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I. Introduction

There seem to be two competing tendencies in values education of late in the West: character education based on virtue ethics and citizenship education based on democratic values. In the formulation of two British scholars, McLaughlin and Halstead (1999, pp.137-138), they are both embraced as character education, yet being called ‘non-expansive’ and ‘expansive’ character education, respectively. The non-expansive character education insists on the inculcation of trans-cultural moral values as moral basics, combining Aristotelian ethics and moral cosmopolitanism. It assumes that human beings, wherever they live, share roughly the same psychological make-up and a similar set of moral virtues and values. On the other hand, the expansive character education downplays the importance of trans-cultural moral values and virtues. Instead, combining liberal ethics and moral perspectivism, it emphasizes more expansive values of particular political systems, cultures or religions to advocate the cultivation of perspective-sensitive attitude as democratic virtue. It can be noted that, while the former is primarily concerned with the formation of an individual’s character via personal virtues, i.e., justice, honesty, or loyalty, the latter is focused on the inculcation of civic virtues, i.e., tolerance, social and moral responsibility, and political literacy.
  

Despite an apparent competition between these two approaches in the discourse on values education,
 a more balanced view would be to say that there is a difference of emphasis rather than a difference in essence between them. Thus, we may say that these two approaches should be taken as potentially complementary, rather than competing, in values education. Yet, even among those with this balanced view, there is a subtle disagreement about the way in which these should be complementary. For example, the character educator Lickona claims that a host of democratic virtues should be taught at the school in the democratic society in addition to the trans-cultural ‘moral basics’ (Lickona, 1991, p. 45, my italics). What seems to be implied here is that, even if democratic values constitute an important addition to a foundation of moral basics, the former cannot properly be cultivated without the latter being firmly secured. For it is often agreed that democratic values do not penetrate as deep to the core of a person’s self as do the emotional and moral basics, so that it is crucial for one’s personal virtue of justice to be first cultivated as a motive for democratic virtues later. On the other hand, the citizenship educator Amy Gutmann holds that “moral education begins by winning the battle against amoralism and egoism and ends—if it ends at all—by struggling against uncritical acceptance of the moral habits and opinions that were the spoils of the first victory” (Gutmann, 1987, p. 62, my italics). For Gutmann, what Lickona calls moral basics, i.e., earlier moral habits and opinions acquired, is not considered to be a potential motive for democratic virtues; it is rather what we need to be wary of by learning how to keep a critical distance from them in pursuit of democratic virtues. In other words, for Gutmann, as much as the earlier formation of moral habits and opinions is necessary for a morally solid person, the later process of discreet and deliberate struggles against them is necessary for a civically intelligent person. 

From where does this difference derive from? It seems that character educators worry about the tendency in citizenship education to politicize values education beyond good judgment by highly stressing political literacy and democratic social skills without a foundation of moral basics. On the other hand, citizenship educators seem to complain about the danger in the tendency of character education to moralize values education in favor of a particular view of the good life. To treat both concerns fairly, we may say that, while character educators’ primary concern is directed against our tendency to self-protective egoism, citizenship educators’ is against our tendency to self-righteous moralism. Hence, taking both concerns seriously, we can pose a plausible direction for future values education as follows: How to educate a person who is less susceptible to both extremes of self-protective egoism and self-righteous moralism and yet, who still keeps her sense of a particular moral identity. 

This paper starts with an assumption that the fundamental difficulty with values education in a liberal democratic society has to do with our discovery of the uneasy conceptual relation between politics and morality, i.e., that morally good individuals are not necessarily ‘politically correct’ and ‘politically correct’ individuals are not necessarily morally good. Rawlsian liberal theories appear to accommodate this difficulty when they acknowledge the separation between public and private moralities and prioritize public morality for citizenship. But, in the high tide of post-liberal criticisms of the Rawlsian theories from diverse camps,
 values education in public schooling today is expected to meet a social demand for mixed citizenship, a demand for each citizen to master two different moral languages in the social sphere, private language in the personal realm and public language in the political realm. But what does it mean to master two different moral languages in different realms? How is it possible?  

This paper will explore one way of answering these questions. To do so, I will first introduce Bruce Ackermann’s notion of ‘private citizenship’ and develop it as a plausible concept of mixed citizenship in which two different moral languages can coexist and interact with each other in an educationally productive way. And then, I will examine a way of cultivating this private citizenship by explicating Cavell’s account of the philosophical problem of privacy. Stanley Cavell gives us an original diagnosis of the problem with our common tendency toward both self-protective egoism and self-righteous moralism; he finds the main source of the problem in our quasi-instinctual existential tendency to cultural conformism. I think that the examination of his idea will show us one approach of humanity oriented citizenship education. 

2. What is Private Citizenship? 


Bruce Ackermann, a well-known American political thinker, suggests in his book We the People that there can be three models of citizens’ involvement in political matters (Ackermann, 1993, pp. 232-235). The first model is that of the ‘perfect privatist’ who pursues politics, i.e., elections or other political activism, as a way to secure his or her partisan interest. But, in a society of perfect privatists, we as citizens would have a hard time justifying to ourselves the particular nature of political markets and political rights as distinct from general economic transactions since the political is usually expected to have something public in it. Ackermann’s second model is that of the ‘public citizen.’ Public citizens are those who take their political duties extremely seriously. They are very much concerned with the public good to which they devote much time and energy. In a classical republican fashion, their private interests are shaped by public virtue. But, a modern liberal society based on this model seems not only unthinkable but also undesirable because it is too demanding on the material and moral resources of its citizens to allow their individual freedom to flourish. The third model, what Ackermann calls the ‘private citizen,’ emphasizes the combined nature of the two roles’ virtues, dispositions, and motivations. The private citizens, according to Ackermann, act out the two roles, depending upon personal and other circumstances. In other words, they are capable of shifting involvements between private and public concerns, alternating between two roles, private citizen vs. private citizen, which Ackermann distinguishes by using the device of stressing one or the other elements of his compound expression (p. 301). 

At the first glance, Ackermann’s model of ‘private citizenship’ looks familiar and sound to us, who have long been under the influence of John Rawls’ political liberalism, which envisions the split between the matter of public justice and the matter of the personally good life as a desirable condition for the pluralistic liberal society. But what this ‘private citizenship’ exactly means is not as clear as it first appears, especially when we consider so many disagreements among contemporary political thinkers on what liberal citizenship requires. Ackermann assumes that in times of what he calls ‘normal politics,’ the usual form of political involvement by means of representation, i.e., voting, the great majority of citizens quite legitimately become closer to perfect privatists since they are generally preoccupied with their own private affairs and look at politics as an extension of such exclusive interests. Calling this ‘liberal’ or ‘consumer’ citizenship, David Miller describes it as located at the minimal end of the minimal and maximum continuum of citizenship character (Miller, 2000, p. 27). Miller defines the ‘liberal’ notion of citizenship as ‘a set of rights and obligations that gives every citizen an equal status in the political community’ (ibid.), which requires no more activity than that of defending her rights by voting in periodic elections. He also defines the ‘consumer’ citizenship as ‘citizens’ rights of redress against service providers’ to maximize their economic interest and satisfaction (p. 28). 

For Ackermann, however, this minimum sense of citizenship is as limited a civic involvement as it is legitimate, considering the scarce amount of information and knowledge the privately-minded citizens bring to the process of decision-making as well as the vicious circle created by this citizenry, which fosters a culture of collective apathy, discourages public involvement, and reinforces a selfish perspective across the whole society. Thus, Ackermann holds that, although private citizens behave most of time as perfect privatists, they are also capable of more public-minded attitudes and dispositions, so that ‘normal politics’ needs to be intermittently punctuated by what he calls ‘constitutional politics’ (Ackermann, 1993, pp. 299-300) Constitutional politics is a form of political involvement by which citizens are to express their voice more directly, yet in a more deliberate tone. Constitutional politics can take place in critical circumstances when a large majority of the people is aware of the great importance of the issue at stake. Ackermann suggests that there should be enough citizens in the polity who recognize the importance of certain public decisions and are prepared to give them time and due consideration. This can be described as ‘active citizenship’ in Miller’s terms. Located at the other maximal end in the continuum of citizenship character, Miller’s active citizenship stresses a view of citizens as right-holders who are ‘actively involved in shaping the way that their community functions’ with a spirit of public responsibility (Miller, 2000, p. 28). In conclusion, Ackermann’s private citizenship seems to require us as citizens to shift between these two forms of civic involvement, liberal or consumer citizenship and active citizenship, as political strategies. 

Conceiving this idea of private citizenship for the pluralistic liberal society, Ackermann is interested in the art of institutional design that devises a set of institutions and mechanisms that maximizes civic involvement in both normal and constitutional politics while balancing one against another. Although I sympathize with his idea of private citizenship for citizenship education, I am more interested in how Ackermann’s private citizenship could work educationally, i.e., how the private element of ‘liberal or consumer citizenship’ and the citizenship element of ‘active citizenship’ can be taught in such a way as to be balanced or even mutually supportive in the formation of one’s personhood. In order to bring my educational concern for private citizenship into a sharper focus, let me get some help from another political thinker Dario Castiglione and his formulation of the same question.

Favoring Ackermann’s private citizenship, Castiglione raises an educationally more relevant question: When should citizens engage in public reasoning and how should they be motivated to do so? (Castiglione, 2000, p. 29, My italics) In posing these questions Castiglione seems to assume the legitimacy of citizens’ self-interestedness. In fact, Castiglione himself makes this assumption clear in justifying why Ackermann’s third model, private citizenship, is superior to the two other models (p. 37). First, in his view, private citizenship allows for the centrality that the work ethic has acquired in the modern world by recognizing the intrinsic value of labor and by seeing political action as the result of the roles we perform in private life. In other words, it acknowledges the pursuit of one’s private, material interests “as a wholly legitimate form of human conduct, one that may in fact be preferable, from the point of view of society, to a life of intensive involvement with public affairs” (Hirschman, 2002, p. 7). Second, according to Castiglione, private citizenship admits one of the important lessons of the post-classical world that there is spirituality outside of politics and the pursuit of common good. This means that there can be a spiritually worthwhile life in the private realm, i.e., for oneself and one’s family. Finally, in Castiglione’s view, private citizenship emphasizes the importance of the modern concept of freedom that sees in the plurality and diversity of life choices a positive good. Thus, what Castiglione seems to admire the most about Ackermann’s private citizenship is that it embodies an appreciation of “something good in a view of citizenship not entirely cut off from the resources of private interest and pursuit,” whether it is material or spiritual (Castigloine, 2000, p. 37). Here Castiglione appears to look for a sort of civic virtue which originates from privately oriented concern, without necessarily assuming the concern as fully reducible to selfish self-interestedness or self-attachment. 

In connection to this issue, Castiglione introduces the economist Albert Hirschman’s classical discussion on shifting patterns of private and public involvement, an account of man’s political behaviors in modern politics. Castiglione sketches Hirschman’s main argument as follows:

Accordingly, Hirschman’s book is a study in ‘disappointment’, which he takes to be the main endogenous factor in public and private shifting involvements. For he considers mistake-making to be an intrinsic characteristic of human beings leading them inevitably to some form or other of disappointment. Indeed, sustained and protracted involvement in either public or private pursuits is often based on over-exaggerated expectations and /or mis-perceived benefits. In the course of time realization of such mistakes results in disenchantment with the idea of the good associated to that particular sphere and in the search for compensation in a different direction. (p. 39)

According to Hirschman, in contrast to foreign threats, oppressions, and reform processes that are external factors that pull ordinary citizens toward public involvement, their disappointment is an internal source that pushes them into the public-private cycle of involvement (Hirschman, 2002, pp. 14-24). He notes that ordinary citizens’ shifts from private to public or vice versa are generally the product of two symmetrical conditions which they experience in each realm involved. On one hand, disillusionment is caused by the strict limits imposed upon ordinary citizens’ involvement in public affairs. Voting is the typical example of such a limit by its offering a minimum share in public decision-making. Frustration sets in when citizens, who often perceive the importance of public action’s objectives in direct proportion to their own personal involvement, start feeling powerless. On the other hand, and perhaps because of a certain failure of imagination, ordinary citizens seem unaware at first of the burdens of over-commitment that come with public involvement. There is a natural expansionist tendency in public activity that squeezes out other more private pursuits, so that unless one gets addicted to this life style, its demands are progressively perceived as excessive and intolerable. Thus, for Hirschman, one’s disappointment with her involvement in one chosen sphere is the very source that motivates us to move around in the private-public cycle. 

I think that Hirschman’s account well represents a case where ordinary citizens’ political involvement can be motivated by more than a narrow sense of self-interest manifested mainly in ‘perfect privatists.’ When ordinary citizens’ new move can conceivably be motivated by their dissatisfaction with what they can or cannot do in relation to the larger society, I think that it is fair to say that there may be something of active civic virtue involved here since, even if it is privately motivated concern, it is not purely self-interested concern. The political thinker Shelly Burtt calls this ‘privately-oriented civic virtue’ and tries to articulate is as ‘retaining a very concrete sense of the benefits to which each individual is entitled in a free society’ (Burtt, 2000, p. 215). He then contrasts it with ‘public-oriented civic virtue,’ which assumes ‘its basic trait as detachment from self or subordination of personal interest to the public good,’ what we know as republican or liberal civic virtue (p. 210). 

On the other hand, Castiglione tries to differentiate his concern from Hirschman’s by pointing out that, while Hirschman’s account is focused on the ordinary citizen’s shifting involvement in the two spheres from private pursuits to more public activities, he is more interested in the shift in their views of politics and citizens’ attitudes from the consumer-oriented view to the citizen-oriented view of political involvement. This point turns our focus from a motivational to an educational question, while reminding us of the function of Ackermann’s constitutional politics. According to Ackermann, ordinary citizens’ shift towards constitutional politics reflects their dissatisfaction with what normal politics can do but not because normal politics promises more than it can deliver. In constitutional politics, which Ackermann describes as a process, things are quite different; throughout the constitutional politics an increased number of private citizens are induced to look at political life and their own involvement in it in a new way, i.e., with a more deliberate purpose and a broader view of their contribution to what can be called the public good for society at large. There is an educational process in constitutional politics in the sense that a shift in our perspective on politics takes place. 

What has been discussed so far leads us to reformulate Castiglione’s original question as follows: When should private citizens switch their orientation from the consumer-oriented view to the citizen-oriented view of political involvement or vice versa, and how should they be motivated to do so? One advantage of putting Castiglione’s question this way is that it allows us to conceive citizens’ shift between two realms, public and private, not as an oscillation between two styles of life and involvement in different times, but as presence of the concerns from both domains at the same time and mixed, whenever appropriate. In other words, as Castiglione himself puts it, it seems to highlight the fact that “individuals and societies must learn from their shifting involvements to transfer attitudes and preoccupations from one sphere to the other, tempering the single-mindedness that particular spheres may ask of them” (p. 42). This is exactly what I take as required for private citizenship.

I think this description of private citizenship is educationally much more useful since it does not require us to rely on the liberal demarcation between the private and public realm, a line that usually looks so overdrawn in practice since it is very difficult to distinguish between the two styles of politics and between different attitudes associated with them. But we also need to admit that this view of private citizenship could encourage a split personality unless citizens are capable of learning from shifting experiences. Thus, private citizens need to learn from their shifting experiences how to engage their concerns from both domains at the same time when required. As Castiglione so acutely reminds us, modern societies are singularly unprepared to educate people to the values, and to nurture habits, of this mixed citizenship. This means that the virtue of private citizenship cannot be taken for granted, but need careful cultivation through education. 

3. How to cultivate the virtue of private citizenship?

Just as our citizenship in pluralistic liberal society needs to be double-natured with two separate concerns and attitudes, private and public, our selfhood demanded by this society may need to be characterized by its doubleness, i.e., the view of the self as the first person and the third person at the same time. In this section, I will argue the claim that private citizens’ confident ability to shift between two views of politics at appropriate moments can be well cultivated by their capability to shift between the doubleness of the self. When Cavell brings up what he terms ‘the philosophical problem of privacy,’ he can be read to take the very problem as an issue. Cavell says: 

I take the philosophical problem of privacy, therefore, not to be one of finding (or denying) a “sense” of “same” in which two persons can (or cannot) have the same experience, but one of learning why it is that something which from one point of view looks like a common occurrence (that we frequently have the same experiences--say looking together at a view of mountains, or diving into the same cold lake, or hearing a car horn stuck; and that we frequently do not have the same experiences—say at a movie or learning the results of election or hearing your child cry) from another point of view looks impossible, almost inexpressible (that I have your experiences, that I be you). What is it I cannot do? (Cavell, 1976, p. 262) 

Cavell’s question above can be rephrased: Why does what I can see from an objective point of view look impossible from my subjective point of view?; Why does my judgment as the third person not affect my judgment as the first person?; What is wrong with me?; What exactly am I missing about another’s experience by being this way? Putting Cavell’s question this way, I mean to parallel the philosophical problem of privacy with the political problem of private citizenship to see if we can find an answer to the latter in the former. Let me detail this parallelism.  

One of the most common ways of encountering our inner tension between the first person and the third person perspective is when we witness the depth of radical incompatibility among various conceptions of the good life even in well-intended and fair-minded discussions over pressing social issues such as abortion and religious rights or critical ethnic and cultural conflicts. The problem, which causes us a sense of frustration, at least from the educational point of view, is not that we do not see the difference among various viewpoints. We do see it if we are open-minded enough to see others’ viewpoints from an objective point of view without directly imposing our own upon theirs. We can see that I have my point and she has her point, and we can even see where and why we diverge from each other. Yet, when we try fully to take into account both positions, to compromise into a single vision, we find it almost impossible; the more critical the issue in question is to each of us, the more difficult it is for us to reach agreement on it. Why is that so? Is this just a pseudo-problem which is derived merely from our misguided epistemological or political ambition to establish one right answer in a demonstrative manner, as Richard Rorty so grandly describes in his book Contingency, Irony, and Solidarity (Rorty, 1989). So should we not be bothered at all?

Of course, either political negotiations to secure firm boundaries within which one is safe from interventions by others, or pragmatic ways of relieving actual conflicts between us can reasonably be sought. But, no matter how useful they may be in keeping society functioning, this cannot be the whole concern from the educational viewpoint. What is educationally important as something to be taught, which tends to be neglected by the more socially useful approaches, may be the kind of spirit in which we should take the theoretical incompatibility of different conceptions of the good life. No matter how reasonably and sympathetically I try to understand another’s viewpoint, there is a certain point where I have to say “I cannot take your point of view anymore” because my taking my own position is what makes me who I am; it is like saying, “I do see your point, but there is nothing I can do about it because I am I.” Mutual understanding halts at a certain point and I have to helplessly turn my back on her opinion. There seems to be a genuine cause for us to be disappointed with ourselves. This is exactly the moment that I take as educationally significant, as a moment in which the philosophical problem of privacy may meet the political problem of private citizenship in such a way to cultivate the virtue of private citizenship, if it is well employed for the educational purpose. 

What does this mean? I think that the fact that we are capable of turning over the sense from the first to the third person, even if both senses are incompatible with each other on the theoretical level, suggests a certain possibility for us to afford the virtue of private citizenship which lies in one’s ability to transfer attitudes and preoccupations from one domain to the other with concerns from both domains present at the same time. But, what Cavell seems to teach us is that what matters for private citizenship is not just the capability to shift from one perspective to the other but the manner in which we deliver this capability. For Cavell, there seems to be a unique form of sensibility that needs to be involved here for the capability to be played out as a virtue of private citizenship at all. Cavell provides us with a phenomenological account of what this sensibility is like through his thought-experiment, what he calls a ‘skeptical recital’. Let me reconstruct his account.

In his early philosophical work The Claims of Reason, the theoretical incompatibility between the first and third person perspective is dramatically cast as the asymmetry between ‘my pain’ and ‘another’s pain.’ Here the philosophical problem of privacy is reformulated in the skeptical problem of other minds that can be phrased as follows: “We never know another’s pain the way she knows it.” Asking us to take seriously the asymmetry between ‘my pain’ and ‘another’s’ at the starting point of skeptical recital, Cavell does not mean to deny that we can identify what kind of pain the other is in. Of course we can identify it by everyday criteria of pain-behaviors such as wincing, groaning or verbal expressions. Cavell agrees that we can have descriptively the same pain as another’s, so that we would know exactly what she means when she says, “I have a severe toothache at my right jaw,” while wincing and groaning. In saying we never know another’s pain the way she does, Cavell does not, either, mean to suspect whether the other is really in pain or just pretends to be in pain. This means that Cavell does not intend to raise the question of the other’s sincerity in expressing her pain, nor to assume that there is something like an immaterial ‘pain-entity’ underneath her skin, which is recognizable only by the first person.
 In this sense, Cavell would agree with the idea that there is nothing we cannot objectively know about or can possibly miss to be informed of another’s pain. Then why does Cavell ask us to take seriously that we never know another’s pain the way she does?

According to Cavell, seen from the fact that it is I alone who can express (or suppress) my pain, no matter how descriptively identical my pain is to another’s, what matters in communicating pain-experience is not the identification of pain but my having it or her having it. In other words, even if I have descriptively the same pain as hers, I have mine and she has hers; I express (or fail to express) and suffer mine and she hers. What is crucially important about someone’s having pain is that she has it. In emphasizing this difference in our pain-experience, Cavell asks us to pay attention to the special relation between our (private) sensation (our actual pain-quality) and its (public) name (pain-expression or behavior). 

For Cavell, the actual pain-quality is what evades human language, verbal or bodily, yet what vividly strikes only the person who is in pain. Thus, this actual pain-quality is something only I know when I am in pain and this is why we often say “I know(feel) it although I cannot prove it.” I can describe my actual pain-experience this or that way in the wish to be shared by others. But no matter how hard I do so, I would end up being left alone with a deep sense of disappointment with human expression in general because I realize that our working knowledge of one another’s inner sensation can reach no further than our outward expression. There is a genuine gulf between the listener and me, which is unbridgeable by language. Yet, this limitation with human language in general seems to have deeply to do with the factual condition of human existence: we are embodied creatures. For the reason she cannot feel my actual pain-quality is that she is not my body (or my soul); we are separated. Thus, it can be said that Cavell’s insistence that we never know another’s pain the way she does is meant to disappoint us by pointing to the limitation with human language in general, at first, and then by revealing the fundamental condition of human existence: the absolute existential aloneness. 

However, even a moment of pondering this absolute sense of existential aloneness forces us to feel a strong impulse to refute it; we feel we cannot take this conclusion at face-value because it tends to shut us off from others, so as to reinforce our susceptibility to being denied and dehumanized. We feel there is something odd about this conclusion. It sounds odd not because it has to do with an absolute human limitation which we are destined not to overcome, but because it does not seem to tell us the full truth of the human condition. Here is a turning point where our deep disappointment with human language or the human condition leads us to see the other half truth of the human condition: the correct understanding of the relation between inner and outer about ourselves. Cavell says:

The myth of the body as a veil expresses our sense that there is something we cannot see, not merely something we cannot know. It also expresses our confusion about this: Is what we cannot see hidden by the body or hidden within it?…..Wittgenstein’s expression “The human body is the best picture of the human soul” is an attempt to replace or to reinterpret these fragments of myth. It continues to express the idea that the soul is there to be seen, that my relation to the other’s soul is as immediate as to an object of sight, or would be as immediate if, so to speak, the relation could be effected. But, Wittgenstein’s mythology shifts the location of the thing which blocks this vision. The block to my vision of the other is not the other’ body but my incapacity or unwillingness to interpret or to judge it accurately, to draw the right connections. The suggestion is: I suffer a kind of blindness, but I avoid the issue by projecting this darkness upon the other. …Aspect-blindness is something in me failing to dawn. It is fixation. In terms of the myth of reading the physiognomy, this would be thought of as a kind of illiteracy; a lack of education (Cavell, 1979, p. 368).

Cavell’s original reading above of Wittgenstein’s famous phrase that ‘the human body is the best picture of the human soul’ allows us to see the ambiguity with the nature of the human body(outer) in its relation to the human soul(inner). According to Cavell, the human body can be either a veil or mirror, of the human soul(inner life); what determines whether it may be a veil or mirror is not the human body per se, but our vision to look at it as either. Of course we are physically separated from each other by our bodies. But this does not mean that we are necessarily separated. For Cavell, if something separates us and comes between us, that can be only a particular aspect or stance of our mind itself, a particular way in which we relate or are related to one another, not the body per se. For another’s inner experience is there to be immediately seen (but not to be known) by us. Thus, if there is something I cannot know about another’s pain, what prevents me from knowing it is not her body per se. But it is rather my unwillingness to see it beyond her skin, that is, to imagine the right connection between the pain-expression and the actual pain-quality beyond her mere outward expression. 
What the skeptical recital so far has taken us to see can be stated as follows: it is not either language per se or the human condition per se that prevents us from communicating with each other; but it is rather we ourselves who are submerged into and content with our own familiar way of looking at and experiencing the world. A good analogy which might help us better understand this point might be found in Wittgenstein’s so-called ‘duck-rabbit example.’ The rabbit-aspect is hidden from us when we fail to see it (or when we see the picture as a duck) even if it is always present to us. What hides the rabbit-aspect is then obviously not the picture per se, which would reveal the rabbit-aspect other times, but our present way of taking it, namely, its duck-aspect. What hides one aspect is another aspect, something at the same level. Likewise, what hides another’s inner experience from my view is not her body per se, but my refusal to look at things from her point of view or a certain stance I am taking for myself. This is why Cavell says: “what hides the mind is not the body but the mind itself; his his or mine his and contrariwise” (p.367). Thus, what is to be blamed for my not knowing another’s pain the way she does does not lie in the factual limitation with the human condition (we are embodied). But it lies rather in the way I inhabit this condition, that is, in myself who has avoided reading the other’s pain through her body. For Cavell, this self-knowledge, the discovery of the undetected fact about ourselves, is exactly what is required for us to appropriately respond to others in the face of the asymmetry (or theoretical incompatibility) between my pain and others’ pain: acknowledgement of others. This is exactly what we are supposed to achieve at the very end point of the skeptical recital.

The process of self-understanding and the accompanying process of acknowledging others that Cavell’s skeptical recital makes us undergo do not necessarily exert a specific moral force upon us nor demand us to become less self-interested or less self-attached, either materially or spiritually. But it could bring to us a broader context from which we can see ourselves, so as to enable us to know how to place our self-interestedness or self-attachment in perspective. It does so by awakening a sense of self in us as a concrete individual who has a power to respond or to refuse to respond to others or the world, and who thus has a responsibility for what one does and becomes. I think that the virtue of private citizenship does not demand citizens to jettison their selfish attachment, but rather to figure out how to place it properly in perspective. In this sense, as Burtt says, it involves less an engagement with public affairs than a reflection on the self, and Cavell’s skeptical recital seems to well exemplify one form of reflection on the self in the process. 

I think that private citizenship education can benefit in two ways from the cultivation of the Cavellian self-understanding, namely, the understanding of its existential limitation and possibility. First, this mode of self-understanding would make students more open and sensitive to the differences in others, since they become keen to their limitation in understanding others. Secondly, it would make students more intelligent and sensible in judging what they can or cannot do for others or even for society at large since they are in a better position to know what matters to themselves in relation to what matters to others. A process of self-negotiation in relation to others and the world gets into play and this would develop a kind of sensibility demanded by private citizenship in shifting involvement between the concerns from two different domains, private and public. 

4. Conclusion 

Cavell ends the preface to his book Conditions Handsome and Unhandsome as follows: 

When Rawls says “Those who express resentment must be prepared to show why certain institutions are unjust or how others have injured them”(p.533) he seems to be denying precisely the competence of expressions claiming a suffering that is (in Marx’s words, but without Marx’s differentiation of classes) “the object of no particular injustice but of injustice in general.” (Cavell, 1990, p. xxxviii)

What does he mean by ‘injustice in general’? I think he meant to refer to injustice done, not simply by a particular unjust institution we live in but, by an unjust culture created by the institution which has shaped the way we are. This means that the way the injustice operates within the society is evasive and ubiquitous; we cannot distinguish it from the way we are. Thus, to discern it and to know how to adequately respond to it seem to be huge challenges that require from each of us both an education and a deliberate individual effort. We have explored one educational response to this ‘injustice in general,’ prescribed by Cavell, i.e., education of self-understanding through a thought experiment of radical skepticism. This thought experiment is designed to deliberately exaggerate our skepticism of human knowledge in order to enable us to see an existentially forced and quasi-instinctual tendency to conformity within each of us, but only for us to acknowledge it, not to dismiss it.

Cavell diagnoses that what keeps contemporary citizens in liberal society from public concerns is not necessarily their selfish attachment to their own business in itself but their almost unavoidable and seemingly innocent conformity to their view of the world. What is to be blamed, if anything needs to be blamed at all, is not the particular view of the world in itself, but the manner in which they take it: they are too accustomed to taking it. To be unable to recognize this aspect of ourselves, individually and collectively, so as to be unable to have a perspective on ourselves, our own culture, and our own moral outlook in relation to others, and other moral languages and outlooks, should be considered a form of ignorance or insensitivity any serious citizenship educators need to address. Thus, for citizenship education we may need to develop various ways in which Cavell’s skeptical recital can be modified for the educational purpose as a device to introduce our students into the experience of self-understanding.  
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� The merit of McLaughlin and Halstead’s formulation is that it takes citizenship education as a form of character education, meaning that democratic values can be cultivated via personal virtues. I am speaking with the same spirit in reference to citizenship education. 


� In his article from Journal of Philosophy of Education (May 2004), Kristjansson characterizes Europeans as more heavily emphasizing democratic education, whereas, he states that the US has had a stronger tendency toward character education. But the tide seems to be changing as well, so that it is hard to generalize the entire tendency across the western countries.


� By the post-liberal criticisms, I mean not only the communitarian but also the feminist attacks of the last few decades on Rawlsian political liberalism and its view of the self as abstract, detached, and autonomous. 


� Of course Cavell would not deny that there are some inner feelings which are only accessible to the first person, who is able to hide them from others by suppressing them or pretending otherwise. Yet, these inner feelings are in principle something expressible to others; otherwise they would be unintelligible to the first person herself. In this sense, Cavell agrees with Wittgenstein’s denial of private language.








