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Introduction

Simone de Beauvoir, writer, philosopher, feminist, auto-biographer, biographer, dramatist, éngagé political activist…has been largely unnoticed in philosophy of education literature for some decades.
 What has she to offer to current debates in philosophy of education it might be asked? First she did not write on education and, second, she denied that she was a philosopher. In spite of what she might have said to the contrary she was a philosopher
 and a philosopher who rejected philosophy as constructing abstract systems but, instead, based her philosophy upon the notion of lived experience.
 On the assumption that there are relations between general philosophy and philosophy of education (there is neither the space nor the time to argue that here) then, potentially, Beauvoir has something to offer to philosophy of education and thereby to education. I will argue that this is the case.

The aim of this paper is to present Beauvoir not as a mere entry in the history of French philosophy, nor as an under-labourer to Jean-Paul Sartre, both of which interpretations have occurred on many occasions, but as someone who has herself something philosophically to offer continuing debates on the human condition, including education. She is still a participant in these ongoing debates. These debates are concerned with issues such as; what it is to be human, to be an individual human being, the relationships between individuals and others, and between individuals and society. As Bergoffen (1997, p.82) says: ‘Beginning from the situation of the concrete existing individual…(Beauvoir)…provides an analysis of our human condition that takes account of our unique and particular subjectivity, our embeddedness in the world, and our essential relatedness to each other.’  Beauvoir does this in her earlier writings, up to and including The Second Sex at least. But I will work from When Things of the Spirit Come First, She Came to Stay and Pyrrhus and Cineas. The particular example which I will discuss to show that she is still a participant in these debates is that of accountability in modern educational theory and policy.

The Self

In his belated philosophical analysis of the concept of education R.S. Peters (1956) argued that the conditions or criteria for the concept of education had both an epistemological and an ethical base. In this now archaic and overtaken analysis
 Peters argued that the essential criteria for the concept of education were that knowledge, which was worthwhile, was to be transmitted in a morally acceptable manner. Thus the epistemological criterion was independent of the ethical criteria, associated with worthwhile knowledge and with forms of initiation and transmission. Peters’ ethical criteria, that worthwhile knowledge be transmitted in a morally acceptable  manner were normative, promoting certain practices as being morally acceptable and others as unacceptable. For example, disciplines concerned with the pursuit of certain kinds of truth were agued to be acceptable and practices which involved indoctrination and manipulation, for example, were excluded’

But, for us in western ‘liberal’ democracies, the concept of education has been re-defined by economists and new Public Management theorists. ‘Education’ has become the transmission of useful knowledge (in Lyotard’s 1984) sense, and learning how to acquire such knowledge, rather than acquiring content, and all of that to be done in an efficient manner. Here IT plays an important role in the transmission and in the learning of how to access or obtain knowledge. We are concerned then with process rather than content (knowing how rather than knowing that [Ryle, 1949]). This new definition of education, devoid of the moral base ascribed by Peters and many other educators, has been imposed, often with the exclusion of educators from the implementation discussions
 by economists in State Treasuries and by bureaucrats versed in new Public Management theory in State Ministries of Education.

The accompanying criteria for accountability under this new concept of education are concerned with the efficiency of knowledge acquisition, its efficient transmission, and the development of people who work within the conceptualisations of these criteria and their associated practices, so that they will lead useful, docile and practical lives. What talk is there of effectiveness instead of efficiency?; and what of personal development within this view of education. In other words epistemology (performativity) controls the ‘ethical’ criteria.

At best personal development of the self amounts to satisfying accountability standards in the above practices and is encapsulated by the notion of adding value to people, measured by the technocratic criteria of accountability, in the education process. Yet from Socrates to at least Michel Foucault we see a strand of philosophy and of social theory concerned ethically with the self and the development of selves. But these technocratic criteria are ‘ethical’ in one sense, namely that they are in the logical domain of ethics and provide criteria for personal development, but these criteria are wrong, unethical, and immoral in their applications. (Ethical in the sense that Satan in Milton’s ‘Paradise Lost’ is ethical – though reversing the concepts of good and bad).

In what follows we will look at Simone de Beauvoir’s ethical and philosophical account of the self, which is missing from performativity’s notion of accountability (certainly in the New Zealand official literature).

Beauvoir as Philosopher

For many years Simone de Beauvoir was not recognised as being a philosopher (see eg., Paul Edwards [1967], Walter Kaufman [1956], Eric Matthews [2002] and Robert Wicks [2003]). And to a certain extent she aided and abetted this `story’ by saying that she wasn’t a philosopher. For example she said this in a 1979 interview (quoted in Simons, 1999, p.9):

Sartre was a philosopher, and I, I am not; and I never really wanted to be a philosopher. I like philosophy very much but I have not constructed a philosophical work. I constructed a literary work.

But there is a ‘loss of memory’ or a ‘cover up disclaimer’ here by Beauvoir. Margaret Simons, who is the editor of an important recent collection of retranslated and recently translated works of Beauvoir, quotes this from Beauvoir’s 1927 diary (Simons, 2004, p. 3):

Oh! Tired, irritated, sure of arriving at nothing through this desperate appeal to philosophy – and yet I want it, I owe it to myself to do it….To reason coldly. Ah! There’s a lot to do to make myself a philosopher.

Simons then talks of how the diary ‘reveals her passionate commitment to philosophy’ (Beauvoir, 1927, p.116): 

I didn’t know that every system is an ardent, tormented thing, an effort of life, of being, a dram in the full sense of the word and that it does not engage only abstract intelligence. But I know it now, and that I can no longer do anything else

Why then the about face by Beauvoir upon philosophy? Simons suggests (2004, p. 3) that whilst she saw The Second Sex as a philosophical work many readers had dismissed it as a work of ‘feminine resentment’. Simons suggests further that the disavowals apparently began in 1958 with the publication of  Memoirs of a Dutiful Daughter (Mémoires d’une jeune fille rangée). Beauvoir said that she was writing her memoirs to dispel the dismissive reading of The Second Sex as a work of ‘feminine resentment’. 

Beauvoir did not recount in her early memoirs her philosophical work on the problem of the Other
 and the formulation of an existentialist ethics (Beauvoir, 1946). Both of these were credited to Sartre, who did not publicly come to her defence and acknowledge his philosophical debts to her (see Fullbrook & Fullbrook, 1993). She also argued against him, prior to the publication of  She Came to Stay (L’Invitée) , that freedom for women was not absolute but was contingent, depending upon the context (this is recorded by Beauvoir, however, in The Prime of Life[La force de l’âge]).

We need to understand how the Other is necessary both ethically and epistemologically for the establishment of the self, and as guarantor of that self’s self knowledge.

The Problem of the Other

In She Came to Stay, written by early 1941 but first published in 1943, she poses the notion, and in opposition to Sartre, that in establishing one’s own self the Other is necessary on both epistemological and ethical grounds (see also The Blood of Others and All Men are Mortal). At that time Sartre saw the Other as alien and as a particular other, and as a foe, to be ‘overcome’. The three characters whom we will discuss, derived from actual people, are Françoise (Beauvoir), Pierre (Sartre) and a young actor friend Gerbert (based upon Jacques Laurent Bost, Sartre’s former student). The first chapter of She Came to Stay opens with Françoise, the heroine (if that is the word), being aware that she exists (Beauvoir, 1999, p. 11):
The typewriter was clicking, the lamp cast a pink glow over the papers …. And I am here, my heart is beating 
In other words her existence depends upon experiences, including those of her own body, and not upon thinking as in Descartes. Indeed Beauvoir’s sense of embodiment is that one’s experiential world is centred on one’s body moving in physical space (Simons, 2004, p. 39 : see further the opening pages of She Came to Stay). Here, she seems to be following Henri Bergson on the importance of the body and its movements in space for obtaining experiences, and that the self is embedded. However in describing her experiences in theoretically phenomenological terms, she has moved beyond Bergson. (In her 1927 Diary she quotes extensively from Bergson’s PhD thesis Time and Free Will [1910]. See Simons, 2004, p. 145, fn. 51).

In Matter and Memory (1962) first published in 1896, Bergson assumes at the outset that ‘we know nothing of theories of matter and theories of the external world, nothing as to the reality or ideality of the external; world’ (Bergson, 1962, p. 1). However, he continues, whilst I am in the presence of images, ‘in the vaguest sense of the word… when my senses are open to them, and which act and interact with one another, yet:

there is one of them which is distinct from all the others, in that I do not know it only from without by perceptions, but from within by affections: it is my body. I find that they always interpose themselves between the excitations that I receive from without and the movements which I am about to execute, as though they had some undefined influence on the final issue.

But he goes further in his position regarding the priority of the body. In An Introduction to Metaphysics he says this (1913, p. 8):
When I direct my attention inward to contemplate my own self …, I perceive at first, as a crust solidified on the surface, all the perceptions that come to it from the material world. These perceptions are clear distinct, juxtaposed or juxtaposable with one another; they tend to group themselves into objects. Next I notice the memories which more or less adhere to these perceptions and which serve to interpret them. These memories have been detached, as it were, from the depth of my personality, drawn to the surface by the perceptions which resemble them; they rest on the surface of my mind without being absolutely myself (author’s emphasis)….But if I draw myself in from the periphery towards the centre…I find an altogether different thing.

The ‘altogether different thing’ which he finds is a form of consciousness, of a unique knowledge of a self, of a knowledge which is said to be both intuitive and absolute.  This self knowledge is in a certain, durée, or duration, in which we have a notion of a developing self in moving time which is a continually advancing moment and is always in the making. The durée is not time consisting "of discrete points juxtaposed in a homogenous medium, which have all the characteristics of space", i.e, like mathematical time, “but a fusion of heterogeneous instants, an indivisible flux and becoming" which is not open to analytic, external and verifiable quantified measurement but rather, it is internal and grasped by intuition. The durée is not then time in a series of numerical, quantitative relationships. It is grasped not by formal analysis like space is, but is an object of immediate experience, grasped in an intuition (Alexander, 1957, p. 9). It is a form of consciousness and knowledge which cannot be represented by images, because no image can reproduce exactly the original feelings (1913, p.13). 
However Beauvoir does not follow Bergson down the path of time as durée and knowledge of the self as being total intuition, and self-knowledge because it is intuitive, not being expressible in language. However she does ascribe to self-knowledge which has priority over other knowledge (eg, from the human sciences), but which has to be verified to confirm her as the self, and self knowledge, she believes herself to be and to have. She also follows him on the notions of the importance of the body for experiences, on the rejection of a priori and universal theories or claims to knowledge, and on the notion of empathy with an other to know the other and to know oneself as a subject and not a mere object. This latter position is to be found in her discussion of the early relationship between Françoise and Pierre – they are one (see below).

But Françoise (Beauvoir) needs someone else to confirm her as a self with knowledge of her self, as a subject and not as a mere object (she is to concede later that she can never be a total subject for the other). This relationship is exhibited in She Came to Stay through a longish conversation with Gerbert, exchanging views on themselves. Gerbert as the other who is confirming her self and the knowledge which she has of herself, is not the alienated self of Sartre, but is someone who can be the other for Françoise who needs an other, ethically and epistemologically, to confirm her as the self she believes herself to be.
She smiled at him. He had been so considerate, so attentive. Whenever she felt discouraged she only had to look into his sparkling eyes to regain her confidence (Beauvoir, 1999: 13).

These are ethical choices. Françoise has chosen Gerbert as the other because he confirms her ethically as a self like himself and confirms, usually, the knowledge which she has of herself. He is certainly not an alienated other. Compare and contrast this position with that in The Blood of Others, where (the main character) Jean Blomart’s self is reconstituted, on ethical and political grounds, by his dying lover Hélène. He thereby comes to know that he can be a man of action, a resistance fighter, even if that will bring retributions from the Nazis.
There is another incident concerning the relationship to the Other and self-knowledge at the start of All Men are Mortal (Beauvoir, 1995). Perhaps a quotation from the opening paragraphs will suffice:
The curtain rose again. Regina took her bow and smiled…In every face there were eyes, and reflected in each pair of eyes was Regina, bowing and smiling….When they had been sitting in the darkness, invisible and anonymous, one did not know who they were….But now face to face she found herself confronted by ordinary mortals of no special importance.

It should be noted here that the final line in the quotation indicates how she changed her position on the Other. The Other cannot be purely subject as others are now needed to advance one’s own causes – in this case Regina needs others, no matter how ordinary, to acclaim her as an outstanding actress. 

The final point is that Beauvoir seems to ascribe priority to this self-knowledge over other knowledge of the self, eg., from the human sciences. This was Bergson’s position in his attacks upon positivism (Comte and Durkheim): self knowledge was absolute, whereas the knowledge of the sciences was relative and inferior. It seems that Beauvoir and in part Foucault retain these notions of priority of self-knowledge. But for both it is a self-knowledge which can contain knowledge from the human sciences and, because expressed in language, is not a Bergsonian intuition.

In Pyrrhus and Cineas (Beauvoir, 2004) refines this position further. Beauvoir argues that to act is a necessary (ontological) aspect of being human. One cannot not act. But according to Beauvoir (2004) our actions cannot logically, be absolutely or totally, rationally justified. Nevertheless the actor or agent can be held accountable for, ie., to give an account of, her or his actions. Accountability however, in performative education, is to be able to provide an account of one’s actions in terms of the current ‘theories’ and claims which underlie the general thesis of performativity. In other words it is assumed that these theories provide an absolute justification for proceeding in certain ways in education. But if Beauvoir is right on justification of action, the proponents of these procedures and practices in education need, themselves, to be held accountable. But the very ideas and possible practices that would show that performativity was not capable of a universal justification, are excluded from the discussion table, so that there appears to be no gap between the practices and actions, and the justifying ‘logic’ of performativity. That justification may be deduced from those theories but it is not an absolute justification. Therefore our ‘masters’ deny accountability in Beauvoir’s sense.

In Pyrrhus and Cineas (Beauvoir, 2004) uses the term ‘freedom’ (Bergoffen, 2004: 83): 

to designate the transcending nature of our being…perpetually transcending myself towards a yet to be determined future in which I seek to establish myself in my concrete particularity.

Thus she rejects the notions of a universal goal for humanity, because in making our particular choices we are choosing for ourselves and not for others. These choices both affirm and reject others. Thus myself, and others, are both subject and object. Unlike Françoise’s view of her relationship to Pierre – that they are one – Beauvoir now believes that the other cannot be a pure subject (as she treated the incident with Gerbert). For no matter how close individuals may become I am in need of the other (and Others) to further my choices, aims and objectives. Because I need the other in such ways I may tend to treat her or him as an object. So, in Pyrrhus and Cineas no matter how close an other may be, she or he, cannot ever become a total subject

Conclusion

How does this impinge upon performativity? Well first this view of self-knowledge requires both an ethical and epistemological base. The recognition by the other of herself as an almost conscious subject like his/herself, and her ethical recognition of the other as also nearly a conscious subject can be instantaneous. Personal development then of the subject, as a subject, has both an ethical and an epistemological base. This is very different from the knowledge of the self and no ‘ethical’ base to the development of the self which are given by performativity and associated management theories. There is no ethical base and knowledge is that given by the underlying theories of performativity theory. Beauvoir gives an account of the self which opposes homo economicus, and the autonomous chooser of neo-liberalism and new right approaches to self-development (for a separate critique of these notions see, e.g., Marshall, 1996). Beauvoir’s self is not independent of the Other.

Henri Bergson’s influence is to be found in Beauvoir’s philosophy and I will close with one of his comments on education appropriate to this issue (Bergson, 1895: 345):

The education of good sense will thus not only consist in rescuing intelligence from ready-made ideas, but also in turning it away from excessively simple ideas, stopping it on the slippery slope of deductions and generalizations, and finally preserving it from excessive self-confidence. Let us go further: the greatest risk that education could represent to good sense would be to encourage our tendency to judge men (sic.) and things from a purely intellectual view (ie scientific), to measure our value and that of others according to mental merit alone, to extend this principle to societies themselves, to only approve institutions, laws and customs which bear the outward mark of logical clarity and simple organisation.
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� This an amended version of a paper presented at he AERA Annual Conference, Montreal, April, 2005.


� But see, Slattery, P. and Morss, M. (1999), Simone de Beauvoir’s Ethics and Postmodern Ambiguity: the assertion of freedom in the face of the absurd, Educational Theory , 49: 2 : Forthcoming, Marshall, J.D., Simone de Beauvoir: the philosophy of lived experience, Educational Theory.


� See the edited collection by Simons, M.A. (2004) Simone de Beauvoir: philosophical writings (Urbana & Chicago, University of Illinois Press).  


� Holveck, E. (2002) Simone de Beauvoir’s Philosophy of Lived Experience (New York: Rowan and Littlefield). Holveck is the main commentator on Beauvoir’s  philosophy of lived experience, but see also Marshall, fn.1. 


�  This is the major definition of ‘belated’ given by Webster. 


� In New Zealand educators were generally excluded totally from these forums. I was excluded from 1992 and Ivan Snook a leading philosopher of education was excluded by labelling him as a marxist. 


� In what follows ‘Other’ is used generically, whereas ‘other’ is used for a particular other.


�  She is to argue against this Hegelian position – one of the abstract systems of philosophy which she argues against and rejects.
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