly rational and emancipatory. For better or for worse,
critical adult education’s self-understand ing and its politics remain deeply modern.

Butﬂgynemtmduchblylonaplteﬂefervaeydmynrgumtmthh
pdnbitisneaesmymwmhmtnemdmmmmgpiteﬂemmﬂ\
which it has approached its counter-hegemonic mission, the corpus of critical adult
eﬂu::ﬁmhulmgmpiekedbyamverofmﬁguitywhidihasmmit
mbempbmlymyudﬂ\iﬁmdenﬁnmmmwmmmuﬂnﬂl
pouﬁaukemmgdthemummhﬂmdeﬂwimﬂgpaﬁm
pnwemfemptﬁ:ﬂrealitymovermmnmvmmmunmedm
emancipated culture. While it has never fully escaped its fateful role as “legislator,”
though it has readily deployed accon nodative concepts like hegemony to explain
iﬁyhﬂﬂtﬂmﬂhnnmduﬂﬁsitmulpmnhum
m,mhm,mwnmghﬂnmﬂqﬁminﬂshhtm
ﬁﬁihhﬂtﬂbﬁhWﬁMdm,uwnﬂnmﬂhh
MﬁﬂewﬂhﬁmmMﬁﬂEMﬂhﬁgﬁmnn;
leader. leﬂmh:ﬁwmﬂ.hmmtdmﬂﬂheﬁﬂﬂldﬂt
educator becomnes especially consequen stmodemn times. Ironically, it leaves
opmmmtmahgwﬂd\uﬁcﬂduhduﬂﬁmmypaﬁwy




Politics in Postmodernity: From Hegemony to
Surveillance and Seduction
While postmodernity has caught the attention, at one time or another, of
mmnmﬂﬁmmpmnﬂmmepdlﬂed:miumtmmg
ND!G@BHP@!HE@MMBEE&E@BMMEmtﬁtmywiﬂlﬂ!e
propmu\dedbyinlarpbydmﬂudedmofmundplm&lan\mﬂm
unresolved, it is certain that there have been few assaults on it more
To fully appreciate postmodernity’s ramifications for Leftist politics, it is
my,ﬁrn,mmnwmﬂndeubeﬁmwhtm@ﬁamﬁzﬂmm
modernity. Recall, for a moment, Bauman’s contention that modernity emerged out
Dutofﬁmﬂutmdetywummmlgh\h;oMy jominant social agents
mﬂmmmmg@mﬂmm-mmmdw-




society was not their desire to unify culture or to instill rational forms of life. Rather,
the problem was their residual nllegmae to irrational forms of iuthoﬁty which led

mmpﬂsﬁaﬂdmﬂy-aafhﬂwdammmtmd-gmmbvenmmgh
Left struggled to foster alternative truly rational and emancipatory cultural unities.
As a result, as well as being resolutely anti-traditional, politics in modernity has
bmpeﬁgmedbyﬂiedrmﬁcmmmfhegﬂmy:ndmteﬂggmmy
structuralists like Derrida, Foucault, and Lyotard, for instance, reject the totalizing
mbquaﬁmﬂummiﬁmmthewyhhstmwm&
hegmmyhﬂgkmtthemaﬁgedbymﬁh@myk.mﬂ\eaﬂ
little better than the iliness of hegemony, itself. Both sides attempt to impose an
ﬂmmmm:rgﬁwmnwmﬁmmmmm
control contingencies. As Foucault relates, the only way that the wildness of the
unknown, unknowable, and uncontrollable Other can be handled is to banish it to
the fringes of what is asserted as reasonable. Thus, for the post-structuralists, it is not
myp&uaﬂﬁﬁnmdaﬂhmlmmyﬂmhﬁpvﬂathﬂis it is the will o
mﬁzhmyfﬂmﬂmmgmddﬁﬂﬁdumhmﬂ

mﬁnnm@mwmmmnmmm




ﬁmﬁsduﬂmﬁedﬁmﬂ\eappmﬂvehomogmeiwﬂﬂmdmtm-
nmnﬁva(betheyﬂwslﬁﬁsofemmdpaﬁmmghﬁzeaﬁerpﬁse on the one
hand, mmmughmuecﬁvem,mﬂzoﬂﬁ),ﬂmoﬂmﬂmmdmm
arriers—the alized and eccentric of society—will find new room to
maneuver. For the pnst-iuu:mrnlim fragmentation, heterogeneity, inconsistency,
nguﬂﬂﬂtﬁmﬂﬁhmmtmw&eﬂ\mmhmm
wlthmgicmﬁadgmdmtmﬁnmgmemmgmﬂlwmymeasym:phmed
cultural unification as a viable political aspiration. As a strategy of resistance,
deconstruction has its appeal.
Fm‘ﬂiearistsﬂkeﬁedﬂ:]m.hﬁms,:pdiﬂﬁdftmﬁﬁmaﬂy
mmmwhﬁamymbwmm&mhﬁmwwm
unification. In postmode ty.ﬂthmymlmgshetheme&!hvudnﬁd;t
several points, the tendenc) in contemporary times seems increasingly to be to
ddihmuﬂydmynﬂmmmunﬂyitmmmmgummg
Mhmd@myﬁ&u@gﬂﬁpu structuralists at the socio-
mmﬁmmwmmmm&mﬂu
anmmmm&&mmmwm
tactics to defeat the student revolts in 1968; states Left, Right, and Center—e
h&vﬂﬂﬂﬂﬁdﬂ!ﬁﬁdwmhﬂpﬂmﬁﬂmb
mmmmmm.ummgumum




The ‘war against totality’ has finally its political motivation....[It is] clear that
ﬂ\efearowaphisinmiscuewoldfﬁa\dlm,mdthataUmpimmd
revolutionary politics, correctly associated with totalization and a certain
‘comeprououlity,iswbeeod\ewedbeauseitleadsmTenonanoﬁonat
least as old as Edmund Burke, but helpfully revived, after innumerable
resmema\uduﬁngtl\esminpaiod,bytl\eCmbodimauodﬁu.
ldeologially,thispmicuhruvivalofCold War rhetoric and stereotypes,
laund\edinthedmndﬁatimofﬁminﬂ\elm,hmmabium
identification of Stalir’~ Gulag with Hitler's extermination camps...; what can
be'posmodan’abwttlmehouynighmremp,exaptfad\e

ticization towlﬁdlﬂ\eyinvinus,hlasdeu....ﬂmﬂy.thhwd
feﬂngﬂutdwrﬂduum,vmpimamdizh\gimpnhebm\ehow
uintedﬁund\eoutsetanddoomedtobloodsl\edbyn\everysmoﬂu
ﬂ\oughudoeuuikemasidealisﬁc,ifmtﬁmllynephyddoctﬁmd
original sin in their worst religious sense. (pp. 401-402)

Not all contexts are France in 1968. Cultural unification has not, in fact, beena
particularly prevalent strategy of social control in recent times. In the United States,
for example, where cultural fragmentation has largely facilitated and not hindered
hdmsdpwﬁdm,wm:mdlhmum@yuphmmﬂ
hmhmhmwm,wm«ﬂmmwaﬂm
wm\mmgswhid\cmneverbe:atedaoon&xmdmdorundmmod,wm
duhammﬁanygnﬁﬁedbyu\eputanmad\Mdpmmyg
andwhaepeopkmnducedbyﬂwpmnmumofmmmodiﬁuaminmdan
Mdlﬂyuvainwh\aashtdydmmmwdfamdabm.
mmpdlﬁamymhmmatmlmbmmaﬂyw
mpidaudﬂndmucucﬁvepoﬁﬂaddnmmbb.www
(1988), t00, has reservations:
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at,almguﬁﬂt]amm.wmyahnutﬂgnmma\taflnmpum“p
structuralist criticism of totality will produce political forms incapable of or
unwilling to take on the cyberneti : capacities of post-Fordism. Post-structuralism
forms of resistance. However, iﬁdﬂiﬂgﬂ,itfﬂkbdﬂlmgemﬁiﬁm

m\dumndh\gaf what constitutes domination. Iﬂ:@fully eqmls domination with
totalization and does not see that hegemony only represents one way dominant
social forces can perpetuate oppressive social relations. Without endeavoring to
ddndh\gﬂevahdityofiumaﬂmdktﬁngﬁrmm]m
le to the vast

Mupﬂupgmﬁvedmhtym\dmmdwdyi; erable

Mnmﬁnmmmﬂutéﬁcﬁvdy&iphym;mpummm
smallest nooks of social life. For him, fragmenting politics is but a symptom of a
broader loss in our capacity to come to terms with the vast dimensions of

ism go too far. One must
mmmmmmmebhqﬂgnw

mnmgummmﬂmmmmm
with past efforts to map social reality, which ended up excluding and margina
M.Mnﬁdﬂlﬁﬂmhmmmmmﬁaﬁb
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It is ironic (although no coincidence), I think, that it is at this juncture in our
Msmmatposmwdmﬁmdmgamwimﬁwuskdﬁﬂﬁnkiﬂgemmﬁpam
pdiﬁa.Nowisﬂ\emtwhatmwdetyisexpeﬁa\dngmiﬁmm
substantive that they extend to the microfibers of how domination is effected in
daﬂylife(mddmatleutudmﬁcuﬂwpatabmﬂmmtﬁmumﬂ
surveillance and reinforoed particularism as a means of securing social order in
traditional society for the madly ambitious modern dream of universal culture).
Now is the moment when we need to be oppositional to prevent the consolidation of
new and terrible social forms. Now is the time for political action.

Postmodernity allows us no such easy escape. It has hit us with a double punch
that we must somehow withstand. The starkness of the postmodern critique of
mﬁtysm\dsuadnﬂmgewecannglmAnydmmﬂmmémlﬁmhe
better within the exclusive horizons of a cultural totality, be it hegemonic or counter-
hwﬁc,mmwdbpdu.ummmwmitmmemﬁg
dﬂwﬁnughw\mtdmmdawdetythathme,equimdshﬂd,wenmﬂm
ﬁndawaytodosothatdounotaﬂupﬂteddhuvy—hmﬂﬁﬂcﬁsefﬂ\gm
“legislators” who have dominated emancipatory politics from the outset.
Postmodernism confronts us with a puzzle that is terrifying in its urgency and
impﬁcﬁau.ltmﬁmumwid\d\emrymkdmwimﬂEcmmdm
Mﬂymmddommumataﬁmwhﬁwemhphﬁ
cmﬁdaminmpping.ltubmbdevdoppoﬂﬁalﬁxnwehnﬁmtm
mmmwmm&mwdbwmbm 10 live meaningful lives
in postmodern times.



The Politics of Critical Adult Education in Postmodernity
mdsumgthithnmkedlﬁgﬁmﬁmdﬂdeﬁﬂBMWhiﬂ\pQPEMdmﬁy
better lives. Enlivened with a modernist vision of the good life, armed with a
mfnmblemﬂyﬁsddmhaﬁmmﬁdentMihﬂpadtybfahEpmuvemd
change, &iﬁcﬂ:ﬂnﬂteﬂmﬁmhunndepoﬂﬁnmﬂibuﬁmmfosumgaﬁm
Weshmﬂdnkempm,gbmtbdrgmmgq\ﬁmmgngﬂmﬁm
for critical adult education, particularly if it prevents us from looking anew at its
mmhpmmmdﬂnﬁmﬂ\ewﬁduvaydiﬁaﬂtmhkmgmm
ﬂ\atﬂwpdxuﬂofaiﬁaladulteduﬂﬁmmmnﬁewamﬁny
Mihwmﬁdmtm:glmtﬂﬁsmdy,m“,mfmmyg@
reasons to doubt the capadity of critical adult education to persist as an
critical adult education’s modernist conception of culture is insufficiently flexible to
disclose the full implications of cultural commodi cation for its cultural practices.

Qiﬁaldultﬁuaﬁmsﬁﬂqsnﬁsmﬂnmpﬁmthﬂdmﬂﬁmin

qmmmﬂmmmmmm&mmq‘m
a form of politics that operates as a counter-hegemonic force.

dimensions of domination and resistance in postmodernit
sibl mmm“mmmmwﬁm
corporations 10 cybernetically mondtor and control
mmmmmudmmm:; septions of

psolute contest for geographical place. Critical adult education




249
must rethink the pﬁapﬁt asumpm tmdglying its m\mcipatnry poliﬁa The

ﬂeﬂnginn@.himmm force. Critical adult education’ ntmegyd
amuﬁngﬂgappm;mﬁveaf&epmmdby challenging its vision of the
futurehemﬂﬂmnmglsuﬁlwldmnmhm:pmuﬂpmt
Int:lupmélugmdﬂumiﬁahd\ntdmmm-mﬂmdidmhty
mﬂiupwﬁalﬁoppdmmeyhmﬁaﬂmmmm
communicative contexts where people authentically and autonomously can
reproduce their personal and collective identities. The constancy, unity,
definitiveness, and autonomy of individuals and collectivities presumed by this
pﬂﬁﬂmqybnmm.m:wwﬂwmm&ﬁsmmMy
Mnﬂﬁmmﬂ@uﬁmﬁmumh@mmm
constitution of unified identities morally motivated to participate in an inequitable
mday.nmﬂmﬁmhmeﬁmm:ghgmdﬁgidmﬁﬁahmmmddﬂrg
udmdﬁrsmmgdedmgﬁs(:ﬂﬁcnhddtedmﬂmmwmammm
appropriate politics for cyborgs.
m:maiﬁﬂhdﬂtaduﬂﬁmhnhnmmndﬁpmm °1 s of
ﬂmﬂmuﬂh&diﬂaﬁmm finally, of domination and resistance. It
hunmfndupbﬁ:dnna\gdmuﬁmmmggﬁﬁnmmwﬂdm
hnﬂiupdlﬁd-:ﬁmlthnnﬂgupﬂﬂeummmmmm
the world and that threaten to sweep it into oblivion.
pa it *,',;,:mmmmmmmm
mmmwmﬂ&gmmmmﬁﬁm
tmodes ,mmuhnﬂngy Now, the whole




simultaneously deconstructs the totalized f neworks that have governed the
politics of critical adult duﬂmmmﬂwp:ﬁbiﬁtyﬂmﬂmmg new,
m.deqmteupmmmm&veimpmd '
dﬁcﬂaddteduﬂﬁmhpmbnﬂypnnhvammdﬂn postmod
aublesitﬁocutdmghﬂahymufmﬂcﬂwmmmedeepat
mmddﬁcﬂgddteﬂmmltplmmﬁm:dmmﬁmmgbeﬂs
mwm@minmwﬁm,mmm,m
mwnuwwmgﬂmiwmmimnamypadﬁﬁm.
particularly since it opens critical adult education to the possibility that its
upluamﬁauddmﬁmﬁmmdrsismaedsp&uﬂymtndﬂm

mdmuwmﬁwpmd;ﬁhsdmmmmpdnmm
At the same time as they grind up the calcified presumpti ,jgfaiﬁc:ladult
mmmmmmtﬂwdnmﬁammmpwhEﬁmm
Mdmmsnmﬁmﬂmhmmum&dmﬂem&mdmﬁtym
mmw.mnmymmmmwmm.hmm
mammmmMmmmmmmm
education, the time has not yet come t0 abandon it altoget] pr as an emancipatory
enterprise.




Chapter Eight

CRITICAL ADULT EDUCATION
IN THE TERRIBLE TERRAIN

Inmmys,lhesimetohked\enextmpmdsketchouupmdblepnh
forward for critical adult education. My principle intent in this thesis has been to
disclose the unsettling nature of postmodernity for critical adult education. In my
n\ind,d\eu\ostin\n\edhteneedisforaiﬁaladulteduamwabcabﬂ\e
nugﬂuﬂedpamw&ty:imﬂhm,wiﬂ\wtmmﬁndmmw
nundfulmuithudawdhmﬂemmumﬁalmmﬂmimb
auteanewone,lwouldsﬁnbeudsﬁed,atthism,ifmymsdymbhana
memmwmmmmddwum
education’s underlying assumptions. My hope is that people might find my analysis
mmumtmmq,mumcmmmm.«
Wmmwmmmmmmw
dod\hpmanmnquimnyﬁg!uu\dwhinh\ﬂ\emd.AMynhﬂwmd
make no such gesture.
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The Terrible Terrain

I would like to begin by harkening back to an earlier section of the thesis in
which 1 discussed Stuart Hall’s (1990) account of the development of cultural studies
divides the heart of cultural studies. Later in the chapter, I argued that there is a
an emancipatory political enterprise, critical adult education is devoted to effecting
mﬁdd\n@ﬂmmﬂgﬁﬂdp@p& iﬂiﬂﬂltﬁmci

fear committing mnpdﬂmmdﬂgith\gfnﬂt I-Esm:alﬁgureslikerm

mmuybsﬂﬂrm:ndﬁubﬁﬁremdmmtﬂgmm&um
however. It also stands as a discursive formation that, to a very real extent, is never
dﬂnﬂmaﬁﬂmgﬂmﬂmhﬂmp&mﬂiﬂnlmﬁmﬁﬁmh

Thus, 10 some extent, at least, critical adult education has always had to deal with
lﬁdﬂﬂiﬂﬂﬂhﬁhﬁimmw:tibmmmﬁ




doseiuelfoﬁmoa\unga\des;iudismnceﬁngawmdamdmmopen
forces it to admit the mysterious, to open itself to contingencies, at least a little.
Unlike many critical adult educators who bemoan and who try to escape the tension
d\atimpaksd\drapadtngetdﬁnpdommdmhuﬂiaﬂwmthmghdhmﬂve
simaﬁan,lwmﬂdliketooelebnteﬁdsmbig\ﬁtymdtoidentifyiustheverything
that may make it possible for critical adult education to peraist as an emancipatory
pwﬁdmmmpmmuq.TommhmeIMmmwawﬁw
oonﬁdeedbridlyindupuzlnammpuaﬁveuudydcidcdwmd
postmodernism, Stephen White (1991) offers a means for better understanding the
schism that divides the heart of critical adult education.

In his book, Political Theory and Postmodernism, White contends that the transition
frommodmﬂtytoposm\odenﬁtyhubea\ampmiedbyadﬁmnﬂnway
mkawﬂ\drnddmﬁbiﬂty.md\eomhmd.mmm
punuamd“rspndﬁlitymwinﬂ\ewaldinapﬁﬁabkway,am-
pmda\ﬁdowgaﬁontowqmmbkhwhdgemdmbaddﬂepncwaﬂs
in some defensible manner” (p. 20). Postmodern intellectuals, on the other hand,
pmamd“rmdbﬂityww to the extent that they possess a moral-
mtheﬁcobligaﬁa\toopa\ﬂmmdmbﬂ\epaspecﬁnow\em\amdb
m‘dmmmmmmpmm(p.zo).rmm
ﬂntduummpl\duﬂnmpadumywmwlﬂ\dh!m:
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MWMMMMthMJM

(p.21).
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Mnggvemhelmed by mﬂﬂadjctofy penpecﬂm that leaves one impatz\t to actin
coherent and decisive ways. It means relinquishing the capacity to take a stand, to
opposewrmg,anmusmmjmtmuﬂechcﬁmi

White argues that abandoning either of these notions of responsibility entails
forsaking important ethical qualities. The problem is, there is no easy way to hold to
them both at the same time. In essential ways, the two senses of responsibility are
oppositional. Holding themmgeﬂ\apmdumammnmmlybeﬁmm
with great and judicious effort. The tendency in contemporary times has been to
seektherefugeofoneexﬁmmmoﬂ\erwmteuguesthnﬂﬁsmwmgmﬁm.
somehow, we must learn new ways of sustaining the strain of the terrible terrain
intuwhighwemthmstumnwetrysimultmeouﬂymmpectbmhmof

Focusing first on Heidegger, next on Derrida, Lyotard, and Foucault, and finally
on the feminist discourse on “care,” White illuminates the value of approaches to the
wgﬂdthatmopﬁbﬂievmmdulmtelymmmpmdﬂeﬂduﬂﬂmdﬂ
Hﬁ&awhgmfkld@,h@mv&dsm“mustmﬂ:tmcﬁngmﬂ\eﬂmm&
mmﬂﬂmyﬂydmwhtWthmmﬂm
mﬂm:mpmﬂdmﬂwmdfauupuﬂumthﬁﬁmt
ﬁvhgupmhllyhﬂmwﬂmﬂ:migﬂmﬂwd:f(pﬂ)mmmdnﬂ
of these theorists is, in one way or another, to temper the ambitions of a
mmmmmmmﬂmﬂqmﬁwmm
mmdnmmmmmmpum ssponsibility to otherness,




The problematics of the notion of “care,” White relates, receives substantive
treatment by feminists. Unwilling too easily to dismiss the importance of a
responsibility to act, but well aware (particularly from the work of Carol Gilligan
[1982]) of the importance of care and of the responsibility to otherness pervading
feminism, feminist theorists like Seyla Benhabib(1986) and Nancy Fraser (1986)
attempt to negotiate the conflicted terrain produced when these two senses of
responsibility are brought together. White summarizes Benhabib's position as
follows:

Benhabib envisions the standpoint of the concrete other as injecting an
“anticipatory-utopian” dimension into moral discourse. The narrow focus on
norms of justice can now be broadened to include questions of the good life or
good society. Discourse now continually taps into “intimations of otherness”
that emerge when an attitude of care is brought into play and previously
“private” needs, motives, desires, and so0 on are made accessible to moral
communication. (p. 104).

While Nancy Fmapphudshmhabib’seffa%notwallowdtl\erom\etwom
ofmpomibllitywpnvaﬂmdtoaeekmysthatboth)mﬁcemdweanboth
informmdpncﬁce,sheis,inﬂna\doamwdthawenhablvsinmﬁond
areinmofﬂ\eldndofunpaﬂﬁcsemeextmdedtoinﬁmmmhmobmmd\e
uctthatinpoliﬁcallife,thekindofcanthatisextendedlsnottheumeulnsin
intimate and personal relationships. It is not the individual to whom that care is
extended but the collectivity. Without allowing herself to slip totally away from a
mmfaﬂwoﬂu,huadﬁfuﬂwanphﬁshmﬂ-pdiwmmm
mspodﬁmprlvwmmeddcdm,bmmhﬂuwmm\e
mﬁmﬂs&dﬁﬂmd}hbawWh&MMugomwaymm
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both slide quietly to one of the two poles.
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It is not just people favouring a sense of responsibility to otherness who sense the
importance of maintaining some form of productive tension between justice and
care. While he is often savaged for his resolute modernism and his seeming
commitment to universalized conditions for emancipatory action, Jiirgen Habermas
also upholds the contention that communicative action is only possible when a sense
of the responsibility for action and themponsibilitytootluneumboﬂ\presmtin
the discursive situation. While Habermas does place final emphasis on action, he is
careful to maintain that each participant in communication must open themselves to
the claims and criticisms of all others. Communicative action demands hermeneutic
willingness. It demands that participants not jump to consensus but gradually
ad\ieveitthroughtheslowprocessofmutualunderstmding.ltistme,uwme
relates, that “Habermas has sometimes not been sufficiently sensitive to the
blindness generated by his metanarrative of modernity” (p. 140). But, to claim he has
nosensiuvityatalltoﬂ\eissueolare,orﬁ\athemmpletelyabmdmutl\emkof
ummboﬂ\mdmpmibmtyfaamwdmﬁwdepicﬁmdmdamy
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paralyze action.



The notion of radical democracy, promulgated by theorists like Emnesto Laclau
and Chantal Mouffe (1985) displays a similar concern for the tension at the heart of
dialogical action. Laclau and Mouffe speak of this tension in the following terms:

Every radical democratic politics should avoid the two extremes represented

byﬂ\emtnﬂnﬂmmymafﬂuldedﬂtymﬂ\epmiﬁmtpr@mﬂ

reformists withou t a project. This moment of tension, of openness, which
gives the social its essentially incomplete and precarious character, is what
every project for radical democracy should set out to institutionalize. (p. 190)

very proj al democracy necessarily includes, as we have said, the
socialist dimension—that is to say, the abolition of capitalist relations of
ammingnnd-umyﬂﬂedﬁfmtdimmdsﬁugb,ﬂg
multiplication of antagonisms and the construction of a plurality of spaces
witﬂnwhidiﬂwymﬂﬁmmﬁdves:nddevdopmﬂ\emdimﬂn
mmﬂ&epomuﬁwﬂutﬂ\edﬁfﬁmtmmuﬂﬂ\edm:idﬂof
achieved. (p. 192)

ﬁndkﬂdenmacyimpﬂamapslmmﬂ\edivuﬂtyﬂfarmdmﬂm
and forms of resistance in contemporary soclety. It is committed to action but insists
that it must be formulated in the very difficult circumstances of open and inclusive
m&suﬂ,lmﬂmhﬂeeﬂﬁcﬂmhﬁhﬂgm&mﬁcﬂﬁm
Postmodernism is deeply challenging for critical adult education. It
dern es critical adult education’s comfortable links to the meta-narratives of
mndpﬁmuﬂithﬂsﬂﬂmitmlg:mmmnﬂnmmhmﬁlﬁﬂm




oouugeousforebears.ﬂ\emknowistoleammorefullyhowtopersistinthis
terrible terrain.

Critical Adult Education in Postmodern Times

Jameson's impassioned plea for us to develop new cognitive maps of our world
seemsdiscordmtinamhextofviolameanddapair.mthethickofﬂ\eﬁghtw
pruetveu\efewremaitﬁngforﬁﬁcaﬁomprotecﬁngthe frightened encampments of
ourculmre,itishardtoseetheuseofdevelopingmwwayﬂowudoffﬂ\emy
a,evmmaeobscun,oﬁmaginingourmym.mu\a,ourimp\nnism
moﬂtooldundhabimalwaysofsmggling.tocloceolﬂoﬂ\eneedfornkingany
additional risks, and, so armed, to battle to the bitter end.

Butevenifweweretoadmitﬂ\evalidityof)m'sconw\ﬁm,mdagxumt
we must reconstitute how we view ourselves and our worid in postmodern times,
oouldwepouiblynkeu\emtmdperhapsmtpdnhdmpmdadmoudedge
dmweanmlongerrdyonﬂ\ehardmdglhmingbgicdimmmulmm
hdpmfamﬂuemwmpo?hceduﬂththemyo‘chmpnquked.ﬁud
withd\eduguofculmraldauucﬁm,anweadudtmtﬂ\esmhwmp
pam\odemitymusmowmmpmhﬂ\evedammdduwmndudhl
democracy?
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of modernity, there is a sense in which critical adult education has always resisted
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mmnﬂﬂm\ﬂmddhmmdncﬁm,nfopenmmdre:dvedme
variegated boundaries, of the heterogeneity that prevail in a radical democracy.
Postmodernity presents us with unprecedented challenges. To survive its
hﬁnrd:mdmukegdvmngeoﬂtsoppuﬁunihﬂ,requiﬁswelemtﬂuvemgem
in entirely new ways. Critical adult education can play a positive role in this
transition. To do so, however, it must renovate its theories and practices in ways

Recallinggt&)e Pipes

Our sisters and brothers who've lived before
Together they’ve struggled, braved pain and strife

And late at night under moonless sky
Hearts grown cold with the fear of fight
Cast eyes to the east searching dawn’s first light

Please play the pipes at the break of day
Play fiddle and fife to guide our way

Today we're caught in another war
We slesp in the day with the TV on

How can we gather together o fight?
The basis for struggle seems lost in this night

We're blind 10 the advance of the war machines

hora



Our fear of the morning is needed again

Sisters and brothers recall your pain

To the horizon we once again must cast our eyes
And wait for the dawn that will see us rise.
And wait for the dawn that will see us rise.

Chorus (repeat)



REFERENCES

Abrams, Meyer H. (1953). The Mirror and the Lamp: Romantic Theory and the Critical
Tradition. New York: Oxford University Press.

Abrams, Meyer H. (1981). A Glossary of Literary Terms. 4th. ed. New York: Holt,

Adams, Frank (1975). Unearthing Seeds of Fire: The Idea of Highlander. Winston-Salem,
N.C.: ].F. Blair.

Allman, Paula (1968). “Gramsdi, Freire, and Illich: Their Contributions to Education
for Socialism.” In Tom Lovett (ed.), Radical Approaches to Adult Education: A

Anderson, Benedict (1983). Imagined Communities: Reflections on the Origin and Spread

Apple, Michael (1982). Power and ldeology. London: Routledge & Kegan Paul.

Apple, Michael (1990). Ideology and Curriculum (2nd Ed.). New York: Routledge.
Education of Adults, 1850-1930.” In Tom Lovett (ed.) Radical Approaches to Adult
Feminism as Critique, pp. 110-127. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press.
Feminist Praxis.” Studies in the Education of Adults. 24, 1, pp. 1-25.

E.RJ. Owen and R.B. Sutcliffe (eds.), Studies in the Theory of Imperialism. London:

Baudrillard, Jean (1981). “Beyond Use Value.” In C. Levin (Trans.), Critique of the
Foss, In ﬂ:ﬁua]tﬁﬂlﬁ!mﬁﬁﬂsmﬁzﬂdﬁmﬂwm

Baudrillard, Jean (1983a). Simuletions. New York: Semiotex

o).

261



Baudrillard, Jean (1990). Seduction. Montreal: New World Perspectives.

Baudrillard, Jean (1991). “La guerre de Golfe n'a pas eu lieu.” Liberation, Wedn dnesday,
29 March.

Bauman, Zygmunt (1991). Modernil mbivalence. Cambridge: Polity Press.

Bauman, Zygmunt (1992). Intimations a[ Pmﬁnaigrmfy London: Routiedge.

Bell, Daniel (1973). The Coming of Post-Industrial Society. New York: Basic Books.

Bell, Daniel (1976). Cultural Contradictions of Capitalism. London: Heine

Benhabib, Seyla (1986). “The Generalized and the Concrete Other: TheKohlbagé
Gilligan Controversy and Feminist Theory.” Praxis International, 5, pp. 402-24.

Berman, Marshall (1982). All That is Solid Melts into Air: The Experience of Modernity.
New Yark. Sim md Sdmstu

Bogard, Wﬂﬁm(lﬂ) ﬁodobyinﬂneAhamedﬂeSo&nl HESlEﬂﬁmof
Baudrillard for Contemporary Thought.” Philosophy and Social Criticism, 13,3, pp.
27-242.

Boothby, Richard (1991). Death and Desire: Psychosnalytic Theory in Lacan’s Return to
Freud. New York: Routledge.

Bourdieu, Pierre (1984). Distinction: A Social Critique of the Judgement of Taste.

Bowers, C.A. (1983). “The Linguisitic Roots of Cultural Invasion in Paulo Freire’s
Pedagogy.” Tescher's College Record, 84, 4, 935-953.

Bowles, Samuel and Herbert Gintis (1976). Schooling in Capitalist Americs. New York:

Basic Books.
Brewer, Anthony (1990). Marxist Theories of Imperialism: A Critical Survey, Second

Brookfield, Stephen (1989). “The Epistemc ogy of Adult Education in the United
States and Great Britain: A Cross-C '“Andydshlmymght(d.).m'y
and Practice in the Study of Adult Education: The Episte ol Debate. London:

m
mmmuw«mwmm-hmwm
War.” In Jane Thompeon (ed.) Adult Educstion for  Chenge. London: '
Buchwaltner, B. (1984). “Introduction.” In J. mm&,mwmq
the Age. mmm
cmmmcmmﬂwwm.summm




263

Biirger, Christa (1992). “Modernity as Postmodernity: Jean-Francois Lyotard.” In S.
Lash and . Friedman (eds) Modernity and Ientity, pp. 73-93. Oxford: Blackwell.

Burkitt, Ian (1991). Social Selves: Theories of the Social Formation of Personality. Special
Issue of Current Sociology, 39,3, 1991.

Butler, Judith (1992). “Contingent Foundations: Feminism and the Question of
Postmodernism.” In Judith Butler and Joan Scott (eds.) Feminists Theorize the
Political. New York: Routledge.

Byrne, David (1984). Road to Nowhere (cassette recording). London: Warner Bros
Music.

Carnoy, Martin and Henry Levin (1985). Schooling and Work in the Democratic State.
Stanford, Cal.: Stanford University Press.

Carnoy, Martin and Carlos Alberto Torres (1990). “Education and Social
Transformation in Nicaragua 1979-1989.” In Martin Carnoy and Joel Samoff
(eds.), Education and Social Transition in the Third World. Princeton, New Jersey:
Princeton University Press.

Carr, William and Steven Kemmis (1986). Becoming Critical. London: Falmer.

Chen, Kuan-Hsing (1987). “The Masses and the Media: Baudrillard’s Implosive
Postmodernism.” Theory, Culture and Society, 4, pp. 71-88.

Chen, Kuan-Hsing (1991). “Post-Mandsm: Between/Beyond Critical
and Cultural Studies.” Media, Culture and Society, 13, pp. 35-51.

Coady, Moses (1967). Masters of their Own Destiny. New York: Harper and Row.

Collard, Sue and Michael Law (1969). “The Limits of Perspective Transformation: A
Critique of Mezirow’s Theory.” Adult Education Quarterly, 39,2, pp. 99-107.

Collins, Denis (1977). Paulo Freire: His Life, His Work, His Thought. New York: Paulist
Press.

Collins, Michael (1972). “The Mechanics’ Institutes—Education for the Wroking
Man?” Adult Education: Journal of Research and Theory, 333, pp. 3747.

m,m(lm.mpmmscmdmmmm
mmyuammmm'muuuumm Research Conference
Procesdings. Tempe: Arizona State University.

Collins, Michael (1988). ~Self-directed Learning or an Emancipatory Practice of
Adult Education: medeﬂM”hhMﬂmﬂ
Adult Education Research Conference Procesdings. Calgary, Alberta: University of
Calgary.

Collins, Michael (1991). Aduit Educetion as Vocation: A Critical Role for the Adult
Educstor. London: Routiedge.




264

Connelly, Brian (1989). “A Critical Overview of the Soclology of Adult Education.”
International Journal of Lifelong Education, 11,1, pp. 235-257.

Corrigan, Phillip and Sayer, Derek (1965). The Grest Arch: English State Formation as

Cox, Kevin (1989). “The Politics of Turf and the Question of Class.” In Jennifer
Wolch and Michael Dear (eds.), The Power of Geography: How Territory Shapes
Social Life. Boston: Unwin Hyman.

Debord, G. (1990). Comments on the society of the spectacle. (Trans. Malcolm
London: Verso.

De Landa, Manuel (1962). “Policing the Spectrum.” Zone 1/2.

Deleuze, Gilles (1983). Nietzsche and Philosphy. London: Athlone Press.

Deleuze, Gilles and Guattari, Félix (1977). Anti-Oedipus: Capitalism and Schizophrenia.
Trans. R Hurley, M. Seem, and HR. Lane. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota
Press.

Der Derian, James (1990). “The (S)pace of International Relations: Simulation,
Surveillance, and Speed.” International Studies Quarterly, 34, 3, pp. 295-310

Derrida, Jacques (1970). Writing and Difference. London: Routledge and Kegan Paul.

Deutsche, R. (1991). “Boys Town.” Environment and Planning, Society and Space, 9, 1,
PP 14-40.

W,M(IM).WNMWMMM
Postmodernism.” In L. Nicholson (ed.), Feminism/Postmodernism. New York:
Routiedge.

Duchen, Claire (1986). Feminism in France: From May ‘68 to Mitterand. London:
Routledge and Kegan Paul.

Durkheim, Emile (1965). The Elementary Forms of Religious Life. New York:

Dyer, Richard (1982). Stars. London: BFI.

Dyer, Richard (1966). Hasvenly Bodies: Film Stars and Society. London: BF1.

WTm(lm).MMMM.WMQﬂ
Minnesota Press.
Class.” Radical Americs, 11, 2, pp. 6-31.

Elas, Norbert (1982). Siste Formation and Civilization: The Civilizing Process. Volume 2.
Oxford: Basil Blackwell.

Elias, Norbert (1983). The Court Society. Oxford: Basil Blackwell.
London: Routiedge & Kegan Paul. '

Imrie).




28
Fabian, Stephen (1992). Space-time of the Bororo of Brazil. Gainsville, Florida: Florida

Fawcett, Brian (1986). Cambodis: A Book for People Who Find Television Too Slow.
Vancouver, B.C.: Talonbooks.

Flwcett,nﬁm (1991). Unusual Circumstances, Interesting Times. Vancouver, B.C.: New

Eathsm. Mike (1991). Consumer Culture and Postmodernism. London: Sage.

Featherstone, Mike (1988) “In Pursuit of the Postmodern,” Theory, Culture and
Society, 5, pp- 2-3.

PathﬂiEPh(l’SBI)i Gmnsei‘s Pdma:l Thought; Hegemony, Consciousness, and the

Fary Lu:demnut.Ahh(l%S) Frmdlmqthe&ﬂis. An Emym
Antikumanism. Trans. M. Cattani. Amherst: The University of Mass. Press.

Mﬂm.im(lmmlﬁmmmnmw?’ In Sylvia
mmmmungfmw

Fbg Mathias (1992). “Can Critical Theory Save Adult Education from

tmodernism.” The Canadian Journal for the Study of Adult Education, V,

(Wing',pp 133-144

M]dm(im) Understanding Popular Culture. London: Routiedge.

mm&um The Dialectic of Sex. New York: Bantam.

Flax, Jane (1990). “Postmodernisn mmmmwnm InL
Nicholson (ed.), Feminism

Flghh: Hﬂ!ﬂc(lﬁs) demghsmmm Halmsta

mmuﬁs)hﬁmﬁCMAﬂde_ﬂyhﬂeApd
*:;::;mum The Archeology of Knowiledge and the Discourse on Langwage.
Nﬂi!ﬂkm




Foucault, Michel (1980). Power/Knowledge: Selected Interviews and Other Writings, 1972-
Foucault, Michael (1980). The History of Sexuality. Volume 1: An Introduction. New
Yntk. Vintage Books.

Fﬂiﬁt‘; pp lﬂr—iﬁ. New Yﬁk. New Yark Univshty Press.

Foucault, Michel (1988). “ﬁieMukedPlﬁhcplw In L. Kritzman (ed) Michel
Foucault: Politics, Culllm! Interviews and Other Writings 1977-1984, pp.
October 25, 1982.” In L. Martin, H. Gutman, and P. Hutton, Technologies of the Self.

Fraser, Nancy (1986). “Toward a Discourse Ethic of Solidarity.” Praxis International,
5, PP mis

mrﬂm-hmwﬁlsm)mumm London: Falmer.
Fraser, Nancy and Nicholson, Linda (1990). ﬁdCﬁﬁdmﬁﬂmey-
An Encounter Between Feminism and Postmodernism.” In Linda Nicholson
(ed.), Feminism/Postmodernism. New York: Routledge.
Preire, Paulo (1972). Pedagogy of the Oppressed. Nuvnmmm
Freire, Paulo (1973). Education for Critical Consciousness . New York: Seabury Press.
Freire, Paulo (1965). The Politics of Education: Culture, Power, and Liberation. South
Freire, Paulo and Ira Shor (1967). A Padagogy for Liberation. South Hadley, Mass.:




Gell, Alfred (1992). The Anthropology of Time: Cultural Constructions of Temporal Maps
and Images. Berg, Providence: Oxford Press.

Geras, Norman (1987). “Post-Marxism?” New Left Review, 163.

Gibson, William (1984). Neuromancer. NewYork: Ace Books.

Gibmn, Willhm (1935) Count Zero. New Yark; Aﬂ Books.

Gﬂl!gm,Ciml(lﬂ) Iupvﬁerem\’mcz' sych if
Dmelapmmt CamtrldgeHmnrﬂUxﬁvssityPﬁsa

| deuwy

Giroux (ed.), Teachers as Intellectuals: Toward a Critical Pedagogy of Learning.
Granby, Mass.: Bergin and Garvey.

Giroux, Henry (1992). Border Crossings: Cultural Workers and the Politics of Educstion.
New York: Routiedge.

acism: Towards a Critical Pedagogy of Representation.” Cultural Studies, 7, 1,
pp-1-27.

Giroux, Henry and Aronowitz, Stanley (1991). Postmodern Education: Politics, Culture,
wmmuiMdCdmmﬁa“ hilosophy #

Criticism, 12, 1, pp. 51-69.

Giroux, Henry and Trend, David (1992). “Cultural Workers, Pedagogy and the
Politics of Difference: Beyond Cultural Conservatism.” Cultural Studies, 6, 1, pp-
51:72,

EMSerNY ER!CGnrhg!minAdthdm

Graham, Julie (1992). “Anti-Eseent d rminatl Response o
Dick Peet.” Antipode, 24,2, pp- 141-155.

Gramsed, Antondo (1971). mmhmm Trans. Q. Hoare and G.
N. Smith (eds). New York: International Publishers.

Griffin, Colin (1968). wmawmnmm
mmmmmmmmmd
Lesds.




268

Griffin, Colin (1989). “Cultural Studies, Critical Theory and Adult Education.” In
Barry Bright (ed.), Theory and Practice in the Study of Adult Education: The
Epistemological Debate. London: Routledge, pp. 121-140.

Griffith, William (1991). “The Impact of Intellectual Leadership.” In Alan Knox (ed),
Adult Education: Evolution and Achievements in a Developing Field of Study. San
Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Gupta, Akhil and Ferguson, James (1992). “Beyond ‘Culture’: Space, Identity, and
the Politics of Difference.” Cultural Anthropology 7, 1. pp. 6-23.

Habermas, Jiirgen (1970). Toward & Rational Society: Student Protest, Science, and
Politics. Trans. ]. Shapiro. Boston: Beacon Press.

Habermas, Jiirgen (1971). Knowledge and Human Interests. Trans. J. Shapiro. Boston:
Beacon Press.

Habermas, Jiirgen (1975). Legitimation Crisis. Trans. Thomas McCarthy. Boston:
Beacon Press.

Habermas, Jiirgen (1981). “Modemity Versus Post Modernity.” The New German
Critique, 22, pp. 3-14.

Habermas, Jiirgen (1963). “Modemnity—An Incomplete Project.” In Hal Foster (ed)

" ne Anti-Aesthetic: Ecsays on Postmodern Culture. Seattle: Bay Fress, pp. 3-15.

Habermas, Jilrgen (1986). Autonomy and Solidarity: Interviews. Ed. P. Dews. London:
Verso.

Habermas, Jiirgen (1987). The Philosophical Discourse of Modernity. Trans. F. Lawrence.
Cambridge: MIT Press.

Habermas, Jiirgen (1984). The Theory of Communicative Action, Volume One: Reason and
the Rationalization of Society. Trans. Thomas McCarthy. Boston: Beacon Press.

Habermas, Jiirgen (1987a). The Theory of Communicative Action, Volume Two: Lifeworld
and System. Trans. Thomas McCarthy. Boston: Beacon Press.

Habermas Jiirgen (1990). Moral Consciousness and Communicative Acti.n. Trans.
Christian Lenhardt and Shierry Weber Nicholsen. Cambridge, Mass.: The MIT
Press.

Hall, Stuart (1997). “Brave New World.” Socialist Review,

Hall, Stuart (1992). “Cultural Studies and its Thec.: ucal Legacies.” In Lawrence
Grossberg, Cary Nelson, and Paula Treichler (eds) Cultural Studies. New York:
Routledge, pp. 277-294.

Haraway, Donna (1991). Simians, Cyborgs, and Women: The Reinvention of Nature. New

York: Routledge.



Harrop, Sylvia, Ed. (1987). Oxford and Working-Class Education. Nottingham:
Department of Adult Education: University of Nottingham.

Hart, Joseph (1926). Light from the North: The Danish Folk High Schools—Their
Meanings for America. New York: Henry Holt.

Hart, Mechthild (1984). “Toward a Theory of Collective Learning.” Dissertation
Abstracts International. (University Microforms No. 84-17, 176).

Hart, Mechthild (1985). “Thematization of Power, the Search for Common Interests,
and Self-Reflection: Towards a Comprehensive Concept of Emancipatory
Education.” International Journal of Lifelong Education, 4,2, pp. 119-134.

Hart, Mechthild (1990). “Critical Theory and Beyond: Further Perspectives on
Emancipatory Education.” Adult Education Quarterly, 40, pp. 125-138.

Hart, Mechthild (1992). Working and Educating for Life: Feminist and International
Perspectives on Adult Education. London: Routledge.

Harvey, David (1989). The Condition of Postmodernity. Cambridge: Blackwell.

Hawkings, Stephen (1988). A Brief History of Time: From the Big Bang to Black Holes.

Hearn, Frank (1985). Resson and the Rationalization of Society. New York: Routledge

Hebdige, Dick (1979). Subculture: the meaning of style. London: Routledge.

Hebdige, Dick (1988). Hiding in the Light. London: Routledge.

Hegel, G.W.F. (1968). Hegel's Lectures on the History of Philosophy. Volume IIl. New

hooks, bell (1990). Yearning: Race, Gender, and Cultural Politics. Toronto: Between the

Horkheimer, Max and Adorno, Thordore (1972). The Dialectic of the Enlightenment.

Hutcheon, I inda (1988). The Poetics of Postmodernism: History, Theory, Fiction. New

Huyssen, Andreas (1984). “Mapping the Postmodern.” New German Critique, 33, pp
5-52.

Irzik, Sibel (1990) Deconstruction and the Politics of Criticism. New York: Garland

Jameson, Fredric (1979). “Reification and Utopia in Mass Culture.” Social Text, 1.




Jameson, Fredric (1990). Late Marxism: Adorno, or, The Persistence of the Diasectic.

Jameson, Fredric (1991). Postmodernism, or, The Cultural Logic of Late Capitalism.
Durham: Duke University P.ess.

Jameson, Fredrick (1988) The Ideologies of Theory: Essays, 1971-1986, Vol. 2.
Minneapolis: University of Minnisota Press.

Jay, Martin (1984). Marxism and Totality. Betkely: University of California Press.

Jencks, Charles (1977). The Language of Post-Modern Architecture. London:

Jenkins, Henry (1992). Textual Poachers: Television Fans and Participatory Culture. New

Jhally, Sut (1989). The political economy of culture. In lan Angus and Sut Jhally
(eds.), Cultural politics in contemporary America. New York: Routledge.

Johnson, Richard (1968). “Really Lseful Knowledge’ 1790-1850: Memorier. for
Education in the 1980s.” In Tom Lovett (ed.) Radical Approaches to Adult Education:

Kaplan, E. Ann (1987). Rocking Around the Clock: Music Television, Postmodernism and

Keddie, Nel (1980). “Adult Education: An Ideology of the Individual.” In Jane
Thompson, (ed.), Adult Education for 8 Change. London: Hutchinson.

Kellner, Douglas (1989). jean Baudrillard: From Marxism to Postmodernism and Beyond.

Kellner, Douglas (1990). Television and the crisis of dem

Kidd, J.R. (1973). How Adults Learn. (2nd. ed.) Chicago: Follett.

Kiziltan, Mustafa, William Bain, and Anita Cafiizares (1990). “Postmodern
Conditions: Rethinking Public Education.” Educations! Theory, 40, 3, pp. 351-369.

Knowies, Malcolm (1977). A History of the Adult Education Movement in the United

Knowles, Malcolm (1980). The Modern Practice of Adult Education: From Pedagogy to




P4

Kristeva, Julia (1981). “Women Can Never Be Defined.” In New French Feminisms, ed.
Elaine Marks and Isabelle de Courtivron. New York: Shocken Books.

Kuhn, Annette, ed. (1990). Alien Zone: Cultural Theory and Contemporary Science Fiction
Cinema. London: Verso.

Kulich, Jindra (1984). “Grundtvig: Education for Life.” Learning, 4,1, pp. 19-21.

Laclau, Ernesto (1990). New Reflections on the Revolution of our Time. London: Verso.

Laclau, Ernesto (1988). “Postmodernism and the limits of modernity.” In A. Ross
(ed.), Universal Abandon? The Politics of Postmodernism. Minneapolis: University of
Minnisota Press, pp. 63-82.

Ladlau, Ernesto and Mouffe, Chantal (1985). Hegemony and Socialist Strategy. London:
Verso.

Ladau, Emesto and Mouffe, Chantal (1987). “Post-Marxism Without Apologies.”
New Left Review, 166.

Larrain, J. (1989). Theories of development: Capitalism, colonialism and dependency.
Cambridge, England: Polity. ’

Lefebvre, Harvey (1991). The Production of Spece. Cambridge, MA: Blackwell.

Lash, Scott (1990). Sociology of Postmodernism. London: Routledge.

Blackwell.

Lather, Patti (1991). “Deconstructing/Deconstructive Inquiry: The Politics of
Knowing and Being Known.” Educational Theory, 41, 2, pp. 153-173.

Lather, Patti (1991a). Getting Smart: Feminist Research and Pedagogy with/in the
Postmodern. New York: Routledge.

Le Corbusier (1929). The City of Tomorrow and its Planning. London.

Lenin, V.1 (1950). “Imperialism, the Highest Stage of Capitalism.” In Selected Works,

Levin, Charles (1991). “Baudrillard, Critical Theory, and Psychoanalysis.” In Arther
and Marilousie Kroker (eds.), eology and Power in the Age of Lenin in Ruins.
Montreal: New World Perspectives.

Little, David (1991). “Critical Adult Education: A Response to Contemporary Social
Crisis.” The Canadian Journal for the Study of Adult Education, V, (Winter), pp. 1-20.

Lotz, Jim & Welton, Michael (1987). “Knowledge for the Peopie’: The Origins and
Development of the Antigonish Movement.” In Michael Welton (ed.), Knowladge
for the People: The Struggle for Adult Losrning in English-Spesking Canada, 1828-1973.
Toronto: OISE Press.




Lovett, Tom (1988). “Community Education and Community Action.” In Tom Lovett
(ed.), Radical Approaches to Adult Education: A Reader. London: Routledge.

Lovett, Tom (1988a). “Introduction.” In Tom Lovett (ed.), Radical Approaches to Adult
Education: A Reader. London: Routiedge.

Lund, Ragnar and Harry Ohlsson (1949). “Adult Education in Sweden.” In Ragnar
Lund (ed.), Adult Education in Scandenavia. Westport, Conn,: Greenwood Press.

Lyotard, Jean-Francois (1984a). Driftworks. New York: Semiotext(e).

Lyotard, Jean-Francois (1984). The Postmodern Condition: A Report on Knowledge.
Minneapolis: University of Minnisota Press.

MacDonald, Eleanor (1991). “The Trouble with Subjects: Feminism, Marxism and the
Questions of Poststructuralism.” Studies in Political Economy, 35, Summer, 1991.

Macey, David (1988). Lacan in Contexts. London: Verso.

Mackie, R., Ed. (1981). Literacy and Revolution: The Pedagogy of Paulo Freire. New York:
Continuum.

Mandel, Ernest (1975). Late Capitalism. London: New Left Books.

Marcuse, Herbert (1964). One Dimensional Man. Boston: Beacon Press.

Marx, Karl (1963). The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte. New York.

Marx, Karl (1967). The Communist Manifesto. London: Penguin Books.

Marx, Karl (1977). Capital, Vol. 1, 2, & 3. Trans. Ben Fowkes. New York: Vintage
Books.

McCarthy, Thomas (1990). “The Critique of Impure Reason: Foucoult and the
Frankfurt School.” Political Theory, 18,3, pp. 437-465.

McClaren, Peter (1993). “Multiculturalism and the Postmodern Critique: Towards a
Pedagogy of Resistance and Transformation.” Cultural Studies, 7, 1, pp. 118-146.

Mcdlroy, John (1990). “Border Country: Raymond Williams in Adult Education. Part
1.” Studies in the Education of Adults, 22,2, pp. 129-166.

Mcllroy, John (1991). “Border Country: Raymond Williams in Adult Education. Part
11" Studies in the Education of Adults, 23,1, pp. 1-23.

Mdliroy, John and Bruce Spencer (1989). “Waves in British Workers’ Education.”
Convergence, 22, 2/ 3, pp. 3345.

McLaren, Peter and Tomas Tadeu da Silva (1993). “Knowledge Under Siege: The
Brazilian Debate.” In Peter McLaren and Peter Leonard (eds.), Paulo Freire: A
Criti.sl Encounter. London: Routiedge.

London: Routiedge.




McRobbie, Angela (1989). “Postmodernism and Popular Culture.” In Lisa
Appignanesi (ed.), Postmodernism: ICA Documents. London: Free Association

am, unningham, Phyllis, Eds. (1989). Handbook of Adult and

Cantmuiug Eduﬂtian Sm Francisco: Jossey Bass.

fezirow, Jack (1978). “Persp=ctive Transformation.” Adult Education, 28, 2, pp. 100-
110.

Mezirow, Jack (1981). “A Critical Theory of Adult Learning and Education.” Adult
Education Quarterly, 32, pp. 3-24.

Mezirow, Jack (1985). “Concept and Action in Adult Education.” Adult Education
Quarterly, 35, 3, pp. 142-151.

Mezirow, Jack (1989). “Transformation Theory and Social Action: A response to
Collard and Law.” Adult Education Quarterly, 393, pp. 169-175.

Mezirow, Jack (1991). Transformative Dimensions of Adult Learning. San Francisco:

Mohanty, Chandra Talpade (1991). “Introduction.” In Chandra Mohanty, Ann
Russo, and Lourdes Torres, Third World Women and the Politics of Feminism..
Bloomington, Ill.: Indiana University Press, pp. 1-50.

Mﬂ\mty, Chandra Talpade (1991a). “Under Western Eyes: Feminist Scholarship and

olonial Discourses.” In Chandra Mohanty, Ann Russo, and Lourdes Torres,
Third World Women and the Politics of Feminism.. Bloomington, Ill.: Indiana
University Press, pp. 51-80.
Routledge.

Morrow, RAy('lQ?'l) ‘Cﬁﬂal'l'hsty Gramsd and Cultural Studies: From

alism.” In P. Wexler (ed.), CﬂhﬂlMNw

lmdm.rl?ihsﬁln.
Mouffe, Chantal (1992). "Citﬂsulﬂpmd?dmﬁlldmﬁty ' October, 61, pp. 28-32

Nicholson, Carol (1969). “Postma sm, Feminism, and Education: The Need for
Soﬂduity Educational Theory, ss,s;nw—ms
istopher (1991). Deconstruction: Theory and Practice (Rev. od.). London:

E’ tedge.
Norris, Christopher (1991a). “The ‘End of Ideology’ Revisited: The Gulf War,

mdldpdlﬂf Fhm;-ihdcm 17 1, E.Ho.

Alny NY“ﬁﬂNachdeﬁYakﬁm




274

Pannu, Raj (1968). “Adult Education, Economy, and State in Canada.” The Alberta
Journal of Educational Research, 34, 3, pp. 232-245.

Paterson, RW.K. (1989). “Philosophy and Adult Education.” In Barry Bright (ed.),
Theory and Practice in the Study of Adult Education: The Epistemological Debate.

Paulston, R. (1980). Other Dreams, Other Schools: Folk Schools in Social and Ethnic
Movements. Pittsburg, Pa: University of Pittsburg Press.

Pee(. Rkhnrd (1992). “Some Critical Questions for Anti-Essentialism.” Antipode, 24,2,

Du.rham Duke University Frﬂ;

Pentland, H. Clare (1981). Labour and Capital in Canada 1650-1860. Toronto: James

Peters, Michael (1989). “Techno-Science, Rationality, and the University: Lyotard on
the ‘Postmodern Condition’.” Educational Theory, 39, 2, pp. 93-105.

Plumb, Donovan (1989). “The Significance of Jilrgen Habermas for the Pedagogy of
Paulo Freire and the Practice of Adult Education.” Unpublished Master’s Thesis.
Saskatoon, Saskatchewan: University of Saskatchewan.
Domination and Resistance in Modern and Postmodern Times.” Proceedings of the
12th Annual Conference of the Canadian Association for the Study of Adult Education.
Ottawa, Ontario: University of Ottawa.
Education.” 33rd Annual Adult Education Research Conference Proceedings. State
College, Pennsylvania: Pennsylvania State University.

Rabinow, Paul, ed. (1984). Foucault Reader. New York: Pantheon Books.

Rndw:y, ]anie (1932) W Culture and lh Critics: The mk—d—ﬂusbimth

Cuhulsudn NewYak.Rmthd;
Education: The Workers’ Educational Association in Ontario, 1917-1951." In
Michael Welton (ed.), Knowiledge for the People. Toronto: OISE Press.

Ray, Lﬁyﬂﬂ) *Foucault, Critical Theory and the Decomposition of the Historical

Subject.” Philosophy and Saciel Criticiem, 13, pp. 69-110.
Resnick, Stephen (1992). “Raply 10 Richard Pest.” Antipode, 24,2, pp. 131-140.




Rockhill, K. (1985). “Ideological Solidification of Liberalism in University Adult
Education: Confrontation Over Workers’ Education in the USA.” In R. Taylor, K.
Rockhill, and R. Fieldhouse, (eds.), University Adult Education in England and the

Rorty, Richard (1979). Philosphy and the Mirror of Nature. Princeton: Princeton
University Press.

Rorty, Richard (1985). “Habermas and Lyotard on Postmodernity.” In R. Bernstein
(Ed.), Habermas and Modernity. Cambridge, Mass.: Beacon Press, pp. 161-175.

Rose, Amy (1991). “Preparing for Veterans: Higher Education and the Efforts to
Accredit the Learning of World War 11 Servicemen and Women.” Adult Education
Quarterly, 42, 1, pp. 30-45.

Rose, Margaret (1991). The Post-Modern and the Post-Industrial. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Rosenau, Pauline Marie (1992). Postmodernism and the Social Sciences: Insights, Inrosds,
and Intrusions. Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Royle, Edward (1971). “Mechanics Institutes and the Working Classes, 1840-1860.”

The Historical Journal, 14,2, pp. 305-321.

Rowden, Dorothy, Ed. (1934). Handbook of Adult Education in the United States. New

Rubenson, Kjell (1969). “The Sociology of Adult Education.” In S. Merriam and P.
Cunningham (eds.), Handbook of Adult and Continuing Education. San Francisco:

Rushdie, Salman (1991). Imaginary Homelands. London: Granta.

Said, Edward (1978). Orientalism. New York: Vintage Books.

Sausure, Ferdinand (1974). Course in General Linguistics. London: Fontana.

Sayer, Derek (Ed.) (1989). Readings from Karl Marx. London: Routledge.

Schied, Pred (1993). Learning in a Social Context: Workers and Adult Educstion in

Schmelzer, Georg (1978). Adult Education in the German Democratic Republic. Berlin:
Sociology 1, 3, pp- 301-321.




276

 Studies, 6,2, pp . 232-247.

Selman, Gordon and Dampier, Paul (1991). The Foundations of Adult Education in

Canada. Toronto: Thompson Educational Publishing.

Shapiro, Michael, ed. (1984). Language and Politics. New York: New York University
Press.

Shapiro, Michael (1990). “Strategic Discourse/Discursive Strategy: The
R:plaﬂmﬂnn of ‘Security Policy’ in the Video Age.” International Studies

Quarterly, 34, 3, pp. 327-340.

kaer Roy, (1984). Educating the Workers? A History of the Workers' Education
Association in New Zealand. Palmerston North, New Zealand: Dunmore Press.

Simon, Brian, Ed. (1990). The Search for Enlightenment: The Working Class and Adult
Education in the Twentieth Century. Leicester, England: National Institute of Adult

and Continuing Education.

Simon, Brian (1990). “The Struggle for Hegemony, 1920-1926.” ’ In Brian Simon,
(ed.), The Search for Enlightenment: The Working Class and Adult Education in the

Twentieth Century. Leicester, England: National Institute of Adult and Continuing
Smith, Paul (lﬂ)i Discerning the Subject. Minneapolis, University of Minnesota
Theory. London: Verso.
Storper, Michael and Allen Scott (1989). “The Geographical Foundations and Soclal

Regulation of Flexible Production Complexes.” In Jennifer Wolch and Michael
Dear (eds.), The Power of Geography: How Territory Shapes Social Life. Boston:
Unwin Hyman.

Strong, Tracy (1984). “Language and Nihilism: Nietzsche's Critique of
Epistemology.” In M. Shapiro (ed) Language and Politics. New York: New York
University Press.

Mmum Towards & History of Adult Education in Americs. London:
The Radicsl Tradition. London: Pelican.

ggliﬁ Ehvid(l??‘l) “Divide and Conquer: Popular Culture and Social Control in
‘apitalism.” Media, Culture and Society, 13, pp. 9-13.




Thompson, Jane (1980). “Adult Education and the Disadvantaged.” In Jane
Thompson (ed.), Adult Educstion for a Change. London: Hutchinson.

Thornton, Robert (1980). Space, Time, and Culture Among the Iraqw of Tanzania. New
York: Academic Press.

Titmus, C. J. (1967). Adult Educstion in France. Oxford: Pergamon.

Timm:, C ] (lg?) fodang Education for Adults: An International Handbook. Oxford,

Turim, Maureen (1991). “Cinemas of Modernity and Postmodernity.” In Ingeborg
Hoesterey (ed.), Zeitgeist in Babel: The Postmodernist Controversy. Bloomingon, In.:
Indiana University Press.

Turner, Graham (1990). British Cultural Studies: An Introduction. Boston: Unwin
Hyman.

Usher, Robin (1989). “Locating Experience in Language: Towards a Poststructuralist
Theory of Experience.” Adult Education Quarterly, 40, 1, pp. 23-32.

VmDenAbbede Gmg(lggi) Cmnumty:tlmeEnds Minneapolis: Univeristy

Virilio, P. (1964). War :ndf Cinema. London: Verso.

Walzer, Michael (1990). “The Communitarian Critique of Liberalism.” Political
Theory, 18, pp. 6-23.

Warren, Scott (1964). The Emergence of Dialectical Theory: Philosophy and Politicsl
Inquiry. Chicago: The University of Chicago Press.

Weed, Elizabeth (1989). Coming to Terms: Feminism, Theory, Politics. New York,
Routledge.

Wellmer, Albrecht (1985). “Reason, Utopia, and the Dialectic of Enlighttenment.” In
Richard Bemnstein (ed.), Hebermas and Modernity. Cambridge, Mass.: The MIT
Press.

Welton, Michael, Ed. (1967). Knowiadge for the People.. Toronto: OISE Press.

Wdlm.!ﬂdnd(i‘!?l) ’m\gﬂﬁﬁnﬁehmmﬁlihﬂm:
Education in Saskatchewan, 1944-45.” In Michael Welton (ed.) Kna pledge for the
People.. Tmﬁﬂﬁmpp 151-169.

Welton, Michael (1987b). “‘Vivisecting the Nightingale’: Reflections on Adult
Education as an Object of Swudy.” Studies in the Education of Aduits, 19, 1, pp. 46-
68.




Welton, Michael (1991). “Dangerous Knowledge: Canadian Worker’s Education in
the Decades of Discord.” Studies in the Education of Adults. 23, 1, pp. 24-40.

Welton, Michae! (1991a). “Shaking the Foundations: The Critical Tumn in Adult
Education Theory.” The Canadian Journal for the Study of Adult Education, V,
(Winter), pp. 21-42.

Wernick, Andrew (1991). “Promotional Culture.” In Arthur and Marilouise Kroker
(eds.), Ideology and Power in the Age of Lenin in Ruins. Montreal: New World
Perspectives.

Wernick, Andrew (1991). “Sign and Commodity: Aspects of Cultural Dynamics of
Advanced Capitalism.” In Arthur and Marilouise Kroker (eds.), Ideology and
Power in the Age of Lenin in Ruins. Montreal: New World Perspectives.

West, Cornell and Anders Stephanson (1988). “Interview with Cornel West.” In
Andrew Ross, ed., Universal Abendon? The Politics of Postmodernism. Minneapolis:
University of Minnesota Press.

West, Cornell (1992). “The Postmodern Crisis of Black Intellectuals.” In Lawrence
Grossberg, Cary Nelson, and Paula Treichler (eds) Cultural Studies. New York:
Routiedge, pp. 689-705.

Westwood, Sally (1980). “Adult Education and the Sociology of Education: An
Exploration.” In Jane Thompson (ed.), Adult Education for 8 Change. London:
Hutchingson.

Westwood, Sally (1992). “Power/Knowledge: The Politics of Transformative
Research.” Studies in the Education of Adults, 24, z,pp 191-198.

White, Stephen (1988). The Recent Work of Jiirgen Habermas : Reason, Justice, and
Modenmy Cambridge, Mass.: Cambridge University Press.

te, Stephen (1991). Political Theory and Postmodernism. Cambridge: Cambridge
Unlvenityl’m&

Williams, Raymond (1976). Keywords. London: Fontana.

Williams, Raymond (1989). “The Future of Cultural Studies.” ’ In Raymond Williams
The Politics of Modernism: W&NQW.MVm

Wilson, Arthur (1992). “Science and the professionalization of American Adult
Education, 1934-1989: A Study of Knowledge Development in the Adult
Bducation Handbooks.” In the Procesdings of the 33rd Annual Adult Education
Research Conference (pp. 260-267). Seskatoon: University of Saskatchewan.

Whitelock, Darek (1974). The Grast Tradition: A History of Adult Education in Austrelia.

amwmdwm




779

Wolin, Richard (1990). The Politics of Being: The Political Thought of Martin Heidegger,
1927-1966. New York: Columbia University Press.



