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Summary

This article consideres the problem of the correlation of the politics and education.
The scientific approaches to understanding the upbringing and teaching as one of the import-
ant spheres of the state politics are analyse. In the borderlines of this scientific approaches the
education becomes the service instrument of the satisfaction of the outside education interests.
Opposite approach according to which the regime of politics substantially is differs from the
regime of police by it’s attitude to power is simultaneously motivated. Politics can exist in the
form of participation of citizens in the common affair, as democracy, as an uninterrupted debate
concerning common affair. However democracy means the appropriate level of enlightenment
and education of the mass. Thus regime of the politics can exist only supported by education.
The essence of the education as a common affair is realized in the conditions of the democratic
equality. Not only politics can exist supported by education, but the education corresponds to
the logic of human development.
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1. Introduction

According to the literature devoted to the problems of education, there is a specific main-
stream, according to which politics and education are presented as two opposite, not having
an internal interrelation of the sphere of public life. Their external connection is allowed in
a strictly hierarchical form: either education is subordinated to politics, or politics must be
subordinated to education. The first option more often dominates when describing the current
situation in society; the second one exists with the institution of the proper public order.

However, in everyday life we most often come across the option of subordinating edu-
cation to politics. The subordination of education to politics does not necessarily have a con-
scious, purposeful character. In this regard, the concepts that are common in our time, relating
knowledge and power, ideology and education, are illustrative. In these approaches, education
becomes the sphere of embodiment of government practices. In other words, it appears to be
one of the “authorities of power”, one of the “pure” incarnations of the desire of the state or
society to educate the rights of citizens and it is one of the effective ways of legitimizing the
existing social order. This state of affairs suggests that, firstly, politics is identified with the
struggle for power, and secondly, that the purpose of the institution of education is basically
limited to the fulfillment of the “social order” of power.

196



SCIENTIFIC JOURNAL OF POLONIA UNIVERSITY 44(2021) 1

Purpose of the article is to investigate the relationship between education and politics in
the process of realizing the common cause peculiar to both of them such as the formation of the
human community.

2. The analysis of recent research and publications

The problem of the correlation of politics, power and education is presented in many
studies. Among them, M. Foucault’s works are important, in which the interrelation between
the education and the formation of disciplinary authority is examined. “Any education system
is a political way of maintaining or changing the forms of appropriating discourses with all the
knowledge and forces that they entail,” he wrote on this matter (Foucault M., 1998: 74).

Such point of view has been existed since the time of K. Marks in studies devoted to
the influence of ideology on the process of the formation of public consciousness, so it is not
surprising that the followers of his ideas developed this theme. For example, from the point of
L. Althusser’s view, the school appears as an institution for the reproduction of the labor force
in accordance with the existing structure of the division of labor. It follows that the school is
the place for formation of professional qualifications and reproduction of subordination of the
individual to the rules of the established order. “That is, the reproduction of the subordination of
the dominant ideology of the workers and the reproduction of the ability to correctly manipulate
the dominant ideology of the exploiters, so that they and” in words “also ensure the domination
of the ruling class” (Althusser L., 2011: 23).

Proceeding from these pre-conditions, P. Bourdieu (a student of L. Althusser), along
with J.-C. Passeron developed their own concept of the “sociology of education”. In their joint
study “Reproduction: elements of the Theory of the Education System,” they revealed the spe-
cifics of the relationship between the education system and the system of class relations. From
their point of view, the “democratization” of social relations gradually leads to the fact that the
government ceases to rely on the mechanisms of physical coercion and begins to widely use
“symbolic violence” (Bourdieu P, Passeron J.-Cl., 2007: 19).

P. Bourdieu and J.-C. Passeron also believed that the transformation of social condi-
tions leads to “that the transfer of power and privileges now, more than in any other society,
must be bypassed through recognition by the educational system. Social conditions do not
allow pedagogical violence to openly manifest its truth of social violence” (Bourdieu P, Pas-
seron J.-CL., 2007: 19).

In another work “The Education System and the System of Thinking” of P. Bourdieu, the
education was defined as a way of “ordering the dominant hierarchies and classifications”, and
the school as “the queen of classifications and classroom” (Bourdieu P, 1997: 119). Despite the
fact that the education system is interpreted by most modern researchers as a way of imposing
ideological ideas about the world and the place of a person in it, it can simultaneously serve as
a basis for overcoming ideological dictates. The fact is that with the help of education a person
gets the opportunity to make the object of his attention as the foundations of his activity and
thinking (Bourdieu P, 1997: 119).

Important for our research is H. Arendt's work “The Crisis in Education” in which she
criticizes the interpretation “education became an instrument of politics, and political activity
itself was conceived of as a form of education” (Arendt H., 1961: 185). The difference between
politics and education is that the first is the sphere of interaction between equals, and the sec-
ond is the interaction of adults with children, which is initially understood by H. Arendt as
“authoritarian”. Such a shift of politics beyond the boundaries of education may paradoxically
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contribute to the market colonization of education and the accompanying “politics of depoliti-
cization” (Szkudlarek T, 2013: 1).

Despite a long tradition of juxtaposing education and politics, “the connection between
educational and political theories seems still to be underestimated” (Szkudlarek T, 2013: 1).
Education cannot be just a preparation for adult life, which is associated with politics. If democ-
racy, the principles of civil society are not present in the school life of children, then one should
not expect that they will be present in their life after school (Biesta G., 2014: 101).

3. Heterotopy of education

There are two options for interpreting the existence of a politics in education. One of
them directly notes the importance and legitimacy of the presence of politics in education as its
main determinant. Politics is the driving force behind education. The state (the possibility of the
existence of politics in this case is identified with the state) uses the education system to justify
its existence. It should be mentioned that even Aristotle’s question about education and its goals
is directly related to the welfare of the state (Aristotle, 1983: 628).

As the consequence the long tradition of interpreting education in the context of
the process of legitimizing the existing regime of power appeared. Illustrative examples of
such an instrumental attitude to the education system can be found in the texts of numerous
utopias and anti-utopias, which for the most part give education one of the leading roles in
building an “ideal” society. In this situation, the educational system is assigned the role of
a conductor of the idea of power. Any anti-utopia can’t exist without a description of the
education system, which is designed to serve as an effective tool for influencing the human
consciousness, its production in accordance with the needs of the existing order. However,
not only the ideal, but also the real state seeks to educate and form the person as it needs.
The example of anti-utopias represents a variant of the explicit use of education for the
purposes of political power, when “symbolic violence” is reinforced by all other types of
violence and is provided by them. Here the political authorities often do not even try to hide
their violent nature.

At the same time, the indicated option of using education for purposes of politics implies
the possibility of opposing the influence of power. “There is power so there is opposition” (Fou-
cault M., 1996: 195). Even in totalitarian societies, education managed to find ways to avoid
practices prescribed by politics and was never completely exhausted by them.

The point is that education, in order to remain itself, must be rooted in a culture that
opens the possibility of forming immunity against the viruses of power. In turn, the lack of
immanent cultural resistance to the actuality of the present indicates a kind of immunodefi-
ciency of culture (Pakhlovska O., 2003: 83).

In this perspective, we are dealing with the ability of education (more broadly than cul-
ture) to constitute “other spaces” of social interrelations, which can be defined as heterotopies
or realized utopia according to M. Foucault’s words (Foucault M., 2006: 197). Heterotopies of
education are constituted outside of total determination by political power.

At one time, P. Bourdieu defined politics precisely as a struggle for “imposing a legit-
imate principle of vision and division, dominant and recognized as deserving of this, that is,
full of symbolic violence” (Bourdieu P., Kachanov Yu., Pento L., Shmatko N., 2001: 125-126).
According to this point of view, the institution of education is characterized by the practice of
“symbolic violence”, in which the interrelation between politics and education is revealed. So,
politics, which appears nothing more than a struggle for power, allows education in the form of
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one of the effective ways of producing ideological ideas of the individual about the world and
its place in it.

On the example of the functioning of ideology, the mechanisms of “symbolic violence”
one can observe the implicit, hidden use of education for the purposes of political struggle.
Subjects of the pedagogical process reproduce the dominant ideas, often not realizing their
ideological bias, partiality and abstractness. In this case, the apology of the existing social order
unfolds not as the execution of an explicit order of power, but as a “natural” process of trans-
ferring information from one generation to another. However, this relationship between politics
and education substantially distorts their real nature.

4. Politics, symbolic order and democracy

The traditional understanding of politics as a struggle for power is contested in the
framework of J. Ranciere’s theory. From his point of view, the situation described does not
correspond to politics, but to the police. In other words, not everything that revolves around
power is politics. And even more than that, what revolves around power is not politics. “Poli-
tics is not the exercise of power. We immediately omit and jump over it, if we identify it with
the practice of power and with the struggle for its possession,” the researcher wrote (Ran-
ciere J., 2006: 195). Consequently, the power is the point of attraction of the police, an order
in which it is impossible to separate the sensory among all participants in the process, it is
impossible to dispute the general.

Politics, understood as a struggle for power, tends to slip into the practice of manage-
ment with the help of technical means created by the order. It assumes the existence of a com-
mon as some kind of predetermined, natural entity. Within these boundaries, politics does not
appear to be a project that needs to be jointly implemented and then maintained, but as a fact
already completed. Therefore, “symbolic violence” is conditioned by the desire to protect such
an established order in which a certain group of people occupies a position appropriate to their
interests and needs. Hence it turns out that the one who seizes state power is no longer inter-
ested in the existence of a political regime, the regime of a dispute over a common one, he seeks
to replace politics with a management regime, and a dispute around the common with consen-
sus. But, as J. Ranciere writes, “politics is not the art of governing communities, it is a form of
human action based on disagreement, an exception to the rules according to which the rallying
of human groups and the management of them” (Ranciere J., 2006: 13).

In the history of social and political thought, the place of the common often becomes
the state. In the historical perspective, it seeks to speak on behalf of the common, to be the
personification of a common cause. In view of this, the state quite often appears to be a source
of politics and, accordingly, a source of production of the “social order” for education. But in
connection with the above, it is obvious that the state appears more a source of a uniform order,
or, in other words, an abstract general, whose idealization turns out to be disastrous for politics.
It, as a place of legal physical and “symbolic violence”, it turns politics into the police regime.
The strengthening of the state can be accompanied by a growing unity of society, which para-
doxically leads to the cutting off the common cause, to its abstractness and formality. “Strength-
ening of the state in practice turns into a trend that can be designated as an increasingly popular
notion of depoliticization,” V. Kurennoy wrote (Kurennoy V., 2008: 86).

The essential characteristic of the process of depoliticization is the degradation of public
space, i.e. such a space of human relations in which a person can be seen and heard as a sov-
ereign individual. Public space is always constituted as though for the first time, and therefore,
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it is not discourse (language of power) that is being developed within it, but parrhesia (free
speech). If the order of the general already takes place, someone necessarily remains beyond
its borders; someone is excluded from it, and therefore he remains invisible and unheard. His
needs and interests do not exist. But in such conditions, the political process of participation
in the creation of a common and not merely an adaptation to its available state forms ceases.
In such a situation, both politics and democracy become impossible.

One should pay attention to the fact that the police regime borders on desymbolisation,
so that the human community in this optics is exhausted by its existing existence, and hence
human development in it is limited by the prevailing principles of empirical existence, which
are not questioned. Within the framework of such an order, there are possible ways of imple-
menting policies that are mutually exclusive such as consensus or antagonism.

Ch. Mouffe suggests his own solution to this problem. From her point of view, demo-
cratic politics does not exclude conflict, but it transforms antagonism into an agonistic form,
which is the “we-they” relationship, in which the conflicting parties recognize each other's
legitimacy. “They are “opponents”, but not enemies. This means that despite their participation
in the conflict, the parties consider themselves to belong to a single symbolic space within
which a conflict is taking place. One can say that the task of democracy is to transform antago-
nism into agonistic form” (Pantin 1., 2008: 98).

Democracy is a system of institutionalized struggle for power. Without competi-
tion and conflict there will be no democracy. However, any society sanctioning the conflict
risks in the end to come to the fact that this conflict becomes too intense to create a society
that is so permeated with antagonisms and that civil peace and stability are compromised
(Mouffe Ch., 2005: 30-32). In order to find a consensus solution to this problem, a single
symbolic space is needed. So, outside the “single symbolic space”, politics as a democratic
process becomes problematic. Hence the constituting of symbolic space appears decisive for
the development of democracy. Outside this space the conflict develops into antagonism. From
our point of view, education is the common thing in which a single symbolic space is built.

Politics, unlike the police, assumes not just a common one, in which every single one
drowns, dissolves. It assumes such a general, which is the unity of diversity, such a unity
in which the singular becomes special. Such concrete-general (as universal) is impossible
beyond the conflict of unitary positions that contradict each other. They are not a sign of the
depravity of a concrete general, but a prerequisite for its existence. After all, a single symbolic
space cannot be empty, abstract universality, which is superimposed superficially on the indi-
vidual, so forcing it. Otherwise, we are not dealing with a common symbolic space, but with
symbolic violence.

5. Education as a political cause

A single symbolic space is recreated every time anew in the circulation of one person to
another, one generation to another generation. In this appeal the human community is created
and existed. Thus, we with necessity, reflecting on politics, turn to thinking about the cultural
ways of constituting the human community. It is obvious that education has always played
and continues to play a crucial role in this process. And education is understood as a common
cause, rather than an area that is exclusively within the jurisdiction of a limited number of
professionals.

It should be emphasized that if there is no truly common cause, the measure of the pres-
ence of symbolic violence increases. Politics is constituted as a public sphere, as a space where
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a person can be seen and heard. Besides, this space gives a person the opportunity to see in
oneself another, to perceive oneself as another. The common cause refers to the ancient tradition
of coexistence in the “res publica” mode. “In the classical republican tradition originated from
Aristotle and Cicero through Machiavelli, Montesquieu and Tocqueville to such theorists of
the twentieth century as Hannah Arendt or Charles Taylor, the term res publica means such a
common cause for which it stands live and even lay down his head. The Republic in their under-
standing is more than a form of government; this is a certain state of the people, supported by
the constant participation of citizens in solving issues of general importance,” O. Kharkhordin
writes (Kharkhordin O., 2009: 15). According to this tradition, the politics creating the prereq-
uisites of a common cause can be a democracy that relies on enlightenment.

In this context, it will be useful to turn to an understanding of democracy in the works
of L. Strauss who believed that the question of education is a political issue par excellence,
since it allows to solve the problem of “how to reconcile an order that does not oppress, with
freedom that is not abused” (Strauss L., 2012: 25). The solution to this problem becomes pos-
sible if democracy is understood as a community of educated people. “Democracy is a political
order in which all or most adults are virtues, and since virtue seems to require wisdom, it is
a regime in which all adults, or most of them, are virtuous and wise, or a regime in which all
or most adults developed their minds to a high degree, or rational society. By democracy, in
a word, is meant the existence of an aristocracy, expanded to a comprehensive aristocracy”
(Strauss L., 2000: 311-312). Proceeding from this understanding of democracy, the relationship
between politics and education is revealed in a different perspective: education does not fulfill
a political order, but creates a condition for the possibility of politics as such.

The situation is complicated by the fact that any power is peculiar to be invisible, implicit.
After all, “coercion does not lead directly to conviction” (Strauss L., 2012: 13). The result of
effective “symbolic violence” is the naturalization of power, the transformation of subjects of
social ties into its personification. The implicit, unreflexive dominance of the abstract-general
in the pedagogical process gives the educational environment the bizarre forms in which the
formation and production of the individual become identical. As a consequence, politics, the
state, and the existing social order are given the opportunity to solve their specific problems
through education. To solve the specific problems with the help of a person ultimately. From
the point of J. Dewey’s view, education should not have a goal outside of itself, it is the same
as “growth” (Dewey J., 2000: 54). In a democratic society, as the thinker believed, the goal of
education should be to create the possibility of continuing human growth. This is possible on
the basis of equality, outside of which education begins to obey the goals imposed on him from
outside. “The latter always arise if inequality persists in a society. In this case, the goals of
some social groups are determined by external dictates, and are not appeared in the course of
free development of experience, they serve as means for achieving other, supposedly higher,
but alien goals” (Dewey J., 2000: 200). Thus, the essence of education as a common cause is
realized in conditions of democratic equality. Not only politics is possible with the assistance
of education, but the latter is consistent with the logic of human development, i.e. it has no
goal outside of itself, only in the regime of politics, in the mode of open possibility of a dispute
about the general.

6. Conclusions

Education is nothing more than a common affair; it is a “republic” in which the per-
sonality of all its subjects develops: both teachers and students. This is a joint venture, since
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the formation of personality is a social event. Otherwise, the formation of personality occurs
as a gift of the personal origin from one person to another. But in order to give something as
a gift, it is necessary to have it. And since the personality is not a gift and it does not belong
to an isolated self, so it is necessary to keep up to date the personal principle. The existence
of the personality is created between the notions “I” and “you”, and not “inside” the opposing
and isolated “ego”. Without “you” there is not and cannot be “I”. If the essential connection
between people is torn apart for various reasons, only “ego” remains. But the totality of “ego”
cannot create a universal symbolic order, they interact as parts that try to preserve their “indi-
viduality” at any cost. The lack of experience of participation in the universal excludes them
from a common cause in which they perceive the threat of their own exclusivity. In general, a
person appears not just private, which is opposed to the common. In general, a person appears
as special, i.e. one that embodies, bears within itself the universal. At this point, politics and
education are getting closer. They are the practice of creating and sharing a common, taking an
active participation in it.
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