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Human history as the history of the freedom of men and women could be
summarised as the history of inequality and the struggle against inequal-
ity. In this struggle, education has a major role.

To Claude Pantillon (1938-1980), ~
Master and friend.
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PETER L. McLAREN

Foreword

BEYOND HUMANISTIC EDUCATION: A DISCUSSION WITH
MOACIR GADOTTI

Moacir Gadotti is one of Brazil’s most important philosophers
of education and educational activists. Director of the Paulo Freire
Institute in Sao Paulo, and a close colleague of Paulo Freire, Profes-
sor Gadotti also teaches at the University of Sao Paulo, specializing
in Philosophy of Education and History of Pedagogical Ideas. He was
Chief of Cabinet under Paulo Freire, during the time that Freire
served as Secretary of Education of the City of Sao Paulo. Professor
Gadotti also worked as the general coordinator of MOVA-SP (Liter-
acy Movement of the City of Sdo Paulo}. Currently, he is regional di-
rector of ICEA (International Community Education Association) in
Latin America. He has published numerous books, including the re-
cent Reading Paulo Freire: His Life and Work. Moacir Gadotti is one
of the best known and respected educators in Brazil. He has pub-
lished articles and books in Japanese, French, Italian, Spanish, Eng-
lish, German and Swedish.

While the following dialogue was completed through corre-
spondence, it first began at the University of Sio Paulo, in Brazil, in
1994 during a visit sponsored by Movimento Boneco, a radical stu-
dent group which had brought me to Florianopolis to teach a course
at the University of Santa Catarina. Later, members of Movimento
Boneco arranged for me to lecture in Porto Alegre, to visit Paulo Freire
and to deliver several lectures in Sdo Paulo. During this time, [ was
pleased to find myself again in the wonderful company of Moacir
Gadotti, whom I had the opportunity to meet previously in Portugal
and Malaysia. [ was anxious to discuss with Professor Gadotti his
new book, the translation of which I had recently read with great in-
terest. In this book, Professor Gadotti develops an extremely innov-
ative educational proposal, the axes of which include the critical

ix



X Foreword

training of educators and the construction of popular public
schooling or citizen schools within an integrative-dialectical educa-
tional perspective. What is especially significant about Gadotti’s book
is its tremendous erudition with respect to philosophical analyses as
well as social theoretical and concrete concerns. For North American
educators who are largely unfamiliar with the writings of Marx,
Hegel, Feuerbach, Lefebvre, Gramsci, Dewey, Marcuse, Poulantzas
and other important thinkers, Gadotti’s book will serve as an indis-
pensible introduction to the critical education tradition.

One of the problems with working in colleges of education
throughout North America is that prospective teachers and graduate
students—through no fault of their own—are rarely ever provided
with courses that engage the history of dialectical thought, neo-
Marxist approaches to social and educational change, and the criti-
calist tradition in social theory. Fortunately, we have in Gadotti’s
writings an important challenge to the current content of our grad-
uate programs in education. Gadotti’s work makes no claims to have
solved the problems of educational or social reform in the context of
Brazil or elsewhere, and that is part of its dialectical strength. While
Gadotti offers us a praxis without guarantees, he also offers us a pro-
found challenge to rethink the Marxist problematic in our contem-
porary postmodernist juncture. Such a rethinking will prove to
rcinvigorate current North American struggles for liberation, espe-
cially in its reminder that we must not only become critically con-
scious agents of change, but we must also be able to organize
collectively in order to be able to organically transform our public
educational institutions. The following conversation touches upon
some of the themes and issues explored by Gadotti throughout the
pages of this book.

McLAReN: I have found your work to be invigorating and ex-
citing. It has much to say to North American educators, and partic-
ularly educators in the United States. I'm delighted that your work
is now appearing more often in English. Your current projects are par-
ticularly important, specifically your Pedagogy of Praxis. Why Ped-
agogy of Praxis? Is it not better to call your pedagogy a “Pedagogy of
Dialogue,” following in the tradition of the pedagogy of Paulo Freire?

GADOTTI: It’s true. Everything began with the pedagogy of dia-
logue. Let’s begin with a discussion about dialogue and then it will
become clear why I've chosen to call my pedagogy a pedagogy of
praxis. Dialogue is a practice as old as education. However, it only
began to take on greater importance as a central educational idea
with the “new school” movement [progressivism] toward the end of
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the last century. The theoreticians behind this movement took an-
tiauthoritarian positions, opposing the traditional school which was
supported by a conception of education centered on the authority of
the teacher. The so-called “new schoolists” attempted to find more
democratic relationships inside a free, creative and spontaneous
school where there was no fear of freedom. The development of the
public school and educational sciences—especially psychology and
sociology—brought a new understanding of the child, and of the re-
lationship between education and society. These developments of di-
alogue contributed enormously to the spread of theories.

MCcLAREN: Can you share some of the main themes of your Ped-
agogy of Praxis in terms of the way it both critiques and extends the
pedagogy of dialogue?

GapoTtrr: We can see two main themes or lines in the pedagogy
of dialogue: the liberal line, based on the development of the educa-
tional sciences and on the principles of liberal democracy, and the
religious one, which came through Judaeo-Christian humanistic
philosophy and existentialism. Up to now, the idea of dialogue has
been understood as a privileged relationship between two people, as
Socrates understood it, a relationship which is reciprocal and with
equality of conditions. This is, however, an aristocratic conception of
dialogue. As such, it will sharply contradict the concrete conditions
of pedagogical praxis which is embedded in social inequality with all
kinds of barriers preventing the dialogical ideal. Since the 1960s, new
social conditions allowed the concept of dialogue to take a new form.
It became a political factor in educational relationships.

McLAREN: And now we come to the pedagogical idea of Paulo
Freire.

Gaporttr: Yes. For Paulo Freire, dialogue is not just the en-
counter of two subjects who look for the meaning of things—knowl-
edge—but an encounter which takes place in praxis—in action and
reflection—in political engagement, in the pledge for social trans-
formation. A dialogue that does not lead to transformative action is
pure verbalism. Dialogue has a clear political connotation. Freire
surpasses the somewhat mystical and ingenuous dialogical vision of
Martin Buber, and of the metaphysical conception of Georges Gus-
dorf. For Freire, the focus of dialogue is predominantly social, while
in Buber, it is basically individual. For Gusdorf, dialogue is seen as a
privileged relationship between educator and pupil, who meet as
master and disciple, and who, witnessing the truth between them-
selves, recognize themselves as human beings. Paulo Freire also dis-
tances himself from Carl Rogers. The existentialist and therapeutic
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vision of Rogers shows men and women confronting the hostility of
the world alone. The initial aims of the pedagogy of dialogue were to
establish friendly relationships between masters and disciples at
work. Now it is different. The aim of dialogue is to affect directly so-
cial relationships. Self-determining pedagogy aims at preparing for
social self-determination.

McLareN: This is very important, Moacir. I've always seen
Freire’s conception of dialogue this way, and have always attributed
it to Freire’s dialectical ethics of imagination. It is interesting to
compare Freire’s view of dialogue to that of Emmanuel Levinas or
Mikhail Bakhtin. In other words, dialogue needs to be seen as praxi-
ological and not as an equal linguistic/intersubjective exchange.
What are the determinations and overdeterminations surrounding
the logics of signification? We need to ask such questions. Dialogue
is always dialectically bound. It is always dialectically related to so-
cial, political, cultural, and gendered relations. Tell me, Moacir,
what are some of the criticisms of the pedagogy of dialogue?

GapoTtri: The first criticisms of the pedagogy of dialogue came
from positivists, especially economists of education, who argued
that this pedagogy was too impregnated with humanistic concepts,
not scientific enough, and could not meet the demands of the edu-
cational bureaucracy. The pedagogy of dialogue does not concern it-
self with questions such as supervision or the norms and control of
the efficiency of educational systems. In fact, it would not be able to
quantify the efficiency of dialogue in the classroom. This is, how-
ever, one of its central points! Criticism of the pedagogy of dialogue
was also made from within as it analyzed its own practice, and grad-
ually renewed itself as it came up against its own limits, becoming
more dialectic than dialogical. It is a slow movement of self-renewal,
which is the result of practical engagement and not just of mere men-
tal exercises.

McLaReN: How familiar these criticisms appear to me! These
are the same kinds of criticisms that are directed at my own work,
and the work of other criticalists. When we develop our pedagogy
from a conception of the sociality of language; when we base our ped-
agogies on a dialogics that is meant to work toward the liberation of
socially, culturally and economically subjugated and peripheralised
peoples; when we ground our pedagogies not in the politics of cen-
trism nor consensus nor harmony, but in the multiple voicings of an
oppositional dialogics, when we locate communication within an
arena of race, class, and gender struggle—then it seems as though our
critics begin to mobilize in full force to denounce us as unscientific,
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as politically biased, as assuming a form of semantic and social au-
thority that must be condemned in favor of an objective approach to
pedagogy. Yes, all of this sounds all too familiar. How can we under-
stand dialogue in education today?

Gapottl: This was the question that I asked myself in 1985
when I decided to reread critically my first book, Teaching Commu-
nication, published for the first time in 1975 with an excellent pref-
ace from Georges Gusdorf. This was the third time I had asked this
question in a systematic way. First, I had done it with my preface to
Paulo Freire’s Education and Change, published in 1979, and in the
following year, with the publication of my second book, Education
and Power. When writing a preface for Paulo Freire, I attempted to
show the insufficiency of a conception of dialogue based just on unity
and reciprocity. I tried to give a dialectic interpretation to the dia-
logue, in other words, conceiving it at the same time as a unity and
an opposition. In this preface, I showed that, in a society marked by
antagonism, dialogue could represent just a romantic utopia when it
comes from the oppressed, or it could be part of a cunning trap when
part of the oppressor. The dialogue could take place inside the school,
in the classroom, or in small groups, but not in global society.

McLAREeN: I agree with you. Dialogue is too often thought of as
occurring in a charmed circle of interlocutors. Language is not just a
transparent reflection of the social, but rather refracts the social. Be-
cause language is fundamental to dialogue, it must always be seen as
being informed by a multiplicity of interests. However, for many of
our critics, we should keep on talking until meaning is stabilized and
centrally purged of all dissonance. We should, in their view, join the
universal conversation in which, as long as we avoid looking at the
extralinguistic contexts of dialogue which are connected to the cul-
tural logics of imperialism—all contradictions will be resolved and
we will all be miraculously transformed into Americans! Do you in-
tend, thus, to condemn all dialogue, or to restrict the forms that it
can take in the school?

GapoTTI: No. By this, I don’t mean to exclude all dialogue. Di-
alogue, however, cannot exclude conflict lest it be considered in-
genuous dialogue. People act dialectically. What gives strength to
dialogue between the oppressed is its bargaining force when faced by
the oppressor. It is the development of the conflict with the oppres-
sor that maintains the cohesion of the relationship between the
oppressed and the oppressor. This dialogue-conflict and contradic-
tory dimension of educative action had escaped the pioneers of the
pedagogy of dialogue. In teaching, a purely unitary vision of dialogue
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would make the essential differences between pupil and teacher dis-
appear. When these differences are not considered to be a unity in op-
position, this could result in a loss of interest and frustration on the
part of teachers who expect favorable conditions for a friendly rela-
tionship, and, instead, find an adverse reality. The result could be the
opposite—the return to an authoritarian school. Facing the failure
of dialogue, the teacher resorts to his or her authority. Conflict also
exists in pedagogical relationships. This doesn’t annul dialogue, but
rather is part and parcel of it. Therefore, it is necessary that it must
be faced and worked with.

MCcCLAREN: It seems to me that one of the goals of dialogue is to
destabilize and unsettle the operative logic of dialogue as the cre-
ation of sameness, as the smoothing over of conflict, and as the
masking of the necessity of paradox in every act of enunciation, of
camouflaging the fact that the sign is the locus of multiple conflicts
that disrupt the unitary cohesiveness of the sign community. Dia-
logue becomes exploitative when the oppressor becomes the omni-
scient narrator of other peoples’ lives, and when the oppressor tries
to seize ownership of the sign by creating and monopolizing the con-
texts and circumstances in which dialogue takes place. Can you
point out the contributions of a pedagogy of dialogue to contempo-
rary educational thought?

GapotTI: Well, when the pedagogy of dialogue posed the ques-
tion of the democratization of school relationships, many new paths
were followed. The pedagogy of dialogue contributed to the democ-
ratization of teaching when considering the democratic relationship
between teachers and pupils and the democratic relationships inside
the school itself; it exposed authoritarian relationships in the school.
This pedagogy was able to show the institutional, bureaucratic and
authoritarian relationships, the antidialogue, which predominate in
any society constituted by classes. The pedagogy of dialogue, coher-
ent with its principle, has changed with its own practice. Its initial
humanistic and philosophical roots improved when it related to eco-
nomics and politics, both necessary instruments for the comprehen-
sion of the new questions which were being posed, such as school
management and participation in school government.

McLAREN: Paulo Freire also emphasizes the problematizing
characteristic of dialogue and the relationship of educational work
to the transformation of society.

GaportTr: Of course. It is perfectly legitimate to consider the
pedagogical work of Paulo Freire as a particular manifestation of di-
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alectical thought. Paulo Freire captures this historical and political
feeling of knowledge and of educational theory, this critical and rev-
olutionary role, that Marx, in the postface to the second edition of
Capital, attributes to theory.

McLARreN: How does Pedagogy of Praxis, analyze these questions?

Gaporrr: First of all, Pedagogy of Praxis is not a book of spec-
ulations about education. It is a demonstration, the result of a lived
practice. It is the result of an intense engagement in the educational
problems of my country and other countries. It is also part of a po-
litical pedagogical itinerary, nourished by certain beliefs and by a def-
initely hopeful ethics—that is, the joy of being part of a generation
of educators who looked for new paths and who tried to open them
in discussion, and who didn’t take the easy way out.

McLAREN: One urgent educational discussion today is centered
on the relationship between technical competence and the political
compromise of the educator. Is this issue important in your work?

GapoTTl: My book was born from discussions like this. I at-
tempted not to remain in the pure and simple practical debate, but
rather to look for an explicative theory, reasons to put forward,
which could, before anything else, give me the necessary courage to
like the profession that I had chosen, to love it, so that it could nour-
ish me with the hope that, in spite of everything, it could contribute
to build a better world. I repeat that it is not a metatheory, nor is it
speculation about the phenomenon of education. It is a book about
themes which have been lived through and discussed with a large
number of educators. The pedagogy which now I call a “pedagogy of
conflict”—and which I more and more call a “pedagogy of praxis”—
reflects my current educational practice.

McLAReN: Do you think that the Marx’s ideas can inspire a ped-
agogy, even after the fall of the Berlin Wall?

GapoTttr: Pedagogy of praxis is not a pedagogy that has been in-
vented out of nothing. It already has a history. It has been inspired
by dialectics. Because of this, it is not necessary to go back to the
sources of dialectical thinking, particularly Marxism. However, I
have tried to make a nonpositivist reading of Marx. The positivist
structuralist reading of Marx characterizes Marx as a popular educa-
tor, and as a revolutionary and militant thinker. On the contrary, a
pedagogical and critical reading looks for the political educator in
him, with an ethics founded on equality between human beings. It
looks to a rigor in language, a passion, and a Utopia. I am not at-
tempting to find in Marx a reply to all contemporary problems or, on



xvi Foreword

the other hand, to totally deny his contribution. What I am at-
tempting is to understand him historically and critically. Only in
this way can he have some validity for educators today.

McLaReN: I agree with you that a pedagogy of praxis must en-
gage Marx in a fundamental way. It must continue to engage Marx
and to reinvent him for these new times we are now facing together
as agents, as educators, and as cultural workers. Now, I return to my
first question. Why do you give this book the title of Pedagogy of
Praxis!?

GADOTTL Since 1978, I have been identified with the pedagogy
of conflict, an expression which [ myself coined in the same year, re-
ferring to a pedagogy which was inspired by Marxism. Conflict is a
category that I continue to claim as essential to all pedagogy. The
role of the educator is to educate. Educating presupposes a transfor-
mation, and there is no kind of peaceful transformation. There is al-
ways conflict and rupture with something, with, for instance,
prejudices, habits, types of behaviors, and the like. In this book, I
make frequent references to the pedagogy of conflict. It continues to
be my pedagogy, the pedagogy that I try to practice, despite recog-
nizing its difficulties. We are not always willing to confront the con-
flict. We are not always willing to take on the onus of involving
ourselves with the risks that accompany our taking part. However,
it is only by taking on this risk that we can become educators. The
educator is he or she who doesn’t remain indifferent and neutral
when faced with reality. He or she tries to intervene and learn with
the changing reality. Thus, conflict is at the heart of all pedagogy.

McLAREeN: Why not give your book the title Pedagogy of Prac-
tice or Pedagogy of Conflict Why did you insist on giving it the title
Pedagogy of Praxis?

Gapotrtr: Well, I discussed the issue of the title with my col-
league at the Paulo Freire Institute, Dr. Carlos Alberto Torres, pro-
fessor at the Graduate School of Education and Information Studies
at UCLA, to keep the title as Pedagogy of Praxis, not practice. He
agreed. The notion of “praxis” in traditional Western philosophy is
more analytically complex than is the notion of practice or conflict
per se. Indeed it is more appealing for those who would like to con-
sider the relationships between theory and practice as blended to-
gether in the notion of praxis, a dialectical concept.

McLagreN: Couldn’t pedagogy of praxis be confused with peda-
gogy of action, as defended by the New School movement?

GaporTr: Yes. In fact, Praxis in Greek literally means action.
Thus, it could be considered to be a new version of the pragmatic
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pedagogy that understands praxis as a strictly utilitarian practice,
and reducing the true to the useful. However, today—and contrary to
the New School—the pedagogy of praxis evokes the radical tradition
of education. In this tradition, praxis means transformative action.
The kind of education that copies models, that wishes to reproduce
models, doesn’t stop being praxis, but is limited to a reiterative, im-
itative, and bureaucratized praxis. Quite different from this, trans-
forming praxis is essentially creative, daring, critical, and reflexive.
Pedagogy of praxis intends to be a pedagogy for transforming edu-
cation. It originates from a branch of anthropology that considers
humans to be creative beings, the subjects of history, who are trans-
formed as they transform the world.

McLARreN: Some might think that this is a pedagogy for adults.

GapoTTr: Perhaps, but, on the contrary, this is a pedagogy that
intends to take into account the transformations which children and
youth go though during their school years. It is a pedagogy which is
also appropriate for this age, which is full of conflicts, and which, be-
cause of this, is an age of fascinating transformations. As the North
American educator Matthew Lipman has shown, there is no fixed
age for philosophizing and critical thinking. Developing from an
early age the ability to think critically and autonomously, and de-
veloping one’s own ability to make decisions is the fundamental role
of education for citizenship.
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Foreword

DIALECTICS, CONFLICT, AND DIALOGUE

Pedagogy of Praxis is a book about and from a critical philoso-
phy of education. However, it is, foremost, a book about people, their
actions, and their consciousness. It is a book about education in the
stricter sense of the term as predicated by Dewey.!

Gadotti starts with the premise that human history is the prod-
uct of the struggle of women and men against inequality. This strug-
gle is presented in this book in terms of a dialectic of oppositions and
a pedagogy of consciousness. A pedagogy of praxis is nothing but a
pedagogy of consciousness.

Dialectics in this book is understood as both a method for in-
tellectual inquiry, and as the texture and dynamics underscoring the
evolving reality of human beings, culture, and society. For Gadotti—
what is influenced by the Hegelian-Marxist weltstanchuung—
dialectical development begins with the assumptions that reality
evolves from contradictions between antagonistic and nonantago-
nistic forces. It is always a dialectic of oppositions that constitute the
dynamics of transformation of reality. Culture is always the result
of the systematic accumulation of human actions and reactions.
Hence as a civilizatory artifact, culture—and, by implication, human
praxis—is always entangled with moral, ethical, spiritual, and ma-
terial premises—and, I must add—dilemmas which underscore, but
also result from, conflictive (rJevolution of any human or cultural re-
ality. Reality is, simply put, constituted through and an outcome of
historical struggles.

The Hegelian premises of “rupture, historical development,
and contradiction”? are part and parcel of any dialectical thought
about social transformation. Yet, the Marxiam philosophy of praxis,
particularly after the contribution of Antonio Gramsci,3 thinks of re-
ality as a self-evolving process which constitutes, and is constituted

XIX
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by, human beings. The dialectics of reality, both in its material and
spiritual-social bases, constitute the premises, but also prime mate-
rial of human beings’ praxis. Not surprisingly, from a dialectical ap-
proach, a central question is the education of educators, so well
articulated by Marx in his Thesis Twelve on Feuerbach.

A dialectical approach has been, for some time, quite at odds
with recent trends in academia. This is not surprising because Marx,
himself a philosopher, was very much at odds with the philosophi-
cal premises of his own time. Similarly, many of the Marxist philoso-
phers that have revisited Marx’s dialectical materialism in the
twentieth century, from Karl Kautsky to Vladimir Lenin, and Mao
Tse-tung; to the Marxist hegelianism of Vietnamese philosopher
Tran-Duc-Tao; to the Hungarian encyclopedic philosopher, Georg
Lukacs, or the German, Karl Korsch; to the Italian, Antonio Gram-
sci; to the French philosopher, Louis Althusser; or to the founders of
critical theory and the Frankfurt School, Herbert Marcuse most
prominently among them—and to some extent Claus Offe and Jiir-
gen Habermas among the contemporary scholars. All have been trail
blazers living in the uncomfortable twilight of challenging the old
philosophical gospel while remissibly playing the odds as prophets
of a new, uncharted philosophical message.

Dialectics is indeed a philosophical perception that is at odds
with the philosophical establishment.Taking stock of the introduc-
tion of Marxist philosophy in academic environments in the United
States, Wartofsky argues, “Philosophy proper was largely analytic
and linguistic in focus, and formalist in character. It was notable for
its rigor, for close attention to details and to clarity in the logic of
argument—yvirtues certainly. But it was also notably ahistorical, aso-
cial, and apractical. Insofar as it was normative, the norms were
methodological rather than substantive. That is, they were norms
concerning the right way to proceed in argument or in theory con-
struction, rather than norms concerning what was right or wrong in
content or in practice. In fact, such substantive questions were ex-
plicitly set aside as lying outside philosophy, as ‘external questions.’
In this philosophical scene, Marxism could hardly be taken as a fit
subject for philosophical study.”4

This description has changed somewhat in the last few years,
not as a result of a decisive introduction of Marxism as an alterna-
tive, but with the introduction, albeit limited, of poststructuralist
philosophies in Departments of Philosophy, including postmod-
ernism, feminism, and deconstructivism. Deconstructionism and
postmodernism, themselves, have emerged as champions of a criti-
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cism of Marxism as a dialects of enlightenment. I suspect, however,
that the changes in the last decade or so in the philosophy of educa-
tion in the United States, moving in a more ecumenical and less
analytical direction, have not been followed in the standard philo-
sophical departments. In the realm of philosophy of education, it is
also unclear what—if any—new directions are emerging. With the
vacuum of a whole generation of philosophers of education not hired
in the United States between the mid-1970s until the mid-1980s, it
is hard to figure out who in the younger generation of professors
and/or senior associate professors of philosophy of education are go-
ing to produce new departures. Pedagogy of Praxis will pose, per-
haps, old challenges to new philosophers of education.

However, Gadotti, does not seek to merely extend the Hegelian-
Marxist tradition, but to reinvent it. Having never had a “postmod-
ernist” phase in his philosophical analysis—and, more importantly,
writing from the contradictory reality of his motherland of Brazil—
Gadotti follows the footprints of educational philosophers such as
John Dewey, Paulo Freire, or Maxine Green who have tirelessly ar-
gued that the best way to honor the accomplishments of a tradition
is not to canonize but to reinvent it. The dialectical conception of ed-
ucation that Gadotti lays out with craft and imagination sets the
stage for what Gadotti calls, “an education for the future.”

Writing from Brazil, Gadotti reminds us of many “uncomfort-
able” facts obscured rather than highlighted by the passing fads of
postmodernism. Let me mention just two analytical premises that
linger in the background of contemporary debates. Gadotti will argue
that first, social classes still exist and class inequality is growing; and
second, the process of work still constitutes a basic anthropological
principle of what Existentialist philosophers called “existence” in
the world. Let us discuss both themes in reverse order.

The process of work cannot be separated from the Existence,
even when work might have become, in some areas of the planet,
a jobless work process.5 Existence would seem, to a certain extent,
to be opposed to essence. Etymologically, to exist, signifies “to be
outside of,” to emerge, to transcend the projecting outward from
the being in space and time. Kierkegaard tackles the Hegelian con-
cept of mediation or synthesis of opposites and affirms existence as
an immediation which excludes synthesis—for example—unity of
opposites—thus disputing against “the system” as a harmonic and
integrating vision of factual happening.

The leitmotiv of the Kierkegaard spirit is anguish, the vital
tone of existence. Existentialism, as a philosophical direction, can-
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not be constrained or defined easily, let alone accomplished in a few
pages. Its basic exponents—such as Kierkegaard, Heidegger, Marcel,
Jaspers, Mounier, Sartre, or Merleau Ponty, among the most signifi-
cant ones—have polemicized among themselves, and one can often
come to lose sight of the main thread joining this movement known
as “existentialism.” Yet, this notion of anguish is a foundation of sorts.

When Heidegger once again took up the Kierkegaard theme al-
most a century later, he discovered that anguish leads human beings
to experience a feeling of “self” as being there, in the world, and
abandoned. It leads him to the experience of the Dasein (being there),
as an existence estranged from its essence, or as an existence with no
apparent reason.

This provokes the birth of the anxiety or worry of daily life.
Thus, human existence, or Dasein, represents the fundamental con-
cept of the philosophy of existence. The Dasein possesses temporal-
ity as its fundamental structure. The phenomenological description
that Heidegger brought about, in search of the existential analytic of
the Dasein, establishes that the latter manifests itself as being whose
basic characteristics is to-be-in-the-world, with its corresponding ex-
istential behavior consisting in the faculty of disappropriation, an
aptitude that the human existence has in order to become engrossed
in things.

For Gadotti, this notion of Dasein is ever present in his philo-
sophical arguments, not so much in his conceptualization, which is
less prone to existentialism than to dialectics, but in the notion of
critical consciousness and the education of the future as an agonic
enterprise. It is agonic because it is built on doubt and, uncertainly,
not on objective truth and certainty. It is agonic because, while it
doubts about the premises and outcomes of instrumental action, it
still searches for a form of rationality that could guide practical and
political action, as a dialectical rationality. It is also agonic because
it relies on dialogue, and that dialogue, by its very nature, is always
risky, open-ended, and without much of an explicit curriculum. Di-
alogue is, at that same time, utopian and optimistic which could
bring to the subjects trying to establish that dialogue among them-
selves a sense of agony, uncertainty, hopelessness, tragedy, or action,
in the old Greek term of the word. However, agony, hopelessness,
and tragedy can live together with notions of hope and utopianism
in the pursuit of happiness. Dialogue, as a philosophy of existence,
rejects absolutisms and essentialisms, and becomes a social con-
struction, or a constructivist perspective in cognitive—and to some
extent social—terms, which is part and parcel of the mixed bag of di-
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chotomies that human actions always embody, namely doubt and
certainty, common sense and science, and philosophy and ideology.
Praxis is, then, the natural state of human beings who attempt
to be self-reflective about their own actions. It is a life world that, in
the words of Maxine Green, can be characterized as a world of “un-
met needs and broken promises.”¢ A pedagogy of praxis for Moacir
Gadotti embodies, but goes beyond, a pedagogy of conflict or a ped-
agogy of dialogue. It is a pedagogy of hope and action together.
Maxine Green wrote a few years ago about praxis. She wrote
celebrating the philosophical contributions of the Third World to the
notion of a “passionate” pluralism expanding the multicultural
community. As a sharp and sensible intellectual receptive to the
multiple faces of pluralism, and a good observer and frequent visitor
to New York classrooms, Green had been observing for years the vi-
tal presence of the Third World’s “faceless faces” in the United
States. Thus, recent immigrant groups are always associated in her
analysis with the social construction of “faceless faces” of groups
and traditions such as African-American, Native-Americans, Lati-
nos, and Latinas, and Asian-Americans whom, not being recent im-
migrants into this country, had nevertheless been cossified and
reificated, exploited by a colonial policy and a colonial mentality.
Many, if not most of them, have fallen by the wayside of the Amer-
ican dream.
Taking the notion of Third World as an existentialist rather than
a geographical analytical, sociological, or normative category, Green
is looking at—and dreaming of—post-Colonial philosophies. Through
her philosophical quest, she reached out to the post-Colonial philoso-
phies emerging in the post-Colonial countries, underscoring the
philosophical work of individuals, scholars of color, and women who
have been struggling to shake off the Colonial yoke from their own
as well as our mentalities—the most insidious and difficult yoke to
exorcise. Green speaks of praxis as an attempt to build humanity
from the concrete conditions of our existence. She speaks with a
voice that, while original, resonates with Dewey’s voice of building
a public as a foundation of democracy. She speaks of building com-
munity, pluralism, and multiculturalism, starting from the Ameri-
can Dassein rather from a canonical project or hypothetical essence.
With her graceful, poetic tone, Green says, “In the presence of
an increasingly potent Third World, against the sounds of increas-
ingly eloquent post-Colonial (and, now, posttotalitarian) voices, we
cannot longer talk in terms of seamless totalities under the rubrics
like ‘free world,” ‘free market,’ ‘equality,” or even ‘democracy.’ Like
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the ‘wreckage in the mid-Atlantic,” the ‘faceless faces,” and the ‘un-
natural silences,’ the lacks and deprivations must be made aspects of
our plurality as well as of our cultural identity.””

These words could be applied in toto to Gadotti’s project of nav-
igating the history of Western philosophy and speaking of the “face-
less faces” and the silent voices. Perhaps one could argue that
Gadotti did not capture the experience of all “faceless faces” and did
not listen to all the silent voices. One could also argue that Gadotti
doesn’t have enough familiarity with the powerful contributions of
feminism, particularly in the industrial advanced world, or that he
is just nibbling at the margins of powerful theoretical currents such
as postmodernism, deconstructionism, or the linguistic turn. Per-
haps one could argue that, in his philosophical journey, Gadotti has
neglected many contributions from several perspectives, and that his
work should be revisited critically and, perhaps, reinvented.

Following the tradition of dialogue that he practices in his own
life, Gadotti will welcome a critical engagement with his work, not
as a rhetorical plot or an authoritative device, but as an authentic dis-
position to learn, and to engage passionately in the discourse of rea-
son as a discourse of love. Let me relate a personal experience.

In August 1994, Moacir Gadotti presented a new book with Jose
Eustaquio Romao on school autonomy? at the Federal University of
Juiz de Fora in Minas Gerais, Brazil. I was invited to participate in
a batepapo (a polemic dialogue) with Gadotti and the then vice
provost of the university, José Eustaquio Ramio. Even in the context
of the exquisite diplomatic scholarly exchanges which take place in
Brazil—particularly among friends who might disagree but still love
each other—I challenged his and Romao’s perspectives, as philo-
sophical libertarianism. I argued that for my taste, their open-ended
position on school autonomy resembled too much the movement for
vouchers in the United States. [ argued that, while cherishing the no-
tion of school autonomy, I was very worried that their position gave
arguments to whither away the state and, with it, the traditional so-
cial contract of the Great Society—as limited and incomplete as it
might have been in the experience of liberal-democracies-in-process
in Latin America. I insisted that we cannot construct the public and
the public sphere without the role of a democratic state. I challenged
that, in the end, their proposal could justify a neoliberal policy, re-
stricting equalizing actions by state intervention, and leaving edu-
cation to the random rule of the market and privatization.

We agreed and disagreed before six hundred teachers who were
very concerned with the new proposals for school autonomy in
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Brazil. The gist of these proposals are discussed philosophically in
the chapter 7 of this book. Toward the end of my intervention, I re-
minded Romao and Gadotti that Kant equated the principle of au-
tonomy with free will, but that his “citizenship theory was grounded
in the primacy of the practical politics of universal social obligations
and rights.”® Gadotti was ecstatic and thrilled with the statement,
and, for more than a year, we have been discussing the political im-
plications of Kant’s aphorism.

Needless to say, our conversation continued throughout the
whole day. The visit of foreign scholars to Brazil always entails a long
list of activities. For instance, on that day, the three of us participated
in four different academic activities, with the last public lecture fin-
ishing around 11:00. At that time—and in perfect Brazilian fashion—
we regrouped for dinner with Jose Eustaquio Romaio, Nailé Romao,
and Gadotti. Amid appetizing Brazilian dishes and a good Brazilian
wine, we argued back and forth about Kant’s maxim and their posi-
tions until early morning. Indeed, Gadotti welcomes engaging criti-
cisms of his work, and he would love to receive feed-back on this, his
second book in English.

Gadotti’s philosophical project is very close to Freire’s philo-
sophical understanding. For Paulo Freire, philosophy takes a reflex-
ive, even critical, role in order to accompany pedagogical action.
Gadotti joins Freire, as well as a host of theologians and philosophers
of liberation from Latin America and elsewhere, arguing—exactly
in the existential band that Maxine Green has invited us to locate
ourselves—that the role of philosophical reflection also acquires a
very precise dimension, that of bringing together the elements for
the constitution of an anthropology—specifically, a political anthro-
pology. This political anthropology explains to us how humanity is
in the process of humanization, a problem that the educators must
deal with and which leads to their own development, and again poses
the question of the education of the educator.10

Let us not forget that Freire reserves for education the role of
helping man to reflect on his ontological vocation as subject.
Granted, this formulation reflects Paulo’s historically embedded sex-
ist language, and yet, properly deconstructed, there is a meaningful
message. This ontological vocation of human beings as subjects and
not objects of history continues to be a central dilemma of education.
This is so because philosophy, science, and ideology cannot be disas-
sociated so easily as following a set of standards of differentiation.

From critical modernist positions, reinforced by the postmod-
ernist storm, it has always been very difficult to establish clear nor-
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mative foundations for social action, differentiating what is science,
what is philosophy, and what is ideology. The classical example
within perspectives employing dialectics has been the argument
about the primacy of class in social transformation, showing the lim-
itations of seemingly clear-cut philosophical perspectives. Seeking
to establish the premises for human liberation, orthodox Marxists
have basically argued that, because the basic contradiction in capi-
talism is between capital and labor, the working class was the class
to liberate all classes. However, orthodox Marxists did not take ad-
vantage of the strongly methodological indication of Marx and En-
gels that “The concrete is concrete because it is the synthesis of
multiple determinations, hence unity in diversity.”!! Hence, ortho-
dox Marxism could not theoretically include and act upon the fact
that Michael Apple has noticed, while discussing the work of Basil
Bernstein, that class itself is—and always was—increasingly be-
coming gendered and raced. Thus, Apple reminds us that “we can-
not marginalize race and gender as constitutive categories in any
cultural analysis. If there is indeed basic cultural forms and orienta-
tions that are specifically gendered and raced, and have their own
partly autonomous histories, then we need to integrate theories of
patriarchal and racial forms into the very core of our attempt to com-
prehend what is being reproduced and changed. At the very least, a
theory that allows for the contradictions within and among these dy-
namics would be essential. Of course, this is one of the multiple ar-
eas where neo-Gramscian and some poststructuralist positions that
have not become cynically depoliticized intersect.”12

Despite debates about self-evolving narratives, multiple voices,
and multiple rationalities, Gadotti still accepts the classical view that
all ideology is a compromised thought. Ideology accompanies struc-
ture in order to sustain or modify it, and interacts in the educational
project of each epoch. Freire said—pardon the sexist language again—
and Gadotti will indeed endorse that! “Because he admires the world
and therefore objectifies it, because he grasps and comprehends real-
ity and transforms it in his action-reflection, man is a being of praxis.
Even more so, man is praxis . . . His ontological vocation, which he
ought to existentiate, is that of a subject who operates on and trans-
forms the world. Subjugated to concrete conditions that transform
him into an object, man will be sacrificing his fundamental voca-
tion. . . . Nobody is if he prevents others from being.”13

The best way to summarize Gadotti’s views in this book is to
simply say that a pedagogy of praxis will work to avoid that one per-
son could prevent others from being.
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MOACIR GADOTTI'S RESPONSE TO CARLOS ALBERTO
TORRES’S FOREWORD TO HIS BOOK, PEDAGOGY OF PRAXIS,
TRANSLATED BY PILAR O’ CADIZ

Sdo Paulo, 20 April 1995
Dear Carlos:

Last night I received the foreword you wrote to the book Peda-
gogy of Praxis and would like to thank you for the careful analy-
sis you make, highlighting, in a critical and not a laudatory
manner, central points of the text.

I am also pleased with your foreword because it will cer-
tainly awaken curiosity for the book and, at the same time, in-
stigate a critical dialogue. Essentially, what you practice with
this preface is a dialogical-dialectic method of a pedagogy of
praxis. I liked that.

Because you instigate dialogue and request “suggestions
for change and improvement,” I feel comfortable making two
comments.

First, you justifiably refer to my limited familiarity with
feminist contributions. I agree with you. Just one explanation:
in the book I carry out a kind of history of dialectic thought as
it relates to education. Now, dialectic philosophy is as histori-
cal as any other philosophy, and, within that history, themes
such as gender and race have only recently been incorporated
{as they have even within my own history). It is precisely for
this reason that I conclude the book with the question of social-
cultural diversity—a chapter which could be considered post-
Marxist, for Marx never had an explicit concern for the
problems of gender or race, limited as he was by the data, in-
formation, and knowledge available to him at the time.

Second, I use the expression “social-cultural diversity”
precisely with the intent of gathering, within a single expres-
sion, the notions of “class-gender-race.” But I agree with you
that, on several occasions, [ have been betrayed by my own use
of sexist language, language from which I have moved away in
my latest texts, an effort which translates into a new practice
of the pedagogy of praxis. However, it is a fact that I did not pre-
sent, as I should have, the contributions of Apple, Giroux,
McLaren, and others whom I am currently reading incorporat-
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ing their rich discussion intoc my own analysis. Yet, at this
point, I only cite their works in my bibliography.

As you plainly see, within the Marxist tradition, we al-
ways privilege the analyses of class struggle. In Third World
countries, where social classes are more apparent, the gender
and race issues that are so present in the First World are also ex-
plained economically. They become more obvious in a context
in which inequalities are less severe. Yet, you are absolutely
correct. As you point out, such an evolution is particularly no-
table in the work of Paulo Freire as well. Compare his early
work with his more recent writings.

I very much like your reference to the work we did to-
gether in Juiz de Fora, which demonstrates that we—including
you, Romio, Walter, Francisco, and others—are not mere acad-
emics, and that we actually practice the pedagogy of praxis. We
do not merely write about it.

The issue of neoliberalism and the school for citizenship
(Escola Cidada) has been continually debated among us. Today
we have absolute certainty that the project for the escola cidadd
has nothing to do with the neoliberal or social-democratic con-
ception, but has everything to do with an emergent neosocial-
ist conception. There exists a neoliberal conception/realization
and a neosocialist conception/realization of the relationship be-
tween education and the State. It is with the latter conception
that we align ourselves, and for which we desire to contribute
from our realm of action which is education.

Your analysis in Juiz de Fora helped us to move forward.
Romaio is preparing a text on the differences from our proposal
and neoliberalism. We are elaborating on notions such as “au-
tonomy” and “parceria” (partnership] between the State and
civil society, from a neosocialist vision, within an era of the ad-
vancement of social movements and the reorganization of the
society. We are placing our stake with autonomy without di-
vesting the State of its obligations. The problem is to ade-
quately equalize the political direction of State agencies
responsible for education and the autonomy of schools, a pat-
tern being followed by various popular municipalities, and
something which we attempted to do while in the muni-
cipal government of Sdo Paulo, which is to say that it is not
merely a theoretical question, but a practical one. It means that
Lenin was right: “Theory should be a guide for action and
not dogma.”
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I think that, in that regard, you could say that I have
sought to be more didactic-prescriptive, and not so much ana-
lytical, but sought to maintain at all times a concern for the
pedagogic. That is why in chapter 3, I make a critical analysis
of the so called “critical pedagogy” that often gets lost in ver-
balism, leaving praxis aside. Now, pedagogy is essentially a so-
cial practice, and therefore political-ideological. In this chapter,
I attempted to accentuate the leadership role on the part of the
school and the teacher against nondirective pedagogies. But I
also attempted to point out immediately the evolution of the
concepts and practices of those pedagogies, which I consider to
be perfectly adaptable to a dialectic conceptualization of edu-
cation in the Marxist sense or a neosocialist conception. I did
not economize in my own practice. I even went so far as to re-
late my own lived experience of pedagogic self-direction when
I was undergoing my doctorate studies at the University of
Geneva in Switzerland.

As a proposal for practice, I signal the emergence of the es-
cola cidadd within the neosocialist view of education. The ob-
jective of that school is the democratization of power within
the school and the formation of an intellectually autonomous
citizen, a participative citizen who is as qualified for social life
as for the life of work. School should not merely transmit knowl-
edge, but also preoccupy itself with the global formation of stu-
dents from within a vision in which the act of knowing and
intervening come together in reality. That is why the escola
cidadd defended here is conceived as a space for cultural pro-
duction, and local culture as a point of departure—incorporating
the culture of the community and responding adequately to the
question of racial, sexual, and cultural diversity of its students—
it should be both national and international in its point of arrival.
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PAULO FREIRE

Preface

I met Moacir Gadotti in the 1970s in Geneva. I was in exile,
wandering around the world as the special consultant for the World
Council of Churches—finding my experiences at this time in Peda-
gogy of Hope—and Gadotti was writing his doctoral dissertation at
the University of Geneva. We had weekly meetings in my office,
where we talked openly and took part in a critical dialogue on some
of the themes which he examines with such lucidity in this book,
his best so far.

Pedagogy of Praxis is not a book by someone who is hiding ei-
ther himself or something else. Instead, it is written by someone who
risks being uncovered and, in so doing, explains the reasons why
events and truths are covered up. It is also a book in which a worried
philosopher lives within a shrewd and attentive historian. There is
dichotomy between the thinker who deeply reflects and the historian
who locates the object in space and time. Historian and philosopher
work together without making any easy concessions which would re-
sult in the negation of one or the other. On the contrary, they take
part in a dialogue to be able to accurately illuminate the object which
attracts them and which gives itself to them to be revealed.

The discourse and the revealing and modest language with
which Gadotti constructs makes him, for me, a progressively post-
modern thinker. He is a thinker who knows that, if he has truths, he
can’t be too certain of them. The only certainty is the uncertainty
that seems to be absolutely certain.

In no way can Gadotti deny the thinker or the historian work-
ing within him, and the reader should follow him. He or she should
accept his invitation to think about the object and to situate and date
it. It is impossible to situate or date an object without understand-
ing its reason for being.

As with any other book, Pedagogy of Praxis cannot be read nor
studied without prejudices, but the taste for curiosity is not just that

xxXxi
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of the spontaneous unmethodical taste which one feels for a stronger
color or a more impressive form. It should be read with an episte-
mological curiosity-—that which moves us to look for the raison
d’étre of the object.

One of the most positive elements of this book is that it is a dar-
ing text. It has willpower. It shows its face, and it takes a stand but
doesn’t exude arrogance. It doesn’t even suggest that its position is
the only position with no other possible solutions. This displays its
postmodernity once again. Between the lines, we can find the au-
thor’s hope that its readers will take on a position as producers of the
understanding of their own text instead of simply looking at it as
something that was left for them to discover.

Finally, a word about my way of writing prefaces—which may
neither be the best nor the worst, but is my own way—is in order.

As a preface writer, I feel that my task is that of quite simply
inviting probable readers to assume their intimacy with the book,
and to promise to “rewrite” it. As I respect readers—and myself,
too—I would never invite them to hand themselves over to a book
which seemed to be a disappointment unless I told the truth. As
there would be no sense in this, in these cases I prefer to refuse.

But I loved Pedagogy of Praxis.
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Introduction

WHY PEDAGOGY OF PRAXIS

We must begin with the pedagogy of dialogue as introduced into
the history of pedagogical thought by the “new school” movement
and by the development of the educational sciences.

In fact, the development of the educational sciences—especially
psychology and sociology—toward the end of the last century brought
a new understanding of the child and the relationship between edu-
cation and society. Educational psychology showed that, despite
previous beliefs, the child is a complete human being with his or her
own needs and is very different from an adult. Children are not
miniature adults. Sociology of education introduced the concept of
the training of the human being in order to exercise democracy. It
also questioned the old theory that education is limited only to the
influence of the older generation upon the younger.

The idea of dialogue in education cannot be discussed without
mentioning the educational philosophy of the “new school” move-
ment. It had an idealistic concept of dialogue and of education itself,
of the equality of educational opportunities, and of the furtherance
of humanity through education. Phenomenology supplied the an-
thropological bases for the new pedagogical practices. See, for exam-
ple, Martin Buber (1878-1966) with his “dialogical principle” in his
work You and I (1923); and later, Georges Gusdorf (1912-} with the
phenomenology of the “master-disciple relationship” developed in
his book Why Teachers? (1963).

However, since the 1960s, the new social conditions allowed a
new concept of dialogue, assuming a more political connotation. The
idea of the neutrality of the educational action which oriented the
educational theory of the old school—and which had initially not
been questioned by the new school—became problematic for the
supporters of the new school. Among them was the Brazilian educa-
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tor Anisio Teixeira (1900-1971), who had been influenced by the
North American philosopher and educator John Dewey (1859-1952).

The pedagogy of dialogue is a historical pedagogy. As with any
other pedagogy, it is always in evolution. Its main supporters were
under the influence of the thinking of their times and of the histor-
ical conditions of their pedagogical practice. It grew during the pro-
longed period of warfare with constant upheavals which involved
almost the whole world in the first half of the twentieth century, and
at the peak of a sociohistorical movement of reaction to authoritar-
ianism. The race between catastrophe and education—foreseen at
the beginning of the century by H. G. Wells—was won by catastrophe.

In this historical context of the failure of education and of new
hopes, the concept of a pedagogy of dialogue, acquires new system-
atization with the word of Paulo Freire (1921), a major figure in this
movement. As a successor of Anisio Teixeira and the “new schoolists,”
Freire provides the best example of a renewed understanding of the
notion of dialogue in the tradition of the “new schoolists.” Since his
first works—Education as a Practice of Freedom (1967) and Peda-
gogy of the Oppressed (1970)—Freire has given dialogue a clear po-
litical character. In his work, the dialogue of the oppressed, oriented
by a critical conscience of reality, tries to surpass the conflict be-
tween the oppressed and their oppressors. He conceives dialogue
as an educator who takes the side of the oppressed. This position
is the opposite of the educator who proclaims neutrality or doesn’t
take sides.

Pedagogy of dialogue reached its most elaborate point with the
nondirective educational philosophers and with the self-determining
socialists. In this case, the aim of education is social self-determination.
The training and work of educators is part and parcel of a pedagogical
and political strategy of social transformation in which education
should be an important factor. Among the main representatives of
this perspective, are Michel Lobrot, author of Institutional Pedagogy,
who, in turn, was a disciple of Celestin Freinet {1896-1966), author
of Education through Work.

In a society marked by antagonism, dialogue could represent
just a romantic utopia when it comes from the oppressed, or it could
be part of a cunning trap when it comes from the oppressor.

The dialogue could take place inside the school, in the class-
room, in small groups, but not in global society. Within a
macroeducational vision, where pedagogical education is not
limited to school, the organization of society is also the task of



Introduction 3

the educator. In order to do this, his strategy, his method, is
much more that of disobedience, conflict, suspicion, than that
of dialogue . . . Dialogue cannot exclude conflict lest it be con-
sidered ingenuous. They act dialectically: what gives strength
to dialogue between the oppressed is its force of bargain when
faced by the oppressor. It is the development of the conflict
with the oppressor that maintains the cohesion of the relation-
ship between the oppressed and the oppressor. {Gadotti in
Freire 1979, 12-13)

This dialogue-conflict dimension of education had escaped the
pioneers of the pedagogy of dialogue. An emphasis should be placed
not just on the equality between the educator and the pupil, but also
on the differences. The first conception of dialogue overemphasized
unity and equality, devaluing the differences. What takes place in
teaching practice is that someone teaches and someone learns; that
someone provokes an act of learning, and stimulates it, witnesses it,
and soon—that is, there are different roles—and that there is also an
educational relationship in both those who educate and in those who
are learning.

We have already surpassed the phase of the mechanical impo-
sition of the teacher’s knowledge. Dialogue is definitively incorpo-
rated into the task of learning and of knowing,. In the act of knowing
and of thinking—as the Spanish philosopher Eduardo Nicol argued
in The Principles of Science {1965), there is always in a dialogical re-
lationship with the other. Knowledge must have an expression and
a communication. It is not a solitary act. In addition to the histori-
cal, gnoseological, and logical dimensions of the relationship, there
is a fourth element—namely, the dialogical dimension. This dimen-
sion indicates the social and interdisciplinary characteristics of
knowledge, going beyond the disciplinary barriers of the different
types of knowledge.

The pedagogy of dialogue, coherent with its principles has
changed with its own practice. Its initial humanistic and philosoph-
ical roots improved when it related to economics and politics, both
necessary instruments for the comprehension of the new questions
which were being posed, such as school management and participa-
tion in school government.

Beginning from the analyses of the theory-practice relationship
in the history of pedagogy, Wolfdietrich Schmied-Kowarzik tries to
show this evolution of dialogical-dialectical pedagogy from Aristotle
to Paulo Freire. He emphasizes the characteristic of dialogue, how it
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makes all relationships problematic and hence an object of critique.
He also shows the relationship of educational work with the trans-
formation of society in the work of Paulo Freire. He says that Freire
defines education as the “basically dialectic experience of the human
liberation of mankind, which can only take place together, in the
critical dialogue between educator and pupil . . . a moment of the to-
tal dialectal experience of the humanization of mankind.” {Schmied-
Kowarzik 1983, 70)

Schmied-Kowarzik demonstrates why he calls this pedagogy
dialectic, avoiding an interpretation that frequently occurs, accord-
ing to which dialectics are reduced to the logic of knowledge which
is a rigorous form of thinking or a pure philosophy of language.
Schmied-Kowarzik analyzes the differences found in this respect in
Hegel and Marx.

For both Hegel and Marx, dialectics is not just a methodical
form of thinking, but rather the actual movement of the his-
torical coming of humanity—even more than this, the move-
ment of the world in process. The basic opposition between
both, however, lies in the different values they give to the the-
ory that understands this dialectic movement. For Hegel, the
task of philosophy is just to recover for our comprehension a
posteriori a dialectic process of already complete training. Here,
one sees Hegel’s fundamentally affirmative and bourgeois char-
acteristic of dialectics. Marx, on the other hand, attributes a ba-
sically revolutionary role to the theory which understands past
history, so that it itself must be included dialectically and prac-
tically in the yet unfinished process of the training of man.
{Schmied-Kowarzik 1983, 36).

According to this conception of dialectics, it is perfectly legiti-
mate to consider the pedagogical work of Paulo Freire as a particular
manifestation of dialectical thought. Paulo Freire captures this his-
torical and political feeling of knowledge and of educational theory,
this “critical and revolutionary role” {(Marx 1980 1:17) that Marx, in
the postface to the second edition of Capital, attributes to theory.

Pedagogical theories suffer, together with practice, from certain
distortions which can completely disfigure them. Thus, the word di-
alogue can hide elements such as complacency and complicity, in
which the demands and the compromise with teaching content and
education completely disappear. The word dialogue can also be used
as a pretext for absenteeism or a negative form of domination, al-
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lurement, and seduction, with the aim of reaching a false conclusion,
a unity without tensions, or a dialogue without opposition,

The pedagogy of dialogue has made an enormous contribution
to the development of contemporary pedagogy and to the understand-
ing of the institution of school. It has demystified the natural supe-
riority of the master, and the idea of the moral superiority of some
individuals over others either because they have superior positions
or because they are more competent. In this aspect, the pedagogy of
dialogue has made a great advance in relation to the critique of bour-
geois education which was started by Marxist analysis in the second
half of the nineteenth century. However, in the twentieth century,
dialectical pedagogy has gone further than the pedagogy of dialogue.
Dialectical pedagogy has looked at the relationships of education and
society differently as it has placed the theme of power as a central
theme of pedagogy.

The question of education was never separate from the ques-
tion of power. Those who still insist that education is a technical
question are, in fact, hiding a political project behind their technical
argument. Education has always been the extension of a political
project. It is, thus, that we find it as much in Plato as in Jean-Jacques
Rousseau and John Dewey.

The relationship between education and power has accompa-
nied the development of all history of pedagogical ideas. What is new
in each period is that this relationship is seen in a different way and
provokes new questions. Education is not a process that is always re-
peated in the same way. There is a historical reading which is differ-
ent in each epoch from that which one understands and from that
which one desires of education.

Modern pedagogies—both traditional and new kinds—have
excessively centered education on the bipolar relationship between
the educator and the pupil. Even the most recent pedagogies, which
have discussed directivity and nondirectivity, have failed to escape
this reductionism.

The contributions from political science, economics, and soci-
ology have gradually enabled educational systems to be focused from
a new perspective, that of educating the educators. The school is no
longer considered to be an island of purity dreamed of by educators
who had seen education as the way of redemption for humanity. In
a world in which social, ethnic, and cultural conflicts are more and
more visible, the school cannot remain immune. Education has now
become the arena in which education itself is denounced, and the
school has become an institution in conflict like any other. The es-
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tablished powers fear the school, mainly the university, because of
its critical potential, and because of its capacity for social mobiliza-
tion. This conflict is visible today in the fact that the school, orga-
nized as an apparatus of reproduction, is rethinking society, and
uniting pedagogical and social struggles.

There is a crisis as to the goals of education, which is not
merely a reflection of the crisis of society. The crisis of education is
a result of the reeducation of educators as trained and professional
educators, in a period in which they stopped being schoolmasters to
become badly paid teachers of the masses. After learning from the
streets, educators have discovered that they had excessive confi-
dence in the school and in school reforms. Thus, they asked them-
selves about their functions within society and about the aims of
their practices. This question cannot be resumed just in knowing
whether education reproduces or can transform society. The rela-
tionship between education and power is much more complex.

Normally, when one talks about power, one immediately
thinks about political power, that

... some wish to conquer, others struggle, some resign them-
selves to it, others fear it or hate it.” (Lebrun 1981, 9) Power can
be defined as the capacity, the potency, and the virtuality of
putting an act into practice, even if it never takes place. Power
is “the name attributed to a group of relationships, which are
always bustling around everywhere throughout the social body:
pedagogical power, patriotic power, police power, the foreman’s
power, the power of the psychoanalyst, the power of the priest,
etc. etc. (Lebrun 1981, 20)

Hegel says that the history “of man” [sic] is the history of his
freedom. Agreeing with Hegel—but not with his perception of his-
tory of man and not women—we can say that the twentieth century
has represented, in this history of freedom, the century of the dis-
covery of the plot behind power, the century of attention to power
and domination. This is the century of awareness of rights, exactly
when they were most disrespected. As the last century was the cen-
tury of the natural science, this has been the century of the human
and the social sciences. It is not yet the century of the creation of
rights, just of awareness and of the defense of human rights. In this
century, power—economic power especially—has been concen-
trated more and more in the hands of fewer and fewer people, even
in the richest countries. Power has been discovered and analyzed,
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not just in its negative sense, of curtailing freedom, but also in the
sense of its possibilities and projects.

All pedagogy refers to practice and intends to be put into prac-
tice. It makes no sense without practice, as it is the science of edu-
cation. To act pedagogically is to put theory into practice par
excellence. It is to discover and elaborate instruments of social ac-
tion. In doing so, one becomes aware of the essential unity between
theory and practice. Pedagogy, as the theory of education, cannot ab-
stract itself from the intended practice. Pedagogy is, above all, a the-
ory of praxis.

In pedagogy, the practice is the horizon, the aim of the theory.
Therefore, the educationalist lives the instigating dialectic between
his or her daily life—the lived school and the projected school—
which attempts to inspire a new school. Pedagogical theory attempts
to educate individuals as a point on the horizon but never a finished
process because education is really an unending process. Educators
look forward to a new reality which doesn’t yet exist but which they
wish to create. Education is at the same time promise and project. It
is also a Utopia.






Dialectics: Conception and Method

In ancient Greece, the word dialectic expressed a specific man-
ner of argumentation which consisted of discovering the contradic-
tions which were contained in the reasoning of the opponent, thus
denying the validity of his argument and surpassing it by another
synthesis.

Socrates (479-399 B.c.) was considered to be the greatest di-
alectician of ancient Greece. Using systematic and methodical
doubt, he proceded by analysis and synthesis, elucidating the terms
of the questions in dispute, enabling truth to be born as if it were a
birth in which he—the master—were just an instigator and pro-
voker, and the disciple were the true discoverer and creator.

However, dialectics precedes Socrates.

Lao Tsé, author of the famous book Tuo to King {The Book of
Tao}, who lived seven centuries before Christ, is considered to be the
precursor of dialectics, not because he elaborated his own laws, but
because he incorporated them into his doctrine. In the form that it
has reached our own days—as the logic inherent in nature, men,

9
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knowledge, and society logic began with Zenon of Elea (340-263 B.c.)
who was well-known for his numerous paradoxes as well as his be-
lief in dialectics as a philosophy of appearances.

Another pre-Socratic philosopher who started dialectics is
Heraclitus of Ephesus (535-463 B.c.) He believed that reality was a
constant future, in which the struggle of opposites is prevalent—
cold-heat, life-death, good-bad, health-illness, each one transforming
into the other. He said that everything changes so quickly that it is
never possible to bathe twice in the same river. The second time, the
river will not be the same, and we ourselves will have changed.

In contrast to Heraclitus, Parmenides of Elea believed that
movement was an illusion and that everything was immutable.

As we can seg, the question from which dialectics originated is
that of the explanation of the movement and of the transformation
of things. In the metaphysical vision of things—to which dialectics
is opposed—the universe is presented as an “agglomeration of dis-
tinct things or entities, and though they are related to each other each
has its own exclusive individuality, which is independent of all other
things or entities.” (Prado, Jr. 1952, 1:11) Dialectics considers that all
things are in motion, and all things are related to each other.

For Plato {420-348 B.c.), dialectics were the manner in which
one ascended to the intelligible, a method of the rational deduction
of things. This dialectic movement first allowed one to pass from
multiplicity to unity and, second, to discriminate between various
ideas and not confuse them. Plato used dialectics as a research tech-
nique which was applied through the collaboration of two or more
people, who would proceed through questions and replies. Knowl-
edge should grow from this encounter as well as from collective re-
flection and the dispute, but not from isolation. This process would
have two key moments. The first consists of uniting disperse things
into a single idea, clarifying them and making them communicable.
The second consists in newly dividing the idea into its parts.

For Aristotle {385-322 B.C.}—whom Marx (1980 1:465) called
“the greatest thinker of ancient times”—dialectics were merely an
auxiliary to philosophy. He reduced it to a critical activity. It was
not, however, a method through which one would reach the truth. It
was just an appearance of the philosophy, a logic of the probable. For
Aristotle, the dialectic method did not lead to knowledge, but to dis-
pute, probability, and opinion.

Aristotle managed to conciliate Heraclitus and Parmenides
with his theory on the act and the potency. According to this theory,
changes exist, but they are just updatings of potentialities which al-



Dialectics: Conception and Method 11

ready existed but were not yet released. The pupil would be poten-
tially educated. The education of mankind would be the process
through which individuals release all their potentialities.

In the third century after Christ, with the reemergence of Pla-
tonism, the debate surrounding dialectics was also renewed. Ploti-
nus {203-259) considered it to be part of philosophy and not just a
method. However, the sense of dialectics as a method predominated
in the Middle Ages as it was classified beside rhetoric and grammar
as a liberal art—that is, a means of discerning the true from the false.

The philosophy considered to be a slave of theology by the
Church had a low opinion of dialectics, and pejoratively compared it
to sophism. In the words of Leandro Konder,

The metaphysical conception prevailed throughout history be-
cause it corresponded, in societies divided into classes, to the
interests of the dominating classes, who were always interested
in making what was working now last forever. They are always
interested in tying up values and concepts, like existing insti-
tutions, to prevent people from giving in to the temptation of
wanting to change the existing social regime. {1981, 9)

At the beginning of the Modern Age, dialectics was considered
to be useless as it was believed that Aristotle had said all that there
is to say about about logic, and that there was nothing to add. Di-
alectics would be limited to the syllogism of one kind of logic, a logic
of appearances, and there would be nothing to add. This was the
opinion of Immanuel Kant {1724-1804).

However, René Descartes (1596-1650) made his contribution
to the dialectical method. In order to reach the truth, he said, in his
Discourse of the Method, that it is necessary to proceed by analyses
and syntheses—analysis, to reach each element of the object or phe-
nomenon studied, and synthesis for the reconstitution of the whole.
As we shall see, Karl Marx (1818-1883) also suggested, in his dialec-
tic method, that we should proceed through analysis and synthesis,
respectively calling them “method of research” and a “method of
exposition.”

The dialectic conception of history, as opposed to the meta-
physical conception of the Middle Ages, began to take shape with the
Swiss social philosopher Jean-Jacques Rousseau {1712-1779). For
Rousseau, all people are born free, and only a democratic organiza-
tion of society will allow individual human beings to develop fully.
The individual is conditioned by society.
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However, it is only with Friedrich Hegel (1770-1831) that di-
alectics returned to be a central theme of philosophy. Hegel con-
ceived it as “a scientific application of conformity to the laws, which
are inherent to nature and to thought, the natural way of the deter-
minations of knowledge, things, and, in general terms, of all which
is finite.” (Lalande 1960, 227) Dialectics, according to him, is the
negative moment of all reality, that which has the possibility of not
being, of denying itself. However, for Hegel, reason is not just the un-
derstanding of reality as Kant wanted, but reality itself. The rational
is real, and the real is rational. The idea—the reason—is the world it-
self in evolution. The change of the world of ideas is the actual
change in history and in the world. Because of this, universal history
is, at the same time, the domain of the mutable, and the manifesta-
tion of reason.

Hegel arrived at the real starting from the abstract. Reason
dominated the world, and has, as its function, unification, concilia-
tion, and the maintenance of the order of the whole. This reason is
dialectics—that is, it proceeds through unity and opposition of op-
posites. Thus, Hegel takes up, again, Heraclitus’s concept of unity of
opposites.

Hegel conceived the rational process as a dialectic process in
which contradiction is not considered to be illogical and paradoxical,
but is considered to be the real engine of thought, and, at the same
time, the engine of history, as history is no more than the manifes-
tation of ideas. Thought is not considered to be a static entity. It
evolved through contradictions which have been surpassed, from
that of the thesis (affirmation) to that of the antithesis [negation),
and thence to synthesis (conciliation). A proposition (thesis) cannot
exist without opposition to another proposition (antithesis). The
first proposition will be modified in this process, and a new proposi-
tion will come about. The antithesis is contained in the thesis itself,
which is, therefore, contradictory. The conciliation existing in the
synthesis is provisional, as it, in itself, will be transformed into a
new thesis.

With Ludwig Feuerbach (1804-1872), dialectics gained a new
defender. For Feuerbach, mankind projects into heaven the dream of
justice that he can never make happen on earth—that is, the poor
man has a rich God. Therefore, God is an imaginary projection of hu-
manity which believes it has been deprived of something, thus be-
coming alienated. Therefore, to deny the existence of God is to
affirm oneself as a human being.
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MARXIST DIALECTICS

However, it was just with Marx and Friedrich Engels {1820-1895)
that dialectics acquired a philosophical (material dialectics) and sci-
entific (historical materialism} status.

Marx renewed Hegel’s idealism with materialistic realism.

In the social production of their lives, men contract determined
necessary relationships independent of their will. These are the
relationships of production which correspond to a determined
phase of the development of their productive material force.
The whole of these relationships of production form the eco-
nomic structure of society, the real base on which the legal and
political superstructure will be built and which will have de-
termined corresponding forms of social consciousness. The
means of production of material life conditions the general
process of social, political and spiritual life. It is not the con-
sciousness of man that determines his being, but, on the con-
trary, it is his social being that determines his consciousness.
{Marx and Engels 1977a, 1:301}

Hegel’s dialectics were limited to the world of the spirit. Marx
inverted this, introducing it into the material. For Marx, dialectics
explained the evolution of the material, of nature, and of mankind
itself. It is the science of the general laws of movement, both in the
external world and in human thought. This Hegelian origin of Marx-
ist thought is recognised by Lenin when he atfirms in his Philosophic
Notebooks {Lenin 1973, 1700), the Capital cannot be understood
without first having read and understood all of Hegel’s Logic.

For Marx and Engels, the principles of Hegelian dialectics are
pure laws of thought. Leonardo Konder states, “It was necessary to
avoid the dialectics of human history being analysed as if they had
absolutely nothing to do with nature, as if man did not have an irre-
ducibly natural dimension and had not begun his trajectory in na-
ture.” (1981, 9)

Marx’s dialectics is not merely a method to arrive at the truth.
It is a conception of man, society, and the realtionship between man
and the world.

In opposition to the idealistic philosophers, Marx doesn't start
off from a conceptual scheme, which is theoretically made up a pri-
ori, trying to identify the essence. Neither does he take, as a starting
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point, phenomena which are isolated in themselves, as the empiri-
cists did. He criticises both of these positions and takes a new path.
This is particularly seen in Capital. Marx is worried about un-
derstanding the process of the historical formation of the capitalist
mode of production, not as if it were a finished form of the relation-
ship between man and society, but rather as a fieri, on a becoming.
For Marx, facts in themselves do not exist differently to empiricism,
which wants to make us believe in the existence of facts which can
be examined neutrally and disconnected from the historico-
economic, psychological, and political contexts of humanity. It is
not the human consciousness, as idealism believes, nor pure reality,
as empiricism believes, but mankind itself which acts as beings in
producing itself, through its own activity and its own way of life—
that is, through the means of production of mankind’s material life.
The condition for mankind to become individuals—because each
person is not an adult but becomes one—is that of work. Mediation
between mankind and the world is made though material activity.

To Hegel, the life-process of the human brain, i.e., the process
of thinking, which, under the name “the Idea,” he even trans-
forms into an independent subject, is the demiurgos of the real
world, and the real world is only the external, phenomenal
form of “the Idea” with me, on the contrary, the ideal is noth-
ing else than the material world reflected by the human mind,
and translated into the forms of thought. (Marx 1906, 25)

What distinguished Marx and Hegel in this point is the expla-
nation of movement. Both argue the point that movement takes
place through the opposition of contrary elements—that is, through
contradiction. However, while Hegel localizes contradictory move-
ment in logic, Marx places it right inside the thing itself, in the
phenomenon, material, or thought. Mao Tse-tung (1893-1976} sum-
marized Marx’s thinking in this respect.

The material-dialectic conception understands that, in the
study of the development of a phenomenon, one should start
from its internal content and its relationships with other phe-
nomena, that is, one should consider the development of phe-
nomena as being their own necessary and internal movement.
Each phenomenon will find itself in its movement, in connec-
tion and interaction with other phenomena which surround it.
The fundamental cause of the development of phenomena is
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not external but internal: it is to be found in the contradiction
which is inside the phenomena. Inside all phenomena there are
contradictions, thus their movement and development. (Tse-
tung 1979, 32)

This, however, has nothing to do with knowing just how di-
alectics of knowledge takes place and even less to do with reducing
the dialectics of nature to pure knowledge, as Hegel, for whom the
world was no more than a succession of ideas, thought. Hegel, as
Marx said, imagined that the world was world “through the move-
ment of thought, but in reality he does no more than systematically
reconstruct and, in relation to the absolute method, use the thoughts
which have nested in the head of all men.” {Marx 1965, 104)

Here, Marx doesn’t want to deny the value and the necessity of
subjectivity in knowledge. The world is always a vision of the world,
the world reflected. However, it doesn’t have an existence just in the
idea. Its existence is real, material, and independent of the knowl-
edge of this or that man. Dialectics is not a spiritual movement that
operates inside human understanding. There is a reciprocal determi-
nation between the ideas of the human mind and the real conditions
of man's existence.

What is essential is that dialectic analysis understands the
manner in which the conditions of social existence and the dif-
ferent modalities of consciousness are reciprocally related,
linked and determined. There is no question of giving auton-
omy to one or another dimension of social reality. It is clear that
the modalities of consciousness are a part of the conditions of
social existence. (Marx 1979, 23]

Marx did not just turn Hegelian logic “upside down” (1980,
1:12). He made profound innovations, thereby proving its veracity,
and applied it to social, economic and political reality. As Henri
Lefebvre said, “the Marxist method insists, much more clearly than
previous methodologies, on an essential fact: the reality to be
reached through analysis, to be reconstituted through the exposition
(synthesis}, is always a reality in movement.” {Lefébvre 1974, 36).
Dialectics considers each object with its own characteristics, its own
future, its own contradictions. As far as dialectics is concerned, there
are no universal rules more mathematico, as Descartes {1971)
wanted, which guarantee that, after their application, we will obtain
dialectic products.
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From the Marxist point of view, dialectics focuses on “the things
and their conceptual images in their connections, chains, dynamics
and their process of genesis and aging” (Engels 1980, 58). Dialectics
considers things and phenomena not statically, but in their continu-
ous movement, and in the struggle between their contrary qualities.

Dialectic materialism doesn’t believe that material and think-
ing are isolated, unconnected principles, but rather as aspects of a
same indivisible nature. It considers that the form of ideas is as con-
crete as the form of nature and studies the more general laws of the
universe, laws which are common to all aspects of reality, from phys-
ical nature to thought, passing through living nature and society.
Materialism presupposes that the world is a material reality—nature
and society—in which man is present, and that he can get to know
it and transform it. '

While sciences have, as an objective, a limited aspect of the
real, dialectic materialism has as its objective the conception of the
world as a whole. However, dialectic materialism doesn’t separate it-
self from science as it is thanks to science that it can develop and re-
new itself.

As a dialectic conception, Marxism does not separate theory
(knowledge) from practice {action}. “Theory is not a dogma but a
guide for action.” {Lenin in Politzer 1970, 23) Practice is the real cri-
terion of the theory, as knowledge starts from practice and returns to
it dialectically. Marx expressed himself in the following way in his
Second Thesis on Feuerbach: “The question of knowing whether hu-
man thought can have an objective truth or not is not a theoretical
but rather a practical question. It is in the praxis that man should
demonstrate the truth, that is, the reality and power, the earthly
characteristics of his thinking. The dispute on the reality or nonre-
ality of his thinking isolated from praxis is a purely scholastic ques-
tion.” {(Marx-Engels 1977, 12)

Because dialectics considers things and phenomena as a unity
of contraries, in a chain of relationships, modifications, and contin-
uous movement, it oppose metaphysics. Dialectics admits rest and
the separation between the diverse aspects of the real as relative,
Only movement is absolute, as it is constant in all processes.

Starting from the simplest element of production, which is that
of goods, Marx is able to postulate general hypotheses on the dialec-
tics of man and nature, thereby accomplishing his proposal of “man’s
reflections on the forms of social life.” {(Marx 1906, 1:87) However,
as Kosik observes, “the structure of Capital is not a structure of log-
ical categories to which the reality investigated and its elaboration
may be submitted. The scientific reality analysed is that which is
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adequately expressed in the dialectic pronouncement, guided and
possible to fulfill in a determined corresponding logical structure
{Kosik 1969, 162). Going through the contradictions of the capitalist
system of production in his massive study, the categories which
form the framework of his method come to light. These categories
are understood as a unity and opposition of contraries, and they are
exhaustively exemplified: the simple versus the complex, the ho-
mogenuous versus the heterogenuous, the concrete versus the ab-
stract, the quantitative versus the qualitative, form vesus content,
essence versus phenomenon, the particular versus the general, the
individual versus the social, necessity versus freedom, possibility
versus reality, and more.

In Marx, these categories are not reduced to fixed laws of
thought but are made up by fundamental elements of the explana-
tion of the transformation of things.

Engels, in the Dialectics of Nature (1976), formulated three
general laws of nature: the first law of the conversion of quantity into
quality and vice versa; the second law of the interpenetration of op-
posites {the law of unity and of the strugggle of opposites); and the
third law of the negation of negation.

Through the first law, it can be understood that, in nature, qual-
itative variations can be obtained through quantitive variations. The
second law guarantees the unity and continuity of incessant change
in nature and in phenomena. The third law guarantees that each syn-
thesis is, in turn, the thesis of a new antithesis which indefinitely re-
produces the process.

Taking examples from the natural sciences, Engels tried to
demonstrate these general laws. However, criticisms of these classi-
fications soon came as the laws tried to reduce a philosophy of
change to fixed codes. Was Engels betrayed by Hegel’s idealistic sys-
tem, or did he fall into the trap of scientific positivism? Whatever
was the case, it is not these laws but some general principles or char-
acteristics of dialectics that are accepted today as a starting point by
many authors who, after Marx and Engels, took on the difficult task
of making more explicit what was found in them in embryonic form
{Cheptulin 1982).

THE PRINCIPLES OF DIALECTICS
I would like to talk about principles rather than about laws, as

they have much more to do with philosophical presuppositions than
with scientific laws.
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The First Principle

With the principle of totality, everything is related.

For dialectics, nature is presented as a coherent whole in which
objects and phenomena are related to each other, reciprocally condi-
tioning each other. The dialectic method takes this reciprocal action
into account and examines objects and phenomena in an attempt to
understand them in a concrete totality. “The dialectic comprehen-
sion of the totality means not just that the parts are in a relationship
of internal interaction and connection with each other and with the
whole, but also that the whole cannot be petrified in the abstraction
which is situated over the parts, seen that the whole creates itself in
the interaction of the parts.” {Kosik 1969, 42)

The basic presupposition of dialectics is that the sense of things
is not obtained from their individuality but, rather, from the total-
ity, which is, according to Kosik, first the reply to the question of
“What is reality?” {Kosik 1969, 34). This is what Engels calls “the
law of the interpenctration of opposites,” in which everything has
something to do with everything else, the law of the interaction or
universal connection—*the law of the reciprocal action of the uni-
versal connection,” as it is called by Politzer (1970, 35)

Engels included in this law the unity and struggle of opposites.
“Nothing is isolated. Isolating is a fact, a phenomenon, and to pre-
serve it by understanding in this isolation, and to deprive it of sense,
explanation and content is to artificially immobilize it, to kill it.
This is to transform nature, through metaphysical understanding,
into an accumulation of objects where some are exterior to others,
into a chaos of phenomena.” (Engels in Lefébvre 1975, 238)

The Second Principle

This is principle of movement in which everything is transformed.

Dialectics considers everything in its future. Movement is a
quality inherent to everything. Nature and society are not under-
stood as fixed entities, but in continuous transformation, never defini-
tively established, and always unfinished. The cause of this struggle
is the internal struggle. “Dialectics cannot understand totality as a
whole which is already made and formalized.” {(Kosik 1969, 49) This
is what Engels calls the “law of negation of negation,” and what
Politzer calls “the law of universal transformation and incessant de-
velopment,” which is also called “the law of negation or surpassing.”

This is the law of universal movement. As Leandro Konder
observes,
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It takes into account the fact that the general movement of re-
ality makes sense, that is to say, it is not an absurdity, it is not
exhausted in irrational, unintelligible contradictions, nor is it
lost in the eternal repetition of the conflict between theses and
antitheses, between affirmations and negations. An affirmation
necessarily engenders its negation, but the negation is not
prevalent as such: both the affirmation and the negation are re-
newed and what finally prevails is a synthesis, a negation of the
negation. (Konder 1981, 59)

Life produces death; heat can be understood only in function of
cold; and the new is born from the old.

The Third Principle

This one is that of qualitative change.

The transformation of things does not take place in a circular
process of eternal repetition, or a repetition of the old. Qualitative
changes can operate through an accumulation of quantitative ele-
ments. “The classic example is that of water: when it is being heated,
the temperature goes up progressively, an elevation which consti-
tutes a quantitative variation. But the moment comes when the tem-
perature is constant and a qualitatively different phenomenon will
take place, that of boiling.” (Foulquié 1974, 62)

This is what Engels calls “the law of the conversion of the
qualtity into qualitity or vice versa” or, according to others, “the law
of leaps.” Starting from a certain threshold of quantitative changes,
a passing from quantity to quality takes place. For example, a small
village can gradually transform into a big city.

The Fourth Principle

This is about contradiction and the unity and struggle of
Opposites.

The transformation of things is possible only because opposing
forces coexist in their own interior and simultaneously move toward
unity and opposition. It is this which is called “contradiction,” and
which is universal and inherent to all material and spiritual things.
Contradiction is the essence or the fundamental law of dialectics.

It is this fourth principle which has interested so many re-
searchers into dialectics in the twentieth century, developing what
Engels had just started. The contradictory elements coexist in a
structured reality, one not being able to exist without the other. The
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existence of the opposites is not a logical absurdity. It is founded on
reality.

Through the dynamics of the contradictions which exist in
each phenomenon or thing, each of the two contradictory aspects
tends to transform itself into its opposite, under certain conditions.
“Unity (coincidence, identity, equivalence) of the opposites is con-
ditional, temporal, transitory, relative. The struggle of opposites
which exclude each other mutually is absolute, like development
and movement.” {Lenin 1973, 344)

These principles can be applied to material elements, to human
society, and to our own knowledge. This is why dialectics can be sub-
divided into three levels, as Ernest Mandel shows.

1. Dialectics of nature, which is entirely objective, that is, in-
dependent of the existence of man’s projects, intentions, or
motivations;

2. Dialectics of history, generally objective as a starting point,
but in which men can intervene with a new project for soci-
ety, the concrete fulfillment of which is connected to objec-
tive, preexisting material conditions which are independent
of the will of men; and

3. Dialectics of knowledge, the result of a constant interaction
between the objects to be known and the action of the sub-
jects who are trying to understand them. (Mandel 1978, 116}

What are the consequences that dialectics brings for logic—that
is, for the structure and functioning of mental processes?

It seems that this question has resulted in considerable errors
in the history of Marxism, especially in the period of Stalinism,
which attempted to make a mechanical epistemological break be-
tween it calls “bourgeois science” and “proletarian science” and be-
tween formal logic and dialectic logic.

It is necessary to recognize, together with the eminent Brazil-
ian philosopher, Alvaro Vieira Pinto (1969, 72), that “formal logic is
the logic of metaphysics, as dialectic logic is the logic of dialectics,”
and it is from this that we understand both the distinctions and the
complementarity of the two kinds of logic.

The principle which fundamentally distinguishes them is that
of contradiction. While dialectic logic starts from the principle of
contradiction, formal logic starts from its opposite—that is, non-
contradiction. This is because the first conceives objects and phe-
nomena in movement, and the second conceives of them as static.
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Starting from the principle that things and phenomena are sta-
tic, a thing will always remain equal to itself {the law of identity); a
thing cannot be equal to another (the law of non-contradiction); and
it is either one thing or another (the law of the excluded third).

This type of logic is certainly valid and true—if, methodologi-
cally, we put the movement between parentheses, and if we study
the phemonena in an entirely isolated way.

If it is taken to a deeper level, formal logic doesn’t forbid di-
alectic thinking. On the contrary, it shows its possibility, it
opens up to its demands, its sphere, its trajectory: it establishes
a foundation for the necessity of this thought. Formal logic de-
fers to dialectics, through the mediation of logic. Then, this
movement is inverted, and formal logic appears just as a re-
duction of content, an elaborated abstraction, a neutral (empty,
transparent) element in every investigation. (Lefébvre 1975, 24)

Nevertheless, formal logic shows that it is capable of classify-
ing and distinguishing objects, but it is insufficent to understand
these very objects in their real, incessant movement. Because of this,
dialectics does not refuse formal logic, but includes it as an essential
part of dialectic logic.

Dialectic contradiction is a (full, concrete) inclusion of the con-
tradictory elements in each other, and, at the same time, an ac-
tive exclusion. And the dialectic method is not content just to
say that contradictions exist, as sophistry, eclectiscism and
skepticism are able to say the same thing. The dialectic method
attempts to capture the connection, unity and movement that
engender, oppose and make the contradictory elements clash,
that break them or surpass them. {(Lefebvre 1975, 238)

Marx and Engels, exemplifying the law of contradiction in so-
cial history, show the contradiction that exists between the produc-
tive forces and the relationships of production, the contradiction
between the exploiting classes and the exploited classes, the contra-
diction between the economic base and the superstructure, between
politics and ideology.

On reaching a determined phase of development, the material
productive forces of society will clash with the existing relation-
ships of production or, if not with their legal representatives,
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with the property relationships in which they have developed
up until that moment. From being forms of development of the
productive forces, these relationships will develop into obsta-
cles to them, and a period of social revolution will thus begin.
On changing the economic base, more or less quickly, the
whole superstructure which has been built on it will find itself
in a state of revolution. {Marx-Engels 1977a, 1:301}

Marx, studying the economic structure of capitalist society, con-
cludes that the basic contradiction of this society is the basic con-
tradiction between the social character of production and the private
character of property.

In addition to this general characteristic of contradiction, its
universality and the existence of a main contradiction, specific, or
particular contradictions exist inside each stage of the process of de-
velopment of each thing or phenomenon.

As Mao Tse-tung (1979, 30} points out in his study On Contra-
diction, in order to make the essence of each process appear, it is nec-
essary to bring to light the specific character of two aspects of each
one of the contradictions of this process—the main aspect and the
secondary aspect of each contradiction—in order to verify the recip-
rocal action of the opposite poles of contradiction and the action
of the whole of the contradictions which involve each contradiction
or thing.

In every process of development of a phenomenon or thing
there will always exist a main contradiction, whose existence deter-
mines the existence of others. It is also in this main contradiction
that there exists one main aspect and one aspect that is necessarily
secondary. It is the main aspect that plays the dominant role in the
contradiction.

THE DIALECTIC METHOD

These principles of dialectics did not come about a priori. They
are the result of a slow maturing of the development of modern sci-
ences. In Marx’s work, they came about only after an exhaustive
analysis of the capitalist means of production, and as the conse-
quence of a scientific analysis, as he himself states (Marx 1980, 1:84).
It was only after he finished his work, that Marx could see these prin-
ciples and categories, and demonstrate the path or method that he
had followed, and could announce and demonstrate his natural, con-
crete, nonabstract method.
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His total lack of scorn for the traditional academic way of
thinking can be scen when he didn’t announce in the preface to the
first German edition of Capital the way in which he would treat
the theme of the process of the production of capital. It was only in
the postface of the second German edition {1873), after being called
by some Comtist critics the greatest idealist philosopher, that he
succinctly presents the dialectic fundamentals of his method.

Of course the method of presentation must differ in form from
that of inquiry. The latter has to appropriate the material in de-
tail, to analyze its different forms of development, to trace out
their inner connection. Only after this work is done can the ac-
tual movement be adequately described. If this is done suc-
cessfully, if the life of the subject matter is ideally reflected as
in a mirror, then it may appear as if we had before us a mere a
priori construction. (Marx 1906, 1:25)

Marx formally distinguishes the method of exposition from the
method of research. The exposition is the consequence of a previous
piece of research of the forms of development and of the existing con-
nections between them.

Marx is the first researcher to adopt the dialectic method
formally.

On studying a determined objective reality, he methodically
analyses the contradictory aspects and elements of this reality
and considers all the antagonic notions that are at play, but
whose tenor no one is still able to discern. After having distin-
guished the contradictory aspects or elements, not neglecting
their connections, and without forgetting that he is working
with a reality, Marx finds the reality again in its unity, that is,
in the whole of its movement. (Lefebvre 1974, 34)

By research method, Marx means a detailed appropriation of
the studied reality. It is the analysis that will bring the internal rela-
tionships into evidence, with each element in itself.

Each object of analysis requires a specific approach which is de-
termined by the object itself. Each historical period has its own laws.
Because of this, the analysis that is made in philosophy cannot be au-
tomatically employed in all the other sciences. The detailed analy-
sis of a thing or phenomenon will show the particular laws that rule
the beginning, development, and end of each thing or phenomenon.
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By method of exposition, Marx understands the reconstitu-
tion, or the synthesis of the object or phenomenon under study,
as an inverse process, opposed to the first in such a way that the
reader will imagine that the author constructed it a priori. In the
exposition, the object gradually reveals itself, according to its own
peculiarities.

In relation to the form of exposition of the capitalist process of
production, Marx observes in chapter 1 of book 3 of Capital: “The
various forms of capital, as evolved in this book, thus step by step
approach the form which they assume on the surface of society, in
the action of different capitals upon one another, in competition, and
in the ordinary consciousness of the agents of production them-
selves.” (Marx 1906, 3:25)

It is through the dialectic method that the phenomenon or
thing under study presents itself to the reader in such a way that he
or she will learn about it in its totality. For this, it is necessary to suc-
cessively make more wide-ranging approximations. This will make
it accessible.

In a letter that Karl Marx wrote from London on 18 March 1873
to the Frenchman Maurice La Chitre, he insisted that making his
work “accessible to the working class” was, for him, “the greatest
motive of all.” However, he warned, immediately afterword that his
method of analysis and exposition—“a method that I used and one
that had still not been applied to economic problems”—did not pre-
vent the reading from being “rather tough.” He concluded: “There is
nothing I can do about this disadvantage, unless I warn and caution
those readers who are anxious for the truth. There is no royal road to
to science, and only those who are not afraid of confronting exhaus-
tion to climb up the steep paths might reach their shining peaks.”
{Marx in Althusser 1979, 1:7|

As Henri Lefebvre (1974, 35-36) has observed, before Marx,
many philosophers had already made a decisive contribution to the
formulation of the dialectic method. Among them were Descartes,
Kant, and Auguste Comte. However, none of them had realized the
importance of the contradiction that is inherent to all phenomena,
facts, and things—that is, the positive and the negative, the prole-
tariat and the bourgeoisie, and the being and nonbeing. Hegel dis-
covered this and Marx extended it.

The difference in this particular fact between Hegel and Marx
is that Hegel abstractly defines the general contradiction of history
and of nature, considering movement as merely a logical transfor-
mation of ideas. Marx, on the other hand,
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. . . states that the general idea, the method, doesn’t dispense
with the apprehension, in one’s own self, of the object. The
method provides just a guide and orientation for the knowledge
of reality. In each reality, we need to learn its peculiar contra-
dictions, its own peculiar internal movement, its qualities and
its rapid transformations. The logical form of the method
should then be subordinate to the content, to the object, to the
material studied. It allows us to efficiently tackle its study, cap-
turing the most general aspect of this reality, but never substi-
tutes scientific research by an abstract construction. (Lefebvre
1974, 38)

At the same time as he moves on from his critique of Hegel,
Marx is opposed to vulgar or metaphysical materialism, mainly in
the antidialectic form of the philosophizing of Ludwig Feuerbach,
who is unable to consider the world as a process, as material involved
in incessant development. The thinking of Feuerbach—which Marx
in his well-known Theses on Feuerbach considers to be vulgar and
mechanistic—is still present today in the dogmatic conception of di-
alectics which leads to a kind of sectarianism. Dogmatism makes do
with general ideas and mystified slogans in function of which it
schematizes all of reality. Any diseussion, debate, and criticism be-
comes impossible. Mystified dialectics becomes metaphysical. As
Politzer (1970, 56) says, “The sectarian reasons as if he himself had
learned everything at a single sitting. He forgets that we weren’t born
revolutionaries; we became revolutionaries. This being so, shouldn’t
he get much more angry with himself than with other people? The
true revolutionary is he who, as a dialectician, sets up favorable con-
ditions for the coming of the new.” (1970, 56) Note that Politzer first
wrote this in 1935.

In our days, dialectics and the dialectic method have often been
enthroned in the capitalist world, and reduced to consumer products,
with small groups praising their revolutionary virtues. Dialectic ma-
terialism when reduced to ready-make formulas and manuals, will
only end up by becoming empty of interest, and generating expecta-
tions which fail to correspond to what it really is. As Leonardo Kon-
der states, “the principles of dialectics hardly lend themselves to any
kind of codification.” (1981, 60)

Presenting what can be called “the practical rules of dialectic
materialism” always represents a risk of simplification. However,
following the didactic pattern of this study, I would like to take this
risk and present a summary of these rules as they appear in Henri
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Lefebvre’s Formal Logic, Dialectic Logic (1975), reminding the reader
that this is much more of an orientation than rigid and defini-
tive norms.

These “practical rules” are as follows:

1.

2.

Direct oneself to the thing itself. As a consequence, there
will be an objective analysis.

Learn the whole of the internal connections of the thing, its
various aspects and its development and movement.

Learn the contradictory aspects and moments, the thing as
a whole and the unity of the contradictory elements.
Analyze the struggle and the internal conflict of the contra-
dictions, the movement, the tendency, what tends to be and
what tends to fall into nothingness.

Do not forget that everything is connected to everything
else, and that an insignificant, negligible interaction, as it is
not essential at a given moment, may become essential at
another moment or in another aspect.

Do not forget to be alive to the transitions, the transitions of
the aspects and contradictions, the way they pass from one
to another, and the future transitions.

Do not forget that the process of deepening knowledge—
which goes from the phenomenon to the essence and from
the less profound essence to the more profound essence—is
infinite. One should never be satisfied with what has been
obtained.

. Get deeper than the simple observed existence, always get

deep into the richness of the content, learn about connec-
tions and movement.

In certain phases of one’s own thinking, this thinking should
transform, surpass itself, modify or reject its form, remanage
its content, take up again the moments that have passed and
look at them again, resee them, repeat them, but just appar-
ently, with the intention of deepening them through taking
a step backward toward the previous stages and, sometimes,
toward the starting point. {Lefébvre 1975, 241)

Henri Lefebvre ends by saying that “dialectic materialism, in
this way, will turn out to be at the same time rigorous, as it is con-
nected to universal principles, and more fertile, able to detect all the
aspects of things, including the aspects through which things are
vulnerable to action.” (1975, 241)
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DIALECTICS AND TRUTH

When dialectics becomes the fashion—and its defenders pre-
sent it as the solution for all problems, mystifying it, and ignoring all
the concrete conditions of each thing or philosophy—then sectari-
anism takes over and dialectics loses its sense.

In its mystified form, dialectics became the fashion in Ger-
many because it seemed to transfigure and glorify the existing
state of things. In its rational form it is a scandal and abomina-
tion to bourgeoisdom and its doctrinaire professors, because it
includes in its comprehension and affirmative recognition of
the state of things, at the same time also, the recognition of the
negation of that state, of its inevitable breaking up, because it
regards every historically developed social form as in fluid
movement, and therefore takes into account its transient na-
ture not less than its momentary existence, because it lets
nothing impose upon it, and is in its essence critical and revo-
lutionary.” (Marx 1906, 1:25-126)

Marx tells us that his critique of political economics presents
the point of view of the proletariat in the same way that classical eco-
nomics presents the point of view of the bourgeoisie. Marx never hid
the class perspective that oriented his research. He “believes that his
science is revolutionary and proletarian, and, as such,is opposed and
superior to the bourgeois and conservative science of the classical
economists. The break between Marx and his predecessors is for
him a break of classes inside history and economic science.” (Lowy
1978, 21}

Gramsci, like Marx, warned of a new mystification of dialec-
tics reduced to a “process of reformist evolution.” {Gramsci 1968,
253) He was referring to the attempt to weaken dialectics as a the-
ory of contradictions. Marx’s philosophy was never an attempt to
pacifically solve the existing contradictions in history and society.

Would dialectics be a particular theory of science and of knowl-
edge which was aimed just at sustaining the socialist process, and,
with its success or failure, would tend to disappear? Or would it be a
valid instrument, above any ideology, which would reach the truth?

These questions have been widely discussed inside Marxism.
The objection which is made is always the same: if dialectics repre-
sents the point of view of the proleteriat which asks: How can we then
avoid relativism? How can we reconcile this partisan characteristic
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with the objective knowledge of truth? How can we avoid that which
Michael Lowy calls “relativistic night,” {1978, 31) in which all the
cats are dark, and we end up by denying the possibility of objective
knowledge? Lowy asks:

Why did Marx, Lenin, Gramsci, Mao Tse-tung and others
choose the viewpoint of the proletariat? And it is he himself
who replies: “Because the proletariat, the universal class whose
interest coincides with that of the great majority and whose
aim is the abolition of all kinds of class domination, is not
obliged to hide the historical content of its struggle; it is, as a
consequence, the first revolutionary class whose ideology has
the possibility of being transparent.” {Lowy 1978, 34)

Two pages later, LOwy concludes that

The point of view of the proletariat is not a sufficent condition
for the knowledge of objective truth but it is what offers the
greatest possibility of access to this truth. This is because truth
is for the proletariat a means of struggle, an indispensable
weapon for the revolution. The dominant class, the bour-
geoisie, and also the bureaucrats, in another context, need lies
in order to maintain their power. The revolutionary proletariat
needs the truth.”

Mikhail Gorbachev would say later, in 1987, that the revolu-
tionary proletariat also needs, “transparency.”

The Brazilian philosopher, Caio Prado, Jr., warns the reader of
Dialectics of Knowledge (1952) that, in order to understand dialec-
tics, it is necessary to think dialectically.

On the other hand, another Brazilian philosopher, Gerd A.
Bornheim, states that, “from the historical point of view, when one
considers its genesis, dialectics is pertinent to metaphysics.” (1977,
13} Bornheim demands the right to think dialectics metaphysically
and criticizes Engels, who conceives dialectics through laws and di-
ametrically opposes metaphysics to dialectics. Gramsci surpasses
this argument by conceiving dialectics as a philosophy of praxis—a
new way of thinking, and not an old rhetorical technique that “was
just useful to create a cultural conformism and a language for con-
versation between erudites.” (Gramsci 1968, 77)

The dialectic conception of Gramsci is emerging today in the
Third World as a new weapon for the struggle, because it doesn’t
polemicize but rather serves the elaboration of the critical thought
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~ and self-criticism, and also serves the questioning of the present re-
" ality. As the Yugoslav thinker Mihailo Markovic says, “dialectic
thought is used to unmask everything that attempts to stop devel-
opment.” (1968, 11}

Dialectics, as different from metaphysics, questions and con-
tests. It constantly demands the reexamination of the theory and the
critique of the practice. If it is true that theory is born from practice,
and that it travels with it dialectically, trying to establish “the nec-
essary relationship between the existing and the possible, between
knowledge of the present and the vision of the future” (Markovic
1968, 13), the dialectic way of thinking will find, among the thinkers
who support the point of view of the oppressed, a considerable
chance to develop and to place itself more and more at the service of
all of humanity.

To dialectically conceive the world does not guarantee revolu-
tionary nor progressive behavior. We can differentiate one concep-
tion of the left from a type of behavior of the left—even recognizing
all the reservations that these expressions have today in a complex
world which cannot be divided into two parts.

Inside Marxist thinking, this distinction seems to be clear.
Certain distortions make Marxism, not a revolutionary instrument,
but, rather, a conservative instrument. Among these distortions is
the so-called academic Marxism, which is mechanistic and vulgar,
which has no revolutionary sense, and is often of use just to show
off learning.

This bias can be seen particularly in the thinking of certain
Marxist economists, who exclude all social and educational vision
from Marx’s work, reducing it to technical economics. These econ-
omists who—as the Brazilian educator and politician Wagner Rossi
says, “separate their economics from the social whole” ({1978,
1:126)—Dbelieve that “educators should concentrate on the develop-
ment of educational methodologies.”

On the contrary, Marx and Engels never denied the importance
of the social whole, and, even during their period, they recognized
that some of their followers gave more importance to €Conomics
than they themselves had done. Moved by the discussion that they
had to maintain with their opponents, they needed to state the fun-
damental points against bourgeois ideology, and did not have time to
make other dimensions clear—such as the role of the superstruc-
tures, which would later be the main worry of Gramsci.

Dialectics is, necessarily, opposed to dogmatism and reduction-
ism. It is always open and unfinished, and will aiways surpass itself.
All dogmatic thinking is antidialectic. Academic Marxism—reducing
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Marx to a code, and transforming his thinking into a law, without
adding anything to him—is, therefore, antidialectic. Criticism and
self-criticism, on the other hand, are revolutionary. It is, in this man-
ner, that we should understand the Lenin’s warning that Marxism is
a guide to action, and not a dogma.

With the transformations that took place in Eastern Europe at
the end of the 1980s, many beliefs in socialism were destroyed, and
socialism suffered a hard blow. Many Marxist intellectuals changed
creed because Marxism was really no more than a creed for them.
However, those who perused the research developed by Marx found
nourishment for their hopes, and were not stunned by the end of so-
cialism. Ideas are just the provisional clothing of the truth. What mat-
ters is the truth itself. The political and economic failure of a concrete
fulfillment of Marxist thought doesn’t invalidate its anthropological
perspective for the construction of a society of solidarity.



A Critique of Bourgeois Education

Can dialectics inspire a pedagogy? What is a dialectic concep-
tion of education?

The answer lies, less in trying to define what this conception
is, than in showing how it came about, developed what are today its
main themes, and how it appears in the conflict of present-day
pedagogies.

This does not mean that we must rethink all the history of
educational dialectics because what we use is the viewpoint of di-
alectics or, rather, a dialectic reading of what education has been
until today.

This is what the great Argentinian philosopher and scholar of
history, Anibal Ponce, did in 1981. He showed that education, as a
social phenomenon connected to the superstructure, can be under-
stood only through a socioeconomic analysis of the society that
maintains it. However, this is just the point of view of dialectics
confronted by the history of pedagogical practices and educational
systems. The value of Anibal Ponce’s study is that he showed the

31
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principle of the dialectics of the relationship between the conscious-
ness and the economic structure. He demonstrated how the struggle
for the right to education and to culture has accompanied the strug-
gle for other rights. Education is not separate from the class struggle.
This has nothing to do with systematizing the thinking of Marx
and Engles on education, as Roger Dangeville has done (Marx-Engels
1978}); nor the thinking of Gramsci, as Broccoli (1977), Manacorda
(1977}, and Lombardi (1971} have done. It also has nothing to do with
rethinking the history of pedagogy from the main outline of dialec-
tics or showing the formation of what can be called a dialectic ped-
agogy, or pedagogy of work, nor of knowing what socialists think
about education. This would be the dialectic point of view of the his-
tory of pedagogical thinking or the pedagogical thinking of dialectics.
Four authors in this area must be mentioned.

Bogdan Suchodolski

In his book Pedagogy and the Great Pedagogical Currents, pub-
lished in France in 1969, Suchodolski studies the nature of pedagog-
ical problematics, opposing, in the history of pedagogical ideas, the
pedagogy of the essence, connected to the rationalist or Christian
tradition including Plato, Augustine, Thomas Aquinas, and Jesuits,
Comenius, Kant, and Fichte; and the pedagogy of existence from
Rousseau, Kirkegaard, and Nietzsche.

However, it was only in 1961, with the publication of his
study A Marxist Theory of Education, that Suchodolski lays out the
fundamentals of the Marxist theory of education and culture. He is
mainly worried about discovering the direction of socialist dialec-
tics in Poland without, on the one hand, ignoring the progress that
has been reached by pedagogical sciences—the inheritance of the
whole world—in the bourgeois period, and, on the other hand, with-
out forgetting to respond to the problems which the new society
has given to education. He defends the thesis that socialist peda-
gogy is the historical development of the theory and the practice of
education, solving the problems and the conflicts that idealist bour-
geois education has put before the present-day society. First, he de-
scribes the pedagogical theory of Marx and Engels, especially in its
philosophical and social character. Then, he details the role of hu-
man activity, or work, in education, emphasizing the importance
that the socialist revolution has had in the world for the develop-
ment of education.
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Mario Alighiero Manacorda

In English title of the Book {1969), Manacorda attempts to
demonstrate the existence of a Marxist conception of education that
he distinguishes from the conception based on the Marxist tradition
that developed in the socialist countries. He begins by examining the
texts of Marx which explicitly talk about education. Although there
are not very many of these writings, he gives them great importance,
as they maintained a coherence through thirty years, and coincided
with the crucial stages of Marx’s works and of the history of the
workers’ movement. He particularly develops the concepts of work
and of omnilaterality, confronting the thinking of Marx and of Gram-
sci with modern pedagogies.

Maurice Dommanget

The third—and undoubtedly one of the pioneers in the study of
the main sources of socialist pedagogy—is Maurice Dommanget
(1972). He tries to clearly and didactally outline the history of so-
cialist pedagogical thinking, supplying a large amount of informa-
tion about eighteen writers, including a bibliography and references
that stimulate new researchers to continue the search for the roots
of socialist education.

Wagner Rossi

This challenge was accepted by Wagner Rossi in his Pedagogy
of Work (1981). As he states in the preface to the first volume, he “re-
covers from the history of education the contributions which, as
they failed to attend to the interests of the dominators, were obscure,
relegated to the second league or even entirely forgotten.” [Rossi
1981 1:11)

Using the work of Dommanget as a base, Rossi identifies the
roots of socialist education by looking at revolutionary pedagogical
proposals proposed from utopian thinkers up to Lenin. Rossi’s sec-
ond volume “begins with the implantation of the first revolutionary
socialist government in 1917, and discusses some of the paths which
have been followed by revolutionary education up to our days. Some
of the most developed syntheses of socialist education are discussed,
from Pistrak to Makarenko, with the work school in the Soviet
Union, right up to the dialogical and problematizing pedagogy of
Paulo Freire.” (Rossi 1981, 2.:9)
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And Another Path

In summary, we must recognize the great importance of these
authors and others in the formulation of a dialectic conception of ed-
ucation. However, I would like to pursue another path.

Rather than a systematic exposition of the conception that
Marx or Marxists have of education, I would like to continue the ex-
position by replying to worries, which can be made into questions
such as:

Can dialectics inspire a conception of education?

What would be the fundamental characteristics of this conception?
In what ways are the dialectic and bourgeois conceptions of edu-
cation different?

Is there, in Marxist dialectics, a particular conception of man and
of society which give rise to a pedagogical project?

These and other questions will now be looked at as we begin
again from the place where we interrupted the discussion of dialec-
tics to look for its pedagogical extension.

WORK AS AN ANTHROPOLOGICAL PRINCIPLE

Marx never considered himself to be a philosopher in the tradi-
tional sense of the term, and his work cannot be considered as just a
pure critical theory. We surely find more in it than just a critique or
pure speculation.

Marx’s theory equally supposes a new anthropology. For Marx,
mankind is not just a piece of finished data. Humans produce them-
selves and determine themselves, when placing himself as a being in
transformation or as a being of praxis. The development of mankind
in totality will happen only when the alienation which is the result
of class antagonism is overcome. Because of this, Marx says that hu-
mans can find themselves even in their own prehistory (Marx-Engels
1977a, 1:302).

It is through revolutionary praxis, as he states in his Third The-
sis on Feuerbach, that mankind transforms itself, or, as Bogdan
Suchodolski {1972} would say, people give essence to their unfin-
ished existence.

At other times, Marx calls this activity the formation of
mankind, social practice, or social work, thereby distinguishing it,
without separating it, from the so-called productive praxis.
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When talking about the alteration of circumstances and of ed-
ucation, materialist doctrine forgets that the circumstances are
altered by men and that the educator himself must be educated.
Materialist doctrine should, therefore, separate society into
two parts, one of which is placed above society. The coinci-
dence of the modification of circumstances with human activ-
ity or an alteration in oneself can only be rationally understood
as revolutionary praxis. (Marx-Engels 1977, 12)

For Marx, educator and pupil educate themselves together in
the revolutionary praxis, through the intermediary of the world
which they are transforming. This praxis should be understood as so-
cial work or, quite simply, as work.

The reeducation of the educators becomes the expression of a
conception of the world, of a new anthropology, whose fundamental
element is the work or transformation of the world. “The way in
which individuals manifest their lives reflects exactly what they are
to a great extent. What they are coincides, therefore, with their pro-
duction, both with what they produce, and in the way in which they
produce it. What individuals are depends, therefore, on the material
conditions of their production.” (Marx 1979, 46).

This is the anthropological basis of the Marxist conception of
education. Individuals are what they make of themselves socially.
They create themselves through their acts.

In the social production of their own existence, men enter into
necessary, determined relationships which are independent of
their own will; these relationships of production correspond to
a determined degree of development of their productive mater-
ial force. The whole of these relationships of production make
up the economic structure of society, the real base upon which
the legal and political superstructure is built and to which de-
termined social forms of consciousness correspond. The means
of production of material life condition the process of social, po-
litical and intellectual life. (Marx 1979, 82)

For Marx, mankind is the process and product of its acts. These
acts—which humanity constructs in each person—are not isolated
acts and do not happen spontaneously. They are intimately related
and conditioned by the action of each individual, by nature, by soci-
ety, and by history. In this totality, what primarily unites human be-
ings is the search for the proper means to guarantee their existence.
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Mankind’s praxis is, however, primarily historical, and the way in
which people relate to each other and attempt to maintain the
species is in work. It is through work that they discover themselves
as a being of praxis, as individuals, and as collective beings—a unity
of opposites.

The debate surrounding the relationship between humans and
nature began before Marx, who singled out three of those authors for
special criticism. It is on the limitations which he finds in their work
that he bases his conceptions. Those three authors were Baruch Spin-
oza (1632-1677), who conceived of nature as a substance totally in-
dependent of man; Johann Gottlieb Fichte {1762-1814), who denied
the autonomy of the subject, which he called the consciousness of
oneself confronting nature; and Friedrich Hegel (1770-1831), who
identified the ideas of the unity of substance [nature) and of the
subject.

Marx believed that Hegel failed to identify what the relation-
ship between human beings and nature was because he had no his-
torical method of research and remained in pure metaphysical
speculation. The starting point, he said, is neither substance—as vul-
gar materialists think—nor is it the consciousness of oneself, as the
idealists believe. The starting point is human work. Individuals are,
thus, simultaneously autonomous and social beings.

Opposing himself to nature, mankind develops its own
strengths. By denying nature, they produce culture and humanize na-
ture. “Man only develops through contradictions; soon, man can be
made up through the nonhuman, initially mixed with him, and
which, soon after, is differentiated from him by means of a conflict,
and then dominates him through the resolution of this conflict.”
(Lefébvre 1974:46)

The existence of nature outside the human race is an objective
piece of data, but nature cannot be understood without humans. In
the same way, people cannot be understood when separated from
nature.

Man, however, only develops in connection with this other el-
ement which he has inside himself: nature. His activity is only
made and progresses by making a human world come out from
the breast of nature. This is the world of products of man’s hand
and thought. .. . In the course of his development, man ex-
presses himself and creates himself through this otherness,
which consists of innumerable things which he has moulded.
Becoming conscious of himself, as far as human thought and in-



A Critique of Bourgeois Education 37

dividuality are concerned, man cannot separate himself from
objects, goods and products. He can only distinguish himself
from them and even oppose them in a dialectic relationship: in
a unity. . . . Man becomes human through the creation of a hu-
man world. In his work and through his work, man becomes
himself, without confusing himself with his work, but without
separating himself from his work. (Leféebvre, 1974, 50-52)

It is only in this human-world dialectic in which people are op-
posed to nature, that they develop their own capacities, strengths,
and senses. It is also the act of developing subjective forces that they
dominate nature. Nature is certainly outside people, but it cannot be
understood without them. What we know about nature is the result
of a practical and theoretical practice, and a struggle between human
beings and nature. The humanization of nature is made through the
naturalization of man.

Work fulfills people, but it can also alienate them. Marx, In ex-
plaining the formation of the surplus value—the supplement of
work that the capitalist does not pay and which is his source of profit
or accumulation of capital—Marx elaborates on the concept of pro-
ductive work, saying that, until then, it had been studied in abstract,
and “apart from its historical forms.” (Marx 1906, 1:557) Marx says
that, in the capitalist form of production,

. . . The labourer produces, not for himself, but for capital. It no

longer suffices, therefore, that he should supply produce.
He must produce surplus-value. That labour alone is produc-
tive, who produces surplus-value for the capitalist, and thus
works for the expansion of capital....To be a productive
labourer is, therefore, not a piece of luck, but a misfortune.
(Marx 1906, 1:558)

The technical conception of Marx on what work is leaves no
doubts. However, a definition of what productive work is, from a
viewpoint of quality of work rather than that of economics, implies
a definition of human necessities and the necessities of capital. Al-
though it is extremely difficult to define exactly what these necessi-
ties are, Lucio Kowarick states,

. . . at least in thesis, it seems possible to get an idea through a
scientific analysis and not just through an ethical-moral analy-
sis, of a number of goods and services more directed toward
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satisfying human necessities as against alternatives more di-
rected toward the maintenance and expansion of the capitalist
system. (Kowarick in Villalobos 1978, 91}

The productive worker is set much more against he who has
spare time—which is another notion developed by Marx—than
against the unproductive worker. The unproductive class has much
more free time as its material existence is guaranteed by the social
division of work.

In the social division of work, great masses of workers, both
manual and intellectual, alienate their force of work through the
simple need to survive. Indeed, the worker becomes a merchandise,
whose value depends merely on the amount of money—the measure
of value—for which he can be exchanged. This amount is defined as
“the average amount of work socially necessary to reproduce one-
self. As a merchandise, people have no value in themselves. Their
value derives from the relationship of exchange.

The worker always leaves the process as he entered it, a per-
sonal source of wealth, but deprived of all the means to turn it
to his own advantage. Once he alienates his own work before
beginning work, once he becomes a property of the capitalist
and is incorporated into capital, his work during the process is
always materialized in products foreign to him. As the produc-
tion process is at the same time a process of the consumption
of the workforce by the capitalist, the product of the worker is
continually transformed not just into a merchandise, but also
into capital, into a value that sucks out the creative force of
value and makes it into means of subsistence that buy people,
and into means of production that use the people who produce.
(Marx 1980, 1:664]

The bourgeoisie, freed through the alienation of the work force
of the masses, does not accumulate merely material capital but also
cultural capital.

Education and science become private property, and the mo-
nopoly of capital. As Roger Dangeville says,

The whole question of education can be reduced, when all is
said and done, to the relationship between the work necessary
and the time for free work, to expand and not to do nothing, as
the present-day society of surplus value suggests. In other
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words, it can be reduced to the appropriation of free time by the
bourgeoisie or by the proletariat. The antagonism between
work time and free time can only be resolved by making man-
ual work generalized for everyone. This would give everyone
time free to develop. (Dangeville in Marx-Engels 1978, 48}

Under the general law of capitalism, to generate the maximum
profit from the minimum expenses, the worker needs to be separated
from the product. Education, science, intelligence, and art are free—
but just for the capitalist.

From the brutal methods of exploitation of the capitalism of the
nineteenth century, which inspired Marx to make his analyses, we
have moved in the twentieth century to rationalized methods and to
mass production, dividing work into multiple phases and making it
repetitive, impersonal, and mechanical. If the worker of today is able
to escape for a period of time from the domination of the exhausting
production line, he or she is no less exploited in free time. Through
the creation and incentivation of all types of necessities, workers be-
come slaves of a society which forces them into the consumption
which merely suits the interests of the capitalists.

If we count the overtime and the commuting, the so-called free
time, and the second job which the majority of workers now have,
free time is no more than that for sleeping, which is necessary to re-
cover physical strength.

WORK AS AN EDUCATIVE PRINCIPLE

The social development of people under capitalism is undeni-
able. In spite the alienation it causes and the high degree of ex-
ploitation, the system of capitalist production is a superior way of
cooperation when compared to previous forms, this is because the
product in capitalist society is more socialized and has a more con-
siderable influence on the life of mankind in society.

This socialization of mankind is a primordial condition for the
transformation of capitalism and its historical surpassing as a way of
life and production. Under capitalism, social wealth is, on the one
hand, represented by things and goods, and, on the other hand, it is
characterized as a value of the amount of work to be commanded,
Human evolution cannot merely be conceived as the development
of this social wealth, in the sense of universalization of the goods and
the faculties of all the individuals {Coriat 1976). Therefore, the
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development of human faculties in the work of the domination of
nature is a profoundly pedagogical movement.

Marx integrates education and professional training—concepts
which, in the idealistic German pedagogy, were always separated. He
criticises the social division of work, which subjugates humans to
machines, and launches the bases of a theory of personality which
erases specialization. People’s faculties should be developed in all ar-
eas of social life—that is, at work, in politics, in economics, in cul-
ture, and so on.

He developed these ideas in three different periods. The first
was in the Manifesto (1847-1848), which was preceeded by a draft
made by Engels in 1847, entitled Principles of Communism. After-
ward, in the “Instructions to the Delegates of the International
Workers Association Congress” in Geneva in 1866, his main topics
were taken up again in Capital (1866-1867]. Finally, came his Cri-
tique of the Program of Gotha in 1875. These explicitly pedagogical
writings of Marx are always connected to political programs, and
these three texts are the essential texts of Marx on teaching.

Right from the writing of Manifesto (1848), Marx and Engels
understood that education and work were closely linked. They
stated that, when the workers took power, they would introduce free
public education, they would eliminate the factory work of children,
and they would unite education with production.

As Marx observed in his Critique of the Program of Gotha,
large-scale industry in its present form makes the prohibition of chil-
dren working a “pious desire,” and he added that “the combination
of productive work with teaching, from a tender age, is one of the
most powerful means of transformation of present-day society.”
(Marx-Engels 1977a, 2:224). Work is a valuable instrument of moral
and physical training, as well as serving as a motivation for techni-
cal, scientific, and cultural formation, and developing the sense of
social responsibility. It is through work that the young person be-
comes prepared for social life.

Marx recognizes that, in capitalism, the work of children is ex-
ploited, and that it should be forbidden by observing a certain age
limit. However, he doesn’t deny its social virtues because each indi-
vidual will exercise this activity throughout life.

Bourgeois pedagogy had also worried about establishing the re-
lationship between school and practical activity. However, as it was
founded on idealistic philosophy, it could only understand this
generic relationship abstractly as a relationship between school and
life, and between study and the natural environment.



For Marx, work has a formative character. Because of this, he
proposes creation of polytechnical, agricultural, and technical
schools. Polytechnical teaching should take place with a synthesis of
theoretical study and practical productive work, and it should trans-
mit the necessary knowledge as well as technical and scientific abil-
ities to understand the production process. It should make the social
characteristic of work clear and—within the perspective of the class-
less society—it should stimulate the free association of individuals.
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