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Burden of participation: on the prospect for tramshation from education

Abstract

Present day education is goal directed in ways dBktto be examined critically. The
successful delivery and assessment of a standandutum goes far beyond reading,
writing, and arithmetic skills to suggest a valsebeing placed on standard attitudes
representing social values, work ethics, and umfgoals. We need to reflect on the
conditions of modern educational practice, howewetl-meaning, as prejudicial to
intellectual progress and innovation. The temansformationis used here with the
meaning ofalteration or change as a desirable goal of education anécassary

ingredient of a healthy evolving social culture.

| examine the philosophical influences towards etioa in the 18 century focussing
on the metaphysical thought of Descartes and Raus$goth philosophers uniquely
made available empiricism as a suitable accountotor mind coinciding with our
action. | consider a time when empirical thoughsw#rongly influential, and identify
the process philosophy of Alfred North Whiteheadicl recognised the limits of
empiricism, and more carefully balanced its demaod®turn metaphysics as a fuller

expression of our lives.

Currently the idea of transformation in educatiofises as a lifeless and worn out
concept adapted from metaphysics of th& t8ntury that eschews its philosophical
underpinnings. By contrast, there appears to l@@ge lhistory in education scholarship
that views transformation as addressing the whelsgn as enlivened and creative.
Instead, learning operates in education as eitliemalate for a pre-ordained notion of
a curriculum, or narrow vocationalism that mininsigke prospects that education plays

in our lives.

Transformation is a key notion from metaphysicd Wditehead reworks as a central
concept for viewing ourselves in process. We needlonger regard ourselves
undertaking transformative education as static dsifout rather that our actions are
never settled and are derived from within the warnidrocess. Each action taken in
process arrives from the coincidence of our minthwihe actual world. We find our

thought on display from participating in the world.



We can recognise the thought of educators when #umpt a particular stance, a
position from which to act. Such participation reqs educators to remain amidst the
processes of the classroom. The burden of adoptipgrticular stance is supported
from a process of transformation that is novelative and original. Our actions as
educators that seek to return transformative etucas worthwhile to us can be
viewed as that which educators can never escape.r@sult will place thought in

education on display and return professionalismeducation from the actions of
educators themselves. In this way, educators asotthg as mere facilitators of a

curriculum, and they can return a deeper purpasedocation in society.
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Research Question/Problem
Instrumentalised education is very destructivehi® fabric of society. We are dealing

with instrumental education which derives from diao and premise of teleological
transformation. The process of teleological chasggks to arrive at a utopia/dystopia.
Such a progressive transformation relies upon #pamstion of the object from the
subject that is being transformed as a method.nkt waoffer a new method that opens
up a critique of progressive vocationalist neol#b@ducation that exists in the present.
My emphasis will be towards the future, whilst stisig a particular teleological
outcome. My thesis is itself an assemblage that dgmonstrate the methodology |
wish to exemplify. In this methodology the outcona@e open ended. This appears to

be a worthwhile pathway.

Introduction
As an educator in New Zealand today, | am expetbtedeliver an instrumentalist

curriculum and I'm faced with the drawbacks of agariptive approach to the provision
of basic competencies. It appears to me that teadimel themselves focusing more on
work related skills rather than the developmentofability to think critically and in

new ways. Under such a system, teacher training trtiary level encourages the
further streamlining of learning methods that refné such efficiencies into a culture of
obedience with the promise of rewards and cretlits. in the interest of educators to
rationalize the status quo, and the consequencesudi targeting of educational
outcomes include a diminishing of the imaginativel achallenging components of

childhood and post-childhood learning.

A stagnant curriculum rigorously enforced is poaeparation for success in a
dynamically changing environment, and to abandardesits to their fate having

avoided their duty to prepare them to survive aéshe safety of a school environment
is not only selfish but a betrayal of trust. Edocathave to do more than reinforce the
collective conservative views of fellow educatorsregulators. They have a duty to
balance the delivery of life skills for society eneral, with encouragement of
independent critical thinking among individuals.

Instrumentalism is the outcome of a neo-liberaiwd progress and teleology, which
assumes life unfolds in a linear and pre-programifeedcontrolled) way. | wish to
offer a critique of education unfolding along tdtepcal lines usingassemblagas a
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concept of transformatioAssemblageefers to the accumulation of knowledge from
multiple sources and observations that itself gtesithe means by which it unfolds.
Instead of understanding our activities as a pssyfeom beginning to end, we can see
education unfolding as events that retains a safisthe whole. It places equal
emphasis on what has been accumulated or knowntketmature of the inquiry and
entails a risk of inconsistency. Education unfaidalong the lines of an assemblage is
messy and unpredictable, as it includes what isnowk and unpredictable. It de-
emphasises the end-point as an outcome, whilsh&at more carefully what has

been accumulated with a way forward in a world-@amgsformation.

There are lines of thought in philosophy that hdeminated neo-liberal education and
have not served a deeper transformation availafge feducation. | examine the
determinist situation for educators from the pectipe of initial teacher educators,
where the influence of empiricism on education v&dent today as a process for
‘becoming a teacher’, predicated on achieving &escy and uniformity of thought
and action among the workforce. In examining tHeatfof empiricism on education

we find the strong influence of Descartes and Reass

The current processes in transformative educatire Itheir origin in 18 century
rational science, which | term personal transforomator social transformation.
Personal transformation seeks individualistic aetkeninate possibilities that have
their origins in a Cartesian understanding of tlogldv Descartes tried to demonstrate
that what we know from the world is unrelated te thorld, except through our mind.
This coincided with the arrival of Newtonian scieras the means to determine what
ought to be known. The arrival of mass educatioth 18' century responded with
delivery of the curriculum as if it was a bluepribearning in this process is termed the
maturing of the child towards adult rationality.ci&d transformation by contrast seeks
to facilitate learning already contained within tlehild-as-nature. Inspired by
Rousseau, the child-centred approach views thet acld as corrupt, and instead
relies on the children to bring about learning firemselves. Although non-
interventionist, the educator generates spontanksauweing through contact with the
physical world. Such a process of facilitation gallack on determinate possibilities

informed from specific outcomes.



The underlying motivation for the tendencies ofedetinism in education has their
origin in a mechanistic view of the world that dieped in the 18 and 19 centuries.
Despite the obvious specialisation in technologthase times, a deeper understanding
of our world did not arrive. The mechanistic advements made simply trivialised the
setting for describing the nature of our existeWde. were left with crude tools from an
era sucked dry by its blindness to being humanti@aing in a mechanised fashion we
fail to receive fuller self-knowledge.

To help shed some light on understanding in edoicatiis worth considering a time in
philosophy before the rise of a scientific approdacheducation. In the history of
thought, science and metaphysics were synonymoul wach other. The term
‘Wissenschaft’ is an example of this that persistfay, based on the assumption that
the world was divinely created and full of objecismarvel and mystery. With the
arrival of print, access to information became lireailable outside the control of the
church, drawing in its wake the new construct of@ld in motion and overrun by
competing interests. With print came the abstraotept of knowledge as a possession
and science as a category of formal understandintheo world, independently of
religion. At the same time, human knowledge of Wald was revealed as far from
complete, creating a desire for an increase of kedge as a defence against the forces
of uncertainty. Scientific questions used to beedsis part of metaphysics. This was
termed ‘natural science’ that nonetheless was kedgé of epistemological origins. But
modern science adopted the Baconian method, atdrahacience’ became empirical
and experimental. Modernity relegated metaphysichi¢ non-empirical study into the
nature of existence. Today this can be seen aisnsdetween the abstract, that which
exists in our minds, and the empirical; that whishknown to us through direct
observation. The instrumental schism persists irucation and distorts our
understanding of education. It reduces the meanshigh we initiate others into that

which we consider worthwhile, as available fromedgtinate possibilities.

Education is certainly ripe for reform in the se$édetter providing conceptual tools
for handling a dynamic and relativistic worldview which the imaginative faculty can
better flourish. Whitehead'’s initial discovery aplaysicist was that theoretical concepts
arrived at by abstract mathematical reasoning cbeldhown to predict the existence
and behaviour of counterintuitive real world evem#hitehead called into question the

stable real-world view of classical science, alenth the traditional goals of education



to reinforce a stable world view. ‘Vitruvian mans alrawn by Leonardo da Vinci
around 1490 is the idealised depiction of ‘man’hwitnature based on the description
of Vitruvius. Da Vinci attempted to relate the poofons of man to nature through
idealised mathematical multiples. From Whiteheag&rspective as a university
educator, it would no longer be possible to profesgs of nature that were now
demonstrably uncertain at a microcosmic level. Ghestion then was What and How
does one instruct a new generation in a modifigdrdenistic logic that takes account
of the subjective ingredient of the individual oh&s and timeframe of reference. All of
a sudden the comfortable, humanly-proportionedtyeahshrined in Vitruvian man was
no more than a limited local frame of referencehimitan expanding universe

conforming to a different set of rules and bouresari

There is potential for education to provide us vatstronger basis for transformation.
Process philosophy offers us the means for acapasteterminate possibilities, such
that they sustain and nourish ourselves. AlfredtiNdvhitehead (1861-1947) was one
of the great metaphysicians of the 20th Century. islegenerally credited as
strengthening process philosophy from a line otith that has its origin with the pre-
Socratic philosopher Heraclitus. Whitehead’'s meyaal treatisé’rocess and Reality
(1978) is presented to us as a “necessary systegerdral ideas in terms of which
every element of our experience can be interpref@R 2). Whitehead’'s work is
persuasive because he attempted to relate humasriexqe to organic unity of the
natural world. This is a perennial issue, one #rguably has been overlooked for

today.

At the time of Whitehead’s thinking in science, walhiis best represented in his work
Science and the Modern Wor(d925), there was a crisis with the classic pamadi

derived from Newton and before that Greek cosmol¥glgitehead having devoted his
scholarship to theoretical physics, did not wishattandon science, but wanted to
address wider concerns from philosophy with modmientific discoveries at the turn
of the century. What was at stake was the notiothefnature of our reality and how

we perceive reality.

At present, education sees subjectivity as confognid a preconceived set of notions

that are said to be adequate for being human, lendote of education as ensuring we



conform to those notions. However, if we are toetaducation as transformational

seriously, then there are a number of key stepgsed to be considered.

1. Education has a dual task of a personal andlsoansformation.

2. Educators have adapted towards transformatiosortiety along neoliberal
thought typified as economic rationality.

3. If we wish to account for our existence from eation in the world, both
neoliberal social and personal transformationas/éd because they rely on the
philosophical notion of individual determinism.

4. The processes of our mind do not coincide withdrganising processes of the
actual world. Instead, the Cartesian mind of detgism makes available
physical objects dissociated in actual space. W lorow this reality through
its effect from a resultant cause, where conditibms knowing are either
necessary, or necessary and sufficient.

5. Instead causality can transmit through efficierans. Whitehead explains the
conditions for this transmission in spatio-tempadeains.

6. In this way, the processes of our mind are naw ® coincide with organising
processes of the world. This places educators araidassemblage, conceived
as a free association of coinciding possibilitiesnf a world in continuous

change.

I hope that our work here can be viewed as infogwiar practice as teachers. | wish to
offer teachers a more creative role from within ithenediacy of the classroom that will
provide greater prospects for transformation framiety. It is Whitehead’s approach in
Assemblagédhat allows us to view ourselves in an awe-inggirexchange with the
world, where our readiness to intuit is supporteamf the self-acceptance of our

perception.

Methodology

My experience with teaching practice has beenatisg and unrewarding because it
was so instrumentalised. As | put effort into mynosituation of being a teacher, |

became more aware of the parameters of teacheatoluand hence, sought to develop
my own understanding within that context. | noti¢edt while my practice as a teacher
had changed and improved, the purpose and aimduafigon appeared to be stronger

and more clearly defined as economic rationalithevé | found enjoyment from the

10



process of becoming a teacher, | was met with akwand and conflicted response
from my colleagues, who saw that | no longer agne#l the stated goal of economic
rationality in education. It was as if the transfiation | was on towards becoming a
teacher was suddenly invalid, and | was left witboaflicted picture of a purpose for

education.

In order to retain a respect for my experience, famdl a clear purpose or platform for
education, | require a methodology that recognesgcation as transformational. It is
beyond the scope of my project to document evesyaite of my experience from
teacherhood, but | take this as a starting poimt lb@gin to generalise ‘becoming a
teacher’ as a process within initial teacher edanatEqually it beyond the scope to
document the aims of education, as they exist todayequire a method in

transformation that returns to ‘becoming a teachéth a purpose for education that is

ongoing and never settled.

It is clear from the research problem that we aaidg with an education system that is
under the strong influence of the theories of neeralism and economic rationality
(Peters, 2012). A defining and righteous featuréhese rationalities is that they unfold
towards a particular goal or telos. From embeddingmselves in the nature of
education as dynamic and aware, we find the coeweei of unfolding towards a
particular goal with desired outcomes is made aryi It is in the goal-directed
processes that we are seeking satisfaction, bdeeper consideration do not offer us a

picture we face as being human.

Whilst retaining the idea of a transformative wode in constant change, we require a
method that views our learning as stimulating apéno Assemblage is the mutual
gravitation of ideas, a process of the accumulabbrknowledge itself placed on
‘display’, as | explain in a moment. Transformatlearning is the opposite of learning
by the book, and even more so in terms of the woflthternet resources, where the
accumulation of knowledge rarely shows any deptlereativity. Assemblage avoids
the utopian aim by paying attention to the way gkitome about and unfold, which
allows wider consideration of the whole.

A more accurate understanding of a methodology bénge is ‘assemblage’.

Assemblage is the multiple, disparate, realms and frames that impact on a certain
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set of circumstances at any given moment. In otherds, it is not necessarily
progressive in a linear fashion. Instead it hastipial elements, often sending it in
different directions or having modes of influence & variety of ways. It is

unpredictable and uncontrollable.

Assemblage is about looking at a whole range ofeegptial modes/realms and
investigating the way they impinge on the eventinnmediacy. It casts about for
different time-space relationships. In resistingtinmentality, assemblage adds to the
critique of education that highlights the flawsnaoliberalism. An assemblage displays
itself as a disruption towards the assumption ofiravitable end. We display our
choices with an awareness or sense that there altgle assemblages being taken

from within a multiplicity of layers.

Genealogy of Ideas

| am making use of genealogy as a type of assembldy method requires that |

assemble ideas together into a coherent wholequine some means to sift through
existing scholarship to focus my assemblage asnaalegy. To do that we focus on
assemblages in our lives as an event and privilegeubject as the event. In focusing
on events, it peels the assemblage backnyohistory of ideas, instead of just an
objective history of ideas. Such a process helpsoneétique neoliberalism as an aspect
of the assemblage of education. A genealogy hedpkak at the background of the
ideas in question. Assemblage is a juxtapositionidafas. For me, genealogy is
important because it allows us to accept the liekand the critique of ideas.

My method involves considering the wider history ideas that currently informs

transformative education. To do this, | employ theethodology of Foucault’s

“Genealogy of Ideas” (Kendall & Wickham, 1999). philosophy, genealogy is a
technique that questions commonly held assumptizaissupport an ideology. It looks
to account for those contingencies or conditiorsd Bupport the ideology, rather than
focusing on the ideology itself. Foucault’s apptoaxf genealogy seeks to backtrack
through the history of ideas in order to bring tght the assumptions we have
accumulated today. The process of sifting through dccumulated archive of ideas,

places on display the arrangement of those diseswasd their ongoing character.

12



My methodology seeks to rework philosophy’s invohent in education that allows
insight available from Whitehead. In drawing uponistory of ideas, the method rejects
their involvement in education as a linear develeptnFrom my reconstruction, | place
on display the arrangement of those discourseshtnat been addressed by Whitehead.
This allows my work engaged with a history of iddasprovide a critical lens on

education today, which overcomes the stifling dftdaeterminism on education.

Foucault situates his genealogy of ideas on thévithdhl. However, transformative
education has been talked about in wider terms gshatk to a sense of the whole.
O’Sullivan (1999) presents an educational visiordarpinned from a cosmological
whole that takes in notions of globalisation, calgtn, consumerism, competition
social justice, gender imbalance amongst others Wlide-ranging vision from
education encompasses a very large and sophistigatesp of the world as an
assemblage. | have chosen to focus on one aspecteducation that acts as a small
case study for demonstrating his vision as a metlogg. | wish to retain a sense of the
cosmological whole that O’Sullivan advocates in hision for 2f' century

transformative learning.

Whitehead’s accumulation of knowledge as an assayebletains a holistic notion of
organic unity. Assemblage seeks to accumulate kedbye from the wider world, as we

perceive it in dynamic relationship.

The idea ofassemblagéas been enriched and enhanced in the writinipetfuze and
Guattari (1987). Their work has important appeadacation for four reasons:

1. The French terragencementoften translated as assemblage) does not reter to
static condition. Rather it is the ‘fitting together ‘laying out’ that is made a
priority that relies on the process of arrangingyamising, and fitting things
together.

2. Assemblage creates territories or milieu whichvéwriMore than just a space,
these territories are characterised by a senseeloh@ing and becoming. The
object brought about as an assemblage stakes daina from amongst all the
other possibilities from which it has derived.

3. Assemblage is as much about how something occuytssawhat occurred. For
example, not just that students listened to thehieintroduction to the lesson,

but rather the lesson began with a teacher inttazlustudent listening event,
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when there was some noticeable noise but witmetl, and the door was open,
and the sun shone on desks and most eyes were eotedicher. Giving
consistency and coherency to the object, is imptrihey are qualities that can
never precede the event, rather they are emerggintiay or may not arise from
the assemblage. Whilst the assemblage is riddlddaentradictions itself, there
will be a recognisable quality that is consistamd ahering.

4. Humans enter into an assemblage by taking updhdittons that make up the
assemblage. In a classroom for example, we takbeopatterns of inhabitation,
the slowness and speeds of moving in the spacegexisting patterns of

pedagogy that are familiar to students, the jafostudent language.

An assemblage, for Deleuze, is to be found fromdatnihe dynamic processes of the

world:
“As an assemblage, a [classroom] has only itselfconnection with other
assemblages and in relation to other bodies witbogéns. We will never ask
what a [classroom] means, as signified or signifise will not look for anything
to understand in it. We will ask what it functiowgh, in connection with what
other things it does or does not transmit inte@sjtin which other multiplicities
its own are inserted and metamorphosed, and witt dies without organs it
makes its own converge. A [classroom] exists ohhpugh the outside and on
the outside. A [classroom] itself is a little mawdli (Deleuze and Guattari,
1987: 4)

Assemblage of the research

In my assemblage, | draw on process philosophy dfitéiead to demonstrate
assemblage as a method. | am interested in ovemgaiime determinate possibilities of a
static view of our actions and decisions that dexiyrom a neo-liberal system of
education. We want to embrace the dynamic and pateyossibilities for learning in

education as an assemblage.

Whitehead turned against a mechanistic view of wieeld that had its origins in

Newtonian science. This was not an unknown apprdactake at the time. Other
thinkers in philosophy were looking to the rootspoilosophy as the rise of scientific
theory made inroads on a unified theory of the didWhitehead saw within science the

abstraction of empirical fact as concrete. He psepgoinstead to examine science from
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its metaphysical roots in order to propose a udifiew of the world. It seemed to him
as if his discoveries in mathematics and theoresimance so far had been to no avail in
elucidating a fuller understanding of the worldstHaagnum opus?rocess and Reality
was published in 1929 and was Whitehead’s crowagigevement. Substantially based
on the Gifford Lectures he delivered in Scotland tyears prior, this was a work of
hard technical metaphysics employing full-blowrnarology from a distant age. This
dense and difficult writing in which he delved demto the traditions of philosophy

has arguably been overlooked today.

Drawing on the process philosophy of Whiteheadfdracreativity and novelty as once
again available from the actions of educators tledwes. Process philosophy is
concerned primarily with our activity and takes rified view of the world through
speculating on the dynamic possibilities that a@&rivom our actions in process.
Whitehead maintains that the activity of actualmatis self-explanatory, that is, that
things come about in the world through their inavhent in the world. Whitehead
terms this irreducibility as ‘creative participatip where our actions in dynamic
possibility draw on the wider whole. My reason &ating in an open and indeterminate
manner arrives charged with meaning from the imatediorld. Our existence, now
defined by our indeterminate actions, responds nuarefully and tenderly, whilst
drawing on the aboriginal whole. We patrticipatetie whole. This allows for our
practices in education to become a source fromtwhie derive new possibilities for

ourselves in society.

However, we have good reason to view the world eggaate from our reality. Our
perception lies just beyond that which we are avedreNe only ever perceive from
what we already know to be the case ‘in reality’e W¥énd to stick to what we know
detected through our senses, such as light/datlcahd. This has implications for our
awareness of ourselves. Our conscious limits ofnond are those that we can never
overcome. To be aware of my brain is nonsensicaEnmve can no more sense our
brain than admit we have ‘lost’ our mind. Our brassumes a conceptual form of the
image that is detected through our senses, butewverrcatch ourselves in thought.
Hence the brain and our mind are not the same eTikdrowever, far more of the world

in mind than is available to us through our senses.

In order to strengthen our understanding of a m®aeorld already available to us in

sensory perception, Whitehead transplanted hisittest were valid in mathematics and

15



offers them in another in the hope that they vake and flourish. Over many years,
Whitehead generously turned his groundbreakinglacstup in symbolic logic towards

an account of process theory that lay down its dations. His effort resulted in an
innovative metaphysical treatise publishedPaecess and Reality: a philosophy of
organism(1929), where our reality bounded by mathematiggtrbe seen as requiring
infinite possibility in thought.In presenting the material world as continuallyan

dynamic process, of which our brain is to be n lssbject, Whitehead attempts to
introduce ‘creative transformation’ as arising frahe coincidence of the organising
processes of the world with the processes of oadmiirefer later in my thesis to the
way that Whitehead uses mathematics as the magymatjon or transformation itself

that gives structure and order in the world fromiauolvement in it.

The problem for Whitehead arises when Newtoniarena® makes its abstractive
thought too definite. Whitehead termed this probl¢hne ‘fallacy of misplaced
concreteness’, in the sense that we place too raogihasis on that which is already
known, instead of that which is yet to be discodetde saw arising from science the
way entities are abstracted from something actual,then held to be the most concrete
rendering of that actual thing. He contended thasying a rigid and abstractive science
that had neglected its philosophic basis had rumedern science. Instead, he saw that
meaning cannot be abstracted from the world, bsides within the world and is

available to us through perception.

Understanding of this type relies on a view of therld from monism. This is a

dominant and pervasive approach to Western thotngtitpersists today. This outlook
takes the belief that our reality is a single nmaiosystem, and that our history and
nature can be explained with a single all-embrasiygiem of discoverable laws, which
govern ourselves and inanimate nature alike. Monssimehind the quest for certainty
within the world, and it arrives from our confidento know how things are, and how
they should be. We have a deep need to base owldahge on a solid foundation, a
place for our significance within the world. The mem of the 1700’s received an
additional impetus from the rise and triumph of slegentific method. This was seen as

the potent means available to us for uncoveringdrtita.

Whitehead and others wanted to live with a so-dalleeutral monism’ where the
cosmological whole would be seen in God’s eyesithgreinvolving God, or not, and

that God was neutral to the effect. Whitehead aaisden as taking a position within
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modernism and, taking impetus from Kant, extends thto the natural world. In
addressing a natural conception of the world, Wisiéel's metaphysics retains its
organic features, a sense of the cosmological wh@eeare now literally subject to the
natural world. Our mind is composed of the sametrabsubstance as our body. In
turning away from modern mechanistic (meta)physiessee the world as a subjective
reproduction of the real world, that which lay begiobut was still realised through our
perception of it. Grasped by mathematics, this iespthat the interior is inaccessible
subjectively, that we can never grasp truth, bat tthe exterior is reflected in virtue of
causal efficacies originating from the physical Mbr(Patocka, 1996, pg. 1). This
culminated in a turning away from the interior vebrin order to grasp the full force of
the world as it presents itself.

It is from this vantage point, that Whitehead addes our quest for a solid foundation.
Where Isaac Newton saw space as being inhabitguhysical objects, Whitehead took
a monistic account, where space and matter fornmglesfield of entities. Matter
passively occupying Newtonian space could be vieveedording to Whitehead, as
active and in a dynamic relation with space. Iditygaobjects are inseparable from their
spatiotemporal location. This incorporates new tgueaents from science that were
brought about with Einstein’s theories of relagnaind others.

Whitehead gives us the possibility for recognisimoyelty from the unity of our mind
with the physical world. A series of objects witlhieh we interact over time would be
merely a disconnected series of events. Insteadneesl to depict our activity as
manifest within those objects. Whitehead understaii® concept of activity as an
assemblage, partly informed from our own awarerdsthose physical objects, and
partly informed from processes within the worldtbbse objects independent of our
mind. A reality that relies on the coincidence aittb aspects in process, allows us
access to that which arrives at the originatiomwf actions. Whitehead’s assigns a far
more primordial status to our thinking than is oatily available. In this way our
activity comes to pass as a cognate act througkeptesentation in physical action. Our
thinking is literally lived. | wish to demonstratigat Whitehead provides a new basis for

an approach that is fruitful for education from hation of assemblage.
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Burden of Participation - Assemblage as educational

The involvement of our mind in the world that | waon convey from our actions
requires some means of validation in education fparticipating in the world. It is
insufficient that our actions can be attributaldeetlucation merely because of their
involvement in our mind. We require some meansttwibating our actions in thought
that come to inhere or instantiate as educatioWdhitehead offers a means of
stabilising our subjectivity in education from thmemense flux of possibility through
instantiation. | discuss later how instantiationports our participation as an
‘exfoliation” or peeling away of reality in procegilosophy. For now, | want to

mention that metaphysics of participation validatesassemblage as educational.

The metaphysical notion of the word ‘participatitis its strongest association with
Plato, who used it to express how many thingsrattee one name. From its Greek
origins, the word participation means to be shamngpmething whole, rather than
taking (a)part. Early empiricists for the modera gtherited the problem of universals
from the middle ages. Participation can be sedmkisg a ‘sense of the whole’ with
ontology in the modern era. Whitehead presentedphgsical participation as
involving instantiation. He famously coined the g for his philosophy of organism
as ‘a footnote to Plato’, because he saw a serntbe ofhole as available through our
participation in the world as an instantiationtinmvolvement of this kind supports
participation from transformative educators asisigint for learning from what we
come to place on display. We can never escapeipating in the world, our burden of

participation.

I have identified the research problem as transitirra learning underpinned from a
neo-liberal outlook. If what we want is transformatlearning that retains the
conditions of being human, my proposition is towie classroom itself in process and
return transformation from education to a much witgion of unity with the world.

As an assemblage, we can rely on ourselves paticgin the process of the
classroom as it unfolds. The actions of educatmmselves as customary activities of
their classroom practice intersect with their pssfenal knowledge that has been
accumulated. At this intersection we meet the neédtudents by responding to the
dynamic possibilities in the immediacy of the ctassn. We inform the

professionalism of education in our delivery ofagneed curriculum that has been

adapted in process to the determinate possibithi@sarrive in practice.
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My project aims to return confidence to the actimiseducators as sufficient for
initiating students into a life-giving classroomhel inherent traditions of society that
were once available to guide and lead us towarbng something to do in thought are
no longer readily available. Theology and ratiosralihave had a long and intertwined
history. Previous generations have been more steatan our existence in terms of our
relationship with God. This is no longer necessangl with the rise of scientific

rationalism we are left being convinced that wanaloan account for our existence.

| wish to show that we require a new form of rasibthought that will take better
account of ourselves and the decisions we makeighrdeing in a dynamic process
with the world. One way to view the problem of dixig in the world is to take our
participation as part of an unfolding process, nesettled or completed. We are
constantly changing, and in an exchange with themos, to whose effect we hardly
pay any attention. We can however begin to accéambur existence, through our

participation in it, which addresses our knowledfte world.

Clarification of the wordontologywill help support the distinction | wish to convey
betweerbeingtransformed in a static view of the world, dr&etomingransformed in a
dynamic sense. The etymology of the wamtology has come to have two sets of
meaning, both derived from the Greek wootéosmeaning ‘to be’ antbgosmeaning

‘to know’. On one hand, this describes the beingnet being, which was first
promulgated by Martin Heidegger in his wdsking and timg1962). This emphasises
the “open, dynamic, and changing aspects of sEiyfand, 2008). The meaning from
classical philosophy for ontology toatosto mean essence, and supported the idea
that there was a concern for the knowledge of #semce of things. This implies that
objects are static and fixed in the world. Ontolagyh Heidegger refers to being as

being-on-the-way, never fixed or settled, but nbaktss central to our being.

The notion with which we could ground ourselves aaned Neyland (2008) who
described ‘ontological centeredness’ as “the modemdency to reduce our primordial
status as beings-on-the-way to that of static lseitigat have (in the manner of
possessions) particular attributes, identitiesasdend so on” (p. 41). The distinction he
makes has implications for education. AccordingN&yland (2008), there are seminal

questions of a personal and educational aspiratiestead of ‘Am | there yet?’, ‘Have
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I met the objective?’, ‘Have | reached the stan@dardie should ask ‘How far can |
go?’, ‘What is the extent of my reach?’, ‘Whathe ffatherest extremity of my capacity
to love?’. Questions of this alternative nature ldegl believes are the substance upon

which a programme for education could be built acbu

Ontology as defined by Martin Heidegger represesgffhood as uncertain, and
certainty in selfhood as a commitment to sociahidg. On one hand, a philosophy of
uncertain identity is a shrewd allusion to a newsnts, and on the other hand it
reinforces a dependency relation of the self toonat or corporate identity—ironically

entailing a loss of self-value. Neyland (2008) bbhserved that a philosophy of the self
in transition can easily be diverted into a sensenoral dissatisfaction: the “Are we

there yet?” perspective of a child embarking omw@rney to an unknown destination.
That sense of unfulfilment can equally be co-opteid an educational morality of

abstract achievements and quality goals.

What we need in its place is a refocusing of edowain the whole individual with a
view to developing skills appropriate for individigelf-realization. The argument that
such a change of approach is excessively demardirige individual teacher ignores
the reality that by their aptitudes and interestddeen are already manifesting their
educational potentials and needs by the time thagtr the classroom, and it remains
for the supervising teacher to build on and allowthe potential of each to develop, in
the knowledge that the process will be faster éone than for other students. Much of
this is accepted as common sense within teachimgptoblem today arises from an
increasingly managerial approach to streamlininggs®s and outcome assessments for
the benefit of political ideologies for whom theddixed values remain paramount
(Peters, 2011). Whitehead says “As we think, we lvin other words, that a uniform
school curriculum, rigidly enforced, produces able but intellectually unchallenging,
inhibited and entrapped population. “Transformdtidaes not have to be, and should
not be, interpreted as education for uniform outesnbut rather for richness, diversity,
and specialisation.

We should be concerned primarily with educationirasnately bound up with the
human condition. It is insufficient to rely on astssm that does not take seriously
enough that education is inseparable from ourselggsumans. We need to participate

in the world more readily. Neyland (2008) suppastseh an idea when he writes:
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“Continuous change, then, is part of the human itimmd As such, it ought not to be

exempt from the education experience” (p.43).

A difficulty of the project for education that Neyld is calling for is bringing this
arrangement about in reality. When things are &ailde in ‘continuous change’, it is
difficult to recognise what is real, when what hacturred a moment ago is now
replaced by something else. My reason for actimyes devoid of its meaning.
Currently transformation appears to be more comtemwith a reality that is separated
from the world, rather than its connection to . dynamic process, we can return
meaning to my reason for acting as an educatowgavd their actions as sufficient for

learning what we consider worthwhile.

| propose a means for those in education to demder possibilities for meaning in
education from our practices than is currently akde. We can view the possibility for
original meaning as available to us through expege Whitehead proposes that we
access that which lies within the world in orderatess original meaning. The result
is a coincidence between our action and our thoughAs we think, we live”
(Whitehead, 1936). | am suggesting therefore ethutdie conceived as “a concrete
activity of self-realisation” (Siebers, 2002, p.)3MMy thesis is not a rejection of
knowledge, but rather that the way we come to kedge is derived from processes
that are more widely available in the world. Instkwvay we initiate others, open to the

wider possibilities in the world.

| offer a response to the project that Neyland 806 calling for by inserting a means
for ontological becoming into the very existencesdiication derived from the action of
its participants, as educators in process. It istie® case that the project of education
needs redesigning, but rather that our approach wahin the existing arrangement of
education needs to be altered in order to retuacagcbn to its rightful place in society.
Our attention need only be directed to the conuiitifor participation in education that

will provide resonance to our actions that we caven escape.

Chapter outlines

Chapter one - ‘Transformation: prospects for ggcieom education’ introduces the
means by which education has become adapted ftibeed transformation along two
broad lines in scholarship. In light of a propo&al professionalism in education, |

discuss teacher practice as either a personafdramstion, or a social transformation.
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Such an environment reveals the imposition of enfof rationalisation on becoming a
teacher, which is static and closed to possibslitieassess both of my propositions of
transformation against a theoretical frameworkrahsformative education (Mezirow,
1991, Boyd, Freire) to deepen and strengthen mynigee as not supporting the
prospects for society from education. The currempgpsal for professionalism in
education (Ministry of Education, 2012) is a goot @ahat asks us to take account of a
dynamic world that offers better prospects for edion. While the prospects for
society from education lie within transformationg wome to view the current response
from education as serving us poorly through inseuatalisation of the curriculum. We
need an alternative understanding of transformatfomve are to provide better
prospects for society from education. We oughtigavthe educator as being in the

midst of richness and diversity.

In chapter two — ‘Transformation: the material wdarl interrupt a determining view of
transformation with a reconception of causalitytthas implications for the material
world. Our educational practice is informed along tlines of freedom that underpins
transformation, and presents our subjectivity ac@nceived. On one side, there is a
mechanical-causal arrangement, which says thabuldhact to fulfil that which has
already been prearranged for me. On the other, wgatnchoose to respond without
recourse to something prearranged or come into ssra@gement by some unknown
means. This might be called undetermined. | arga¢ the inherent processes of our
mind, first conceived by Descartes and then stremgid with Newton have not
provided a basis from which we know ourselves alite | also consider Rousseau as
offering an alternative of individuality that takes the wider embrace of nature.
Determinism is then shown to apply to both viewshsf rational individual. It is the
causal influence of science on the Cartesian disdmd subject that becomes my
ontological target. | want to highlight the flawedtological basis for the subject as
considered by Enlightenment metaphysics. The mgsagh of Whitehead is then
offered as a more suitable ontological basis fax Hubject, one based in logic.
Whitehead’s conception of reality argues that oumdrcoincides with the organising
processes of the world. He does this by conceioungexistence as a series of events,
which come about in a spatio-temporal sense theisren a conception of efficient
causation. The intended consequence reveals that#terial world in undertaking

continuous transformation is indeed alive.
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In chapter three — ‘Transformation as creative figve- | present Whitehead’s
ontological position as ‘creative transformatiomi terms of our perception and
intuition. Our actions as participants in the edioca environment draw on our
experiences. | am proposing to argue that our expegs are more fundamental than is
ordinarily assumed. Those experiences, that ardable&to us from our everyday,
shape our actual existence and thereby give dffesdmething that we value as human

beings.

In chapter four — ‘Burden of participation’ — | &gy from Whitehead’s position that if
we are to derive creative transformation for edoocafrom something innate in the
world, our actions can be conceived as particigatoeing amidst, both as subject and
object. The implications for becoming a teachemlith transformative practice as the
coincidence of our practice as both persaral social. Our actions as an assemblage
are derived from something innate in the world, ckhive perceive uniquely. Our
burden is that we are always bound to the worldt tur innate feelings, desires and
ideas derive from the actual world, not somethirggatiated in our mind. We cannot

escape the conditions by which we live in the world

If we are to give deeper meaning to education foumpractice as teachers, we require
a broader range of possibilities for action frora thsponses that arrive from accepting
our own limits. We need not dismiss others thatedjard a particular position, but
rather find ways to exist amidst disagreement. \Mghoto view becoming a teacher in
creative transformation as an act of self-realisafor society, to become all that they

may be, thereby affirming education towards itétfigl place.
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1. Chapter one — Transformation: prospects for seiyi from
education

In considering the prospects for transformationdociety from education, | examine
pedagogical practice available for transformatickication. | examine a pathway
towards becoming a transformative educator in ttiec2ntury that seeks to reconcile
teacher training with government objectives. Sugaiway has been proposed by the
Ministry of Education (2007a, 2010, 2012) and itrges both the means to become a
teacher with the desired qualities as an educataich leaves it open to abuse. It also
reduces the contribution of teaching to a servate m delivering a state curriculum,
equating the goals of education with the fulfilmesft government objectives. Of
necessity such a uniform and static policy ignoogsat best sidelines, the particular
skills and motivations of individual teachers, sgftup a situation where the most
valuable contributions a teacher is able to male wrder constant suspicion as
unwarranted, unauthorized, or deviant practicescl@ssroom teacher is uniquely
positioned to respond to the needs of the indiviguil and to bring special interest
enthusiasm and knowledge to the classroom envirohmegood teacher is more than
an instructor, and should ideally be a role modael [€arning. We need to view a
process for becoming a teacher as open-ended araimdly, that views the educator
themselves as sufficient for providing what we ddes worthwhile to be learnt.
Sometimes what is done by the teacher are not naradbions but better interpreted as
an assemblage. Becoming a teacher requires acces$isetdynamic possibilities
available in process and, according to Whiteheaitl, provide creative and novel
possibilities from our actions. This provides foetter prospects for society from

education.

Initial teacher education takes a privileged positin setting the broader conditions for
education policy. Those settings are seen to inflaehe conditions by which future
teachers will come to play their part in the wigeoject for education. A process of
instrumentalised formation for beginning teacherssaid to bring about a desirable
alternative, now found in the very conditions tisainction them as teachers. | am
aiming to unshackle teachers through examiningethmmnditions and provide for a
more subtle set of teacher practices, one thadques the process of becoming a teacher

and returns education to offer a deeper considerati society.
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| consider a recent proposal (Ministry of Educati®®12) to develop professionalism in
New Zealand education. Currently teaching is notaaaredited profession in New
Zealand. This needs to change. In any other priofegsdiscipline development and
change arising from personal experience are engedréor the good of the profession
as a whole, both because healthy discussion igiysand because openness to new
ideas is a virtue and encourages a sense of selfrwo teachers. Whitehead's
experience of university administration, followidgs resignation as a Professor of
Mathematics, galvanized him to challenge convemfigmactices irAims of Education

It horrified him that the metaphysical componentpefsonal and collective education
had been so comprehensively ignored in the devedapwof a utilitarian business model
for the production of graduates many of whom weestided to become teachers

themselves.

We require our practices derived from the immediadythe classroom to be
informative to the profession. | support such a ejowhere in dynamic process,
customary practices come to inform the professiommf the chance insights of
classroom practice. The imposition of contributing professional understanding from

our customary activity stands as a limit or burdarour practices in participation.

| briefly introduce Whitehead'’s life story and segg that what we might assume from
the pathway of Whitehead’s scholarship, has in fetome too disillusioned with the
process of education. His workims of Education(AE) was the result of his

experiences as an administrator in higher educaltienhad arrived there after abruptly
resigning from his position as Professor of Mathiérsa His metaphysical insights
derived from mathematics that | draw on later aeehpps an attempt at returning

education for a deeper consideration in society.

Transformative education

The response from education to a world that vieresmisformation as static and
mechanistic has been conceived along two broad linescholarship. The first is
reproductive by a traditional path, that derivesnfrthe 18 century. The second is
child-centred, whereby the child is said to cont@irthat is necessary for growth, lest

the adult world disturb the ‘nature-at-work’ in laild’s development.
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In the past, education was broadly regarded asctimiuinto societal values, corporate
identity, and preparation for service. Such a pgecgas designed to preserve society in
its existing state. The child was an empty vessdid filled with useful knowledge to
play a part in society. Our transformative pradi@s educators have been strongly
influenced along these lines, and currently supploet prospects for society from
education. Broadly speaking, pedagogical practiseaa ‘initiation into practices’
implies the transmission of a cultural heritageanBmission of cultural heritage as a
conservative project was delivered through the €yarior to the universalisation of
schooling in the modern era. Smeyers and Burb@lg86) regard a civilising process as

stabilising the predominate ways of living together

In contrast a Romanticised view of education ismted by Rousseau who holds a
child-centred approach. Here the child is equip@asda product of nature, to discover
within themselves the means for learning. The pgnacchanged from the child as an
empty vessel to the young savage to be civilizetitamed by discipline and regulation.
This holds that the adult world, instead of beirggda in reason, is corrupt. As a
product of nature, the child has all the poterdiailable to them for learning rationally
from their experience. The role of the teacherhis yiew comes with the child as an
accompanier on a journey, mediating experienceseémh party. This child-centred
view of education is generally applauded for itsarece on an ethical outlook for the
child. There is little that requires our intervemtion behalf of the child, lest we disturb

the rational child-as-nature at its source.

The relationship between the adult and the childeunnstruction has the primary aim
of ‘the adulthood of the child’. In this sense, tteld is drawn into what is thought to
be worthwhile and bring them to the point whereyth#tain a ‘dignified life-project’.

Adults are the mere representation of what is thoug be objectively good, though
certainly not the ultimate embodiment. Now fromasifion of adulthood, they are able

to educate, or draw the child into adulthood.

Such a life project is dictated by reason. Beingadult means, “being in command of
oneself, able to bind oneself to a law of one’sodiing, maintain steady relationships
both morally and practically and not being reliamton the judgements of others”
(Smeyers, 2007). Not only do adults have accessbjective standards, they are also
able to place themselves under higher moral aughori
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Whilst adults now construct a social life of somerth, the child is by contrast, helpless
in the moral sense. They are unable to know whgbosl and worthwhile, and they are
unable to take responsibility for their actionshé&Scries out for guidance and only if
such guidance is offered, if adults (first the paése and subsequently the teachers)
make the necessary decisions in relation to théd,chvill she be able to reach
adulthood” (Smeyers, 2007).

The educational activity therefore appears educatibecause of the involvement of
the educator to deliver the child to adulthood. Tritention of the educator can only be
justified as education from the contribution thegk®a towards bringing the child closer
to the moral standing of adulthood. The educateretfore stands in proxy of the values
of society and taking responsibility for this presearrives at a relationship with the

child based on trust.

Decisions are made on behalf of the child thateisnsas being in their best interest.
Confronting the not yet rational child with thesstional possibilities “awakens the
child’s potentialities to become a rational humamnl” (Smeyers, 2007). This is the
paradigm of the German Enlightenment from which rislations between adults and
children were conceived. This traditional picturaplies a transmission model of
education, where the child is as yet unmolded @udlcitrant, passively awaiting the

arrival of the rational understanding said to digaidult life.

The child-centred approach of Rousseau and hiswells believe by contrast, that the
adult world is essentially corrupt and hardly reyergative of reason. The child in this
view is a product of nature, already formed in goed life, and accumulating learning
through their experience. The educator in this viewgiven over to nurturing and
cultivating the goodness that lies dormant wittie thild, such as an ambassador to
childhood and emissary of childhood values to thdtavorld. Further they are to act as
protector from the adulterated vagaries that areadly contained in the world. The
blueprint of the life of the child is already commd within them, least this be disturbed,
that requires bringing into fruition. The activigief education in this realm need not be
the sole domain of the adult world. Proponents wiesvadult as an advisor to the child,
in order to facilitate what she really wants. Thédtherself is solely responsible for its

learning. Such a child-centred approach to educagagerly taken up by proponents of
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early childhood education such as Pestalozzi aweldel, has its risks, notably that
observation and nurturing the development of thieldan become and end in itself and
lose sight of the child’s actual needs. While ttti@oal viewpoint of child-centeredness
has been accepted, it is not without problems. Sdmmee questioned the non-
interventionist claims. It has been argued thatlevitiis claimed that their learning is
generated spontaneously through contact with thysigdl world, much of what they
need to learn is “of a conceptual nature and tbese$ocial, not to say traditional, in

origin” (Smeyers, 2007).

Becoming a teacher in transformative education

We might consider that two ways of becoming a teach the twenty-first century

neo-liberal tradition are by personal transformatey social transformation. We take
personal transformation to mean setting out onearchnd structured pathway to
demonstrate future success as a teacher and s@riaformation as being immersed
with classroom students themselves, forming stnatgtionships to facilitate widely

diverse learners who already contain a blueprintléarning. If the educator is to
initiate students into something that is to becam&re valued by society then the
educator needs to carefully decide what is in th&t biterests of students from within

those existing interpretations from society.

In recent documents (Ministry of Education, 2002810, 2012), the Ministry of
Education proposed a seamless pathway for becoantagcher in the 21century. All

stakeholders of initial teacher education are beiogsidered as making a finite
contribution to the journey of a fully registereglather. Their involvement will be
prescribed and measurable to produce a teacherpthedes certain qualities. By
contrast, learning as an apprentice in the job mdhat experience is gained in
exchange and interaction with peers and studemecthi involved in undertaking

education. Classroom students may be the bestierperfor training as a teacher.

Becoming a Teacher in the 21st Century — a reviewitial teacher education policy

(Ministry of Education, 2007a) aims to define a coom understanding of the processes
for becoming a teacher within the sector of edocatiThe stages the teacher goes
through in that process are clearly shown as angy to become a fully registered

teacher. This shows three distinct phases, whiehbapadly similar to the existing
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phases — teacher education, in-service inductioa pfovisionally registered teacher,

and a fully registered teaching career.

Consider becoming a teacher as a personal tranafiorm This is consistent with the
understanding of an educator as presented in &igisl The Education Act (1989)
regards the definition of teaching as “the instarct of students, which derives from
19" century models of schooling. Ministry documents epnsistent in this terminology
presenting the teacher as one who “causes learnorg”creates a coherent set of
learning experiences” (Ministry of Education, 2042, 61). This is transformative
education along the traditional path, where a trassion of ideas is the preferred

mode.

On the proposed pathway educators will need to fpasa graduation to gaining
employment. Committing to a personal transformatim@ans absorbing the craft of
teaching as already available amongst other teacHemwever, principals argue that the
training is poor quality, where students are ungreg@ in their new role as instructors
and do not fit with existing practices of teachifipey are reluctant to carry the burden
of retraining a new teacher. Consequently, teachedsit difficult to gain fulltime
employment that counts towards accumulating expeeie The schools of teacher
education and principals are now being asked t&kwagether to keep teachers on this
‘journey’. The proposed framework requires thatueasce for the quality of graduates
that meet the needs of the employers. The New @eéal@achers Council is currently
charged with providing that assurance.

In committing to gaining knowledge of the craft wfaching within the prescribed
framework is persuasive for those wanting to becanteacher. People will be more
likely to commit to a pathway with a singular fodaking them to full registration. All
colleges of education are being asked to comnatgmgle formative process. Currently
there are many different pathways to train as ehiera When all the courses are within
a single framework, those responsible for maintgjnihis journey will gain insight.
They will all be recognised as adding value to fttrenation of teachers and therefore
enhance the status of the profession.

Those who view this as a personal transformatiobettome a teacher will have to set

aside their own vision of a teacher in return farencertainty in the ‘journey’. Only by
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giving up one’s incomplete understanding of the rol a teacher, can a new vision be
assigned derived from the formative process beimgledaken to become an
“instructor”. In setting the conditions for teacheod, a previously agreed framework
acts as a formative process, which supports thehéeaas a technician, who has set
aside their personal motivations for teaching. hinta reinforce that such expectations
are inherent in the framework. In accepting therpy’, it is unlikely that one’s vision
of teacherhood could be accommodated, since thelkdge of becoming a teacher is
reliant on the process they undertake. The oppitytwfi becoming a teacher in this
framework is overridden when examined at the poaitsnfluence. What counts is
personal growth of some kind and transformationasgal as an alternative vision of
becoming a teacher relies on the unfolding process.

By contrast, consider becoming an educator as ialdocgnsformation. In this view the
child is informing their practice of becoming anuedtor, which is by contrast with
personal transformation, the abandonment of a betvailable instructions for the
teacher. In this view, the immediacy of the clasaraction informs the educator, who
gently guides the student into a set of outcomesight to be desirable to society.
Social transformation arrives from the disruptedm®that arise from the involvement
of new citizens. The classroom itself is viewed aaspetri dish’ of experimental
possibilities informed, but protected, from wideckty, that come to take their place

later in society.

Educators wanting social transformation view thparsonal qualities as informative on
oneself to educate others for a specific outcoma. ©elings as educators arise in
response from the immediacy of the situation indlassroom. The social setting relies
on my personal involvement in the circumstancesfing taking place as a means of
facilitation. This requires self-confidence fronetbkocial setting to convey what is to be
considered as worthwhile to others. The metapha tdacher as performer has been
used in scholarship to describe this situation (iWiam, 1997). The performance
metaphor suggests that acting as an autonomousteduwe can maintain the culture
of the classroom. Just like an actor on the sttgeteacher in the classroom responds
from a rehearsed pattern of moves that representdéisired outcome, yet retains the
individual freedom of expression of that outcomathWnore experience, teachers can
send the ‘script’ to the background, and rely mamethe freedom of expression within

the derived culture of the classroom to facilitdue desired outcome.
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Becoming a teacher as a journey

In laying out revised terms for teacher training thlinistry of Education (2007a)
wittingly or unwittingly redefined the status ofweentrants to the profession while at
the same time making it the responsibility for &rig experienced principals and staff
to assist in integrating new staff into a poteftiatonflicting ideology. Among
objections to change were that incoming teachendes were unable to cope with
routine instruction and at the same time burdenil & Ministry-sanctioned ideology
critical of traditional teaching practice in strmbedience to existing teaching protocols.
To add to their woes, newly certificated teacheeyewrequired to find their own
employment (as service personnel) in a deregulatetket of conspicuously
conservative taste. Over time the theory of teaedeication has exaggerated the value
of theory at the expense of developing competencpractice, which in turn made
newly qualified teachers difficult to employ. Repeatations from schools seeking
changes in teacher training to meet their own malctequirements only added to an

already confused situation.

It follows that the personal “journey” to which r@ihee is invited is not a yellow brick
road to personal fulfilment, but rather a tram ridean unknown parking lot. This is a
very different situation from one where direct egg@aent with children and their needs
is a major source of personal development (Sny2gt2). To the individual trainee
engagement with children is seen as a distractiom fthe goal of fitting in with an

existing learning culture. Perhaps the answer & c¢hange the existing teaching
culture”. To which the answer is, we are comfoeabt what we do, and it is a

newcomer’s responsibility to acknowledge that aotdrack the boat.

Whatman (1997) identifies a potentially alternatwiew of teaching as performance.
Performance in one respect is absorption in the&vigcof teaching, as an involved

character in a play, rather than as a mouthpiecthéopinions of others. Performance
acknowledges a transformative dynamic: the risklahg so is loss of observational
detachment from the material and sense of objégtabout the process. On the other
hand, “performance” draws attention to the valuentérest and engagement with the
concerns and learning processes of the child, veltitke same time implying a situation

of undivided attention from a class that might otvise be split into smaller team units.
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We are dealing here it seems with the encroachmientanagement training on the
teaching profession. While good management cresdfesencies, it is arguably within
a structure of organized labour that has littlenothing in common with process
management and discovery and everything to do aétivering a uniform product. It is
not part of the remit ofransformationto regard peer pressures to conform in the

classroom as part of a cadet teacher’s journegltdiudfilment.

Introducing Whitehead

A twentieth century philosopher, who consideredselwes within a world with a
dynamic set of conditions, was Alfred North Whitaflel initially set out here how he
came to philosophy before applying his ideas to project. The route by which
Whitehead came to philosophy represents the conditfor his objection towards a

transformative world.

Alfred North Whitehead (1861-1947) is better knoas the co-author of the three
volumePrinicipia Mathematica This enormous three-volume work was a collaborati
between himself and a former student of his atifiri@ollege, Bertrand Russell. Each
had written a book on the foundations of mathersatith Whitehead’s work winning
him election to the Royal Society. It seemed thatrtworks had considerable overlap,
and they began to collaborate. Initially they plediio accomplish this in one year, but
in the end, they worked together for the first diecaf the twentieth century, which
culminated with the publication of the first volume 1910. With its publication

symbolic logic was launched in its modern form.

Whitehead had been teaching for 30 years at Tribijege, Cambridge, when he came
to the end of this project. He was at the heightisfpowers as a logician, and moved to
University College London and from there becamefd3sor of Mathematics at
Imperial College serving as Dean of the Facultysofence and Chair of its Academic
Council. It is from this phase that his writingphilosophy of science and philosophy of
education arise. As Dean of the Faculty, he waslu@d in many practical aspects of
tertiary education. His experience is recounted’lre Aims of Education and Other
Essayspublished in 1929. It was also during his time ianton that Whitehead
published several less well-known books, includiAg Inquiry Concerning the
Principles of Natural Knowledg€1919), The Concept of Natur¢1920), andThe
Principle of Relativity(1922). All of these works are technical in nature
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In 1924, at the age of 63, when academic peopléntnbg writing their memoirs,
Whitehead launched a third phase of his careerh \Mg appointment at Harvard as
Professor of Philosophy in 1924, he moved to théddnStates of America. His prior
exposure to mathematics and physical science cagosved him and it was sometimes
joked “the first philosophy lectures he ever atwshdvere those that he himself
delivered at Harvard in his new role as Profess&hilosophy.” The foundations of his
thought were not only his intellectual work as alggopher, but addressed the wider
agenda of philosophy. The flourishing of philosagathithought that arose at this time
produced some remarkable results that shaped tletieth century. Whether
Whiteheadean thinking can take a place in the camfdast-century philosophy is not
yet settled.

Remarkably his thinking turns away from the empiriballmark of mathematics and
science, in search of an overarching theory forumaterstanding of world. This was not
an unknown approach to take at the time. Arguabhkers in philosophy were looking
to the roots of philosophy as the rise of scientifieory made in roads on a unified
theory of the world. ‘Theory of relativity’ was éngase coined by Max Planck in 1908
following Einstein’s publication of his researcharrelativity in 1905. The foundations
for quantum theory were laid down between 1925 H@B with the thinking of Max
Born (1882-1970), Werner Heisenberg (1901-1976y§ Brwin Schrddinger (1887-
1961).

Whitehead turned towards elucidating an entirely neetaphysics. It seemed to him as
if his work so far had been to no avail in elucidgta fuller understanding of the world,
based on science. His magnum ogigcess and Realityas published in 1929 and is
Whitehead’s crowning achievement. Substantiallyedasn the Gifford Lectures he
delivered in Scotland two years prior, this is arkvof hard technical metaphysics
employing fullblown terminology from a distant agéonsisting of five parts, it is
generally understood that the second part of tluk lmontains the bulk of the material
presented in the lectures that sets forth his gsleibhy of organism’. The first part is an
introductory overview setting out terminology anefiding the speculative framework
into which he would develop his ideas. Part threeetbps and revises his concept of
prehensions introduced in part two. The final tvastg are very brief by comparison.

Part four is a study of relativistic geometry thdhitehead had been undertaking over
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many decades. This forms an important contributmrhis earlier understanding of
general relativity theory, but today is seldom awkledged. Part five has by contrast
received attention far beyond what was expectediti&h God and the Worldit

contains some twenty pages of poetic reflectionghenway divine experience might
relate to his metaphysical scheme. It probably eafvtem the expectation that the
Gifford Lecture series require a reflection on imglications for natural theology. This
spawned an entirely new field of research now kn@asnprocess theology’ and has

been the main source of Whiteheadean scholarship.

A year prior to its publication saw the arrival ©&rnap’s workDer Logische Aufbau
der Welt(The logical structure of the world), in which hevelops a rigorous and
formal version of empiricism. Much has been madehef interconnection between
Prinicipia Mathematicaon which Aufbau was based, andProcess and Reality
spawning an entirely new field of research knowmaseotopology, a mathematical

formulation.

Further comparisons to other scholars at this gesfghilosophy serve to highlight the
distinctiveness of Whitehead's thinking. HeideggerBeing and Time and
Wittgenstein'sTractatus Logico-philosophicusere both published around this time,
and represent a refutation of the tradition thatitéftead appeared to embrace, namely
metaphysics. Wittgenstein was a student of BertRRassell and would have come in
contact with Whitehead. ThEractatuswas intended to provide an elegant formulation
in logic on the nature of the world. More importgrthis was a radical rejection of
metaphysical writing for one that viewed mathensat&s pure form. The totalising

effect of a style, which was aligned to Hegel, $gmand Aristotle, was rejected.

Whitehead'’s principal contribution to our underslizug of process arose as a critique of
the mathematical basis &frincipia Mathematicaand his own role in its formulation.
Pure mathematics is grounded on instantaneous asismst “Let x = y, z” and
operations that lead to definitive resulsincipia Mathematicahad achieved notoriety
for extending the assumptions of pure mathematicghe real world of human
awareness, as part of a broader movement within diseipline to re-establish
mathematics as a reliable terminology for descghmatural phenomena. Whitehead
never quite shared Russell’s enthusiasm for mathesnas the ultimate solution. Trhe

Concept of Naturéhe declared that in the real world there is no stichg as an
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instantaneous assumption. What we tend to caliréirgg point of awareness is nothing
of the kind; rather, it is invariably a momentandepoint of an accumulation of sensory
and perceptual processes of greatly varying duratio that respect the perceptual
world is not a Newtonian collection of unrelatedemlts but aterminus ad quenof

experiences and culturally influenced transmissithrad are larger than an individual

lifetime, including language and symboilic logic.

Whitehead was criticized both for obscurity of laage and for appealing to
metaphysics, especially from critics with a vestadrest in preserving the sanctity and
reputation of a mathematical logic that had so munfulfiled promise. This was
unintentionally ironic, since Whitehead was objegtito what he saw as the
metaphysical impossibility of imagining an initiateady state. In 1814 Laplace had
declared that if an initial steady state for therldicould be formulated, it would be
possible to know the beginning and end of timeelilse Fourier had said that a given
waveform could always be resolved into a systermpaofial vibrations in harmony with
a common fundamental, conveniently overlooking flet that a waveform by

definition is already a temporal process and rgieady state.

Critically examining a process for becoming a tran®rmative educator

We see from the proposed process for becomingcheeahat the current prospects for
society from transformative education informed frameoliberal ideology are poor.
We want instead to present our teaching practiocedsd learning that we come to know
as returning a greater sense of vitality in thessaom. We are wanting to show that an
educator is let down by the process of becomingdartator from the way the proposed
framework currently responds to the transformatwerld. We want to view our
practices that exist in the midst of learning, agssemblage that responds more widely
to change that lie at the intersection between Mm@ty an educator and the educative

practice available to us.

| critically examine becoming an educator from tbentext of transformational
pedagogy. | wish to show that my arguments for@eabktransformation of teachers are
based on a trend that leads to the importancedwidual power and responsibility. |
will then show that social transformation leadsprsonal integration and overcomes
social hegemony. These are the critical featurésaasformative education that need to

be overcome.
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Transformative education as personal transformation

Mezirow is a key figure in documenting and makingikable theoretical perspective of
learning as personal transformation. He undergiagheory usingaradigmof Thomas
Kuhn (1962) anatonscientizatiorof Freire (1993). His is looking to identify leamg as

a volitional coming to an understandinge@nscientizationfrom within a paradigm of

cultural milieu.

The critical aspects of the theory are taken frdva Frankfurt School of German
Philosophy, specifically Habermas (1984) in seekmginmask hegemonic ideology.
The post-Kantian theory of Habermas seeks to baildantian sense of “critique”.
Emancipatory in outlook, Habermas seeks to refer reflection to one situated in
reason as a form of self-formation that is emanoiyatowards our constraints of

dysfunctional beliefs.

For his Transformation theory, Mezirow (1991) takdsbermasean concepts of
“communicative competence and instrumental learn&sy the major domains of
learning; the recognition of the central role o$atiurse in validating beliefs; and the
idea of reflection as a form of self-formation theancipates as it dissolves the

constraining spell of unexamined beliefs” (p. xiii)

The core proposition of Transformation theory igptd on display the way adults learn
in order to change their frame of reference andvyi¢ransformative learning at the
heart of significant learning. In order for criticgelf-reflection, transformative learning
emphasises the context in which what we know arigveeis embedded. Meaning is
made from our experiences under the conditions fndmch they were expressed. Truer
more dependable beliefs are said to derive frowidgupon the context of experience.

Transformative theory seeks to explain the proaesisexamine it (Mezirow, 2000).

Transformative education for social transformation

My arguments for social transformation follow théher tendency of education to
become merely socialisation. In seeking significaptsonal changes of individual
psycho-socio development in order to free an imligl from the unconscious, to

unlock potential for self-actualisation.
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Boyd (1989) introduces transformative educationmfrthe perspective of analytic
psychology, to meaningfully integrate the firstfhafl one’s life with the second half.
Where Mezirow focuses on cognitive conflicts aseault of our relationship with
culture, conflict for Boyd lies with an individugkyche and its resolution that leads to a
transformation. In that sense analytical psychol@gpgnises the whole person, the self
as total personality, including both conscious agd collective unconscious. Mezirow
focuses solely on the ego as the central psychayeplto gather a perspective
transformation. Boyd therefore offers a model fi@ansformation beyond the narrow
confines of gaining a greater sense of reason egid hnd offers an opportunity for
transcendence in a group involvement. Mezirow fiegsat the autonomous self, where

Boyd'’s individualism develops compassion and greaterdependence for society.

In practice, critical oversight of one’s involventein a social setting is through a
process of discernment, with a goal of contempdatinsight and personal
understanding. It is said to involve receptivitistgning), recognition (a need to make
choices) and grieving. “As radically distinguishiedm Mezirow’s occasional reference
to an individual’s feelings of discomfort and dismrtation, transformative education
identifies grieving as a critical condition for theossibility of a personal
transformation” (Boyd and Myers, 1988, p. 20). Withthe acceptance of
transformative education, Boyd claims to offer st recognition of their “spirit” —
“that abiding within the person is a truth, a knedde, which is not separate from
socio-economic, political and other cultural instsg but transcends them.” (Boyd and
Myers 1988, p. 282). Transformation along thesesdlirs individual, but claims social
change through self-integration of our unconscidadialogue with our unconscious,
we come to terms with hidden aspects of our sogaisonality. Mezirow’s
transformative perspective is a rational autonom@esspective, where the ego
consciousness is dominant. Boyd offers a transpatsnodel derived from our ego set

as a servant to our spirit.

Freire: Emancipatory transformation

An education reformer from Brazil, Freire saw tfans:ation as an emancipatory
struggle amongst an underclass of oppressed peiophes homeland. As a teacher of
literacy in the Third World, Freire (1993) used aducation method that was
destabilising to those in power and motivatinghtose without. People were to take up

an “ontological vocation” (p. 12), which saw thelsjectified and economic rationalised

37



situation to be transformed to viewing people aBjexis, who reflect and act on a
transformation of their world to be equitable andtj Such an unveiling of reality in
process of socialisation is ongoing and dynamic.

Where Mezirow emphasises personal transformatiaejré- is more of a social
transformation that demythologises the surroundeadity by the oppressed. In critical
awareness the workers articulate and speak outtatimu social and political

contradictions that surround them. In Freire’s @98ords:

[The] more radical he [sic] is, the more fully haters into reality so that,
knowing it better, he can better transform it. Henbt afraid to confront, to
listen, to see the world unveiled. He is not aftaigneet the people or enter into
dialogue with them. He does not consider himsedfgloprietor of history or of
men [sic], or the liberator of the oppressed; dbes commit himself, within
history, to fight at their side (p. 23-25).

The conscientization of the oppressed comes fraannieg the socio-political and
economic contradictions in the world. Transformatieducation for Freire is either
further oppression to taking up the values of tomitiant group or liberating, allowing
critical reflection as an awareness of the worldatce action and change society. Like
Mezirow, Freire views critical reflection from satidialogue with other learners as the
key to transformation. In contrast, the purposetrahsformation is for learners to
rediscover social power and the more critically @Maarners are to transform society
and themselves. Mezirow doesn’t view social tramsfdion as necessarily an outcome
from personal transformation. Instead he stopstsbbrcommitting to any social

outcome a personal experience.

Mezirow seeks reintegration not questioning of dwani social structure or act
differently if they choose. Boyd reflects a psydugital reintegration — instead of Freire

who wishes to find new ways to act in society focial transformation.

Peter Mayo (2008) recently reviewed the contributio education of Antonio Gramsci
as a tribute on the ¥0anniversary of his death. Gramsci sought to engageunter-
hegemonic activities in all spheres of social lifglucation was at the centre of his

vision for social transformation of Italian socieGramsci was seeking the proletariat to

38



transform the bourgeois, a social class that domdhall aspects of social reality.

Schools themselves were identified as places #hh important role to play in giving

consent for the ‘ruling way of life’. Some peopladrpret the lack of success of sub-
dominant cultures in New Zealand schools as arifiog this problem. Even from a

position of disadvantage, those groups give tagipsert to the ruling social divisions

(Waitere-Ang, 2005).

Gramsci advocated education to become an experigheenancipation. It was only
through rendering people capable of understandiag society through education that
they would seize control of their society. Mayo @8) notes that this came close to
success, but that the reason for its ultimate failwas the lack of a homogeneous
alliance across other sites of culture, not justfécttory floor. The concept of education
here is participatory, that through our involvemewith others we make learning
important. The breakdown of what is considered tydar us’ by high society is no
longer meaningful. The consensus that arose fromgbeducated amongst fellow

workers would be not given up.

An alternative

| have shown that education can be conceived &eregersonal transformation that
seeks to enhance the personal status and authafritthe individual or social

transformation whereby the inherent hegemony otation is overcome through being
immersed in social situations. Smeyers (1995b) eggan alternative position that
places the individual educators themselves in thdstmof what is considered
worthwhile to be learnt. He successfully combine§vatgensteinian postmodernist
position and a ‘conversation of mankind’ suggestgdOakeshott with Frankfurt's

importance of volitional necessity.

Following Wittgenstein, Smeyers (1995b) argues thate is a background from which

we can be clear about, and still leave room foroomgy discussions about mankind. He
discusses a ‘language-game’ idea of Wittgensteaah ghys that the meaning of a word
rests partly with its context, and that when we fhéise words into a phrase, we can
recognise an internal understanding of the phrasesentence. Our choice of words

relates to the context we are addressing. Indeechweshow our reasons for a particular
course of action from the way we are satisfiedHgyrheaning expressed. This reservoir

of meaning, Wittgenstein suggests, is a ‘form f& lia complete repository of the way
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humans give life to their ideas from the way othHeage expressed meaning. This is the
background from which we draw our language. Smepeiats out that our actions
“cannot be considered as random activities whioh jast ‘done’ by me without
knowing them” (Smeyers, 1995b, p. 403).

Following Michael Oakeshott, Smeyers (1995b) argthest education has lost its
deeper calling to bring forth ‘traditions’ as a walfyinculcating students into becoming
‘learned’. By being familiar with the great works$ lderature, philosophy, artistic and
science, learners enter into a deep conversatittmnoaur civilisation. In coming to know

ourselves and the world around us, we are guidem anrelationship with the great
works by our teacher. It is this person who comesknow the learner, and has
something to impart having previously masteredInt.this way we enter into a
conversation with those great works, both beingilfamwith their meaning, and

making a contribution to an accepted understanding.

Frankfurt (1988) presents an argument for beingaotourse of action just because
caring is sufficient to make it significant. It tisrough actively attending to something
we care about that we show its importance. But nitoae this, Frankfurt argues that it
is impossible not to follow a course of action, dege what one cares about really
matters. This he calls ‘volitional necessity’. Sy (1995b) combines Frankfurt’s
ideas with Wittgenstein and Oakeshott as an ‘orggaionversation of mankind'.
Instead of being a form of liberation, we can elgreze education as a form of initiation
into what is considered ‘worthwhile for us’. It ot just about being educated, but
rather that education conveys what is worthwhileus to learn. What is important is
that those who share in the culture come to pasghai is significant. Not only is there
a place for new ideas, but also a place where wghabnsidered worthwhile can be
preserved.

Conclusion

In discussing the status of the teacher withirkadicurriculum, educational philosophy
(as a branch of social science) risks diverting fbeus of attention from reforming

education to remediation of the individual teachesénse of self worth. It is perhaps
ironic that Smeyers (1995b) should appeal to Whtsgein as a model of teaching
practice, since while an interesting and provoeatighilosopher of language;

Wittgenstein was a largely ineffectual communicatoa practical sense. Educational
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theory is like that. Smeyers (1995b) is clearlyciiagted by Wittgenstein’s thesis of the
language game and the use of language as a mystizadss of bringing words to life.
“Smeyers points out that ‘our actions cannot besmred as random activities which
are just “done” by me without knowing them’.” Whhtt means on one level is that we
oughtto act (speak, teach) in full consciousness ofiti@ications of our actions, that
is, teaching should be delivered as a processsobdery, expressing an open mind, and
not indifferently as a collection of facts nomirditby an external authority. What
Smeyers may not fully recognize is that for Wittgin as for Whitehead,
assemblagethe compilation of a theory or statement from nmldti thoughts or
sources—inevitably runs the risk of self-destrugtthrough an intrinsic absence of
conceptual unity, and this “randomness” was inttgm by Wittgenstein as a
potentially fatal absence of integrity not only hs own thoughts, but equally to his
communication of meaning to students or readermdny respects Wittgenstein is the
antithesis of a good teacher, since his lifelongu$o concerned the credibility of

language and in a wider sense, the utility of amgnfof social communication.

Alternatively, drawing on arguments from Wittgemste Frankfurt (1988), and
Oakeshott, Smeyers (1995b) proposes a motivatioadocation not as liberation from
arbitrary limitations, but as induction into essahlife skills. “What is worthwhile for
us to learn” implies a sanitized utilitarianismwhich the weasel term “worthwhile”
can equally allude to a predetermined regime otsfaxs decided by political or
industrial interests (in which case not much hanged). Or it may apply to developing
skills of observation, communication, assimilatemd inference that can be applied in
any life situation, not just to work regime prottedOnly in the latter case is education
truly open to a changing social and political eomment, and the introduction of new

ideas.

In addressing “education as transformative for efgti we need to distinguish
education for a society in transformation (transfation as a condition of a dynamic
reality to which education needs to adapt) from cation being usedo effect
transformationon a society already in transformation, which a$ the same thing. I'm
arguing from the position of the former, ratherrtithe latter. For example, if on the
other hand the teacher’s role is first to accomn®aame’s own goals to those of the
school, by implicatioraverseto transformation, that would imply that by societye

means transformative of one’s fellow teachers.olf that would be arguing that one
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conforms in order to subvert and eventually prevEtlat is not what is intended here.
For actions to be regarded as transformative folegpand not merely part of a broader
pattern of transformation implies a peculiar distion to education as a whole. The
danger of such considerations lies in drawing &tienaway from the quality of

education for learning to more pragmatic or pddiic orientated designs on how to win
the transformative argument as a matter of priecifpheories of education are rarely
about learning, and education for innovation byirdgdn is a policy with unknown

outcomes.

Whitehead offers a position that sees the edudat@ssemblage as self-referential,
generative and creative. It is rare to view edusaito these terms, due to the conditions
of determinism that arise in education as | haviirmd. | look more carefully at the
conditions that underpin transformation from ediscatas being available with
educators. | will show that the conditions of deteism prevent ourselves being
creative and novel in the world, and show how Whetel comes to view our
involvement as participating in the unity of thendoas indeterminate. We return the
educator in the midst of teaching and learning @snao the unity of the world, one

available to us as assemblage
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2. Chapter two — Transformation: the material world

| wish to make an initial attempt at examining @u&ator in assemblage. To do that, |
turn to the philosophical underpinnings of posgéini and reveal that the notions of
being available to a transforming world can be ilgatcommodated as an assemblage.
As a consequence we must accept that the matesidd ww transformation is no less a

priority than ourselves.

If we are to address the project of educationasstformative for society, to join society
in its transformation more readily through the wofkan educator, we need to look at
the context of the subject in the world. ‘Subjeityivrefers to the separation of our
mind as a source of interior reflection from theeemal world. We are looking for
general principles that appear to defy any separdtetween our distinct selves typified
by our mind, from the actual world as it appearsature. In this way, the subject is
always linked to something outside of itself, sashother people in society and material
(physical) objects. It is through an exploration sibjectivity that we provide a
possibility for a better understanding of assemblimat involves the material world in

the process of transformation.

In my everyday life, | rely on the organising prsses of the world, the apparent
causality that exists in the material world. | @btlardly do without it. Causality and to
a lesser extent my culture, provide me with a graspmy reality. It makes getting
around in the physical world possible. Paul Smey2f2) also argues that we are

dependant on it.

“If the laws of causality were not what they ares @ould not be free; and if trust
completely disappeared in human interactions, not acting together but even
communication would completely break down. Beirgpfpresupposes this kind
of dependency which we could not do without” (p91L7

Whitehead did not want to abandon science, buteratie saw that science needed
widening and broadening. It was by turning backthie philosophic traditions of
metaphysics that he placed science in a more uppiggition. In expecting more from

science than had previously been intended, Whitebame to value the nature of being
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human amidst the material world, instead of its ohation, and proposed ourselves in a
different relation to the material world. In Whitdd's view, the transformative world
need not exclude the fixed and immoveable objettth® material world. This has
implications for science, and in this chapter lamgfie these interconnected threads of
science and our existence. | argue that the sfiembsession of ‘discovery’ of a
material world through positivist science is notrthéess, rather it is misguided, and if
our attention is redirected in the way that Whisgh@roposed, there are implications

for education which | suggest will allow us to leettespond to a transformative world.

A notion of ‘the subject’ has been a constant sewrfcreflection for philosophers and
continues in contemporary philosophic debate. tteoto access Whitehead's thinking
for education more readily, | apply more generahgpals from philosophy to my

position. | wish to deepen my positions in edugafrom philosophy in order to discern

more precisely the full impact of Whitehead’s métggcs.

We can delineate a scientific influence on educat@dong two lines. Both are
teleological, wanting to adapt to a world in tramsfation and seeking to unfold along
either pathway, but seeking to arrive at a precerdegoal or outcome. The first line
for becoming a teacher that we have already predestas a ‘personal transformation’.
Such an individual approach is seeking to confoamthie pre-conceived goal that
reinforces themselves. Their own actions would rhageemselves as conforming as a
much as possible to pre-agreed notions of teachdrbny critical oversight from their
perspective is to be meeting an expectation ofeateacher practice. Responding as a
teacher to the classroom environment in this wayegnised from philosophy as

determinism.

Becoming a teacher as a ‘social transformationhas to give up the possibility of
aiming towards a goal, only that no goal is achi®aand ones actions are to subvert
the expected norms. Subversion derived from th@akoupulses of the classroom are
unrecognisable to others. Whilst clearly the teaghnactice is responding to change, it
Is unclear whether my actions as a teacher coinuidle a world that cannot be
recognised at all. Philosophy has termed theseitiomsl as undetermined.
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The process of free will

In order to present the broadest possibility forselves in assemblage, | begin
examining ‘free will from viewpoint of a mechanseworld. Traditionally this
represented our dignity in mankind, because we dcagpeal to a higher power.
Interpreted through the church, our ‘free will" wagid to account for man above all
other living things. And with that came the powerrtule over them and turn them to

our own ends.

In a transformative world, we are free to make cesithat are said to coincide with our
actions. There is an obvious tension that existsvd®en our freedom to act without
access to a higher power. To know ourselves asdrngemarily to know. Our desire for

self-knowledge without recourse to a higher powethis sense is the “science” of our

freewill.

The freewill problem from philosophy came to regrsthe coincidence of the external
world with our understanding from our internal wbrlExistentialism is the key

objection to a pre-determined world. Whenever weehzhoices over a course of action
to take, we recognise our choices as either libartssm or determinism. Presumably

this contributes to our understanding from the diorl

Not only do we make choices, but we also explaily efoices are made and predict
what they will be. In light of viewing our choices a science of our free will, we reflect
on our freedom in light of the choices we have miaglénvoking some sort of precise
generalisation about the effect of the sort ofdhinat occurs in such a situation. The
ideal limit of this generalisation is said to beusal or scientific law. Even if we
doubted on reflection the existence of such lavescannot doubt all that occurs is fully
explicable. This is termed the Law of Causationwibich every event has a cause.

The first position, libertarianism, is that our tiistion to make choices rises above
causal laws, and could be termed undetermined dreedvhich implies there is a
determination to arrive at something. It can bensethe negation of determined, and
therefore retains the potential of something yeanave. Here we are acting freely in
one’s purpose, not as a moral or accountable b&wuyg.will cannot be determined
because that is governed by our ‘motives’. We adependent of determination. It is

not possible from this view to admit anything astdial, since those facts do not warrant
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the inference they are based on. | might admitctaddferently, but not before | was a

different person. It is simply improvable whethey actions are related to my freedom
or not. There is a denial of any rational connectetween human actions. The result
depends on the conditions | do not yet know abdtiere is simply insufficient

knowledge. Such actions though are part of a sclufrseme sort.

The second group of choices we make are those edepathe incompatibility, which
the libertarian promotes between causality anddfyvee Behaviourists do not accept
that there is universal causation, and thus rdjeetbelief that freedom exists at all.
These are determinigiar excellenceFor the determinists, human action is like other
processes that are determined by their antecedamds;onsist of character and external
circumstances. Without these antecedents, thee ikeno rational connection to our
psychical sphere and therefore to deny psycholggynpossible. Because these topics
exist, it shows that the principal of causal detarsm applies. With known motives,
we can predict our conduct using mathematics. Tteeeemechanical-causal sequence
to our actions, the character of which can be reduo ‘causal laws’ of prediction. We
cannot know that character, because it is indistgigable from the entire datum that

arrives from the whole of life.

There are typical limitations which, in practiceake us unfree. For Taylor (1912) this
comes down to the purpose we ourselves attributeit@actions. We are not free when
our limbs are set in motion by some means extamaurselves. We are free when
those actions are an expression of the purposedetefor our limbs. Expressing our
purpose of our own movements, we can say that tiiady belong to us, and therefore
constitute freedom. It is not necessary to havartbeement recognised as entertaining
a purpose of our own. We might if left to ourselViesre made that movement of the
system of forces, or another person had done any®@jong as we did the purpose of

the act, this was a free act.

An impulsive action is not free action. It is mgrelutomatic action and not genuine.
There is no opportunity for reflection on our anti@nly that while we may feel some
satisfaction afterwards, there is little awaren@san impulsive action to be aware at
that moment of our purpose. So really, we are res.fWe are of course in moral life
held accountable for our impulsive action, but owith an expectation that we have

modified our practice through some habitual pract€ reflection. We are never really
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held fully accountable for the ‘deed of impulse’ e are for the fully worked out

reflective practice, fully adopted.

We are also not free when we fail to execute oupgses. According to Plato, we must
have our purposes that are ‘coherent and abidifm’be free simply means ‘to know
what you mean’. To be unfree means ‘not knowing yaind’. A criminal for example
iIs not free because their passions are constantlyaawith each other and with his
judgement.

Cartesian process of free will

Rene Descartes (1666-1723) was an influential #rinkho maintained there was
freedom between our will and our mind. He claimdttour actions were not
influenced by the natural world around us othentbs our mind. The limits on our
freedom come solely from our mind, as do our astidrhe natural world does not play
a part in this, except through our body. Our phglsiody is united and interacts with
our mind, but not by a means that can be predictetktermined. In this way, he was

attempting to overcome the unknown influence obamipresent God.

Philosophers gave the traditional picture of béinghan and human rationality as being
beyond and outside our social existence and histiodevelopment. This view of man
clearly belongs with Plato. Descartes showed iuisteat our external reality lay with a
contemplation of our ideas that we need to turnyafsam any external reality that
impresses upon us. Descartes allowed philosopmyaice an inward turn towards the
subjective sphere and metaphysics took the roegfing for a distinction between the
mind and the body. Such a focus on consciousnads l&s to believe that our mind and

body are distinct entities.

The ideas of Descartes therefore coincide withdhgins of modernity, for which a

unified system of the world was sought, that disesnwith the presence of a higher
power. The ideas of monism arrived as a revisicaires Aristotle and Plato. Against
Aristotle, Descartes denied that there need berma for quality as features of the
material itself. Entities can only be explainedtenms of the matter itself, rather than
the ‘form’ of that matter. However, his system loé tuniverse was conceived to include

both animal and non-animal entities. Descartes vidve system of matter in motion
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throughout the universe, as opposed to an otheslyordalm of the ideas (Plato) nor

particular forms that belonged to various kindeeihgs (Aristotle).

It is with some significance then that Descartekemwith these traditions as a scientist
and an empiricist. “Whatever | have up till now egted as most true | have acquired
either from the senses or through the senses” @des; 1998b, p 12). However, any
truthfulness that one gains through the sensespae to error in various ways, such as
deception from an evil demon, who could be eithadror in a dream, and therefore

previously wrong.

Descartes says that we have not had genuine clanty distinctness unless our
perception is such that we cannot doubt it; thaitibas stood the test of a process
whereby every attempt has been made to doubt ityahdts indubitable character is
proved. The mark of truth is that our ideas aredcland distinct’. The paradigm of ‘I
think, therefore | am’ supports this notion of krut

The implication of this idea is that the mind ahd body are really distinct things. The
mind simply posits ideas in our body as they ‘happ8ur body is an extension of this
mind approach, but independent from it. This hgglizations for human nature, which

have become known as ‘Cartesian dualism’.

Next | examined attentively what | was. | saw thdiile | could pretend that |
had no body and that there was no world and negdlacme to be in it, | could
not for all that pretend that | did not exist. ixsan the contrary that from the
mere fact that | thought of doubting the truth dfey things, it followed quite
evidently and certainly that | existed; whereas liad merely ceased thinking,
even if everything else | had ever imagined hadhgee, | should have had no
reason to believe that | existed. From this | knewas a substance whose
whole essence or nature is simply to think, andctwvhdloes not require
any place, or depend on any material thing, in otdexist (Descartes, 1998a,
pp. 32-33).

This implies that while | can doubt the existentehe material world, | cannot doubt
the existence of myself, and hence, | am not a mahteody. This is known today as

Cartesian Doubt.
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John Cottingham (1992) refers to this as “one efitiost notorious non-sequiturs in
the history of philosophy” (p. 242). The probleng bays, is that “Descartes moves
from the proposition that he can doubt the existarfchis body to the conclusion that
he can exist without his body — that he is a béwlgch does not require any place,
or depend on any material thing, in order to ekigbid.). He has not justified the step
from ‘I am not aware of anything belonging to mge&sce except thought’ to ‘nothing

in fact belongs to my essence except thought'.

Descartes for the first time, made the mind-bodybfam available to the subject. It
follows therefore that our thinking cannot be daabtsince what we know is known in
and by ourselves. When our mind comes to know vidatutside of itself, or the

attributes of those things, then Cartesian mindthasble showing that it does know
those things. The solution for Descartes was tanktiee cause through that which was
caused. Therefore the knowledge of that effectrecty related to the knowledge of its

cause.

Determined processes of science

During the 1% century our understanding of the physical univecsene to be
dramatically altered. From the middle ages onwands,understanding of the physical
world remained largely unchanged. For centuries $tatic view of the world was
largely “based on Platonic and Aristotelian elemseimcorporated within a Judeo-
Christian metaphysic” (Cottingham, 1998, p. 61).eTtosmos was available to us
through what Aristotle termed ‘formal causes’, wiogehaviours were graspable
teleologically. “[W]e understand natural phenoméyareference to the functions and
purposes of things: plants have roots for the sdkaking up nutrients from the soil;

cats have sharp claws for the sake of catching finey” (Cottingham, 1998, p. 62).

This resulted in humankind having a direct contmder the environment, but
nonetheless could take consolation from being tlstrfavoured of God’s creatures.
Such a privilege lay with the idea that the eartis\at the centre of the universe, all of
which culminated in serving a loving creator. Thevolution’ that unfolded over many
years involved the systematic challenging of theaw the most famous of which is
Copernicus’s hypothesis that the Earth was no loagéhe centre of the cosmos, and

was experimentally confirmed by Galileo in 1610hitis discovery of the moons of
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Jupiter. This spawned a radical hostility to antigroof a teleological explanation from
science. In its place arrived a method for “the sevence [that] could claim to discern
underlying structural patterns, whereby a hostesnsingly diverse phenomena could
be explained in terms of the mechanical interastiohthe micro-particles involved”

(Cottingham, 1998, p. 63).

This coincided with Cartesian principals of math&osathat was able to express for the
first time, the underlying laws derived from mecitcan Descartes believed that the
entire universe would be discernable from the dairgaraction of particles along

predictable laws. Such a model is mathematicalmadhanistic rather than qualitative

and teleological.

The new universe therefore was unconcerned forhamythat could not be contained
by a geometrical description of matter operatirmgrfrthe mathematical laws of motion.
Such a view placed nature as essentially dead,umawailable for the traditional ethic
that saw fulfilment from the natural world. Man tinis view is no longer part of the
universe, merely describing and depicting what wed fthrough a mathematical
description. This change in our outlook to natwegcted any effort to integrate with
nature, but rather to control and manipulate itdeorthrough mechanical science.

Descartes sets out such an approach iDisisourse on the Methd®escartes, 1998a):

[The principles of my new physics] opened my eyethe possibility of gaining
knowledge, which would be very useful in life, aofidiscovering a practical
philosophy, which might replace the speculativelgguphy taught in schools.
Through this philosophy we could know the power antion of fire, water, air,
the stars, the heavens and all the other bodiesrienvironment, as distinctly as
we know the various crafts of our artesian; andcawald use this knowledge as
the artisans use theirs, for all the purposes foichvit is appropriate, and this

make ourselves the masters and possessors of (at6E).

It is clear then that Descartes makes a clear bnetikthe ontology of medieval and
scholastic philosophy. He no longer resorts to fthal causes as an explanation of
things in the world. According to Cottingham, tHeange goes much deeper than this
“in effect, almost the entire ontological structuoé the traditional world-view is

ruthlessly discarded” (Cottingham, 1998, p. 65).pllace of Aristotelian substances, his
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scientific system offerses extensa- extended stuff. Cottingham (1998) describes the
material substance as only available “by the foatioh of universal covering laws, the
values for whose variables are purely guantitategresentation of dimension and

motion” (p. 65).

All this does not consider ‘nature’ as a sourcewf reflection. That Descartes saw our
mind as separated from our body, implies that itlmnly be accounted for in terms
of our mind. Rather what has been presented asxtieat to which we can say anything
about the transformation from the world, is thamiust be derived from a science,
which considers itself discoverable and determin@teere are many examples from
nature that we cannot explain under science, ssauaexperience as a source of our

awareness in the world.

My project is addressing instrumentalised educatiod Cartesian thinking supports
that approach. Descartes is cited in support ofptivgcipal that a human subject is a
learning machine and education a form of prograngnonperform specific tasks within
socially acceptable guidelines. Accordingly, thierof a teacher is primarily to be good
at being a teacher, and being a good teacher aswioe follows the standard
curriculum. The determinist tradition is founded cumulative exercises and routine

graded assessments. It tends to inhibit experirtientand invention.

Rousseau’s process of free will

We turn to the thinking of another late enlightenintninker, Jean-Jacques Rousseau
(1712-1778), whose writing combines the intensematism of enlightenment thought,
with an emphasis on feeling and sensibility thatuldoarise again in the wake of
Romanticism of the late ¥8and early 19 centuries. The thought behifithe Social
Contract (1762) of Rousseau argues for a rationalised wanider an authority of the

state that embodies the popular will of the people.

By contrast, his thinking ofConfessions(1781) emphasises the uniqueness and

governing freedom of individual experience. Thisaptured in the opening pages:
| have resolved on an enterprise, which has noeged, and which once
complete, will have no imitator. My purpose is isplay to my kind a portrait in

every way true to nature, and the man | shall pgrwill be myself. Simply
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myself. | know my own heart and understand my fellman. But | am made
unlike any one | have ever met; | will even venttogesay that | am like none in
the whole world. | be no better, but at least | different. Whether Nature did
well or ill in breaking the mould in which she foech me, is a question that can

only be resolved after the reading of my book. ($&&au, 1987, p.17)

Not unlike Descartes’ account in tMeditations this work was Rousseau’s attempt to
provide a complete and uninhibited account of himgg doing so, he claimed this was
worthwhile for simply being a unique individual,athat its centre this story was new
and original. Further he seeks to bind the vartwatorical events of the story not in a
thematic way, but of a particular experience, igegience. The work is grounded in
the feeling and life at its centre. For Rousseaarty, the sufficiency of individuality is
all that is required. The complete picture of thehat we read here is sufficient of the
‘I who is writing about himself. In this way Rousau (1987) trusts the sufficiency of
his own intuition about himself in his judgementtbé& world. In a famous passage, he

contemplates the fallen nature of humankind:

| dared to strip man’s [sic] nature naked, to fallthe progress of time, and
trace the things which have distorted it; and bypearing man as he had made
himself with man as he is by nature | showed hirignpretended perfection the
true source of his misery. Exalted by these subhmeelitations, my soul soared
towards the Divinity; and from that height | lookddwn on my fellow men
pursuing the blind path of their prejudices, ofitherors, of their misfortunes

and their crimes (p. 362).

Rousseau conceives humankind as being born intovtvé in a state of nature’s
perfection and then simply reacting to the illshidtory and social life that leave us
engulfed in error and crime. While humans pursuwerthnnatural demands of social
order in the world, they diminish their own natugtential by which they would
otherwise be free. We need only recover our indiaidy with which we were born and

receive nature’s sanctity and promise.
An educational programme that was to derive froms 8ocial contract is found in
Rousseau’s novel entitldeimile (1983). This is a sketch of an educative prograrfone

a well-formed human being, a thought depiction etdming educated as a free and
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rational citizen. Further Rousseau insisted thatemeed not be any recourse to his
ideas inThe Social Contrac{l762), and that such an educative sketch wouldydpp
anyone and everyone as they are found. This, Raussssured us, is the ‘natural’ way
education proceeds, although he had no knowledgetofal children, so it cannot be
said to be determined by science. Perhaps thisiysne one has taken this as a literal
account of education. It served instead as a polereans to conceive a notion of
childhood that we recognise today.

Whilst Emile is nothing but an ordinary child, tleenditions for his education are
highly specific and controlled. He is to be remowexn society and guided by a Tutor.
We are given an account of the first twenty-fivangeof his life. He has no siblings, but
there are servants for Emile regulated by EmilefsrtJean Jacques. Whilst the servants
perform their tasks under direction for Emile’s bt they regulate their performance
in much the same way that the tutor does for hiinsehe servants are wholly
dependent on their self-regulation in order nddigturb the natural flourishing of Emile
as he develops. It is the Tutors role to have Emdédgelop as a natural child. He
nourishes him by turning to rely on the experienoésEmile himself rather than
introducing political ideals or some programme ofjcha that requires its adherence. To
this end, the Tutor is never directly involved wimile, but rather puts Emile in
situations from which he might learn. The accouatake given is narrated by the Tutor,
and reads as a blueprint of his consciousnesstatfoa immersed in a programme of

education for Emile.

The tutor’s idea is to shun anything that leavesil&mnaware of his promise for
himself. Never offer anything that Emile does nelt about is the approach of the tutor.
Better to offer fixed and determinate physical otgeto learn from rather than people
whose qualities are constantly changing. Anythiegdmd his experience should come
from physical objects that he can actively usethis way the proper thoughts of
appropriate generalisation and invention are delayatil he is genuinely self-reliant

and independent enough to be fully exposed to tirédw

All goes well until adolescence, when the passaiisve and affection that arrive with
sexuality. Rousseau introduces Sophie as a loesestt for Emile, with whom he is
enamoured. The project of independence and freettmmEmile from his own

experiences is to account for his natural reprodocHowever, at this point the Tutor
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presents himself as an authority to Emile, the dinte this happens, and directs Emile
to postpone the prospect of a life with Sophie. islesent off to explore the world
without her. If Emile is to be well formed and ipadadent, it only remains for that to be
exposed to the wider world, to cement the capdoityhis own self-judgement. The
other reason that Sophie should not accompany Eonilkis journey is that she is not
another Emile. She has not yet been initiated timt project of self-independence, and
is assigned instead to a life of service to her.nagtead of rational autonomy, Sophie
is given superiority over the sentiments and deginat Emile, in time, will depend on

and be guided by.

According to Rorty (2000), there are several cotifig strands of Rousseau’s account

of the moral development of Sophie.

While her life is meant to accord with, and to flulher nature, she does not
choose her mode of life. At best, she chooses tisband who will see the
guidelines and principles of her life. Although seehe Nurturer, it is Emile,
and indeed the Tutor, who gives her the generacymies that are to guide her
children’s education and the running of the houkkhdlthough Rousseau
claims that she is Emile’s moral equal, she is hgtRousseau’s lights, capable

of choice, and so, by Rousseau’s lights she ismmooral being at all (p. 249).

In the effort of Rousseau to present his theoriesked out in a programme for
education, Sophie presents a difficulty for thipemxment. She represents the ‘Eve’ to
Emile’s ‘Adam’. She is a creature, unable to bew#d to make choices for herself,
least they disturb the project of Emile’s upbrirggiRousseau attends to her importance,
but fails to depict her in a love relationship oamiage. Rather Emile treats her with
contempt and foreboding. Far from being the cultnomaof the thought depiction for a
new society, Sophie remains a creature, neithejesulor object, said to be of the

world, but unable to make a moral contributiontto i

Stabilising processes in the world

In order to rework our traditional view of the tshorming world in a static and

mechanised model, | have examined two importanbnstin philosophy that had their
origin at this time and still inform us today. Assglage can accommodate all of this

when we take a processual view of the world, whiicttroduce in the next chapter. For
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now | want to suggest that a processual world bélladequate to account for ourselves

informed from the Laws of Causation.

Viewing the ever-changing nature of the world asrecess, we require some way of
stabilising this immense flux of causally occurripgtterns that occur freely in nature.
The traditional picture of causality was that sogneen effect was able to be isolated,
its essential qualities specified and, accordingCtitingham, “reasoning that these
qualities must have been inherited or passed om Ipyior cause itself possessing
(actually or in some higher form) the relevant mies, or the appropriate degree of
perfection” (1998, p. 66). We require a backgrowficsome sort sufficient to act as
guide in determining ourselves. Previously this wagl to belong to God, but in our
secular world today, this is no longer availablee Wiefly examine here the way that

determinism has been morally interpreted in thé. pas

The conception of determinism belongs to philosophyg derives from the ancient
Greek thought of fate, or necessity, such thatoitegns all occurrences (Berofsky,
1966). For everything that happens in the worldemheinism states that there are
conditions, such that, given those conditions, imgtlelse could happen. Today we
might view this as a desirable goal to which we foon, or otherwise. This is
anthropocentric in its outlook and moralistic. FermChristian thinkers saw
determinism in terms of God’s characteristics amthtionship to the world. Neo-
Platonism viewed the world and our actions withtira$ the “unravelling of God’s
essence” (Berofsky, 1966, p.2). Neo-Platonism datexd a process for our existence
and its character as necessary and immutable. &unlversal character of determinism
came to be taken up in a pantheistic form by Sgindhe more orthodox view was that
God had only a foreknowledge of our activitieshe world, but nonetheless He played

a role in the formation of determinism.

The conception of determinism in this more orthoftmxn is more available to free will

because God is extrinsic to our actions, althoughaztions still depend on what is
known by God. We might think of God as playingiacidental role. For example, our
conception of determinism as rule governing maynay not require any reference to
God. This was the thinking of the deists in th& &id 18 centuries. At the same time,
there were those presenting determinism as a scighnmechanics, and viewed God to

be the First Cause. “The more powerful and impdr@nd’s role in the world is
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conceived, the more serious are the problems wdnetcreated for those who wish to

retain a belief in human freedom” (Berofsky, 196R).

Physical determinism has wider implications tha@ pinevious depictions presented. It
says that the goal to which we are to conform iailakile to us exclusively in the
physical realm. Newton’s physics completely desatilthe motion of particles in the
world. Newtonian mechanics, a deterministic theshgwed that for a given position in
space at a particular moment, it was determinethé\state at any other moment. With
complete information about the system at one tialk,subsequent states could be

determined.

A further development to this position was the ensal governance of nature, typified
by Rousseau. However, it was Pierre-Simon, Maragies Laplace who founded

determinism as a particular scientific theory tt@atnbines with nature. He finalised the
work of mathematical astronomy begun earlier tlvatkta mechanised view of the
cosmos. “For Laplace contends that a knowledgbéehtechanical state of all particles
at some particular time together with a knowledfj&lbforces acting in nature’ at that

instant would enable an intelligence to discovéfutlre and past states of the world”
(Berofsky, 1966, pg 3). The Laplace Transform stidlely used today in engineering
gives a one-to-one correspondence of elements ts. da other words, the

transformation was such that it mapped things bado themselves. This was one
instance where determinism combines classical rmechavith the universal science of

nature.

Smeyers (2005) points out that science continuesxtend the Newtonian worldview
that appear now in very sophisticated experimeartdl mathematical techniques. These
are now being suggested as indispensable to uaddisy ourselves as humans. “The
19" century deterministic worldview has in some wagerb extended by $0century
science, for instance in the field of molecular|dgy, where the mechanisms of
heredity are explained exclusively in chemical termhus scientists find themselves
just one step away from explaining learning in t®mh specific chemical changes that
occur in the brain cells and from chemical undeditag of feelings and emotions in the
field of psychology” (Smeyers, 2005). Their ultirmajoal is to explain how our mind

has complete control over our actions. That we ofnpredict with precise
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determination our future actions is merely that ave yet to grasp the full effect of

nature. In this view, prediction is irrelevant teterminism.

| want to argue that determinism in this form isufficient to account for human
actions. With its appeal to universalism, Newtonraechanics by itself would not
establish scientific determinism. Science is a toos that relies on the complete
involvement of our senses, not just mechanical weha John Locke (1632-1704) for
example attempted to suggest in his metaphysi¢satbaould account for qualities of
sound and colour. He suggested that all substaareeparticular at their fundamental
level in nature and that all particular characterss of the macro object can be
accounted for in terms of its motion of those pdes. This is a determinist position of
which the universal claim of determinism coincidesh science. We are able with
enough effort to give a complete account of the ldvan terms of physical

characteristics of all objects available to us.

One objection to the ideas of materialism is tlsahamans we are not physical systems
within what we mean by ‘our act’. Physical objeatg isolated from other influences,
whereas human beings like other organisms fromreague in perpetual interplay with
their environment. They are continually taking imdadiscarding material and
exchanging energy. They are exposed to wider ane fiemdamental aspects that are

available in nature.

Laplace’s formulation of determinism is where egemutside our mind can be
interpreted as phenomena available in nature faimaus passage from Laplace (1951),
he succeeded in dispelling superstition from sdienexplanation. Drawing on
Newton'’s prediction of the return of Halley's comet1759, he was able to show we
need not rely on mysterious signs sent by inscleitadtural powers.

But as these phenomena occurring and disappedringaintervals seemed to
oppose the order of nature, it was supposed thavete irritated by the crimes
of earth, had created them to announce its vengedinus, the long tail of the
comet of 1456 spread terror throughout Europe....$tasafter four revolutions
has excited among us a very different interest. Kifmvledge of the laws of the
system of the world acquitted in the interval h&bsigpated the fears begotten by

the ignorance of the true relationship of man ®uhiverse; and Halley, having
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recognised the identity of this comet with those 1&f31, 1607, and 1682,
announced its next return for the end of the y&&8lor the beginning of the
year 1759. The learned world awaited with impatgetiee return which was to
confirm one of the greatest discovery's that haaenbmade in the sciences (p.
5).

We can almost conclude that events that are cgudatérmined can be explained, and
those that are explained can be causally determifiad leads us directly to conclude
that our actions and decisions can be explained vtk cannot be free. At this point our

moral responsibility disappears.

The more likely situation in making an explanatienthat we simply do not have
enough facts, and that in making an explanation,cexe@ never be sure that a new
condition might not turn up. “[We] can never exatuavhether a further relevant
subdivision of a reference class might be necessaiie basis of addition knowledge”
(Smeyers, 2003).

For any explanation, there requires sufficient ¢omals for evidence of something that
actually happened. Were we to dispense altogetitbrdeterminism, then we would
have trouble relying on facts to take account ofitwhas occurred. Laplace, (1951)

argues similarly.

We may regard the present state of the universkeasffect of its past and the
cause of its future. An intellect which at a certaioment would know all forces
that set nature in motion, and all positions of is#eims of which nature is
composed, if this intellect were also vast enowgbutbomit these data to analysis,
it would embrace in a single formula the movemefthe greatest bodies of the
universe and those of the tiniest atom; for suchnégllect nothing would be

uncertain and the future just like the past wowdghbesent before its eyes (p. 4).

Let us assign labels to two events, C and E, atwldesm them there is a relation R. We
assign the conditions of the relation R as eithesressary or sufficient conditions or a
combination of both. There follows from this diwis, a complex of arrangements to
understand particular occurrences. A common examgdel is the burning down of a

house caused by an electrical short circuit. Thentsvmight include the proximity of
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flammable material, the source of ignition from ottieal arcing (i.e. the flow of
electrons in the wire), the absence of fire retatidatc. Together, these conditions are
unnecessary, but sufficient to cause the fire, esintany other events may have
conspired to burn down the house. Within this @biten of events, the short circuit is
insufficient alone to cause a fire (because pertiag@$use had been replaced), but none
the less plays a non-redundant part of a conditAdmch is itself, unnecessary. Each of
these conditions is the so-called INUS (Insuffitibat non-redundant (necessary) part

of a condition that is Unnecessary but sufficient).

We can take a view of the world informed from sceas indeterminate, the view that
there is something yet to be discovered. In viewedtivity theory, we should not

assume determinism as a vaigriori principle. According to Smeyers (2003),

The challenge of the relativity theory is not signgthat quantum mechanics is
prima facie non-deterministic, but that under plausible casts, no
deterministic completion of the quantum theory assble. In view of this it
seems inadvisable to accept determinism &g jamori principle — and of course

the truth or falsity of quantum mechanics is a eratf physical fact (p. 209).

Whilst causality plays a part in scientific expléaa, even the quantized world relies on
uncertainty. For any two parameters set to desaiesvent, there is a limit from
science to our certainty. In our attempts to ascabvalue to momentum and position
for atomic and subatomic particles, we rely on rttetatistical positions. We cannot
know in absolute terms. Instead, we attempt expiamahrough a completely different
means. Smeyers (2003) describes it as “the assagnbli a total set of relevant
conditions for the event to be explained” (p.2M/e cannot know anything determinate
from science through causal processes, unless thossesses coincide with the

processes of our mind.

Take two alternative events in the world, A and\B: seek out a common cause C, that
Is said to be statistically relevant to both eveW$y would we want to introduce cause
C to explain both events A and B? There is a newection between these two events,
which now passes through C. They exist becausdeofstatistical cause C we have
attributed to this. This is a new spatiotemporatr@rction passing from C to A and

from C to B. We are unable to account otherwise oy direct causal connection
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between A and B. Instead it is suggested thatatapsocesses are capable of
transmitting their own information. This solves B&nparadox that we cannot pass
from one point without passing through all intermag¢el points. As we move from event

A to event B, we occupy the intervening points.

These are the organising processes of the world Itheave now shown to occur
independently of human consciousness. We attributause in order to be aware of
objects around us. However, it is just as likelgttbauses are available to us, but by
some means other than by attributing a cause. p®@rgeption of the world may be

available to us through some means other thantaieservation or sensory input.

Unity of the world’s process

Whitehead’s description of our perception of theldeelies on the idea that the basic
ingredient of our physical reality consists of eige(Denkel, 1996) which is different
from the more widely accepted idea of an objechgireg over time. The later idea says
that we observe various objects around us locatesppace and time, each in a relation
with each other, and conveying a rich diversityjoélities. My coffee mug for example
sits before me on my desk. It has shape, hardtegsire and colour, amongst other
things are located in relation to other objectse Tight reflects off the shiny surface of
the porcelain mug onto the desk. As | alter itsitpms in space, the reflection will
change. But also its surface will over time lodsdustre to reflect as it becomes stained
and worn down. The object is made up of a fusiompadts that on their own are
individual objects able to be detached from the lwhdhese small parts bear the
property and alter with time. We might also see abgect as nothing more than the
qualities it is said to posses. If we were to |Idok every property over a region of
space, there would be nothing but properties. Big would not account for the
property changing over time. Every object changgschanging its qualities or its
position in space over time. By taking a snapshotime, we can see events taking
place. This is the object located in space and tiinere we can observe its properties.
Whitehead’s idea compresses those properties oblifext into a moment in time, by
taking a temporal slice of the object, creating gemal elongation. Whitehead terms

these events as actual occasions, or actualities.

This process has been likened to Marcel DuchampteNlescending a staircase (fig.

1). (Wordpress, 2009). It is a painting of a nudeniotion of descending a staircase as
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fragmented samples of the actual motion, as ifai$ & study in motion using time-lapse
photography (fig.2). This is spatiotemporal procemspressed over time. These are not
stationary substances of a certain quality, buheratas the very unfolding and

movement through time and space. This then is@ref@ure’ across space and time.

Figure 1 Duchamp's Nude descending a

staircase . . . .
Figure 2 Duchamp descending a staircase. Eliot

Elisofon. 1952. © Time, Inc

Rather than human experience ‘pasted on’ to thddwioom outside the world, Felt

(2001) sees a “process of human experiencing isistance of the process at work
everywhere in nature....Within human consciousneat glocess now reveals itself to
itself in reflective self-awareness” (p. 16). Dust@s staircase action is how revealed

as a painterly ‘thought’ on display. One begetsatier through efficient means.

Temporal becoming is Whitehead’s idea of feelingiseh connectedness, which is
related to perception. Just as we are part of thanac world, and our momentary ideas

arrive from there, we have a relationship with gast. In this mode or dimension of
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perception the present is literally felt as flowimgmediately from the past and as
issuing into the future. Felt (2001) describes #ssthe immediate past is felt as laying
its hand on the present as something to be reckeitet(p. 17).

Summary

My aim is to argue that an individual educatorbseao address instrumental education
through the treatment of teacher practice as aenadsdage. Through causality, all
individuals are embedded in their culture. | haveoduced the idea that being open to
the world supports conditions that avoid deternmmisWe require educators in

assemblage to be both generative and self-refaftenti

The difficulty for transformation that education @&tempting to draw on has been
presented as either determined, where accordi@eszartes, our mind dissociated in
the world issues control over our actions. Rousseaeturning as he does to nature,
our existence is presented as residing within tbhddathrough the conditions that allow
events to take place. For Rousseau these conddrensonstructed from within society
and are available to us in reason. Our choices wepend on that which is
undeterminable. Only through conditions that eaigide of ourselves, can we come to
know the world, just as Emile’s tutor facilitatets hearning through setting conditions
for his upbringing.

An attempt that draws our attention to overcomimg ¢onflicts of determinism relating
to the subject is through William James. His prbjemne of clarification and is titled,
“Dilemma of Determinism” (James, 1965). In doing 3ames moves the discussion of
free will to subjectivity. He notes that ‘free wils merely those things that tempt our
will. He looks at ‘chance’ in the world to examitiee indeterminate as the subjective
(p. 122).

This work begins with reviving free will from beindismissed as a worn out
controversy in philosophy, “of what the ideas dlefand of free will imply” (ibid., p

112). In warming up his audience James sets thelatd for the presentation of his
ideas, as conditional on the listener having frde e intends to elucidate two aspects
of determinism, such that should they have freediway will be persuaded. Thus he
can show that from this demonstration freedom i$ ad@out coercion, and that it

depends on the fact that we are initially free.
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Added to this is the discarding of the ‘principdl @ausality’ for this presentation.
Instead James proceeds in order to produce sorbgetsive satisfaction’ and that the
more rational is the truer of the two conceptidmat imay arise. Causality is an empty
postulate whose demands meet some ‘sequence dietrat will appear as ‘a deeper
kind of belonging, one thing with another’. Instetduls is an ‘arbitrary juxtaposition

which now phenomenally appears’.

| have suggested that we ought not to be exemph focausal interactions. It is
sometimes resisted from philosophers and sciertists our behaviour can be made
clear through causal processes. According to Smeelgfl03), there is a long list of
continental philosophers that humagise meaning to their lives, and so rather than
resist causal processes, they grant that caus#ratipns still have significance for

ourselves.

The autonomous individual is that fundamental reatirthe human interaction with the
world that can be known as a consistent, self-idahand coherent entity called the
subject. This entity processes its experience kmowledge, where the goal is the
maximisation of its self-consciousness. Such stibjgcis governed by some essential
faculty — reason, or thought, imagination, etc. 8thmmg is required that is essence of
subjectivity, something that comes to stabilises ttlnmense dynamism, and recover

what came before, above or inside this endless flux
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3. Chapter three — Transformation as creative ndyel

| have tentatively suggested that assemblage maydwgtable account for ourselves in
the world as educators. | have taken notions dfopbphical determinism found in a
static notion of the transformative world and swgigd that assemblage would
accommodate those notions. | wanted to strengtimehbaild on those notions, by
exploring in more detail the idea of an assemblidige provides creative novelty as
outlined by Whitehead.

Process and Realit{f1978) was published in 1929 and Alfred North Whe&ad was by

now in the third and final phase of his work. Waittas a metaphysical treatise, it
differed radically from his previous work. He safwst as his ultimate scholarship, the
culmination of many years of meditation and reftatt It is credited with establishing

the field of process philosophy with its publicatid’he thoughts contained within this
work are archetypal of process philosophy. Howewttrer thinkers at this time can also
be recognized as making a contribution indepengeot! Whitehead from within

speculative metaphysics. Looking back, we seelafrgdd of speculative thought that
relates to process philosophy from diverse thinlereh as Henri Bergson, Charles
Peirce, Martin Heidegger, Nicholas Rescher, ante§&Deleuze. It is beyond the scope

of this study to look at those links formed with We¢head.

Process philosophy

Accepting that the world in constantly changing anailable for transformation, |

introduce the idea that those changes can be foupdocess, the idea that all of the
changes are in fact following a process of some.kin a static view of the changing
world, those processes appear as we've seen asndestic. We are looking for an

account that views our relationship with the waakl dynamic, that informs our every

expression, one that appears as an assemblage.

Whitehead is credited as laying the doctrinal fatimhs of process philosophy, but in
no way does this field pivot on his scholarshipefhwere previous thinkers who
contributed to this theory whose thinking was natlesive to process theory. Indeed it
was Whitehead who came to an understanding of veatvanted to explore in
scholarship, finding a wide range of thinkers tavdrupon. Rescher (2001) states that

Whitehead’s contribution was to provide for thestfitime dogma upon which process
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philosophy could call its own. While | will lateraw directly on his thinking, | will
first survey the field of process philosophy and po display the basic tenants that
concern this field of scholarship.

Whitehead proposes that we experience the worlgracess. There is no “now”, but
rather a series of events that are linked over trmarganic unity. There is no material
thing, but rather a reality that is constantly iolatile “flux”. Experience is not an

isolated event in our reality. We are connectecdugh our experience with the
complete world. We do not know the world, but we abnnected to it through the
indeterminate. This challenges the Cartesian idaadur mind is dissociated from the
world and introduces in its place the possibilltptt our experience coincides with the

organising life of the universe.

Any process is a coordinated and sequential sefiextual events. These events are
integrated to form part of a pre-arranged set @uoences that are linked causally. A
natural process reassembles materials from thetpgsbject to the future. There is a
forward-looking teleological aspect to natural msses, but further, the process brings
together events into regions that are more poshinethe process not occurred. In this
sense, processes are inherently future aware eané behind an exfoliation as the real
from the successive actualised possibilities aptbeess unfolds. Felt (2001) describes
exfoliation as “What has already become is beimdjiarreal, but is only the static husk

of what was once dynamic process” (p. 15).

Processes arrive connected to other processesriétyvaf subordinate processes that
form are part of the overall process, that theneselare connected to. In ordinary
experience we might focus on a feature of a laggaptex process, such as in science
where we study only one aspect or a much largedevitowever, nature’s processes
remain connected with one another as part of aegiated whole. It is only for

convenience that we separate science into varigeces such as physical, chemical or
biological. Nature does not distinguish this, nandts processes be distinguishable
from the larger whole. The successive stages afladical process, such as an enzymic
cascade and the life cycle of an organism are aohected by arbitrary factors. They

are causally connected under some agency of laeduilarity.
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Organismic models can be represented by processelining to form two levels of
units. The units that form from micro processes loo@ to form macro processes.
Cells combined into organs form an organism. Téia paradigmatic model that reveals
the deep nature of things, rather than merely ajogly. An organism for Whitehead
with its interconnected levels of process is a ghgraatic model of nature at work

everywhere.

Material world in process

It is generally recognized that there has beemdetecy in Western metaphysics to be
concerned with things that is explaining our rgaiit purely physical terms. Much of
Aristotle’s work focused on primacy of substanceut Bhere are other ontological
categories that come from these ancient timesalsatmake equally good claims, such
as processes, events, and occurrences. Theseaiterbstter indicated by verbs than by
nouns. For example, this allows us to address s\varmth as a heat wave, or the storms,
which are equally as real as a dog or a cat.

For process theorists, becoming is no less impbttam being. This relies on the idea
of a world ever changing, situated in nature, whageng is continually emerging in

constant flow. But equally, process theorists walb see that being is more important
than becoming, since to become is merely the megnrghich one is. Process theorists
see the difference between the world as a seriebjetts in a museum and the ever-

changing nature of a real world as crucial to autarstanding of reality.

If we look more carefully at what we mean by untherding our reality with process,
there are many processes that do not depend amathee of things. For example, the
heat of a fire causes water to boil, but clearlgthe not a thing. Other times, we can see
that some events are related to their processgexample, a bridge collapsing, or
learning a song. What is more interesting is tlwaes events occur without a subject,
such as a frost, or a magnetic field. Now thesgestibss events do not rely on an

agent, but rather on “forces”.
Heraclitus (c.535-c.475 BCE) was the instigatortto$ idea. He saw reality not as a

collection of things, but rather as made up of psses. The fundamental reality of the

world is not made up of material substance, bulkatie’ flux, or fire, and all things are
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some version of this. The sun is not an object, dsuienduring fire. Rescher (2001)

describes reality as

Not stable things, but fundamental forces and tlaeied and fluctuating
activates they manifest constitute the world. Westmat all costs avoid the

fallacy of materializing nature (p.4).

Gottfried Wilhelm Leibniz (1646-1716) is widely asbwledged as bringing this line of
thought into the modern world. He saw that all ritjg” that appear in our experience
are “mere phenomena” and not actually really “samsts”. He described this world as
consisting of monads, or clusters of processestwhre literally bundles of activity.

Leibniz argued that processes rather than thingsy constitute our world.

Process ontology addresses to what extent somethimdpe said to be as a result of a
process. There are many processes in nature, ouguscross a wide variety of
activities. But we can also ask about the signifteaof those processes. Reality may be
replete with processes but do any of them hold saggificance, enough for instance
that we might have some insight into their subjéti@ry verb must have a subject. On
the other hand, we are interested in the autondntligeoprocess, rather than insisting,
“that all there is in the world are things and thgioperties and actions” (Rescher,

2001). This idea reasserts the bias of westerostphy towards substance.

When we look more closely at the processes of tbhddwthere are many that have

nothing to do with the action of things. For exaeyphhen water freezes, there is no
active “thing” that is bringing about this resuthanges in the earth’s magnetic field

can be identified by their impact on things, bugs processes are not the activities of
things. A change in atmospheric pressure is a psydeaut not a substance being that
process. There is no thing “pressure” in the athesp For the process philosopher
being follows process, since whatever arrives atetid is a product of those processes.
Products or things are secondary and derivatithdag@rocess. It takes mental processes
to extract “things” from the world of buzzing phgal processes. To categorize a
property of something for a process philosopheraistable cluster of “process-

engendering dispositions”.
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Process as mathematical transformation

According to Felt (2001), Whitehead was concerneith irendering intelligible the
multifarious aspects of natural events as we egpee them both in immediate
perception and by means of science” (p. 14). Vilbie's metaphysics is an account of
temporal becoming, which draws on two approachegsraeéess theory; the organising
life process that is aligned to the universe, dredrhind itself in the universe, that is,
our experience of the universe. Whitehead namedphilosophy of organism, which

aims to provide a unified conception of reality.

The flowing effect that belongs withecomingcan be viewed in a mathematical sense
as a function. Mathematical function lies at thearheof Whitehead’'s speculative
philosophy. He sees our thought as “generalisethenaatics” (Al, 109), that is that our

mind is available for depiction in terms of “theyabraic method”, “an examination of

pattern with the use of real variables” (Al 130-31)

Whitehead generalises the mathematical functionwia ways. First, the nature of
meaning is sought in the most generalised functibrihe mathematical operation.
Second, there is the range over which the fundsosaid to act upon any identifiable
entity, anything that can be considered an enfityn rocks to people, in order to
provide a description of the nature of all thatWhitehead assigns functional structure
the ‘ultimate’ status. There can be derived notHimther from higher principle, so it is
primitive and also it is transcendental, that thege of the function is universal. This
universal range is to extend not only from our comssness of this, but also as the
instantiation of all order. Bradley (2003) descsilibis as “His ontology of functional
structure provides a self-explanatory descriptibthe nature of things which he terms

‘process’ or ‘creative process™ (p. 446).

Process and Realitis a further revision of his worRrincipia Mathematicathat he

collaborated with Russell, and it continues thenfitation of a generalised mathematical
function already established by Frege and Rus&¢ler Cambridge figures such as
Frank Ramsey and Wittgenstein also adopted thisoapph. However, Whitehead’s
position is remarkable for the extent to which heneyalises the mathematical

functional structure.
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The generalisation of the functional structure iladtes ultimate status to that
generalisation. This is consistent with Frege, Rligsd early Wittgenstein, where in
attributing ultimate status, nothing further iseabd be derived from a higher principle,
and is said to be irreducible. However, the trandeatal theory of Whitehead takes
impetus from Kant, in which he sets out to accoientthe constituent order of all
things. This theory, according to Bradley (2002)ludes the “irreducibility of the
generalised function” where order now rests not donappeal to any kind @f priori
rational intuition”, but rather that it is to be ‘articular kind of self-explanatory

ultimate” (p. 2), which Whitehead termed ‘processs'creative process’.

One of the main uses of set theory in mathemasideri constructing ‘relations’. The
relation between two sets of numbers is given lngadhematical function or schema.
This is simply a rule for a set of elements that‘arapped’ from one domain to another
set, or ‘codomain’. For example, the function ‘iprame number of is associated with
numbers that divide into a prime number. In thiatren, for example, the prime 2 and
prime 3 are associated with the value 6, but notThss is what is meant as many-to-
one relations, where many values can have a relatith just one value through a rule.
This can further be represented as a set of orqeed <«,y> wherex belongs to the
domain and to the codomain.

In adopting this mathematical approach, Whitehaaaligning the definition of many-
to-one relations with the philosophic questiongloirality and unity, taking this to the
most generalized metaphysical expression. AccorthnBradley (2002), Whitehead is
both “laying out the fundamental issue which a @olphical account of the nature of
the function must address, and defining the conaktite ultimate as the conceptthe
function in generdl (p. 3, italic emphasis in original). Here Whiesd, in seeking to
portray creativity derived from ‘many, one’ as thumction in general, shows that the

mapping function itself provides structure and orde

This is a constructivist appeal, where a claimh® generalized concept of mapping of
order is not to a specific order, but to the geti@naof order from process. Whitehead
sees mapping as the ordination of order, the psoakerdering up pairs into sets. He is
not interested in the attribution of a specificesubut rather the differentiation of
difference in general, that allows for rules to\ey the “formation of forms” (ibid, p.
4). The consequence of this, argues Bradley (2062hat mapping in general is the

concept of activity in its generality.
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Because mapping is distinguishable from the domainof which it proceeds,
from the codomain to which it proceeds, and from @atation or rule, which it
establishes as such, the concept of mapping isdheept of the activity of

actualisation as the actualisation of relationsutds (p. 4).

Transformation as actual entity
Thus mapping now as an activity is not reducibléetdocomponents. It is the ultimate
condition of transformation that establishes thtowgtivity a relation between the

structure of what results and that which is requfce the result.

Whitehead is committed to this idea because hé&esating to identify the act of the
actual entity within its own act of becoming. Thestual entities do not move relative
to one another. They have their own micro-worlderistence, a locus or quantum of
space and time, within which it is saiddecomeBut it does not change in the sense of

movement.

An actual entity never moves: it is where it is avitat it is....The fundamental
meaning of the notion of ‘change’ is ‘the differenbetween actual occasions
comprised in some determinate event (PR 74).

Each actual entity is divisible within itself. Buthat Whitehead does not want is that
the divisibility is attributed to the act of becomgiitself. If it were, then the act would
be endlessly shrunk and like Zeno’s paradox woake tan infinitely small amount of

time, such that there would be no time left fordrmatg to occur.

Alfred North Whitehead in his metaphysical treatRecess and Reality1978) is
concerned with the creativity of meaning. Whitehsads meaning as inherent in the
world, unable to be abstracted from it. The conceptld itself gives us meaning. |
have drawn on the ontology of Whitehead to arga ¥e need to allow meaning to
step forward such that the created outcome is cfspof all the elements involved in
the creative act. We can think of this ‘steppingMard’ as an ‘exfoliation of the real’, a

transformation.

Creativity as organic unity
Whitehead'’s rational scheme of organic unity isoamious place to begin to deepen our

understanding of creativity for today. As a schesherganic unity it implicitly rejects
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the ‘bifurcation of nature’. There is no divisioretiveen objects known to science
(entities thought to ben nature) and our mind (entities thought to dagsidenature).
Whitehead intends that we need not make any fundi@in@ntological distinction
between what we call an electron, the appearancecsf, or the setting of the sun.

Here the organising life of the universe coincidé$ our mind in the universe.

Whitehead discusses his theory of unity, which imetaphysical idea underlying his

work.
[One] way of phrasing this theory which | am arguiagainst is to bifurcate
nature into two divisions, namely into the natuppre@hended in awareness and
the nature which is the cause of awareness. Therepawhich is in fact
apprehended in awareness, holds within it the gressnof the trees, the song of
the birds, the warmth of the sun, the hardnes$@fchairs, and the feel of the
velvet. The nature, which is the cause of awarengshe connected system of
molecules and electrons which so affects the mstbgroduce the awareness

of apparent nature (CN 30-31).

Creativity for Whitehead is an ‘imaginative leafan adventure of ideas’ that arrives
from within the world. However, to speak of somethas ‘creative’ is to immediately
deny the genesis of meaning, which is non-ratiof@dtead Whitehead's scheme
emerges from the non-rational aesthetic. Our “imatjve leap” depends upon the
“generative power of metaphor” (PR4). To talzoutthis creativity is to determine the
event towards a closed world, instead of remaimipgn to the infinite possibilities of
originality. Taking the broadest possible perspegtthe cosmic forces that give beauty
within the world, or the puzzling features of thauerse are available to us, in light of

our experience.

Static view of being

The Cartesian world by contrast would readily haue experiences mediated through
some rational process that derives from our mimghrRo Descartes there was a unity
between our mind and physical reality from simpsing in the world, but not one
based in reason. There ought instead to be soasemable means by which we can

know the world through our perception of it.
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David Hume (1711-1776), the Scottish enlightennmiiosopher, argues that our logic
of perception could not account for our sensatidnthe event. Hume radically
challenged that we have valid comprehensive ratigresp of the world in terms of
truth, which at that time was depicted as formalsoming. He argued that we do not
have a reason for asserting the way | see bechase are limits on the conditions of

formal reasoning, of being truthful.

Formal reasoning cannot reveal causation becaussamw®t deduce the nature
of an effect from a description of the cause, @ tlature of the causes from a

description of an effect (Smeyers, 2003, p. 208).

We once took it for granted that the seeing andipglof things was valid. Hume said
it was invalid, and turned away from deductive togo empirical investigations.

According to Smeyers (2003),

On the basis of his observations he concludedritsatuations where we believe
that there is a causal relation, there is a tenigmrarity of the cause to the
effect....As there is, in his [Hume’s] opinion, noygical connection between
the cause and the effect (the connection does xist eutside of our own

minds), the relation between cause and effect etound in custom and habit
(p. 208).

In other words, Hume drew our attention to the itlea there was no objective or
necessary connection between cause and effectigpeinsed with any need to rely on
ephemeral powers that lie beyond our grasp. Hur@B8)lwrote: “When | enter most
intimately into what | call myself, | always stunebbn some particular perception or
other, of heat or cold, light or shade, love oré@t pain or pleasure. | never can catch
myself at any time without a perception, and nevan observe anything but the
perception” (p. 252). Hume is describing his skdor himself within himself as if it
was an object. He considers the possibility thatgblf to be encountered is in fact the
subject doing the experiencing. A camera can negaraught taking a picture of itself.
Nonetheless the camera has framed the photo uptisaichn experienced photographer
would recognise the camera that had taken the ghstoby studying the photos. By
analogy, we are aware of ourselves as subjectsresu#t of our experiencing, but we

are unable to catch ourselves with it as an obfsatording to Felt (2001), “it itself is
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not an object but a necessary condition for angaibjat all” (p. 41). Those conditions
for our perception, Hume argued, lay in our custowrs habits, that come to be

associated with the event.

Between 1% centuries and the T'7centuries there was a universal static view ofidpei
that was set in opposition to ‘becoming’. Our unitigh the world resided in our Being.
By contrast Hume argued that meaning arrived ordynfour sensations. These ideas
represent atomism that is that we associate objecthe event with our sensory
perception of them, by reducing them to their sesllperceivable parts. We are only
able to perceive subjectively, not as a subje®eng. Where once reason was seen as
the truth, reason would now be subjective to reaand account only for the things that

reason saw as necessary.

| am arguing that our conditions for perception Ememore generalised, that we can
perceive the world far more unitively than we gmarselves credit for. While David
Hume saw perception in terms of logic and distiegad this from the sensations of the
event, Kant reacted against this and argued thatseee the world unitively. Our
understanding of the world as shaped by our modeeafeption was exposed by Kant
in the late 18 century as unreliable and he brought order touttigy of our mind and
body. That order was still derived from universgdson. Kant said, “that although our
knowledge begins with experience, it does not lkbat it arises from experience.”
Knowledge arises for Kant from the transcendemédich is a form of all possible

experiences.

Dynamic process of becoming

Whilst Whitehead addresses epistemology, leadingoupd” century, our cognitive
faculties were exposed as unreliable through seiekant in the late 8and 14
centuries had already combined the rational/cognitworld with the real world and
transformed metaphysics. Whitehead saw that phplogdad lived with not knowing
cognitively and instead became committed to tha ith@t nothing happens in thought,

which has not already happened.
Whitehead therefore takes impetus from Immanuelt Kianreplace the subjective with
a move to order our reality through the subjecimfran organic unity. This is a

relational experience in nature, neither purelyjettive nor purely objective. Human
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experiencing is representative of process at woekygvhere in nature. This is not some
vague interconnection where human experience gepaon’ to the world from outside.
Whitehead instead sees that our experience isai&iln nature as process. To quote
Bergson (1975), “The matter and life which fill thrld are equally within ourselves;
the forces which work in all things we feel withonrselves; whatever may be the inner

essence of what is and what is done, we are obsance” (p. 124).

Whitehead links our experiences of the world digetd the unity in the world. He

intends to order our reality through the subjesipdtience of this kind means that our
intuitions are derived immediately within the organg processes of the world. We
become grounded in the process of the world thraughexperiences. This idea is a
reversal of the Kantian understanding from subjecbbject. The structures of the
thinking subject are to arrive from the past atyivof the universe, from object to

subject.

In committing to a scheme of organic unity, Whitaetheéook a lead from William James

as a radical empiricist, who saw that our realy made up of “drops of pure

experience”. For the radical empiricist there ishitgg that is not thought of that does
not exist in nature. Our mind is part of the exaste of nature. Whitehead took this a
step further and suggested, according to Pred [2@%# each momentary experience is
really an “act of experience” (p. 99). The so-altrop of human experience is merely
a prototype for the “actual entity” of Whitehead avbiinderstood these to be the final
reality:

Actual entities — also termed “actual occasiong’®e the final real things of
which the world is made up. There is no going behactual entities to find
anything more real. They differ among themselvesd @ an actual entity, and
so is the most trivial puff of existence, and dsiees of function, yet in the
principals which actuality exemplifies all are dretsame level. The final facts
are, all alike, actual entities; and these actudities are drops of experience,

complex and interdependent (PR, 18).
Our reality therefore is a special entity devised Whitehead that brings together
intuition, or the plurality of sensations and p@tean, with our grasping of the world. A

moment of human experience is an event that cabeobroken down any further.
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Whitehead’s events are over and done in a flastindow of perception that opens in
our reality. The actual entity is more fundamethaln the object by which we know the
event. Whitehead termed these events as actudlesntbecause they represented
something active. Our intuition brings together fhlarality of sensations percepted

through one event.

An actual entity is an event defined by spatio-terap terms, that is, it is a self-
contained entity, a micro-bubble of the univershe Entity conceived by Whitehead
has a role in human reality that relies on the @sef their existence, thdiecoming

Halewood (2005) describes them as the “ultimateracharization of being and of
materiality” (p. 63). It is with good reason themat Whitehead names his over all
system as a philosophy of organism. Actual entitnéght be considered “creatures” in

which they possess both materiality and subjegtivit

The philosophies of substance presuppose a suliybath then encounters a
datum, and then reacts to the datum. The philosoplayganism presupposes a
datum, which is met with feelings, and progressivaltains the unity of a
subject. But with this doctrine, “superject” woldd a better term than “subject”
(PR 155).

Consider an educator in action as a ‘creature’sapérject’. Where once Rousseau’s
Sophie was neither subject nor object, philosophgrganism presents a creature as
both subject and object. Philosophy of substanaghtiead: | receive the data that
arrives from my practice, to confirm my teacher gaohent. The philosophy of
organism by contrast might read: what | recognsseng practice up until now, | should
set aside in order to make sense of these newndgsethat have arisen. This type of

transformation relies on our perception in the @orl

These feelings arise in response to their envirome which our mind is in a dynamic
relationship. There is a future being created hékke perceive subjects as an
‘exfoliation’, a becomingas a representation of the real, where the tramsfton of
subjectivity is respectful of all the elements ilwaal in the creative act. “The
metaphysically real is the relational complex oém¢ grasped in perceptiofKraus,
1973).

75



Creativity is manifest within the dynamic possitids that arise from these entities
prehending or ‘feeling’ one with the other. Thet‘adf experience’ metaphysically
defined by actual entities is our reality in dynarprocess. Creativity occurs from the

dynamic processes of the actual world, now reptesddny these entities prehending.

Each actual entity is conceived as an act of egped arising out of data. It is a
process of ‘feeling’ the many data, so as to absleein into the unity of one
individual ‘satisfaction.” Here, ‘feeling’ is theetm used for the basic generic
operation of passing from the objectivity of thaad#o the subjectivity of the
actual entity in question (PR 40).

Pred (2005) suggests, “Whitehead deals fully anstesyatically with the internal
constitution of actual entities” (p.141), where uadt entities are Jamesian drops of
experience. Pred (2005) suggests that Whiteheddingpiration from William James,
but may well have come up with these ideas regssdd James, however, and in any

case took them much further than James knew washpes

They enable the description of the complexity ad grocess whereby subjects
are both created and create themselves throughssieilation of previously

diverse elements (p. 138).

Subjectivity now redefined in this sense is the stpaurling itself into a new
transcendent fact. It is the flying dart...hurled vy the bounds of the world” (Al
177). It is the act of being thrown from the padbithe future. This is termed the being
of becoming. Whitehead insists that in order fobjsativity, there must be novelty.

This of course is not limited to humans, but israagral element within the universe.

Experience involves Becoming thatbecomingmeans thasomething becomes
and thatwhat becomesnvolves repetition transformed intanovel immediacy
(italics in original, PR 136-7).

We can see this as relying on things in flux, atiomal becoming of material objects
through the processes of the universe, in ordactess ‘the whole of our senses’. By
this | mean that our experiences percepted thraugh event are available to us in

process. Théow of this process is an important notion that Whetsh articulated. He

76



terms this prehension, which can be taken to meam the actual entity ‘grasps’ or
‘feels’ its environment. This is the coinciding thfe temporality of the data with that
which comes to me outside the data. Its importaeftects the relational character that

Whitehead intends, the means whereby anythingseaisill.

While events come about all at once in a spatioteaipsense, their process can be
analysed in terms of their antecedents. Whiteheachst this “genetic” because the
sequenced stage of each event is backward lootiag,s, events are sequenced with
respect to the content of each event. Each eveanisrated uniquely from that which it

is comprised. Think of events as having their ommue universe. Each universe is
composed of two kinds of things, eternal objectd arevious events. The eternal
objects lie outside space and time, and are avaitaball events. Think of this as God

insisting on a structure from the indeterminate, phimordial nature of God. The other
kinds are finite instances from previous eventsosEhprevious events that go to
contribute to the current one are restricted by redativity principle that no causal

influence can travel faster than the speed of lighst how events come to be from their
antecedents is a key theme in Whitehead’s thinkihilst the details between events

differ, the basic process of becoming is the samalf things.

Before I look further at that, | want to summaiisefly how Whitehead might view the

process of acting as a “creature” or “superject'terms of the three elements. The
“subject” that is prehending, is someone ‘acting’ @ teacher. The “datum” that is
prehended by the subject is the act that resutism fsome action and, finally the

“subjective form”, orhow that subject prehends that datum is the mannetioh the

act was made.

Creative transformation

In the process world, everything is a creativethat takes account of its antecedents
and in the same moment gives something of itselfgdaken into account by future
events. Traditionally, this was call@tstantiation but Whitehead terms thisgression.
We are describing here the genesis of events. Asrexgously noted there are two parts
that contribute to the events, eternal objectsmetlious events. Eternal objects are not
real, but become real through their ingressionvanés. These are nothing but pure

potentialities.
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Peter Simons (2009) describes the genesis of ewegtgsi-psychological terms.

We imagine a would-be event striving to come intstence. It surveys all the
eternal objects, is related to them...We might saywould-be event is “aware
of” all the eternal objects. But it cannot be alys...So it must “select” among

the eternal objects those, which are to ingressiir{p. 186).

When the selection coincides with the eternal dbjbds is a positive prehension, which
Whitehead callsfeeling. The event feeling a universal now coincides witie t

universal’s ingressing into the event.

The other way that events come into existenceois fwithin the concept world itself.
These are termephysical prehensionbecause they are real. The antecedent events
come to have an influence on future events. A spal of the event is made available
for other events to be formed. They arise in latemts, which increases the complexity
for formation. In general each event is made uppietaly from the total summation of

its prehensions.

Novelty comes to pass with each event, because isaghiquely derived from their
own microcosm. Since neither has the same univese) event is new. Whitehead
regards this as a supreme category because héheessvelty as inherent in the event.
This category as we have noted is creativity. @Qridatconsists therefore of the one
becoming part of the many (its antecedents) throaggative novelty in order to
advance by one. As soon as it exists, it dies,ahdrs take up the quantum of space-

time said to exist.

Creativity is the principle of novelty. An actuataasion is a novel entity diverse
from any entity in the “many” that it unifies. It ithat ultimate principle by
which the many, which are the universe disjunctivélecome the one actual
occasion, which is the universe conjunctively. Theeative advance” is the
application of this ultimate principle of creativito each novel situation, which
it originates (PR 21).
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Unity of the process world

Whitehead does not intend that entities come inxistence in isolation from other

entities. This is a scheme that emphasises theidhdility of all entities, but only so far

as entities of becoming derive their existence feomider complex of becoming. This
wider complex is termed by Whitehead the extensigatinuum. “This extensive

continuum is one relational complex...It underlies thhole world, past, present and
future” (PR 66).

The act of becoming is contained with the extensmetinuity that is the realm of all
possible entities. “The extensive continuity of fhigysical universe has usually been
construed to mean that there is a continuity obbeng. But if we admit that ‘some
thing becomes,’ it is easy, by employing Zeno’shoét{ to prove that there can be no
continuity of becoming. There is a becoming of auuty, but no continuity of

becoming...Extensiveness becomes, but ‘becomingtstself extensive” (PR 35).

Halewood (2005) notes that this statement mighgssigthat Whitehead was seeking a
foundationalist or essentialist perspective, athig was providing a basis for finding
objects derived from an inert, fixed, eternal woakl persists in conventional science.
On deeper examination this is not a complex witati@al character as the case might
suggest. While the complex takes up an infinitehaumded space, it is comprised
entirely of actual entities. “Actual entities at@mithe extensive continuum” (PR 67).
However, as we have noted, actual entities areteagxist for a brief momentary slice
of temporal becoming before perishing again. Thatinaum is the graveyard of
entities that have given up their existence to rothetities and are said to attain
“immortal objectivity” (PR 29). The continuum is aorrelative absence of becoming
that is still said to exist, through making avaiéabn element in the potential of a new
entity. “In the mere continuum there are contrasteptialities; in the actual world there
are definite atomic actualities determining one ereht system of real divisions
throughout the region of actuality” (PR 67). Thushi¥head makes a distinction
between the abstract notion of potentiality, merefgrming the creative processes of
the world, and the region of actuality. While theseinlimited potentiality in the world,
the actual entities are said to be bounded thrdbghn derivation from the extensive
continuum, that itself is informed from the realndo Thus there is no potentiality in its

own right, only that which is informed from preveinstances of entities.

79



‘Creativity’ is another rendering of the Aristoth ‘matter’, and of the modern
‘neutral stuff’. But it is divested of the notiorf passive receptivity, either of
‘form’, or of external relations; it is the puretian of the activity conditioned
by the objective immortality of the actual worlda-world that is never the same
twice, though always with the stale element of miviordering. Creativity is
without a character of its own in exactly the samanner in which the
Aristotelian ‘matter’ is without a character of isvn. It is that ultimate notion
of the highest generality at the base of actualitycannot be characterised,
because all characters are more special than. iBagifcreativity is always found

under conditions, and described as conditioned 82R,

This describes Whitehead’s conception of naturenfrreativity, that he intends to
replace the predominate mode of science in a staiw of the world. The whole of
nature is available to us as interrelated expeegnof subjects. Our immediate
experience results in something that is availableg uniquely, arriving from nature.
Nothing happens in thought, which is not alreadsilable to us in nature. This is not a
denial of science, but according to Halewood (20@%) ontology (and that of Deleuze)
emphasises the need to develop theoretical apmedtiat can describe the complex
interrelations of reality and the processes by winnateriality is attained” (p. 67).

Summary

Whitehead's scheme seeks something determinateis mdt limited in its means of
becoming, and in this respect is ‘free’ and unleditby what arrives in actuality.
Neither is this a scheme of infinite reality, besauhe realm of eternal objects derives
from those entities that have themselves giveroapeshing to be made available again.
Thus in contrast to Aristotle, eternal objects a#aolly passive, not active, and, in
contrast to Platonism, there is no such thing aen@ality in its own right. This
effectively reverses the notion of participatiorheseby eternal objects participating in

the actual depend wholly on what is finitely ardvet.

| wanted to show that my action of temporal becgmwould build up in me an
intuition that might affect my future actions asexducator. Freire (1993) said that there
is no divisibility between humans and their worlduthentic reflection considers
neither abstract man nor the world without peoplet people in relations with the

world. In these relations consciousness and woréd ssimultaneous: consciousness
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neither precedes the world nor follows it” (p.6@Je are part of the world as creative
creatures, rooted by our consciousness of the ward yet subject to the world
through our participation with it. We must take dorh from the fact that to exercise

our creativity is characteristic of us as person.

Creative transformation therefore requires an eduda be in the midst of what is
considered worthwhile learning, and results indisplay of assembled actions brought
about from our unity with the world. The transfotima world taken as processes of
many-to-one relations, allows us to access the/ whithe world. We avoid the disunity
of our mind with the physical world as an authomtyer nature, and view nature as

coming to reside outside of ourselves as inforneagind awe-inspiring.
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4. ChapterFour —Burden of participation.

| am arguing that transformation in education needasccount for our existence in the
world in order to challenge other metaphysical aot® of our existence that | have
shown provide a static view of transformation iueation. Instead, education requires
inclusion in the dynamic possibilities world, omgarmed as an assemblage. The term
employed in metaphysics for our involvement in wnald is participation, where we
desire individual educators themselves to be in riidst of what is considered
worthwhile learning. By remaining participatory aogden to the unity of the world, we
come to inform more carefully the professional pcas for education from the flashes

of customary insight.

Process philosophy as participation

Within a philosophy of participation, Whitehead d¢i®lan important and distinctive
position that attempts to resolve an ancient dilampetween Plato and his pupil
Aristotle. The conventional understanding is thaistdtle (4" century BCE) rejected
the metaphysics of his great teacher Plato. Théingsi of Aristotle though were
discovered by the west centuries after they wergtenr by Islamic writers. Our
understanding of his writings came through Islanmterpreters of Greek texts.
However, there were Jewish interpretations of Atiet usually from Avveros and
Maimonedes, who are more useful to today. Theseemsriived at a time (111"
century) when Islam had just brought to an end ldegoperiod of Jewish faith on the
Iberian peninsular. The contribution of Islam irst&ining Greek thought for today is
generally overlooked. The Scholastics developedtiGtieought in the 12" century
with Thomas Aquinas, Peter Abelard, William Of Oakin and Anslem of Canterbury.
Scholasticism established itself during the Middlges as 'the’ interpretation of Greek
and dominates our understanding today using Laitiere are many examples of this in
education, which generally assumed via the chuotiolastic thinking into learning
institutions. A "grammar school" for example hasotion of the trividium (curriculum),

but aims to meet objective scientific measurese@ssaent) (Jackson, 2008).

Despite the rise of the enlightenment secular thimkin 18" century for mass
education, scholastism was seen as a moral forcehéogood of education. Galileo,
who was rejected by the blinkered scholastics ef ¢hurch, challenged Aristotle's
understanding of the cosmos. On the other harmyrisinderstanding of the world right
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because of Galileo? | do not think so. We are yeslla point today where scholasticism
and mass education converge, which Whitehead rexblgrpredicted and wanted us to
avoid. In doing so, he turned back to reinterprastatle and reworked his own ideas

for modernity.

Plato and Aristotle were interested in resolving tension between the ‘generative
world and the divine’, ‘universal and particuldspcial and spiritual’, ‘whole and part’.
Plato responded to so-called "pre Socratics" wib thengs like, all things on earth are
full of gods. This is known as an Eleactic influeraf philosophic thought. The world it
was believed was divinely saturated. Plato devisedamous Theory of Forms, which
tried to account for materialistic things in comgtahange in the world, but with some
divine irreal world acting on the world. He calldgte relation between the two worlds
participation, or Methexis. There are two realmstnkal and embodied. The Formal
participates in the embodied temporal form. A béalutose, Plato suggests, is beautiful
by virtue of its participation in Beauty itself. good horse participates in the Good and
in the form of Equinity. The two realms are neitiisntical nor entirely different. We
attribute these Forms because we ourselves arereéfagon with them, such that we
recognize Beauty itself in the case of a beautdgk. We don't attribute the quality, but
we are in a relation to it. His intention with pempation or this relational thing is set to
expose the ever-changing world to the "contagioineiGood" (Sherman, 2008).

Aristotle derived his ideas, according to someyppose his great teacher. He said that
rather than the divine informing us how to sculptar table as we participate in the
Form of Tables, the master craftsman notices thengpial within the wood as he cuts
into the wood to make a table. Sometimes he makgsuts, and other times he uses
light sanding, but the wood tells him the way ieds to be formed as it releases its
potential to become a table. There is no outsidenRelling the craftsman what the
timber should be, but rather from an intimacy witbod can the table be coaxed out
into a table. This is a rejection of participationthe Formal from Aristotle, because he
suggests instead that the form is inherent in matien our participation with it. This is
referred to as the potentiality of matter, wheretteracontains some potency in our
reality. This challenges modern science that seekeduce materiality to that which is
discoverable through processes of science. Thidtseis a naive reality, one informed

from determinate processes of a static concepfitimeonvorld.
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Whitehead tried to resolve this tension betweesdheo ideas. There is a millennial
debate over whether Aristotle was opposed to Riatwith him. Whitehead stated that
for modern times, Plato needs a footnote, a reqiwe or reform for modern times.

For Whitehead, participation is replaced with tloeeative’ where the genesis of
meaning resides, termed creative participation. teWiead addressed Aristotle’s
potentiality residing within matter in terms of Blg participation. He presents matter
as a compressence of time residing within a coatihiand that the form of matter
derives from a cosmological whole, a potency tlsaitself a Form. The generative,
temporal world contains within it an ordering 'pess’ that is constituent of the whole.
Now the cosmological whole is taken as the Formainfwhich meaning originates.

The Form for Whitehead now originates in this worklther than from another as Plato
would have it, and represents ‘determinate pods#s! that haven't yet been

actualised, against Aristotle, who views them ds/acThis space might be called the

indeterminate, which addresses how we get to knmawledge (Sherman, 2008).

One of the problems | am looking to overcome is timological isolation that |
presented with Descartes. The validity of our thduig restricted to that which is
known from a static view of science. It simply doésppear to be the case that our
reality is informed from determinate possibiliti€ather, our involvement in the world
is known to us through the indeterminate, infornfieim the unity of the world. In
ontological isolation, our thought is restricted thye action of thinking about thought,

rather than responding to the immediacy of wh&keng place around us.

Educators in creative transformation are requieddcept their existence as derived
from their actions in the world. Such an approacta ivery high threshold, one rarely
achieved. However, the difficulties that teachersefimpinges on their subjectivity. |
have referred to the curriculum as a blueprint ddoption, which is generated by
experts as a template for transmission. It acta @socess of excluding teachers or
teacher unions. They might act as teachers, hwillitbe in vain. They come to view
their actions as a rejection of their existencstdad, we require educators to accept that
their existence derives from their actions. Edusato creative transformation act by
remaining open to the indeterminacy, my little pret my existence that | now accept
as belonging to myself, | allow the big picture daive. Our meagre attempts at
remaining open to the whole rarely achieve creatraaesformation. Such possibility

relies on the whole, to which we ought to make elres routinely available.
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Teachers ought to be asked to accept that theflitee classroom is within their control
in so far as their own conditions contribute toVite can think of this as an inhabiting
the classroom as a creature, both subject and tphybereby educators enter into a
process of taking on the conditions that alreadgtex the classroom. The involvement
of other teachers, the principal’s vision, studergsence, all contribute to the creative
transformation in education. That we would seekniet the demands of many social
commentators calling for an end to inequality, stice, or some other moral vagary
needs to be set aside. We cannot meet their demantsow, not ever. We can
however respond openly to the possibilities thatearspontaneously from our
interaction with the world. The more openly we @ to the meanings that arise from
within ourselves as we inhabit, the more likely are to arrive closer to the truth. We
will never achieve truth, but we can contributeotigh our actions as the conditions for

truth. We should expect nothing less of ourselwet®achers.

Assemblage in process

Assemblage therefore is causality assembled inegsoas creative transformation. Our
reality lies just beyond our perception, but weiinthat there is something larger than
we can ever account for, that nonetheless informasAgsemblage is the collection of
items perceived by us from reality, self-generategarticipation with the world. Our
actions appear in determinate forms through a gsooé ingression, assembling parts
both from our participation of our mind in the warlith the organising processes of
the world.

| wish to propose we accept ‘assemblage’ as assefieevents unsynthesised into a
meaningful whole, to be a reasonable representatfoaur reality that accepts the

ontological processes of Whitehead, and presentsier picture of our existence. Our

acts of education as an assemblage lie somewhénedre their suggestiveness for
education and a full explanatory power said to oesuconcrete acts of self-realisation.
I will turn my discussion of Whitehead to assemblagrhich we might see as that
which gives life to our perception of reality. Thiof this as participating or acting in

order to transform ourselves in light of a sensthefwhole.

Whitehead proposed the activity of assemblage deroto remedy what he sees as a

deficiency of metaphysics. He sees assemblagendeaith the prejudice that arrives

85



from undertaking the process of systematic philbgopor example, the builder of the
system is likely to avoid facts that don’t complimdis ideas, and so unconsciously
turns away from them. Whitehead proposes that ddage will rectify this situation by
widening our philosophic horizons. Activity gives waccess to the origination of
experience. Whitehead terms the concept of thisigcas “the origination of patterns
of assemblage” (Al 107).

While systematic philosophy is the attempt to cartdta coherent framework of ideas,
Whitehead intends assemblage as a process beforma@rat the systematisation of
ideas. Such a process is “an adventure in theficktron of thought” (PR 14).

Assemblage is a method for creating meaning froenitideterminate. This stage is

prior to knowledge and belongs with the gettingriow what we know.

Our ideas are dynamic and ongoing, arriving from iowagination, and yet they carry
meaning pregnant with experience. Our activitieat tmform our experience are
unfolding, producing themselves through time. Thaye no fixed qualities, but exist
only as they unfold, ‘becoming’ in time and spaceaispatio-temporal sense. There is

no now as they are, but merely an adventure acd@d®ss time and space.

For example, Whitehead’s bodkodes of ThoughtL938) does not provide a sequenced
pathway that readers can follow to undertake thvairk. His writing is inventive and
highly original in character. It might be that ihet act of reading his work, we are
speculating on what he wanted to convey. We areanatl directed to a firm grasp of

his ideas, but rather to find our own way throughvinork as fellow thinkers.

Whitehead sees that our philosophic reach is futtten systematisation. The landscape
is now littered with schemes that barely refermgportant features of our experience.
Whitehead pointed out that metaphysics excusel ftseincluding important features
of human nature by simply stating, “that of counge are not thinking of such things”
(MT 2), and therefore have no need to account femt Whitehead termed this
approach the “pedantry” of systematic thought.

Whitehead (1968a) presents assemblage as an appnoacfree examination of some
ultimate notions, as they occur naturally in ddife” (MT 1). By these notions

Whitehead (1968a) means “the generalities whichirnerent in literature, in social
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organization, in the effort toward understanding/gatal occurrences” (MT 1). For
assemblage it is unimportant to present these motwth a priori validity, or even
whether they form a coherent system of ideas. Abksgae is not a systematic inquiry.
Whitehead would be comfortable with the fact thré is no existing system of ideas
that could satisfy the nature of our reality. Suchsystem has to be constructed.
Whitehead is determined to show that not only fhecslative philosopher, but the non-
specialist provides insights from philosophy. “Bebphy is the attempt to make

manifest the fundamental evidence as to the nafittengs” (MT 48).

Whitehead describes the nature of the work of aBkasya as consisting in “the
entertainment of large notions of adequate gengrdMT 4). This implies what is to

be addressed by assemblage, which is consistemthv@tpresuppositions of philosophic
thinking. Instead of a field for investigation, wake the items under consideration

without analysis.

The process of the classroom as assemblage

The classroom is a good instance where assemleggéarly takes place. Assemblage
Is @ means to describe things in terms of themseltenveils a dynamic field and aims
to perceive the classroom in process as a cogriaiew

Take for example a teacher about speak to the tbakegin a lesson, an intervention
that is routinely undertaken in classrooms. A usaion of the teacher speaking to the
class is to both gather attention to herself, adide information for the students. As
she is speaking, she can respond “in thought” tmtaia attention through deploying a
wide range of alternatives to speech. But befoeaking and putting her thoughts on
display, the teacher can assemble herself fromwilde variety of processes that are
currently available in the moment. To deepen hbotght” about to be spoken, she
tunes into the classroom processes without thintorfgroaden her intuition. She adopts
her creaturely instincts to trust herself in-thememt. The more attuned to the wider

processes on offer, the more effective her intergan

As assemblage is being performed by the teachsepdsing from disparate elements,
the created outcome is respectable of those elsnitdms included. Cooper (1998) has
noted that the word “assemblage” comes from theeksseimbolon, the act of bringing

together separate parts. The Greek meaning came drwient religions where two
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pieces of pottery were “jigsawed together” to foeamwhole as a sign to unite the
initiates. Something of that meaning resides in words symbol and simple, which
both suggest something disparate coming togethiér.the thing understood be
composite, the understanding of it can be in refgdo its factors, and to their ways of

interweaving so as to form that total thing” (Al)36

For Whitehead, assembling in process aims to aehimeere than “mutual agreement”
from disparate parts. He refers to the continuoasement of parts, a relentless change
in which the identity of the parts are negotiatangpace. This is what Cooper (1998)
means when he wrote “It's the continuous movemépads in a restless flux in which
the separate identities of the parts give way tougual coming and going, uniting and
separating; and in which identities as self-comdinnits simply, semble, seem, feign
pretend” (p. 110).

Commonsense is somewhere we find generalised soteadily exchanged for other

notions. Sometimes we take an approach of “unity ‘@meness” while other times we

see “diversity” and “plurality”. Gandhi (1973) settsat commonsense is full of these
“shifts” of interest. Commonsense is able to graspons of adequate generality and
metaphysical importance without paying attentionhtav general knowledge can be
extended systematically. This is equivalent to msdage. However, assemblage is not
wholly lacking in some uncritical or analytic soptication. Neither does it go all the

way to seeing the human condition as possessingigsiaf the analytic or systematic

philosopher. Gandhi (1973) summarises it thus.

Commonsense is open-minded, it has freer access ariety of important
philosophical ideas. We are not tempted in thenaugi course of our experience
and thinking about the world to downgrade the ingnore of an experience or
idea for the sake of vested metaphysical interd&sts.are more interested in
“assembling” a variety of ideas and an increaseun stock of philosophical

insights (p. 6).
As well as generating these notions, assemblagesalsks to display them in adequate

notions of generality, according to Gandhi (1973 Show how each notion is

necessary to the meanings of other notions of egepth with itself” (p. 7).
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Commonsense does not do respect the other, améds overcome from the success

of those notions that create new meaning from th&gr-relatedness.

We find familiar notions in unfamiliar contexts,qaring and clarifying each
other. The aphoristic profundity of mystics and (paed some philosophers
consists in just this ability of theirs to revealsuspected relationships between
familiar notions of large and adequate metaphygjeakrality (ibid., p. 7).

‘Becoming’ an assemblage

What results from assemblage depends intimatelya aelf-determining process of
becoming. Instead of an emphasis on being, Whiteheaws the world as a series of
events in process, available in becoming. In tiesvythere is nothing now, rather what
is real has acquired unity from the potential of fhast to meet the needs of the
immediate future. Felt (2001) gives a standardrpretation of Whitehead. “What has
already become is being and is real, but is oné static husk of what was once
dynamic process. Subjectivity resides in the precas does freedom, rather than in the

determinate being that is its outcome” (p. 15).

Whitehead's idea seems implausible at first innagtieng to account for what is real in
terms of our existence. He relies on describingdruneality as part of an organic unity,
which can be said to account for all things. Whetdh (1978) describes it thus:

Our datum is the actual world...this world spreadslftfor observation in the
guise of the topic of our immediate experience. €heidation of immediate
experience is the sole justification of any thougid the starting point for

thought is the analytic observation of componefthis experience (PR 5).

Whitehead’s ‘immediate experience’ is derived frtme sum of our past experiences.
Our sense of being is literally an experience im@ment of time. It marks the real
coming together - “concrescence”- of all our pasiVes”. As | have already described,
Whitehead argues that our perception of being dipemm this organic unity of

experience, for which the substance of our exigtetepends on us thinking. “As we
think, we live” (MT 63).
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Experience for Whitehead is the means or vehicle/tigh we exist. ‘To be’ in the full
existential sense and be devoid of any occasi@xpérience is impossible. According
to Gandhi (1973), our fullness of experience “iginmately bound up with our
recognition of ourselves as experient subjects’Ld). We cannot but escape our being
any more than a finite experience of the worldWhitehead'’s view ‘to become’ means
the act of the presentation of a temporal slicarobbject, an object now born from the

organic unity of experience.

Assemblage unveils a dynamic field, an adventurthdught, because it perceives the
world as a cognitive whole. Care is intrinsic taqeptiort. “Our enjoyment of actuality

is a realization of worth, good or bad. It is aneakxperience. Its basic expression is —
Have a care, here is something that matters! Yibatis the best phrase — the primary

glimmering of consciousness reveals, somethingritzdters” (MT 116).

While | accept myself subjectively, | also includey sense of responsibility for my
acts. In this way | become an agent for my actibas has built up in me a sense of my
agency. This now becomes wedded to my own selititgaihat has built up over time.
Felt (2001) describes this as “Because it is olyicthe same |, | must take
responsibility for my choices of yesterday as vesllof today, and | try to provide for

that same | of tomorrow.” (p. 41)

In the classroom we are immersed in this dynaneid fand feel the processes of cosmic
animation. Assembling discourse that has arisem oseturies we take this to another
level arriving at the classroom situation. As acltea then we notice our deliberate
intentions as arriving from the material world andws. Our deliberate intentions are a

gualitative form.

Whitehead asks us to consider music as an assemblébitehead (PR 233-235)
discusses the process of hearing music as a “ceéaiu “superject” in terms of three
elements. The “subject” that is prehending, thes@edistening to music, the “datum”
that is prehended, the music that is being listeanednd finally the “subjective form”,
or how that subject prehends that datum, the way in wthehmusic is being listened

to. The notes of a melody arrive in patterned ssgioa from their instrument. But the

! reminiscent of the theme from Heidegger, “Care [Sorge] as the being of Dasein." Being and
Time (1963), p. 181.
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pattern does not exist from the sound of the imblial notes because each is made
physically independent by the instrument that poeduthem. Musical tone can be
analysed into its various wavelengths that makethgp partials and overtones. The
wavelengths transform into music. We audition theseelengths with our ear and
recognise the sensation as sound. But this pati@admbination of wavelength occurs
as music, that as the arrangement of various ititeh®f wavelengths within the tone,
we perceive as loudness. This is a relational eventich the receiver is part. The co-
presence of the ear of the listener and the mutioal means that the tone as sound, and
the ear as a sensing organ. Without the ear, thedss not music, and without the
music, the ear is protruding piece of flesh andilege. Both are interrelated events
from the unity of the world, where the sound is thesic-event in relation to the ear,

and the ear-event in its relation to the music.

Our intuition brings together the plurality of sahens percepted through one event.
The more available we are for intuition, that drasa plurality of sensations, the more
‘an event’ will be perceived by others. Aristotlavg an example of such plurality for
the classroom and is described in his Physics biboshapters 2 and 3, and presented
in Felt (2001). From one event, of the teacherthedstudent, “the teacher’s activity of
teaching is realized in the students activity ddrféng. It is one activity with two

perspectives” (p. 32). We want to view assembkgyeespectful of both events in the

process of teaching.

Assemblage is a method of discovery. It allows aségin from vague notions of

understanding as a means to elucidate complextsbjeoperates in the indeterminate,
the getting to know knowledge, as we relate todhielential world. By contrast, the

undetermined is seen as having the potential taldiermined, and therefore create
knowledge. In carrying out Assemblage we rely orenés unsynthesised into a
meaningful whole and relate to them as they arehdle a sense of the relationship to
the whole, but address the illusion that there whale available for those events to
arrive at. Assemblage seeks the whole in termshefevents themselves. Instead of
ourselves taking those events up into an intendkdlay we describe them as they

arrive.

Because this is a scheme of disparate elementation with one another, response
occurs as we bring meaning of those elements heowtorld. Our response to those

elements instantiates in the meaning that arrivees/edd from the passive possibilities
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that ‘sought’ our involvement. As we ‘become’ fraime feelings and experiences of
other elements, there is a consequent reactioartéeelings. We are moved in response
to those actions, but always aiming to fulfil thelfseferencing actual entity. We
respond through the creativity of meaning, its gexnewhich is truth itself. Our minds
are no longer dissociated in the world, instead thee informed by responses that
convey meaning as a response. Meaning arrives to tiee world. An interpretative
reality is one that accepts that meaning cannoalistracted from the world, but is

contained in it. The concept world itself givesntsaning to us through creativity.

In this way Whitehead asks us to take respongibibr interpretation of disparate
elements by way of creativity, now derived from genesis of meaning in process with
the world. The crisis of interpretation that Humeaswaddressing was implicit.
Whitehead makes interpretation for us explicit. foitunately for this objection, there
are no brute, self-contained matters of fact, ckgpalb being understood apart from
interpretation as an element in a system” (PR 19).

Summary

We are proposing to prevent practices in educamither an uncritical accumulation
of ideas, or as left to the private concern ofvidtiial students. Practices of an educator
need no longer be seen as entities, detached forselges, to be exchanged as if they
were a commodity. Instead they come into existefnoen their relation with our
actions, and not just intrinsically assigned. Weiaterested in practice that engages us,
the nature of the activity, and what we do withia practice.

According to Smeyers (2012b), there is an “intatieh between the nature of the
activity and how people think about and act witthia practice...Practices transform the
self but at the same time there may be subversibaspractice that give opportunities
to the self. Practices have reasons behind theen évthese are not always made
explicit, but these are reasons that also can {examined and questioned; this may

also bring forward unintended dimensions” (pp. 46467.

We ought not to determine what notions can be tsewmpare from amongst others.
Only the success of the intersection of those netiavhere there are “chance flashes of
insight” (AE 36) can assemblage be seen at workeAlth of material might obscure

important relationships, whereas assemblage previggght from the vantage of poetic
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semblance. Whitehead (1938) writes, “Philosophgkis to poetry. Philosophy is the
endeavour to find a conventional phraseology feruivid suggestiveness of the poet”
(MT 50).

| am arguing that in order to return a deeper mmgafor education we need to replace
means-end reasoning with a consciousness in dyrsefitawareness. No longer should
our responses be separated from the meaning irtherethe world. Through our

consciousness as participants in education we corwigh nature by addressing the
indeterminate, and sharpen our responses to edocdip do so, it is necessary to
appreciate knowledge in terms of events unsyntedsisto a meaning whole, as an
assemblage. We can work with the goals of our ptdjeat relate to the world as it is.
But our experience as a contribution to deepenunwgierstanding of education comes
from the necessary whole. In this approach, wesabgect to an organic whole from our
participation in it, where remaining ‘amidst’ infos and strengthens our

professionalism.

To maintain a sense of the whole, Whitehead arturethe reality of eternally existent
forms. These forms are always already involved hatwe know scientifically and
religiously feel to be the process of cosmic aniomtThe actual world does not take
sway from itself. In every moment the universedpassessed from the past to live in
the eternal possibilities of the future. We liveaiflife divine’ in which every moment is
ethically conceived by the universe from its cosmemory. We live in the divine, not
the divinely omnipotent, but one in which our s@uilthe soul of this universe. “The
account of the sixth day should be written: he gleen speech and they became souls”
(MT 41). In other words, our language begets thd ebthe universe. We speak from

the cosmic animation of the world.
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Conclusion

This thesis project began with an impetus from Blayland. In 2009, he generously
provided me with an outline sketch of a methodolégyexamining the thinking of
another scholar, Paul Smeyers that | was attractedt is worth considering briefly

what Jim had in mind for examining the thinkingamiother person using Whitehead.

In preparing for this work, Neyland indicated to mh&t our actions of writing about
someone else require careful interpretation, aathiinat we come up with should not
settle things in a definitive way. Neyland notedttfBecoming Critical from Carr &
Kemmis (1986) divides research into three broadgmtes. The scientific (chapter 2),
the interpretive (chapter 3), and action reseathhter 7, amongst others). He wrote:

“In their treatment this doesn’t apply to your mci, but a version of it does, in
a way. I'm referring to the fact that your studySrheyers builds up within you
an intuitionthat will affect your future actionas an educator. Freire 1. always
challenges the status quo; the conventional readimd) 2. builds up an intuition

about an alternative” (J. Neyland, personal comeation, October 14, 2009).

He wanted me to provide a convincing argument tiiatresearch need only be one of
assemblage following Whitehead. That is, that niglgtassembles without going any
further into intuition or systematisation. The tkimg of another complex human could
not possibly be systematized, who themselves asuprably adapting, changing and
doing assemblage. This approach presents a resgaach that has not yet already been

definitively systematized.

He also wanted to show me that it is worth denyihgt all research spaces are
‘classical’ and instead we have the necessary Eygand categories to define what we
know or will find in the chosen research space. &@mple, | may find categories that
appear suitable to my research, but they will benoje challenge, or I might seek new
ones. It would be sufficient to assemble a rang@eavspectives on the ideas of Paul
Smeyers or the ideas of Whitehead. Not only this#, fmy own perspective from

interacting with his work, should build up in me iatuition that will guide my future

practice.

94



“Assemblage is not easy because you are forcedb&md®mn conventional

categories use your own_imaginatioto think outside of the square and use

narrative reasorio forge tentative linkghat draw the newly imagined ideas

together into an intuitivevhole. The education philosopher Paulo Freire esgu

this way. In fact he argues that education shouddehthis as its most
fundamental goal” (J. Neyland, personal commuracatOctober 14, 2009).

Jim wanted to offer a definitive means to overcomesystematized method for
conducting research. The relation between the mi@tete order of things and the

indeterminate as an assemblage is a critique.

More than anything Jim wanted me to enjoy learrmsga wonder-filled process of
engagement. What was required was a methodologjaditressed our subjectivity, that
is, our existence in the world that brought abowutparspective. Jim viewed the process
of assemblage as self-referential, determiningedues from that which we discovered
through a means that was inherently unavailablésglf. This demanded that our
actions be subjected to the full scrutiny of adeanent. This was to be a daring project
of genuine research that required me to discowen funcharted areas and return with a

tentative advance on what was already known.

Although that project remains incomplete, | hopat tin some way, my research in the
scholarship of Alfred North Whitehead has builtinpme an intuition from education
that gives impetus for future harvest. My engagdmeétin these ideas will hopefully be
viewed as informing my future actions as an educdéfly work should not be seen as
fulfilling a project that was left incomplete frodim’s passing, but rather through
drawing on the passive possibilities that remaifetave attempted to bring some

notions into a cohesive whole that places my iitnifor education on display.

Present day education is goal directed in ways dBktto be examined critically. The
successful delivery and assessment of a standandutum goes far beyond reading,
writing, and arithmetic skills to suggest a valgebeing placed on standard attitudes
representing social values, work ethics, and umfgoals. We need to reflect on the
conditions of modern educational practice, howeweil-meaning, as prejudicial to

intellectual progress and innovation. The temansformationis used here with the
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meaning ofalteration or change as a desirable goal of education anécassary

ingredient of a healthy evolving social culture.

One place where instrumentalisation occurs in asframative education system is
recognisable in the training of teachers. Here weehthe convergence of adulthood,
work environment and teacher practice, a converagenvergence for determining the
future of the profession. Originality of thoughattarises from the classroom is to be set
aside from the immediate concerns of determinirgtdacher workforce. At the same
time, teachers require a means to retain theirtigigaand spontaneity from our
interaction with students, who desire to be inticatlito broader and deeper conditions
that make us up as humans. Whitehead offers amaiiee that provides a critique
from the action of teachers themselves within tfendformative processes of the
education system. How do we create a methodolaggdacation that is transformative

and more open, and not progressive or teleological?

My thesis is a critique of the process of educatinrthe form of a series of questions
“What is education for? What is the difference bedw classroom teaching, which is
practical management of a student’s learning neadd, educational theory, which
today is tending more than ever to insist on edocas a product?” | have chosen to
focus on what has been described as the businedsl wfoeducation in which learning
is regarded as an accumulation of life skills iegaration for a job, and the value of
education is measured in terms of standard exammauccess in numbers. Such a
perception of education is assumed to be essengtdtic. Its origins are eighteenth-
century and its morality arguably directed at maimhg, growing, and controlling a

compliant labour force.

There are powerful moral objections to such a pplend to philosophies of mass
education that continue to defend it. The utildarapproach to education for jobs fails
to recognize the potential contribution of the wndual to society’s understanding of
itself, and to value knowledge per se as a humaouree. In seeking to reduce
education to efficient training for yesterday's im@ss model, the same policy can also
be interpreted as a political device to resistaadiange. While touching on such issues
as they arise from my own experience as a traieaeher, | have opted to address the
aims of education from a philosophical rather thgragmatic or political perspective. |

draw on the difficult and esoteric writings of pisbpher Alfred North Whitehead to
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argue that the theory and practice of educatice ¢changing world should be education
for change. The implications of such a proposalthat instead of directing our focus
toward increasing production to arbitrary qualifioas, standards, and targets,
education policy should return to its primary omigi focus of encouraging students to
develop thinking and communication skills in an m@®ded way. In one sense this is
already happening with the arrival of the Intenme¢nable students to access a world of
information outside the classroom; in another sérseever the globalisation of instant
information has created its own traps and appéiteshat might be called “knowledge

gratification” at the expense of deeper understandi

To sum up, the requirement of delivery of a fixedriculum with measurable outcomes
is obsolete and inefficient. Obsolete because filiss a static hierarchical ideal of
society in which conformity to pattern is a suféiot goal for education; obsolete also
because such a view of the world has long sinca beertaken by an understanding of
the world as a dynamic and potentially unstableirenment requiring education in
techniques of recognizing trends and managing @angfficient because a doctrinaire
fixed curriculumin practice fails to take full advantage of the specialistliskof the
individual teacher; and also inefficient becausdii@aement targets imposed on
classroom performance also fail to give due creditisktaking and failure experiences

as ingredients of learning.

| have considered the broad prospect for transfbomdrom education. | began with
two means that education has responded to tranafammin society. | proposed that
becoming a teacher is currently conceived from atioic along two lines, either as a
personal or a social transformation, where perswaakformation seeks to enhance the
personal status and authority of the individual aadial transformation overcomes the
inherent hegemony of education through being imatergén social situations. |
strengthened these positions in philosophy by shgvihat these positions coincide
with our freedom to act, which on deeper consid@natdoesn’'t give us a complete
picture of the world. Our freedom to act was baseda model that separated off our
minds as if we were objects in the world. We regjairmeans to access the unity of the
world, in order to return transformation to edueati Such a conception of education
need not rely on the separation of personal andalst@nsformation. In creative
transformation, we answer the need for personaistoamation that determines an

individual, from the passive possibilities thatiagrfrom the wider world. Whilst social
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transformation seeks a structural hegemony in gofiem education, this can be set

aside for the determinate possibilities are alreadylable in the classroom.

| considered the relationship between the child #mel adult, and found the two
approaches apply either with traditional methodshmugh a child-centred approach. |
argued that an approach along traditional linesdgsaour practice as the uncritical
reproduction of a culture at the expense of thdusian of social groups and such an
approach between the child and the adult is evielefhdeterminate conditions. | argued
that our freedom in this arrangement leads to dircoation of myself. The Cartesian
mind is behind this. Our practices sustain thenesels self-affirming unavailable for
any criticism, since the background they are drgvain is said to be already known.

The child-centred means is a relation between thét aand the child that relies on
“cultivating” the child in nature, and sees the laduorld as corrupt, that | term
undeterminate. There is insufficient knowledge af actions, but at any rate belongs to
a scheme of some sort. The thinking of Roussesublehind this, who maintained that
we need to avoid the ills of our society to maimtaiy individuality. Born as a unique
individual, |1 consider my actions as undeterminegbagst other actions in order to

sustain my freedom of purpose.

In an ideal world a teacher should be preparedadhel to understand and engage with
the needs of students of all ethnicities with respe their cultural preferences. Instead
of there being just one prescribed way of answemngelational problem in the
classroom, a teacher should have the training andtb temper a response to the
cultural priorities of the individual, and encoueadiscussion as a way of sharing
opinion on a range of priorities and how they canabcommodated in a multicultural
real world. The example of a teacher being abkdtapt to and reconcile multiple value
systems in class is both essential for the suadesgégration of learning and also a
conduit of student respect for the individual texchnd the educational system as a

whole.

| argue that teachers can also be satisfied i tioé¢ when they can adapt to any
student because of their cultural background. Trepjlace the formal learning of
becoming a teacher with learning on the job, gairemperience from young people,

and being supported by colleagues. In the conteat dassroom, there is a persistent
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need to be an individual teacher. It is just notgiole to attribute every student
difficulty to better social understanding with tisatident. The loss of one’s individuality
in the teacher-learner relationship is the too-ugbe to pay.

If we are to bring about the possibility for educatto be transformative, we need to
find a means for our actions to coincide with ourgmses. It is unacceptable to have
our actions determined as this leads to processsklle in nature through causality
that do not coincide with our mind. | argued tbatisality as conceived by Newtonian
science prevents the organising processes of thie a® coinciding with our mind. We
need no longer rely on science in purely mechawaatal principals of Isaac Newton
in reality. We also ought to reject the radicaliagbconstructivist approach following
Descartes, who says that our actions are unabhe tmtuited by our mind, but are

informed by a scheme of some sort.

Underpinning determinism is the idea of causalityh@ coinciding of time and space
that is said to account for the way things occuhamworld along these two lines. In my
discussion of causality, we find that causal preessare limited by Zeno’s paradox that
is that we can never locate changing or moving aibj@ther than through a fixed
moment in time. Taking a snapshot of a moving wae,can locate its position at a
moment in time. We cannot say much about wherea tefore hand, or to be later,

without thinking about it.

Whitehead addresses that limitation. Instead ame toound causality to describe an
object in space, Whitehead prioritises events tsnaslice from a moment in time that
contains those objects in space. He doesn’'t s¢evihaeed a linear conception of time
and space to understand how things are in the wdtkther, he conceives our
understanding in very different ways, as drops xgjeeience, made up of events of
discrete and finite means, which contains our pgeroe of the world, and coincides
with our understanding of it. Our experience isque, but in conceiving the world as
Whitehead presents it, we have to accept that ateral objects in the world have a
mind, indeed are alive, the idea of pantheism. Wipgdears to be without life is in
Whitehead’s conception given life, termed orgamicigle termed his scheme a scheme
of organic reality for that reason. Assemblage isoavenient means to conceive his

ideas in actual situations.
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In a classroom, the furniture, the sunlight, owtlogs, all objects in fact posses thought
and to some extent their “minds” are affected by #ssemblage in which they are
participating. They can’t help but participate hesm they would not exist from the
event or snapshot in known material form if thegdrndi participate. Things are on
display as we find them. If we take a sequencevents over time, we are unaware how
each of those events will differ, except from theaagement of the objects themselves
now framed up over time. We won’t know the influes@r determining pressures on
the objects themselves, except from our intuitidntleem, which itself has been
informed from our perception of the world in proees change. Whitehead claims from
mathematics to have accounted for the process bhghwlie can be assured that an
assemblage of objects now taken in relativistimgers sufficient to account for the way
things are in the world. In order that anythingtiere first has to be something, which
itself is formed from processes in a transformingrld: That is our burden, that to be
known or appear in a world of dynamic possibiliye participate, as a means to remain
alive in a constantly changing world.

Whitehead'’s repeated objective was not to reforocation but to eliminate or modify
traditional precepts of educational practice to nmskledge a new dynamic of
knowledge acquisition, including the influence efmhs and conditions of knowledge
exchange on the kind of knowledge deemed to bakpeicceptable and/or necessary.
His contribution is all the more significant in tikentext today of education as career
training, in the age of the internet as a navigdbiediverse information resource, and
as an ethical alternative to a number of still pduwleeducational doctrines predicated
on state ownership of language and civil values. @#ssemblage then is a free
association of things in the world, without disamation. It takes in all objects and
unveils a dynamic field, from which new possibégiare derived for the assemblage.
According to Whitehead, we notice in ourselvesdffect of this field as a prehension,

a relating to the field of dynamic possibilities, afeeling or desire.

When | begin to speak from in front of my clas$geél an intensity informed from the
wide field of possibilities on dynamic display befome. | don’'t have a script, | can
only respond from the wider possibilities, whichllviiopefully inform my students. |
notice myself, my clothes, those in front of mehaut objects, the sunlight, etc. |
assemble in perception through relating to the nhyodield as widely as possible in

order that | put my thoughts on display. | wanttamunicate meaning to my students
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that takes in a wide field. My new utterance cdnmireés to the ongoing and unending
process that is being undertaken in education.nl maver predict what form my

intensity takes, but only shape it up from the deteate possibilities that lie before me.
For example, by appreciating my role as a teathermood of the students, the time of
day, the extent of contact time we have already, la#ldthese are qualities we can
appreciate and gain informative meaning from. Tlefar greater sense of feeling alive
from amidst the determinate possibilities in a ®laesm. Knowing that our feelings are
informed from the dynamic whole is far more reasgurthan trying to ascertain

whether | have met a particular outcome of teacpnagtice.

By the same token, we ought to include those detaten possibilities of outcome and
clear direction, but only in so far as they assist That is a challenge to the
management of education that is trying to addrées determinate possibilities in
education. We can never govern education for astoamative, changing and dynamic
society with determinate possibilities alone. Rgthse should acknowledge that
determinate possibilities, outcomes, standardddde® used only as a limited blueprint
for management. Nor should initial teachers bet@uvinto a guidance system of teacher
training that gives over the tools to bring abonttask student behaviour for example.
We do need those tools, but more importantly isidiea that we need to prepare others
for a changing world, and that we have the capaitiyin ourselves to do that. Those
tools might be better derived from an experienddénclassroom that reforged our tools
of education and offers insight and new possibility other teachers. Creative
transformation is difficult to bring about and rgrachieved. But we at least participate

in the dynamic possibilities before us.

Whitehead offers us the possibility of our mindnmding with nature through what he
termed arassemblagean intuition of what comes to mind from the oatineveryday
occurrences in our lives that coincides with ourcpption of things. He views the
process of our mind as coinciding with the processethe world, to which we are
inherently bound. An assemblage is simply a mégnwhich we inhabit the world in
thought. Our action as educators can be conceroad Whiteheadean metaphysics as a
moment taken from all other moments of action fbtemchers. Conceived as a spatio-
temporal slice ‘in time’, our actions in educatigive up a small amount of novelty to
be available again within the world. Think of thslice as an aboriginal resource, one

that comes with a potential from the form we priggcifor ourselves in education
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practice. We have a tradition to our practice, thetdry, soulless husk of the past, but

one that perhaps can'’t yet be identified, and cam@&sform our future.

The implications for transformative education irogess is that our actions coincide
with our freedom for all possible outcomes, butyoiflwe accept limitations on our
subjectivity. We can never claim that we will hagiscovered everything about the
world from the advancements made in technologgfample. There will always be the
need for indeterminacy in the decisions we makeit&kbad makes that quite explicit.
However, we need not give up determinate possésliin the world, only that they

need to be set amongst the wider conditions tleaawaailable to us.

Transformation reconceived as our ‘burden of pignditon’, is a potential that resides
within, made real through self-determining means. It a&denreal from our actions
actualised into a form that might address theistjfleffects of determinism. This
potential resides as a primordial action within @ubjectivity and is available to
ourselves. We are always already available fortistigafrom within the world. It only

remains for us to actualise this with our partitigmain the world.

For education, we might apply Whitehead’s ideapanticipation. Taking a lead from
Paul Smeyers (2007), he sees education as antiontiento a practice. This is
immediately helpful, because a practice is a knawstion that is part of an accepted
understanding and ‘forms of thought’, ‘patternsuafierstanding’, ‘habits of mind’. An
initiation supports the notion of the recipient tmapating in something larger than an

initial start, but self-referential all the same.

As a teacher confronted by a classroom of studéstand ready and as open as | can in
that moment. What is at stake? The whole natura fofture relationship between an
adult and a student. This is why ‘initial’ is impant to consider. We are better to
consider all our actions as teachers to be arairatition. It ought not be that teachers
who begin teaching are considered more ‘initiairthany other teacher. Others with
experience should not be conceived as an authoviy teacherhood more than any
other. One’s action as a teacher cannot be segdirat® the circumstances in which

they find themselves.
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As an initial teacher myself, | recall the all toien on-rush of decision-making and
attention that demands our action. We can't avaiiba. What we can offer is the

confidence that the effect of my following actiaoutd not have been predicted, nor is it
unreasonable. We should take enjoyment that thieskerss respond to my meaning.
What meaning is generated for me from their respondnd so we participate, each
side with the generous intent on seeking trutherathan speaking it. My act with

students is like no other, unique, novel, creativéegets all the other moments of

adult-child classroom relations.

Everyone acts with good intentions. We can’t halp dct towards something of value
in the world. In metaphysical terms participatiatars as an “instantiation”, one thing
inhering in the other. Meaning is derived from @stantiation with each other, and is
respectful of the elements it has included. Respatsurs as meaning comes into the
world. It occurs as a greater desire for meanimg.example, in interacting with young
people, | was once a child, but now | draw on miception of childness in light of
those | find around me. | wish to retain my senkeesponsibility as an adult in the
world, but on behalf of the child | instantiate itheishes as meaningful to me. The

possibility for meaning needs to be broadened te@icone another intersubjectively.

The burden of our participation is that we canrsaia@e our limits, and that these arrive
from within the world. These are the Forms thaivarfrom within the world, the

potential that already resides within the world wncas essential forms. My freedom to
act comes with constraints, that | am touched aogeth by others, “who expresses

herself by whatever evocation she is capable afidgers, 2012b).

One of the most sustaining and defining contrimgitrom Whitehead for philosophy is
his “perception in the mode of causal efficacy” (BIR that we literally feel the
pervasive presence of the world, a causal influemcthe world. These feelings have an
impact on us and must be dealt with, as we cacaps them. This is our burden of

participation.
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