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The focus of inquiry for the present study is\.\ an investigation into some existing theoretical

/ N N ' . )
‘ . Margaret Eveleigh Archibal@

. : \
frameworks which are used as an analytical basis for the sociology of education. The study
¢ \

examines how Structural-Functionalist, and Marxist/Neo-Marxist theoretical framcworks“
* address.the socia} situation o§_womcn,'the nzfa/ re and transmission of knowledge and the
- possibility of social change with specific reference to the work of Madeleine MacDonald, |
Paulo Freire, and Dorothy Smith. The results of this examination are used to explore Jiirgen
Habermas's theory of communicative a¢tion asan alternative, possibly Post-Marxist,

- theoretical framework which provide some solutions to the problems raised by the initial

analysis. Potcﬁtia] directions for future research are suggested. Whilc' the present study
argues the need for a comprc;xcns'vc, historiéﬁlly based theory, it is nét the intention of this
study to generate such a theory./ Rather, it is an attempt to mvesti‘éatc the féasibility of
t}\coteﬁcal frameworks which/make, or imply, such a claim, as applied to the contemporary

context of post-industrial, capitalist society. ‘ .
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' CHAPTER ONE .
Iqtl:oduction
. . . [ ~ g
1.1 The problem of gender: “

-
Y

The focus of sociological criticism of 'democmdc-capjtalist societiesthas centered around
the failure'pf these soii;cties torealize their apiiarcnt]y egalitarian ideology. 'fhat is, it was
seen as the function of society © equalize economic and social disparity. '{hcrcforc, social
institutions should be ofganized in such a way as to ensure this cqualization\ovcr time. Initial
inquiry tended to focus on economic issues and cqu/%gity between the sexes became one of the
primary targets of investigation. Governments responded with po}icics and laws intended to
arrest difcﬂnﬁnatow job practices such as sex-based salary sE:alcs ax;d hiring practices.

“Governmental igtervention nothwithstanding, research continues to show women '

. - ~
concentrated in the labour force in areas having low salary expectations (Armstrong and
Armstrong, 1978; Wilson, 1982; Menzies, 1982; Québec, Conseil du Statut des Ferﬂmcs,
1985). In other words, despite the increasing numbers of women entering the labour force
‘in democratic-capitalist society there has been little, if any, changc' ip the fwcrall occupational

. position of women. If it is true, as Entwistle argues, that "It is implicit in the concept of
equality of opportunity that there will be considerable social mobility. " (Emwistle, 1974: 4),
then analyses of the position of women suggest a contradiction in the ;)pcration of equality of
opportunity for women. * -

As one of the major institutions through which the process of socialization, and
presumably equalization, is fostered in contemporary capitalist society, the education system
became the focus of studies which viewed it as an increasingly problematic area.
Investigation of the position of women in western educational systems has revealed an

appararent ideology of “separate but equal” in such practices as sex-role stereotyping of

textbooks, separated curricula, and teachers' use of labelling ( Byrne, 1978; Deem, 1980; Dale



v . | , )
et al., 1981; Walker and Barton, 1983; Russell, 1987 ). If such practices lead to lower
qccupational expectations, it is difficult to see how they can be argued to be "equal” at lcas.t in
terms of lcading 10 a more cquzﬂ distribution of sgcial rewards. These studies reveal ' ¥

. ¢ vt
ideological contradictions in the operation of the educational system and raise serious doubts 3
* h Y

- concerning the possibility of social change being generated by that system, at least in terms

of social mobility and greater "equalization".

1.2 Focus of the Stud};:

»
| The focus of inquiry for tixc present study is an investig;ation into some existing theoretical
frameworks which'are used as a theoretical basis for the socidlogy of education. The snidy
will cxanﬁnc how these frameworks ﬁddrcss the social situation of women, the nature and
transmission of kno)wlcdgc and th%ossibility of social chasge. The results of this
examination will be used as a l;asis for the exploration of a tentative theoretical framework
which attempts to suggest some solutions to the problems raised by the initial analysis and to
suggest some directions for future research. While the present sm&y argués the need for a °
comprehensive, historically based theory, it is not the intention of this study'to generate such

athedry. Rather, itisan attempt to investigate the feasibility of theoretical frameworks , = w

]

" which make, or imply, such a claim, as applied to the contemporary context of

post-industrial, capitalist society.

1.3 Approgch to the study - theory as problematic:

\

One of the problcms facmg contemporary mvestlgators ‘of soc1a] phenomena is the
fragmentation of the study of soaal organization into numerous specialized branches
(sociology of law, medicine, education etc.) and the further specialization of these branches

into numerous separate disciplines each with their éroups of experts and specified domains
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of i mvesuganon (Sharp, 1980). While the problcm of fragmcntanon is not specific to
saciology, but, it is argued, inherent to the orgamzatxon of social systems, or at lcast $0 socml
systems organized around a ‘capitalistic cconomy. increasing specialization is particularly
‘ problemanc for an approach which purports to reveal and to understand the operation of
social systems in-their entirety. Such specxahzanon has meant the construction of theoretical
" frameworks specific to e:ch branch and sub-branch of i mquxry Framcworks crcatcd usinga
very narrow locus of ii mvcsngauon may sausfy their spccxﬁcb’arcas of i inquiry but such
theories often-suffer from serious laéunac when attempts are made to include or transfer t;\e
results to a more generaliztj:g_l_éye\l of an‘alysis or to the:level of prz'actical social action.
" ‘W.hilc it r;lay be arghed that attempts should not be made to transfer theoriés developed
around a spe;:iﬁc'fbcus to a more écner:;l level, the inter-related nature of social organization
‘ dcmands a theory capable of being generahzcd That is, to be effective, a theory of society
must consider the interaction iof all systems of which that society consists. It is cxactly this
point that both Sharp (1980) and Persell (1977) make in their justifications for applying a
M;rxis_t threoredc,al framework as &ndcrlying basis for the development of a theoretical '
approach to t;e concept of ideology. The utilization of such a framework at least provides a
base in a theory developed to exp]zun the overall opcranon of social orgamzanon Funhcr
dcvelopmg or modifying the concepts,originated in such a theory )é; help to resglve some
of -the rcla;cd problematic issues. Constructing a socxologxcal theory, within a framework
restricted to the operation of a few, highly specific social componchts‘ im)oices the pc‘)ssibih'ty
of results with very limited apphcanon In fact the pcrccptxon of thé developing separation of
thco;'y and practice, the emphasm on empirically derived information as the only valid
knowledge and increasing evidence of the inability of capitalis{ societies to promote social
equahty, ha\Lc provoked a relatively recent onentanon in the development of sociological
theory. What appcarcd tohe rcquircd was a unified and cnitical social thcory having
emancipatory apphcaaon ' | =

-~

It was in response to thesc problcms and to thc apparent fa:‘hpc of existing thcorcncal
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frameworks to account for contemporary social organization in "late capitalist” Societies that

Jiirgen Habermas attempted the construction of a unified, critica! social theory based on a

* theory of communication. These same needs (1) coupled with the need for a framewo;}so -

capable of theorizing gender have \inform@j much of the recent sociological theorizing o
‘;'Jr.occclding from a feminist pcrspeé\{lec (Armstrong et al., 1985; Burstyn and Smiith, 1985; /
Hartmann, 1981; MacDonald, 1980; Smith, 1975, 1979, 1984 are a small sample of this group).

. chxmst analyses of the position of wornen in socxal orgamzanon have pointed
specxﬁcally to the cultural organization of knowledge as a problematic area. Tradmonal
socxolog:cal thcory while it may acknowledge gender structured social dlchotomy, generally
pc;ccivcs such a‘dichotomy as having a narural (it is sometime; argued "pre-social”),
therefore necessary, origin. What tcnas to be ignored is that this sex-based dichotomy is
organized in the form of patriarchal social relations which implies a form of power relations, *
the domination of women by men. The impact of the partriarchal organization of society on

the construction of knowledge according to the feminist argument is thatAvhat is viewed as
\ . :

legitimate knowledge is imbued with-a male perspective and male interests. The results in -

terms of sociological theory are \txheoretical frameworks which either ignore the presence of
women ds social actors (women are Jumped in the category "man" or mankind"), or constrain
the discussion to their (women's) familial role (Sydie, 1987).
- For educational theory until rcccnﬂy, this perspective has resulted in a tendency to treat
the position of women in the educational system as indistinguishable from that'of men. That
N i )

is for example, if the "merit principle" applied, it applied equally to men and women; men

were selected for the roles for which they were best suited and so were women. The result

. of taking such an approach meant that questions conceming the role of gender relations in the

wrcproducrj.on of social stratification were not generated (Armstrong and Armstrong, 1982;

14 Procggiure:

Wilson, 1982).
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Considering the above argument regarding the need for a theory of society which considers
the operation of the enticg ‘z_ofcial system in an historical context and which includes women,
Chaptér 2 will present a brief overview of two general theoretical approaches, the
strucniral/functionz;list, and Marxist/l\;eo-Mandst conflict approach. A third major theoretical
perspcctivé, the "interactionist”, is not included in the main body of this discuf;ion.
However, this theory is briefly considered in Appendix 1(2). The two approaches
' considered in Chapter 2 supply the underlying thcorca'sﬂ basis for much of contemporary
sociolog'ical iﬁquixy, including investigations into the sociology of education. Therefore, it
would seem _thai a brief analysis of the problems and possibili/tics implicit in these approaches
would be useful, even essential, to further theoretical construction and to the formulation of
practical recommendations for action in the area of sociology of/for women. 'ﬁwée
_ theoretical frameworks will be reviewed in terms of how thcl theory develops-and accounts
for, or faiis to account for: :
- a) the concept of knowledge and its-social intcractic;n, that is, how knowledge is
defined by and defines the organization of society;
b) the nature of the power relations identified by the theoretical approach being
rcvielwcd; and: - Ny
¢) the problem of social change.” sm-
Each of these aspects will be examined in terms of their implications for education, for the
position of women in education, and the relati-onship of this to the general social position of
women. The investigation of these theories will also be used to identify and define concepts
- which will be used and potentially redefined or amplified throughout the study. ¢
The central argux{ncnt of the present study i§ that existing theories of sociology of education
do not adequately accoynt for the social position of wbmcn, neither (partly due to this lacunae)
do they provide an adequate explanation of the nature, generation and transmission of

knowledge nor the nature of power relations. As aresult, the explanation of social change

ﬁrovided by these theories becomes problematic. A further examination of the nature of the
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knowledge transmitted by education systems and the unphcatlons for women will be
undertaken in Chapter 3, in the context of a discussion of the approaches taken by Madelcmc
MacDonald, Paulo Freire and Doro;hy E. Smith. While Freire does not approach the theory
of education from a feminist perspective, as do both MacDonald and Smith, the work of all
three writers will be examined in somé dg:tail for the purposes of exploring how their
arguments may help to reveal and clarify the actual operation of education systems in
democratic capitalist society, particularly wnh respectto women. Each of these writers begins
A from.what has been labelled a "post-Marxist" position. "Post-Marxist", in the sense 1t is used
in this study, refers to a theoretical position based on a reinterpretation or, as Habermas
(1979) terms it, a "reconstruction” of the Marxist explanation of capitalist social organization.
Such a position has been frcqucmly%adopted in sociological work oriented towards a feminist
perspective (3) prim,an‘l.y because it is in the work of Marx and Engels (4) that an initial
explanation of the concept of patriarchy, defining male-female power relations, can be found. *
In addiﬁon, Marxist theory provides a discussion of power relations, albeit from the point of
_view of a class-structured economic organization, which can be used as the starting point for a
discussion of the intefpcnetration of power relations in the social structure. The concept of
gender-based social relations, the concept of power relations, and an understanding of the
interrelationship of these concepts are essential to a theory which attempts to account for the
social position of women. ‘Thc theoretical framework on which Freire bases his construction
of a radical pedagogy, while it does not refer to gender-based social x‘elations per se, does
offcr a detailed description OWIOH of power rclatlonshlps and of the mterpcnctratJon
and reproduction of such relauonshlps in an educanonal system. Such: a descnpnon may
prove useful in explaining thc position of women in democranc -capitalist society, particularly
vis-a-vis education in that society. | i

In Chapter 4 an approach to the analysis of social organization which attempts to integrate
elements of a number of theories will be reviewed in the work of J lirgen Habermas. The

invcstiga(ion: of Habermas's theory will note, in particular, Habermas's explanation of the

P
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functioning of what he identifies as “late’ capitalist” and-"post-capitalist” societies and the

pos?ﬂ)ilities fof a "post modcrﬁ“ society (Habc.rmas. 1975: 17). Habermas, like Freire, does -

not deal specifically with the theorization of gcﬁdcr. nor (unlike Féire) does he deal with the'
. system of edgcation per se. However, it will be aigued that the theory developed by
Habermas has potential utility, for furthering understanding of both education, in general, and,
more specifically, the nature of the refationship between women and education.

Drawing upon the results of the preceding discussion.s, an attempt will be made, in the
final chapter, to sugécst a tentative theoretical framework for an approach to the sociology of
education which will incorporate an understanding of the position of women. The study will
also atterﬁ% to consider some of the potential implications for social action su gggstcd by such
a framework. It is not\intended that this framework be in any way coﬁsidercd a final
formulation. Rather itis con'ceived as one very tentative and possibly faulty step on the way
to developing ;n understanding of social processes. If the arguments provc‘ to be mistakcn.\ it
is yet hoped the present study may serve to ﬁrovide some further cla;iﬁcadd‘il of the highly
complex issues involved in theorizing the relationship of gender and educatipn.

&

1.5 Definition of terms:

A'lthough a number of concepts and terms will be defined and ampfiﬁcd as the analysis
hprocccds, it may be helpful before proceeding further to define some of these terms as used in
the context of the present work. '

One of the problems in dealing with the issue of women in education appears to lix.: in the
lack of standardized definitions for such concepts as social status, and equality of educational
opportunity (Anisef and Okihiro, 1982: ix). Nielsen (1978) defines social status as access to
prestige, power, wealth and psychological gratification. For the purposes of this study,
Nielsen's definition of social status will be used except in cases whcré a spéciﬁc author's

definition of this concept is being discussed. Equality of opportunity, then, will refer to equal

-
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access o prestige, power, wealth and psychological gratification, that is equal access
external rewards and intcr;lal gratification. Given the link between education and social status
argued in studies such as those of Jencks (1972); Bowles and Gintis (1976), Fersell (1977,
1987) and others, equality of educational opportunity will refer to equal access to,educational
training related to high social status. > | - /}B

The concepts of ideology, legitimation and gender discrimination are central to the
argument presented in this study and appear consistently throughout. chncrally, ideology, as
it is used by the major writers under discussion, refers to the manipulation of commonly held
(that is, common to the population being considered) values and beliefs (norms and customs)
in order to establish and sustain a specific power structure. Legitimation 'refers to the ability
of an individual, group or groups to obtain acceptance and approval of social action from the
individual, group(s} or popl;latio?i* implicated and/or affected by such action. This concept is
developed in greater Actail in the analysis of Habermas's social theory in Chapter 4. Finally

the present study uses the term gender discrimination to refer to social inequality between -

males and females.

2



1.6 Notes to Chapter 1:

1. For an explanation of this point sce Rosemary Ng, " Introduction”, in Burstyn and Smith, 1985. See also
Maroney and Luxton, 1987. ‘

2. The general structure of "interactionist” theory is not considered in the main argument for a number of
reasons. Asis noted in Appendix 1, by "intcmcti(;nist" the present study refers to theoretical perspectives
labelled in sociological literature as phenomenology, ethnomethodology and symbolic interactienism. In
general, this theoretical position tends to take a "micro-level” approach to the study of social organization. By \
"micro-level™ approach is meant the fact that interactionist theory argues: if it is not the social structure which
determines th individuals are organized (since there are no inherent patterns) but rather the reverse, individuals
determine the wature of the social structure, then understanding the social organizetion is best achieved by
understanding the meanipgs attributed by individuals to specific situations. As Haberfnas argues this approach
tends to consider social proccs.ses as entirely the result of meanings "subjectively in‘lcndcd and/or culturally
transmitted" (McCarthy, 1979:xii)f. While the approach provides a number of useful tools for social analysis,
(such as questioning the validity of information derived from quantitative methods,) as a complete theoretical
explanation of the nature of social organization, the interactionist perspective has a number of weaknesses.
Utilizing this approach along tends 1o result in an emphasis on individual faciors and a concomittant lack of

consideration oﬁhe effects of stryctural features of social organization. Knowledge becomis problematic 1o the

extent that, taken to its extreme cdnclusion, the interactionist position appears to argtie the constant recreation

of knowledge (defined as commonsense meaning) in every social situation. The present study follows thé

argument presented by Habermas. While a viable theory of sociplogy must consider the interpretive framework.
through which social action is understood by individual actors, reducing social analysis to only the
consideratio{ of subjective meaning ignores the fact that meanipg can also be used to obscure actual cultural,
economic and political conditions (McCarthy, 1979: xi-xii; rmas, 1977: 335-363): Thus such a theory is
not adequate in itself.
The present research argues that a sociological theory which seeks to understand the operation of an
education system, particularly as it applies to women, musl inch;dc a consideration nf the impact of structural

features of social organization. Since this is not the primary consideration of interactionist theory, and it is the

_________...__—
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4. Specifically Engel's discussion of the problem in The Origin of the Family. Privae Property and the Siale

? 10

primary consideration of both structural/functionalist and Marxist/Neo-Marxist conflict ;hcory. interactionist
theory is n;t treated as a major focus of this study. It ;hould be noted however, that the theoretical frz-imcworks
of the writers analysed in detail in the present study do attempt some combination of both structural and
interpretive elements. ) T~

3. For a general discussion of the use of the !\?’arxist approach in the development of sociological theory from

a feminist perspective see Sydie (1987). See z/also Barreu (1978), Hartmann (1981), Armstrong et al. (1983),

Smith (1985), Burstyn (1985), Maroney and Luxton (1987). For a more specific discussion of the Marxist
approach applied to a sociology of women in education see Wolpe (1978) and MacDonald (1980, 1981) as

discussed in the present study.




CHAPTER TWO

Two Major Theofetical Perspectives in Sociology of Education

This section reviews some of the concepts presented in two of the major theoretical
perspectives applied to the study of education as a forrnal institution. Some of the
contradictory and/or critical results obtained from recent research (based on these theories)

into the relationship of education, equality and the functions served by schools are presented.

+ . It should be noted that this is not intended to be an‘c:xhaustivci anélysis of either of these

theoretical approaches. Rather, they are outlined briefly in order to provide a context for the
presentation of some of the contradictory evidence motivating the present study. Particular
empbhasis is on how these theories explaima concept of knowledge and its interaction with

social organization, the nature of power relations and the problem of social changé.
2.1 The Structural/Functionalist Perspective:

Functionalist explanations of society are based on the overall premise that society is
organized in ways which are necessitated by the nature of the world and of man. The
theoretical formulation developed from the application of this approach is perhaps most
clearly demonstrated in the work of Talcott Parsons (1949, 1954, 1960 etc.). Intrinsic to this
perspective is the definition of action in terms of a "means-end" schema inyolving an agent
(actor), "an end, a future state of affairs toward which action is oriented”, and a situation “the
trends of de\:elopment of which differ from the end" desired. The situation is made up of
non-controllable elements, “conditions", and controllable elements, "means”. To the extent
that alternative means are available, the situation includes an element of choice which smplies
a "normative orientation" (Parsons:<1949: 44). "Normative" is defined by Parsons as the
element of a system which is viewed by the actar(s) as an "end in itself" for either the

"o,

"members of the coilectivity”, "some portion of the members", or "the collectivity as a unit”.
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"Normm" thus becomes a statement of the action regarded as desirable and to which fp\gﬂure
action should conform. (Parsons, 1949:75). Parsons takes the position further when he

asserts that, "There is no such thing as action except as effort to conform with norms"

((Ibid.:76). Thus, according to this explanation, all action is predetermined since both means

and ends are, by definition, normative. A logical corollary of this would appear to be that all
change is, therefore, predetermined. N

Parsons identifies and defines three, terms central to the process of this analysis:
1. "structure” which is,"the determination of relevant relations of
" units in systems" (Ibid.:39). N

2. "process”, which is "the correlativé concept designating the
respects in which the state of a system or the relevant part or parts

of it changes within the time span relevant and significant for the
particular cognitive process in mind"; and

3. "function", a concept whose "reference is to the formulation of

sets of conditions governing the states of living systems as 'going
concerns' in relation to their enyironments " (Parsons, 1977:103).!

. - Using the biological model, Plarso'ns i‘ienutiﬁes a four-function paradigm defining the
conditions or "needs” governing "living systems” and, by analogy, social systems. These
funct:ons include adaptation (governing the system's relation to the environment), integration
(govcmmg internal relations), goal attainment (governing purposwcnesslof behavxour), and
pattern maimcnancc (reflected in a social system as values generalization). The argumcnt
‘here is that there are (a priori) conditions, determined by nature, which demand that society,
and its subSystems, be orga;mized in a particular manner if they are to function.

b As a social system becomes more differentiated, subsystems develop oriented towards
resolving,the increasing compléxity of conditions; thus the political system develops to
handle probl;:ms related to integration, the cultural system to handle those related to pattern
maintenance and so on. It should be noted that while subsystems may develop around a
specific function, each subsystem is subject to the four primary system condtions. That is,

the subsystem must also satisfy the conditions of goai attainment etc. "...strategically the

[

most important comp(onént of culture for the social systems is patterns of value which define °

S

s -
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s the actor's own situation in crucial respects. Hence in the process of acquisition of culture

by individuals the internalization of value-patterns is a central aspect of socialization"
(Parsons, 1977: 351). In highly differentiated pluralized westem industrial society "cultural
specializ?imnds to give a particularly prominent place ... to the cognitive f;mction, Thus
6ur differentiated cultural system is organized more about knowledge..." (Ibid.: 353).

L4
»

2.2 The Concept of Knowledge in Structural / Functionalist Theory:
.

Knowled gé is accumulated via the investigation of observed phenomena (that is, action)
and the interactioh of facts (empirically \;criﬁable statements about obscr_vcd phenomena) and
theory ("a body of logiéally interrelated general concepts of empirical reference"”) ( Parsons,
1949; 6-10). However, not all phenomena can be observed at any given time (indeed, ever),
thus a seléction process is involved. This implies the application of a system of values.
Values 6r "customs and ideas" thus govern the choice of phenomena for investigation, z;nd
determine, to some extent, the concepts reflected in the theory. Knowledge is thus structured
by the functional needs and conditions goveming social systems. However, valid
knowledge is pc;ssiblc via verification of the theory through empirical tests and the
application of critical reasoning. As\new facts are added there is a reformulation of the
theoretical system and those concepts which do not stand up are eliminated. This is in accord
with conservative philosophy which asserts that there is "true” knowledge in the form of
subject areas which it is the function of the educational system to transn;it. </ he assumption
is that verification can be "valid and sound" bccausé it is based on values which are a
reflection of the valid "needs” of the system incorporating the phenomena being investi gatcdf‘.
i3ecausc the system represents a collectivity of individuals, the needs of the system are valid
as a representation of the needs of the collectivity which is a more evolved state of man.
~ Therefore, the question of whose interests these needs might reflect is not relevant as a-

criticism; they reflect the interests of the collective.
' ¢

~

)
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Power, then, is defined as "the realistic capacity of a system-unit to actuaEze its
'interests'...within the context of system interaction and in this §én§; to exert influence on
processes in the system" (Parsons, 1954: 391). Given this definition it would seem possible

' that individual interests, rather than those of the collective, may be implicated in the
development of knowledge,

From a structural/functionalist p&rspecuvc evalffation is an essential characteristic of all
social systems because all action is onentcd to the attainment of goals which involves ' /
selection. Since evaluation, by definition, differentiates in a rank order, hierarchy is implied.
Hierarchical position is determined by "place in the scale of valuation relative to the integrated
common value system” and power (Parsons, 1954: 390). The implication hcréiz that
stratification is an inherent characteristic of social systems. That stratification is inherent is
demonstrated, according tQ ?a‘rsons, in the simplest social unit, that of the conjugal fami]y-
»;/hcrc stratification occurs according to the "nitural” biological divisions of age and sex.
However, since stratification implies inequality, which may be perceived to be opposed to
the realization of individual interests, it must be legitimated by means of an integrated system

. of common values. Itis via such a system of integrated-values that system stability is
maintained (Parsons, 1954: 388). This conclusion provides direct support for the ideology of
meritocracy, a necessary principle of social o'rganization according to functionalist social

i

theory.

The structural/functionalist perspective suggests that occupational positions deriving from
industrialization require particular skills which must be supplied by people with either the
ability or training ncccgsary (Collins, 1975). The igeology of meritocracy argues that
individuals must be motivated to do different jobs via social status rewards and that those
individuals with the necessary talents merit the greater rewards with social inequality as the
inevitable result. The function of education thus becomes that of providing the necessary

1
skill training and identifying those individuals who merit the rewards via politically neutral
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knowledge and teachers and of ensuring that the pattern of values dcﬁniﬁg the system is
internalized. ’ . -
2.3 -Women aggghe Nature of Power Relations from the Structural /
Functionalist P{é@éctive: Lo N

As noted previously, because greater rewards go tc;}hosc doing the more important jobs
and education is a fncans of identifying those most capable of domg\thosc jobs, education
apparently allows for social change by promoting those with the greatest ability to the most
socially rewarding positions. Hov:/evcr, this does not explain the consistently lower status
position of women as compared with men across social classes (Nielsen, 1978; Roos, l9§2),
unless one is prepared to argue that women are consistently lower in mtclhgencc and
acadermc achievement. This position is not bomc out by empirical studies (Cross, 1975)
which would seem to support the position that by its failure to-question the nature of the '
ideology, the implicit value structure and those who benefit fr;m it, fur;ctionalist theory
cannot provide an adequate explanation of contradictory empirical evidence. | It is possible to
argue that women's lack of motivation and interest in the highest status occupations, not their
lack of intelligence, produces the lower status position of women, however, such an ’
argument would bring into question the efficacy of the meritocracy principle which
functionaiist theory posits as the 6asis for social change. In other words, why are men
interested in high status positions and not vyomén'? '

Guppy and Giltanen, in a 1977 Canadian study, found, when sex was included as a

" varjable in per(jepuon .of occupationa] prestige, "male dominated occupations had a higher - >

prestige ranking than female and that men had higher status than womer in the same ‘
occupation” (Wilson, 1982:91). Thus, not only do studies indicate social s(uatiﬁcauon rather
than social mobility as the exisﬁng situation (Persell, 1987), but they also indicate evidence

of sex role discrimination. A Canadian study by{Blishcp and Carroll (1978) quoted by

)
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Wilson: ,
"reveals” upon close examination that women. have higher
_ educational levels and lower incomes than men in the same
Gecupations... Furthermore, women are concentrated in a few jobs
that require high educational certification but are rewarded by low
income. The majority of men do jobs that require less education
but are rewarded by higher incomes" (Wilson, 1982: 92).

This conc‘l'gs.ion is corroborated for the Canadian context by studies conducted under the* =

auspices of federal and provincial Councils on the Status of Women and independent studies
(Amstrong and Armstrong, 1978), as well as by numerous British and ferican studies |

(Deem, 1980[b]; Dale.ct al.[eds.], 1981; Terre des Femmes, 1982; Walker and Barton’

[eds.], 1983). Such evidence would seem to support the'argument of occupational
discrimination based on sex. |

One of the justifications of occupational segregation on the basis of sex provided {)y
structural/functionalist theory is that social roles are, at least to some extent, prescribed by -
innate factors whi; determine interests, needs and abiliﬁes. Individuals act out these roles
in a‘prescribed fashjon? that is, ';ietcrmincd by norms based on-the pﬁmarygflinctions ofa
social organization and the values developed by the organization to ensure the carrying out of
these functions. Women's role is detgrmined by innate Bhysiological and psychological
factors \;'hich';uggest the argument that the traditional position o.f wome—n is both right and
not open to changc Parsons argues that "the primary structure of the human personahty asa

t
system...[is orgamzcd] about the s6c1a1 structure of the society and its various subsystems"

and in particular the "mrcumstannally detailed role structure of the social system" (Parsons,

1977: 97). Personality development starts with the family "as an agency of the socialization

2

of the child" (Ibid.:97); that is the function of the family, as a collective, is not as a
reproductive unit but as a social. unit. 'Pamons identifies two aspects of social ;iction,
essential to family organization, with which males and females are associated respectively,
the instrumental and cxprcssiye‘ roles. The female's reproductive capacity tended to restrict -

her physically to the family unit more than the male, and, at the same time, tended to develop

-

~
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an inWardly oriented psychology Theréforc within the family, the integrative function - B
described by thesexpressive role, oncmcd 10 emotional granﬁcauon was attributed to the

./
mfe/fema]e in her pﬁsmo{\ of mamtammg family cohesion and provxdmg support ~

For Parsons, "Absolute eqyality @f opportunity is clearly incompatible with any positive
. solidarity of the family..."(Parsons, 1965:79). This is true because equality of opportunity in

’tcrms of the occupational structure would allow the possibility of mother and father being in
competition for the same position, thus leading to conflict. In addition, since the

a

occupational structure of modem industrialized society tends to & divisive ( in the sense of
adaptive) orientation expressed by the instrumental role, as opppscd to an

integrative/expressive orientation, women having equal opportunity to men wouldtend to . |

* v

‘/ -» 3 *
overemphasize the instrumental at the expense of the expressive. This would become a

- destabilizing factor for the family and by extension, the entire social organization:

« . "The solidarity of a social system may then be thought of as a state

of solvency of its 'affective economy,’ conditioned both on the

flow of instrumcntafly significant contributions from its mémbers - ¥
and on their motivational states of gratification...In simplo social .

systems these factors can be conceived to be ascribed; this is true .

joth of primitive socien'es and of the socializing agencies in which,
' ‘n a more dlfferenuated socxcty, the child is placed in the earlier
stages of hlS socmhzanon" (Parsons, 1977b: 60).

Thus Parsons posits separate ideologies on the basis of sex: equality of opportunity for.
males and restricted role trainin g for females. The differentiated sexual position is supportcd
“on the grounds of its "naturalness” in terms of innate biological characteristics and the
- inevitability of present family organization. Because family structure is an essential element
of existing social organization, breakdown ot.' thh;cl family would lead to breakdown of social
organization. As the patterns of social organization were decided by members of the group
for mé benefit of the group, a brea};down of that organization would obviously mean a loss

for all its members.

In Parsons' terms the “group” refers to all members of western industrial society,
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! including women. What Parsons, and Structural/Functionalist theory in general, fails to do_

is consider for whose benefit existing social organization actually operates. While the

.

explanation of "Jegitimation" actknowledges the (potential) fact of the interpenetration of

t

power relations into the value system or ideology of a social organization, it does not

épparcn}ly, consider the effects of such an interpenetration. In addition, the theory doc;i not
e

appear to be situated within the historical context of the development of social relations; thus

- patrimonialisT' can be viewed as a function of increasing social complexity permitting some

" ) n ,!mcans of social mobility (Parsons, 1977b :288). There is ho question of why

o 'patrimonialistn’, as opposed to ‘mﬁtrimonialism', should have developed or why it should

have been a basis for social mability. In addition, as Beechey (1981) argues, the tendency

of suucltural/functiopalist analyses to emphasize normative and evalyative factors in the
examination of the social position of Women produces a faih.nrc to consider economic factors.
'I“hus, such analyses do not provide adequate’explanations ofwomen's vertical (concentrated
in the lowest paying scctc;rs) and horizontal (concer;trated in specific sectors) position in the

structure of the labour market process.

-

i - .

Z.Q\J‘Structural/F unctionalist Theory and the Problem of Social Change:

f
|

" . The potential for social change impIi‘cit in the Structural/Functionalist position is limited,
“ - particularly in terms of the caﬁacity of the educational system to initiate that chz{nge. This
" position tends to equate "culture” with "know,lcdge"‘cstablishing both in the a-priori position.
Tgaéhers thus become the "custodians” of a particular spiritual and intellectual inheritance. If

A

education is seen as the means by which cultural patterns are defined and internalized, and if
Lhoéé cultural patterns are inherent to the social organization, then there are determinable
CORCEpIs 10 bélca‘:ncd which cannot be subj’ect to change and which are, by definition,

- already %)Sn g taught. Furthermore, because the locus of concern of the functionalist position

' N
Vs basically descriptive to explanatery, change is a focus only as it requires explanation. The
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theoretical position does not require a fran;ework that projects for change but rather one that
is capable of explaining change as it occurs, hence tt:c meritocratic principle.

gndeed, the question of who decides which positions are most difficult and merit the greatest
rewards is ignored. In other words, the existing social structure is treat;d as an invariable
function, the kind of influenck exerted by the power stfucture is not questioned.

' Parsons points out that differentiated roles does not necessarily mean unequal however,
he notes, "In spite of the nearly obvious qualitative basis of the differentiation of
role-function (instrumental-expressive), there has been a very persistent tendency at the same
time to define it as a supeﬁoﬁty-infcrioﬁty relationship. In an important sense a new phase
of strain over this problem has very recently arisen in modem societies" (Parsons, 1977b:

288). The problem has arisen because the "humanistic aspect of the feminine rolé

[community integrative function] is only partially inst‘itutionalized" (Parsons, 1954: 98)

hence, by iniplication, only partially legitimated and reflected in the value system. According

to structural/functionalist pefgccdve this lack 6f legitimation is due to the focus on the

adaptive (instrumental) function in highly industrialized societies whose structural formation
demands a diversified, technically specialized, mobile labour pool. Thus the focusis on a -
function whicim is orieméd towaer individuality as opposed to integration.

. The action of the educational system in this framework thus becomes to identify those .
individuals of greater talent, to provide training to fulfill the labour requirements of an | %‘&
industrialized society and to prepare individuals ideologically to fit their innately prescribed
social roles. Social change will occur as a result of occupational mobility through lh’c ‘

. assessment of individual talent, and within the educational system as it adapts to meet 'thc
evolving needs of the labour market. However, the means by which the educational system
assesses talent has'been shown to bggsuspect (Jencks, 1972; Wrist, 1976); and the relatonship .
of education to occupational mobility has been demonstrated to be equally questionable
(Bowles and Gintis, 1976; Persell, 1977, Karabel and Halsc;y. 1977). Levels of education are,

according to the ideology of education, determined by ability; that is, movement to a higher

e
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level is dependent on successful completion of the r;;'cvious level. Success is deterrhined by .
tests purpértcdly measuring the amount of knowledge acguircd and the ability to apply this ]
knowledge. However, investigation ofsthese propositions produced the finding that’ ]
educationfal level seemed to be more closely related 1o occupation and social class than~ to
intclligcn;cc - the hjgher the family social class, the higher the level of education obtaingd by
the children (Bowles and Gintis:1976; Persell, 1977; Cookson and Persell, 1987). In other
words, education does not appear to lead to occupauonal moblhty between classes but rather

rcducatlon wo\ld appear to operate to sustain cxxstmg socxal ordcr. that is, existing patterns of
stratification.

Byrne, in her analysis of women in the British educational system demonstrates the
prevalence in this system, of the ideolgy explained by the structural/functionalist perspective’
regarding women. She found that educational position and policy statements deriving from
the Central Advisory Council, Teachers' Union committees et al. reflected a "different but
‘equal’ idcz)logy" (Byme, 1978: 24) which, in turn, operated at the level of curriculum -
different subjects for males and females, - and within subject content - in the form of |
stereotypic examples and illustrations. ﬁymc's thesis. that the educational system operates on
the b‘asis of sex role stratification is supportea by the work of Deem (19802), Nielsen (1978),
and others. Byme and Ni;lsen grgue.that, in fact, different is not "equal” in that it has led to h
lower paying occupations, lower prestige ratingy(Goldbzrg: 1968), and overall lower social
status for women.

The structural/functionalist perspective does not consider problematic the question of
"whose interests” the determination of "need” serves, nor what influences operate on that
assessment except aé it functions to preserve the operation of socigty. Nor does
structural/functionalist theory adquatcly account for uneven distribution of resources
throughout society or the uncqual distibution of rewards on the basis of gender How the
various social groupings are persuaded to accept unevern distribution, that is, the nature and

cffect of the operation of power on the legitimation pmce,ss is not sufficiently developed to

~
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explain the nature of the inéqualitics observed nor the problem of chan ge. T
/ .

©

2.5 Marxist/Neo-Marxist Conflict Perspective:

.- Conflict theory attempts to explain some of the social conditions ignoréd or inadequately
explaihed by functionalists. Its premises are based on the' Marxist viewpoint that the

structure of society is founded on econamic organization deriving from man's ontogenetic

¥

tendency to operate on his environment, that is, to work. Marxian theory further proposes

that it is in the nature of power groups to act in order to maintain their control aid that it is via

class conflict that social change will occur. The theory states (in brief) that individuals form

status groups which give them their cultural identity; that these groups then compete for

»

_ advantage and that education serves as a means of transmitting the culture of whatever status

, group is in power. -

By i)ower we mean what Giddens defines as the ability of indi;fiduals or groups to
“secure outcomes where the rca]i‘;au'on of these outcomes depends upon the agency of
g;hcrs" (Giddens: 1981: 238). Conflict is thus a result of the struggle for power by status
groups and change occurs when a new status groﬁp or class succcss;fully seizes power and

control of the transmission of its culture. Marxist theory states thathumanity's attempt to

L]

control and shape its own world in order to satisfy. its needs produces a constantly changing

“created” world which necessarily demands groupings of individuals. These groups
organize the means by which the changes to the environment will be made and, eventually,
ihe methods by which the products of man's work will be distributed or exchanged. This
produces a dialectic which Marx defines as the 'relations of prodi;ction' - the interplay
between the 'forces of production (technology and resodrc;:s) and the 'social relations of
production’ (the means by which exchange of products and their prodﬂction is facilitated).
From this perspective social organization is devel?ped to further economic interests. ‘

>

Historical analysis of social organization shows a strong interrelationship beween the type of

re
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organization and the prevailing mode of production. Capitalism arose as a result of
technological and social developments which resulted in the establishment of two groups of -
pcdplc. those who control the resources or means of production (owners) and those whose
only means of subsistcnsc is to provide the labour for production (workers). As capitalism
depends on the production of surplus value (capital) which then becomes one of the
resources to be recycled into the relations of production, the central problem of the
owner/employer becomes how to stimulare labour into the mo’st efficient production of
commodities. Thus as Bowles and Gintis (1976) note, the requirement is for the kind Qf
social interaction and organization that will operate to best further these aims.

Conflict theory, applying a Marxist analysis to :ocial institutions; thus asserts that
education becomes a mirror image of the marketplace, that it must necessarily be so because
" its function as an institution organized under the demands of capitalism, is to transmit the
culture of the dominant group (owners as those who have the ability to secure outcomes
dcpcndant upon the compliance of others) and to lcéitimize this group's power position.
From this perspective, meritocracy is seen as an illusion created by the power group in order
to justify and maintain its position. This illusion is supported by such educational tools as IQ
testing(1), which does not, in fact, measure ability but instead identifies members of thq
dominam culture (Bowles and Gintis, 1976; Marks, 1976). Conflict theorists (particularly
Bowles and Gintis) further assert that schools operate to train and select for particular ¢
personality characteristics which employers require of employees, these include passivity and
willingness to accept direction, as opposed to aggressivity and independence.

2.6 Marxist / Neo-Marxist Conflict Perspective and the Social Position of

Women:

Engels (1972), ana]yfsing the capitalist structﬁre, argues that the ideology placing women

irfghe family prevented their direct participation in the processes of economic production -

% )
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hence women's work assumed scco;[:ary value in that it was not related to primary

production processes. Thus knowl

1

ge associated with women's functions
(effective/integretative in Parsons' terms) received a lower value rating than the knowlicdgc
associated with men's functions (Parsons' instrumental/adaptive). Perception of women's
) role as being primarily related to the famil)f allows their labour market experienc= to be '
viewed as t.cmporary (limited by familial obligations) and of secondary imbortancc. even ol /
when they are doing the same jobs as male co-workers. When this is added to the
assumption that women are better equipped by nature for jobs in particular areas, the result is
occupational segregation which allows employers ta fix lower wage rates and to use women
as a secondary labour force (Armstrong and Armstrong, 1978, Doeringer and Piore, 1979). |
Documented shifts in the percentage of women in the labour force demonstrate this pattern.
Women, as well as racial minorities and youth) form a flexible lat;our force which operates
when economic conditions create a labour gap (Connelly, 1978; Luxton, 1981,1987). Wilson
(1982) and Banks (1980,1986) note a further labour market pattern for western ir:d:lsm'alizod
societies (Canada, the U.S. and Britain specifically). They suggest that when conditions
favour women's labour force participation, domestic responsibilities, such as child care, are
defined as social responsibi\liu'es; when conditions are unfavourable, women resume their
domestic role and again beco\n;e economically dependant on their husbands. The result: "In
economic terms the majority of women under capitalism have little alternative but to marry”
(Wilson, 1982: 99). Sidel (1976‘), Murray (1981) and Heitlinger (1987) note the same
pattern of labour férce participation in industrialized non-capitalist societies (China, Cuba and
Eastern bloc countries). thﬁ cmiploymcnt levels drop, women are the first to be laid-off,
and the traditional family pattern with the husband as breadwinner is resumed. Conflict
theory argues that the benefits of such a labour force would seem to accru:W directly to those
who own the means of production. It provides a surplus labour pool which can be employed

and laid off as economic conditions demand. Thus it would seem to be directly in the

interests of the economic/power elite to maintain the traditional ideology of inherent
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dx'ffcrcrlicc and of the secondary value of female-identified t‘asks. }

Marxi’an/C‘oriﬂict theories would seem to account at léast in part, for the gende/r
stratification/discrimination of education and the marketplace it supposedly reflects.
However, conflict mcofy posits struggle and social change as arising frorh class not gender
anomalies. In fact many of the arguments dériving from this viewpoint have untl recently
terided to ignore the influence of gender entirely except as it may be related to a minority
group position - Bowles and Gintis (1976), Persell (1977) and Oakes (1982) reflect this
position. This is true éven of the arguments which utilize the evidence of gender
stratification to argue the need for considération of the female position, but depend on the
“class" argument for social change. The argument is that if social inequality is due-to Elass
structuring then changes in this aspect of social organization will eliminate inequality. This
argument, however, does not account for the fact that gender (sexual) inequality exists across
classes and societies (Maroney and Luxton, 1987(b]; Nielsen, 1978; Deem, 1980[b]; Kuhn
and Wolpe, 1978; Roos, 1982). Nor does such 4n argument explain why, given the fact that
mathematics and science courses are apparently of direct benefit to capitalism (in terms of |
improved technology creating increased and more efficient production), women are
discouraged both implicitly and explicitly from entering such study areas and their related
occupations (Byme,1978; Weiner, 1980; Harding,1980). Furthermore the characteristics that
Bowles and Gintis, arguing from the conflict perspective, nominate as those being inculcated
in individuals by the education system are those tr‘aditionally regarded as feminine: docility
and dependence for example (2). In fact, the concept of the secondary labour force demands
the ideology of female dependence and both male and fcme;lc acceptance of such an ideology.

If feminine characteristics are what is demanded by the capitalist marketplace how can one
explain the fact that female characteristics are regarded as having lesser value (Goldberg:

1 1968)? There would appear 1o exist the problem of both legitimating and de-legitimating the

sam characteristics. By focusing primarily on economic/structural aspects of schooling,

confljct theorists seem to ignore one of the central issues of education, that is, what is being
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taught and how it is being taught; how, in fact, the process of legitimation, which leads,
according to conflict theory, to social inequality, is attually carried out by ihdividuals.

N ‘
7 o
2.7 Marxist / Neo-Marsist Conflict theory and the problem of knowledge ' ‘
and social change: | - ' "
/ ’ o - y
Although Marxist /Conflict theory does explain some social realities, it is limited with

regards to its perception of education as a medium for social change and to the possibilities of

A predicating social change in general. As Young has demonstrated in Kng_\ng_dggand_bqnm

(1971), if it is the tendency of any group in power to attempt to maintain that power; if access
to.the power groups is strictly regulaied by those same groups via social institutions such a§ u
education, then the knowledge which is transmitted to the society, in order for power groups -
to maintain control successfully must also be controlled.‘ However, if knowledge is
controlled then where does conflict, the stipulated source of change, originate? If the power
group is successful in the‘transmission of its ideology then conflict between status groups
should r;ot occur. Secondary groups will have been convinced of the legitimacy of those
occup):ing pow:r positions.

One is forced to assume that conflict and hence social change, can occur only via the
failure of ideological transmission. Marxian conflict theorists have suggested that social
change may be promoted via education by means of demystification and self-awareness.
However, as we are all products of an educational system which disseminates selected
knowiedge, according to this theory, it is difficult to see how we can be successfully
demystified. Ope is tempted to suspect that even an apparent awareness of being controlied

is a "permitted” awareness with ulterior motives carefully camouflaged by the power group.

How else can research revealing social inequality, which would not appear to be in the

- interests of a pow\cr/gwﬁpﬁiﬂcc it de-legitimizes their power position, be explained? The

argument taken to this extreme appears to be both paranoid and self-defeating 13‘ the sense of
: ’ -
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being capable of explaining or ailowing for social change. This reveals one of the major
weaknesses of Marxian/Conflict theory, an emphasis on structural, or macro, aspects of
social relationships whieh tends to ignore the effect of individual interpersonal interactions

and how these interrelate and affect social structure and provide a potential source of change.
e ‘ﬁ

].8 Conclusions: - \
~ ~ ) ® -
NeMWCthunctionﬁst nor the M@sWéo-Mmist conflict perépcctivcs
appear to supply a viable theory of sociology of education which accounts for the social
«status of women. Herver, many accounts attempting to theorize inequalities based on
gender have involved thc‘application of Marxist analy;iga] tools to develop an explanation of
j Jhe rclationshi’p};f women to the ecc;no;xﬁc structure of capifalism. Part of the reason that
?&t‘h theorists identified Marxis}n as a potendal theoretical framework is that Marx and
. En;cls situated the origin of the cicvclopment of oppressive social relations within the
development of th:: form of family relations around a patriarchal system of ownership which
ultimately evolved into capitalism. Thus, Marxist theory supplies a starting point for the
. analysis of gender relations as oppressive and” a thenﬁaHy explanatory framework from
" which to explore the social position of women. In addition, the concept of ideology as
developed in a Marxist explanation of the relations of production provided a base for the
development of the concept of patriarchal ideology and its operation in sustaining
/ . gender-structured power relations. ‘The follewing ch‘apter reviews three theoretical
i perspectives based on a Marxist frameworzvo of which, the perspectives developed by
Mz;cDona]d and Smith, apply this framework to an analysis of gender-based relations in_
education. The third approach, developed by Freire, utilizes a reinterpretation of Marxist

theory to explore the nature of power relations and to define an approach to education which

could lead to social change.
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2.9 Notes to Chapter Two:

1. With relation to the development of the 1.Q. test in the U.S., Marks notes that such development was
t . \ . ~

suppc;ned by institutions such as the Camegie corporation and the military. Thus, he argues, it is hardly
surprising if these instruments reflect the interests of the dominant (power) group. (Marks, 1976).

'

2, cf. Parsons' argument on causes for the "educational revolution™ (Parsons: 1977).
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CHAPTER THREE
Alternative Perspectives

In this chz;ptcr the work of three writers who attempt to apply redefined or reinterpreted
Marxist/Neo-Marxist conflict theory to a sociology of education is examined. Both
Madeleine MacDonald and Dorothy E. Smith use a Marxist framework as the basis for their
analyses of the impact of patriarchal relations on the operation of the education system in late
capitalist socicﬁ;s. While Paulo Freire does not cxplorc the operation of gender-based social
reldfions, his discussion of the operation of power relations in capitalist society is based upon
Marxist theory. All three writers are concerned with attempting to resolve the problem noted
above with regard to Marxist conflict theory, that is, the problem of accounting for social
change.

A problem that became central to attempts to use a Marxist framework to establish a
theory of the sociology of education which included a description and explanation of -
women's interests and position was the problem of accounting for the lowcx" position of
women agmgs_sggg}_glgs_sﬂ In other words, the argument of social oppression deriving
from a class—struc‘:tured economic organization did not appear adequate to explain the social
position of women. One attempt to address this proBlcm may be found in the framework for
a theory of a sociology of women's education proposed by Madeleine MacDonald (1980,
[1981). It should be noted that MacDonald's framework is derived from a limited body of
work and, from the point of view of the present study, is not considered as developed a
framework as the others reviewed in this ;csearch. Nevertheless, it is argued that an analysis-

of MacDonald's framework can be useful in identifying some of the areas of difficulty that

- require resolution for the development of a viable theory.

3.1 Madeleine MacDonald: A Sociology of Women's Education

-

In order to address the problem of explaining the lower status of women across social
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classes, MacDonald suggests expanding the Marxist framework to include an account of the
operation of patriarchal ideology. Working from Althusser's identification of an education
system in capitalist society as a "state apparatus” constructed for the purposes of hclpiné to
ensure thg reproduction of the productive forces and of the social mlatior;s of production as

+ these are reproduced in a system of ideas which will support and sustain existing class
domination, MacDonald argues that patriarchal organization and its supporting ideology is
integral to capitalist formation:- Focusing oﬁ the congept of a secondary labour force, as this
concept is developed by Bowles and Gintis (1976), MacDonald cites the weightof empirical
evidence that indicates that the largest percentage of women in the labour forces of western
industrial societies are concentrated in this secondary labour force grouping. In addition, ‘
within the primary labour force women are concentrated in lower status positions as
compared to mén in all class groupings. This division is supported byq patriarchal ideology,
"by the attitudes, expectations and ideology of employers who operate and realize historically
specific concept‘ions of female employﬁes, their abilities and their personalities (diligence,
lack of boredom with routme tasks, dexterity)" which "are core features of thc pattern use of
female labour within the cconomy" (MacDonald, 1980: 15). In this casc pamarchal
ideology" refers to the categorization of work into work suitable for females and work
suitable'for males, based on such arguments as natural ability and women's instability in the
labour force due to their domestic role. Such a position is useful to capitalist organization &
because it providcs a reserve group of cheap labour which can be cycled into and out of the
labour force at critical points. Further, this ideology allows the retention of women's
domestic/familid] work, work which is essential to the reproduction of the labour force and
the separation of wage labour and family necessitated by capitalist organization (1).

Applying this argument to the educational system, MacDonald notes that neither in
Althusser nor in Bowles and Gintis is there an analysis of the manner in which patriarchal
8rganization and ideology operate and are reproduced within the context of schooling. This

lack seriously weakens their explanations. In connection with Althusser, MacDonald states:
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"A question he forgets to ask is: are women ever inculcated with the ideology suited for the
agents of exploitation" [employers, managers] "or repression” [police,army]? "If any
ideology is most likely to be acquired by women it is that of the exploited, with ﬁclativcly few
trained to become professional ideologists” [those with the economic and political power to
manipulate ideologies] (MacDonald, 1980: 19). Bowles and Gintis on thc other hand, in their
focusing on the school's transmission of attitudes, behaviour and ideology via a reproduction
of the structural features of social organization fail to consider. thc structural’feamres of the
#  school which reproduce patriarchal relations. For example, while they tonsider the
~ hierarchical order of the staff and of teacher-student relations, they ignoré the ;'a’gt that this |
hierarchal order also reflects male/femgle dominance relations with a greatcr"proporﬁon of \
men than women in the higher positions and higher forms of education (Smith, 1975;
Daresh, 1988). ) . . f s
MacDonald suggests that neither Althusser's nor Bowles and Gintis' framework is
adequaté to account for gender and that further investigation of the forms of cultural °
reproduction in the dual organizations of education and the family is requi;::’d. Using
Bemstein's argument that forms of social organization are rcproduceq by the scho<;l through
the "/catcgorization of pupils by agé, sex and social class" (Ibid.: 22) via the classification of
knowledge, the forms of teacher pupil relations, the physical organizatioh.of the school and
‘the forms of evaluation, analysis of these elments reveals, acc'ording to MacDonald, the
operation of gender codes. These gender codes operate to direct males and females to the
acquisition of certain forms of what Bernstein labels "symbolic property”, which is both
abstract, i m the form of ideas and attitudes, and concrete, in the form of certificates and
) dcgrccs In other words, thc school controls the transmission of knowlezlige in the form of
"symbolic property" according to certain criteria determined externally to the system of
education. |

Since such criteria are determined (for the purposes of the edutation system) by the social

position and organization of the family (ﬁatriarchal relations) MacDonald accepts Bernstein's
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recommendation that schools cease using such éatcgorics as a means of allocating pupils.
‘This would in turn create radical changes in family organizatic;n leading to elimination of
inequalities originating in the family. To initiate such changes would require numerous
educational reforms including "the re-education of teachers”, text and curricular reforms and

]

others (Ibid.: 23)

3.2 Problems and possibilities of MacDonald's theoretical framework: ’
[P

{
There are a number of problems in this theorization of a sociology of women's education.

Sorpe of the problems may, of course, be due to the fact that this appears as a brief accounts
and not a developed body of work. However, some of the difficulties are inherent to the
theoretical framework proposed. |

In the first place, if educational knowicdgc is indeed structured by an ideology of
domination/oppression in two senses, that of class-based and gender-based capitalism, and if
the structure of an educational system is constrained by the structural features of socia}
organization which it reproduces, how does social charigc o\ccur? In fact, MacDonald notes:
"The constraints which limit the pos;éibility of weakening gender classifications and
patriarchal structures are manifold, especially’sincc they are, as has been previou§ly argutd,
integral glemem‘s of the capitalist mode of production” (Ibid.: 23). How then is the .

knowledge, necessary for the re-education of teachers, to be transmitted in a system which,

by MacDonald's own argument precludes by its organization such transmission?

Secondly, MacDonald argues that an essential role for women in capitalist social
organization is their domestic/familial work in terms of women's capacity to ensure the
* biological reproduction of the labour force and the reproductibn of the domestic conditions
which allow the separation of family and economic processes, that is, the conditions which ‘

will make available an unrestricted source of labour. This argument implies that a change in

the structure of the nuclear family would transform capitalist organization and that such a
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‘ ) ‘;n'ansformation would lead, ipso facto, to'the equalization of male/f'cmale.relations and
' prcsumal;ly, since patriarchy is intégral to class dominance, to the elimination of;ominancc
based’on class. Aside from tl;c fact that this doe’s not explain power relations based on age,
race qr religion, each of which could also be argued to cross classes, such an argument also

does not account for the changfng‘naturc of family relations in contemporary capitalist

©societies. That is, the increasing percentage of one-parent families and rising divorce rates,

{ -
both of which phenomena seem to Be related to the increasing complexity of capitalist social

-t

organigation, would seem to indicate changes in family structure which have not resulted in
' the elimination of dominance relations, either by class or by gender. 3
y In g({didon,, MacDonald's-use of the term rcﬁroducrion seems to cover %ngrr\bemf
processes which are, in fact separate. For one thing, she uses it to refer to both biological
(rcprodpction of the species) and social processes (reproduction of the forces and relations of
production), two general processes which are analytically distinct (2). Classical Marxist '
analyses view "rgﬁ‘roduction of t-he’forces of production” as reproduction of the forces
producing exchange value work. MacDonald's inclusion of domestic vork in this category
prcci‘pitatcé her into the "domestic labour debate" concerned with the question of the position
of women'_s demestic labour in a Marxist analysis of capitalism; a question which does ot
agpcar to be resolved by the theoretical apparatus MacDonald brings to bear. Thus f’
MacDonald's account does not cl,arifythe interrelation of these processes. It would appear A
\ that MacDonald's framework could benefit from a more detailed analysis of the various
processes of social organization particularly the operation of power relations.
MacDonald's shift in focus from a discussion.of women's position relative to the’
economic fcémres of social organization, to a suggested focus on family, derived at least in
. part as a response to the problematic issue of women's Telation to class structure and partly

¢

from the Marx/Engels tradition centering patriarchal relations in the family, poses other
T

prolglems. WhilexMacDonald suggests investigation of the family-education relationship as

important for understanding the operation of education, she does not undertake such an
) ‘
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investigation. She proposes the use of Bernstein's analytic method for this purpose, but in
usiﬁg this method succeeds only in describing gender relations in the school, not in

explaining them. This may be due, at least in part, to the limitations of Bernstein's* ™

theoretical framework, which contains a number of contradictions and tends by the

establishment of typifications to operate in a descriptive rather than analytic or explanatory

. fashion. Further, MacDonald fails to consider the possiblity that neither the family nor the

education system is simply a mechanical feature into which individual$ "ﬁt" (or not) but a

social organization created and articulated by human relations. She appears to consider

knowledge and consciousness as cqmva]cnt and creatcd by a fixed form of soc:al
organization.

Like Bemnstein (as Sharp, 1980 érgues) MacDonald reflects toa c&rtain extent a
structural/functiori‘ahst or at least mechanistic-Marxist position in the sense of considering
social organiiation as "fixed". In the former case social structures, political, economic, and
cultural, are viewed as being established in order to maintain the harmonious functioning of
the system; and in the latter case these structires are viewed as being established in t}\;t
interests of a certain (dominating) group or groups for the purposes of maintaining those
interests. Thus no social structure or rciaiion is viewed as having any measure of autonomy
within the totality of the social organization and all social relations, including the production
of knowledge, are considered the products of forces external to these relations. From this

position the family is considered simply as one means by which existing relations of

production are reproduced and is therefore viewed as crucial to the system and individuals

are vicvx;ed as agents of the forces of history (Kuhn, 1978 : 44). In educational terms, the

individual can thus be viewed as an "empty vessel", to be ﬁlle;l with ideologically informed

\ knowledge. The failure to consider the psychological dimensions of the family and the

in&i\(idual tends to produce not only an incomplete analysis of social processes but also a -

limited view of the possibilities for social change. This is not to imply that simply inéluding

a consideration of the psychological will resolve all theoretical difficulties involving social
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changc,’but rather to sugécst that such a consideration may help to clarify more of the
processes involved and thus lead to a clearer perception of the possibilities for change.

Again while MacDonald calls for analysis of t};c forms of resistance to an ideology of
class or'gender, she does not consider the possibility of the forms of resistance-to an
| ideology of change. By viewi‘ng power and ideology from a one-way perspective, as
something imposed upon individuals via forms of social organizatidn, and therefore not
consjdering the possibility of individual interaction, MacDonald fails to account for essential
aspects of the power relationship, including how the knowledge/ideological contents of the
educational process are themselves legitimated, that is, accepted as valid, by the agents of its
transmission as well as those who receive it. A question which MacDonald fails to ask and
which might clarify some elements of the argument is: how is knowledge legitimated?,

In order to develop a fuller account of the sociology of education this analysis of
MacDonald's work seemls to indicate that more is necess;xry than simply to add an account of
women's position to existing theories without dealing with the lacunae found in those
theories {Barakett, 1987). MacDonald does however, draw attention to a nurnber of possible
arc\as of exploration. She notes the contradictory nature of idcoldgics operating in the' '
school, for example the opposition of male/manual to female/mental for working class boys
which would appear to contradict the ideology of school achievement leading to life success
and the ideology operating for working class girls which identifies school achievement as
"unfeminine" (Op.Cit.: 23-24). However, MacDonald does not extend this observation to an
analysis of the potentiality for changé inherent in such contradictions. She also su ggésts the
need for further analysis of gender relations as power relations in the education system but
she d;xs not, with Bernstein's theory, provide an analytic tool capable of explaining these
relations in the coptext of hun/xan relationships. Individuals tend to be viewed as "objects"” of
the system not as "subjects" within the §ystem. As a result this theoretical framework is

limited, both in terms of providing a clear account of the nature of women's oppression (the

nature of power relations) and in terms of providing possibilities for change.
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Paulo Freire, in developing a theory of radical pedagogy, has attempted to address some
“._of these problems. While Freire's earlier work (1973, 1982) caution;i against the application
of his framework of radical pedagogy to societies which operate from a different historical
and social perspective to the one to which the work was add;esscd, that is, Brazil and Latin ~ *+ |
America, in his recent work (1985) he asserts a more general application. In fact, Freire's
deveopment of his thcor; in universal rather than pasticular tcrm-s would seem to imply a
potential applicability to a generalized theme. This is the position which will taken in the
investigation of Freire's thxeory forthe purposes of the present study. Although Freire does
not directly addresS the problem of gender, he does address the nature of power rclén’ons and
their interrelationship with the development of knowledge, culture and ideology. As an
analysis of the dialectic of power relations in education, the application of Freire's theory to
the position of women in‘contemporary capitalist society ;npy provide some cl;n'iﬁcau'on of

the nature of women's position in these societies and therefore contribute to a more

comprehensive analysis of the social position of women.

3.3 Paulo Freil.'e: A Sociology of Radi¢al Education

Paulo Freire has developed a radical pedagogy based on what he identifies as a Marxist
framework. Freire subscribes to the Marxian concept of a pd;vcr elite in control of the-forms
and patterns, both material and non matcrial,\of production. As such, Freire's own theory
must be analysed in termsdof the problems imposed by a Marxist position as already outlined.
However, Freire attaches to the Marxist framewotk a Freudian psychoanalytic interpretation,
derived from Lacan, which he uses t6 establish a theory of consciousness, and from which
he generates his concepts of desirable and undesirable knowledge. From this he develops
the proposition that humanity's ontologicai vocation is to becoming more human; that is, one

is capable of perceiving oneself as an incompleted being in the process of completion. It is

on this assertion that Freire rests humanity's potential for social change . The implication
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which can be construed fr@ this assumption is that ;here exists a pattern of completeness (or
grcz;tcr humanization) external to his present being v@ch man can perceive and toward

which he can strive. This posiﬁon appears similar to the structural/fibétionalist definition of
knowledge with the result that it must aéain be subjéct to scrutiny for the problems connected
with that approach, with particular reference to the fact that Freire proposes his theory as a

mcthodblogy for achieving social change via education. o

4
i

34 Knové'ledge, history and culture: -

Central to Freire's conceptual framework is the idea of man's reflective capacity: "Man is
the only one (of the uncompleted bémgg) to treat not only his actions but his very self as the -
object of his reflection” (Freire, 1982: 87). The result is that reality is established in terms of
a subject/object relationship. There is a world which constitutes a "not-I1" and a self which
constitutes an"'l". The reflective nature of consciousness allov;/s man to perceive the world
in terms of its cx{zﬁmaliry to a self which has initially identifiable interests. It is via a
recognition of self interests, as determined by conscious reflection, that the individual a{cts
upon the world. Since the action is informed by interest, it is conducted with intent for the
purposes of transformation and re-creation. This results in the essential historicity of
humanity's perception of its position in the world.

The individual acts upon thc,worltc;\i}i ‘order to overcome situations which limit the
capacity to satisfy perceived needs and interests. In other words, the individua? acts to free
himself. To the extent to which needs and ini€rests are unsatisfied, the individual perceives’
her or himself as incomplete and not-free. Hence Freire can assért huxﬁanity's ontological
vocation towards humanization (freedom) while at the same time positing the historical
alternative of dehumanization, which is, in essence, the existence of the limit situation.

Knowledge derives from the individual's perception of the relationship between self and the

world and serves both as an instrument of self prcscrva_tion (the fulfillment of ncéds) and to
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rranscend the self (the fulfillment of interests). However, the ability to effectively transform
the world also rests on the capacity to collaborate, that is, to form social organi_zétions which
work effectively 1o serv&the interests of the collective whole. "It is as transforming and
crcativc beings that men'in their permanent relations with reality produce not oﬁl} material
goods - tanglble obJects but, also socxal institutions, ideas and concepts. Through their
continuing praxis, men sunultancously create history and become historical-social beings"
(Freire, 1982: 91).

In addition, social organization deménds dialogue which presupposes language. It is by
symboli7'.ation of't'hpir perceived reality that individuals communicate their perception (needs
and interests). Thus the "word" as the concrete symbolization of perception and a basic tool
of communication becomes an essential eleffient of reality. However, "within the word we
find two di'mensions, reflection and action" (Ibid.: 75), therefore, "If it is in speaking their
word that men, by naming the world, transform it, dialogue imposes itself as the way by
\a"hich men achieve signiﬁcanée as men" (Ibid.:77). Freire thus asserts for language a
primordial place in social relations. If reality and social relations are determined By language,
then language becomes the mediator for comprehension and change and understanding of the
useé of language becomes essential.

To the extent that a social organization must function to promote collective interests, as
opposed to individual interests, it must also establish constraints. Social identity is therefore
established in the conflict between instinctual aims and social constraints. Freire views

knowledge as being created through learning processes related to adaptation to the

environment and self-formative processes related to social communication. Due to the fact -

that these processes involve constraints two diametrically opposing c;)nccpts of knowledge
are formulated; one of which Freire perceives as leading to liberation, the other to
oppression. ) <

Knowledge which results from reflection, aciion and c%eaL/c-reﬂection, identified by

Freire as 'praxis’, is exemplified by man's transforming ability, his "work" (Ibid.: 154-155).
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Opposing this is the view of knowledge as having an objective existence(apan from man's
~ action. Itis here that Freire makes clear the difference between his own position and that of
lsn'ucmral/functionali'sm. Freire insists that knowledge which presents itself as the
representation of objective reality, without critical reflection on humanity's action in the
production of that reality, that is, without considering the subjective interests which infqrm
that knowledge, results in a reification of knowledge. If knowledge is viewed as a
symbolization of patterns inherent to that which is being known, then it becomes an object
capable of being possessed and is, by definition, limited and incapable of changing.

Limited, thus unchanging, knowledge leads to the antithesis of freedom, dom'ma‘tion. This
approach leads Freire to the identification of the banking concept of education which views
knowledge as an object which can be transferred from one individual to ané)thcr. If,
however, knowledge is viewed as that which is created by reflection opé:ran'ng in concert
with action (the dialectic of theor;' and practice, subject and object) then knowledge is no
longer relegated to the fixed position of object but is perceived as an interactive and changing
process of critical analysis. Education using this concept of knowledge would become, not a
process of transfer, but a process of exchange. By establishing the concept of knowledge as
a social learning process, not being but becoming, Freire thus sets up the possibility of
social change tied to education.

History thus becomes the transformative process generated by humanity's action,

' ~ informed by knowledge, upon the world. This historical process of transforman'on‘produces
what Freire labels "epochal units". These would appear to be, according to Freire's
description, historical periods identifiable by their particular forms of social organization.
- Within these periods are developed themes whi;h exist "in dialectical interaction with their
opposites” (Freire, 1982: 91). These themes appear to be what Freire identifies as culture. It
shpuld be pointed out here that it is difficult for the present analysis to assert with any degree
of certainty that, in fact, Freire's concepts of "themes" and "culturef‘ are equivalent, or at

least that "themes™ are an ¢lement of “culture”, because he does not appear, anywhere as far
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as the present research could régt:mﬁne. to have made this connection cxpliéit. Nor does he
appear to provide a general definition of either "theme" or "culture” although he does provide-
definitions of specific forms of culture, for example, the "culture of silence”. This is a rather
significant lack since it is from the concept of "culture” that Freire/draws his cxx;lanation of
the interaction of po;vcr relations, an explanation which is essential to the development of the
thcoretlcal framework on which is based Freire's notion of a radxcal pedagogy.

However, if the present analysis is correct in its connection of theme and culture, culture
for Freire as defined as "a complex of ideas, hopes, doubts, values and challenges in,‘;-
dialectical interaction with their opposites. .. The concrete representation of mans/ of these
ideas, values, concepts and hopes as well as the obstacle which impede man's full
humanization, constitute the themes of that epoch. These themes imply others which are
opposing or even antithetical; they also indicétc tasks to be carried out and fulfilled"(Ibid.
91). Inother words, culture is historically specific and consists of the practices, experiences
and material constructions of different groups, that is, it ¥s a form of produ;:tion dircclca by
and directing forms of social organization (Freire, 1985: 72). o

Because these themes constitute antagonistic representations of reality and such
antagonistic representations tend to produce polglrizaﬁon and sectarianism, reality tends to
become mythicized and unquestionable,in other words, knowledge becomes ideology. In
such a situation oppression can beco%c the dominant method of social organization and can
be considered a universal theme. Thus Freire can assert "I consider the fundamental theme
of our cpocil to be that of domination " (Op.Cit.: 93). In other words, there is not a single
culfgre in any given period of history but a number of opposing cultures which tend to take
the political positions of dominant and subordinate and which are in a constant position of
contradiction and struggle.

A point which might be made here is that it is difficult to visualize, given Freire's |
argument concerninhg m;}Jn's ontological vocation which posits struggle and the dialectical

nature of all social formation, an epoch when the central theme was not domination. That is,

.
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if one accepts the argument that reality is a creation of man s ability to perccxve and to act,
and that perception is essentially dual and opposing I/not I subject/object,
complete/incomplete, then the constructed reality as a reflection of this perception must also
consist of opposing themes. As long as humanity’s essential realization of itself is a
realization of opposites, then reality, as constructed, must consist of situations of opposition,
with their implication of struggle. Furthermore, if it is in the nature of opposing perceptions
to causc<polariz;1-tion which results in the stagnation of the transforrr;ativc process, and if
stagnation implies an oppressive power structure, then the central theme of any epoch must |
logically be both oppressive and non-dynamic.

The concept of man's transformative action on reality carries the potential for change but
the question it raises 15 what kind of change? and how are the conditions for initiating such .
change generated? Freire suggests that the conditions for change are inherent in the
contradictory naturc of culture and that the transformative capacity, st1ﬂcd under conditions
of dominance, is regenerated when man's essennal drive to humanization, &t is freedom
from limits, reestablishes consciousness of the limit situation which produces
dehumanization. At this point humanity acts on the situation in order to transform it m a wz;ly
that will lead to greater humanization.

History, therefore, should be analysable as a series of progressive steps in each of which
‘humanity, in general, can be shown to have reached a stage closer to completion. However,
the meaning of ‘completion’ would seerp {o be ambiguous, given the fact that man is, by
definition, ‘incomplete’. If one can asshme ‘completion’ to mean man's progressive ability

- to reduce the number of limit situations with which he is faced, history should provide
dcmonstrable evidence. of this process. But Isrcire does not attempt a specific historical
analysis of those units he defines as epochs to determine the valdity of this unphcanon
Assuming the applicability of a Marxian view of history (since Freire dcvelops_l—us thcory )
from a reinterpretation of Marx) developing around a changing economic organization, it is

not clLar that this alone could sansfy the Freirian requirement of progress toward completion.
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This is particularly true when one considers Freire's assertion that the present epoch is one of
dominance. Progress toward completion in the present epoch is therefore, the reduction of
the limit situation of oppression. A change in economic structure, while it may, by Marx's
definition, change the form of power relations, does not necessarily imply the reduction of
such relations. Freire's problerh here would appear to be similar to that of Marxian theory -
does it logically follow that change can mean anything more than a change in_social

groupings still operating under a power dialectic? Can there be equalizing, hence liberating,
change? Freire's answer would, of course, be yes, but the point here is that while he may be
correct his:theoretical framework does not provide, at this point, all the steps necessary to

demonstrate such a conclusion.

3.5 The dialectic of power: ' . N

4
<

In present society the essential\ social relationship, in Freire's terms, is that of dominance.
Social relations are therefore organized around the'power concept which involves
dominance/subjugation, oppress%/oppresscd. Freire bases this claim on the Marxist
argument that social organization is determined by modes of )production. As contemporary
modes of production have developed around the structuring of exchange value/surplus value
work and the unequal distribution of control and ownership of the forces and relations of
production, two general social grou'pings develop, owners/controllers and workers. In this
social structure ownership defines the dominant group ‘since it implies ownership of the
resources by wﬁich the value of labour is determined, that is the workers have only their own
labour to sell, the owners have the resources without which workers' labour has no value.
Thus the power grouping defined by owner/worker becomes that of oppressor/oppressed.

, Social forms of thought, which are the result of the simultaneous interaction of
congciougqess and world, serve to formulate and control social organization. It is in the

interests of the oppressor group that these be mythicized for the purpbscs of serving their
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particular needs, which include control of the oppressed. A mythicized body of knowledge
(ideology) develops, controlled and manipulated by the oppressor. The oppressed thus
become dependant on the oppressor both materially (via economic control) and
psychologically in the sense that it is via the oppressor's constructs that the individual
organizes his or her perception of reality (Freire, 1982: 30). Since the role of the oppressor is
originally based in control and ownership (means of production), the need to possess
becomes characteristic of this role: "For the 6ppressor to be is to have and to be the class of
the 'haves"’zrbid.: 44 em'phasis in original). The result is the reiﬁcat‘i‘on of external reality
including the deanimation of humanity. Humanity becomes an object capable of being
possessed; beings become objects who are possessed. The characteristics of oppressors are
thus: the "objectification” of humanity, 4he neefi to own hence to place others in a relation of
dependence, the need to cgnml in order to maintain the position of owning, hence to
manipulate the sociafpcrception of reality. j’he characteristics of the oppreséed on the other
han& beome those of dependence, both economic and psychological, which resultin the _
culture of silence and the fear of freedom, that is, resistance to change. Itis particularly in
his development of these two concepts the "culture of silence" and the "fear of freedom" that
Freire's analysis of the discourse of power may be useful in clarifying some of the elements
of power relations that were ignored in MacDonald's account, and in thus providing further

insight into the social postion of women.

3.6 KEreire's analysis of oppréssion applied to women:

That women historically have been and are in a position of economic inferiority ;md
dependence vis-a-vis men has been amply demonst'ratcd in various studies from historical,‘
anthropological and economic pcfschtivcs (Niclser:, 1978; Amstrong and Armstrong, 1982,
1985; Wilson, 1982; Maroney and Luxton, 1987). This is not to imply that tha only unequal
economic relationship in contemporary societies is that between women and men.

%
~
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Segregation exists on the levels of nations, class, race, and religion-io name just a few of the
possibilities. However, Nielsen points out, in her anthropological investigation of the
position of women compared to that of men in societal development, that inequality exists on
the basis of sex, mcspcctwe of other factors. In other words, she suggests that if all other
inequality creating situations were neutralized, gender differences alone would Create
dlscnmmanon, given present social organization and ideology. )
That women across societies have been reified can be seen in such concepts as the dowry
system and, until very recently in western capitalist societies, in the clauses of the marriage
contract;, pomographic media, the major critique of which is that it tumns women into sex
objects; the proliferation of violent crime (rape, wife-battering) perpewrated against women
(3). In fact, the question of ownership of ge female body has been a ccn&d issue in the
debate over the right to abortion and was focused on in the recent Supreme Court of Canada
decision decriminalizing abortion. Abortion was legal, according to this decision, because
for it to berotherwise was against the Canadian Code of Human Rights which gave women
the right to their own bodies (4). Interestingly enough the question of who owns men's
bodies, "men" heré‘ referring to the gender group, not only doesn't ever seem to be asked; it
doesn't even seem to occur. To use Kuhn and Wolpe's terminology (1978), it isn't
"thought". Again the assertion here is not that women alone are objectified, but that in t};c
case of women objectification applies to the collective gender. A woman is subject to
violence first because she is a women and only secondarily betause of her "blackness" or
"working class-ness". All and any are bracketed in the object class "women" whereas for
men it is not the object class "men" but possibly "black men" or "homosexual men”; in other
. words, being male does not provoke equivalent violence. Women, therefore would appear
to form an oppréssed group, using Freire's description of the characteristics of economic
dependence and reification.
Oppressor and oppressed are both conditioned by submersion in the situation of

oppression, which generates two cultures, the "culture of silence” and the culture that " 'has




44
a voice™. " 'Itis not the dominator who constructs a culture and imposes it on the
dominated. This culture is a result of the struct rcllations between the dominated and the
dominators.' " (Freire, 1985: 72). Since cultural forms describe the nature of social
relations, in a soc’i:fy structured around domina\&'ncc the%c forms must both describe and
préscribe relations of dependence, if the structuirc of do\‘r‘]ninancc is to be retained. Frorathe -
oppressor's point of view, “The oppressed, as o’kbjccts, as 'things' have no purposes except

those their oppressors prescribe for them" (Frcii;c. 1982: 46), because the oppressor directs

the relations of dependence. This prescription i; brought about through control of the

_ cultural pattemns by which the perception of reality is formulated, that is, by control of what

experiences are perceived as valid, the languageiwhich structures the way in which . .
experiences are perceived, and the institutions and media through which information is '
transmitted. This is the situation which studies analysing sex-role stereotyping and gender
exclusion in, for example, literary works, historical works and educational texts indicate
regarding women. Women, genefally have been excluded or viewed as having limited social
roles which place them in a position of depcndcn'ce (Dunnigan, [1976] 1982; Québec, Conseil
du Statut de la Femme, 1685).

Control of cultural forms which express the nature of social relation engenders in the
oppressed a dual nature; they are at the géxme time themsrelves and the oppressors whose
Enagc they have internalized (Freire, 1982: 47).- The result, accordipg to Freire, is that the
oppressed will exhibit characteristics of fatalism and docility (whatever happens is right,
desti ny, the will ;)f God) because the internalized image ‘Jc‘)f the oppressor operdtes to create a
perception of existing social organizatiorlii the most fuﬁctional of all possible alternatives.
Llewellyn's (1980) observation of the legitimation of ac;demic failure for working class girls,
because they would 6n1y become wives and mothers an{yway, and academic success was not
the way to get a husband, seems to reflect the pperation of these characteristics (5). Also
demonstrating a docile, accepiing attitude on the part of women are researches into the

wife-battering phenomenon. Such studies indicate that one of the underlying assumptions of -

N
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Jboth husband and wife in such a situation is that the man’s action is legiimate. The woman

is gmlty and her tcndcncy is to assume blame (Hanmer, 1982; Skogan, 1981). Not only isit
characteristic of the oppressed to be passive, accordmg to Freire, but also to'be
self-deprecating, having mtemahzcd the oppressor's opinions concerning themselves.
Studies conducted to examine psychological sex differences found that not only was
women's attitude toward women as achievers negative (as noted above) but it also tcndcd'
toward expectation of failux;c ’CBardwick, 1972). In other words women ag a group scém to
demonstrate both the attitudes and the conditions that Freire ascribes tb oppressed culture, the
"culture of silence".

Because the structure of dominance relations depends upon prescription which demands
that "the consciousness of the man prescribed" be transformed “into one that conforms with
the prescriber's consciousness™ l(Frcirc‘ 1982: 31), the effect on the oppressed is to create a
"fear of freedom”. Freedom, with its ésential rcqumemems of self-directed acn?n and
responsxblhty, embodies risk which the oppresscd due to the prcscnpuvc nature of their
condmonmg, are neither equipped nor cncouragcd to take. Fear of freedom exists in equal
measure in the dominating group for which freedom signifies subversion of its present
power po;idon. Yet Freire identifies freedofn as "the indispensable condition of the quest for
human completion” (Ibid.: 31). Any situation which engenders a fear of making choices and
of accepting responsibility for thos_g choices is both alienating and dehumanizing, both for
the dominator who is afraid of a choice t;ased on contrary jnterests and for the dominated
who is afraid of the risk implied by choosing.

Studies of the occupational and economic status of women in democratic-capitalist and
bureaucratic-socialist societies show wc;mcn continuing to enter the lowest paying sector of
the workforce despite apparent awareness that this sector offers little economic opportunity
(Qucbec, Conseil du Statut de la Femme, 1985) The question is, why would the majority of
women choose, apparently deliberately, reduced opportunity for economic status and

»
autonomy? One reason proposed in studies by Homer (1972) and others is that women show

L 4
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a high incidence of what Homner identifies as fear of suiccess, including fear of decision

©

* making and responsibility - Freire's 'fear of freedom’. Horner suggests that the avoidance

of success is motivated, for women, by their perception of negative consequences, loss of

. feminity resulting from the assumption of active control. That such perception is a general

“ideology can be seen in the masculinization attributed to women in positions of power in

capitalist society, Margaret Thatcher, for example. According to Freire such a reaction is due

. to the internalization of the cultural norms of the dominating group such that the oppressed

become both dominated and dominator. Women accept their position as passive, since their

social experience in terms of the structures in which they live and the culture by which those

structures are understood, indicates that passivity is the female role. The result is not only

" " maintenance of the "statiis quo" but potentially active resistance to forms of change which

tﬁ;eaten*meestablished~position-(6):‘——-~———~ - -

— -0 o
3.7 Education and Social Cﬁange:
g .
It is, in fact, this "cultural invasion" carried out by the dominating group which leads
0 . . . ’
Freire to establish education as a key to transformatign and libcration‘ Language is the

A3

means by which perception is communicated and collective action is made possible.

xy,
Dialogue occurs between pcople for the purposes of describing and chan ging the world.
However-dialogue does not occur when the world is described by one group for the other

(cultural invasion) - this produces an antidialogical, hence non-transformative, situation.
", [ 8

' . : " [ ‘ i’ s
Education, therefore, as one of the means by which "the word" is made known becomes;n’ .

essential element of potential liberation/humanization.

As cultural invasion is one of the means by which dorninanc? is maintained (it is both the
inﬁn"umcnt and the "result” of domination - Freire, 1982: 152), education under éuch a system\
must be antidialogical in the sense that it must transfer the dominating culture. This requires

. 4
a climate of receptivity rather than interaction. Furthermore, because the culture of

&
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dominance deanimates it results in a concept of knowledge as object. This produces what
Freire identifies as "the ba;lkjng concept” of education. In this system knéwlcdgp is
deposited by the teacher in students who then store it as a form of “capital”. This process of

information acquisition knowledge/storage demands passive acceptance of the information

. transferred and hence, progressively reduces the capacity for critical reflection.

Furthermore, the relation of the banking concept to the interests of the dominating group
demands that criticism, questioning or analysis of a given situation or phenomenon be
. discouraged. Itis not in the interest of the controlling group to have reality unveiled or
demythicized through the application of critical reflecion ‘with its potenitial for transformative
" action. ' |

The banking concept of education therefore views knowlcdgclas a transferable object, the

student-as-areceptacle; passively awaiting the knowledge from which action can be taken and

K

the teacher as the knowledge authority. Dialbgue in such a situation is viewed as wasteful
until such time as the students have accumulated an adequate amount of knowledge from
which to make informed comments. Of course, by the time testing reveals that an adequate
amount of knowledge has been stored, the student/object will have internalized a perception
of reality such that the preservation of the status quo is insured.

Not only must the education system function to legitimate the prevailing culture, it must
also lcgiEimatc the mC;ans by which that culture is established and maintained as dominant.

12 Y

The educational structure must present elements of manipulation, domination and division as
X :
inherently natural for the preservation of social order. Therefore, the educational system in
an oppressive society. is stfucturcd on a hierarchical framework of authority relations, student
10 teacher 1o supervisor to principal, each of which contains a progressively smaller
population - hence progress is towards an elite. Division is legitimated ‘on the basis of the
g channcliing of students according to ability detemmin;:d by the administmion' of various tests,

This is the nature of the present system of education in capitalist society as viewed by

Freire. The accurac'y of this description would appear to be backed up by numerous studies
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, invcstigaﬁng contemporary education systems (Bowles and Gintis, 1976; Kuhn and Wolpe,
1978; Deem, 1980; Dale, 1985). Opposing this Freire posits a system of education based on
dialogue organized around problem posing. Such a system, viewing the world as a problem
demanding critical reflection with education the bmccss by which critical reflection is
aroused, is iﬁhercntly liberating. Knowledge can no longer be considered a transferable

- object but, as the core of education, may be seen to be, itself, the result of an interactive
process of reflection and action which must be subjected to critical analysis. Thus the
question of whose needs are being legitimated becomes central to Freire's educational
framework. .

However, critical consciousness cannot be imposed by those who have already achieved

" it. Such an'imppsition would again be antidialogical continuing the basic subject/object

percepetion and maintaining the situation of dominance. Critical perception must be aroused
in the individual through subversion of the subject /object relations};ip. Freire proposes that
this can be achieved through the medium of dialogue in education which places teacher and
student on the levelbof peers. This requires a constant reversal of roles which will eventually
result in the student'’s pe;'ccpdon of him or her self as a Subject not only capable of, but
constantly executing, transformative action. The world thus becomes a personal creation
capable of being recreated in the individual's own interests. However at the same time the
individual must realize that his or her particular interests can best be served with relation to

e
the collective interests of humanity as a whole, of which he or she is, and must be, an active

Y
part.
Education for liberation thus becomes an active process established through dialogue on
the basis of equality, as opposed to authority; unification as opposed to division; and
transformation as opposed to manipulation. The teacher, as revolutionary leader, having

achieved a level of critical consciousness, works with the oppressed in-an attempt to reach

\
with them a demystification of their perceptions of reality.

-
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3.8 Freire's Analysis: Implications for Theory on Women and Education

The assertion that the teacher, having achieved critical consciou‘sncss, can then encourage
the development of such consciousness in the students, raises a question vital to any
evaluation of the potential applicability of Freire's pedagogy. From what source do the
teachers obtain the req"uisite critical awareness? Freire argues that since every situation,
social organization, and concept also contains its opposite, the potential for de-mystification,
that is, critical awareness, is concommitent with the existance of its opposite. This potential
may be realized when the structures a;nd concepts established by the situation of oppression

are confronted by the ever-increasing demands of the dominated and progressively fail to

either satisfy or even to gpvcaf to satisfy those demands. _This assumes-that-these-structures————
will at some pqim fail to meet the demands made on them. Since these demands rcquiréthe ~.
reduction of the limits imposed upon the domiﬁatcd group, Freire can justify the assumption

of structural failure by thergument that it can assumed to be-physically impossible for the

power group, as'a small elite, to fulfill all the demands of  the much larger oppressed group

without the dominating group compromising its own power position. )

Freire seems to be suggesting a reimérprctation of the position taken using a traditi‘onal
application of the Marxist framework to allow for potential change through class conflict but
écncratcd by perceived contradictions in ideology. By referring to legitimation procedures,
in the context of his identification of oppressive tactics, Freire indicates an area identified by’
Jiirgen Habermas as perhaps the most vulnerable to critique, and change, in late capitalist
society - failure of legitimation leading to a motivatior;l crisis. Howcvér, Freire's con€ern is
essentially with the 'underdeveloped’ or “Third World' countries where illiteracy is the
essential condition of existence for the majority of the population. Given such a situz%m'on the
potential for control, by a dominant elite, of a suppressed majority becomes greater in the

sense that it is easier to create illusion. At the same time the potential areas of conflict

become broader in proportion to the size of the discrepancies between the two groups. It
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‘might be noted that at thc’u'mc Freire was working in Brazil, the middle class, as a group,

"was small and limited in terms of cf'fect: Hence Freire's tendency is to class it with the
oppressed and to make only passing references to its influence in terms of his general
argument. This situation is not true of democranc-capxtahst society where the group of
professional and white-collar workers usually labelled the middle class is large and
potentially powerful. Furthermore, the problem of illiteracy is greatly reduced due to the
prolongation of the education system, a prolongation argued to be concommitent with
industrialization (Bowles and Gintis, 1976).

* Here one might point to a serious weakness in Freire's theory. Industrialization, of itself, \

would seem to require a reduction of illiteracy. If the motivation of the underdeveloped

TOUNTies is to parity with the\devclope?f coim‘ﬁ*iQto industrialization/technologization, then
an inveslti gaton of how the developed countries ach\ieved their present state without changing
the basic oppressor/oppressed structure might be beneficial to Freire's theoretical framework.
This is particularly true given Freire's assertion that .. real dcvclof)ment’ is impossible in a ‘
class society” and that progress toward industrialization in Latin America is modernization|
because it retains the structures of oppression, not development which ;avould change such
structures. In other words, what would seem to be required is a close analy'sis of the
structures of legitimation in the industﬁalizeﬁi societies and how these operate. Freire's
generalized analysis does not ir‘l‘cludc specific reference to the interconnection of indusm’ai,
technocratic organization and the mear;s and structures of legitimation in terms of
contemporary western societies.

In fact, Freire's analysis is weak in terms of identifying and explaining the opération of
structural features, other than education, organized for political purposes and as Freire
himself notes:"...one of the weakest points of my work, on which I'v;~ ;ione an autocritique, .
is the role of consc?entizau’on" that is, conscientizagao. What Freire feels was missing, at

least in his early work, was an adequate analysis of @olidcimtion of the process of

conscientizagao and the process of language. That such an analysis is necessary is
} :
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emphasized in view of Freire's statement that education for critical consciousness can not

alone produce change, that radical s ctural transformation is also required.

"The idea of educatiop¥as a springboard for, changing reality

arises, in part, frorff” an incomplete understanding of the...

epistemological cycle...the forces that mold education so that it is ”
self-perpetuating would not allow education to work against them.
This is the reason any radical and profound transformation of an
educational system can only take plaée (and even then, not
automatically or mechanically) when society is also radically

transformed" (Freire, 1985: 170).
The problem is that Freire does not indicate where such structural change comes from, other

than by a sort of implication that it derives from the increasing complexification of societies

—

causet b;( the development of new processes of work - industrial to technological for
example (7). '

Although the present study has utilized Freire's description of power relations to help
describe the position of women, Freire himself does not (8). In fact, Freire could be accused
of exactly that "cultural invasion” he ascribes to oppressors with regards to the treatment of
women in his work in the sense that women generally are simply not there. Freire uses only

male terminology and considering the importance ascribed to language it would seem this is a

significant and serious omission. Concermning women and language Freire notes:
"But women's liberation is their struggle. They need to elaborate
their own female language. They have to celebrate the feminine

{

characteristics of their language, which they were socialized to
despise and view as weak and indecisive. In the process of their -
struggle, they have to-use their own language, not man's language™
(Freire, 1985: 186).

Dorothy Smith focuses on éxactly this problem in her analysis of the need of a sociology for

women.

3.9 Dorothy E. Smith: A Sociology for Women
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Smith notes: "A distinctive feature of this form of society [western industrialized
capitalist] is the significance of ideology in the rocess of orderin g its social relations"
(Smith, 1975: 353) as illustrated, for example,\by the relationship of synfbolically cor;structed
imagery (words, numbers) to power. Smith'’s social paradigm is similar to Freire's in that
for both, Freire and Smith, the oppressor/oppressed concept is fundamental. Smith suggests
this concept via the image of "circles of control”, stretching from past to present, with
defined boundaries and restricted access, an access limited to men. Freire focuses on general

‘aspects of oppressive tactics in terms of myth creation and illusion and on the psychological
effects of such tactics; Smith identifies specific instances of such tactics in terms of how

women are involved in the ideological process. Interpreting Smith's analysis of ideological

structures and women's exclusion from them in cégitalist societies may aid in tﬁc formulation
of a clearer idea of the effects of legitimation processes on human reasoning.

Using a Marxist concept of ideology as the forms of social consciousness, Smith
identifies two types of social consciousness, sin%ilar to Freire's identification of two forms of
knowledge, that which is created by direct experience, need and social interaction and that
which is learned, via the transmission of symbols - social forms of thought. Industrialization
created the means for rapid, long distance transmission of information to increasing numbers

| . of people; thus, industrialization held the potential for both improved communication and at

| the same time, increasingly effegtive control of information. As the communication of ideas
and images improve they become increasingly effective as "the means” by which we
"examine our experience, our needs and anxieties, and find out how they can be made
objective and realized (made real ) as a basis for action" (Ibid.: 356). Therefore to the extent
that the potentials of industrialization are contro]t’lcd by a dominating class so is the
communication and production of ideas and images. Perception of the world is thus
determined b;/ the point of view of the dominating group whose point of view is formulated

by their position. Women have been excluded from this position by virtue of their

historically narrowed restriction to the domestic sphere. Hence women have had little ability

\)
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to influence the prevailing ideology. The result, according to' Smith, is that images and

concepts related to women's direct social ex;;cricncc lack legitimacy (9). They are not paﬁ of

the social forms of thought, the "leamed"” forms which now prevail in western society.

Furthermors; because worpen‘s experiences lack legitimacy women's silence is taken for -

granted. Any attempt to break that silence i§ reacted to with shock an:.! generally results in

failure through lack of authority. The action has only negative significance in that it is

viewed as an attempt to ovc.nhrow existing authority relations. Smith cites a number of ' /

historical examples to illustrate this point from the fourteenth century to the present which

demonstrates reactions ranging from violent repressive measures to more subtle forms of

control. Mmm fi Qmmenonomoﬁacultmwﬂsdencc—a&&vxtaﬂmk

effective form of control of social relations.

Smith cites the educational hierarchy as an example of women's exclusion from entrance
to situations where they might influence the formulation of ideology (social thinking) and
thus gain a position of authority which seems to be viewed as legitimacy, that is what:is
viewed as having authority is viewed as legitimate. She notes that women are concentrated
in the lower levels of the educational hierarchy in Canada (public schools) and in the lower
status positions (teachers). As the hierarchy progresses upward in terms of academic
ideology creation and decision making power the proportions of women is in inverse ratio to
the power levels, the levels where policies dre created and decided. Even arrived at top
academic levels there is a further breakdown by gender into areas which represent what
Smith calls the ideologies of "organized action, directly implicated in the formations and
media in which power is exercised” and "expression and theory which exercise primarily a

*control of regulatory functions" (Smith, 1975: 361). Women are concentrated professionally
in the regulatory areas while men dominate those fields 1nvolvcd Mparauon for the
governing structure. The result is that "They [women] are excluded thereby from occupying

_ positions in which innovative thinking in those professions is most likely to be done™ (Ibid,:

36]) that is; excluded from positions by which they might influence the ideology. A recent
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study by Daresh (1988) supports Snlith"s assertion. Looki_ng at recent hiring of professors of
educational administration in universities across Canada and the U.S., Daresh found that
80% of new professors hired in this area were men. This is the area in whicl%pcople,arc
trained as policy directors, formulators for education. Daresh notes that this finding may be
affected by the fact that women do not seem to be entering: this field and by the fact that most .
professors in this area seem to be drawn from the ranks of practicing school administrators
and "most practicing school administrators tend to be men" (Daresh, 1988: 24). The result is
the double exclusion of women from areas of educational policy-making. The effect of this

exclusion is that women's words la'gfauthority - women thus can be viewed by men and by

—¢ach othier as an inferior group {(Goldberg, 1968).
| This exclusion of women from the ideological work of society is reflected not only in its

structural o‘rganization but also quite cleariy in the media which transmit the ideology, as was
noted in the discussion of the application of Freire's mode! of oppression to the situation of
women. Studies of texts used in the educational systems of all western industrial societies,
from kindergarten through university have revealed a clear sex role bias with women in the
inferior role or (and both Smith and Freire make this point conceming oppressive ideology)
simply not appearing at all. Scott (1980) notes this disappcaran;:e of women in history texts .

used in England, as does Trecker (19745 in the history books of American high schools. The

implication of this nonappearance is, of course, nonimportance. Even when women are

found in school texts their appearance is limitéd and relegated to specific feminine roles.

These tend generally to be roles which require passivity as opposed to creativity and

dependence as opposed to responsibility. Women taking an active role are given a negative

image (Byrne, 1978). ’
Analysing school texts in the province of Quebec for masculine and feminine stereotypes

Lise Dunnigan concluded that in the majority of books in use in Quebec s¢hools at that time -

. o » .
women "are valued for theirr charm and the services they provide and do not exert controi -

over their situation. Males must be ingenious and courageous afid master the outside world

A
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in order to be admitted into the privileged group of "men". The maturity of female characters
is not measured by personal autonc;my or sense of responsibility but by the way t.hcy handle
domestic chores..."(Dunnigan, [1976] 1984: 79, translation present writer). There is little
reference to women either as historic personages or as contemporary presences. The result
ac'cording to Dunnigan is that schools are presenting a single role model image for women -
marriage and family; while males are provided with a wide variety of role models among
which "their family role is treated as a detail having little imporuincc" (Ibid: 179). Since
family is viewed as the only role for women and of little importance for men and at the same

time men are represented as the active, decision-making members of society it s clear what

the implications are for the perceptions of women's social role and social status. Smith
attributes this to the dominance of men in the ideology making process which operates to X
sustain existing social relations and social organization.
Given the importance of language in structuring and controlling social relations and the .
notion of "social relations” as the forms in which action occurs and is interpreted, Smith
argues for a theoretical methodology which will allow ‘such processes to be cxamincci ina

manner which can include women's experience.
"To begin from the standpoint of women means finding a methpd
of thinking which dggs not insist that we put aside aspects of our
experience of what we know by virtue of the living we do in an
ordinary everyday way in an ordinary everyday world" (Smith,
1985: 3).

There are two factors exacerbated by language and illustrated by the way in which
language is used which inhibit much present sociological methodology. One involves the
positioning of sociological observer as objective to the social situation which is the focus of
inquiry. Smith agrees with the interactionist perspective that positing a non-participant
oberver produces an inherently falsified result (Smith, 1981a: 313-337).. Like Freire, S.mith
is concerned with the subject/object split in science which, for Smith, is a reflection of class
and gender-structured social relations. However, again like Freire, Smith is not satisfied  »

with a completely subjective analysis. For Smith the solution lies in understanding the world

>
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as "brought into bciné" and held in common be actors but not necessarily "known in
con}mon". That is, the langtiage and the understandings of the language used to describe the
world, mediated by actual experience, differs: "The multiple perspectives of subjects, the
multiple possible versions of the world arising in subjects’ experience, do not create an
ontological problem when we do not locate the social in meaning, understanding, norms,
consensus, the known-in-common, etc" (Smith, 1981b: 47). Instead the social should be

located in relations which define understanding.

The second problem which concerns Smith is the "dual systems theory" which argues that

)
gender and class are separate power relations which meet in capitalism. According to Smith:

;7 To posit a distinct s'cx/gcnd:cr system is to inhibit analysis and understanding of the

. gender-saturated character of social relations by sectioning off thase involving women"
(Smith,1985: 2). For Scmith, as for MacDonald, "Gender relations aré...an integral
constituent of t}{c social organization of class"” (Ib—id: 2).

Thcrcf;)rc a methodological process which attempts to describe the social organization of
capitalist. society would need to resolve the subject/object split and 10 consider géndcr and
class as aspects of the same social organization. U§ing the procedure adopted by Engels,'
Smith suggests that such a methodology approacﬁ the investigation of social organization by
inquiring into social relations as opposed to social structures (Smith, 1981b: 35). Working

from this perspective Smith attempts an analysisyjof family as an essential organization from

women's perspective. In other words, Smith iny
// . °. .
social relations of class and gender whiCh develop outof economic organization.
Smith focuses her investigation on capitalist organization. She argues that to understand

women's social experience it is necessary to begin with present social organization because:
"The direct and personal character of men's domination over
women takes on its actual character within determinate social
relations specific to capitalism and to its development. These dre
'the forms in which we experience oppression. These are the only
forms we know" (Ibid: 4). |

In other words, oppression is understood in terms of the economic context which defines the
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forms in which it is made real, visible.

Like Freire, Smith sees history as the process of change articulated by modes of
production: "It is important to preserve a sense of capitalism as an essentially dynamic
process continually transforming the 'ground’ on which we stand so that-we are always
continually experiencing changing historical process" (Ibid: 7). However, such a point of
'view leaves capitalism as an essentially 'fixed’ process, the pature of capiﬁlism changes but
the process of capitalism remains. The problems implied in such a position will be

discussed in more detail later in the present study.

Using the Marxist approach to,capitalism, Smith identifies it as a mode-of production—>—— ————

. tightly linked to the social relations of class and gender. Class is defined in terms of
differing relations to the means of production. Smith identifies two classes in contemnporary
capitalist society which are internally differentiated - the dominant class including the "petty
bourgeoisie”, the salaried middle class and the elite “closely linked to finance and top levels
of government™ (Smith, 1985: 8). The internal differentiation of the working class is due
primarily to external forces and visible in the organization of trade unions. Despite her
argument that it is necessary to avoid concepts which "fix" history, Smith appears to be
forced at this point into‘using a concept "class" in order to identify a social relation. In
additibn, whether this is a viable description of dominant and dominated “classes" under late
capitalism is questionable. As Smith notes stratification studies have not been able to
establish clear class boundaries (not surprising according to Smith's analysis of
methbdo]ogical problems in sociology), but her identification of the working class as defined
by external conditions, that is conditions of wage earning, could certainly be argued to be a
condition true of the group identifed as "salaried middle class" also dependent on wage |
conditions, although perhaps less tied~to market.

The rise of the individual which corresponded, in Smith's account, to the development of
c‘apitalism promised equality by breaking down the structures of dependence created in feudal

organization. However, it also presupposed a family situation which would free the
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individuaf to sell labour power. In other words, domestic labour created wage labour in the
working class. From the point of view of owners, property relations were secured and
property expansion controlled by the securing of ferﬁale sexual relations and domestic
labour. Family relations entered property relations, but the management of these relations
was controlled in the interests of men via legal controls making women and children the
property_of men. ,

As thcalircmcms of the .dcx;cloping capitalist organization change, changes occur in the

social relations and forms of production including cl;ange‘s' in the organization of the family.

The rise of the corporate form resulted in the separation of the domestic from the external
world of work now centered in corporate organizations. Thus women's connection with the
social relations of production became increasingly pﬁvaﬁsed, narrowed and tied to individual
male ownership, rather thah linked to property relations via biologica] reproduction. In
addition the corporate form of economic organization requires allegiance to the corporation
not to the family and specific qualifications become more important than family ties.
Institutions which were .cstablishcd to meet the requirements of capital become consolidated . |
as a ruling apparatus where action isgdeﬁned via symbols thus: “Language is constituted as a
discrete mode of action" (Smith, 1985: 16).

The separation of ownership relations from dependency on the family unit meant that
class structure which had been defined by kinship ties was now detemﬁged })y a symbolic
system made visible in forms of behaviour, modes of dress, patterns of speech, that is by
"performance on social occasions". "The educational system and access to the educational
system mcéiétcd and controlled by family, home and above all by the work of women as
mothers, comes to provide the major transgenerational linkage of class” (Ibid: 16). As
economic forms became more abstracted from domestic forrns these relatioﬁs were made
visible in the home settings via location of real estate, home furnishings and t'he domestic
activities of women related to the educational sytem as mothers. However, because

advanced capitalism was no longer dependent on family ownérship systems the barriers to
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the participation of women were weakened for women in the dominant class. Here Smith

seems to be arguing that the advance of capitalism was marked by the weakening of gender
barriers which had supported class barriers and by efforts to reinforce these barriers visible
in the ideoiogy transmitted by the education system. The implication of such an argumcnt'
would seem to be that the tendency of capitalism is to the weakening of class structure not to
its support.

For working class women the social relations of capitalism were different. For worl;ing

class families women were initially important as creators of exchange value goods and

services. However, in&;stn'al and technological developments reduced the necessity for
domestic labour and made the differences in women's physical capacities and skills
developed over a lifetime of labour unimportant. The result was that working class women .
a;xd men were in competition for the same jobs on the labour market. This wa$ regulated b;f
state and educational apparatuses and functioned in the favour of the ruling class in that -
restricting women's entry to.exchange value labour and narrowing them to the domestic

N

sphere and dependence on the male wage earner meant that the costs of reproduction were

.borne by the worker. The sef)aran'on of the male worker from the domestic sphere, on the

other hand, meant that the man's masculinity was closely tied to his ability to earn a wage - to

lose this ability meant that rights to dominance in the family structure were threatened. Thus

resistance to women's working was generated by working class men.
As the process of capitalism cgndnues to change, family relations in the working class
are being further transformed. With increasing social services the family is no longer
perceived as the only base of support. "For men the assumption of the 'burden’ of a family
no longer so é:lcarly provides a standard of well being and support which would otherwise be -

unobtainable” (Ibid: 38).

3.10 Smith's Analysis: Implications for Theory of Sociology of Women and

Education



Despite her insistance on viewirig capitalism as a dynamic process and her argument that
an understanding of social organization must begin with an analysis of present social
conditions, by cstablishing::apixalism as her focus of inquiry Smith seems to fall into the trap
of regarding capitalism itself as fixed. Though she notes she is concemned with establishing
the possible conditions for social change, her argument tends to preclude social change other
than clange within a capitalist mode of production. |

This leads to a problem which appears almost as a contradiction within Smith's analysis.
She begins from the assumption thatﬁléss and gcnder are integral to the structure of
capitalism. However, her investi gation of these social relations as they are reveaied in the
structuring of family organization, reveals that the process of capitalism operates to weaken
the barriers of both class and gender (Smith, 1985: 38-39). Infact, these are now maintained
via control of an ideological systc;n and, according to Smith's analysis of capitalist
requirements, are artificially maintained}ﬂl\}g sense that neither is necessary to corporate
capitalism which is not based on private ownership.. Smith, in employing a Ma\rxist .
f'ramework* and assuming "clasg" as a defining factor of ca;ait/z;.\ism, restricts her analysis to
that framework. What could be inferred from her argum;ﬂt is that it is not capitalism which
determines class but class which determines capitalism. How dc:cs one explain the fact that
the economic organization of corporate capitalism as it develops, continually threatens class
and gender barriers? Why, if Smith's description of the process as it is revealed in faﬁmilial
éhangcs is correct, does this weakening of the barriers to equality occur? Disregarding the
background of historical forms of development and the political implications of class, results
in Smith'’s not considering that property relations and "class", in the sense of a dominating
group, were also elements of feudal and slave éocieties. Essentially, although Smith argues
for a methodology which starts from the point of view of social relations, shc\hcrsclf adopts
a methodology which operates from the assumption of a‘ given organization. Her argument

provides evidence of the contradictions her suggested methodology was intended to resolve.
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Part of the reason for Smith's difficulty, aside from working from a fixed reference point,
is a problem inherent to the methodoloéy she proposes. This methodology is derived as a
partial solution to the problem of the non representation of women in present ideology.
Because present ideology, the symbolic representation of ideas and actions, excludes
women's perspective, and because cultural reproduction sustaining pfvcsent social
organization is achieved thmugh ideologié mechanisms, Smith suggests the need for an
ideology based on women's experience. This poses a number of problems. Since, as Smith
argues, what is generated by women is not viewed as authen'tic - how would such an
ideology be legitimated? If all concepts reflect male perception, from what does one derive
the concepts which would reﬂecf experience from a female perspective? Smith argues that
concepts should be ignored in favour of an analysis of social relations beginning with a
description of experience. However, she does not consider the fact that there are concepts,
values, norms implicit in her own description; the concept of equality for women, for
c;(amplc, of the elimination of class differences, as a desirable goal. It is against these norms
as a background "ideal” condition, whether they are stated explicitly as such or not, that
Smith places her description of social relations. Furthermore, even to provide a description,
,p_anicﬁlarly a description of something, such as "social relations", which incorporates a
certain degree of abstraction, a minimal terminology including the use of concepts is
required. Smith herself encounters this difficulty when she attempts to cmbloy the concépt
“class" as we noted earlier. In addition, a methodology which provides only description,
without explanatory power, provides no basis for acﬁbﬁ; there is nothing on which to build
reasoned solutions to problems and possible methods of change. Indeed, at various points in
her investigation Smith goes beyond description to attempts at explanation.
. The suggestion here is notthat-Smith'’s analysis is incorrect, but rather that the theoretical
framework she employs does not admit a thorough investigation. This produces constraints

which result in contradictions. “}

Smith charts the essential power relations described by the terms patriarchy and class as

_______”
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. these are reflected in family rcian’ons. However, despite —the fa\ct that she occasionally
acknowledges the effects of such relations on individuals, for example the identity loss
which' occurs for a working class male when male/female power rclaﬁ'ons are disrupted by
interruptions of the economic process, she does not attempt to analyse the nature of power -
relations as these articulate and are articulated by individual interaction. While conceding the
fact that women and working class men have participated in their own subordination, this
seems to be determined by external factors, the factors of economic organization, class and
gender which in tumn structure ideology and practice. A question which could be posed here
is: is it only economic organization which determines the forms of resistance to change?

" Where does the individual enter such a process? Smith does not provide an explanation of
how these structures maintain validity for individuals in view of the contradictions generated
by the processes of social organization. A question she does not consider is: how is crisis

~

and change, implicit in these contradictions, averted?

-

3.11 Summary:
.“kr
Each of the writers discusscc\i in the preceding sections has suggested a development of a
critical theory of sociology of education based on an extension (MacDonald), broadening |
(Smith), rc-/application and interpretagon (Smith and Freqxre) ofa I;:iarxist analytical
framework. However, there have been problems with each of the proposed frameworks.
MacDonald suggests an extension of the Marxist concept of ideology to include an
understanding of patriarchy. However, the Marxist concept of ideology does not inherently
exclude patriarchy as Smith notes. That a social relation has not been considered does not
necessarily mean a flaw in the concept but possibly a misuse of the concept in the literature.
This is not to argue that partriarchy should nof be considered, but such consideration may not
necessarily, and in the case of MacDonald's argument does not, resolve the problems

inherent to a theoretical framework.. Howevcx‘l, although MacDonald's analysis remains

|
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structural, by focusing on the area ot: social relations articulated by idcologicai structures and
by noting the.contradictions which appear to be embedded in these situations, particularly for

" males and f;males in the syster‘n of education, she directs attention to an area of
contemporary capitalist social organization which appears to be becoming increasingly
problemanc In addition, MacDonald nates the tight links between symbolic rcpn:scntanon
and family and the educational system. However, the theoretical framework she suggests
remains limited in itg explanatory power.

Smith investigates women's position in ideology-creating structures' and identifies
language as a source of the reproduction of gender and class relations. However, her
analysis is also structured around the assumption of economic relations as the motor of social
organization. She remains locked in to the ;on'on of the inseparability of class and capitalism
and the power of capitalism to reproduce its required structures hence witl; limited possibility
of social change. ‘ |

Like MacDonald and Smith, Freire also focuses on the forms of cultural relations and the
importance of language in the symbolic representation of social relations. Both Smith and
Freire note the importance of the “culture of silence" in the reproduction of power relations.
However, unlike Smith, Freire focuses on the nature of individual interaction in power
relations including developing a concept of resistance to change which appears to provide
some explanatory power when applied to the results of studies of women's social position,

One of the major problems in all of the analyses discussed is that they tend to focus on a

. specific historic process and to "fix" that process, the process of capitglism. Due to Ehis
"fixing", the accounts are limited in the possibilities they provide for social change, What
appears from all accounts is the contradictory impression of social change continually
occurring yet being impossible. Each of the theories sééms to indicate a potential for change
in the contradictions established in the capitalist mode of economic organization yet none of
the frameworks seems able to account for such change without major structural char}gc ®

which would seem, by definition, to be, at the least, improbable. In developing their
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theories from an underlying Marxist framework, all three, Freire, Smith and MacDonald
reveal the implicit assumption of a notion of systems theory. Though none of the accounts
makes this notion explicit, all three seem to founder on the idea th/at, as a system, social
organization operates to perpetuate itself, hence change in the sense of structural change, is
problematic. This would seem to be similar to the problem encountered with
structural/functionalist theories which employ a systems analytic format.

In adﬁjdon, although these theories are concerned with language, they tend with the
exception of Freire, to present a limited view of language primarily concerning themselves
. with a description of language as ideology. The view of language in present social
organization is, that it is a tool of the power group used to develop an ideology which
mystifies present social relations and thus enables the continuation of power relations. While
Freire's view of social organization as dialectic imputes some possibility of change
embedded in the use of language, this is ascribed to man's inherent quest for freedom and
not developed from analysis of the ways in which language is used in individual interactions.
That is: what are the expectations participants bring }Z) a conversation about the nature of the
conversation itself? None of the analyses investigate the possiblites of the qualities of
language which allow the mystified accounts to be accepted as accurate, to be counted as
legitimate. As a result these accyounts are limited in their analyses of the proces$ of -
legitimation as an aspect of power relations, allthough aéain all three, MacDonald,Smith and
Freire focus on how the education system is used in the process of legitimation.

The following chapter examines how the theoretical framework proposed by Jiirgen

Habermas, attempts to resolve some of these problems.

]
V4
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3.12 Notes to Chapter Three:

1. Analyses attempting 1o account for women's domestic labour in a Marxist theoretical framework have
precipitated what is knéwn as "the domestic labour debate”. For a discussion of the problems associat;:d with
this deb:;tc see Armstrong et al, 1985, also Hartman, 1981 and Barrett, 1978. |

2. See Maroney and Luxton, 1987 for a discussion of thi's problem. See also the Marxistl definition of
reproduction in Bottoshore, Harris, Kieman and Miliband (1983).

3 Barry 1979; Clark and Lewis, 1977; and ézmmer, 1982 (among many) describe the nature and extent of
the problem of women and sexual violence.

4. The question of control over women's bodies and the right to abortion "on demand” has become a central
issue of women's movements and has been a consistent focus for social analyslcs deriving from women's
perspectives. It is interesting that the issue in Canada as interpreted by the judiciary is based, not on the right
10 abortion, but the contradiction between the Can.adian Criminal Code and the Constitution. The judiciary
argues that what is required is a revision of the criminal code which would align it with the Constitution but
not necessarily "legalize” abortion. In addition whi'e the Canadian Supreme Court denied the illegality of
abortion it did not establish the right to abortion on demand. Thus, a woman requesting abortion can still be
required to pass before a hospital committee of doctors and psychiatrists who will decide on whether such an
operation should be performed. Since the majority of doctors and psychiatrists are male, decisions regarding
women's bodies will still be male-dominated. In addition, the nature of abortion, involving decisions
regarding potential human life make it a particularly sensitive issue, especially if viewed from the perspeclive
that control of abortion could mean. control of life in the hands of women. Thus, “abortion on demand”
would certainly appear 1o be a power issue and to be being treated as such by governmenis. An interesting
side issue revealed by this controversy would seem to revolve around the power of govemnments versus the *
power of formally established instituiions governing law. This can be seen in the refusal of a number of
provincial governments, most noisily that of British Columbia under van der Zahm, 10 accept the Supreme
Court's decision. This would seem 10 accord with the argument proposed by Habermas (1979, 1984) that
modernization, as it is reflected in capitalist and post-capitalist societies, results in a separation of material

and symbolic domains. . ‘ny
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5. Spcncicr and Sarah (1980) include a number of studies which reflect this situation.
6. An example of rcs’x'stance of women (0 t}.w apparently liberating goals of the women's movement in a
Canadian context can be found in Lamoureux's description of the "Yvette”" movement originaq'ng with upper
class women in Québec (Lamourcux, 1987).
7. Part of the reason for this lack could be the historical context in which Freire himself was working when
he developed his theory of radical pedagogy. Brazil, in the years preceding 1964 when F:e’me was exiled, was
inl the process,of imposing structural change in the interests of progress, shifting from a Tatifundium’ system
of 1and use 1o the ‘ascentiamento’ system. Thus the process of transformation from which could be built an
education of transformation had already comr;nenccd. Another point is that this process was abruptly
terminated with the military coup in 1964, a structural factor that Freire did not consider in his initial
concepiualization of the effectilvencss. both of a radical pedagogy, and of the conscientizagao process. Frgire's §

view of the need for structural change in.conjunction with educational change seems, at first glance, to

contradict the entire thrust of his theory of education. However, Freire notes:
"1 feel that I should make a few more points. One would be a self criticism,
based on my Education as Practice of Liberation, for thinking that in the process
of conscientization the moment of revealing a social reality is a kind of
psychological motivation for its transformation. Obviously my mistake was not
in recognizing the funda£ncmal importance of knowing the real world in the
proce‘ss of its transformation. My mistake was that I did not consider the
polarities - knowledge of reality and transformation of reality - in their dialectic”

(Freire, 1985: 169). i .
In other words, Freire is once again assening the unity of the theory/practice r;:Iationship. Transformation,
social change, requires both thought and action, cultural change and structural change. Freire suggests that
while the education gystem. by its nature, may resist change, the development of critical social awareness can
be encouraged by means of educational projects, conducted from the point of view of having one foot inside
the syste:'n. and one foot outside (Ibid.: 178). Nonetheless, given the power that Freire assigns to the ability
of an oppressive social system to maintain the ‘status quo’, analysis of other structural features and how ‘thcse

interpenetrate education might srengthen the expanatory power of Freire's theoretical model. For example,
L N

although Freire acknowledges the possibility of technology to lead toward massification as opposed to
AV
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‘coliective consciousness as an oppressed group or class, he does not analyse technological elements in terms
. of their specific ramifications for education and for the possibility of technology being used to reduce some of
the contradictions which lead to critical awareness and change.
8. It should that lhmug!iout his work Freire uses only the masculine gender to refer to humanity in general
" that is "man" equals "humanity”, The present study has utilized "humanity" or “mankind” where Freire used
"man" and added the feminine gender to certain explanations except when quoting directly from Freire's work,

9. This is similar 1o Parson’s argument regarding the prevailing attitude to expressive action - See pages

16-19 in'the present study.




CHAPTER FOUR

Reconstructing Social Theory: Habermas's Theory of Communicative Action

-

In the preceding chapter it was argued that while MacDonald, Smith and Freire had, in
various waysu, indicated the significance of language in social development, their theoretical
arguments proved unsatisfactory in a number of areas. While MacDonald introduced the
notion of utilizing an analysis of language and farnily relations to further clarify the operation
of patriarchal relations in the education system, she does not develop this analysis. The
suggestion of using Bernstein's theory of symbolic codes while providing some useful
insights proves more descriptive than explanatory/evaluative. Nevertheless this argument
would appear to direct investigation towards lapguagé as a means of clarifying
socialization/rationalization processes. Smith focused on the i)owcr of language in the
production of ideology but did not attempt an analysis of language to discover the links
between processes of socialization, ideological formation and communicative interaction.
Freire focused ;&imarily on the use of language in establishing and maintaining relations of
dominance. While he did address the nature of development of consciousness he restricted
rationality to the process of individual development. Rationality was connected to social
processes only as they related to power producing reification. Freire made explicit the
connection between communication, work and power but tended to restrict his argument to
this relation rather than using language as a basis for the investigation of other social
~ relations. Evolution for Freire was viewed as tied to the development of knowledg:é related
to technological processes and the ontological vocation of the individlxal to achieving
freedom. While this could explain technological change related to progressive education, it
was not adequate to explain social/structural change. None' of these analyses was able to
completely resolve the problem of gender n;lations.

qucrmx;s, in developing a tﬁcory of communicative action focuses spcciﬁ’cél]y on the

interrelation of language and Social development. His theoretical approach developed on the
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basis of critical theory which was established by a group of writers known as the I}'-'rankfurt
school (1). This chapter considers the critical theory proposed by Habermas with reference
to how it responds to some of the difficulties related to the theoretical frameworks previously
discussed. It is not the purpose of the present study to make a complete in-depth review and
analysis of Habermas' theory of communicative action. What will be attempted is a brief
presentation of what the present investigator understands to be the major concepts underlying °
this theory in order to provide the supporting framework for Habermas's analysis of the
organization of, and potential for, change in advanced capitalist society (2). Irshould be™
noted that in none of his work to date does Habermas focus specifically on the nature of
gender relations in advanced capitalist society, a ccnﬁal focus of the present research.
However, the present study contends with Fraser (1985) that, while such a lack may indicate

a deficiency, it does not, in itself, invalidate the theory. What is required is a

"reconstruction” of the theory in order to discover whether, and how, it may help to clarify a

RN

thematization of gender. Nor does Habermas focus to any large extent on the specific e
operations of educational systems in capitalist societies though he does thematize general
aspects of education. However, since the entire basis for Habermas' concept of social
evolution revolves around the nature of learning processes, education would appear to-be a
social institution of central concern to this theory. Indeed, Habermas tentatively indicates
education as a potential source of legitimation crisis with its potential for social change.
Therefore, this study focuses specifically on those aspects of Habermas's theory which
help develop the prcviousfy discussed arguments of MacDonald, $mith and Freire and which
contribute to a more comprehensive analysis of gender relations, education and the social

status of women.
4.1 Knowledge and the Theory/Practice Problematic:

The initial problem addressed by Habermas in his progressive development of a critical
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A,s;acial theory was the resolution of the theqry/practice problematic which had developed from
a concept of knowledge based on the positivistic scientific perspective (3). The solutions
Habermas developed included ultimately a reinterpretation of Marx and systems theory and a
"reconstruction” of historical materialism, the integration of the hermeneutic tradition
(understanding/interpretation of meaning) as exemplliﬁcd in Freudian psychoanah;tic. theory,
and the integration of recent developments in cognitive psychology and linguistics.

Like Freire, Habermas views knowledge as deriving from learning processes relating to
adaptation to the environment and self-formative processes. Drawing on Marx,-Habermas
ide‘miﬁcs empirical-analytic knowledge, that is, scientific knowledge, as "groundj,d in the
level of development of the forces of production. At the same time this level designates that
of a cumulative learning process and thus determines the conditions under which new
technical knowledge arises. This knowledge is itself potentially a productive force that rcacis
back upon the subject via the nature to which it is applied” (Habermas, 1968: 36-37). In
Q{Tr words, Habermas is arguing the inherently reflexive nature of scientific anWl)edge

i%sst f ransformed by the results of the actions it generates. Individual and social identity are, -

thcreforre achieved via the consciousness of an historically transformed environment.
However, while Marx also discusses knowledge derived from self-reflection, in his
concern to develop an empirical science, Marx "reduces the process of reflection to the level
of instrumental action " (Ibid.: 44), that is, work. Knowledge which allows contrél of the
environment also makes possible the control of social life (Ibid.: 47). Control of social life is
self-conscious (as opposed to environment-conscious) and appears in the "dimension of
power relations that regulate men's interaction among themselves” (Ibid.: 51). Emancipation
from the constraints of nature is related to technological progress, from the constraints of
;;\owcr by revolutionary activity leading to domination-free cgmmgnication. According to
Habermas, this framework wh}ph sets up class struggle as dialectic demands a methodology

which goes beyond the framework of productive processes. In other words, while Marx's

" theory contained the concef)ts necessary for a potentially viable critical theory, restricting his
~
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methodology to the techniques of empirical science limited the ability of the theoretical |
framework to draw out and explain all potential implication;. ' 1

For Habermas, know;xledgc reflects two aspects of soc;gl action, moral and instrumental.
What is needed for a "science of man" is a methodology which incorporates a |
critical/reflective, as well as an empirical/analytic, process. While the rulc§ developed out of

- the empirical/analytic process allow for pr;:diction, "...the meaning of such predictions, that
is their technical exploitability, is established only by the rules according to which we apply
theories to reality...theories of the empirical sciences disclose reality subject to the
constitutive interest in the possible sect '{g\ind expansion, through information, of
feedback-monitored action" (Habermas, 19¢8: 308-309). Such knowledge expresses
humanity's "cognitive interest in technical con.trol" (Tbid.:309) and is derived from
experience which is organized accordin g to the success of the actions directed by technical
knowledge. Cognitive/technical knowledge then, generates rational/purposive action.

On the other hand, historical hermeneutic sciences, of which Habermas considers
psychoanalysis the paradigmatic example, do not utilize technical control as their frame of ™" .
reference. Such sciences integrate language and experience and " Access to the facts is
provided by the understanding of meaning [of language] not observation [of natural events]”
(Ibid.: 309). However, because this type of knowledge is concerned with the meaning of
statements, Habermas suggests that it too reflects a particular human interest - the interest in
reaching some form of agreement regarding meaning (Ibid.: 310). \

For Habermas then, there is no objective or "value-free" knowledge - all knowledge is }
constituted of human interests. Humnan interests derive from learning processes required for
adaptation of the ego to the external environment and to the 5ommunicaﬁvcly organized social
systemn and from learning processes required for the construction of an "identity in the
conflict between instinctual aims and social constructs” thus, "knowledge-constitutive

interests take form in the medium of work, languagé and power" (Ibid.: 313). Since social

organization is what allows humanity control over nature and since social organization

’

-
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presumes language then it is language which allows humanity to transcend and transform
nature. At this point Habermas-s argument sounds very similar to the argument developed
by .Frcirc, however in the final thesis on knowledge presented by Habermas in Knowledge
and Human Interests, he establishes one of the central principles for the thco{y of
communicative action. Drawing on what he iﬁcntiﬁcs as a Marxist concept of ideology,
Habermas argues productive development as the syppression of communication, from this he
concludes "the unity of knowledge and interest proves itself in a dialectic that takes the |
historigal traces of suppressed dialogue and reconstructs what has been suppressed" (Ibid,:
315). Critical social theory then can be constructed on‘ﬁgc basis of analysing action*as
suppressed dialogue, what would tl;e dialogue and resulting action have been if consensual
undemmn@ing had been achieved without constraint? Ideology becomes the: process of

. ..k
suppression of communication.

4.2 Basis for the tl@ory of communicative action:
4
"Itis clear from this carl;} characterization of knowledge that Habermas accords a central
position fo the role of communication in social systems. It is from this basis that he dcvelbps .

his critical social theory as a theory of communicative action. Analysis of Freudian
psychoanalytic theory as a theory of depth hermeneutics revealed psychoanalysis as a theory
of dysfunctional communication. But dysfunctional communication presup;ioses functional
commynication which implies some form of common assumptions - "universal conditions of
common understanding” or "general presuppositions of communicative action" (Habermas,
1979: 1) (4).

In its simplest terms Habermas's concept of communicative actio,){j can be briefly
summarized as follows. Cohmunicativc action is inherent to soci;l.agtion. That is, the
initiating social action is communicative, functioning on the primary basis of language.

Within communicati ion there are two major divisions, instrumentally oriented action
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and communicatively oriented action. mshmntmy oriented action is focused toward, and
legitimated by, the éfﬂcicm realization of concrete results. Commuriicativcly oriented action
is focused toward achieving a shared understanding ér;d legitimated by validity claims
inherent to the use of language. There are, according to Habermas, three basic validity
claims implic;t in ordinary speech which establish the "universal conditions of common
understanding”. These consist of: tilc claim of truth-fact/truth-efficiency, the claim of
righmess for norms or values, and the claim of truthfulness for intentions (Ibid.: 65-66).
While all claims are implicit in every speech act they may not all be emphasized, thus
Habermas argues that with instrumentali action it is e claim of truth-efficiency which is
emphasized to the general exclusion of the others. In'conunuhjcadvcly o;icntcd action
however, the emphasis is generally on the claims of rightness (backed by norms) and/or
truthfulness. Eac}?of these claims can be linked to particular characterizations of discourse,
action and worldview. A brief schematic representation of these relationships appears in
Table 1 in Appendix II.

The present study argues that, although Habermas has not specifically addressed gender
differentiation, this conceptualization of comm:micativc action is directly relevant to a theory
* of sociology of education which includes a consideration of the social status of women. -

-

Habermas's developmcn£ of the argument for two major divisions of action - instrumental ~ ..
(means-end) and communicative (interpersonal undergghding) leads to his identification of
social and labfo{zr relations as a lifeworld - systems world dichotomy. This establishes a
direct basis for the analysis of male-female relations.

In addition to a universal ground, according to Habénnas, to be effective a critical social
theory must also encompass a theory of social evolution. Habcrmz;s begins the construction
of a theory of social evolution by linking stagcs{i’f’ the development of consciousness as
organized in theories of cognitive development with stages of normative development

revealed in an analysis of social organization from the perspective of communicative action.

He argues:

"But it should not surprise us that there are homologous
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structukcs of consciousness in the history of the species, if we
consider that linguistically established intersubjecfivity of

' understanding marks the innovation of the species which first made

» ' possible the leVel of sociocultural learning. At this level the

reproduction of society and the socialization of its members are two

aspecis of the same process; they are dependent on the same
structures” (Habermas,1979: 99).

<

That is, at thé tribal level rationalization_pocesses have not developed to thg point where .
instrumental and commuﬂicativc action are separated. However as social maturation
processes devcloﬁ vié a process of evolution, rationalization processes also mature.

Following this argument Habermas constructs a schema linking the structures of cognitive
development to the evolution of world views and the establishment of individual identity in
intersubjective intemct?on with established social roles. (Table 2 in Appendix II
dgméns’t’rates,thcsc relationships). Having establis;led these links Habermas is able to
cohcluéle that normative structures posited by systems theory (specifically the norm/social
role relationship found in Mead and Parsons) develop as a result of both external and internal

histary, that xs as a result of two rau'onalizatiqn processes - purposive-radonal'action leading
to the “heightening of produc;tive forces” (Habermas, 1979: 117) and communicative action
orientted to ‘observing intersubjectively valid norms that link reciprocal expectations" (Ibid.:
118). Habermas déﬁnes "ratio_nalizatio%s the removal of relations of force hidcién in the
A suu:turcs (language) of communicat.i‘gn wt;ich prevent consensual agreement or regulation of
C These relations of fofcc broduce 5'systcmatical}y distorted communication” Ibid.: - ‘
120) based onrthc'appear‘ancc qf being ai)lé‘ to jus‘tify the validity claims of communication,
pmiculmly the claims to rightness and truthfulness. In fact sm}c‘l claims are %)unterfactual‘
Rationglizau‘on then is the process of leﬁng lccmcemcd\'with revealing and resolving

counterfactual validity claims. Ideology bccqmcs the presentation of counterfactual .validit)'/
. Ny |
claims. ’ ' |

Nz -

'l_“ﬁls\Habcrmas argues that not only are there two learning processés connected with two

types of gction and the knowledge associated with these types, rational-purposive action and

‘ o _ L ’
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technical-cognitive knowledge, communicative action and moral-practical knowledge, but

also it is the development of normative structures based on the validity claims inherent to

. communicatively oriented action which organizes social formation. It is not productive

forces, as Marx argued, around which societies were organized, because it is from the

normative structures that prixlciplésof social organization and integration are generated whiéh
in turn make possible the generation of productive forces. Hibermas argues that it is not the
social o(rganization of production and distribution, but the organization of the family which
was the evolutionary breakthrough between humanity and hominids. It was the
establishment of the kinship florm of organigation which broke up the uni-dimensional, single
status hierarchical ordering of vertebrate life which’characterizcd hominid, that is pre-human, ‘
social organization. Hominid gréups had organized forms of 9/ocial labour; they did not have
socially intergrated forms of relations. g RS

However, it was "the mode of#®roduction of the socially organized hunt" which "created a
system problem that was resolved by the“familialimtion of the male..." (Habermas, 1979:

135). Basically the separation of the group into male hunting and female gathering resulted

in the separation of males from family relations (the young) and-in the need for exchange

¥

. between the two groups. This was resolved by establishing marriage and regulated descent

which permitted “the adult male member to link via the fathdf role - a status in the male
system of the hunting band with a status in the fcrr?alc and child system and thus integrate
functions of s:ociz‘ll‘, labor with functions of nurture of the young, and, moreover, coord'inat;
functions of male hunting with those of female gathering"” (Ibid.: 136).

Thus, according to Habermas, while a concept of social labour is fundamental to a theory

of social evolution, it must be linked to a concept of familial organization. Socialization and

reduced to the rules governing instrumental or strategic action which relate to production and . e
the structures of social labour. In other words, Habermas posits two catagorically separate

areas of social formation initially linked through the organizing principle of the family.

-,
L
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"Production and socialization, social labor and care for the young, are equally important for
the reproduction of the species; thus the familial social structure, which controls both - the
integration of external as well as of intemal nature - is fundamental” (Ibid.: 138). Habermas
is arguing a bidimensional view of social organization supporting his bidimensional view pf
knowledge formation.
In order to understand how Habermas's theoretical framework can be appliéd to the study

of gender, cducz‘ition and the social position of women it isicsscntia] to outline the

development of his ideas of knowledge and legitimation crisis and how these are related to

the processes of education and social change.

4.3 Knowledge, Social Change, and Legitimation Crisis:

Habermas asserts that social formation is "determined by a fundamental principle of
organization, whicﬁ delimits in the abstract the possibilities for alterations of social states"
(HalLermas. 1974: 7). By this Habermas means those innovations made possible by the
development of learning processes which in turn detérmine “within which structures changes
in the system of institutions are possible; to what extent the available capacities of productive
forces are socially utilized and the development of new productive forces can be stimulated;
to what extent system complexity and adéptivc achievements can be heightened" (Habermas,

1979: 153). Habermas argues that these principles of organization are determined essentially

by the stages of communication which determine the levels of social development of the

individual (Ibid.: 154). . E \ \
The concept of the bidimcnsionali{y of social formation and knowledge interlinked
through indiVidual and social learning processes based on the universal rules of
communicative action is the crux of Habermas's critical social thcc}g. It is on this iaasis that
Habermas distinguishes between a lifeworld, reflecting moral practical knowledge based on -

consensual justification of norms producing socia\imegration. and asystemofactions / -
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deriving from}non-normativcly based knowledge and relating to functional activities
necessary for system maintenance (McCarthy, 1986: ?.9). Using-this distincﬁon Habermas
argues the uncoupling of the economiceand statc/adminism systems from normative
structures in advanced capitalism. Change is posited as potentially arising from crises of
legitimation dyk to the'de-integration of these systems. By crises of legitimation Habermas
means the development of a situation in which, for various reasons, existing social ,
institutions are unable to conv'm.cc the implicated social groups of the rightness or
appropiateness of maintaining the status quo (5). ‘

Another point to be noted here is the central position Habermas accords the family ‘as the
linking structure between system and social interaction. Considering that socialization within
) family has been considered a traditionally female domain and that this has been indicated

{n feminist accounts as an important area for investigation (Armstrong et al, 1985; Smith and
Burstyn, 1985), it would seem that Habermas's framework may provide a potentially useful
tool for analysis of the social situation of women. This point will be discussed in more detail
later in the present investigation. For the moment we will simply note that these two
dévelopments in Habermas's work, the centrality of the family in social relations and the
concept of two types of social relations, those dealing with material reproduction and those
dealing with symbolic fcproduction are of significance for any analysis which attempts to
account for the social position of women.

In his reanalysis of Marxiﬁabennas argues that conyentional interpretations of
Marxism h.avc fallen into error m considering Marx's definition of "base structure” and
economic organization as synonymous. It is only in capitalist society that the organizing
principle is economic; traditional societies were organized around t!hc state and tribal 'sod{ctics
around kinship. Habermas argues that the idea of dependencyof the superstructure
(political/administrative, social and cultural spheres) on the base or infrastructure was true
"c;nly for the critical pt\ase in which a society passes into a new development alevcl"

(Habermas, 1979: l‘@ 43). The function of dﬁc relations of production is to regulate access to

| J
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the means of production and indirectly to regulate the distribution of social wealth.

According to Habermas this function was handled by kinship systems in primitive societies,
by domination systems in what he refers to as "civilizations", and by the economic system in

capitalist society.
"Only in capitalism, when the market, along with its steering function,
also assumed the function of stabilizing class relationships, did the
relations of prod'uction come forth as such and take on an economic form.
The theories 'Q_f_ postindustrial society even envision a state in which
evolutionary primacy would pass from the economic system to the \
educationa] and scientific system” (Ibid.: 144 emphasis.the present

w_riter).
Social identity and social organization is endangered if systems problems are unresolvable,
in the context of the primary form or mechanism of social in\tc\gration, to such an extent that
the form of integration itself must be changed. Since social integ;'adon involves more than
the integration of the forces and relations of production, such evolutionary change cannét be
explained by cognitive/technical knowledge alone. Cognitive/technical knowledge can
stimulate technological change and, to a certain extent, explain how change occurs in the
relations of production but such knowledge, governed by the rules of instrumental action,
~ does not explain how problems are resolved, that is, how socictie; move from kinship to
state-centered forms of integration for example. Since such changes appear to involve legal
and mora! systems, for example the development of rules regulating marriage, descent and
forms of punishment, Habermas argues that evolutionary social change req\lfl\'es
moral/practical knowledge governed by the rules of communicative action. "It requires not
an expansion of gur control over external nature but knowledge that can be embodied in f

, structures of interaction--in a word, an extension of the autonomy of society in relation to
K] i st /"“‘

our own, internal nature" (Habermas, 1979: 146).

The problems raiscq by the Marxist historical-materialist framework can be resolved by

expanding this theory to the more universal level of communicative action. This theoretical

level combines materialist with psychoanalytic frameworks to integrate systems and social K

\

o
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integration concepts. Habermas distinguishes three levels of speech which, he argues
correspond to the three basic levels of development of moral consciousness and are linked
to stages of social integration. This consolidates the earlier model supporting the thcsis&
the evolutionary development of norms and constitutes Habermas's proof of the viability of
a model of social evolution based on a theory of communicative action. (The basic outline
of this framework is depicted in Table 2 in Appendix II.)

According to Habermas, this argument explains how contradictory developments in forms
of social integration occur. Specifically it explains how a cumulative and progressive, by
definition 6f the term evolution as progressive, learning process can be accompanied by
explc;itan've forms of socia! integration. How, for example, societies organized around class
relations, in which relations of domination are "necessarily practised” can be considered
more socially evolved than societies organized around kinship in which "less significant
inequalities" are “permitted” (Ibid.; 163). ’

To explain why such an apparently retrogressive movement occurs, H%Knnas suggests
‘that, while progressive social development relieves some systemic problems, those which are
not resolved increase in intensity. Thus the '‘powerlessness’ regarding external nature, with
which neolithic society was faced, was somewhat resolved by the development of a
collective political order. This development led in turn to problems of the "self regulation of
the social system ". The problem of the scarce resource, Jaw, was resolved by organization
around the state and the need for legitimation of domination, thus a situation of
powerlessness reflected in social ﬂtladons became a central so&ial concern. This process
continues in capitalism \m‘th the asymemc distribution of value producing the problcm of
legitimating mequahty a situation of powerlessness based on lack of the resourcc value,
This has led to the organization of social welfare state, mass democracies, organized around
the primacy of the scientific and educational systems, leading to the problem of the regulation

of the exchange between social organization and intemal nature based on the scarcity of the

resources of meaning and motivation. In this last scenario, Habermas is arguing that social
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power is in the process of moving from the economic to the socio-cultural domain and that
class domination, refracted once via the organization of capitalism, "would be refracted for a
second time, not through bourgeois civil war, but through the education system of the social
welfare state” (Ibid.: 165-166). In his analysis of advanced capitalist states Habermas argues
that it is this problematic de\}clopmcm of the scarcity of meaning which is, in fact, being
precipitated.

With this argument Habermas assumes a position toward education which is radically
different from that taken by most theories of the sociology of education. Not only does
Habermas argue a significant role for education in the process of social change in advanced
capitalist societies, he accords education a central position in a potentially new form of social
integration. Habermas explains this via his theory of legitimation crisis.

Habermas's argument, like Freire's, posits unequal power relations as a central factor for
change in social organization. However, Freire's argument held to the Marxist explanation
6f modes of production as the ﬁctor determining social organization and change.

)ThlS reduced both the cxplanatory and predictive power of Freire's framework, which
ultimately relied for change on some form of class revolution but was urable to explain how"
such revolution could occur, other than by relying on the activity of an intellectual elite. In
éontrast. Habermas's frathework would appear to provide greater explanatory and possibly
greater predictive power. Habermés argues that change occurs, not via changing modes of
production but by changing forms of integration which, in turn, free up forces for expxmdcd
productivity. |

" To summarize, knovmcdge for Habermas is the result of learning processes related to
production and to the establishment of individual and group identity. Knowledge related to
production is technical knowledge and results from systemically-integrated action involving
the validity claims of efﬁcienéy and truth. Knowledge related to the establishment of identity
results in the prqduction of norms leading to worldviews and derives from

communicativcl%r—intcgmtcd action - the apparent justification of the validity claims of

-
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truthfulness and rightness. Social devélopmcnt occurs as a result of these learning
processes, constitutive of the control of outer nature and the integration of inner nature,
regulated by structures of intersubjectivity, that is, structures which establish the distinction
between individual%eﬁrc and statements with a claim to generality. "Generality mcaﬁs
.objccu'vity of knowledge [truth] and legitimacy of valid norms. Both insure the comm#iry
of shared mezim'ng that is constitutive for the socio-cultural life-world" (Habermas, 1974: 10).
In other \:vords, social development depends on processes of system integration relating to
_forces of production and proc;esscs of social integration relating to symbolic ;cproducﬁon.

4.4 The basis for the conéezt of legitimation crisis:

The nature of social development leading to system autonomy, that is, increasing power
over the reduction of external coml;lexity, results in the increasing complexity of forms of
organization which are validated by norms and which provide steering capacity for the forces
of production. However, while increasing the steering capacity of social institutions may
result in improving préductive capacity, at®¥e same time this can cause the dissolution of the
normative system because of the perceived discrcpax{cy "between secular knowledge and
traditional world views" (Tbid.: 13). While such a development may result in the alteration of
norms, the new norms may not satisfy the demands raised by the steering mcg:ham'sms. In
other words, a system breakdown could occur if the changed norms create a need for
validation which cannot be met by the available goal values. It is Habermas's thesis that
exactly this has occurred in advanced capitalistic societies. "We cannot exclude thé
possibility that a strengthening of produétive forces which heightens the power of the
systerr;, can lead to changes in normative structures which simultaneously restrict the

T,

autonomy of the system because they bring forth new legitimacy claims and thereby constrict

the range of variation of the goal values" (Ibid.: 13).

Habermas agrees with Marx in arguing the built-in crisis tendency of capitalism

4
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developing from a disjunction between powers of accumulation and powers of consumption
resulting in a cycle of prosperity, crisis and depression. According to Marx, it is this crisis’
tendency which had the potential for revealing class conflict.which was otherwise hidden
behind the view of the economic system being regulated by the "natural” opcratioxf of the
market mechanism. Habermas suggests however, that Marx's liberal capitalism has become
organized capitalism, that is, the state, via the administrative system, has filled in some of the
structural holes which led to the cyclical crisis tendencies. Whereas under liberal capitalism
the accumulation process was viewed as regulated by a "natural” market mechanism, the
failure of the market to function without economic crisis required the interventioq of
systematic organizational processes. These processes were regulated by an
adminjstrative/political system in order to compensate for the "politically intolerable -
consequences” of the failure of thg"natural"' mechanism. Such intervention altered the
manner in which surplus value was produced and therci)y affected the form of societal
organizati | ' ,

This adc;\ustmcnt of the economic process by the administrative system hasé, in turn, led to
changes in the processes of socialization. Habermas argues that these changes were
stimulated when heightening of the production of absolute surplus value via such measures

s "physical force, lcngthemn g the working day and recrumng underpaid labor forces
(women, chx]dren) elc. had run up against natural boundanes" (Habermas, 1974: 55) In
other words, fuphcr pressure would have retrogressive effects on the productivity of labour.
This resulted in an investigation of methods for improving both technical and human forces
of production, that is, methods of production of relative surplus value. With state
organization of "scientific-technical progress and a systematically managed expansion of the
system of edudation” (Tbid.: 5.6) the processes of heightening labour productivity became part ‘
of the production process. Reflexive or iniirect]y productive labouy, "that is labour applied
to itself with the aim of increasing thé productivity of labour” (Habermas, 1974: 56), the

work of scientists, teachers and engineers, for example, is paid for via both the state and

|
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private entérprise. In other words, what has developed is "an altered form of the production \
of surplus value" (Ibid.: 55). ‘

Habermas argues that traditional Marxist economic theory has ignored the calculation of
the value of this form of labour. However, the capital expended in the production of
reflexive labour "systematically alters the conditions under whjgh surplus value can be
appropriated from productive labour” (Ibid.: 56) and indirectly contributes to the production
of more surplus value. Therefore the calculation of reflexive labour needs to be included in
the formulation of economic theory. According to Habermas, "the classical fundamental
categories of the theory of value are insufficient for the analysis of governmental pdlicy in -
educatior}, tcchn(nlogy arid scienc':‘.e" (Habermas, 1974: 56:57).

In addition, the need for reducing the effects of the cyclicé.l crisis tendency of capitalism in
order to heighten the productivity of the systerghas resulted in a "q—uasi-politica]" wage
structure achieved by compromise between bl:sincss and unions, "quasi-political” because a
compomise between business and uniéns reflects somg,.form of class compromise. This
wage structure, too, cannot be measured under the terms of traditional capitalist economic
. theory because it does not reflect the cost of labour in the production of an exchange
commodity, but rather sets an arbitrary standard against which deviations in the value of
labour power are measured. Nor can this standard or average wage be defin€d as the costs
of reproduction of 1;1bour since there is "no stanglard for the reproduction of labour costs that
is independent of cul*xra] norms” (I-;abcnnas, 1974: 57). Anempting to equate average wage *
and the cost of reproduction restricts issues of class struggle to the economic sphere and
suggests a successful outcome of the class struggle in the "visibly altered rate of exploitation
to the advantage of the best organized parts of the working class” (Ibid.: 57}. However,
class struggle originated'in the organization of society around forms of political domination.
This was merely refracted in capitalism via the organization of society around the appearance
of a‘ydepoitici'zcd naturally functioning economic system. Far from providing a successful

resolution of the class struggle, the altering of the visible rate of expioitation may have

1



v

84

simply succeeded in stabilizing present forms of social organization, including refracted class

.inequality.

If the strategic investment of capital in the production of reflexive labour is effective in
. D
increasing labour productivity, and if the distribution of the results of incteased productivity
is sufficient to ensure mass loyalty and to meet the functional #emands of the capitalist
system, economic or structural crisis may be averted.

However, in order to avoid disturbance in growth, the state must skim profits and income
(via taxes) and the patterns of use of such value must be viewed as legitimate by the
population. This is managed through the expansion of production of collective commodities
such as transportation, health care, education and social welfare. But the expansion of the
administrative system into the production of collective commodities means that the

CN

boundaries between the cultural system and the forces of production shift. This is clear in
the entry of; the administrative system into areas of educational 'f>1annjng, particularly
curriculum planning (6), family planning and health care which were originally based on
tradition.

“The final result is consciousness of the contingency, not only of

the contents of tradition but also of the techniques of tradition, that

is of socialization. Formal schooiing is competing with family

upbringing as early as at Ulc pre-school age. The problematization

of childrearing routines can be seen in the popular pedagogical |

tasks that schools are assuming through parental rights and

individual consultations, as well as in the

pedagogical-psychological scientific journalism on the subject"

(Habermas, 1974: 71-72). :
In other words, the movement of the administrative system into the cultural sphere has the
“unintended" effect of weakening the power of traditions or worldviews, They are no longer

seen as operating on a natural basis and therefore valid, ﬁas contingent on the social

system itself. The state relies on the power of traditions, that is, the normative system, for

the legitimation of validity claims. Once the power of traditions are weakened validity claims

can only be justified through discourse. However, attempts at achieving consensus (the goal
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f discourse) via participatory planning are restricted by the state's inability to satisfy
lcéiﬁmaﬁon claims under the "condition of an asymetrical class compromise” and by
"conservative resis'tancc to planning”. Bé)th of these conditions arise from the nature of the
capitalist system which determines that "growth would still be achieved in accordance with
priorities that take shape as.a function, not of generalizable intcrests.of the population, but of
private goals of profit maxirnizétion"; that is from the latent class structuré. "In the final
analysis, this class structu;e is the source of the legitimation deficit” (Ibid.: 73).

Because the sphere of cultural tradition has been weakened by rationalization or ‘
"colonization” (Habermas, 1984), ""mcaning" originally supplied by tradition becomesa »
scarce resource. The result is an increase in expectations oriented to use values, an increase
in what is now labelled consumerism. The lack of meaning-based legitimation must be
compensated for by rewards of value. "A legitimation crisis [however] can be predicted qnly
if expectations that cannot be fulfilled, either with the available quantity of value or...rewards
conforming to the system, are systematically produced” (Hab;rmas, 1974: 74). What
Habermas is arguing here is that a legitimation crisis is the result of a motivation crisis
produced by a failure of the motives supplied by the socio-cultural system to match the
motives required by the state, educational and occupationa'l systems.

In capitalist social organization, the motivation supplied by the socio-cultural system is
based on norms derived from a combination of traditional/authoritarian, \\
capitalist/participatory (boﬁrgeois) and familial forms of pol{ﬁcal culture. These norms
establish what Habermas terms the "syndromes" of “civil-privatism" and
"familial-vocational" privatism. "Civil-privatism" provides the underlying motivatioq for
maintenance of the structures of a depoliticized public sphere, that is the structures of the
democratic process. “"Familial-vocational” privatism is related to intérests in consumption,
leisure and career and provides the underlying motivation for maintenance of educational and
occupational structures. Habcrm;s‘s use of the term "depoliticized” in conn;ction thL

"civil-privatism” seems to refer to freedom from power influences, that is to any domain not \
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overtly based on the class/domination complex.

Perhaps a point to recall here is that, for Habermas, an interaction totally free of power is
framed as the "ideal speech act” and, as an ideal, remains to be achieved. This is not, of
course, an a priori ideal, since the elements of the ideal spcc?:ix act are present in all
utterances. However, how far human interaction can be rclcas;:d from elements of co%rcibn
and violence 1emains for the moment, as Habermas notes, an unanswerable question. In
addition, Habermas argued in his analysis of knowledge that all knowledge was a creation of
human interests. To the extent that these interests are generalizabl® and that positive
~ responses can be made to the questions of validity, the knowledge constituted by such
interests can be considered depoliticized, but it is the degree to which power relations are
present, not if they are present, on which Haber'mas focuses. In arguing the possiblity of
legitimation crisis, Habermas posits such crisis on the grc'mnds of dysfunctional-relations
caused by the asymetricai operation of power relations as these are made visible in various
social relations and institutions. It is on this basis that he asserts that "class” is the source of
legitimation crisis. v

Habermas's ommission of‘\ a consideration of gender relations reduces‘ both the descriptive
and explanatory power of his argument. Focusing on "class” as the basic power relation
obscures the fact that gender-based relations reflect a situation of domination rcveaied very
clearly in analyses of the educational systems of capitalisx societies, as well as in analyses of
labour/market relations and institutions, and political/administrative relations and institutions.
Habermas's focus on class tends to direct attention away from another powerful inegalitariar}
relation which operates across classes. This point will be taken up later in the,presem
discussion. '

As noted carlicr/"'Familial-vocational privatism...consists in a family orientation with
P ~

developed interests in consumption and leisure...and in a career orientation suitable to status

competition...This privatism thus corresponds to the structures of educational and

occupational systemis that are regulated by competition through achievement” (Habermas,
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1974: 75). .

As far as civil-privatism is concerned, since the participatory behavioural expectations
operated b); the bourgeois ideolo'gy of democracy cannot be sustained in & capitalist
org‘aniz/gtion based on the asymctriéal distribution of value, hence power, these participatory
expectations are screened out of affective ideology and replaced with authomgn'aﬁ traditions
carried over from pre-capitalist soéial formation. The result is that the norms of
engagement/participation and rationality/individual interest are balanced (Iégitimated) by
attitudes of particularism and subordinate mentality. _

Traditions are transferred into the educational system through "corresponding family
structures and techniques of child-rearing. The educau'onai processes lead to motivational -
structures that are.class specific, that is to the reprt;ssivc authority of conscience [delayed
gratification] and an individualistic achievement orientation among bourgeoisie and to .
_external superegé structures [irﬁmediate gratification] and a conventional work mora}éry in the
lower élass"(Ibid.: 77). That is, what Habermas is suggesting is that h\icrarchical patierns of
family structure are repeated in hierarchical patterns of educational organization, and that the
reproduction of norms in the educational process derive from the class position of the family.
This produces the necessary class-based motivational patterns required by the productive
system. As noted earlier, Habermas's lack of éonsideration of gender produces wcakne_ssc”s
in his analysis, in this case a failure to consider the possibility of authoritarian $tructures in
the family being based on sex as well as age. Habermas’s concem is with class- bascd -
motwanona] patterns to the exclusion of gender-based motivation aﬁd ‘the patterns wh%
derive from the asymetric dlstnbutlon of power by gender

<The interpenetration by organized administrative activities into areas consx;iercd
traditionally private, that is, governed by norms relating to the individual and the farruly, is
. stripping away elements of the worldviews underlying these areas - "the remains of
pre-bourgcoi§ tra‘di;ions in which civil and familial-vocational privatism are embedded are

being non-renewably dismantled” (Ibid.: 77). 'In addition, bourgeois ideology based on thé
' .

I }
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' ¢ norms of pdssessive ihdividualism and achlcvcmcm is being undcrmncd Thcrc soo-

A

ingreasing dlss\ance betwecn tmdmonal worldviewsand the posmvxsnc common

- consciousness generated by scientific secularization; a dissonance particularly visible in the
" processes of formal education. 7 ' : ey

~

4.5 Education as a source of legitimation crisisy .

\?‘

Bourgeois idcglogy predicates the distribution of social rewards according to individual
\achlevcmems "The distribution of qualifications should be an isomorphic imagc of the
achievement differentials of individuals. The prccondmon for this i 1s equal opponumty to

\

parﬂcxpate in a competition that is re gulatcd so as to neutralize external mﬂu_cnc\cs

' (Habermas, 1974: 81). This neutralization of influence was expected to be achic\;cd by the
"natural” operation of a non-political market. However, economic crises revealed the falsity
of the view of the market as a non-political mechanism. Thus, the operation of the education
system replaced the market as the non-political mechanism by which occupationai success
c_ould be mediated. However, this could only be considered non'-politicgl,'xhat is, as
supportive of generalizable interests, if the following conditions were met:

<the provision of equal opportunity; for admission to higher education;

! .
<the provision of non-giscriminatory standards for the evaluation of school

] - T, ) a -
performance;
v ‘<the coordination of developmcnts of the occupational system with the educational

system and . :

N~ <the establishment of labour processes which required cvafuation according to
- , < 7,8
< individual achievements.
These c{)ndjtions have not been met, nor could they be met according to the definition of
y capitalism requiring an asymetrical distribution of rewards. However, what is more essential

for Habermas's theory of social change is not that these conditions have not been met, but
*
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the fact that thc)" are not being met is tecoming increasingly vis.ible. While Habermas does
not cite evidence of this assertion, there are certainly 'i)lenty' of empirical studies which .
support his argument. .

Persell (1987), Byme (1978), Chisholm and Woodward (1980), Applé (1983) and others
provide evidence of admission to higher educaticn bein g inﬂuc.nccd by class and gerder
inequality. ’JcncALs (1972), Marks (1976), and Russell (1987) among others show evidence
of discrimination based on class and gender in the processes of evaluation utilized by
educational systems. Changes in the occupational system no longer appear to be matched by
a concurrent cxpansioni of the educational system. In fact studies increasingly show a direct
‘ ratio between educational achievement and soc &smtm to be prob]cmanc (Bowles and
-Gmns, 1976). Finally, i 1ncre.asm g automation “makes individual accountability questionable as

a measure of achievement. Processes are automated therefore the mdxwéfual cannot be held
responsible for the ultimate success or failure of the operation. The fact that the increasing
fragmentation’ and monotony of labour processes due to the application of new technologies
is breaking down both occupational identity and the intrinsic motivation to achieve, is
supported by Menzies (1982) in her analysis of the effects of computerization on women (7).
The result is that "extrafunctional elements of professional roles are becoming more and more
important” (Habermas, 1974: 81-82). In‘other words, not what you know but who you
know, who you associate with is increasingly the means by which occupational status is
defined.

These developments produce an increase in extrinsic motivation based on rewards
provided by the system but extrinsic motivation dcpe:ds on stimulation by wage income.
This can only be assured if the reserve labour force exercised an effective competitive
pressure on the market, functioning to keep wages down, and if there appear to be significant
income differences between lower income groups and the inactive labour population.
Ho\w\éver, union activity and welfare state tcndgncies, the growing production of collective

commodities, reduces the need for competition in lower income groups. There is no need to-
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compete if needs are being satisfied. Thus-the state's need to assure adequate stimulation by

~—

large income differences is in conflict with its interest in diffusing the effects of capital's
¢risis tendencies. Hence the probability of this rcquiremcm. being satisfied is low.

Habermas argues that the traditional (authoritarian) x%orms and the bourg'cois norms of
civil and familial/vocational privatism arc being replaced by "scicntism.'post-auradc art and
universal morality" based on communicative ethics, the last being the demand for discursive
'justiﬁcafion of the validity claims implied by the processes of social integration based on
communicative action (Habermas, 1974~ : 84-89). These processes of social integration, as
discussed earlier, include the means by which individual and group identities are established,
procedures which require intcrsubjec;:tivc c‘ommunication and the establishment of norms and_\
social roles. These norms do not supply the motivational drive required by the c.apitalist
organization because they replace and do not support the necessary privatistic syndromést
However, even without. agieement between normative structures and the economic and
administrative systems "motivation crises could still be avoided by uncoupling the cultural
system" (Ibid.:l‘89). By "uncoupling” Habermas refers to the possibility of confining
cultural norms to a privatized realm separated from socialization processes. Butsucha
separation would raise the problem of what would replace culture to supply the motivational
drive for a particular form of social organization, assuming, as Habermas argues, that
demands for legitimation cannot be subsumed by the production and distribution of extrinsic
rewards.

" Furthermore, Habermas asserts that in advanced capitalist society "fundamental

convictions of communicative ethics and experimental complexes of countercultures ...are

today already determining typical socialization processes among several strata, that is, they
have achieved motive-forming power" Haberinas, 1974: 90). Habermas's proof of this
argument relies on his analysis of what he terms the "adolescent crisis” which cannot be

conventionally resolved, that is resolved in a manner which is not socially dysfunctional,

because of a number of situations created by the intervention of the administrative system.

»
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The expansion of the education systems of advanced capitalist societies ihcluding a

lengthening of training time means that there is more time for those participating in the

system to test the validity of traditions. Secondly, "increased schooling of cognitive

capaciiics increases the probability that dissor;ancés between proferred patterns of
interpretation and perceived social reality will aﬁsc and intensify the problem of identity".
Finally, "thc. development of egalitariaii famdily structures” (which Habermas seems to want
to define here as the 100scniﬁg of sexual prohibitions), and the relative economic freedom

accorded to students (according to economic strata) have tQé potential for producing anxiety

. free socialization proccssés and expanded scope for experimentation (Ibid.: 91). In other

words what Habermas is suggesting is that conditions exist in present social formation,
specifically in the education system, for the development of "post-conventional morality"

} . :
which is dysfunctional for the capitalist system. In addition, the overloading of personality

resources and the inability to stabilize ego formation under the present conditions of
3

increasing legitimation failure have resulted in youth becoming a center of alienation and
protest. Habermas cites Kenniston's inventory of protest, including student movements,

pacifists and womenis liberation, and of retreat, including hippies, "Jesus people" and the
drug subculture, to support this argument. ) :

. However, there are a cbuplc of problems with this proof. The first, \‘as’McCar‘thy.(l979) '
notes, is that these movements are not sufficiently well established forlo'n/c to be able to |
conclud&thhat thb}l' will lead to "increased withdrawal and protest rather thaﬁ to some more
hedonistic accomodation with the system or to equally functional motivational pattemns” ‘

(McCarthy, 1979: 377). Secondly these evidences of withdrawal and protest do not only

include "youth" in the sense of students, they,also include adults.'mcmbers of what

Habermas has unidentified elsewhere as the "underprivileged". Most significantly for the
present investigation they also include women, apparently under the category underprivileged
group\. HoweverHabermas argues that successful conflict cannot arise from underprivileged
groups because they do not represent the mass of the population and their pauperization is

\
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not rela;tcd to exploitation bccause the "system does not live off their labor" (Habermas. 1975:
110) Thus these groups are not polmcally relevant in thxs situation in the sensc that they do
not form a class. However using this deﬁmnon of underprivileged it is obvxous that women
are excludqd as they can be considered both the mass of the population and subject to
exploitation which supports the system. Therefore, although he does not explore it,
Habermas seems once again to establish an interconnection between. women and social

change.

According to Habermas, youth is however, politically relevant not in the sense of forming

. asocial c]ass but rather through establishing a critical phase in the process of socializa‘t‘ion.
Crisis threatening social organization occurs therefore, not as a ﬁsult of economic crisis per
se, but a‘s‘ a result of the displacement of the potential for economic ¢risis into the
adnﬁnismﬁve/poﬁdcal system which produces a demand for lcgiﬁmation and for supplies of
organizational raEiona.lity to compensate for lcgin'm\ation deficits. However, the ability of the
mEﬁpinismﬁvdmﬁﬁcgl system to supply this is limited by scarce supplies of value and
mcahing which support m_otivatior)x. This scarcity of motivation results in the need to
pfoduce collective commodities which threatens private interests. "If this rough diagrosis is
correct, a l@giﬁngiog_mds can be ayoidcd. . lonly.f if the latent-class-structures of advanced —
capit‘alist societies are transformed or if the pressure for legitimation to which the
adrmmstmuon is subject can be rcmovcd" (Habermas, 1974: 93). .

Added to this, the intervention of the state, via the administrative and cducanonal systcms,
in the operation of the family has produccd problematic effects on family organization. In a

rane. reference to women Habermas notes:
"Today this vehicle [the development of individualistic vocational
roles which supported the development of individual identity as
autoﬁomou§l seems to be more and more slipping away. Thus
‘feminism is an example of an emancipatory movement that (under
the catchword of self-realization) searches for paradigmatic
solutions to the problem of establishing ego identity under
conditions that render problematic - especially for women - .

-

»
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recourse to the vocational role as the crystallizing nucleus of a life

L4

* - history" (Habermas, 1979: 110). ' ,
Unfortunately, having rcachedvthis conclusion concerning the pmblcmaéc of traditional role
structures cSpccmlly for women”, Haberinas fails to expand his analysas into a consideration
of the mcamng of this phenomenon for women. Questions he rmght profitably have posed at
this poim might have included the question of why the increasing change in vocational roles
should be considcrca c%;j;ia]ly problematic for women, as oppgscd to fmen for example.

What is the vocational role of women which is presently thrcatcncd?

A furtty/qucstion;'and one which the present investigation would like to suggest as
highly significant, is what are the pdtentia,l social repercussions of this dysfunctional '
s;ituaﬁon involving women? McCanhS' (1979 in his analysis of Habermas's work to that
date notes that Habermas displatvs an increasing tendency to more away from a theory "with
p;'actical intent" to a generalized theoretical focus with little pragrxiaﬁc content. He suggests
that part of the reason for this is that Habermas's move to a theory structured on the "basic

human interest in communication free from domination" results in a situation in which " the

poitically relevant suppressed generalizable interests is at the same time a

'quasi-trmrséendentai‘ interest” (McCarthy, 1979: 383). The depoliticization of thc"clasé X e

struggle via its rcfractxon into the administrative system has resulted in there being no specific
group.to which critical theory can address itself as a potential transformative agent (McCarthy
1979: 384-386). The present study would like to propose that a consideration vbf gender
relations may provide Habermas's theoretical framework with the specific focus it is
apparently lacking and that such a\focus may help to resolve some of the problems which

’ appear to have led to the restrictive definition and separation of systems-integrated and
socially-integrated structures hxghly cnUancd (McCarthy, 1985; Culler, 1985; Frascr 1985;
Alexander, 1985) in Habermas's most recent work (1984). The implications of dysfuncuonal
vocational roles for women and of the significance of this situation for Habermas's theory

-will be further discussed in the concluding chapter.
. 3
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4.6 The appllcablhty of Habermas's theoretical framework to an analysis of

the soclal status of womeys . . /
g ;. 4

-

. Habermas's failure to consider gender relations means that he Ails to account for .
domination based on gender. In Habermas's terms, rclationg of \i'cr turn on resource |
sce{rcities related to t;hc system of social integration. If this 1§ sg, the question to t;e/answercd '
is: what resource scarci;y led to the institution of gender-based relations of dominance? In
addition, Habermas's neglect of gender relations leads h1m /0 posit "less significant"
relations of inequality in soc1cucs organized around kinship mlatxons A question which
8 could be critically posed in relation to this afﬁrmanon 1S/ less S1gmﬁcant to whoém? Since
unequal male/female status relations appear to be tracegble hnstoncally to initial patterns of
fam'ily structuriﬁg (Nielsen, 1978; Syd?é: 1987), the p tential implication of this particular

argument is that gender inequality is less significant than other forms of inequality, such as

class-based inequality. This is presumably not Habermas's point in structuring this
argument since, as noted earlier, what Habermys is attempting is an explanation of inequality

whic#can%%e%e&ogieaﬂybased theoretical structure.

What Habermas's argument does proyi e, if considered from the point of view of
‘ génder-bascd inequality is a po;sible explanation for the rise, in capitalist socictivcs over the
past century, of women's movements/ pposing gender-based oppressive relation's (8). The
suggestion that while social change fesolves some problematic areas, it increases the
dysfunctional intensity of those which are not resolved, appears to pro,vidc a potentially |
useful explanatory tool in the affalysis of social movements. In addition, Habermas's
argument that Marxist theory/ by focusing on economic orgmcwg consideration |
of forces that frame the "lif%orld" other than those ¢lements connected with mhu:nal
" reproduction, provides /Nicholson (1986) argues, a basis for the historicaliy situated ‘
integration of women'Z;cial activity into a thoorcdcﬂ framework. Hz:)lgcnnas separates

social formation intg two types of integration matching his conception of the structuration of
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knowlcdgc systemnically organized elements, coxrelann g wnh cogmuvc/tcchmcal knowledge
"and material rcproducnon and commumcauvcly (socially) orgamzed elements (the hfcworld)
correlating with moral/practical knowledge and symbohc rcprogt?cuon. (Habermas; 1984).

By establishing the dlffcrcncc between processes of social labour (material reproductnon) and

socialization (Symbolic rcproducnon) Habermas grounds the argument for "two kmds of

W hjstorically significant activity, 'social labour' and the 'symbolic' activities which include
\ ' among other things childrearing” (Fraser,.l986: 101). His theory: therefore, allows for the
(\ - historical significance of aqﬁ\g;ﬁcs traditionally consideredas female. Fraser (1986) argues

e tflat this does not resolve the problem of the theoretical consideration of women but tends

instead to lead into the dual systems theory -.one economic system organized around
— . (}endr.r-bgscd domination and the other organized around class-based domination. The
argument against the c;onsideratio\_n of these forms of dqninan'on as separated systems is that
" " such considereation fails to show the interrelationship between class and gender-based
domination as structures of social relations., In addition, the separated systems argiment
could be considered ideological in the sense that it provides\ theoretical justification for the
continued separation of women's un;)aid domestic work and exchange value labour
However, it could be argued that what Habermas is proposing is first of all, not a "dual
systems" theory, but a dual aspect ;Hcory based on lforms of social integration, not economic"
organization, as the locus of social ‘if')rganimtion. While Habermas builds his argument
around the separation of systenﬁcally-oréanized and communicatively-organized forms of
action and the "colonization" ot;&th.e latter by the former in advanced czexpitalist societies, the

3
5

argument of "colonization” implies more forms of interaction than possible with the concept

of a dual §ystcms theory. Secondly, Habermas argued the concept of the production of
reflexive or indirectly productive Nlabour as a quality which needed to be added into theories
of the operation of economic exhange value relations and into the calculation of exchange
value. This argument would seem to indicate that Habermas does not consider this the

- operation of two systems but of one. In fact, what Habermas is arguing is that aspects of the

X
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relations of symbolic reproduction need to bc included in economic theory if such theory is to
provide an adequate account of tﬁc operation of ¢conomic organization.

In addition, "dual systc;ns" theory as it has thus far'bccn developed is argued from the
perspective of social formation being developed around the organization of productive
forces. It is exactly ‘Ehis argument which Habermas has atternpted to counter with his theory
of communicative action. What Habermas is suggesting is the progressive draining
(devaluation) of elements of the sym}aolic sphere in the process of social evolution.

. In other wérds, what is being suggested here is that Habcrmas'rs concepts do not lead to a
"dual systems" theory but in factindicate the need for revision of present economic theory.
Such revision, to include the concept of indirectly productive labour, would ground the
economic significance of women's unpaid domestic work including the economic
significance of their childrearing activities. Thus, we are arguing that Habermas's
framework, far from being necessarily ideological regarding gender relations, when
considered from the general }r)::rspective of the social status of women proves to provide a
framework which serves to establish both the historical and economic significance of
women's activity.

In fgct, Hz;bermas's argument provides a potential explanatory basis for the\aﬁkstorical
continuation of gender-based discrimination across sgcicties. One of the problems in any
discussion of male-female dominance lrelations is the question of "why?"'- Why did the
pattern of male-female do;ninance develop. and why has it continued? Most argﬁmcnis, like
the Marxist argument regarding class inequality, devolve ultimately into the need and desire
of those in power to retain their power. While this is certainly one aspect of the situation, to
argue that it is the only, or even the essential element, results ultimately in the nihilistic
viewpoint of the impossibility of emancipatory social change. In the case of explanations of
gender discrimination, the final argument has tended to establish the "powerful” class-of men

in oppostion to the "powerless" class of women, reduced ultimately to the individual

psychological level of why men dislike womg%or\ at least of men against women.

A S
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There are at least twa problems connected with such an argument.. The first is that such a

4

position renders itself vulnerable to the argument of individual responsibility, an argument

being effectively used in the educational, legal and health institutions of advanced capitali.st /

(

.

societies as a means of maintaining the status quo as Habcnnas~(1979, 1974), Bowles and
Cintis (1976), Persell (1977) and others have dcn;onstmtéd. Secondly, ittends to ignore the
fact that women are also included in the class structure.

While it would seem clear that women are an oppressed group (using Freire's definition
of such a grouping), it must also be acknowledged thagwomen as well as men are included
in the domilnant class and as such can certainly not be considered powcrlcss‘ i;l rclat’ion, for
example, to male and female members of the working class. In addition, such an argument
igno;cs the fact that women, whether it has been theoretically and historically recognized or
not, have also participated in the socialization proces§ that has produced their inequality ).
Any theory which attemptsyto deal with women's 6ppression must also account for how
women have acted in this process, as Smith (1985) has tentatively attempted, and why
* women have, historically, accepted a situation of domination. To argue women's Bio]ogical .

vulnerability is to ignore the fact that in most social formations preceding the development of
urban capitalism, women's physical labour, in the fields as w‘cll as in the home, was an
essential survival element. In fact as Smith (1985) and others demonstrate, until recently,
even un&cr the forms of capitalism, working class women's participation in the labour force
was considered essential. In other words, women's biological weakness cannot be
consistently sustained as an argument for inequelity. Further, it would seem illogical to
argue that, if the Jeve] of inequality between men anld women per se, (that is, looking only af
in%al)ity between men and women not othér forms of inequality such as ruler/slave and so.
on), was consistent throughout historical social developmcni, v;'pmcn would simply have
docilely accepted it as such. Even more, that women, through their major participation in
familial functions, would have socialized their sons and daughters into such acceptance

seems difficult to posit even considering the powerful influcrice of social norms and
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structures. '
What would seem more likely is th;: type of explanation proposed by Habermas. As
noted earlier in this chapter, Habermas suggests that different-types of scarcities have |
the intensification of various forms of inequalities during the process of social development.
’I{jcould be argued that exactly this is the case for gender-based inequality.
While‘in.itiall.y gender-based inequality may have been "less significant” (in Habermas's
terms) than the problem of powgprlcssncsé over external nature or powerlessness in social
_ relations, the perception of —such’incqualéy becomes significantly greater when the question
of powerlessness revolves around the question of value for work done. It could be argued
 that, in social formation prc}:edjng capitalism, the question of a difference in "value" between
men's external and women's domestic work, for example, was not formally cstablishéd. not
institutionalized § such. It is with the establishment of capitalism and hence value as the
scarce resource, specifically exchange value work which took place in a sphere increasingly
external to the family, that the nature of gender-based inequalities became increasingly
socially dysfunctional and therefore visible. ‘
* In other words, what is being suggested in th]S analysis is that Habermas's concept of
| resource scarcity causing changes in the fon& of social integration provides a potentially
* powerful tool for the explanation of the increasing focus on gender-based inequality in
advanced capitalist society anxd the lack of such focus in previous forms of soc.ial
organizatdon. While it could be argued that resource scarcity impl’i‘cs an economic argument,
it must be noted that "resource” for Habermas includes areas of c:mmunicativcly organized
action (symbolic reproduction), areas which are not generally included in present economic
equations and which were not included in Marx's original economic calculations of capitalist
organization. Thus, in considering Habermas's theorctic;al framework from the point of
view of gender it ca;n be argued that this framework can be used to establish the basis for the

historical and economic significance of women's work and to explain some of the operation

of gender-based inequality.
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A further point bearing on the ommission of gender is concerned with- Habermas's use of
the term "class”. Despite his argument for the reinterpretation of Marx and the reconstruction
of historical-materialist ihcofy based on communicative, as opposed to economic grounds,
Habermas retains at least some of the categories and assumptjoné of the systems/Marxist
apprgich as well as those from a systems/functional approach. The inhf:rcnt implications of
the category "class” tie-it to cconox;nic organization. Habermas has not suggested that "class"
be redefined in terms of power or domination as is at least implied, if not stated explicitly, in
Freire's argument. If "class” retains the qualities assigned by Marxist theory, this limits
analysis of power to analysis of economic relations. While economics is certainly an intcgﬁl
element of power it is not the only element as Habermas himself has pointed out. PRelatidns
in the sphere of symbolic reproduction, while ded to €conomics, invoive more than questions
of ownership o; material value according to Habermas's account. What would seem to be
needed is the establishment of new categories, or at least a redefinition of categories which:
would help to clarify, rather than obscure, potential power relations. While Habeg;mas has
provided such categories in a number of important areas, for example establishing the |
distinction between "normatively-secured" and "consensually-achieved" forms of socially
intcgrafed action (Habermas, 1984: 88-90) (10), by retaining without redefinition, catcgon'c‘s
from previous theoretical frameworks he leaves his own argument vulnerable to some of the ' -
weaknesses inherent to the theories in which the catego)ries originated. In analysing the "fit"
of Habermas's theoretical framework to an explanation of the social situation of women,

Habermas's use of the term class is especially critical in tﬂat it obscures the nature of gender
%elations as power relations. This'in turn limits the explanatory power 6f Habermas's
framework when applied to cdt‘xcat\ion and to social relations in general. Unless women are
considcr.cd a "class”, a notion which, as discussed earlier, is unsatisfactory for a number of
reasons and in any case does not corresporxid to a Marxist economic framework, the

clarification of gender relations is not aided by this terminology. Furthermore, dividing

society into the broad general classes of male and female on grounds of domination is -
i , .

)
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potentially ideological in the sense that this division replicates the biological division and
implies by this, differing needs and intcrcsts hcncc diffcrcniiatcd educational and economic

—

interests; a situation which would seem to lcgmmatc prcscnt social orgamzauon and maintain
economic barriers rather than reducing maldfcmalc inequality.

While Habermas focuses on the failur;c of system maintenance structures such as the
administra#ve/political, educational and occupational systems to produce adequate
legitimation of the asymetrical distribution of rewards, he vic'ws this unkven distribution as

\Eased on latent class structures. Therefore, the intensification of psychic disturbance which

1UN

cventual]y forces chiange in the forms gf s>oc1al integration depends upon intensification of
awa.rcngss (.'ff class-based inequality. Wh]lc the operation’of the administrative and
educational systems tends to produce this intensification, the possibility of this resulting in a
change producing crisis,remains limited due to the latent nature of class relations. Howcvcr
it is p0551ble to arguc that cons:derauon of the asymctncal dlstnbutxon of reward based on
gender, may, in fact, increase the ?ength of~Habermas s argument regarding the potential
for legitimation crisis. In other words, it is b%g argued that there are at least two (possibly
more if race is mcluded) forms of mcquahty producmg dysfunctional effects in capitalist
- societies. The maintenance institutions must be concemed with producing Icgmmanon for
two prcicesses governing the asymetrical distribution of rewards, gender as well as class, If
the education system can be considered a potential smirce of social change as Habermas.
argues, and if social change derives from awareness of dysfuncucmal situations, then the,
application of Habermas's framework to the ana]ysis of therelationship between education |
and the social status of women would seem to imply a direct connection between women and
potential social change in contemporary capitalist society. It would also seem to indicate that
any theory which attempts to account for social change, and to explain social organiz.afion_ in
general, cannot afford to exclude a consideration of the social status of women.

]
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01\7 Notes to Ct?aplcr Four:
)

1. Initially cancerned with the failure of Marxist theory T’grms of its predication of a "class” revolu’tiog:, the ({
f-‘rankfun school, most notably Horkheimer, Adormo a\nd Marcuse, attempted a revitalization of critical xhcc:ry

via a reinlerpretation of Marx. Howc\:cr, in rejecting the objectivism of Marx, the subjectivism of adcour'us

grounded on personal principle, and the belief in God inherent to Hegelian phenomenology, the Frankfurt

school group wés upal;lc 1o find a ground on which to establish an immanen'l criique and resorted ultimately

to an inherently elitist argument, centered in the development of intellectuals. This prob!‘eml‘c‘)f“ﬁnding a
u;:gcg‘group or grounq to which critical theory can be addressed can also be seen in Freire's work with his
sugg’cétion of gﬁucal awareness bcing‘ first established in the intellectual group (Freire, 1982:). Freire, of
course, acknowledges the influence o'f Marcuse in his thedretical development. Habermas's initial concern
was therefore, 1o establish a ground for the immanence of critique but z; ground which by employing
"objective” empirical hermeneutic theory woul? avoid both subjective and elitist pitfalls. A theory
combining ihlcrprcdvc and empirical/scienufic methodolgy is nét, according to Hzlxbermas, a contradiction.

He argixcs that this is exactly the nature of the "science” of\psychoanalysis (Habermas, 1979: xii-xiii).

In addition, Haberrfias was dissalisiged wim‘the nihilistic almost fatalistic tone which permeated recent critical
theory. Habermas suggests that the necessary grounding for an immanent critique can be found in the
"universal pragmatics” of communication (Habermas, 1979: 1-68). .Accordingly Habermas investigates the
intrinsic qualities of language as these relate to socialization and the deviopment of rationality. It wduld seem
that an investigation of hqw Habermas establishes the links between cgmmunication and socialization might

provide a useful theoretical basis for further clarification of women's social status as it relates to education.

2. An investigation of Habermas's Work poses a number of problems. First of all Habermas's theory of

_communicative action appears 10 be in a constant state of development. As aresult, ideas, concepts and

interconnections established in earlier work are sometimes ignored, underde»;élopcd or differently interpreted in

his most recent work. Thus the Theory of Communicative Action , Volume 1 (1984) seems to argue a more

L

deﬁniu':,split between systems and lifeworld than appeared inh earlier work (1974, 1979). It also seems to

eniphasize a more systems oriented interpretation, with strong links to the theoretical developments of Weber

and Parsons, than do Habermas's earlier works which argued forcefully against strict systems models for social” .
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theory (Habermas, 1979). In admuomzcggme 1 of Theory of Communicative Action is primarily concerned
“with the log_ical development of the argument for a theory of communicative action as social theory rather
N
than with its appiication 1o advanced capitalist soc?c_t}. Although Habermas d£ apparently deal with such
an application in Volume 2 (ac:cordin-g {o Alexander, 1985; McCarthy, 1985; Culler, 1985; et al.), while -
Volume 2 is available in a German publication, it is not available as yet in an English translation as far as
the present investigator could determine. Further, Alexander (1985) suggests that Habermas's 1979 discussion
of aspects of the theory of ‘communicau've action appear clearer than the 1984 discussion. In order o resolve
some of these problems the present study has relied most heavily on the discussion of advanced capitalist
society appearing in Legitimation Crisis (1 ?74) and on the development of the theory of communicative

action found in Communication and the Evolution of Society (1979). Some changes which appear 1o have

occurred in the fundamental arguments advanced by Habermas in his most receft work (1984) are
|

-

ackndwfcdged and discussed in the lz;xt where relevant to the present argument.

3. Thar;;, th'e understanding that all and only empirically verifiable knowledge can be true, which t;as led,
- according to critical theory, to the devaluation of the reflective process. !

4, I:Iabennas bases the theory of communicaiive action on a reconstruction of linguistic theory vhich

’

separates linguistic competence and communicative competence. Habermas's interpretation of a theory of

.

communicative competence builds on the }'OUOwing logic feguence: .
a) The initiating social action is communicative. . \\\a
b) Communicative action is intersubjective.
¢) The purpose of communicative action is to achieve intersubjective understanding and consensus.
d) All communicative speech actions raise validity claims: "In action oriented to‘ reaching
. understanding, validity claims are ‘always already’ implicitly raised” because they are “set in the
general structures of possible qojtlmunicalion“ (Haberinas, 1979: 97).
' e) There are three validity claims (S) implicit in ordinary speech, th;z claim of truth-efficiency, the
‘claim of "truth for a stated propositional comcn{t or for the existential presuppositions of a mentioned

propositional content...”, the claim of rightness (or appropriateness) for norms (or values),"whichin a -

given context justify an interpersonal relation that is to be performatively established...” and the claim

[
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of "truthfulness for the intentions expressed” (Ibid.: 65-66, see also Habermas, 1984: 8-42 for the most
recent [but perhaps less concise (Alexander,1985: 405)] description of these validity claims).
f) The claims of truth, rightness and truthfulness apbly to communicatively organize& action; the
claim of truth also applies to instrumentally organized af:don. i
g) While one or more of these claims may be emphasiz.ed\ or thematized in a particular speech act, all
are always present and each claim indicates a relation with a particular wotld which can be verified.
5. In his most recent discussion of a theory of communicative action Habermas (1984) seems to assert a
complete uncoupling of administrative and economic systems from normative structures, leading to
completely separated social worlds. However, as McCarthy (1986) has pointed out, there are a number of
problems associated with viewing economic and administrative structures from a restricted functional/systems
perspective, problems which Habermas himself identifed in his review of systems theory. One problem and
possibly the most significant, would seem to be that Habermas appears to contradict his own argument
regarding the presence of all validity claims in all speech actions. Habermas suggests that systems integrated
social action, oriented towards economic interests, is not subject to justiﬁéatjc.)ns of validity which apply to
commgnicaﬁvcly organized action. That is, action in economic organizations, for example, does not resort to
validity claims other than claims of efficiency. But, as McCarthy convincingly argues, there is a great deal of
action undertaken in economic organizations which implies claims of truthfulness and rightness as well as
claims of efficiency. It would seem that Habermas's argument is, in this case, unnecessarily restrictive.,
However, 10 find Habermas's perception of the separation of lifeworld/systems world 100 restrictive is not to
deny the validity of the argument that such a sepdration exists, to a greater or lesser extent, in contemporary
capitalist society; nor to deny the validity of the implications Habermas draws from this copcept. It is
possible that a consideration of gender-based social relations would helb clarify the nature of the relationship
between these two forms of social organization since male and female activity remains primarily associated
with this dichotomy. It should also be notcci that Habermas does not argue that the aélion of systems oriented
organizations cannot be subjecied 10 analysis-on the basis of validity claims other than efﬁgiency. Rather his
argument is that mc(lcnficncy of cbmemporary capitalist society is to establish situations where the demand

for "value" is met and therefore the claims of rightness and truthfulness are not questioned.

Vol
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6. Wolpe (19785‘?’Boyson (1981) and Pateman (‘1981) analysing the situation of British education and Apple
(1983) reviewing the contemporary American situation note the increasing intervention by government ir;to
education. I;\wresﬁngly from the point of view of the ‘presenl study, the situation outlined by these writers
seems 1o indicate an attempt by the state/administrative systems to increase the level of participatory
éemocmCy, a m(;ve Habermas sugéests as one possibiiity for relieving legitir:nalion pressurcs. However, -
P;ucman notes that this apbarem increase in participation i\s ilh;sory since it carries with it no real power.

'\I. Chevillard (1982) documents this problem on a world level. CACSW (1982) affirms Menzies' analysis of )
the problem for Canadian women.

8. Banks (1986) details this movement in Britain. =~

9. An interesting analysis of women's participation in and resistance to socialization practices which produce
inequality can be found in Anyon (1983). \

10. See also Fraser, 1985:108 for an excellent discussion of the application of Habcﬁnas's categorics to the

analysis of gender relations.
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CHAPTER FIVE

Toward a Vigible Framework .

5.1 Some problems in Structural/Functionalist Theory: ' ' \
. - -7
In the first section of this investigation it was argued that theories of the sociology of
education based on a structural/funct.iorialist‘apxa'rbach suffered from a number of lacunae,
with the result that such thcorie_sfprovidé an i;ladequatc explanation of social organization. In
particular, theories based on a structural/functional perspective, as analysed thrg_ugh the work
of Talcott Parsons, posited certain structural elements as inherent to social organization. Asa
result such theories provide a limited bas;i\s\for the explanation of social change. In addition,

this perspective does not provide a framework for the critique of power relations. To the

- contrary the structural/functionalist approach posits the essentiality of a hierarchical power

structure determined by merit and supported by the institution of education. This position

argues that social values, including the values which establish power relations, derive from

" the needs and interests of the collective and operate to satisfy these collective needs and

L4

1interests, since, if collective needs and interests are not met, social organization would cease
to function. Therefore, the position does not question whose needs and interests are being
supported by the power structure. ’By definition, if society is functioning it is meeting the
needs of all members to a greater or lesser extent. Since movement to positions of hi gher
social status, hcncé greater power, is determined by merit it is theoretic.ally possible for any
individual to move from a Ewgr to higher social position within the boundary conditions
inherent to the system. This positon operates from a "belief" in the legitimacy of established
structures and tcnds.hot to consider how such legitimacy is constructed and maintained.
Howevcr. as Habermas (1975, 1979, 1984), McCarthy (1985) and F,rascr (1985) among
oth;ers argue (1), using the concepts from a‘ systems approach as the basis for analysis of

social organization produces the problem of how to determine the boundary conditions which

- -
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limit the development of socicty Fora bioloéical organism the uJtimate determination of
sliccess is ability to survive and}to reproduce and the conditions necessary:for success are
relatively easy to determme However, society is not a biological organism and physxcal
survival is a necessary but not sufficient condition for social survival. Social ofganization is
str‘u’cturcd by cultural values and such values may changc.'tixat is, the goal function of the
c;rganizan'on could change. Structural/functionalist analyses, by focusing on the efficiency of
activity in relation to system survival, tend to ignore learning processes which may lead to
adaptation as opposed to annihilation. If the highest valu::s in a social system are established
by individuals, the norms, reflecting these values established by custom, cannot be
considered goal states for the system i;m the same sense that goal states are considered for

ol

biological organisms. "

It was argued that the structural/functionalist approach posits the education system as the
means by which social mobility is assured but th;at empirical evidence does not support this
position. In addition, it was argued that by not questioning the legitimacy of power rclations;
the structural/functionalist approach fails to agic'quately account for the social status of women
in general, and in pameu}gn' failed to account for the inherently contradictory norms apparent
in the cducauon systems of advanccd capitalist societies. From this pcrspccuvc, the
education system is viewed as a primary means by which both cultural and technical
knowledge is gathered and disseminated. Merit, awarded by the education system leads to
greater or lesser dpportunity for social status accordihg to the level of merit awarded. Merit

is determined by individual ability. Differing biological functions of males and females are

reflected by differing socia{ functions, therefore, the education system, in its role as a
socializing agent must provide means of educating males and femaleg for differing social
roles. That the education system undertakes this socializing function would appear to be’
empirically verified. To thiis extent the structural/functionalist descfiption would appear to be
valid. However, implicit in this position is the understanding that differing social roles are

equal. If this were so, careers traditionally occupied by women should be equally as



— 107

rewarding in terms of social status as those of men. Spudies have demonstrated that this is
not the case. T

In addition, this posiu'onlreﬂect.s the assumption that women's social status is drawn from
. the husband's according to traditional structure and that this is an adcquatc\mé'éﬁs’ of ensuring
wor’ncn'S equality. While this may be an accurate ncﬂ?cﬁon of the idcoloéy underlying
advanced capitalist societies, by not questioning the légitimacy of such an assumiption the
structural/functionalist position fails to supply an adequate explanantion for the consistently
lower social status of women across social classes. Nor does it account for the increasing
povertization of female-headed s??xglc-parem families, despite the fact that women's levels of
education are generally equal to those of men. What the education system ai:peaxs to be
doing is awarding merit (and distributing individuals into the occx'Jpational structure) on the
basis of a number of factors other than merit including class and gender. The
ﬁormativc-systcms approach employed by structural/functionalist theory fails to account for

the power relations implied by the interplay of these factors. Finally, if merit is awarded on

, / "
the basis of ability, how can the fact that males and females do not have access to equal

rewards in the occupational system be justified? . ‘ ©

5.2 Some 'Problems in Marxist/Neo-Marxist Conflict Theory: ' / '

Sociological explanations employing Marxist/Neo-Marxist conflict theory wl}ilé
addmgsin g some of the problems apparent in structural/functionalist th;ory, nevertheless fail
to account for a number of aipp:arent discrepancies in the opcratioﬁ of advanced capitalist
~ societies. Conflict theory utilizies the concept of ideology cmbodied in socjal norms in
attempting an explanation of the operation of I‘power in social rclatipris. . This contradicts the
structural/functionalist perception of particular norms as inherept’ to social organization and

introduces the possibility of social change related to chan ging perceptions of power relations

as these are organized around the operation of the economic system. *.  *
L

)

/

/
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From a Marxist-conflict perspective the purpose of the education system is to meet the

needs of capitalism since social organization develops on the basis of the mode of

&3

production. Sincé éapitalistic organization is premised on unequal distribution of resources

resulting in unequal class relation, it is the business of the education system to ensure the

socialization of individuals to meet capital's demand for labour and the perpetuation of an

* system of unequal distribution of resources. Therefore the education system operates io ‘
legitimate an inherently unéqual system via the ideology of a merit syftem which posits '
rc“v"vard on the basis of ability but scparaics individuals on Lhé basis of class attributes. This
explanation would appear to be validated by the.studies which in)dicate'%at the education
system appears to functic;n to preserve the status quo, and that there is an increasingly
problematic relationship between education and occupational status (Cookson and Persell,
1987) (2).

In addition, the Marxist-conflict perspective argues the crisis tendency of capital which
requires a flexible reserve army of labour. This is supported by an ideology which restricts
women's functions to the sphere of family management, hence se‘f:ondaryv'oduction. This
allows capital to draw on women (amongst others) when the supply of ]ab‘our can not meet
producgién demands and to return women to their primary familial role when no longer
required for capital production. Women's secondary status in the labour force resulted in the
viewpoint of women's role as having secondary value. Thus from this perspective, the
integration ;)f women into the peﬁnanem primary labour force would assure their social '
equaﬁw.

However, this perspective does not explain the lower status of women across social

', ©
classes and in non-capitalist societies. Nor does it explain the lower social status of women
who are members of the primary workforce nor why witl; women composing forty or more
per cent of the permanent labour force, their social status remains lower than that of men. In

other words, the integration of women into the workforce which Engels (1972) saw as the

means for achieving equality does not appear (o have produced such cquz‘tlity. In addition,
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sincc‘ gender-based inequality occurs across classes and races, elimination of class incquwpalit“)(,’ o
which Marxist-conflict theory proposes as the basis for social change, would not necessarily
. eliminate gcndcr-bascd inequaliity.-

Thus Marxist-conflict theory, by madequat?ly theonzm g gender provides neither an
adequate explanation of woren's social position and how this is influenced by education nor
a viable explanation of social change. It was funhc\r argued that parg of the reason for the
difficulties encountered employing this approach may have been an overernphasis on the
economic factors determining social organization and a cormresponding lack of consideration
of the means byWwhich meaning and legitimacy s atributed in social action.

AN
5.3 MacDonald, Freire and Smith: : -
/s

Nevertheless, Maxfxist-conﬂict\thcory does pquidc a base from which a theorization of
gender can be consd'uct_cd. This was the theoretical base for the analyses of the education
* system made by MacDonald and Smith. However, even when a theorization of gender is
added to Marxist-conflict theory a number of problems remain unresolved. :I'his is illustrated
in the review of MacDonald's theoretical framcwork.l MacDonald suggests that including the
concept of patriarchy allows an a'nalysis which considers power relations based on class
incquali}y and male dominance. This allows MacDonald to clarify two apparently
confradictory ideologies operating in the education systems of advanced capitalist societies -
the ideology of achiever;lcnt and the ideology of fixed social roles based on gender.
However, this does not resolve the problem of how the education system may be linked to
social change since the approach to education taken by MacDonald remains essentially a
Marxist approach. This approach asserts that:

.. 1) the structure of the education system isy determined by the need to reproduce the structural
features of social organization;

2)itis the nature of social structure to resist change;

S—
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3) and finally, that educational knowledge is structured by the ideologies of class anzl. .
MacDonald adds, gender inequality. ' )
'I'herefgrc, MacDonald's suggestions of educational reforms as a means of achieving social
change is problcmatic: \Thﬁs not to say that such reforms should not be made, but rather to
suggest the difficulty of realizing this suggestion. How can such reforms be achieved when
educators themselves are the product of a system whi’ch resists change? ‘ ‘
In addition, MacDocnald suggests that since capital relies on the nuclear family structure,
the changing structure of the family may produce social change. However, she does not
consider the fact that it appears to be the changing demands of capital which are groduci'ng
changes in the family structure. It can be equally argued that it is not the family changing
capitalism but capitalism changing the family. In fact that is the point-of-view taken by
Habermas in assessing the poiential for legitimation crisis m advanced capitalist secieties.
However, MacDonald in attempting to address some of the limitatiops.to theory created
by a strict adherence to structural analysis does suggest some possible direct ns for further
o5 analysis. In particular she points to the action of language in social interactions and the need
for including an analysis of language as part of a theory describing social érganization. ) §-
Although a large body of theoretical work, labelled as interactionist (sce Appendix 1), has
developed around this point - the problem of determining meanings in sociai interactions - the
present study has taken as one of its starting requirements for a viable social theory the need
to include an analysis of macro-structural cler;'nen'ts: Since interactionist theory focuses
primarily on micro-elements of social organization and tends to exclude analyis of the impact
of structural features in ascribing meanings to given interactions,this theoretical approach is
. not-considered, per se, in the present study. However, theoretical approaches which attempt
some combination of insights gamnered from interactionist theory and from theories focusing
on the inieraction of structural social featares are considered. Both Dorothy Smith and Paulo

Freire focus directly cn the operation of language and the determination of meaning in social

interaction, attempting to integrate this into a Marxist explanatory framework.
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Freire ascribes to the Marxist-conflict view of the present system of education operating to

‘ \ P l;CC capitalistic social organization and its underlying ideology of domination. That

: ~— -
education reflects the exchange process, Freire argues, is clear in the banking concept of

education based on the idea of knowledge as fixed and a therefore quantifiable and
possessable object. According to Freire, this vicv;f of knowledge operates to reinforce the
dominatior/subjugation theme which identifies the present state of social development.

In an attempt to r\csolvc some of the limitations created by a strict focus on the interaction
of structm;dl elements, Freire integrates psychomalyﬁc theory which focuses on individual
development, with a theory of social development. Such integration allows Freire to take the
view that individuals have some autonomy within and control over, the operation of social
organization. Specifically Freﬁc focuses the nexus of this control around the use of language-
which can be used to both "mythicize” and"'demyth'icize"}crcgcptions of society. To the

.,

extent that the individual can bring the inherent process of critical reflection to bear on an >

understanding of the meanings of social action expressed by language, the individual can

“ . 3 . 3 o
exercise control on the ways in which language affects action. In order to use language to
iy

demythicize however, it is nccéssary to undcrstamdo how language is used to obscure and
legitimate relations of domination. This leads to an énalysis of power relations. Although
Freire does not explicitly deal with domination based on gender, the present study argues that
application of Freire's criteria of domination to empirical studies focusing on the social status’
of women in advanced-capitalist (and other) soc'ieties rcveals\thattvomen,‘q’onsidered asa
group, would appear to exhibit the criteria that would identify them with the category of the
oppressed. Since it is from this group that Freire predicates the possibility of social change "
via education, according to Freire's frameworkﬁ “{Smen provide an irr-lmediatc potential for
social change.

While this framework may satisfy some of the problems connected with the application of

Marxist -conflict theory, considering the possibility of individua! action on social structure,

for example, there rentain unresolved areas. Freire suggests that one fuctor leading to change .
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is the individual's inherent capacx% for recogmzmg limits to his/her freedom and to act to
reduce those limits. However, the indi vxdua]»or group's ability to cffcct change in a capitalist
system rests on the assumption of the ultimate inability of the powcr group to effectively
sustain thc éélonizé(ioﬁr E@c’qss. "But Freire does not provide an adequate explanation of
why this process should proffe ineffective. He asserts the impossibility of cgfitinued control
due to the greater physical size of the oppressed group. prhx§ica] size is the only, or even
most signiﬁcaf:i, criterion of power then it is difficult to explain how groups have been and
are able t0 maintain relations of power over any period of time. In addition, this position
contradicts Freire's own argument regarding ‘the effectiveness of the colonizaq'on process.

Freire suggests that change may arise fromi the inability of the power group to meet the :

increasing demands of the oppressed. Such increasing demands derive from the developing

" awareness by the oppressed of their situation, which is activiated by education in the form of

a démystiﬁcation process. This argument again depends upon the assumption of the failure

of the transmission of an ideology favorable to the maintenance of dominance relations.

- Freire does not pursue the analysis of why such a failure should occur. -

Freire's analysis of the operation of power relations allows us to argue the position of
women as a §uppréssed group holding the potential for social change. However the ability
of women as an opprésscd group to realize emancipatory change remains problematic in the
deve]opmént of Freire's érgumcnt In addition, the link between education and social change

has not been resolved in this framework. Nevertheless, Freire's development of an

N

educational model which could reinforce emancipatory change bears analysis. This 'model
operates from a consciousness-raising concept which has a number of similarities to the
cons;ci'ousn‘ess-raising format utilized by the Women's Liberation Movement in advanced
capitalist societies. Freire, in a later addendum to the initial development and application of
this model of emancipatory education suggests that it may be a more efficient tool applied in
the form of education projects outside the formal education system. Structﬁral constraints

make it difficult to apply this model within the system. However, xzhc opeiation of such a



' 113

process whether it occurs outside the formal system of cducat;on or within may stimulate
some impetus to change.

This study argues fhat,Frcirc's analysis points to the possibility of a sitaation dcve;loping
in wcstcm-‘capitalist sociefy in which women and education may prove catalytic factor§ in the
process of social change. The limitation to Freire's argument however, in particular, his
failure to adequately consider structurally produged constraints on the education process
produce too many inconsistancies for this framework to Providc a viable theory of the
sociology.of education. An operable educational project‘ while providing useful insights
cannot be considered the sole basis for the sUuétmc of an educational system.

Like MacDonald and Freire, Smith is concerned with restoring to tl{c individual a position -
in the development of social organization, or at least with Qeveloping a sociological analysis
which considers the influence of iﬁdjvidua]s in social organization. Like Freire, Smith views
a consideration of language as an essential element for any viable theory of society.
However, Smith's concern is with the general exclusion ﬂof a considerationsof womcn'sf
position from most sociological théorizing. Taking language as a focus, Smith argues that
language as the means by which idcologies> are both established and transmitted operates as a
source for the :Eproducﬁon of both class and gender-based inequality. |

According to Emith, gender-based inequality is particularly demonstrable in the education
system: in the overall patterns of employment throughout the various levels of education; -in
the patterns of authority structures within the g'ener'al system and within individual
institutions; and in the content of materials used in the system. Studies investigating the
occupational distribution of women in the education systems of Britain, tl{c U.S. and Canada
appear to validate Snﬁth's assertion, as do analyses of texts used by schools in these
systems: ‘

Smith's analysis al3o reinforces the validity of Freire's concept of the culture of silence z;s ‘

one of the means by which relations of dominance are sustained. It also reinforces the point

made by the present study that women could be considered to constitute an oppressed group.
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In addition, Smith’ points to another area gt: cqnécrn to thetprcscm analysis, that is, the forms
a[nd expressions of resistance to change.
7 Each of the writers considered in detail to this point has raised the question of resistance
.but none has 'adcqixately resolved this qixestio‘n. That is, neither MacDofald, Freire, nor
Srhith has been able to sustain an argumcx;t for social change. The argument made by‘thc ‘
_present investigation-is that all three*writers méihtain the esscntiall)'l economic framcworkl
imposed by their adoption of the Marxist- c&xfhct approach to social orgamzauon Thus they
are reduced ultimately to the notion;of socxal change developing as a rcsuh of structural
change without being able to posit adequate grounds for such structural,changc. Habermas,
in suggesting‘a different basis for sociaﬁ organization, combining the in:cgration of )
y productfve and social relations, fnay provicic a theoretical framework which resolves this
proqum. .

Smith in'p'o_inting oﬁ the domination of language by men suggests that one of the ways in
which Eender-baséd inequality may be eliminated is by legitimating women's 'langquc.
While this apprears to réinforce Freire's notion that women must find their own language -
neither Freire nor Snﬁﬂi'i)'xfovide a very clear idea of how 'such a concept could be realized.
Considering bgth Freire's and Smith's arguments regarding id‘coldgy transmitted by l
educati?on as ﬂx\’éssential medium for the reproduction of dominance r;:lations. it would
appear that only the cdu;:aﬁon system's failure to adequaltely transmit such idcologyrcould
create the conditions in which a women's language r:light be legitirpated. Part of the pr(;blcm
here appears to be that neither Smith nor Freire analyse how language is used to icgitimatc |
social relations. Neither consider the possibility of assumpn'ons inherent to our use of

language in social interactions. Again the present study suigcsts that some solutions to these

‘problem areas may be found in the theoretical framework proposed by Jiirgen Habermas

apt

L3

5.4 Habermas:

4
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Habermas, reviewing general approaches to sociological theory, as well as linguistic,
cognitive and psycholana]ytlc theory, suggests that integrating concepts derived form these
thcorics into a gcneral theory of social evolution may produce a viable framcwork for
mco;1cs attempting to analyse how societies operate.

Habermas centers his attempt to construct such a theory‘ on the béxsis of language as
communicative action. On this basis Habermas posits assumptions inherent to the use of
language »:*hich he identifies as validity claims. These inherent claims funption to- structure
social acfion. Thus, according to Habermas, initially it is communicative action which 7
ofganizcs social develQopmem. Habermgs utilizes much of the framework established by
Mar)gist theory but he argues that the theory of society being structured around a mode of
production is true only for capitalism. Society is organized around a combination of labour
relations and social relations. These relations were initially integrated by the family therefore
it is the institutionalization of the family which marks the bégining of social organization and
not, as Marx argued, the organization of labour. The rules governing social behaviour
cannot be reduced to the rules govemning instrumental-strategic action which Habermas ties to
prodﬁctipn. That is, social relations are subject to thé validity claims of truthfulness and
rightness. While these claims may be present in action oriented to production it is the claim
of truth-efficiencey wl‘xich dominates such activities. _ | ¢

#  This framework allows Habermas to posit social change as developing out of the
perception of resource scarcities. The attempt to resolve problems created by these scarcities
produced various types of social organization which may be categorized historically.
Habermas sugécsts that stages of societal development may be matched to stages of cognitive

and social development of the individual. Thus Habermas argues the possibility of
A
evolutionary social change aimed at resolving problems of scarcity. Habermas also suggests

that the means (the forms of social organization) used to resolve these problems of scarc1ty

may,&\avc served to create or intensify already present dysfunctional patterns which thcn had

the potential to become the focus for the next level of social change.
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) Capitalism developed, according to Habermas's argument as a response to the scarcity of
the resqurce "value”. However, the structural requirements of the capitalistic form of social
organization, as it has developed, have produced a situation in which a new resource scarcity
is appearing - that is, the scarcity of meaning. Meaning was originally supplied by a system
of norms which provided the standards by which social action could by evaluated by the
individuals which comprised social groupings and societies. These norms operated to
support the forms of social organization. Education was an essential institution in this
connection as education and the family served as the major means by which the sodalization
of individuals, including the transmission of norms, was achieved.

However, in order to combat the crisis tendencies inherent to the capitalistic proccss; a
number of the functions originally served by the market mechanism shiftéd to the
adminstrative system. This resulted in the increasing production of collective commodities
regulated by the state. This implies a movement by the state into activities traditionally
relegated to the private/family sphere of action - including the state's increasing manipulation
of the educational process. This has led to the perception of norms, originally operating to
sustain the functions of the éapitalistic process, as increasingly problematic. Norms were no
longer seen as being inherent to social organization but as manipulable according to desired
ends. This produces the potential, initially for.a motivation crisis, leading ultimately, if the
administrative sysfem cannot meet the demands of the populace for the production of value in
tﬁe form of collective commodities, to a legitimation crisis.

Habermas focuses on the potential for a legitimation crisis if] the education systern, firstly
because education is largely concerned with the transmission of meaning in the form of
norms. Secondly, the lengthening of the cdw;ationa] process in advanced capitalist societies
means that the subjects of this process, students, will have more time to become aware of
dysfunctional features. Thirdly, the education systems in a number of advanced capitalist

societies are already showing signs of a motivation crisis. This last argument is borne out by

. the observations of Boyson (1981) and Pateman (1981) among others in Britain, and by

.
g~
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Apple (1983) and others in the U.S.

Whether, in fact, such a crisis occurs, and v:{hcther it will iea”d to sor;m form of
developmental social change is of course problematic. Much will depend on the methods
. utilized by states to meet the demands placed on them. One of these methods may be the
employment of participatory democracy in order to resolve to some extent the problemof
scaréiry of meaning. However, i)articipatory democracy may simply become a form of
"co-optation” as Patert{an points out appears to bé the case regarding the establishment of
schnol»bqards in _Britain. Findlay (1987) describes this process of co-vptation clearly when
she reviews the progress of the feminist movement in Canada from "grass roots" to formal
. institutionalization in government councils. The institutionalization, Findlay notes, secmcd‘
to ac;cord less, rather than more power to the concerns of worﬁen.

Habermas's argument provides a number of solutions to problems previously discussed.
For example, he provides a framework for the critic':al analysis of social organization based
on utlizing the validity claims implicit t6 social action. He also establishes the potential for
social change in legitimation crises, éroundcd in the argument of evolutionary development
and not limited to the requirement of structural change. Nevertheless, from the point-of-view
of the present research, Habermas's framework at present sufférs from a serious weakness,
the exclusion of a consideration of the action of gender relations. As aresult Habermas's <
argument for the potential for a legitimation crisis is relegated to the ;'elaﬁvcly weak position
of centering such crisis with youth. The present study suggests that a consideration of
gender would not only strengthen Habermas's conceptual framework, but also provide a
second focus for the potential for legitimation crisis and thus social change.

A central point for the argument that the inclusion of gender wou}d strengthen
Habermas's argumént 1s the observation that the area which, in Habermas's account, is
becoming increasingly problematic in capitalist society, is the famailial/privatistic sphere.

This area has traditionally, and increasingly with capitalism, (Smith[1985], Burstyn [1985],

Armstrong and Armstrong [1983]) been the zone of activity to which women were primarily
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C neicgated. In fact Habermas notes t/hat women;s vocatiqnal role in the family is becoming ‘
increasingly iprobleméu’c. Thus, if Habermas is correct, using the analyses of women's
situation provided by the application of the frameworks established by Freire and Smith,
reveals that the intensification of a dysfunctional situation in contemporary society would

appear to be disproportionately greater for women than for any other presently existing social

“

grouping. _
- ‘Sxecondly, Habermas suggeéts education as an essential element for social change in
- advanced capitalist society. While women generally do not hold positions of power in thc'
“education systems ;)f these societies, nevertheless, there is a high concentration of women in
*  this occupational area. Thus again, if Habermas is correct, and the education system
¢ ‘operates to intensify the perception of dysfunction, the situation for women sl}ould become
incrgjas:in gly problematic.
That Habermas's theoretical framework can support a consideration of gender relations
has been demonstrated in the argument Habermas makes for the necessity to include a
. \consideration of re;]e;ive labour in economic tfueory. That a consideration of gender is
required by Habermas's framework is implicit in the basis upon which Habermas constructs
‘thc theory of communicative action. If, under capitalism, it is men who have been primarily
involved in the production process and instrumental/strategic action, under c.:apitaIism
women's primary involvemient has been in the socialization process. If the validity claims
for communicative action are 1o provide a basis for social analysis it would seem essential to
include a consideration of women in such an analysis.

5.5 Implications for future research:

x -

' Y
The results of the present investigation suggest the following conclusions regarding a theory

. of the sociology of education:

a) To be effective the theory must account for the social position of women as it is
>




revealed and influenced by the system of education.

-

b) An effective theory should provide a vi.';lble explanation of knowledge, its relation
to individual interactions, its penetration of and interpenetration by, sociai structures,
power relations and the dominating ideology.
¢) Such a theory should also provide an explanation of l;ow knowledge, social
] <, structures, power relations and ideology are validated or "legitimated" and
reproduced or transmitted in the context of the education systcm’.
d) In addition a viable or effective social theory should be able to account for a
comprehensive, historicallylbascd examination of social organization, that is, if the'
theory does not provide such z; comprehensive, historical explanation itself, it should
be capable of explanation in such a theoretical context and vice versa. A theory
which establishes a general explanation of social action should dlso be viable when -
applied to a specific social context.
¢) Finally, a theory which seeks to understand the/ functioning of social systems ]
~ should provide a logically coherent basis for social change. . -
These points could help to focus critical ana]lyses. not only of theéretical frameworks, but
also of the results of the studies based on those frameworks. In this context it is argued that
- the sociological theory proposed by Jiirgen Habermas, with the addition of a consideration of
gender relations based on an application of the work of Freire and Smith, can provide a

potentially viable framework for a theory which critically analyses education with a view to

having practical application. , _



120
5.6 lflotes to Chapter Five:
1. While both McCarthy (1985) and Fraser (1985) criticize Lhat tiwy suggest is Habarmas's overuse of
systems theory, or at least hils‘overreliar_xce on Parsons, in The Theory of Communicativ.c Action, Vol. 1
(1984 - English edition) and Vol. 2 (1984 - German edition) nevertheless the basic argument of all three
remains similar, All argue the difficulty of establishing boundary conditions for social organization.
Basically McCarth and Fraser's argument with Habermas centers around their concern with the Qmount of
influence Habermas accords to structural features of social organization and more pam‘culzi{ly with Habermas's
view of the separation of social action into two apparently autonomous groupings.
2. Cookson and Persell illustrate this in their study of private schools in the U.S. They no‘lc a directly
proportional link between family social status and acceptance in specific prep schools and between such prep
'schools anfi acceptance into highly-rated universities. In addition, they assert that, although the proportion of
computers in these schools varied in proportion to their size and "rating", the proportion of available
computers did not seem to affect the percentage of use by the students. In general, it appeared that these
students were not particularly concerned with compcxter skills olhcrﬁl[lan with acquiring general information
on computers. Cookson and Persell surmise that this is so because these students were anticipating their
mumpap_mmmmmm where specific skills would not be required since such positions were at the level
of "executive" not "executee”. Cookson aé&Eprsell also note a direct ratio between graduation}rom the

"higher rated” academic cemei_'s and upper level social positions.

N




" interactionism to a certain extent includes the phenomenological and ethnomethodological -

APPENDIX 1

: , . The Intéractionist perspective:

. .
As has already been noted, both Structural/Functionalist and Marxian/Conflict theories of
* ,

social organization tend to ignore individual or micro, effects and to focus on larger ) *

structural, or macro, effects. The result, in terms of educational theory is that little attention L

_is given to the actual content of the educational process, the knowledge that is being

transmitted; and the means by which it is identified as knowledge, learned and transmitted. It
is argued that, if social institutions and relations do not hold inn;itc patterns but rather are . S

organized by individuals in order to satisfy mcinlow,n needs, then it must be the individual ¢
who gives meaning to the social structure, nolt the structure to the individual. K;lowlcdgle, at
least in "commonsense” terms, becomes the meaning irfdividgqls create in any given ‘
situation. In order to understand the dynamics of Social reality what must bc analysed are the
interactions of individuals and groups of individuals in‘ order to determine how they attribute
meaning to Ehcir experience, and what that meaning is. The theoretical positiéms associatedﬂ,' .
with this basic concept have been labelled phenomenology, ethnomcthodolo_gy, and syfnbolic |

interactionism. Since, as Meighan (1981) points out, what has been identified-as
?
perspectives, for the purposes of this research we will consider the three approaches as a

single theoretical framework. .

r

The Concept of Educational Knd;vledge, from an Interactionist Perspective:
' While formalized social organization may affect the way an individual perceives, is

perceived in, and acts upon a situation, this cannot be stipulated with certainty without

" determining what meaning the individual actually gives the situation and how this is -

interpreted and, in tum, influences, the actions of the other individuals involved. The result
P~ . P ’

N g
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of this perspective is that all knowledge (including day-to-day knowledge) becomes
problematic. In terms of education this means that each of thc actors in a leaming situation
may have his/her own interpretation of what is to be mmvn Keddie dc;}\onstratcs this
"knowledge problematic” arising fnom different interpretations of a situation in her 1971 study
"Classroom Knowledge". Observing tﬁe interactions of students and teachers in a partcular
school she noted that siltudents from a working class background were treated differently in
terms of teacher approach to the same question, to students f'ror'n:zi'middlc calss background.
chdie‘sl interpretation was that those students from a working class background were not
able to tacitly accept the teacher's perspective on a particular subject (the definition of family)
- they challenged the teacher's definition of knowledge. In other words, the working class
student transmitted an ideology which was in conflict with the teacher's. The result was the
teacher's classification of the student as intellectually inferior; a classification based not on
overtly applied class bias but on differing rneaning interpretations.

A number of problems assocxated with this approach may be seen here. For one thing,
éxamining Keddle s mtcrpretanon of her observations appears to create a circular argument,
that is, which comes first - meaning or perceptions based on class which make up mcamng?
Another question which could be raised is that, if all knowledge is relative, that is,
determined by the individual in the situation, hgw are certain types of knowledge recognized

" as having more value? Is there a relationship between value and power? What in fact, is the
nature of power relations in social organization and more particularly in educatic')n, and how
are these explained?

_ Education, from the interactionist viewpojat, is seen as a series of interactions involving
ntinual negotiations in order to csmplish meaning. As such both teacher and pupil are
considered to have th"c possibi'lity of determining thc’ir own lznowlcdgc and influencing each
other's. Each actor in the educatiopal situation has certain opiions or means available by
which he/she can exercise hi’§/hcr creative action. Education is thus a dialectic process and

knpwledge a series of continuously re-evaluated and renegotiated meanin gs.. Not only go;s



123

knowledge, viewed in this way, become problematic but there is a'tcﬁﬁ,cncy to ignore the
cons;u’aints placed upon actors in the educational situation by external structuring. For
example, studies based on a conflict (materialist) approach indicate that individual choice
appears to bcmngﬁl/i;lh:c:nccd by economic organization (Wilson:1982; Roos:1982;
0akc?:l982); educationial choice and knowledge pc)rception would appear to bcchually .
vulnerable to macrostructural sanctions. | )
~

The Interactionist perspective, women and relations of power:

Although a Eumber of researchers have analysed the process of power relations
(I{arrirncrs!c\y. 1976), what those taking the interactionist perspective generally look at are tfhc
methods by which power is manifested, not the means by which powér or authority is
originally established. In addition, thoughrinteractionist studies often reveal gender |
discrimination in operation, they have thus far rarely focused on the nature of this aspect of
the interaction. For example, Hammersley quotes the teacher utterance: "'Now - WILL
. YOU STOP BEING SO SILLY the next boy who laughs in that stupid manner like a
little girl I shall’drop on quickly" (Hammersley, 1976:111). Hammersley notes that the |
identification of pupil action with derogatory terms of silliness, stupidity and gﬁﬁshess is
used to establish teacher authority. What is not questioned in this explanation is the fact that
"girl", a term identifying or "signifying" a human grouping, is equated with negative,
concepts and unacceptable behaviour; how such an identification originated; :and how it is
continually legitimated in the context. In otﬁer words why the term "girl" should be 4 means

of the teacher's establishing authority.
Interactionist theory and the problem of social change:

Using the interactionist perspective, change is viewed as arising out of the differing f)
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interpretations of individuals of their personal and collective situations. Because the
individual make-up of the social collective or group is tonstantly changing, (individuals
arriving and leaving) the nature of the group itself, the unifying concepts and objectives,
undergo modification. The interactionist position that knowledge is a contino;sly created
construct allows for the possibility of change as individuals recreate reality on the basis of
their interpretations of experience. However, this same emphasis on "'man the creator™ as
Karabel and Halsey point out ;'oftcn fails-to take adcquatc‘ account of the social constraints on
human actors in ever)'fday life" (Karabel and Halsey, 1976:58). The tendency to ignore the

power of structural features of society to affegihc manner in which individuals act and

interact, reduces the ability of the theory to previde adequate projections for change.

Te
by

pd

However, the focus on knowledge as individually constructed does allow for the
possibility of differential interests within a group class or social institution. The theory
suggests that change may arise from a conflict of interests between social groupings. Using
this perspective, gender stratification within social classes (Nielsen, 1978) can be viewed as a

.

potential source of change to the extent that it produces conflict of interests. -
What interactionist theory does not adequately explain is why some forms of change are
ac:epted (icgitimated) while others are ,not. The repetitive nature of history and of the forms
of knowledge transmitted is ignored. In educational terms, while the nature of authority
relations is analysed, the effects of such relations in restricting change are ignored. The
possibilities of change are left to the individual, hence the teacher, as the authority in
teacher/student, relationships is seen as the source of change and the source of reproduction
of inegalitarian relationships. The nature of the structure of the educational institution,
educational system, economic system or ovcrgll social system in terms of how it may act to
structure the individual is not considered. Change is viewed as the inevitable consequence of

social action.and intcra?ﬁon; the actuality of change in relation to social structuring is not

questioned since it is considered to exist a fortiori, within the definition of interaction.
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The Interactionist perspective and the social position of women:

The interactionist perspective questions the validity of using quantitative empirical
methods alone to provide adequate information on social relationships, since secial
relationships are viewed as the result of a constant process of action and interaction, based on
the individual actors' interpretation of and communication within, a given situation. To
understand why individuals act as they do it is necessary to understand the meaning the
objects of that world have for the individuals‘ who comprise it. Such a viewpoint with its

demand for a methodology involving analysis of the descriptive accounts of the actors

- themselves and of "objective” surveys of their active situations, has potential implications for

the analysis of the sqcial position of women. As Armstrong and Armstrong (1982) have
pointed out, present research techniques, operating on the éssumptions of patriarchal
ideology, have tended either not to gather, or to hide (inadvertent thouéh it may be),
information concerning women, Furthermore, Smith (1975) argues that male control of
—social, economic, and political organization originates and perpetuates a male-oriented,
male-interested ideology which ignores female perspectives, interests and needs. The
interactionist focus on constructed knowledge/reality with its,apparehdy inherent requirement
of non-quantifiable analysis contains the potential for analysis of female determinations of
meaning, interest and need, rather than meaning, interests and need which is apparently
assumed for females by males.

By looking at the actions and interpretations of individuals within situations, the
interactionist approach can do much to reveal the réality of women's social status and how
perceptions of this status are trans:nitted. The belittling revealed in the the Hammersley
study (19‘56) noted above, is confirmed in the work of other researchers (Llewellyn, 1980;
Spender and Sarah

1980; Russell, 1987). Clarricoates (1980) notes how gender
discrimination is trfmsmitte«d to young children in primary school via prescripive statements,

originating from the teacher and reproduced in pupil-pupil interactions.
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However, such an approach de-emphasizes the influence of structural factors, It
iherefofé, is not adequate in itself to account for the continued segregation of women from
politics;or'from top executive or administrative posts (Blaxall and Reagan, 1976; Mednick,
'I“angri and Hoffman, 1975; Adams and Vickcrs,'1977; Wilson, 1982; Maroney and Luxion.
1987; Daresh, 1988). It'is possible too, thﬁt, to the extent that the interactionist position |
focuses responsibility for the construction of reality exclusively on individuals, it may. serve
to relieve institutions of responsibility. For example, researchers into the wifebattering and
rape phcnomepa have found that women's reaction to the situation tends to be self-blame and
further dependence on tﬁc men responsible (Barry, 1979; Clark and Lewis, 1977; Hanmer,
i982; Skogan, 1981). While these phenomena tend usually to be treated as psychological,
rathqr than sociolbgical, they should (if the interacdonist position is theoretically valid) also
be explicable using the interactionist pérspcctch. Hov\;cvcr, it is difficult to see how an

individualistic solution could, in these cases, produce long term ameliorating social change. ‘
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-Appendix lI

Table 1: The Relationships of Action, Language, and Consciousness in

rmas's Theory of Communicative Action

Pl
v

TABLE 1 .
(Means-end) . |
I Instrumental- Truth- .  Empirical Cognitive (6) External &
- strategic efficiency objectivating
: i 7
{Understanding-meaning)
2. Assertive- " Truth - fact Theoretical - Cognitive External & .
constative ' ) objectivating
3. Expressive Truthfulness merapeutic:esthetjc Exbressivg ' Subjective &
(emotional and . emotive
esthetic ) ' -
statements)
4. Moral Rightness -  Practical Moral Social &

' conformative

N
Note: This table was developed by the present writer as an attempt to schematize the
relationships Habermas develops in his theory and to simplify and condense his arguments.

The information presented in Table 1 is derived from the discussion in Habermas, 1979:

' 65-66; 1984: 8-42; T.A.McCarthy, 1979; and J.C. Alexander, 1985.

Yo
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Table 2
Links between Stages of Development of Communicative Competence, Moral
Consciousness and Social Integration
Stages of Characteristics  Stagesof Moral ~ Characteristics Stages of Social
Commynicative Consciousness Integragion
Compédtence - .
LY
/
1. Symbolically <imperativist Preconventional <only consequences  Neolithic
Mediated <participants , of action evaluated  <mythological
Interaction bound to , in casis of conflict.  worldview and action
performative ightly integrated.
attitudes. gal resolution of
, N conflict preconven-
’ tional - "eye for eye".
2. Propositionally - <participants can  Conventional <motives assessed  Early Civilization
Differentiated - exchange roles. . independently of - <mythological
Speech . <system of concrele action worldviews separated
reciprocal consequences. from action”
motivation, i.e., <conformity to <worldviews function
social ro social role or 1o legitimate author-
<actio i existing norm ity. "~ -
distingusihed from system. <canflict regulation
nomp|s. - by ruler administer-
. ing justice (according
1o intent of action).
o
3. Argumentative ° <validity claims Post-Convcnli?na} <norms no longer  Developed Civ.
Speech thematized. - valid "quasi- <rationalized
. <statements treated naturally”, worldviews,
hypothetically. £ <norms require <posi- conventional
<norms & roles justification via Jegal & moral
require justification unjversal representation,
<principles principles. <canflict regulation
distinguished from . demands conventional
) norms. morality from ruler - ~
- systéh of law,
S Modem-Age
N <differentiation of
action domain «
strategic & moral.
<universalistic -
: principles.
<universal doctrines -
- of legitimation i
. <strict separation of
legality & morality.

\ Note: Table developed by present writer based on discussion in Habermas, 1979';1984.,

-
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