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Abstract:
Traditionally autonomy and citizenship have been conceived of in terms of rugged individualism and self-sufficiency and in opposition to dependency and community.  The acceptance of this ideal of autonomy in schools has meant that learning is often overly individualistic and competitive.  Furthermore, because children are considered to be dependent and lacking in the qualities necessary for autonomy, schooling primarily prepares them for future citizenship, by depositing information into their heads.  Consequently, as John Dewey (1916) and Paulo Friere (1970) argue, traditional education actually fails to facilitate the development of autonomous individuals and citizens by not allowing children to think for themselves.

In contrast, Philosophy for Children (hereafter P4C) incorporates a Deweyian notion of individuals as mutually dependent on each other for their own personal growth and autonomy.  Like Vygotsky, Dewey argues that thinking is the internalization of social processes and communication.  Thus, in order to think for oneself, one must be a member of a community.  Dewey’s ideal of community is not the homogenous community criticized by Iris Marion Young (1986), but a democratic community of inquiry, which is inclusive of difference and interacts with other communities.  Thus, in contrast to traditional education, P4C rejects the community/individual dualism.  Consequently, it is able to facilitate the development of caring, reasonable, and autonomous individuals who also recognize their interconnectedness with others, and thus their responsibility to others and their community.

Traditionally the autonomous self and citizenship have been conceived of in terms of rugged individualism, independency and self-sufficiency.  Since community implies dependency and inter-subjectivity, autonomy and individuality are thought to be opposed to community.  This individualistic notion of the self is reflected in the often antisocial and competitive nature of traditional schooling.  Furthermore, since children are typically considered to be dependent, they are excluded from this individualistic ideal of autonomy and citizenship.  Thus, individualism also leads to the dominant view that schooling is preparation for the future.  I will argue that schooling which assumes this individualistic notion of the self counters the development of independent thinking, caring and altruistic dispositions, and collaboration.  Consequently it promotes undesirable notions of the self, society and citizenship.  In response to the problems of individualism, some schools accept a notion of the self as socially and culturally embedded.
  Such schools emphasize the importance of community and shared cultural meanings.  I will refer to these schools as communitarian schools.  However, communitarian schools have the potential to be homogenous, oppressive, and exclusive and may also counter the development of independent thinking.  Thus, I will argue that both individualistic and communitarian schools are problematic because they accept an illegitimate community/individual dualism, which leads to impoverished and problematic notions of the self, society and citizenship.  

In contrast, Philosophy for Children (hereafter P4C) is able to overcome these problems because it incorporates Deweyian notions of the communal self and democracy, which reject the community/individual dualism.  Like psychologist Lev Vygotsky (1986), and fellow pragmatist’s Charles Sanders Pierce (1960), and George Herbert Mead (1967), Dewey argues that thinking is the internalization of social processes (2004).  Thus, in order to think for oneself, one must be a member of a community.  Furthermore, for Dewey, only an open, pluralistic and inquiring community can provoke reflective thinking, autonomy and personal growth.  Such communities are what Dewey calls democracies.  I will argue that P4C’s classroom Community of Inquiry is a model of this type of democratic community.  As such, it is able to facilitate the development of reflective, reasonable, and autonomous individuals who also recognize their interdependence and interconnectedness with others.   Such individuals are citizens who are able to engage in communal inquiries with others so as to reconstruct their environment and produce personal, as well as social, growth and freedom.  In order to appreciate why P4C’s ideals of the self, society and democratic citizenship are preferable to those implied by traditional education, we must first consider the problems associated with schooling that incorporates the community/individual dualism.

Part 1: The Dualistic Concept of the Individual in Education

The individualistic notion of the self implies that children and young people cannot be autonomous citizens in virtue of their dependency (Hobbes, 1958, p. 267).  Thus, it often leads to schooling that prepares students for future autonomy and citizenship (White and Wyn, 2004).  This dominant educational assumption is reflected in T.H Marshall’s writings on citizenship:

The right to education is a genuine social right of citizenship, because the aim of education during childhood is to shape the future adult.  Fundamentally it should be regarded, not as the right of the child to go to school but as the right of the adult citizen to have been educated (1950, p. 299, my italics).

However, as White and Wyn argue, schooling focused on preparing students for the future is problematic because it ignores and devalues the current experiences, understandings and interests of students (2004).  Such schooling conceives of the categories of adult and child as dualistic, in that they are considered to be radically polarized opposites.  Any similarity or continuity between them is minimized or denied.  Since child is the subordinate category in the partnership it is simply defined as not adulthood, which means not autonomy and not citizenship (Wyn, 1995).  Thus, schooling based on futurity assumes that the current experiences of students are educationally unimportant and may even be barriers to preparing students for adulthood.  The aim of education is often seen as transcending childhood experiences and understandings (Wyn, 1995).  This ideal of schooling actually assumes that it’s only when students finish school and become fully autonomous adults that they will find the knowledge acquired at school useful, which would explain why many students find schooling meaningless and boring.  

Schooling based on futurity is also associated with rote learning because the aim of such education is to get students to store away content for future use.  The presumption is that when students are autonomous enough to decide what they really want, having an abundance of content will maximize their options.  The quickest most efficient way to get students to memorize content is to systematically deposit facts into their heads and then examine students to make sure that they have remembered them.  However, as Paulo Freire and Dewey argue, rote learning actually mitigates the development of independent thinking because students never have to think for themselves.  They are merely receptacles for other people’s ideas.  As such, far from preparing students to be confident, autonomous agents, such schooling renders students passive, uncritical, and uncreative, which makes them easy targets for manipulation and control (Freire, 1993, Dewey, 2004). 

One response to the problem of futurity in education is to reject the child/adult dualism by arguing that children should have the same freedom and rights as adults (Farson, 1974; Holt, 1975).  This type of thinking is reflected in A.S. Neil’s Summerhill School.  Neil believed that if we want children to be autonomous, independent citizens then we must treat them as such (1972).  Thus, at Summerhill classes were not compulsory and teachers had no more authority than students (1972).  In contrast to education based on futurity, schools like Summerhill recognize that children do have interests and experiences that should be valued and treated with respect and care.  By enabling children to express themselves and make their own decisions, such schools may seem to be more facilitative of the self-awareness, self-expression, independence, and self-confidence that autonomy and citizenship imply.  

However, such schooling has been criticized for providing students with a degree of freedom for which they are not mentally, physically and emotionally equipped to deal with.  It is thought that if children were free to do as they pleased they would make choices that would reduce their overall capacity for autonomy and happiness (Levinson, 1999, p. 38).  Furthermore, at Summerhill, there seems to have been little attempt to assist children in developing the more thoughtful judgments that we normally associate with autonomy.  The assumption seemed to be that the child’s beliefs and desires were good and valuable just because they were their own and that if students were provided with negative freedom they would naturally develop the capacity to make autonomous judgments.  However, if students never have their current beliefs problematized then there is no reason for them to critically reflect on their beliefs and construct more reasonable, justified judgments.  Such reflective thinking needs to be actively facilitated (Meyers, 1989, p. 193).    

Furthermore, even if schools like Summerhill grant students some degree of autonomy, so long as they embrace an individualistic notion of autonomy they are still problematic.  Schools are frequently criticized for encouraging competitiveness and egoism, while failing to facilitate social skills and altruism. Individualistic schools discouraged collaborative learning and student discussion, which are considered to be cheating or disruptive (Dewey, 2004).  Consequently, individualistic schools tend to denigrate dependency, which may not only counter the development of social skills but also learning in general because students may be unwilling to ask questions, seek assistance or display puzzlement, which are indications of dependency.  This is particularly problematic if we accept Dewey’s claim that being perplexed and asking questions is what initiates thinking and growth.  Finally, individualistic schools tend to define rules and procedures as means to constraining student’s natural inclinations, which are “purely individualistic or egotistic, and thus anti-social” (2004, p. 23).  Such rules are not only inimical to the development of interpersonal skills, they appear oppressive to students.  

Part 2:  The Dualistic Concept of Community in Education.

In response to the problems of individualism, many schools emphasize the importance of community.
  However, Iris Marion Young argues that in order to be unified and cohesive, communities must suppress individual differences and define themselves in opposition to some excluded other (1986).  Thus, as Kathleen Abowitz argues,  

“School community” can signal an escape from the public sphere to islands of like-minded (like-classed? like-raced?) ideological spheres of sameness and security.  Community rhetoric can conceal erasure of difference in the narrowing and purifying of public domains (Abowitz, 1999, p. 1).

Thus, while communitarian schools may emphasize collaboration and care for others who are like one’s self, they may encourage intolerance for differences because students may feel that they have the right to force others to assimilate or to exclude them.  Such schools may also maintain social cohesion by indoctrinating students with common values and beliefs (Waghid, 2005). 

More progressive schools may embrace communitarian ideals by encouraging students to construct common knowledge for themselves, using dialogue as a neutral means to communicate across differences and attain consensus (1997, p. 85).  However, Elizabeth Ellsworth criticizes this type of classroom dialogue, claiming that it ignores our essential differences as well as the cultural-political situatedness of dialogue itself (1197, p. 49).  Rather, dialogue is frequently accused of using aggressive argumentation as a means to suppressing differences and gaining consensus.  Furthermore, Young argues that the members of the dominant culture will have more chance of being heard and persuading others because the procedures of dialogue will reflect their values and methods (Young, 1996).  Thus, such pedagogy has the potential to “to silence some students while giving advantage to those capable of eloquently and rationally articulating their points of view” (Waghid, 2005, p. 3).  

Part 3: Dewey’s Rejection of the Community/Individual Dualism

Dewey’s Autonomous self

According to Dewey, the self develops through reconstructing experience.  Dewey’s notion of experience is based on Darwin’s idea of an organism simultaneously adapting itself and its environment in order to flourish and survive.  When an individual is unable to respond to a situation in such a way as to have their needs or desires met, they must reconstruct the situation into a meaningful, useful experience.  Importantly, the individual is also a part of the situation and consequently they are also changed or reconstructed.  Thus, the individual not only transforms their environment, they also adapt their impulses, dispositions, beliefs and actions so that they will co-operate with the environment and produce desired ends.  Those actions, ideas, beliefs and dispositions, which the individual finds useful for reconstructing experience are internalized or incorporated into the self.  The individual will also try to transform or eliminate from the self those actions and beliefs that are shown to be unsuccessful for achieving its ends.  This process of internalization is how individuals develop habits, which enable them to interact with the world more effectively, efficiently and meaningfully.  For Dewey, habits constitute our character and self-identity and guide our further selection and reconstruction of experience:

All habits are demands for certain kinds of activity; and they constitute the self.  In any intelligible sense of the word will, they are the will.  They form our effective desires and they furnish us with working capacities.  They rule our thoughts, determining which shall appear strong and which shall pass from light into obscurity (Dewey, 1930, p. 25).

Thus, for Dewey, the self develops through an interaction of internal aspects of the self and external, aspects of the environment.  

Honesty, chastity, malice, peevishness, courage, triviality, industry, irresponsibility, are not private possessions of a person.  They are working adaptations of personal capacities with environing forces.  All virtues and vices are habits, which incorporate objective forces.  They are interactions of elements contributed by the make-up of an individual with elements supplied by the out-door world (Dewey, 1930, p. 16).

The self is not merely determined by external forces but neither is it able to completely transcend its environment so as to choose and act in accordance with some essential, authentic self.  Since habits are the products of the self’s interactions with its environment, such a transcendental self would be an empty self or not a self at all.  However, individuals still have self-determination, they just can’t critically reflect on and revise all aspects of their self at the same time.  In experience individuals have particular habits and aspects of their environment problematized, and part of what makes them problematic is that they conflict with other stable aspects of the self and one’s environment (1930, p. 38).  These other currently stable, unproblematic aspects of the self and one’s environment guide the revision of problematic habits and situations.  As such, all aspects of our character have the potential to be critiqued and possibly revised.  They just can’t all be revised at once because the individual would have no habits to initiate and guide such revision in the first place.  

If the reconstruction of experience is how the self shapes and realizes its ends, autonomy is the ability to effectively reconstruct experience.  For Dewey the capacity for meaningfully reconstructing experiences is reflective thinking or inquiry.  Inquiry is the capacity to critically reflect on the situation, including our own actions, beliefs and methods, so as to articulate the problem, formulate a desired end, develop and implement a means for bringing about this end, and internalize successful means so as they can be used for reconstructing future experience.  Thus, the capacity for inquiry enables one to produce their own meanings, shape their own environment, and control their own growth and character (1930).  This is why Dewey states, “If attention is centered upon the conditions which have to be met in order to secure a situation favorable to effective thinking, freedom will take care of itself” (2004, p. 292).  

For Dewey, freedom doesn’t entail freedom from the influences of others or culture.  Since the human environment is a social one, an individual’s actions must take into account other people’s activities and interests because “they are the indispensable conditions of the realization of his own tendencies” (2004, pp. 11-12).  Others can be obstacles, constraints, guides and assistants to our own interactions with the world, as well as beneficiaries or victims of our actions.  Thus, in order for each individual self to act autonomously and grow, there must be mutual adaptation, communication, cooperation and a coordination of interests and actions (Dewey, 1930, p. 17).  This gives rise to dialogue or communal inquiry as a means to working through diverse and conflicting perspectives so as to construct common meanings and practices that are inclusive of the perspectives of many people (2004, p. 11-15).  These common meanings or practices are what Dewey calls culture and they are necessary for autonomous action because in order to effectively interact with our social-cultural environment we must act in ways that accommodate other people.  Thus, culture, includes language, science, art, religion, technology, educational practices, public institutions, political structures, social values, family structures and domestic practices, etc (Dewey, 1939, p. 6).  Culture is the outcome of communal inquires or conjoint action, in which individuals identify a common problem, collaboratively construct a means for reconstructing it, apply the means and jointly undergo the consequences, resulting in them possessing a common meaning, a shared value, and a similar change in habit or character (Dewey, 2004, p. 11-15).  This means that the actions and beliefs that we internalize, and which become our habits, are necessarily mediated by, and inclusive of others.  However, contrary to individualism, for Dewey, the social-cultural nature of the self is not a barrier to our being autonomous.  It is actually what enables us to act autonomously in a social environment.  Thus, since common meanings are necessary for autonomy and they are the outcomes of communal inquiry, autonomy not only requires the capacity for inquiry, but participation in communal inquiries (Dewey, 2004, p.4; Dewey, 1930, p. 17).

Not only is communal inquiry necessary for constructing the common meanings that are necessary for autonomy.  Dewey argues that communal inquiry or dialogue is actually a pre-condition of private or individual inquiry.  Dewey’s notion of the social origins of thinking is similar to psychologist Lev Vygotsky’s theory of self-development (Vygotsky, 1986).  Vygotsky rejected traditional psychological theories that took individual psychological processes, what Vygotsky refers to as intrapsychological functions, as basic.  He emphasized the importance of what he called interpsychological functions, which are the dynamics that occur when individuals engage in concrete, social interaction, especially language.  Vygotsky believed that the participants in social interaction internalize the functions and processes of the interaction and consequently they become intrapsychological functions (Vygotsky, 1986, p. 27).  In particular, Vygotsky noticed that when trying to solve problems, young children talked to themselves in the same way that individuals talk to each other in conjoint activity, to give each other directions, encouragement, discouragement and to coordinate their actions.  By talking to themselves in this way, children are able to more purposefully control their thinking and actions.  Thus, this egocentric speech is children thinking aloud.  Thus, for Vygotsky, children are able to perform tasks with others that they cannot do by themselves.  However, it is by engaging in activities with others that children internalize the habits and dispositions necessary to perform these tasks independently.  Vygotsky refers to the space between what children can do with others and what they can do by themselves as the “zone of proximal development”.  This is the space in which children learn to act and think independently by being “scaffolded” or supported by others (1986, p. 104).  

Prior to Vygotsky, Dewey and the other pragmatists, notably Mead (1967) and Pierce (1960), argued that thinking is the internalization of the processes that characterize communal inquiry or dialogue.  It is when we encounter different others that we are driven to critically compare alternative views, search for reasons to justify our beliefs, construct arguments and self-correct.  This is why Dewey argues that logic is not a set of absolute and apriori principals. For Dewey, logic arises in dialogue or communal inquiry and is then formalized for use in guiding future inquiries.  Dewey argues that private inquiry is an internal dialogue, a type of soliloquy, where we construct reasons and criteria so as compare opposing viewpoints and justify a position to our own critical selves.  Thus, Dewey argues that dialogue a precondition for thought:  

…soliloquy is the product and reflex of converse with others; social communication not an effect of soliloquy.  If we had not talked to others and they with us, we should never talk to and with ourselves (1958, p. 170).  

However, Dewey maintains that “soliloquy is but broken and imperfect thought”, because it is subjective, situated and limited, whereas autonomous thinking is that which takes into account the needs and perspectives of others, as communal inquiry does (1927, p. 218).  

Thus, according to Dewey, we are necessarily dependent on each other for the capacity to inquire and for the common meanings that are necessary for autonomy and growth.  Consequently, he rejects liberalism’s negative notion of dependency as opposed to autonomy.  As Dewey explains, it is children’s greater dependency, as well as their plasticity, which enables them grow at such a rapid pace.  Dewey accepts that dependency denotes a lack of control or ability in some regard.  However, this lack of ability must be compensated for by some other ability because if dependency were merely a sign of “helplessness” and “impotency” it would never be accommodated by “growth in ability, as it so often is” (2004, p. 41).  For example, while children’s dependency is a result of their lack of physical ability, they compensate for this with an impressive social capacity. As Dewey explains “children are themselves marvellously endowed with the power to enlist the cooperative attention of others” and “a flexible and sensitive ability to vibrate sympathetically with the attitudes and doings of those about them” (2004, p. 42).   Furthermore, dependency is the “chief influence” in promoting the caring, empathetic and attentive dispositions that are essential for communal life and growth.  As Dewey states, “the presence of dependent and learning beings is a stimulus to nurture and affection” (2004: p. 44).  Thus, this notion of dependency is not merely passive but is interactive (Sprod, 2001, p. 83).  It has a duel role in facilitating social interaction.  It requires the dependent one to develop social and affective capacities so as to enlist the assistance of others, and it initiates the caring and altruistic dispositions needed by those who can assist.  Since communal inquiry, which enables growth and autonomy, requires both these social capacities, Dewey actually describes dependency as a “power” and sees the individualistic notion of the self as extremely problematic:

From a social standpoint, dependency denotes a power rather than a weakness; it involves interdependence.  There is always a danger that increased personal independence will decrease the social capacity of an individual.  In making him more self-reliant, it may lead to aloofness and indifference.  It often makes an individual so insensitive in his relations to others as to develop an illusion of being really able to stand and act alone – an unnamed form of insanity which is responsible for a large part of the remedial suffering of the world (2004, p. 42). 

Part 4:  Autonomy, Democracy and Citizenship in Philosophy for Children. 

Since the Deweyian ideal of the autonomous citizen is not defined in terms of rugged individualism, it is not constructed in opposition to children.  Thus, P4C, which embraces this Deweyian ideal of the autonomous citizen, doesn’t merely prepare students for future autonomy and citizenship.  P4C is based on the assumption that children are capable of thinking for themselves and constructing their own meaning.  However, this doesn’t mean that children should be simply left to their own accord like adults.  Since it is through experience that autonomy develops, and children have less life experience, they will normally be less autonomous.  Thus, P4C assumes that there are differences between adults and children, but unlike education based on futurity, these differences are differences of degree.  It’s not that children lack autonomy and adults have it.  As Dewey explains, there is no such thing as absolute autonomy because growth is continuous and varying (2004, p. 40).  As P4C accepts that children both possess a degree of autonomy and that their autonomy can always be developed, the P4C classroom provides students with the both the opportunity to think for themselves, as well as with an environment that scaffolds the development of autonomy.  As we have seen, both the practice and the development of autonomy require participation in a communal inquiry. Thus, like all people, children have a fundamental right to inquire with others (Lipman, 2003, p. 203, Bandman, 1993).  This right entails that society, particularly schools, have a responsibility to provide children with opportunities to inquire with others.  The P4C classroom fulfills this responsibility by turning the classroom into a Deweyian type of democratic, community of inquiry and by utilizing the content and methods of Philosophy (Splitter and Sharp, 1995, p. 119).  

A P4C class normally begins with the shared reading of a narrative, containing philosophical ideals and problems, which are intended to provoke puzzlement and inquiry.  Students then formulate their responses to the text in the form of questions and decide on an initial question to investigate as a community.  Thus, the students’ questions set the agenda for the inquiry, the aim of which is to work through these puzzlements until students gain some shared sense of clarity or meaningfulness, which either progresses the inquiry to a further issue or provides a temporary settlement.    

Thus, in contrast to the rote learning that often characterizes individualistic and communitarian classrooms, the P4C classroom enables students to reflect on their own experiences and beliefs “irrespective of where they came form, or of how adults, from their more sophisticated perspectives might judge them” (Splitter & Sharp 1995, p. 169). Thus, unlike learning based on futurity, in the P4C classroom children’s current beliefs and experiences are educationally valuable because they are the “raw ingredients” of inquiry (Splitter & Sharp, 1995).  Furthermore, this means that P4C students experience and develop the capacities for self-awareness and self-expression, which are necessary for autonomy because in order to act in accordance with their own interests and influence their social-cultural environment, an individual must have some self-understanding and capacity to express themselves.   The communal nature of the COI facilitates self-awareness and self-expression because it exposes children to the alternative perspectives of others, which encourages them to reflect upon their own perspectives and experiences and see how they are similar and different to those of others.   

However, while the Summerhill school implies that self-awareness and self-expression are sufficient for autonomy; in the P4C classroom autonomous individuals are those who have a critical self-awareness and the ability and willingness to reconstruct themselves.  The purpose of reflecting on and expressing one’s opinions in the COI is to critically evaluate how such opinions may be developed into possible means for reconstructing a problem common to all community members.  However, the often unreflective beliefs that children bring to the inquiry may be very subjective, problematic, and inflexible and are unlikely to guide autonomous interaction with a changing, multi-cultural, social environment.  This is why Splitter and Sharp refer to children’s initial opinions as the “raw ingredients” of inquiry because “the goal of inquiry is to help children transform these ingredients into a more comprehensive world-view, through reflective and self-correcting dialogue; that is, through the activity of the community of inquiry” (1995, p. 169).  The COI problematizes student’s initial beliefs by exposing them to the different perspectives of others.  As we have seen, this is what provokes inquiry.  Through communal inquiry children transform their unreflective beliefs and methods into judgments that are more reasonable, justified, have been critically compared to alternatives, adhere to standards of good thinking and which are more objective because they incorporate the perspectives and interests of others.  Such meanings better enable children to autonomously reconstruct themselves and their social-cultural environments than do beliefs that have not been subject to such careful, communal inquiry.  

Furthermore, in accordance with Dewey and Vygotsky, participation in the COI enables children to develop the capacity for independent, reflective thinking because they ‘apply the practices of open inquiry to their own thinking through the process of internalization’ (Cam, 1997, p. 146).  Students in the COI come to question their own beliefs, search for reasons and explanations and evaluate their own thinking methods without initiation from others.  Thus, P4C rejects the individualistic notion that student collaboration and dialogue are impediments to the development of independent thinking and embraces the Deweyian position that community is actually a precondition for autonomy (Lipman, 2003, p. 25; Splitter & Sharp, 1995, p. 242; Cam, 1997, p. 144; Sprod, 2002, p. 148).  As Lipman states,

Unfortunately, autonomy has often been associated with a kind of rugged individualism:  the independent critical thinker as a self-sufficient, cognitive macho type, protected by an umbrella of invincibly powerful arguments.  In reality the reflective model is thoroughly social and communal (Lipman: 2003, p. 25). 

As such, P4C is able to do what communitarian or individualistic schools struggle to, which is facilitate the development of autonomous, independent students, who also recognize their interdependence and interconnectedness with others.  COI participants realize that they are dependent on others for their capacity to inquire, as well as for their ability to construct common meanings, both of which are necessary for growth and autonomy.  However, unlike communitarian schools the communal nature of the P4C classroom doesn’t lead to homogenization and the loss of the individual because, as we have seen, it is the interaction of individual differences that gives rise to inquiry and the inter-subjective meanings that enable students to autonomously interact with their social-cultural environment.  This is why Dewey, states that “the intermingling in the school of youth of different races, different religions, and unlike customs creates for all a new and broader environment”, which leads to new, broader experiences (Dewey 2004, p. 21). Thus, the COI aims to be inclusive of cultural and individual differences.  

As such, the COI doesn’t require participants to merely adapt to the ideas and methods of the dominant group or be excluded, as communitarian schools often do.  The COI procedures are not absolute and apriori.  They are those practices that the community has found effective in their past inquiries and which they have consequently formalized so as they can guide future inquiry.  Thus, they are socially-culturally constructed and fallible.  The COI the procedures should reflect the diverse perspectives of the communities from which they evolve and the COI participants are always able to critically reflect on, and reconstruct both the products and means of dialogue if they find them exclusive or ineffective for their own particular purposes. This notion of dialogue contrasts Ellsworth’s description of classroom dialogue as resembling the continuity editing of classical Hollywood cinema.  Continuity editing’s function is to hide the artificial, constructed nature of the film by making the transition from what one shot to another appear seamless, and natural to the spectator.  Ellsworth claims that dialogue also conceals its own processes in order to make the transition from one perspective to another appear natural and unproblematic. Thus, very diverse people and opinions are problematic because they have the potential to cause ruptures in the dialogue and draw attention to the socially-culturally constructed nature of the process, ruining “the illusion of dialogues openness to any and all positions of address” (Ellsworth, 1997, p. 89).  In contrast, the philosophical dialogue of P4C actually values a diversity of thinking styles because of the fact that it makes the processes of dialogue conspicuous and problematic.  As we have seen the construction of common meaning doesn’t require that ideas be translated seamlessly from one individual to another but only that they interact in such a way as to give rise to new more inter-subjective ideas.  Breakdowns in the dialogical procedures actually facilitates thinking that is more critically aware if its own processes, enabling them to be revised and improved so as they are more effective and inclusive of different thinking styles.  The logical and epistemological areas of Philosophy facilitate this metacognitive aspect of the COI.  Such reflective inquiry enables the construction of more inter-subjective, effective meanings.  To continue with Ellsworth’s cinema metaphor, P4C probably bears more resemblance to expressionist cinema, which purposefully draws attention to its own constructedness and artificiality by using highly stylized cinematic techniques. 

Since COI participants recognize the importance of interdependency and individual differences, the COI facilitates the development of care, empathy, open-mindedness, reasonableness, respect for others, as well as a host of other affective, intellectual and social skills that are necessary for autonomy and citizenship.  Students realize that their own growth and autonomy, as well as that of others require that all students are able to participate in the classroom inquiry.  Thus, they must build a classroom environment that facilitates the trust, confidence and courage each students needs in order to reveal their ideas and themselves, to a public inquiry, which could lead to their self-transformation.  Such an environment is one where students feel that their ideas will be taken seriously and treated with care and respect by others.  Thus, students display such respect and care by attentively listening to and empathizing with each other.  They must also be reasonable, which means not only providing reasons for one’s own claims but also being willing to self-correct when the reasons of others compel one to.  The students also offer assistance to students who are struggling to understand, express themselves or construct an argument.  They must also be try to be caring and considerate when criticizing, producing counter examples, and transforming another’s idea.  These need not be hostile moves because they actually show that one has seriously considered and is responding to an individual’s ideas.  Thus as Lipman states, “Challenging is good but it need not be heated.  Students must demand reasons, clarity, evidence, explanations but they need not be aggressive or defensive when challenging or being challenged”.  To be aggressive and defensive because would break the trust necessary for communal inquiry, which would ultimately impede one’s own autonomy and growth (Lipman, 2003, p. 97).  Importantly, the COI not only facilitates caring attitudes, it facilitates the student’s ability to elicit care, assistance, support and empathy from others.  This is because the P4C classroom normalizes and values interdependency, enabling students to feel comfortable displaying confusion, asking questions, and asking others for assistance.  This is turn provokes others to develop caring and empathetic skills and dispositions in order to respond to those who signal a need for it.  As we have seen, this is discouraged in individualistic classrooms where signs of dependency are seen as weaknesses and indications that one lacks autonomy.  

However, while care and interdependency are sometimes thought to delimit the need for general rules, in the COI there are general rules and procedures, which are primarily logical in nature. The rules and procedures that govern the COI gain acceptance by the COI participants because they use them and experienced their positive consequences.  If the COI participants find them problematic or inferior they are able to critique and reconstruct them.  Thus, as with Summerhill, COI students can shape the procedures that govern their own learning experience.  Consequently, they are more likely to understand, value and promote these procedures (Dewey, 2004, p. 23).  However, in contrast to individualistic schools, the COI procedures are not constructed as means to constraining and controlling student’s natural inclinations, which are considered to be antisocial and individualistic.  Rather in the COI, the classroom procedures and rules are outgrowths and formalizations of the social, logical, interdependent and caring nature of individuals engaged in communal inquiry.  Thus, they are not constructed in opposition to students or their individual freedom.  Since they reflect and promote communal inquiry, they facilitate student autonomy.  This is why P4C practitioners often claim that students develop a sense of care for, and commitment to, the procedures of inquiry, as well as each other (Splitter & Sharp, 1995, p. 19).  These procedures have current use and immense value to students, who recognize that their own growth, and that of others, is dependent on them.  As such students are internally motivated to apply and develop them. 

Thus, like Dewey’s democracy, the P4C classroom is an inclusive, inquiring community, which facilitates individual growth and autonomy, as well as care and interdependency.  Consequently, P4C is able to overcome the problems associated with schooling that incorporates the community/individual dualism. Like Dewey’s democratic community, P4C advocates recommend that the classroom COI expand outwards and make connections with other communities (Splitter and Sharp, 1995).  This would enable the COI participants to be exposed to different others and develop a broader, more objective worldview, while also influencing other communities to become more like the democratic community of the P4C classroom.  Since such intercultural interaction is necessary for continual growth, schools have a responsibility to actively facilitate it (Bandom, 1993, p. 37; Dewey, 2004, p. 20).  This is why I believe that Dewey’s notions of the self, democracy and citizenship necessities a type of service learning program. However, unlike traditional service learning programs, it cannot involve students uncritically providing prearranged services to disadvantaged individuals or groups (Kahne & Westheimer, 1996).  A Deweyian type of service learning would involve students engaging in inquiry with individuals beyond the classroom so as to collaboratively identify real social-philosophical problems and reconstruct them.  I have called this type of service learning, social reconstruction learning.  Social reconstruction learning necessitates P4C because it is the only pedagogy structured specifically to facilitate the type of communal, philosophical inquiry that social reconstruction involves (Bleazby, 2006, 2004).

Notes


� Many schools actually embrace aspects of what I call individualism and communitarianism simultaneously, even though the two are constructed as mutually exclusive, oppositional ideals.  Often the same schools that define citizenship and autonomy in terms of self-sufficiency and independence also promote a homogenous, exclusive notion of community.  Such schools enforce common social-cultural values and community achievements, while also promoting competitiveness between individual community members and independent learning and achievement.  Since many school communities often create a large pooling of common resources for the exclusive benefit of community members, these members are possibly less self-sufficient than students in schools that have no such common wealth.  However, such dependency and privilege is often denied or ignored so as to give the impression that the success of individual students is the result of hard work, natural ability and individual effort because this is definitive of mature, autonomous and successful people.  However, on other occasions such communal wealth may be emphasized because it distinguishes the community and sets it above other communities. 





� For example in his description of an ideal communitarian school, Etzioni often uncritically emphasizes sameness and commonality as a remedy to what he sees as the problematic atomism of modern society (1993, p. 114).
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