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I

In the following essay, the chances of hu-
man beings shall be analysed under the present
existence conditions by a social scientific per-
spective. A scientific analysis requires the de-
velopment of a theoretical frame of reference,
through which structural changes of present so-
ciety can be identified and requirements for in-
stitutional regulations of resulting new problems
can be derived.

First of all, a definition of the present soci-
etal situation has to be given. From 1989 on,
not only a historical period seems to have come
to an end, but also many theories of the past are
not used anymore. In the uncertainty of
characterising the new situation structurally, it
can be seen that it concerns a phase deplacement
or a change “of” the system instead of one of
the usual changes “in” the system. “A new world
is taking shape in this end of millennium. It
originated in the historical coincidence, around
the late 1960’s and mid-1970’s, of three inde-
pendent processes: the information technology
revolution; the economic crisis of both capital-
ism and statism, and their subsequent restruc-
turing; and the blooming of cultural social move-
ments, such as libertarianism, human rights,
feminism, and environmentalism. The interac-
tion between these processes, and the reactions
they triggered, brought into being a new
economy, the information/global economy; and
a new culture, the culture of real virtuality. The
logic embedded in this economy, this society,
and this culture underlies social action and in-
stitutions throughout an interdependent world”
(Castells, 1998: 356).

In a  “speculative consideration” of the role
of sociology und societal integration Rene König
(1979: 359) writes: It seems that “in view of
the uncertainty of the definition of the status
quo, the admission is important that we simply
do not know (and from a viewpoint of socio-
logical knowledge cannot know) where we
stand yet. Since sociology receives its impulses
from a specific constitution of society, this con-

dition has to shape itself first before it can be
articulated. Even now, the phrase that the owl
of Minerva flies only at sunset, is still up to
date and valid. To write the history of the fu-
ture an awareness and consciousness of epochal
change is prerequisite. We will certainly have
to be patient for some time to come” (König,
1979:  359). Most likely, enduring consider-
ations will be necessary to find out where so-
ciological theory stands today. Not only partial
theories have to be revised, but above all, the
complex connection between theories. Even
though the outcome of this revision will only
be visible after its conclusion, we will try to
attempt an outlook in the following.

If the structure of sociology as a science sys-
tem is the equivalence of a predominant social
structure of a historical constellation, then so-
ciology must, of course, change with social
change in the sense of an epochal change (that
does not mean change “in” the system but rather
change “of” the system). Urry (2000: 1) even
tries in his book on Sociology beyond Societies
“to develop a new agenda for sociology and sets
out to make a manifesto for its reformulation in
its ‘post-societal’ phase”. Likewise Touraine (cit.
Urry: 17) argues “that the framework of classi-
cal sociology is collapsing because society itself
is decomposing”.

In spite of these questions, there seems to be,
in connection to Rene König, another problem
that is of great importance. One which refers
directly to the relationship of sociology and the
general process of consciousness of society. The
question simply is, if whether this relationship
has stayed immovably the same, or if it maybe
did change under the pressure of the changing
social structure. The old relationship of sociol-
ogy to the societal consciousness of its time was
one of an “alarm function”, resp. a “signal func-
tion” for an oncoming or already occurring cri-
sis which could not be resolved with the con-
ventional political, economical, and intellectual
means. Sociology, in this sense, was then known
as a “crisis science”. Since that time, sociology
works like a kind of seismograph in the con-
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sciousness of society, which measures existing,
or yet to occur upsets of society and its sub-
systems. Through this not only the awareness/
consciousness is awakened but also simulta-
neously the search for repellents activated. In
the service of the coming police state, reactionist
circles of sociology even wanted to vindicate the
character of an “early warning system” to be
able to counter inner disturbances in time.

After the attempt was made to reduce the
meaning of sociology to a short formula with
the term “applied enlightenment” (Dahrendorf)
or “sociological enlightenment” (Luhmann), a
new accent entered the discussion. “Enlighten-
ment” firstly refers to societal consciousness in
the sense of “enlargement”. But enlightenment
also in the sense of Kant means “emancipation
of man from his self caused mental immaturity”,
which raises the opinion that the function of
sociology compared to societal consciousness is
not only cognitive - distantiated but also par-
ticipative. Therefore showing a practical com-
ponent in which an ethical note is included.
König has proposed to call this component as
“integrative”, which raises the next question:
what exactly is to be integrated?

From this question, König hopes to derive a
new aspect that may let the function of sociol-
ogy appear in a new light. One thing is certain:
No longer can the establishment of an existing
condition be meant with integration because that
would not be integration but rather the fixation
of the status quo. Actually it is just  the oppo-
site, a looking at the future, anticipative, “cre-
ative” integration. This coincides with the theory
from Humboldt to Heydorn, mentioned later on,
insisting on the resistance human subjects show
towards social relations and their search for tran-
scendence of those social relations.

Enlargement of consciousness in the men-
tioned theoretical-practical double sense can
perhaps be called a process of identification or
self-finding, which surely has integrative im-
portance. “Consciousness is everything”, is
Heydorn’s conclusion at the end of his article
on survival. This conclusion rests on the notion
that thought processes which demythologize
society – supported and encouraged by its ratio-
nal structure – are both necessary and possible,
and on the insights that humans can only be-
come subjects by mentally penetrating their
material conditions, through their capacity (for
action), and then transforming them.

Above that, another perspective can be looked
at in the sense of why this process of conscious-

ness enlargement has to be encouraged through
special events and does not enact itself. Can
there possibly be structural characteristics of a
given society which question or hinder the pos-
sibility of finding its identity in such a way that
a helpful hand from “outside” (therefore extrin-
sic) is necessary? At this point the reflection
comes upon the decisive structural characteris-
tic of modern society, that is its unique and up
till now unknown character of complexity. Even
relatively small societies show such a complex-
ity combined with interwoven elements inter-
nally and externally, that no observer, however
experienced, can achieve a synoptical view of
it. This difficulty is heightened by the fact that
we have to observe ourselves in order to learn
about the main and typical structures of mod-
ern society. This in turn, can only be done with
the help of those societal methods of perception
that we want to observe. Therefore it doesn’t
surprise that in the social sciences there is no
theory that all would share-simply because we
cannot take on an objective viewpoint from out-
side of society. 1

II
Despite these reservations, several things can

be said about society. Not in the form of objec-
tive truths but as a justified suggestion on the
view of societal relations. The following state-
ments are to be understood in this sense. Now
what are the main structures of modern soci-
ety? (cf. to the following Türk, 1997 and 1998)

When a line up is ventured, three structural
elements are predominant that have to be looked
at. All three elements are unique in world his-
tory: at first they develop only in the western
world and, something which is also unique, they
spread across almost the entire world. This on
the one hand, causes the societal world to be-
come monotonous in its structures, and on the
other hand, causes the development towards a
single world society to progress further towards
a world society whose structures are becoming
more similar but at the same time are bringing
forth growing and sharp contrasts and differ-
ences in the chances of life and prosperity.
Which are the structural elements?

1.  At the beginning of the 19th century it
was already observed that a new type of struc-
ture was starting to develop out of a combina-
tion of two processes: dissociation of commu-
nality and specialisation. In the first process an
increasing number of functions of local and
municipal life and work communities are being
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outsourced: primarily politics, law, economy,
science and education are being dissociated from
communality and increasingly regulated
through overlapping mechanisms. At the same
time, in the second process, these areas are be-
coming more independent, own spheres with
their own logic dominated by new experts and
elite, so called “functional elite”. Heydorn in-
terprets this as the ,“transition from the edu-
cated to the experts” and, “from the educated
bourgeoisie to functional elite”.

Everyone of these spheres now develops its
own views of the world and dynamics of growth,
which the communal ways of life just have to
obey. This process which sociologists today call
“functional differentiation” has been progress-
ing up to the present date in the sense that it
has encompassed the entire world. So today we
have a world-political, world-economical,
world-scientific and increasingly, a world-legal
system.

Special about this new form of differentia-
tion is, that in principle with each prevailing
perspective of a subsystem, the entire world can
be made to a topic: for instance, everything can
be looked at and treated under the perspective
of money, as can be seen in the example of edu-
cation. This turning of education into a trad-
able commodity has brought with it the devel-
opment of a “World Education Market”. This
event was first held in Vancouver, Canada, in
May 2000 as a place to bring together the inter-
national buyers and sellers of education service.
“The organisers intend to hold the World Edu-
cation Market on an annual basis. They antici-
pate that it will grow as education is increas-
ingly traded as a part of a global commodity
market. And, of course, the World Bank has a
presence at the event promoting the sale of edu-
cation” (cf. Larry Kuehn, 2000).

2. Closely connected to the first is the sec-
ond structural element: The capitalistic mode
of production. This mode of production can only
fully develop when the economy can free itself,
with the help of the process of functional differ-
entiation, of the restraints of religion, moral and
education, national regulations and restrictions
through laws. In regard to functional differen-
tiation there is a dissociation of communality.
The development of the capitalistic principle
with its orientation of endless accumulation and
way of seeing as many things as possible as
goods, like the establishment of the World Edu-
cation Market, stands for a process of dispersal
of self-economy in the hands of the communi-

ties. This capitalistic way of production, which
was already globally intended since the end of
the middle-ages, has led up to today to one single
capitalistic world system. “In a historical world
perspective, modern capitalism is a unique phe-
nomenon: No other formation of society is
known, that has, to this extent, achieved an al-
most complete submission of nearly all people
on the globe to its principles of structure. If not
in person, most people are then formally sub-
mitted to the mechanisms of ‘economic struc-
ture’ of capitalism. This submission is promoted
through a universal ideology which expresses
itself in the hegemonic descriptions of institu-
tions” (Türk, 1997: 161).

3. The third, main structural element is that
of organisation. Especially since the beginning
of the 19th century this way of regulation
through power has dominated an increasing
number of human corporations. The number of
organisations today is not countable anymore.
On an international level alone, there are 40,000
registered international organisations. Modern
society, for Schimank (1997), is an organisation-
society in the sense, that generally all areas of
life are affected by organisations and that these
have progressed almost everywhere to decisive
producers of achievement and decision makers.
Organisations are taking over the part of the
old corporations and associations. Its specific
feature, among other things, lies in the aspect
that they can concentrate on specific, very re-
stricted purposes, that they are assigned purely
instrumental structures, and that they create a
very own category of persons, the so called “le-
gal persons”. These characteristics, among oth-
ers, contribute to the fact that action and conse-
quences of action can be attributed to these
organisations. This has two consequences:
Firstly, organisations can make profit and ac-
cumulate it to capital. Secondly, personnel and
members of organisations undergo a relieve of
responsibility because it can be said that some-
thing was done not as a human being but rather
as a holder of an office or as personnel. A
specialisation also takes place here, only a par-
ticular view of things and events. “The purpose-
oriented rationality is thus institutionalised and
therefore a highly problematic principle of ori-
entation of human action while at the same time
relieving the individual from consequences of
action. Only through this is the building up of
long claims of actions with long-distance
effects possible which we find today” (Türk
1998: 6).
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All three principles of structure – functional
differentiation, capitalistic way of production
and organisation – have to do with a
specialisation which has enabled the building
up of the great complexity of the modern world,
through the apparent paradox that so many
things do not have to be taken into account. So
the complexity arises out of simplification. Ev-
eryone of these structural complexes of modern
society has this in common, above that, an indi-
vidual societal “function”. Because of this, ev-
eryone of these characteristics of structure has
its own problems, which in combination add up.
“All three principles increase the complexity of
modern society to a great extent, but all three
are ‘dumb’ principles, even though...most
people, and most scientists will claim otherwise”
(Türk, 1998: 9). All three principles have the
dumbness of an extremely limited problem
awareness capacity. One which can only see it-
self. “The common feature of the dumbness of
these three complexes of structure is the abstrac-
tion from concrete persons, their needs, prob-
lems, and social relations. In other words: These
complexes of structure create, up to the point
unknown, a complexity of the social world, but
this is a complexity of the institutional com-
plexes themselves, not the complexity of human
existence. The complexes of structure cannot
capture, regulate, or control their self-created
complexity out of exactly the same reason with
which they create this complexity: Because of
their abstract selectivity and particularity. Ev-
ery intervention of political, economical, and
technical nature thus creates a gigantic surplus
of consequences. All great problems of the
present day are brought about by these struc-
tures. Not only technologies create risks, but also
societal structures and principles” (Türk, 1998:
10).

III
All of this taken together has probably led to

the term of “globalization”, which here we do
not want to use in its vague meaning as a nearly
generally usable argument for any political and
economic strategy, but rather in its social struc-
tural meaning. The new aspect of globalisation
as an economic phenomenon is not the quanti-
tative extent, but the qualitatively structural
changes of the world system. This change will
now be outlined briefly with help of four char-
acteristics of structure in front of the back-
ground of the above mentioned (see Türk, 1998:
11 f).

Globalisation firstly means the interruption
or disturbance of feedbacks. This means that
only the smallest part of consequences of action
falls back on the actors themselves. The struc-
tural specialisation, which we talked about
above, have their main momentum in such dis-
turbances of feedbacks. Secondly, globalisation
means, and this is only seemingly a contradic-
tion to the just said, an increase of the strict
coupling between individual societies and the
people of the globe. The increase of the strict
coupling altogether means an enormous increase
of the fault-susceptibility of the world system
through the development of rigid, unbuffered
connections between different units. “It is about
a process of increasing globally strict-coupling
of material life, therefore about the development
of an unintelligent complete system” (Türk,
1997: 163), which contradicts the law of fault-
affability. The third new quality of globalisation
lies in a world historically unique homogeni-
sation of societal institutions. Nearly all coun-
tries of the world have taken up the essential
institutions of the western world. This institu-
tional similarity is economically and politically
necessary and enforced if one wants to partici-
pate in the world system at all, i.e. every one is
forced to take part. “This homogenisation also
is, from a viewpoint of evolutions-theory, ex-
tremely unintelligent” (Türk, 1998: 12). Finally
globalisation means asymmetrisation, and again
this is not a contradiction to the just said parts
on homogenisation, an up till now hardly known
social differentiation in three dimensions: a)
There is a national and global process of pro-
gressing differentiation between the rich and the
poor, b) In connection to that, we have a severe
process of differentiation in the claims of natu-
ral resources, c) we can find another new type
of process of downgrading: a process of in-
creased exclusion of increasingly greater parts
of the world population from the system of paid
labour. At the same time an equal type of actual
prevention of the return to substantial commu-
nal self-economies takes place. “Everyone is
included in the institutional arrangement of the
modern world system but at the same time, very
many people are excluded from considerable
participation in the sub-systems of economy, etc.
The social sciences today analyse this phenom-
enon under the terms of ‘inclusion’ and ‘exclu-
sion’, whereas one can speak of an ‘excluding
inclusion’. The number of existences on the bor-
derline are increasing through this. This also is
a result of the mentioned processes of strict cou-
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pling and of institutional homogenisation. There
are hardly any forms of existence outside of the
system which is institutionally enforced” (Türk
1998: 14).

IV
Where in earlier times there was a sort of

“collective consciousness” which allowed it to
grasp society as an unity in spite of strongest
inner differentiation, and this in a cognitive as
well as experimental sense, today this is becom-
ing more and more impossible and, under the
structural conditions of “globalisation as domi-
nation” (Schäfer, 2000), this is becoming obso-
lete. Even the national consciousness (see
König, 1979: 364), which in the 19th century
was virulent, is not able to start up any integra-
tion anymore. The international and multina-
tional power of economical mammoth organi-
sations, which are the key agents of globalisation
whose frame of action is defined through inter-
national organisations like IWF, World Bank,
WTO (see Aseem Prakash / Hart, 2000), has
sentenced the national consciousness to the state
of being an illusion. Out of this arises the im-
age of over-differentiation and complication
which we started out with.

With this, a whole new function of sociologi-
cal theory has become visible, which Rene König
has labelled the “integration function”. As the
most important achievement of the “Handbook
of empirical social research”, König depicts the
disclosure of this extensive social change which
works at the turn of the 19th to the 20th century
and was completed around the 1960’s (König
1979a). “Because the complexity of the devel-
oped industrial societies, after establishing
themselves, has reached a quality until now un-
imaginable, integration isn`t possible not only
on ethnical, but also on a social, economical and
national-institutional level”, as König writes in
his comment to the findings of his already men-
tioned Handbook. Integration can, so to speak,
only be enacted “in the mind”. Since in view of
the qualitative structural changes of the world
system, the symbolic integration does not suf-
fice anymore, highly complex political myths
like globalisation and the free market economy
are taken on instead. “In the fight for the undi-
vided power of what is called the market, that is
money, the ‘theory of globalisation’ is the cen-
tral symbolic weapon. This ‘theory’ is an ex-
tremely effective legend and is important be-
cause it surrounds itself with the air of reason.
It is predestined to justify the destruction of state

(or at least to question some of its functions)
through politics which want to remove all bar-
riers of the free game of national and interna-
tional financial powers” (Bourdieu, 1997: 13).
To explain the social effectiveness of this “reli-
gion of the market and of productivity”, the ref-
erence to the interests of those who profit from
the social order does not suffice. It has to be
seen, that it is, like every religion, a “well-
founded illusion”, whose basis is to be found in
reality (cum fundamento in re). Here we want
to point to Castells (1996), in regard to several
facts and trends, which the prophets of global-
ization can call upon. “Our exploration of emer-
gent social structures across domains of human
activity and experience leads to an overarching
conclusion: as a historical trend, dominant func-
tions and processes in the information age are
increasingly organized around networks. Net-
works constitute the new social morphology of
our societies, and the diffusion of networking
logic substantially modifies the operation and
outcomes in processes of production, experience,
power, and culture. While the networking form
of social organization has existed in other times
and spaces, the new information technology
paradigm provides the material basis for its per-
vasive expansion throughout the entire social
structure. Furthermore, I would argue that this
networking logic induces a social determination
of a higher level than that of the specific social
interests expressed through the networks: the
power of flows takes precedence over the dy-
namics of each network vis-à-vis others are criti-
cal sources of domination and change in our
society: a society that, therefore, we may prop-
erly call the network society, characterized by
the preeminence of social morphology over so-
cial action” (Castells, 1996: 469).

Even though the cleavages which König had
in mind in 1979 are, in view of those described
by “The Rise of the Network Society” (Castells,
1996), rather idyllic, we choose to take on
König’s idea. At this point in our reflection,
sociology could take on the “whole new func-
tion” which König pointed out, by the fact that
as a critical sociology, these highly complex the-
matic coherences could be made transparent and
a cognitive penetration of the structural charac-
teristics of the network society could be started.
“Integration would then not be achievable any-
more on an institutional level but only in the
context of a new philosophy which however, is
not anymore about “being” and “becoming” but
rather about the chances of human beings un-
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der the outlined conditions of existence” (König,
1979: 369).

As can be seen in the following consider-
ations, the structural characteristics of the
chances of human beings, which can be derived
from sociological analysis and summed up in
the words of Castells: „Our societies are increas-
ingly structured around a bipolar opposition
between the Net and the Self“ (Castells, 1996:
3), can be depicted in the pedagogical reflec-
tions concerning the relationship between peda-
gogy and politics, understanding the political
process itself as a process of universal educa-
tion (see Sünker, 1994).

V
Reflections on the relationship(s) between

pedagogy and politics require mediations be-
tween social theory/philosophy, social politics
and educational theory - in the interest of both
showing the distinctions and the interwovenness
of these areas.

When Hegel, one of the most decisive and
influential theorists of modernity, wrote - in the
chapter ‘The Spirit Alienated from Itself.
Bildung’ of his ‘Phenomenology of Spirit’ - that
the langugage of disunity is ‘the perfected lan-
guage and the true existing Spirit of this entire
world of Bildung’ (Hegel, 1952: 370)2 and added
that ‘power and wealth are the ultimate ends of
its efforts, it (self-consciousness, H.S.) knows
that through renunciation and sacrifice it forms
itself into a universality through which it
achieves general recognition; power and wealth
are the real acknowledged powers’ (Hegel, 1980:
286), he was referring to the social mediations
which determine particular conditions in the
field of education (Bildung). Hegel’s analysis
also demonstrates his interest in the restoration
of a destroyed reason which he approaches in
terms of the development of the education or
acculturation of the human spirit.

This Hegelian introduction connects very
well with what Heydorn saw as the relationship
between pedagogy and politics:

The engagement with the political and ris-
ing industrial realitiy is at the same time (at the
beginning of bourgeois society, H.S.) many-
sided, radically antithetic, dialectically medi-
ated, and sees the task of education (Bildung)
as a comprehensive attempt to give people the
capacity to deal with distance and find a solu-
tion to their imprisonment/adhesion. Education
(Bildung) is always placed in the process as
something with its own quality, forced upon

people and carrying the past along only as the
future (Heydorn, 1980b: 53).

Heydorn’s call to revitalize the idea of edu-
cation (Bildung) and to give it a new interpre-
tation in the light of changed social conditions,
to decipher and to reestablish the relationship
between education (Bildung) and politics, is
related to Klafki’s concern that:

General Education (Allgemeinbildung)
must, especially today, oppose the recent
trend towards depoliticisation, and must
also be understood as the active embodi-
ment of an evercontinuing process of
democratisation (Klafki, 1986: 475).
Klafki was here referring back to the early

classical bourgeois theorists of education
(Bildung), such as Humboldt, Hegel and
Schleiermacher and their very conscious at-
tempts to encourage reflection on the mediation
between social relationships and educational
endeavours, a reflection on the relations of ten-
sion between educational theory (Bildungs-
theorie) and politics.

The subsequent decline of educational
thought (Bildungsdenken) and productive efforts
in educational theory (Bildungstheorie), which
can be explained in social and political terms,
has been analysed in an exemplary way by
Adorno in his 1959 masterpiece on the ‘Theory
of Half-Education’ (Halbbildung), in which he
identifies the relationship between social his-
tory and educational theory (Bildungstheorie):

What education (Bildung) has turned into,
sedimented as a sort of negative objective
spirit, and not only in Germany, was it-
self derived from social laws of movement,
even from the concept of education
(Bildung) itself. It has become socialised
half-education, the ever-presence of the
alienated spirit (Adorno, 1972: 93).
Adorno’s analysis ends with the statement

of a practical task, which he ended with the fol-
lowing well-known words:

If in the meantime the spirit only does
what is socially correct, as long as it does
not dissolve into society in an undifferen-
tiated identity, anachronism is upon us:
clutching to education (Bildung) after so-
ciety has destroyed its foundations. But it
has no other means of survival than criti-
cal reflection on half-education, which
becomes essential for it (Adorno, 1972:
121).
These arguments by Heydorn, Klafki and

Adorno, devoted to the relationships between
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pedagogy and politics, the idea of education and
social development, can serve as the background
to an examination of the causes and conse-
quences of the current renaissance in educational
theory (in the shape of Bildungstheorie), which
coincides with a renaissance in the concept of
the subject.

It is important to remember the diverse con-
texts which led, in the debates in the Federal
Republic of Germany, to the substitution of the
concept of education (Bildung) with the catego-
ries ‘learning’, ‘socialisation’ and ‘qualifica-
tion’. The degeneration of the concept of edu-
cation (Bildung) into an empty formula
(Nipkow, 1977), the social scientific turn in edu-
cational science, which formerly was called and
known as ‘Pedagogy’, debates on the relation
between systems of education and employment,
which were referred to as the sociology or po-
litical economy of education, are all interrelated
(cf Sünker, 1984: 2 - 20).

Heydorn, the most inspiring educational
theorist this century in Germany, has interpreted
this development as the consequences of a pro-
cess of the ‘degeneration of neohumanism into
dandyism’, as the ‘transition from the educated
to the experts’ (Heydorn 1979: 171), and ‘from
the educated bourgeoisie (Bildungsbürgertum)
to functional elites’ (Heydorn, 1979: 297). In
his work on ‘survival’ he also criticises the
economism of the dominant left theories of edu-
cation, which are hostile to culture and often
reduce the question of the form and content of
education/Bildung in all times and places to
problems of ‘derivation’ in the context of a po-
litical economy of the education and the train-
ing.

After the degeneration of the concept of edu-
cation (Bildung), which was essentially ex-
pressed in terms of bourgeois functionalism, led
into its abandonment, findings have emerged
in the meantime concerning the internal limi-
tations and the functionalism of the new ap-
proaches and categories, so that the question of
the effectiveness of a theory of Bildung for a
critical science of education and social theory
has been on the agenda for a number of years.

The concept of qualification, in particular,
calls up, so to speak, the perspective of the Capi-
tal, since the attribution of value constitutes the
estimation of significance; issues concerning the
educational process are, in the context of
socialisation research, reduced to questions of
the socialisation process only (Mollenhauer,
1979: 241).

My reference to the concept of education
(Bildung) will maintain, develop and extend the
social-critical impetus which was built into the
constitution of the concept of Bildung in its early
bourgeois form, with which the ‘Project of Hu-
manity, the idea of Humanity’, was to be resolved
in a non-subjective and non-objective way
(Sünker, 1989a).

VI
Heydorn did not only examine the general

theme of ‘the interdependence of constitution
of society and educational institutions’
(Heydorn, 1980a: 99), but also the distribution
of these relationships in the particularities of
educational and social history; that is, he
analysed the relevant constellations, relational
forms and practises. He thus developed specific
categories required for his analysis, which fo-
cus on a mäeutic concept of education (Bildung)
as ‘unbound self-autonomy’ (Heydorn, 1979:
10). In this way he hopes - following Humboldt’s
example - to make clear that although institu-
tional education is bound up in the determining
effects of interdependence and is thus histori-
cally objectified, it is not to be interpreted in
objectivist terms. The particularity and falseness
of determination remains significant, because
the possibility of breaking through it arises from
social praxis (Heydorn, 1980a: 99).

Heydorn’s reconstruction of educational and
social history demonstrates the distinction be-
tween the human capacities for cognition and
action anchored in the educational processes of
species-history, and the real-historical, always
deficiently developed emancipatory develop-
ment of society.3

This is the primary reference point of his
work on ‘survival’, which approaches from a
number of perspectives the question of the stan-
dard of education a society must possess in or-
der ‘to enter the coming millenium with a pros-
pect of survival’ (Heydorn, 1980: 288)4. For
Heydorn this leads to the promising thesis that,
in the connection between education and sur-
vival, the consciousness of ones own require-
ments becomes the starting point and the first
process in a dynamic of liberation (Heydorn,
1980: 293). Heydorn’s hope can be read paral-
lel to Lefebvre’s reflection on theories of cogni-
tion and action, which sets out from the premise
that active knowing unfolds itself in images,
images of a changing life: ‘At the same time
this cognition must undergo a praxis of trans-
formation. The act which inaugurates cognition
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with praxis, is poietic: it creates simultaneously
concepts and images, perception and dream’
(Lefebvre, 1975: 122-123).5

What requires clarification is the extent to
which the growing significance of institution-
alised education is related to the growing ac-
quisition of a human content (1980: 287), to
give the buried content of the concept of educa-
tion (Bildung) a renewed contemporary char-
acter (1980: 291) and to identify the outline or
contours of a concept of education which ‘ad-
vances the present’ (1980: 293).

If one reads the historical development to the
present as determined by human fate or imposi-
tion (Heydorn, 1979: 31) - alternatives to hu-
man agency, the question of the freedom-bury-
ing potential of human development becomes
the most decisive contemporary problem. Be-
cause a further ‘bare survival’ correlates with
‘increasing human self-destruction’ (Heydorn
1980: 187-188) - which he calls collective neu-
rosis - the first task becomes explaining how
we can acquire anew a productive conscious-
ness which is directed at ‘the fulfillment of the
future’ (1980: 283) and thus a life of quality.

When the question of survival is posed not
simply in terms of preventing war or social cri-
teria limited to material conditions, the prob-
lem becomes what a future of ‘quality’ in a fun-
damental and comprehensive sense actually re-
quires. Related to an emphatic concept of hu-
manity, human subjectivity and to a concept of
utopia inherited from Comenius as ‘memory of
an obscure world’ Heydorn writes: ‘The univer-
sal species, which releases the wealth of its po-
tential, is the ultimate utopia of education
(Bildung)’ (1980: 298).

VII
Heydorn emphasises - and this shows his em-

bedding in the tradition of Western Marxism
(cf. Sünker, 1989a) - that history possesses no
certainty, contains no automatic future, and has
no laws ‘which operate independently of human
being to bring them its end’ (Heydorn, 1980:
300), but especially today appears on the agenda
to bear the ‘heavy burden’ of the ‘freedom of
becoming’ (1980: 301). Humans must therefore
be recognised as actors and thus the subjects of
their own history (1980: 284-285)6. This gen-
erates the task of precisely disentangling the
condition of the linkage of educational and so-
cial history, and to establish the humane per-
spective on human maturity and self-determi-
nation.

In the context of such an analysis of real his-
torical and social relations, which include po-
litical practices and the various forms of
institutionalised education, and which with ref-
erence to realpolitik (and Heydorn mentions
Prag and Santiago in this context) also exam-
ines the current balance of power and its differ-
ential consequences, it is worth discussing the
realisation of the idea of education (Bildung).

The analysis must include a reconstruction
of the possibilities of development of the origi-
nal attempt at a concept of education as a dis-
course among people about their own freedom
(Heydorn, 1979: 32) out of their evolving so-
cial-historical conditions. The dialectic of the
institutionalisation of education leads to the
poles of liberation and domination, which cor-
respond to the class aspects of education, and
the connection between them has to be related
to the figurations (Gestalten) of homo faber and
homo ludens (Heydorn, 1980: 285). The con-
ceptual universality and simultaneous empiri-
cal restrictions of education which arose with
the bourgeois world (1980: 285) radicalised the
disintegration of the concept of education
(Billdung) produced by the mass education re-
quired by the industrial revolution; this
radicalisation can in turn be understood in terms
of class history. In this way the transformation
of education as ‘cultivation ‘ into education as
‘training’ was ‘compelled by the necessity to
treat also the dependent masses as empirical
bourgeois subjects’ (Koneffke, 1982: 946).

At the same time it must be remembered that
the origin of education in Greek antiquity indi-
cates that there were two dimensions inherent
in it from its beginnings: on the one hand a so-
cial orientation which corresponds to the task
of knowledge production, aiming simply at par-
tial human talents, but on the other a quality
contained within education itself which leads
to the overthrow of these social relations. The
interpretations of Antiquity and the Enlighten-
ment and the forms of engagement with nature
they contained, indicate how an emancipatory
character unfolds in this engagement (Heydorn,
1979: 12-13; 1980: 290). Hegel’s discussion of
the dialectic of the master-slave relationship
(1952: 141-142) first indicated the ways in
which freedom can be won from domination and
determination (Sünker, 1989: 103-110).

The fact that education can become univer-
sal and comprehensive stimulates an organised
process of education for an ever increasing num-
ber of people (Heydorn, 1980: 287). Although
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within empirical limits the relationship between
practical instruction and the simultaneous
subjectification of people becomes disrupted
(1980: 289), the social structure is still decisive
for that development: the extent of its rational
structure and the abstract character of produc-
tion are still somehow woven together, so that
‘the comprehensive character which education
has achieved in the light of the state of techni-
cal development’ corresponds to a comprehen-
sive paralysis and elimination of is revolution-
ary potential, i.e. the potential to enlighten
people and turn them into self-determining ac-
tors (1980: 290). The contradictory constitution
and reality of society does not exclude educa-
tion; at the same time the process which is sub-
ject to this development has the following ef-
fects: ‘The general character which education
has acquired, indicates that the moments of edu-
cation (Bildung) overcome their class-histori-
cal disintegration, and can become universal in
a liberated species (1980: 291).

Heydorn does not see education as a self-suf-
ficient revolutionary element in history, that is
as serving above all the cultural and social de-
velopment of people, and that it can only be this
in connection with the whole of historical de-
velopment (1980a: 100). However, one can in-
sist that educational institutions offer ‘their own
transformative contribution, which cannot be
substituted for any other’ (1980a: 167) for the
realisation of this emancipatory perspective.
What requires further discussion is how an ex-
amination of the dialogical structure of educa-
tional processes and educational relationships,
focusing on the concept of mutual recognition
and mäeutics (Sünker, 1989: 147ff) contributes
to educational theory (Bildungstheorie).

VIII
Heydorn relates education to the ongoing pro-

cesses of appropriation which overtake new so-
cial realities. Decisive here is his assessment
that the appropriation of human identity en-
croaches upon the appropriation of the produc-
tion process (1980: 295; cf. Bowles and Gintis,
1987). This perspective is tied to the concep-
tion of a ‘revolutionisation of work’ and a
‘revolutionisation of free and disposable time’
which can be thougt of as a process ‘through
which humans become subjects. Both processes
must operate simultaneously, as the expression
of changing needs’ (op cit; cf. Marx n.d.: 230-
231; 387, 431-432, 505, 587-97; Heller, 1976)7.

In this context the formation and cultivation

of consciousness gains a historically unique sig-
nificance (1980: 294). Heydorn’s conclusion at
the end of the article on survival, ‘Conscious-
ness is everything’ (1980: 301), rests on the
notion that thought processes which demytho-
logise society - supported and encouraged by its
rational structure - (1980: 300) are both neces-
sary and possible, and on the insight that hu-
mans only become subjects by mentally penetrat-
ing their material conditions, through their ca-
pacity (for action), and then  transforming them
(1980: 294)8. This is not mere speculation in
the negative sense, but indicates the progres-
siveness of Heydorn’s arguments and ideas, as
is shown by Pierre Bourdieu’s similarly con-
structed argument (in his Logic of Practise),
formulated in social scientific terms:

This miscognition, unaware that it pro-
duces what it recognizes, does not want
to know that what makes the most intrin-
sic charm of its object, its charisma, is
merely the product of the countless cred-
iting operations through which agents at-
tribute to the object the powers to which
they submit. The specific efficacy of sub-
versive action consists in the power to
bring to consciousness, and so modify, the
categories of thought which help to ori-
ent individual and collective practices and
in particular the categories through which
distributions are perceived and appreci-
ated (Bourdieu, 1990: 141).
For Heydorn intellectuals (and analogously

teachers) play a decisive role in the history of
consciousness, for as products of bourgeois so-
ciety, they are simultaneously produced by that
society as a corrective for itself, a ‘negation be-
hind its back’ (1980: 291). The task for intel-
lectuals, if they do not become pure cynics, has
since the time of Socrates and his mäeutic been
the art of questioning, questioning ‘the where-
abouts of human beings’ and with his determi-
nation and resoluteness to ‘tolerate no abandon-
ment of this questioning’ (1980: 299).

IX
In his major work on the contradiction be-

tween education and domination Heydorn ex-
amined, inter alia, the development of neo-hu-
manism, particularly in Humboldt’s writings on
theory, politics and society. His analysis dem-
onstrates the breadth and depth of Humboldt’s
commitment to equality and individuality, which
indicates the reflexive progressiveness of early
bourgeois theory, even though it did not make
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apparent the state of either society or individual
existence (cf. Voges 1979: 68, 77).

This theory - from Humboldt to Heydorn -
insists on the resistance human subjects show
towards social relations and their search for tran-
scendence of those social relations. In the most
recent social scientific versions of educational
theory, which have taken on the form of a Theory
and Sociology of Education, this idea is formu-
lated and discussed in terms of reproduction,
social inequality and resistance (cf. Young and
Whitty, 1977; Apple, 1979, 1982; Misgeld,
1985; Heid 1988; Giroux and McLaren 1989;
Wexler, 1990, 1992; Farnen, 1993; Kolbe et al.,
1993). In Humboldt’s case his critique of utili-
tarianism, the orientation of people towards util-
ity and what is given and established, is based
on the notion of a mediating relationship be-
tween freedom, self-determination, autonomy
and versatility (Rang, 1984). It shows great in-
sight into the consequences of the development
of capitalist society. Humboldt’s solution to the
problem of survival is to accept a constitutive
division between education and politics, in or-
der to separate education from social reality so
that ‘an ever-threatened human haven can be
rescued’ (Heydorn, 1979: 117).

For the future too it is important to retain an
emancipatory distinction between social circum-
stances and individual conditions, although
for Heydorn the potential for a totality of
subjectification has improved, so that the ques-
tion of the relationship beween education and
politics can be posed anew, because education
no longer underlies politics, to evade the most
severe contradiction, but the political process
itself can be understood as a process of univer-
sal education (Bildung).

Mass liberation, which will be ultimately
realised with the universality of the spe-
cies as an educational task, as the epitome
of self-determination, can only be realised
through a long chain of independent ac-
tions. The experience of happiness which
they contain and manifest is irretrievable
(1980: 297).
Heydorn’s cautious optimism about the pos-

sibilities for the future is based on the hope that
‘with this experience (of self-determination and
happiness, H.S.) we are already set free, even
while we are still subordinated’ (1980: 298).
There are good grounds, I believe, to argue that
precisely the development and experiences of
civil rights movements in Eastern Europe and
the former GDR, as well as old and new social

movements in the West, support this optimism9.
In the interest of emancipatory human de-

velopment, a realisation of a mature potential
for reason, a particular alternative must be posed
to ‘the decline of the individual’10 - hence the
mediation of pedagogy and politics (Heydorn,
1980: 286, 1980a: 102; Horkheimer, 1974: 128-
161). Expressed in terms of social criticism with
a focus on educational theory (Bildungstheorie),
this involves a fundamental rejection of argu-
mentation by the logic of subsuming which sac-
rifices the particular to the abstract general (the
leitmotif of Adorno’s ‘Negative Dialectic’
(1966) too). For Heydorn education (Bildung)
then serves ‘the defence of the individual per-
son as humanity’; ‘Education intends the com-
prehensive empirical realization of humanity as
a genus whose possibility it experiences in its
other’ (Heydorn, 1979: 25).11

This is why considerations of what is gen-
eral in General Pedagogy (Allgemeinbildung)
are such important themes in the disentangle-
ment of the constitution of subjectivity. At the
same time this shows that reflections on the re-
lations between educational theory and politi-
cal culture (cf. Sünker 1993), between mäeutik
and democracy12 are central issues; for democ-
racy and mäeutic share - as Lefebvre has put it -
a common interest: the ‘valorization of subjec-
tivity’ (Lefebvre 1978: 7) so that, in Heydorn’s
words, the education (Bildung) of all, emanci-
pation and self-determination become the goals
of human education (Bildung).

NOTES

1. The difficulty increases with the fact that two opposing
paradigms, the Eurocentric and the planetary characterise
the question of modernity. The first, from Eurocentric ho-
rizon, formulates the phenomena of modernity as exclu-
sively European, developing in the Middle Ages and later
on diffusing itself throughout the entire world. Weber situ-
ates the “problem of universal history” with the question:
“to what combination of circumstances should the fact be
attributed that in western civilization, and in western civi-
lization only, cultural phenomena have appeared which (as
we like to think) lie in a line of development having uni-
versal significance and value”(Weber, quoted by Dussel,
1998, p. 3). According to this paradigm, Europe had ex-
ceptional internal characteristics that allowed it to super-
sede, through its rationality, all other cultures. The second
paradigm, from a planetary horizon, conceptualizes mo-
dernity as the culture of the centre of the first world-sys-
tem, through the incorporation of Amerindia, and as a re-
sult of the management, of this “centrality”. “In other
words, European modernity is not an independent,
autopoetic self-referential system, but instead is part of a
world-system: in fact, its centre. Modernity, then, is plan-
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etary… Modernity, then, in this planetary paradigm is
phenomenon proper to the system ‘centre-periphery’.
Modernity is not a phenomenon of Europe as an inde-
pendent system, but of Europe as centre. This simple
hypothesis absolutely changes the concept of modernity,
its origin, development, and contemporary crisis, and
thus, also the content of the belated modernity or post-
modernity” (Dussel, 1998, p. 4). With this in mind, we
would like to say several things about “modern society”.
Still to be considered has to be that the limitation of state-
ments on „modern society“ stake, purely semantically
at least, a claim on global validity. Nonetheless are they
most commonly made on the horizon of western world
experiences. Possible other experiences or constructions
of modernity are left out.

2. ‘To reach forward to the conclusions of Hegel’s analysis
of the world of Bildung: The state of alienation which is
the precondition of Bildung in modern society takes on a
specific form in the language of that society; the alienated
individual attempts to overcome alienation by mastering
the linguistic and rhetorical convnetions of the surround-
ing society; at the highest state of Bildung the individual
becomes a kind of master rhetorician whose ‘individual-
ity’ consists in the ability to adopt any discourse. Hegel
writes: ‘This alienation (Entfremdung) ... occurs only in
language, which appears here in its proper significance’.
Hegel calls this state the ‘language of disunity’ (literally,
‘tornness’, Sprache der Zerissenheit), for it reflects the dis-
integrated state of, and the individual’s position within,
society. The individual with the greatest Bildung creates
an identity by appropriating the multiple identities avail-
able in the realm of social intercourse, that is, by learning
to speak the ‘discourse of this confusion clear to itself,...
this open and self-conscious rhetoric of the spirit of Bildung’
(Rede dieser sich selbst klaren Verwirrung, ... die offene
und ihrer selbst bewußte Beredsamkeit des Geistes der
Bildung).’ (Smith, 1988: 201; cf. 202-203, 207, 221)
Relevant for the perspective:
‘The irony of the last figure of the Spirit, which corresponds
to the Phenomenology itself as Wissenschaft, is that it tells
us that we will not find ‘absolute knowledge’ beyond the
dialogic exchange of positions, for absolute knowledge
consists in that very dialogue. The highest formation of
consciousness consists in the memory of its own develop-
ment. Its form contains all the traditional forms - that is,
all the means of relating res to verba, Sache to Erscheinung
- which have been systematically ‘invented’, argued, in-
terpreted, and reformulated over the course of a Spirit’s
rhetorical Bildung. Thus, the Phenomenology ends with
the paradox of representation: ‘absolute knowledge’ of the
Spirit differs from all representations of ‘appearing knowl-
edge’, and yet it is nothing but the history of the Spirit’s
development and education to the point where it can repre-
sent itself. Hegel has formulated a philosophy of scientific
knowledge by tacitly assuming a teleology of rhetorical
Bildung which sees dialogic self-representation as both the
means and end of a formative development.’ (Smith, 1988:
237-238; cf. Theunissen, 1974, 1978)

3. Compare Heydorn’s observation with a consideration
drawn  from Habermas:
‘I maintain only (e.g. with regard to tribal societies) that
indiviuals can develop structures of consiousness which
lie on a higher level than those which are already embod-
ied in the institutions of their society. It is primarily sub-
jects who learn while societies on the whole can only figu-

ratively speaking make evolutionary steps in learning.
New forms of social integration and new productive
forces owe their existence to the institutionalization and
use of forms of knowledge first acquired by individuals
but capable of being handed down and finally made col-
lectively accessible.’ (Habermas, 1985: 234)

4. Regarding to time diagnosis I want to refer to two ideas:
a) ‘A l’horizon de la modernité se lève un astre étrange: après

la production des choses, c’est la production des etres
humains eux-memes qui passe au stade industriel’
(Bertaux, 1992: 35);

b) ‘The social techniques and the forms of human socializa-
tion that determine the appearance of the ruling culture
have largely forfeited their function as order factors in the
current phase of historical development. The process of
organizing the social techniques of the ruling structure is
beginning to invert into a disorganizing process in which it
is precisely the factors that previously served to maintain
order that become factors of disorder and destruction. Vice
versa, it becomes clear that the unfolding of the free ability
to communicate in the broadest sense of the word, which
was previously ‘underdeveloped’ through habitual uncon-
scious repression, has become the hardly recognized cul-
tural goal of the present generation, and it is possible that
the chance for humanity to survive in the near future de-
pends on its widescale realization.’ (Kilian, 1971: 273-
274)

5. The starting point of Lefebvre’s analysis is grounded on
the recognition of the necessity of a mediation between
theories of education and a critical social theory in the shape
of a theory of everyday life (cf Sünker, 1992). This leads
to arguing for the praxis of a sort of mäeutic ‘in assisting
the birth of everyday life’s potential plenitude’ (Lefebvre,
1971: 18). The original Text expresses the ambiguity of
everyday life in a lucid manner: ‘aider la quotidienneté à
enfanter une plénitude présente-absente en elle’ (Lefebvre,
1968: 39).

6. This illustrates the usual way of arguing against the re-
strictions of reproduction approaches in the theory and
sociology of education: ‘Reproduction theorists have over-
emphasized the idea of domination in their analyses and
have failed to provide any major insights into how teach-
ers, students, and other human agents come together within
specific historical and social contexts in order to both make
and reproduce the conditions of their existence.’ And:
‘Whereas reproduction theorists focus almost exclusively
on power and how the dominant culture ensures the con-
sent and defeat of subordinate classes and groups, theories
of resistance restore a degree of agency and innovation to
the cultures of these groups.’ (Giroux, 1983: 259-260; cf.
282)
Agency is a key-term used to discuss the anti-structural
determinants and the overcoming of class relations. It went
along too with the rediscovery and the reinstatement of the
actor in general social sciences (cf. Connell, 1983;
Touraine, 1983).

7. These considerations of Heydorn are closely related to on-
going debates in the sociology of work. As I see it there are
two main lines of discussion engaged in this issue: the first
is the ‘labor process debate’ questioning the nature of work
under capitalist conditions. Therefore it starts with contri-
butions to the relevance of control, consent and resistance
for the capitalist determined labor process - after
Braverman’s ‘Labor and Monopoly Capital’ (cf. Thomp-
son, 1983). Complementary to this Anglosaxon debate one
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can read the contributions within a German discussion on
the development of the labor process focused on the term
‘new concepts of production’ and the emergence of ‘intel-
ligence of production’ (Kern/Schumann, 1985). One ma-
jor object of both debates - and this is of great interest in
the field of educational theory (Bildung) - is the analysis
of the nature of work and its attendant social relations to-
day. The results of this debate are very contradictory: The
main point is linked with the assessment of the outcomes
of the rationalisation process in firms in its consequences
for the wage labor. Is it (only) a substitution of Taylorism
and its techniques of control by modernized techniques of
control or does the development, i.e. real changes in the
labor process itself, show a real increase in the action and
design space for the workers?
Bowles and Gintis have shown the mediation between
economy and education: ‘Economic necessity is today one
of the most binding constraints on educational choices over
the course of one’s life; the guarantee of an acceptable live-
lihood would open up a more ample array of educational
choices by eliminating the threat of personal economic ca-
lamity as a possible consequence of a wrong choice. More
obviously, the democratization of the economy would it-
self constitute a major step toward accountability and lib-
erty in a major learning environment....Our commitment
to democracy is both to a means and to an end, although in
both cases the commitment is an admittedly minimal and
insufficient basis for a fully articulated philosophy of edu-
cation. Our commiitment implies that people ought to learn
what they choose to learn when they make choices in a
general environment of liberty and popular sovereignity.’
(Bowles/Gintis, 1987: 208)

8. Using his own analysis as a background, Heydorn wrote:
‘The new revolutionary subject, the only theme of our con-
cern, is a knowing subject.’ (Heydorn, 1979: 224)
Knowledge is the starting point in the battle against domi-
nation, since in bourgeois society knowledge rests on ob-
jectified connections, on abstract references, on the prior-
ity of the abstract over the concrete - as Adorno put it:
‘The pre-philosophic consciousness lies on this side of the
alternative; for the subject who acts naively and sets him-
self against the environment, his own conditionedness can-
not be seen through. In order to overcome this, the con-
sciousness must make it transparent.’ (Adorno, 1966: 217,
cf. 294-297, 335)
Regarding ‘Knowledge’ an alternative approach to ideol-
ogy critique is presented by Drucker, (1993).

9. This optimism is challenged by the real shape of some old
social movements (cf. the different considerations drawn
from Simon (1972) and Aronowitz (1992)).

10. Compare the recent discussion of society, community and
individuality and individualism that is titled
‘Communitarians against Liberals’: ‘The debate between
contemporary liberals and their communitarian critics has
raised our understanding of the philosophical foundations
of liberalism to new heights of theoretical sophistication.
But, in my view, neither the theories nor the debate be-
tween the theorists has significantly advanced political un-
derstanding or the cause of social justice. The ‘commu-
nity’ favored by the communitarians is just as troublesome
as liberal ‘justice’. Perhaps ‘justice as fairness’ is flawed
for supporting a theory of the unencumbered self, but its
communitarian critics are at least equally at fault for pro-
viding theories of disembodied politics.’ (Wallach, 1987:
582; cf. Benhabib, 1989; D’Amico, 199o/91; Piccone,

1991)
11. This dialogical perspective on the constitution of the sub-

ject must be tested within the framework of the previously
mentioned subsuming logic: Heydorn’s observation con-
nects with Lippe’s analysis as follows. Within the frame-
work of his study ‘The domination of nature in humanity’
he proceeds on the assumption that the end of an epoch has
been reached ‘during which one could think that the ad-
vance of the species could only and especially be driven
forward through the rivalry of individuals, i.e. through their
autonomous education in mutual isolation. Hence the spe-
cies must deliberately and socially appropriate its advance
in actual individuals. They constitute the subject of his-
tory in reality, no longer merely in name and without ac-
tive awareness of the fact’. (Lippe, 1974: 60)
Another approach is shown by Lefebvre. He discusses the
contrasts between destructive developmental possibilies of
society and alternatives developing from a praxis which
takes up the contradiction between the alienated forms and
the social form of ‘alterity’, and which focuses on their
consequences for social existence: ‘As ‘alterity’ or respon-
siveness to others is realized, alienation declines and dis-
appears.’ (Lefebvre 1975: 69)

12  Heydorn distinguishes ‘Erziehung’ (upbringing) and
‘Bildung’ (forming): Erziehung aims at affirmation, so-
cial control (Zucht in german), Bildung aims at emancipa-
tion, maturity, self-determination, subjectivity based on
intersubjective relations.
What I call ‘Bildung’ can be connected very strongly with
the use of the term ‘Learning’ by Giroux and McLaren;
especially with respect to the mediation between educa-
tion and democracy. They refer to ‘the debate over educa-
tion as part of a wider struggle for democracy itself’, to an
‘educational discourse that connects the purpose and prac-
tise of schooling to a public philosophy in which learning
is seen a part of a wider discourse of freedom and demo-
cratic struggle’ (Giroux/McLaren, 1989: XXII, XVIII; cf.
Held, 1987; Sünker, 1992a; Miedema, 1993).
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ABSTRACT This article analyzes the present chances of
human beings under a double perspective: On the one hand
with regard to the relationship between sociology and the
general process of consciousness/awareness of society. An
analytical frame of reference is drafted which focuses mainly
on two questions: what are the main structures of modern
complex society and what kind of structural change occurs in
the world-system? On the other hand the focus is upon the
reflections on the relationship between pedagogy and politics -
in the interest of showing the distinction and the interwovenness
of these areas, understanding the political process of universal
education under the structural conditions of the world-system.
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