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ABSTRACT

This study has as its express purpose the bring-
ing to light, a phehomenon of educational concern.
That phenomenon is self-reliance. Our interest is
primarily drawn in the direction of looking at self-

reliance as an aim in education.

Because our focns is directed at ‘self-reliance
as an aim in education', an initial question of primary
concern arises. What conception of education do we
adopt? In this study, ﬁe adopt Freire'cs concept of
education. Educatioun is construed as 'the intersub-
jective process of becoming critically aware of one's
reality in a manwner that leads to effective action
upon it{. This conception allcws us to assert that
education should be seen, primarily, as a humanizing
enterprise in which botn student and teacker occur as
gubjécts. Granted such 2 view, we are able to reject
the teacher-centred perspective of education in which
the student is reduced to the status of an object.

We are also able to reject the student-centred pers—‘
pective of education which denies the intersubjective
nature of education by affirming the student's encounter
with nature as primordial to his encounter with the
teacher. It is in the context of our view of education

that we argue the case for 'self-reliance'.
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In attempting to execute the central task at our
hands, this study answers two inter-related questions.
(i) what is self-reliance? (ii) how is self-reliance
to be achieved through the process of education? The
first question presupposes a pérticular conception of
the 'self'; which further raises the problem of methodo-
logy. In this study, we desire to capture the self as
pointing to man in his totality, a.desire that leads us
to adopt the existential phenomenological approach.

With this approach, we are able to capture the self as

a contingent being as reflected in its being, viz; a being-o
transcendence, a being of concreteness and particularity

and a being-of-relations. This exposition is carried

out in the second chaﬁter of this study.

The third chapter attempts to look at the phenome-
non of self-reliance. First, 'reliance’ is poéited as a
mode of haman involvement in the world, juStgfied by our
claim in chapter two that the self is a being-of-relations.
As a human phencmenon, 'reliance' is pointedAto as the
self's reposing of trust in somebody or something. From
this it follows that}when one talks of self-reliance,
oné}viegs oneself as a being-of-worth, as a being to
trust" This view of oneself emanates from the dialogical
encounter which 'speaks' fo him in a criticai way.about
feality. In understanding reality in dynamie termé as

transformable, one comes to the realization of personal
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responsibility in the shaping and defining of his

destiny.

Chapter four deals with self-reliance as an aim
in education. Here, education is further emphasized
as a humanizing enterprise and self-reliance is pointed
to as fhe primary aim of such an education. Comparing
this with the 8-4-4 educational system in Keaya, we
see that in the context of our findings, the 8-4-4
systém need not emphasize vocational and technical
subjects if the desire is to produce authentically
self-reliant individuals. Rather, what should be
emphasized is dialogue. For out of dialcgue arises
critical consciousness which is the fundamental
hallmark of a self-reliant perscn; a person who is
self-motivated and makes authentically personal chbices.
He takes the full responsibility for shaping his

destiny in history.
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CHAPTER ONE

1.00 Background to the Study

Contained in our topic, are three principle
terms viz, 'self-reliance', 'aim' and 'education'.
To develop a common platform from which fruitful
discussion may ensue, we need to point to the
conception this study takes in regard tco these terms.
This is in 'a way important because "... cur concepts
in any area of 1life profoundly influence the way we
think out and plan; they can limit and thereby
impoverish our experience or they can expand aud
enrich it".l To talk of a concept then, is to point
to a particular understinding. Such an undefstanditg
presupposes a given experi@nce born out of one's

interaction - with and invelvement - in the world.

Although we have poi.ted out three terms, our
concern in this section will be with the last two.
This is because, as shall become clear in the
sections that follow, the task of this study will
~centre on the first term, ‘self-reliance'. This

task could be made doubly difficult were we to ignore

1. F.W. Garforth, Aims Values and Education,
Hull-Britain, Christgate Press, 1985, p.9.




the terms 'aim' and 'education'. By developing a
conception for these two, we would in effect be
laying a firmer foundation upon which our central

task will be easily executed.

The terms 'education' and 'aim', possess an
inevitable conceptual inter-relatedness. To talk of
education, for example, as a deliberate and inten-
tional activity is to imply an aim or aims. OCn the
other hand, to talk of an aim of education, is to
provide education with a direction towards some
perceived end normally deemed desirabls. So, an
attempt at an isolated treatment of these two terms,
though leading to a plausible conception of each,
could fail to grasp this cignificant conceptual
inter-relateduness. Hence, ocur search that follows
wist nct be seern as alluding to a dichotomv between
these terms, but rather in the background cf their

cqnéeptual inter-relatedness.

Education may be viewed from two broad perspec-
tives, that is, a descriptive perspective and a norma-
tive perspective. To provide a descriptive picture
of education is to point to 'what is', that is, to
present a factual picture of exactly how education
is being practised without passing any value judgements.

Such treatment is to be found, for example, in the



social sciences such as sociology of education and
psychology of education. A sociologist of education
may, for example, observe that Kenyan schools lay
greatest emphasis on producing skilled manpower.

He would therefore note as a fact, that in this
context, education serves a predominantly economic
function. In contrast to a descriptive account, a
hormatiye account of education points to 'what ought
to be'.- This implies passing value judgements upon
present practices in education by using a certain
ideal stand;rd as a criterion of what education

ultimately should be.w-

=i

In practice, thé:disfinction'is not as neat as
implied above. Very oféen, statements on education
purporﬂug to be descriptive have, underlying them,

a normative stamp. We have laboured on the above
" ‘distinction because, this‘study intends. to view

education from a normative angle.

Education has been varicusly defined by diffe-
rent authorities. It is therefoure not surprising to
come 2cTross all-encompassing conceptions on tHe one hand
and Verj restricted conceptions on the other hand of
this phenomenon, we have called education. In between
. the extremes, are conceptiohs of varying degrees of

comprehensiveness. A good example of a very general



conception of education comes to us from Rousseau.

He views education as '""that which comes to us from
"nature, from men and from things”% An inevitable
consequence of such a conception is to let children
'grow freely' in nature as every encounter constitu-
tes education. The formal educative process is viewed
as too restrictive of the natural growth of the child.
A very narrow concept would have us view educaticn

as the transmission of a people's cultural neritage.
This is only partly true because education consists

in more than just transmission. .

How ére we then, to avoid the rather too
generai and less useful éoncept4ons of education
and the,extrémely nafrow views? This is possiblé'
if we first observe that, primariiy, education is
an intentional and pﬁrposive activity. To SO speak,
is to point to education as a human phenomeﬁon, thus
placing out of our boﬁndary the Rousseauan 'things
and nature' as fundamental aspects of education.
ﬁy this, we also point'to éducation as a deliberately
organized activity with given goals. Yet, it may not
,be surprising to observe that what ié here asserted
is still too general and does not point”tb the actual
nature of this phenomenon we have called education.
This i1s because, under the given assértion of e&uea—‘

tion as an intentional and purposive activity, still

2, Rao s Peters:, Educatioﬁ as Initiation, London, George
G. Harrap & Co. Ltd., 1963. Pedils ;
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lie specific conceptions of education with different
orientations. It is our task, then, to identify
these various orientations which are to furnish a

background for the position we shall eventually adopt.

Van Cleve MorrisS identifies four notions of
education in contemporary thought. He maintains
that thé first notion, which is the oldest and most
popular, considers education as the drawing out of
our common human nature. Adherents to this view
work from an etymological root of the word education
in Latin educere (to Eéad out)'from which it is
envisaged that education entatls summoning forth
the desired from a‘chiid’s nature.  He identifies
a Sécond view associated With essentialists as
considering education as the 'téking in”.of accumula-
ved wisdom‘and'knowledge éf the human race. Here, a child
vis conétrued as passive in the prdcess of receiving,
absorbing and assimilating the sciences and. arts of
civilization. A third notion is influenced by béham
viourai sciences. Edﬁcation is taken as the shaping
of individuals in terms of the culture in which they
~live. In this éonteﬁt, Yhe valus of What e taught

is a function of society. A final notion originates

B Van Cleve Morris, Existentialism in Education,
S New York, Harper and Row Publishers, 1966,
pp.105-111. :



from John Dewey. Dewey is quoted as conceiving
education "as the process of forming fundamental
dispositions, intellectual and emotional towards

nature and fellow men".4

‘Morris brings the following criticisms to bear

on all the four conceptions thus;

(i) All these definitions take the process
of education to have its aim outside the

learner.

(ii) The child, by what is to be done for him
or with him,is seen as an objiect rather

than a Subject.

(iii) The public criterion overrides private
learner concerns in the judgement of the

worth of education.

The four notions so far considered may be
reduced to two major perspectives on educatién.
Allied on one side are the first three notions
within which the teacher and content play predominant

roles, while on the other side, we have the Deweyian

perspective. In this perspective the child and
4. John Dewey, Democracy and Education, New
19671, p.383.

York,  The MacMillan Company,



method assume predominant roles. Let us label the
first perspective teacher-centred and the second
perspective student-centred. We at once see that
these two perspectives stand in opposition to each
other. It therefore, becomes debatable whether an
identical lump of criticisms can be thrown at both.
Our position is that the three criticisms developed
by Morris do apply neatly to what we have called the
teacher-centred perspective of education. These
criticisms do not in total apply to the student-
centred perspective. Moderate advocates of the
student-centred perspective advocate the publiic
criterion as the final judge in matters of education,
so .that it is easy to see how criticisms (i) and

(iii) apply here. But \llradvocates of this perspec-
tive are so busy reinstaling the learner as am active
subject in the educative wrocess, that criticism
(ii)‘bears no strength whatscever upon this apworcach.
The kind of criticism tha. bears some plausibility
Would emanate from the observation that this approach
posits itself as the antithesis of the first. The
learner usurps the teachews authority thus margina-
lizing the latter's task. We shall have more to say

about these two perspectives in chapter four.

Having identified and raised criticisms against

the four notions of education, what does Morris



himself say about education? He writes;

"If education is to be truly human,
it must somehow awaken awareness in
the learner - an existential aware-
ness of himself as a single subjec-
tivity present in the world".S
(emphasis author's).

Whereas we concur with Morris that a truly

human education dwells on awakening awareness, we

-
7

find it'ﬁard ﬁo accept his view that such an aware-
ness constitutes an existential.awareness of one as
a single subjectivity pfesent in the world. Our dis-
agreement stems from‘thp observation that Morris seems
to place undue emphaSis on the individhal as to imply
individﬁalism. In ou¥ view, éducation by its very
- nature is an encounter of persons. This encounter

is what Freire has called dialogué.6

If we grant
this point, then ‘the 1earnér‘s existence can be
“conceived as co-existence and education as an inter-
subjectivé process. ﬁenge to view the learner as an
isolated subjecti&ity present in the world seems to

distort what we here consider to be a truly human

education. Looking further afield, we come across a

5. Tbid., p.110.

6 . Dialogue can be conceived as a horizontal rela-

; tionship between two persons characterized by a
trusting and critical spirit and motivated by a
joint search. We shall have more to say about
'dialogue' in chapter three.



rather captivating definition of education provided
by Njoroge and Bennaars. They view education as '"the
intersubjective process of learning to be a self-

o7
reliant person in society™. '

This definifion does fulfil our view of educa-
tion as an encounter between persons as subjects. It
however, brings in the term 'self-relianrt' which as
was stated earlier, constitutes the task of our study.
" So, to adopt this definition at this g?age, would be
counter productive since we have not yet developed 2a
conception of the term 'self-reliance'. Instead, we
adopt Freire's definition which we consider to.be
adequate for the purposes of this study. !He defines
education as; A

"the intersubjective process of becoming

critically aware of one's reality in a
manner that leads to effective action
upon it".$8 S

When bne talks of education as an intersubjec—
tive process, ohe‘elevates the humanizing aspect of
education above essentially utilitaff&n ends (which

~could be social or economic). Infact humanization

T . R.J. Njoroge and G A, Bennaars, Philosophy and
Education in Afirca, Nairobi, Transafrica
Press, 1986, p.244.

8. VIbid.,wp.243 (original source not available
to us). " ‘
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needs to be the fundamental concern of education
because although "... both humanization and dehuma-
nization are possibilities for man as an uncompleted
being conscious of his incompleteness ... only the

first is man's vocation".'9

We may further note that this intersubjective
process we have called education points to the
teacher and the learner as subjects engaged in
dialogue. Such dialogue is the tool of awakening
awareness. The learner is led to a critical awareress
of his existential (human) reality. In making an
important distinction elsewhere where he equates
awareness with coﬁéciousness,_Freire writes;

"Critical consciousness is integrated

with reality, naive consciousness

superimposes itself upon reality and

fanatical consciousness whose patholo-

gical naivety = leads to the irrational,

adopts to reali‘cy”.lO

What Freire is attempting to draw our attention
to, is that critical cecnsciousness by being integrated
with reality, perceives that reality as dynamic and

transformable. This is especially so with cultural

and historical reality. Continuing in the same vein,

9. Paulo Freire, Pedagogy of the Oppressed, London.
' Penguin Group, 1985, p.20. ‘

10 4 Paulo Freire, Education for Critical Consciousness,
London, Sheed and Ward, 1985, p.44.
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he notes;

"It so happens that to every understanding
sooner or later, an action corresponds.
Once man perceives a challenge, understands
it and recognizes the possibilities of
response, he acts. The nature of the action
corresponds to the nature of his understand-
ing. Critical understanding leads to criti-
cal action, magic understanding leads to
magic response'.ll
We agree with Freire here,that, man should be
seen as a whole. We cannot dichotomize his under-
standing from his actiors. Man is a being of praxis.12
Education then, should be seen to promote understanding
(by creating critical awareness through dialogue) and
the appropriate action commensurate with the under-
standing attained will follow. The qualif%cation is

that the nature of actipn will depend on the nature

of understanding generated.

Upto this point, we havé dwelt on educétion
from a normative perspective. By so doing, we have
inevitably made gertain value judgemenﬁs; that is,
we have atfempted to provide a standaﬁg upon which

a truly human education could be based. 'So, to enter

14. Ibid., p.44.

12. To speak of man as a being of praxis is to point
" to his activities as consisting of both action
and reflection or practice and theory. It is
to state that, uniike animals which are beings
of pure activity, man can emerge from the world,
objectify it and in so d01ng understand and
transform 1t ;
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into the domain of value judgements is to make asser-
tions about what is proper and hence desirable.
Statements about such desirables in education is

what constitutes the aims of education. So, when

one speaks of 'self-reliance as an aim in education,
one takes 'self-reliance' as the énd—in—view to
motivate and provide direction for the process of
education. The analysis so far tendered, we hope,
provides the reader with our owr conception of the

notions 'educaetion' and 'aim'.

1.1.0 Self-Reliance : A Brief Descriptive Survey

In this section, we desire to present a brief
descriptive survey on vhy and how ‘self-rciiance'
has come to be talked of as an aim in the Kenyan

educational context.

At the dawn of inder-3ndexace, the Kenyan Govern-
ment and the private sector were critically short of
manpower. Since educatipn was seen as the only
.conduit through which sucbh. manpower could be trained,
the over-riding aim of the entire educational system
came to be an economic one. Writing at the time, the

Ominde Report put the issue quite clearly, thus;
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"Of all these reflections, perhaps the

most urgent in our minds was the need

to see education in the context of our
mnational economic development, for upon

the adequate fulfilment of this objective,

our abilitv to reach all other national

goals including these in education, depend. nl13

The rapid educational expansion that followed
_this economic concern had by the mid-seventies
‘precipitated the serious problem of unemployment.
L4
‘Writing in 1976, the Gachathi Commission observed;
"It ‘was clear to us that one of the
largést problems confronting the
country was that of unemployment.
‘The number of pnemployed school

-leavers was growing rapidly as,
‘their numbers continued to swell

. ‘following the. rapid expansion of
the educaticn sybtem in recent
‘years'". :

“The observationcontinued;

'”They (school leavers) still come out

~0f 'school oriented to white collar

jobs -and more poorly equipped towards
.playing an effective role in social_ _

and economic development of Kenya'.19®

(brackets and contents therein are mine).. -

13, Republic of Kenya: Kenya Education Commission
Report Part I and II, Nairobi, Government
Printers, 1964, p.24.

.14, -Republic of Kenya: Report of the National
Committee on Educational Objectives and
‘Policies, -Nairobi, Govermment Printers,
-1876, p.(ix). '

Joued
o &

Ibid:; “p.(x).
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Granted these observations, the Gachathi Report
(NCEOP) then recommended a modification of the educa-
tion system so as to cater for the majority of students

3=

who terminate their studies at any one level. This
recommertﬁtion was taken bvef by the Mackay Report16
in a more concrete way when it recommended the removal
of the 'A' level segment and suggested the present

17
g-4-4 system.

In 1982, the Working Party on Government Expéndi—
ture not only pointed to the problem in general (that
is, "heavy dependence of the populace on the Government
- provision of employment being only one) but aiso
pointed to ‘self~réliance' as a solution. The party
exprééyxiitself in the following words;

"The Working Party is also concerned that

Renvans are becoming too dependent on
Government and turning to Government for

assistance on matters which they them-

selves can and should manage. Self-

reliance through both individual and

collective efforts should be encouraged

as one of the great African strengths

and traditions. The Government must

stimulate by both direct and indirect

means all Kenyans to rely more extensively
16.° Republic of Kenya: Report of the Presidential

Working Party : Second University in Kenya,
Nairobi, Government Printers, 1981, p.9.

14. 8~4-4 depicts the current educational system in
2. where 8 refers to eight years of primary

4 refers to four years in secondary
: ition and the final 4 refers to a minimum
of four years of univeru*ty educatlon
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on their own resources, abilities and
energies. This principle applies to
efforts by individuals to better them-
selves and their families to the promo-
tion of private enterprise activities

and the mobilization of community, health
care, water supplies and rural access
roads'.1

Following this observation, the Kamunge Report
also noted the importance of 'self-reliance' by
recommending that;

"Education and training should develop

skills which promote self-reliance and
self—employment”.19 (emphasis mine).

What these reflections point to is the Govern-
ment's’inability to provide the essential services
it used to;especially that of employment. So, the
feeling here, is that this situation could be alle—
viated through encouraging 'self-reliance'. We
can then see why and how ‘self-reliance' has emerged
as an aim in the Kenyan educational context, granted

such a background. Yet, this is not to impiy that

self-reliance is an aim (1like, say, national unity),

which is clearly written down in educational documents,

rather, it is an aim implied by the recent educational

restructuring in the country.

3

18. Republic of Kenya: Working Party on Governem:
Expenditures: Reports and Recommendatio
Nairobi, Government Printers, 1982, p.2

t
S.

-

b= e

-

19. Republic of Kenya: Report cf the Presidential
Working Party on Education and Manpower
Training for the Next Decade and Reyond,
- Nairobi, Goverrment Printers, 1988, p.15.
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1.2.0 Literature Review

It is essential thét a literature review be
carried out before the statement of the problem
because, this together with information in section
1.1.0 will provide a stronger foundation upon which
our problem éan be stated and defined.

Our concern heré, shall be with literature
that takes on a philosophical orientation ih an
explicit magner regardiné the notion 'self-reliance'.
. We ideﬁtify, in this cbnnection, Nyerere's ideas as

rgresented in various articlesuand those ideas
obtainable from thé@Iﬁét two chapters of a book
written by Njoroge and Bennaars.

Regarding Nyerere, our concern shall focus on the

“'following,articles.zq

(i) Education for Self-Reliance, a 1967

document.

(ii) FEducation Never Ends, New Year's Eve

Address to the nation 1969/70.

20 - All the articles listed here are to be found
in Education for Liberation and Development
The Tanzanian Experience.eds.  H. Hinzen and
V.H. Hundsdorfer, London, Evans Bros, Publi-
shers. 1979.
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(iii) Our Education Must Be For Liberation

Opening Speech for a Two Week Seminar
on 'Education and Training Alternative
in Education in African Countries',
May 20, 1974.

(iv) Adult Education and Development,

Address to Participants of the Interna-
tional Conference on 'Adult Education
“ and Development', 21st-25th June, 1976.

One may raise an objection as to why we should
concern ourselves with all these articles when, appai'
rently, the first artécle would suffice. There is a
strong reason for thigl Nyerere's educational ideas
-anderwent a change fyom the 1967 document onwards.

To take this 1967 document as a standard, would be
unfair to Nyerere since certain ideas presented here,
are 'abandoned' later on.j'AbanAOning, here, does not
- mean Nyerere ﬁakes explicit statementg disavowing his
1967 position. What:we mean is that he attempted to
reflect on his original thesis in the Light of itg
antithesis and thereby arrived at a new position -

being the synthesis of his ideas.

Bennaars writing on Nyerere's philosophy of

education,z1 has been very explicit in indicating

L2, See G.A. Bennaars, Nyerere's Philosophy of

il Education : An Abstract, Unpublished
Staff Seminar Paper, Kenyatta University,
Nairobi, 1985.
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this gradual evolution of thought. He writes:

"We argue infact that one must distinguish
three distinct stages in Nyerere's educa-
tional thinking, as expressed in various
writings. There are, first of all, the
writings before 1967, then there is the
Education for Self-Reliance, (1967),
document and related texts and lastly
are writings after 1967".22 (emphasis
author's).

He continues;

"The last stage is the most significant
in philosophical terms as it shows a
gradual trend towards existential
phenomenological thinking ...".23
In our case, we shall not concern ourselves
with the distinction of-thought at each stage, but
rather, our concern shall be with the evolution of

his educational thought (with réspect to the notion

of self-reliance), from 1967 to 1976.

In 1967, Nyerere viewed education as a highly
social transaction. Writing on the purpose of eduta-

tion in human societies, he observed.

22. : Ibid., p.7.

88, Ibid., ipTs
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"That purpose is to transmit from one
generation to the next the accumulated
wisdom and knowledge of society and to
prepare the young people for their
future membership of the society and
their active participation in its main-
tenance or development”.24

At this time, The Society formed Nyverere's

apex of concern and anythning that promoted the
'common good', was regarded as of ultimate value.
Nyerere placed a high premium on man's co-operative
instincts and constantly downgraded an education that
promoted man's individualistic instincts such as
competition. What emerges from this is a highly
social conception of the notion of self-reliance.
When he talks of self-reliance, Nyerere has in mind
the larger Tanzan£;h Society. He views that Society
becoming economically‘and culturally independent from
foreign nations. The 'self' depicted here is that
of the 'mass society' rather than representétiveﬁof

any concrete individual. It is an impersonal rather

than personal self.

The 1969/70 article did not show much departure
fromchis 1967 position. Here{ the society was still
aacéqrded baramount recognition and the individual
person existed in as far as he was a member of the‘

society.

24, Hinzen and Hundsdofer (Eds.), OplCit,, D17 .
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The 1974 article marks a radical departure
from the 1967 position. This radical departure,
was pronounced by his normative educational concern.
He came to view education as 'education for libera-
tion’.',At this stage, he came to acknowledge that
education had to go beyond the transmission of
culture and fitting individuals into society. No
lohger was society given absolute value, the indivi-
dual also came into prominence. Nyerere recognized
that he had to argue dialectically between the society-
individual ﬁolarities or else he Qould drown into a o
~myopic state of mystifying the human condition. To

assert the absolute value of society,.wou]d engender
Y

a vision of man as éﬁmobjecf whereas to posit the
individual person as the ultimate réality would
result in a highly indefensible position with respect
to existential reality. So to capture a more
-realistic human condition, Nyerere had to assert
the importance of society and also that of man as
subject. A few quotations substantiate this point
mcre clearly.

"A truly liberated nation is a self-reliant
nation, one which has freed itself from
economic and cultural dependence on other
nations and is therefore, able to develop

itself in free and equal co-operation with
other members of the world Community”.23

25. Ibid., p.43.
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"Similarly for man. The First essential
of a liberated man is awareness of two
things: his own manhood and the power
to use circumstances rather than be
used by them' .26

"The purpose of education is therefore
liberation through the develogment of
man as a member of society”.2

"These things are difficult to express
in positive terms simply because each
individual is uni%ue as well as being
part of mankind". §

‘The'first quotation reveals Nyerere's 1967
position where the notion of self-reliance was
understood only at the societal level” The second
qnotation posits itself as’tn; antithesis of the

first, man is regarded:as a subject and unique.

The third quotation resolves the conflict between man

- -

as subject and the society-by positing man as a -

) member—of-society. The final quotation reveals
Nyerere'e acknowledgement of the difficulties
inherent in the'individual—society polarity. So,
the understanding that emerges from these assertions
concerning the notion of self-reliance is that this
notion needs to»be'understood at both the societal

" and individual level. According to Nyerere, the

26. Ibid., p.43.
27. Ibid., p.44.

28. Ibid., p.45.



individual who is self-reliant is the liberated
individual. Such an individual is aware of his own
manhood (a notion that requires further analysis) and
the capacity to 'use circumstances rather than be
used by them'. In 1976, Nyerere further clarifies
his position by noting that;

"Development is for Man by Man and of Man.

The same is true of education. 1Its purpose

1s the liberation of Man from the restrains F
and limitations of ignorance and dependence”.‘97

"For Man does not develop himself in a
vacuum, in isolation from his society
and his environment, and he certainly
cannot be developed by others'".®

L

Notice that Nygyere is kere using the word man
with a capital letter. :His intenticns are technical.
He iﬁtends that man designate the concrete existent
subject. This is in épposition:to the way we use
'man' to designate people-in-general.w Nyerere makes
a crucial'distinction'by pointirg that man does not
develop in vacuum'(thusrdenying a subjectivist stand)
neither is he developed by others. But the question
that arises at this point is just how far is man not
developed by others? This is a question that Nyerere
. does not address himéelf to and we shall give it due

consideration later on. Nyerere also does not point

'29.  Ibid., p.49.

30. - Ibid., p.49.



23

out how self-reliance as a phenomenon of human
concern could be achieved through education. For

this last comment, we turn to Njoroge and Bennaars.

In their book, Philosophy and Education in

Q
Africg,”l they point to the learner as one who is

'not yet' a self and hence not self-reliant. This
means they envision as a point of depafture the
concrete individual existent in their analysis of
the notion of self-reliance. This is what Nyerer=s
fails to do. He reaches a point wheré he recognizes
that he can neither sacrifice the concrete existent

nor the society without distorting man's exigtentizal

~ picture. But inspite of this recognition he fails

Let us return to ﬁhe“NjorogenBennaafs analysis.
To construe the learner as a. 'not yet', impiies
taking a dynamic view of the self and tb link becoming
a self with realizing self-reliance implies pecoming
the latter presupposes being in the former state.
The§e are views we agree with. They continue to
‘Obserﬁe that it is the teéchér‘who should helﬁ the
learner tc become something he is not-yet; that is

3

to become a self and hence self-reliant. This is done

31. See chapters 10 and 11.
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by making the learner awares2 of his possibilities
as well as limitations in a given context. Earlier
on, we quoted their definition of education. Recall
that this definition contained 'self-reliant' as a
central notion. In explicating this particular
notion in their definition, they point out that a
self-reliant person is one who can realize himself
physically, mentally, morally, socially and emotionally.33
Dialogue is brought in as a method and spirit through

which self-reliance could be achieved as an aim in

education.

This treatment goes further than Nyecrere's
in pointving to a éoncern»of fundamental proportions.
Selereliancé is located in the education process
concretely by asserting its achievement vhrough
:dialogue and by pointing to the subject self as
primordial in the analysis of the concept &f self-
reliance. However, fhe treatment remains inadequate
in the light of certain fundamental questions which

it leaves unanswered.

3. 'Aware' as used nere is to be understood in
the context of attaining critical conscious-
ness which engenders critical intervention
in reality.

33 Njoroge and Bennaars, - Op.Cit.,‘p.245.
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(1) If we grant that becoming self-reliant
presupposes becoming a self, what kind
of self does the teacher -hope to see

revealed?

(2) Assuming the teacher does have such a
conception of *the self, how may he

justify it?

(3) How is self-reliance to be located in

the individual-society polarity?

With the positing of such questions, we now

turn to the 'statement of the probiem'.

1.3.0 Statement of the Problem

In section 1.00, we hinted that our task will
be centred on the notion 'self-rcliance' as an aim
in education. In secticn 1.1.0, we attempted to trace
the emergence of self-reliance as an aim in Kenyan
education. Section 1.2.0 was an attempt to review
iiterature dealing explicitly with 'self-reliance'
from a nhilosophical perspective. Now, we are ready

to crystallize our problem.

When we reflect back on documents guoted in

section 1.1.0, we note considerable concern from the
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Government regarding the problem of unemployment.
We also note 'self-reliance' suggested as a panacea.
The problem is, there seems to be no concerted effort

to tell us what being self-reliant entails.

In a report previously quoted, we read that
"the Government must stimulate by both direct and
indirect means, all Kenyans to rely more extensively
on their own resources, abilities and energies". Two
questions arise frcm this assertion, (i) How is this
stimulation to occur? (ii) What is exactly meant by

resources, abijities and energies?

The Kamunge Report, focusing on education,
mentioned that "education should develop skills which
promote self-reliance and self-employment". Implizq
here is that self-reliance presupposes certain skills.
Which ar=s these skills? One may retort that it is
clear from the 8-4-4 system that the skills implied
are vocational and technical ones. We could still
ask, does the acquisition of these skills in them-
selves really lead to self-reliance? The question
brings us back to the more central questidn, what

is self-reliance?

Towards the end of our literature review, we

noted that certain fundamental questions remained
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unanswered. These questions centred upon a particular
point of concern. If we granted that becoming self-
reliant presupposed becoming a self, a fundamental
problem on the perception of this self straightaway
emerged. In effect then, to provide an understanding
of the notion of self-reliance, implies first solving
the fundamental problem of the self. It is from this
consideration that this study will intend, first, to
develop an understanding of the notion>'self' and

take this as the basis for understanding self-

reliance in the context of education.

In a nutshell, the problem will involve
launching a philosophical search for a perception of
the self that a truly human education would want
to see revealed. This then would be used to pcint-.
to how self-reliance could be understood and how

it could be achieved through the process of educating.

1.4.0 Theoretical Framework

Our choice of a theoretical framework must,
here, not be construed as arbitrary. It is a
legical consequence of our view of education as a
humanizing enterprise. Recall our adoption of the
view of education as an 'intersubjective process'

which pointed tc the teacher and the learner
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interacting as subjects. This interaction whiéh has
its aim in raising the learner's awareness of his
potentialities and limitaticns is what we called
dialogue. In effect, education was being viewed as
a dynamic process. This then invites us to adopt a
dynamic view of the self. But this is not the only

reason as shall become clear below.

To ask what a self is, is to ask a difficult
and evaSive question. Philosophical literature
which concerns itself with this notion presents
many rather opposed view-points. But one could
roughly groﬁp philosophical theories on self into
two classes. Thoseswhicn'take a static view and
those which take a dyﬁamic view. Prior to Hume's
criticism of the principle of causality, many philo-
sophers had taken it for granted that man was endowed
Qith a static 'human nature', a static esserce that
properly defined him34 as man. In consequence, his
being human in a way that set him apart from every-
thing else in the cosmos, was viewed the result of
such a static nature. Descartes considered both
body and ego (conscicusness or self) as two kinds of
substances, but nevertheless as substances. Leibniz

~with his theory of monads can be similarly classified.

34. In this study 'he' and associated pronouns (e.g.
him) will be used in a general sense to-refer to
both men and women.. No other motive is intended
in this usage except for simplicity. '
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After Hume's criticism, many philosophers began
to doubt whether man's humanness (a state that pointed
to him being more than just an object for scientific
study) and uniqueness in the cosmos could be located
in some static nature he possessed. These doubts
expressed themselves in the consideration of man as
dynamic. By this view, they were able to locate
man, not just as creator of meaning (values) in the
world, but also as creator of his being. If man
dwelt on his facticity, he could not be differenciated
from objects in the worid. So, man as subject, as

a self, would be properly located in a transcendental

view of his nature.

In developing a plausible and concrete pers-
pective of the self, we vill utiiize ideas presented
by certain notable existential philusophers among
whom will be Sartre, Marcel, Buber, Strasser cuid

Luijpen.

According to Sartre, the self is not something
given, rather, it is what one creates daily through
choices put to action. In effect, he views the self
as a goal rather than a point of departure. But in
his transcendental view of the self, he does not
disregard human facticity. Infact, he considers‘this

to be the very state which provides the picture of
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what one has ndt become and could therefore strive
to become. Because the self does not develop in
isolation but in relationship with others, this
treatment is inadequate. Thié leads us to look at

theories of intersubjectivity.

To highlight this issue, we will make use of
Marcel's and Buber's theories. Marcel argues that
the opposite of objectivity is not subjectivity but
intérsubjectivity. To Marcel, intersubjectivity is
a phenomenon that involves us all in such a way that
we cannot consider it abstractly and okjectively.

It is not a problem but a 'mysterv'. Intersubjecti-
vity is a question of communication where man meets

man. To Marcel, a community does not presuppcse the

. identity or equality of ail men but the difference

‘vetween man and man. The problem then becomes one

of showing how twc irrgzducible human beings can meet
and relate freely and lovingly. Here, Buber provides
the .clue. The true meeting is where the 'I' encoun-
ters a 'Thou'. The relationship is an 'I-Thou' rela-
cionship - a relationship defined by dialogue. This
'I-Thou encounter is the very core of a truly human

community.

In order to concretize the self, some philoso-
phers have gone further to consider the notion of

embodiment. Embodiment providfes the primary datum
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with which one is inserted in existence. - It is a
point-of-view with whick one projects himself upon

the world. Thus to speak of the self, is not to

" speak of an entity dangling in a mechanical body

ready to fly off at the disintegration of the body,
but it is to point to the body as a primordial facet

of that self.

This entire treatment provides us with a dynamic
view of the self which could be construed as embodied-
Subjectivity~in-the-world. So to be sélf—reliant
implies first an awareness geared towards transéending
the circumstances of 'now'. This is a very brief

-

outlay of the orientation this study intends to take.
*

ol

[3

A detailed expositior of the ideas presented here

will be provided in the chapters that follow.

1.5.0 Methodology

The pieviéus sections, especially section 1.4.0,
have implicitly pointed to the kind of method we
intend should predominate in this stud&, DBy concern-
ing ourselves with the self as embodiedfsubjectivity~x

35

in-the-world, we point to man as existence. This

35. This notion of 'existence' is tackled in
chapter two.



32

locates our approach not in the Cartesian rationalis-
tic tradition or in the analytic tradition but in
phenomeLology. For want of a better term, we may
call our approach existential phenomenology36 to
forestall misunderstandings arising from other uses

to which phenomenology is put.

An explanation is hereby required. Phenomeno-
logy as a mode of philosophizing was founded by
Husserl,37 (1913). At present, two mgjor strands
of phenomenology are identifiable;

(a) descriptive phenomenology

(b) transcendental phenomennlogya -

®

The descriptive branch finds its home in the
social sciences. The géthod,is utilized hefe in an
attempt to describe psycho-social phenomena as
accurately as possible. Transcendental phenoﬁenology
is philosophical in orientat;on.‘ It has three

distinct stages, viz, pure phenomenology, dialectical

henomenology, and hermeneutic phenomenology.
Y, g

36 -  The phrase 'existential phenomelogy' is used

g by W.A. Luijpen and H.J. Koren in their bpook,
A First Introduction to Existential Phenomeno-
logv. See pp.18-20.

37. ~ For the distincticns within the phenomenolo-

" gical movement, we are hence indebted to the
work of G.A.Bennaars, The Education of Man:
Nyerere's Contribution Towards an Existential
Philosophy of Education in Africa. Unpublished
Ph.D. Thesis, Nairobi, Kenyatta University,
1984, pp.42-51. :
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Hermeneutic phenomenology wasAorjginally
proposed by Heideggar. It tries to interpret
phenomena.through the method of phencmenological
reduction (a return to our most original experience).
It is out of hermeneutic phenomenology that existen-

tial phenomenology emerged which explains phenomena

in terms of human existence.

The explanation so far tendered explains only

one strand of our approach - phenomenoliogy. What
e

about existentialism? Kierkegaard (normally consi-
- 13 J

dered the founder of texistentialism), was the first

3

-

notable philosopher to protest against system-
building pnilosophies with a great degree of consis-
tency. His point of reference was the Hegelian

construction which simply swallbwed the individuzal

and concrete human being into anonymity. According

‘to Kierkegaard, such grand systems served only to

dehumanize man by treating him as an object among
many objects. His concern was with re-asserting. the
primacy of the individual as subject in the world.

In the course of his work, he developed various themes

that have become the foundation of’existentialism today.

The first merger of Kierkegaardian existentialism

and Husserlian phenomenoiogy occured in Heidegger.

. Kierkegaard provided the themes and Husserl the

spirit or method. This merger has continued in such
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notable thinkers as Jean-Paul Sartre, Gabriel Marcel,

Merleau-Ponty and Karl Jaspers.

Existéntial phenomenology then, is an approach
that seeks to strike a balance between the views of
two traditional philosophies. (i) The materialistic
philosophies which construe man as a result of ccsmic
processes and forces - that is, man as an object.
(ii) The spiritualistic philosophies which assert
the ontological primacy of the pure subject regarded
in isolation to the material world. Existential
phenomenology as an approach, takes note of these
two valuable insights by insisting tnat man is
embodied - subjectivity-in-the-world. This is

concretely summarized in the principle of existence.

Speaking of the self, then, is tc posint to man.
The consequences of this view is that neither will
we be allowed to construe the scelf as pure object or
pure subject. But the ‘'self will be located in a
dialectical way betweeﬁ the subject-object polarity
as embodied-subjectivity-.n-the-world. This, in
effect, will be an attempc to concretize the self
in the world of reality. We shail also point to
self-reliance as & human phenomenon through which

man becomes human through an awareness of himself

"as a creator of culture and values in the world



and one who takes charge of his destiny in history.
Practically, this is how the phenomenological

approach will operate in this study.

A brief word concerning other approaches.
The analytic approach which seeks tQ ciarify the
meaning of words and statements is indispensable to
any serious philosophical work. This means that the
study will utilize theiservices of this approach
whenever it shall become necessary in the course of
the entire study. But its predominance here is
- rejected because of its serious inabjility to synthe-
S;Ze whatever it hasigissected.- The ﬁotion 'self’
thch points to man canﬁpt be understood by a dissec-
tion'devoid of synthesis. So is also self-reliance

taken as a human phenomenon.

The-other useful philoscphical method is the
critical approach: Its usefulness is pointed out
in a compact and illuminating manner by Njoroge énd

Bennaars, thus;

"The critical function of philosophy tends
to encourage honesty of -thought, it seeks
to protect man from fanaticism and hypocrisy,
- from intolerance and dogmatism, from slogans
and ideologies. In shert, it aims at libe-
rating man fromanarrow~mindedness”.&3

38. Njoroge and Bennaars, Op.Cit., p‘23.
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This study, as we have indicated, will adopt
the existential phenomenological approach. We may
be tempted to feel that views that do not subscribe
to our choosen approach are 'wrong'. But the critical
approach stands on our way to remind us that no
perspective on man is absolutely wrong. That each
perspective contains a 'germ'of truth and that even
our chosen perspective is a blend of many other
perspectives. This will lead us to view the existen-
tial phenomenological approach as not the only 'right'
approach but as a more plausible approach to the view-

- ing of man in moire humane terms.

1.6.0 Purpose and Significance

This study has as its purpose: the building of
a new and coherent understanding of self-reliance
bpased on certain themes developed by existential
philosophers and utilizing a phenomenological appro:ch.
This new understanding shall consist primarily in one's
awareness of his facticity and transcendence born out
of integration with reality. The awakening of such an
awareness (or critical ccnsciousness), shall constitute
the primary task of education. The overhauling of the
entire educational system (as happened in Kenya from
7-4-2-3 to 8-4-4) shall be construed as secondary to

creating such an awareness in an authentic strategy
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of achieving self-reliance as an aim in educati

Q
s

As opposed to the unclear understanding of selfl-
reliance pointed out earlier, this study hopes 1o
provide an understanding based on a firm philosophi-

cal position.

The significance of this study can be seen in
the context of what it hopes to contribute to educa-
tion. In stating how self-reliance could be achieved
as an aim in education, this study wikl emphasize the
primacy.of dialogue between learner and teacher as
subjects. By pointing to dialogue, it will emphasize

the importance and primacy of this as a methdd in all

4

educational interaction. The spirit that goes with

dialogue shall also be“seen to emphasize education as

a humanizing enterprise.39

1.7.0 Structure of the Stud§

o

This stﬁdy consists of four chapters.' In the
first chapter, we have the background to the stludy,
a brief descriptive sﬁrvey op self-reliance, litera-
turé reivew, statement of thé‘problex,vtheoretical

framework, methodology, structure of thks study, purpose

zing enterprise,

icounter as :

39 To speak of education as a humani
"is to pcint to the teacher-student
intersubjective. In-a dehumani:z 3
either the teacher or the studezt turns the
other into an object in the encounter to consider
‘reality. '
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and significance and the scope of the study.

Chapter two concerns itself with various
philosophical theories of the self. We start our
considerations with materialistic theories, move on
to spiritualistic theories and finally end with

existential phenomenological theories.

In chapter three, we attempt to tackle the
phenomenon of self-reliance. The first part dwells
on the notion 'reliance' and then utilizing data
from chapter two, the second part tackles the pheno-

menon of self-reliance.

Chapter four, which is the final chapter,
starts with an expositionr® on "education as a humaniz-
ing enterprise, then moves to the c¢onsideration of
self-reliance as an aim in education, then briefly
considers the 8-4-4 education system and ends with a

recapitulation and recommendations for further research.

1.8.0 Scope of the Study

As was mentioned earlier, this study hopes to
develop ar understanding of self-reliance based on
a well formulated conception of the self. Now, the

self is a notion studied by many disciplines, for
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example, psychology, bioldgy and philosophy. We

can roughly subdivide such studies into two catego-
ries, viz, pﬁilosophical and scientific. The
scientific studies on self treat the self as an
object defined in a deterministic framework of
causes and effects. Philosophical studies, while
granting that certain aspects of the self can be
looked at scientifically, are quick to assert that
there is a certain dimensicn of the self that cannot
be so treated or understood. For exampie, one
feature that defines the uniqueness of inan is his
capacity to transcend his facticity. ©Tris points

to a possession of freedom that elevates :man abcve

é deterministic treatment. It is this second approach
that this study adopts. But even iun philosophy, the
treatment of self is dene from several standpoints.
By the very choicc of our approach-existential
phenomenologyv - we havce cnosen to view the self

from an existential poinc.
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CHAPTER TWO

PHILOSOPHICAL THEORIES OF THE SELF

2.00 Introduction

In section 1.3.0; we asserted that our task lay
in developing a coherent conception of seli-reliance
conceived as an aim in the educating process. Yet,
we observed further on that, this task zould not be
adequately achieved if one ignored the more fundamental
question of the self. If it is granted that the seilf
being considerced here, refers to the learner, {(and this
is the way we would like to view the matter in this
study) then, one is forced, first, to address hiuself
to this issue of the self before tackling the task of
self-reliance. This, in effect, is our coacern in

this chapter.

To be concerned with the issue of self as a
notion that points tc man in his totality of existence
~1s to attempt to answer "a difficult and evasive
1

question". This is because, we shall be desiring to

develop a perspective of man who in the course of his

1. Alburey Castel, The Self in Philosophy, New
York, MacMillan, 1965, p.59.
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existing reveals himself as a contingent being. To
speak of the being of man as contingent is to attempt
to reveal a feature that Kierkegaard has termed'
'paradox’ and.Marcel called 'mystery'. It 1is to
acknowledge that, in man, are combined the opposites
of transcendence and facticity or open-endedness and

givenness.

Nevertheless, difficult as tine task may seem,
it is not altogether impossible. We assert, not
impossible, because we find ourselves inserted in a
.priviledged historical epoch behind which stretchcs
two thousand five hundred years of philosophical
thought, the insights of many a great philosopher.
Honesty then impels us tic start by ackunowledgingz
the insights of traditionétél philosophy on man, placed

at our disposal.

It will be recalled from section 1.5.0, that,
following Twijpen's categorization,z we designated
two traditional approaches that have claimed to say
something about man as materialism and spiritualism.
This, as we shall see, is indeed a very rough catego-

rization - for within each movement exists subtle

2. W.A. Luijpen and H.J. Koren, A First Introduc-
tion to Existeutial Phenomenology, Pitts-
burgh, Duquesne University Press, 1965, p.21.
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differences. Yet, our designation can be justified
on two major counts; one, the 'world view' espoused
by adherents within each movement is the same and

two, the simplicity obtained measures to the scope

of this study.

So in a sequential manner, we éhall look at the
perspective of man in materiaiism; spiritualism and
in the light of their limitations, existential
phenomenology. Ofcourse our main thrust, as was
stated in s;ction 1.8.0, is existential. But the
Teview of the former iwo lays a better understanding

for adopting the existential-phenomenological approach.

e >

2.1.0 Materialism

If to talk of materialism as a philosophy of
" man is to imply an outlook agreed upon in every
‘detail, then this is not correct. This is not correct
‘because, many materialistic philosophies contain -
within them, subtle differences. There are also
‘ancient materialistic philosophies and modern

ones. But the reason we chose to lump such outlooks
.together under the name materialism is that they all
have a unifjing tenet. They regard man as an object,

-as a thing in the world. The modern views may prefer
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Luijpen's terminology and consider man as ''the result
: 3 s '
of cosmic processes and forces'",” but this is no more

than another way of stating that man is a thing.

A brief historical excursion would bring to the
fore what we are trying to state here. Recall the
theory of Empedocles in pre-Socratic Greece. He
conceived all bodies to consist of four basic elements,
viz; earth, air, fire and water. According to this
view, the difterences between bodies could be explained
by the differences in proportion of the four basic
elements contained in each body. This view could
easily be applied to man. A plodding and slow gocing
man would be considered to have more earth ip him than
all the other elemente putct together. Similarly, az
ambiticus maan would have more fire, a sanguine {casy
going) character, more bf air anrd a melanchoiic

nerson nmore water.

Next in line was the theory of atomism which
flourished under Democritrvs in the fifth century B.C.

This theory had a basic assumption that there existed

3. Ibid., p.22.

4. For the above analysis, see E.F. Byrne and
Moziarz: Human Being and Being Human, New
York, Meredith Corp, 1969, p.35.
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entities called atoms which were so small that they
were irreducible to anything much smaller. Further-
more, it was assumed that these atoms had different
shapes. The difference between objects was conceived
to be a result of differing arrangements of the
differently shaped atoms. Man was differentiated
from other objects in that he had a soul and that
this soul was formed of spherical atoms ccnsidered

the most special.

In the seventeeth century, the French philoso-
pher Rene Descartes (1596-1650), develcoped the
following view about man. That man consisted of two
vasic substances,5 namely; mind and body. He
construed the essential feature of the mind as
thinkirg and that of the body as extension. Descuirtes’
views aré of particular importance becausc many
authorities acknowledge that it is froir his philosophy
and the problems it created that two approaches on
man emerged - the materialistic and spiritualistic
view. We shall have ocassion to say something about

the latter in section 2.2.0. Here, we concentrate

on the body.

(@)}

The notion 'substance' was used by Descartes
in a scholastic fashion. It represented, in
a static sense, that which constituted the
essence of something.
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Descartes had argued that the body could be
regarded as simply extension and that it operated
on the principle of a machine (automata). Since i
his philosophy, he failed‘m)reconcile in a consist
and logical manner, the views about body and mind,
certain post-cartesian thinkers simply dismissed
the notion of mind and extended the idea of body
into a whole perspective of man. This was the

beginning of the modern materialistic view of man.

In the eighteenth century, we come across

David Hume (1711-1776) espousing a maturer and

modern perspective of materialism. Hume was criti
of the Cartesian substantialist view of the self.

rebuking this view, he argued thus;

"There are some philosophers who imagine
we are every momen:c . intim2tely con-
scious of what wc call cur SELF; that
we fee!l its existence and its ccatinuarce
in existence; and are certain, beyond the
evidence of demons’raticn both of its

" perfect identity and simplicity .... But
self or person is not any one given impre-
ssion but that toc which our several impre-
ssions and ideas are supposed to have
reference" .6 _ '

n

ent

cal

In

Stiil denying a unifying core that defined one

as a self, he wrote on;

6. David Hume, Treatise of Human Nature, London,

Oxford University Press, 2Znd Edition,
P.251.

1978
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"For my part, when I enter most
intimately into what I call

myself, I always stumble on some
particular perception or other,

of heat or cold, light or shade,
love or hatred, pain or pleasure.

I never catch myself at any time
without a perception and can never
observe anything but a perception”.7
(author's emphasis).

Having asserted that in search for his innermost
core, he only stumb.ed upon one or another perception,
he went on to affirm the same for all men;

"... I may venture to affirm of the rest

of mankind that they are nothing but a
bundle or collection of different per-
ceptions which succeed each other with
inconceivable rapidity and are in a
pervetual flux or movement'.

And so in the same vein that he had criticized
the principle of causation, that it was only habit
that led us to counjoin causes and effects, he viewed
the self similarly. To Hume, the self was an inaginecd
notion that we use to unify varicus perceptions that
we encounter within us. In his own words, he observed,

"Thus we fein the continual existence

of the perceptions of our senses to
remove the interruption and run into

the notion of soul and self and substance
to disguise the variation™.9

7. Ibid., p.252.
8. Ibid., p.254.

9. Ibid., p.254.
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", .. understanding never observes
any real connection among objects
and that even the union of cause
and effect when strictly examined,
resolves into a customary associa-
tion of ideas".l1l0 '

Thus, with this, Hume dealt a deathblow to the
substantialist view of the self that had run from the
Creeks to Descartes. His treatment paved the way for
viewing the self in dynamical terms but his empiricist
orientation made him assert with the mcdern adherents

to scientism that all that cduld be known about man

are empirical facts.

Ou2 cannot, however, deny that a msterialistic
perspective of man has had.far—reaching positive
implicaticns. By treating man as matter,11 by pointing
to man's Immanence with nature, the sciences of
sociology, rsychclogy, medicine have made tiremendous
progress. Diseases that once plagued mankind have
been conguered, hehavioural patterns o growing
children have been documented, just to mention a few
of the scientific achievements. To deny a materialistic

view of man is to write off the usefulness of these

achievements to mankind.

10. Ibid., p.260,

11. Think of matter in a dynamical modern sense as
energy and nct as an underlying static- stuff
that constitutes objects.
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However, criticism normally comes from the
observation that, propelled by such great scientific
achievements, some have absolutized materialism into
the ultimate perspective revelatory of reality. This
is what has been called scientism. Materialists have
failed to see that man's being cannot be captured
wnolly by a perspective that regards him as a mere
thing. The dimension of man (and this is more impor-
tant to his ontological vocation of being more human)
which is variously called transcendence, spirituality

or open-endedness, is left unaccounted for.

There is another serious criticism. If man is
& mere thing, an object, a result of cosmic forces
and process, how is it that he develops a theory.
let alcne a materialistic one and asserts that this:
or that Iz the right way to view things? Judgement
and valuation are strictly human phenomsna and do
not belong to objects. Such phenomena, as we have

seen, are not accounted for in a materialistic

perspective of man.

2.2.0 Spiritualism

We have asserted above that materialism treats
man as a mere object. Even if man is conceivad as &

special kind of object, such a conception is located
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only in degree. We have further observed that were
this granted as a partial insight into man, there
would be no problem with materialism. Criticism
arises out of its reductionist tendency, that is,

man is nothing but an object.

Another view which portrays the same spirit as
materialism is spiritualism. This view attempts to
correct the imbalance within materialism by asserting
the Onteclogical primacy_of the pure subject regarded

irn isolation from the world.

The modern version of spiritualism is traceable

.

to Pescartes. In his Meditations, he attempted to

arrive at one thing that could not be doubted and
by

hence could form the basis of all certain knowledge.

In the Second Meditation, he argued thus,

"In the first place, then, I considered
myself as having hands, arms and all
that system of members composed of
bones and flesh as seen in a corpse,
which I designated by the name, body.
In addition to this, I considered
that I was nourished, that I walked,
that I felt and that I thought and
-referred all these actions to the
soul, but I did not stop to consider
what the soul was ...".l2

12.  Rene Descartes, "Meditation II' contained in
Self and World, ed. James A. QOgilvy,
New York, 1973, p.66.
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After positing the question, what is the soul?,
he continued to determine its nature;
"I find here that thought is an attribute
that belongs to me. I am, I exist and
that is certain ... I am however, a real
thing and I really exist. But what thing?
I have answered, a thing that thinks".13
So according to Descartes, the real thing
that existed was the soul which had the essential
feature of thinking. He could doubt everything else
but he coulid not doubt that he was thinking. From
the ohservation that he was thinking, he concluded
that he was a thinking thing and further on that

this proved his =xistence. Hence, the famous

Cogito ergo Sum (I think therefore I exist).

We need to note that Descartes never believed
(in a genuine sense) in the non-existence cf the
vody and ithe werla. For having'proved the exis*ence
of himself as a thinking thing, he went on to assert
the existence c¢ci a good non-deceiving God who ensured
the existence of all things that he perceived in life.
Here, Lescartes betrayed a 'leap' from reason, for

he could not logically account for tris position.

From this, we are not surprised about the

emergence of philosophers who in trying to avoid the

13. Ibid., p.67.



mind-body problem, asserted man as pure subjectivity,

pure ego or pure consciousness.

The subjectivists contributed an important:
insight that was lacking in a materialistic philosophy
of man. That is, man was recognized as the source of
meanings, values and culture in the world. Values
were not mere existent realities that man was to
adjust to, rather they mirrored man's judgement and

interpretation of experience.

The spiritualist view portrayed a lack of
balance'by portraying the same reductionist tendency
observed in materialism. Man was nothing but pure
subject. This quickly led one into the solipsist
trap. The external (to the subjeét) reality simply
‘became mere contents in one's consciousness. It
was argued that since what one could only'inow Qas
the contents or ideas in his own consciousness, one
Qould not be sure thai the external world and other
subjects existed in their own right apart from the
subject. This, in effect, eliminated the existence
-of ‘others ‘and posited the subject és an isolatee.
To deny the existence of others and an#objective
world is to paint a rather diétortéd bictﬁre of

reality. This is what the spiritualists had done.
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We shall now look at an approach, that we will
argue, does more justice to a view of man than the

two already considered.

2.3.0 Existential Phenomenology

In section 2.0.0, we pointed to the being of man
as contingent. In section 2.1.0 and 2.2.0, we have
looked at theories that attempt to explicate the
beiﬁg of man in essentialist terms. Reasoning in a
dispassionate manner, they attempt to look for
attributes or characteristics that shouid define man.
The materialist construeé that essence to be matter
whereas the spiritualist construes such an essence
to be consciousness. But it ig exéctly this essen-
tialist view of man that is their undoing; for to
ook ior the essence of scumething, cne neods take
the posture of a spectator and look for universal
end necessary attributes. If it is granted that man
in his particular and concrete existence is a conti-
ngent being, then methodologically, the above approach
is fruitless. Indeed, we end up capturing certain
~ssential attributes of 'man' but such do not disti-
nguish him as a Dasein (Heideggar), the man of flesh
and bone {(Miguel de Unamuno) or as a quest (Marcel).
The man we would be talking of is the man-object and

rot the man-human.
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At this point, Gabriel Marcel becomes of immense
help in providing a crucial distinction.14 To the
reflection which takes me or things as objects, he
gives the name 'first reflection'. To that reflection

which apprehends me as the unitary me-myself, he gives

the name 'second reflection'.

It is clear from this that first reflection
refers to the approaches discussed in sections 2.1.0
and 2.2.0. Within this reflection, one adopts a
spectator stance and seeks to understand phenomena
without getting involved, as it were. This is the
natural scientific attitude and Marcel has no quarrel
with it if properly applied. He maintains that it is
only appropriate for 'problem' situatiocns. A prcblem
according to Marcel, is an issue whose complete
solution exists either br an appesli to empirical

facts or logic.

But when one's concern becomes himself in his
innermost being, the being we are designating the
self, then such concern r~quires the spirit of
second reflection. This is because, to deal with
man in his human dimension requires grappling with

what Marcel calls a m¢taproblem cr a mystery. To

14. See R.M. Zaner's useful study The Froblem of
Embodiment. The Hague, Martinus Nijhoff,
1971, pp.6-T7.
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view the desire to understand man in his concrete
and particular existence then points to his being
as contingent - as was stated earlier. In the
context of being human, second reflection takes us
beyond the subject-object split plus the detachment
so prevalent in first reflection. It recasts man

into a mould of a unitary whole.

We want to assert that what Marcel calls second
reflection, is exemplified by the approach we have
chosen here, existential phenomenology. What justi-
fication do we have for so asserting? , This justifi-
cation ig readily available by ypointing to the
approaci’'s seminal concept 'existence'. By declaring
that man as a self is existence, we immediately evade
tae pitfalls of materialism and spiritualism and

grasp at cuce his contingency.

Among existential philosophers, the term
'existence' is reserved for the mode of being
exemplified in man.15 To bring out clearly what we
mean by 'man is existence', we shall begin with the

unity of man as a being-in-the-world.

15. John Macquarrie, Existentialism, New York,
Penguine Books, 1986, p.69.
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2.3.1 Man as a Being

To speak of man as a being is to point to man
as embodied-subjectivity. It is to acknwoledge that
he is both body and consciousness not in a dichotomy
but in unity. But for the sake of discussion, we
shall Jook at each facet of being separately and
thereafger in unity. We begin with subjectivity.

%

To reflect on man as subjectivity 1is to deny
that man is a mere object. It is to point to what
has been called transcendence. Transcencence desig-
nates two important things abput man;‘ One, that man
stands as an‘uncompié%ed béigg and two,'that in such
uncompletedness, he strives to becomé more than he is.
Earlier on; we captured this dimension by referring
to man as a ‘queSf'. We could also say that man is
a possibility or a project. It is not easy to capture
this dimension of man, but Sartre provides a useful

point of departure. He captures the transcendence

of man in terms of freedom, choice and responsibility.

In the preliminary passages of Existentialism

is a Huﬁanism.lG Sartre point out that what existential

16. Reprinted in The Fabric of Existentialism, eds.
' Richard Gill and Ernest Sherman, New York,
Meredith Co-operation, 1973, pp.519-533.
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philosophers have in common is that they all think
that 'existence precedes essence'. What does it
mean to speak in this fashion? He provides the
answer.
"It means that, first of all, man
exists, turns up, appears on the
scene and only afterwards defines
himself".17
What Sartre is trying to draw our attention
to is that we should abandon the tendency inherent
in traditional philosophy of imputing an essence
or created human nature to man. An essence which
we straightawey point tb as the cause of what ocne

was, is and will be. Thnis, Sartre contends, is

F-
ot

lowering the dignity of man to that of objects.

3

siakes men 1iazy 2

-

1d they retuse to rise up to the

Fh

lcfty challenge of becoming more than they are.

Infact Sartre cortends;
"Man is nothing else but what he
makes of himself. Such is the
first principle of existentialism".138
This is a rather strong statement to make.
Strong, because it reveals a tendency to reduce
man to the choices he makes of himself. Recall

that we voiced our onposition to any mode of

17. Ibid., p.521.

18,  Ibid., p.521.
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reductionism when we dealt with materialism and
spiritualism. If we make a reductionist reading

out of the above assertion, then we part company

with Sartre on this point. ﬁut we can reject Sartre's
radicalism here and make a more moderate reading.

That is, in the course of existing, one of man's
fundamental vocation is lLis ability to transcend

circumstances by choosing what he shall become.

Let us pose here and seek some assistance from
etymology. ‘'Existence' is formed from the verb 'to
exist' which in turn is derived from the Latin word

ex-sistere which means 'to stand out' or 'to emerge’.

Existential philosophers have taken this root meaning
seriously by considering man as the being who emerges
kteyond the circumstances of the ncw. He 'goes
beyond' wnat he was and by this identifies himself
as always a project or atranscendent being. This is
vhat Sartre argues out in the context of freedom.
He observes;

"In other words, there is no

determinism, man is free, man is
freedom". 19

19.  Ibid., p.523.
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In outline, we may cépture Sartre's argument
for the transcendence of man as follows: There is
no fixed human nature. We postulate such an essence
simply because it is psychologically attractive, for
when we make blunders, we have this essence as a
ready scapegoat. However, the truth of the matter
is that we are free. 1In freedom, we choose what we
become for there is no pre-ordained human nature.

By so choosing, we are also responsible for what we
become. Yet what we become today does not put a

1limit to our choosing differently in future. This
then, is a fundamental task in becoming human -~ to

chcoeose our3elves.,

S50 transcendence points to man as a dynamic
being, as one who is striving to become what he is:
not. But to talk of man as transcendence, as subjez-
tivity 1s not to imply that therefore man can become
whatever he so wishes to become. His manhood is also
defined by the circumstances of his facticity. If
we left our analysis at this point, we would rush
headlong into the spiritualist perspective of man.
But this need not be the case as we have already
posited man as embodied-subjectivity. This leads us

to the consideration of man as body or as embodiment.
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To reflect on man as embodiment is to register

a desire to understand the bodily existence of man.

Here, we may talk of the human body.20

We need to note that we are not concerned about
the 'human body' as understood in the Cartesian or
scientific senses. The body that Descartes envisaged
was neither concrete nor particular. Concerned, as
he was, with universal knowledge, he viewed the huinan
body in terms of a machine (automata). Needless to
say, what the scientist studies is neither my body
nor your body but 'a body'. When I consider my body =as
a point of view of the world - as a perspective frcm
which I apprehend the environemnt around me, I do not
find this feature recognized in 'a bedy'. But to
talk of the human body and 'a body' does not help ns
to grasp the distinction we are trying tc work towards.

A better point of departure is Marcels illustration.

Let us recall the point we made in section 2.3.0
about Marcel's distinciior. between first and second
reflectior. According to Marcel, the second reflec-
tion was the proper mode of approach to the issue of

the human body - what he called my body qua mine.

20. W.A. Luijpen, Op.Cit., pp.35-36.
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My body-ggg mine is not to be construed as a
'problem' but as a metaproblem. This means it cannot
be fruitfully investigated by first reflection.

Marcel does not dispute the usefulness of viewing
the body from a scientific point. But his contention,

which happens to be also our contention, is that what

is revealed is of a body and not of my body qua mine.

Then what does it mean to speak of the human
body or my body qua mine? It is to aésert at once
that my body is me. I am my body. (Notice that
this is not the same as saying that I am nothing but
my body). This is quite .a revolutionary utterance
given that in Carte;ian thought, the body was consi-
deredﬂtb be a rather unimportant appendage to the
cogito which was considered to be the real me.

T5 speak of 'I am my:body', is to pg{nt to my
body as embodiment or as the body-subject. Embodi-
ment 1ocates.me in space-time and hence defines my
finitude. Through my body, I feel and experience
other bodies and quects around me. .My body, in
veffeét, is a point—of~view of the worlid. I cease to
be @an, to be human, if my body disintegrates. So
we cannot spedk’of pure consciéusﬁessaand”theﬁ the

body as Descartes had done. Such a dualism is
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unwarranted. From a phenomenology of my body qua mine,
I straightaway see that when I talk of my body, i
capture the unity that is me. For my body is the
body-subject. This brings us to the unity we started
off with; of man as embodied-subjectivity. In this
unity, we see that - man is a transcendent being
wano 1is also characterized by concreteness and particu-
larity. Apart from this, man is also a being-of-
relationships, another fundamental aspect that is

discussed in the section that follows.

2.3.2 Man as an in-the-World

Actually, to spealk of man as an in-the-world,
is to point to what we have already indicated abcve.
That is, man is a being-of-relationships. fan relates
L

. - -..'.ﬁ.l . e . - 3
to the worid in 2 two fold way, first, in an inter-

subjective way and second, in an objective way.

We begin by considering man's relationship to

the world in an intersubjective way. Here, the ‘world'

21. Given that 'world' is a notion imbued with marny
meanings, we need to state our conception. World
is derived from the old English compound weor-old
in which weor = man and old = age, so that etymo-
logically, 'vurld' is the era of man. So Zhen,
world is not a .given brute reality that stands
apart from passive man. Rather, it designates
the totality of reality in which man is present
as a light. The world 'is' because of man and
man 'is' as an existent because of the world.
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reveals itself as that reality of the existence of
other human beings. So that an intersubjective
encounter points to a relationship between at least
two existents on a human level. Someone could arrest
us at this point by positing the following question;
Aren't transcendence and intersubjectivity irrecon-
cilable conditions for man as an existent? If so,
how come we lump them together? This is only a valid
objection if we operate from the premise that the
being of man is necessary. If it is necessary, then
the laws of logic must automatically apply. But this
is a view we have rejected time and again. By stressing
the being of man as contingent, we at cnce see that
the 'problem' here envisaged disappears and awayv is
cpen before us of captring man in his wholéness.
In a graphic illustrationr’of man's existential
tension, Macquarrsie obseives;

"It is impossible to say very much

about existence wiithout stumbling

into its polarities and paradoxes.

Whatever assertion is made must be

made in the context of a dialectic

that allows also for the assertion
of the other pole".22

This clearly shows us that the understanding
of man as an existent is not achieved by the utiliza-

tion of neat logical rrinciples, but rather such an

22, J. Macquarrie, Op. Cit., p.103.
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understanding is infested with a tension of apparen-
tly irreconcilable polarities. This is what we mean

when we talk of the being of man as contingent.

Having addressed ourselves to this objection,

we now turn back to intersubjectivity. In Martin

Buber's I and Thou23 we find a concrete point of

departure. He formulated two words which he designa-
ted primary and asserted that these words intimated
relations. The words are 'I-Thou' and 'I-it’'.
According to Buber, the I-Thou relation is entered
into with one's whole being whereas the I-ift relation

is entered into with just apart of one's being.

By stressing that I-Thou and I-It are primary
’words, Buber was pointing to the existential fact
that man is fundaméntallj a being--of-reiations. Man
is not an isclated 'I' who gets added to the sozicty.
He is not an isolated 'I' who gets added to the
things in the world. He is man because he relates.
Thus, what is brimary is not the 'I', but the I-Thou
or I-It. The 'I', 'Thou'.and 'It' are simply deri-

vatives of I-Thou and I-It.

The I-Thou r=lation points to a situation where

one human being encounters another as he is. This

23. R.Gill and E.Sherman,(Eds), Op.Cit., pp.591-598.
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is a case where both persons do not take each other
as mere things or instruments but as real concrete
persons. This type of relationship, far from being
instrumental, is a truly personal one. Buber uses
another dynamical word to characterize such a
relationship'—dialogue.z4 It is this TI-Thou relation-
ship that constitutes what we called an intersubjec-
tive encounter. Later on, we shall have more to say
about dialogue in chapter three in reference to Paulo

Freire and S. Strasser.

The I-1t relationship is instrumental. Where
it concerns persons, I take the other not as a person
in his innermost being but as a thing - as an object
for my various purposes. There are situations when
this is necessary. But what Buber is concerned abhout
and cautions us against, is the totalizing tendenc~

in modern life to treat man instrumentzlly.

The I-Thou and the I-It reiations are not
strictly seperate. An I-Thou relation can degenerate
into an I-It relation. Also on I-It relation can
rise to an I-Thou relation. These mutations are
true aspects of our human conditioa. But the vcca-

tion of being human (as opposed to being mere

24. Ibid., p.602.
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instruments) requires that we never loose track of

striving towards the I-Thou relation.

In another article, Between Man and Man,z5

Buber brings to the fore his view of man by offering

a critique of two modern views of man. He writes;

"Criticism of the individualistic
method starts from the standpoint
of the collectivist tendency. But
if individualism understands only
part of man, collectivism under-
stands man onliy as part; neither
advances to the wholeness of man,
to man as a whole. Individualism
sees man only in relation to him-
seif but coliectivism does not sce
man at all, it sees only 'society'.
With the former, man's face is
distorted, with the latter it is
masked' .26 '

.

This observation rewinds us of *two approaches
t2 man we rejected. Iu a rough estimate, individua-
lism may be deemed the result o a spiritualistic
perspective of man whereas collectivism the result
of a materialistic perspective. Recall also that we
affirmed the inadequacy of these approaches in grasping

1man as a whole.

25. Ibid., pp.599-603.
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Buber is then suggesting that there is a
third alternative. This third alternative he
calls the community alternative. In a community
the existential tensions of the human condition are
‘not minimized. Here, each person is an irreducible
concrete existent who is also a relation. The rela-
tionship between existents becomes what Marcel calls
dyadic. This means a meeting of persons at the very
human level without the roadblocks of objectification.
Where I encounter the other as a thing, as an object,
Marcel calls a triadic relationship. The third
element of objectifjication now stands in the way.
So a community impiies a meeting of beiungs as persons
in their wholeness whereuas a collectivity implies
the meeting of men as instrumenis for each other.

Community is the notion that lccates franscende

.
(¢]
()

n relation,

with person to perscn encounters. Although we
indicated that such encounters could be objectified,
ve did not deal with the issue of objective encounters
ot any length. We pointed to it only as it related

to human encounters. But man also relates to the
external world (non-human world) in an objective way.
Here, we can mention the natural (scientific) world,

the cultural world and the historical world. These
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realities posit themselves as challenges for man.

By understanding them objectively, man comes to

terms with these various worlds. He can transform
them for the better or he can modify them. This
critical intervention in reality, in an objective
world, is what further defines man as a quest. His
"relationship to the world is such that he does nox
seek to leave things as they are but rather to trans-
form them for the better according to his experiences

and opinion.

But the capacity to cbjectivity comezs tc man
at the crucial transition stage between childhocd aad

adulthood. Such a stage has becn called adolescence
A ,

)

by psychologists, an ‘'existential momeni' by existen-
tialists. It is a time o< awakening. This is whne
moment when one recognizes himself as an 'I' apart

from the world in a general sense. An 'I' &3 &

>3 ad
v

G
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from other selves and an 'I' apart from the ratura
world around him. As we shall see at lengtn in
chapter three, the phenomenologist Strasser, has
dwelt on this issue for scme length. What we need
to note i that whereas incersubjective consciousness
posits man as an openness to reality, objective
consciousiiess posits bim as 'a standing apart'. Both
fomms of consciousness are essential for an anthentic

relationship of man to the world in its varied forms.
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2.3.3 A Synthesis of Ideas

We began with the unity of man as a_being—in—
the-world. In the sections that have followed, we
have attempted to analyse what it means to speak of
man in this fashion. First, we have found out that
man as a being refers neither to his material bodr
nor his consciousness in isolation. Rather it
refers to both understood in a special way. This
is what we have called embodied-subjectivity.
Further on, we have seen that man as an in-the-world
points fundamentally to him 'as 2 being-of-relations'.
Such relations could be with other persons or with
the natural, cultural or historical worlds. Putting
these ideas in another way, we realize that we could
speak of man as embodiedwsubjectivity—'n-the-World.

But our aim all along was to uanderstand the notion

7]

of self with reference to man. The materiaiist:

u

pcsited the self aé a thing, as an object. The
spiritualists posited the self as pure subjectivity.
We rejected these accounts because they captured oanly
part of man. Ncw the existential phenomenological
approach, posits man as existence, as a being-in-the-
world or an embodied-subjectivity-in-the-world.

This in our view, and following the analysis we

have carried out, grasps man in his totality.
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It is this total view of man as embodied-transcendence-
in-relationship to the world that we adopt for the
notion of self. Thus to speak of man as self is to
speak of man in existence. Hence, our speaking of
the self in the chapters that follow, will be under-
stood to refer to man in this context. Self will
refer to man as a transcendent being who nevertheless
is grounded in facticity, man as a being-of-relations
who nevertheless keeps 'distance'. This is the
existential tension that stands at the very heart of
man. That is why Sartre talks of man as 'project'

and Marcel as ‘dvest'.
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CHAPTER THREE

SELF - RELIANCE

3.00 Introduction

In the preceding chapter, we set out on a task
of finding out whal one could mean by talking of the
'self' as pointing to man. In our long journey, we
brought tc light various conceptions that have domina-
ted the philosophical tradition. The materialistic
conreption sought to understand the self via universal
categories that failed to take account of the conti-
ngent and dynamic nature of the existent. 1Instead,
what was affirmed were observable universal attributes
and these werc 2sserted to constitute the selfhood of

individual existents. This, we rejected.

The second stage took us into the territory of
subjective idealism or spiritualism. Here, we noted
that the self conceived was divorced from the world;
an isc.ated subjectivity. Recail that Berkeley
championed this view with the inten:ion of seeking
to avoid the dualism of Cartesian philosophy. He
maintair d that all we can ever know about objects is
just the ideas we have cf them. Pushed to the extreme,

the Berkelian view degenerated into solipsism which
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holds that the universe as far as we can tell, is

nothing but myself, my mind and its ideas. Such a
view eliminates the existence of other human beings
and the world of objects excepting the sequence of

thoughts within me. We also rejected this view.

This, then, led us to an approach that we claimed
ackhowiedged the contingency of the existent, asserted
the self as dynamic and maintained that the self was
as a result of its being, a being—of—re]ations. This

was the existential phenomenological approach.

Now we set out on another task. A task of
bringing together knowiedge of 'self' with what we shall
discuss on 'relisnce', to ~—ome up with a conception
2% 'self—reliance'. But first, we 100k 2t the notion

'reliance’.

3 1.0 Reliance

To surmount the partial grasp of reality observed
iz materialistic and spiritualistic accounts with
respect to being human, we need to start with the
unity of reality implied in the existent as a being-
in-the-world. In chapter two, we attempted an
exposition of what is entailed in pointing to man as

a being-in-the-world. Heidegger in Being and Time,
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observes that the existent as a being-in-the-world
or Dasein (as he prefers to put it) is characterized
by 'ecare' (Sorge). He infact states that "... care

is the basic state of Dasein”.l

When Heideggar uses
the word 'care' he does not imply usages in ordinary
parlance. Rather, he goes beyond such usages by
observing that 'care' points to Dasein's involvement
in the wor1d2 as a particular and contingent bheing.
This invclvement, as it were, points further to the exis-
tent's 'Openness' to the world seen in terms of the exis-
tent as a being-of-relations and as a transcendent being.
Thé above reflections cast the phenomenon of
reliance in a sharply human mould. That is, to talk
of 'réliance‘ is to point to a mode of human involve-
ment in the world. This provides for us a point of
.departure from which }reliance' is construed as a
human pﬁen@menon. Since lénguage represeﬁfé a fﬁnda—
mental dimension of being human, we start our pheno-

menological account of 'reliance' at the 1inguistic

level.

P " R. @111 and E. Sherman (Eds.), The Fabric of
Existentialism, New York, Meredith Co-ope-
ration, 1973, p.420.

2. Unless otherwise indicated or implied, the word

'world' will refer to the concept indicated in
chapter two footnote 20. '
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Reliance is a noun formed from the verb 'to rely'.
This verb is in turn derived from the Latin word
re-ligare, which means to tie fast or to bind. , This
root meaning implies an act of clinging to or holding
onto sbmething tightly. It implies some strong bond
between two things. Extrapolating +this into the
human context, we see that to speak of 'to rely' is
to point to the self as involved in some kind of
relationship with the woric. Granted that the notion
'world' refers to a variety of realities, then, the
self's involvement also takes on many fcrms. In the

s involvement

previous chapter, we noted that the seif
with the world took on an intersupjéctive dimension

as well as.an objective dimension. By so doing, we
indicated the self as an orientaticn to the worid.

3ut we failed to explicitly bring out one aspect,

that the self posits ﬁimséif also as an orientation to
himself. This third dimension of engagement, we shall
c.ll the subjective encounter. It is in this mode of
involvement that we shall finally lccate the phenome-
non of self-reliance. But first, we shall investigate
the notion of 'reliance' as it occurs in the self's

involvement in the world in an intersubjective way

and in an objective way.
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3.1.1 Reliance in Intersubjective Encounters

To speak of intersubjective encounters is to
point to man as a being-of-relations, as we have
constantly'stressed. Such encounters occur at
authentically human levels and should be characterized
hy openness. In ordinary discourse you may hear
someone say, '"Kamau is one person I can rely on", or
"Makau is a very reliable fellow". Intuitively, we
may at once grasp what this person is affirming bu
it becomes a difficult issue to provide a phenomenolo-
gical account of what is here affirmed. Be it as it

may, this is the task we are poised to grapple with.

To speak of 'to rely' in an intersubjective

- encounter, is to repbse trust or confidence in someune.
To trust someone presupposes a kind of knowing of tlat
person. So to provide an account of reiliance in this
context, demands a phencomenology of the tvpe of

knowing implied and an account of trust as it arises

out of this knowing.

We begin with the knowing. Macquarrie observes
that "when we talk of knowing, we imply that under-

standing has reached a level of adegqguacy that entitles
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us to be reasonably certain about its findings”.3 This
kind of general definition does not mean that, there-
fore, knowledge is one given entity possessing an
unchanging essence. We have already pointed out that
~the self's involvement in the world takes on three
forms. These three forms also imply three modes of
knowing. There is the objective encounter to which
is associated knowledge of natural phenomena, there
is the intersubjective encrnunter to which is associa-
ted knowledge of persons and finally there is the
subjective encounter to which is associated self-
knowledge.4 In this section, we shall 1iook briefly
at knowledge o©f natural phenomena and in some consi-
derable detail, knowledge cf persons. We shall defer

knowledge of self to the <ecticn cn self-reliance.

Knowiedge ¢f natural phenomena is a form of
understanding that aiises out of the existent's
~nvolvement with things as objects. It has also
been called knowledge by observation thus indicating
the method by which one arrives at such knowledge.
OChservation implies detachment from what is known so

that the object of interest is examined in an external

3; J. Macquarrie; Existentialism, New York,
' Penguin Books, 1986, p.132.

4. Ibid., pp.132-133.
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way. In this way of knowing, one aims at objectivity.
Thus what we call empirical facts are arrived at in
this way. The idea is to eliminate subjective percep-
tions and hence imbue such knowledge with universal
validity. The natural sciences make great use of

this approach to knowing.

But, there has been a tendency in psychology,
sociology and other 'sciences of man' to apply this
approach to intimately human affairs. At this point,
existential philosophers protest. They argue that
man as an existent, as a_self, reveals himself as an
cpen-ended being in such a way that the scientific
approach cannot hope to grasp him adequately. They
assert that we come to know what is distinctively
human about man by particzipation in existence and
not by the aloofness characteristic of scientific
approaches. ‘this, then, brings us to the seccnd way

of knowing, knowledge of »ersors.

As we have stated, knowledge of persons is
characterized by participation. Participation implies
total involvement or immersion of a person in the
phenomenon of concern. Toulmin describes this state

of affairs even more swccurately when he says:
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"Human beings normally deal with
one another in ways that engage
their entire personalities with-
out regard to abstract distinc-
tions between 'cognition', 'affect'
and the rest'".9
This is interesting given that such a statement
originates from a psychologist but it is not surpris-
ing given that even among psychologists, there is a
growing realization that man presents a reality beyond
that encountered when dealing with natural phenomena.
Human encounters reveal themselves as active, mutual
and reciprocative. To know the other person as a
self requires a two way openness that allows me to
enter and participate in his being and allows him to

enter and participate in my being. Thus the designa-

. e ; 6
tion, knowledge by participation.

Concretely speaking, [ encounter the other as
self through communication. By communication, we do
not mean mere verbalism brﬁ we point to the encounter
between sezlves whose beings 'speak' to each other in
a variety of ways, the use of symbolic language being
only one. This 'speaking' is what we call dialogue.
Dialogue 1s the existenticl communication among selves

that facilitates the knowing-in-openness that we have

5, T. Mischel (ed.), The Self: Psvchological and
Philosophical Issues, Oxford, Basil Black-
well, 1977, p.293.

6. J. Macquarrie, Op.Cit., p.134.
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called knowledge by participation.

In chapters one and two, we made mention of
this phenomenon called dialogue. In this chapter,
dialogue assumes crucial importance because not only
will it point to a plausible understanding of the
phenomenon of self-reliance, but it will emerge as
a central pillar in our conception of a humanizing
educafion in chapter four. Granted these reasons,

it deserves our attention at length.

So, what is dialogue? Dialcogue, first and
foremost, is a mode of communication that takes place
in an intersubjective relationship. Recall that an
intersubjective relationship involives, fundamental 'y,
two subjects. When these ' two subjects engage in what
Strasser calls 'reciproca: communication”,7 then, a
dialogical encounter is realized. This commurnication
actually neecd not be only by means of symbolic socunds,
as we have indicated earlier on. From our experiences,
we know people to be capable of 'speaking' to each
other in a variety of ways. What is important is

that two persons encounte:r each other as subjects.

" S. Strasser, The Idea of Dialogical Phenomeno-
logy, Pittsburg, 1969, p.65.
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The following observation will throw even greater
light on what we are trying to say;
"... dialogue as an active-receptive
interplay makes its appearance when
my way of 'dealing' with a 'you' is
attuned to the way the 'you' 'deals'
with me. This dealing-with can
exhibit a pre-rational character;
it can take place i. a wordless way;
it can rest upon one body-subject's
understanding of another body—subjept.”8
This observa*ion poi~ts to a 'ynu® attuned to
a 'me', That ig, it points to what Buher has called
an I-Thou relationship. But it must be noted that
to be attuned-to does not imply eithex the 'I' confor-

1

ming to the 'you' or the 'you' conforming to the 'I'.
No blind conformity is here implied. A true dialogi-
cal encounter preserves all the risks of an existean-
tial life. Without tcnsions and differences cf
rpinions, dialogue would die. Both harmony and

conflict are fundamental ways in which the 'I' speaks

10 a 'you' and vice versa.

Freire9 captures the dialogical picture in abn
aven more illuminating way by positing it as a hori-

zontal encounter. His speaking of a horizontal

8. Ibid., p.65.

9. Paulo Freire, Pedagogy of the Oppressed, London,
Pelican Books, 1985, pp.60-65.
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encounter points to the meeting of an 'I' and a 'you'
as subjects. It does not imply symmetry in matters
of knowledge, age, intelligence or other empirical
mafters. What is only implied is the meeting of

persons as human beings, not as objects.

Freire goes further to affirm that the dialogical

encounter is a non-starter without faith in man.
According to Freire, "faith in . mzn is gn a priori

10 o . .
o But what is faith?

requirement for dialogue
Faith is a fundamental human attitude. When we
talk of faith here, we should not he understcoud to
be refering to faith as primarily a function of
religious consciousnes =z, neither should ourrunderw
standing be seer to refeivto the totality of phkiiosc-
phical counvictioas. Whot"we are concerncd here with,
is the conception of faith as a general human atiitud
applicable to both theisti and atheists. Faith is th
affirmation of reality emmanating from an ontcliogical
insight of man as human, as a being-of-worth. We

are talking of 'an ontological insight' because faith

in essence "is independent of objectifying knowledge'.

10.  Ibid., p.63.

1. 3. Strasser, Op. Cit., p.125.

11
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In the intersubjective endounter, we see that faith

is that attitude that believes in a 'you' even before
concrete contact is established. The man endowed with
faith in men is the dialogical man. Such faith is such
that in its absence, no effort could establish a

dialogical encounter between men.

When faith exists in an encounter between persons,
dialogue is born. It is by virtue of this faith that
dialogue is a horizontal and reciprocative relationship.
Dialogue in its turn engenders trust which further
strengthens dialogue. Trust, unlike faith, 1is the
affirmation of reality as evidenced by existential
situations. When a ‘'you' approaches me in a manner
that reveals he has faith in me, that hc treats me as
a being-of-worth, I 'open' up to that 'other'. This
opening-up is a sign of wmy trust in that ‘other'.

This trusting is a reveiation of that other being as
one in whom I caﬁ rely. So reliance becomes the atti-
tude I adopt towards that other as one whom I take to
ke trustworthy. Reliance does not mean in a negative
sense, the surrender of my humanness to that other so
that I become an object-for-him. Indeed, one who has

faith in me cannot take me as an object-for-him.
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We have spoken of dialogue as a reciprocative
phenomenon. If out of dialogue results trust upon
which reliance is based, then reliance posits itself
also as a reciprocal phenomenon. My reliance on a
. PR . . . . 12

you' implies a reciprocal reliance of him on me.
So, genuine reliance arises out of a dialogical encounter
wnere two selves view each other as simultaneously

trustworthy and dependable in their mutual task of

becoming more human.

Because dialogue posits itself as a humanizing
phenromenon towards which men strive, it implies the
existence of its antithesis - anti-dialogue. Unliike
aialogue, anti-dialogue thrives in an absence of faith
ir men. It is a refusal to regard each other as beings-
of-worth. It thrives in those situations where soue men
desire to dominate and cppress others. If we ccnsiuer
two persons engaged in such an encocuntexr, then the

situation would 1look as shown below.

Person A
i
Comaiunigues
Person B
12. Our concept of 'reliance' is restricted to

conditions where two persons encounter dynami-
cally a2s subjects and not potentially as subjects.
Our conception therefore excludes usages such as
'a baby relies on its mother'.
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The domineering person is A and the oppressed
person is B. Instead of communication between A and
B,lA issues communiques. This depicts a one-way
relationship in which only A talks and B listens.

B is denied his human right also to consider reality.
No trust can arise out of such an encounter for A
views B with suspicion and B views A with suspicion.

Because trust cannot arise here, so reliance cannot.

3.1.2 Reliance in Objective Encocunters

There are tworways in which the woard 'to rely’
is used in ordinary speech, namely, to rely on a
person and to rely on a thing. The preceding sub-
section has attewmpted to hring to light what is
entailed in speaking ahout relying cn a person. The
phenomernclogical account thus given mav Ge summarized
as follows. The phencmenon of reliance demands faith
1n men as ana priori condition. Once this is granted,
a dialogical encounter may eansiic out of which arises
2. type of knowing we called kiunwledge by participation.
This knowledge has a pre-rational character as its
coming-to-be demands an I-Thou encounter. Now out
of dialogue and with the coming-to-be of knovledge'

by participation results trust. This trust is a

mutual and reciprocative affair. It is the surrendering
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of my total being to the other person as he also
surrenders his being to me. This resuits in a situa-
tion of total risk and also a situation of intimate
communication. Out of trust arises reliance.
Reliance reveals itselt as a practical orientation

of my entire being towards that whom I find trustworthy.

In this section, we intend to deal with the
issue of reliance as it occurs in objective encounters.
The intention is commensurate with our earlier identi-
fication of the self's involvement with the world in
a twofold way. In talking about objective encounters,
we shall restrict ourselves to the self's dealing with
'non-human' reality. We shall not concern ourselves
here with the self's dealing with other human beings
as objects because this has already been considered
1m section 2.1.1 and posited as an anti-dialogical

encounter.

An objective encounter implies a mode cf knowing.
This mode of knowing, we have called knowledge by
coservation. It has also been referred to an objec-
tifying knowledge.13 Following Bubers designaticn,

we could point to an objective encounter as an I-It

13. See S. Strasser, Op. Cit., p.124.




relationship. This is a type of relationship in which

1 do not commit my entire being but rather 'stands
apart' from that which I relate to. My knowledge of
the 'object' which engages my interest arises out of
a cool detached observaticn. There is no reciprocity
because the object cannot 'talk' to my being the way
a person would. What then arises out of my encounter

with an object is viewed in an instrumental way. So

L’]

that strictly speaking, one could not say that I come

to trust that- - object the way one would talk of my

trusting another person. Rather, one could say the
object is functionally dependable. In revealing

itself as Iunctlonally depe nd&b le, as possessing of
a certain utiiitarian vaiae, one cowes to talk of it
being 'reliable'. By 'rellﬂble' one means that the
object can felifil cergain goals 'a person has set.

So to talk of 'reliance' in the 'it' does not mean

the saﬁe thing as talking about reliance in a 'you'
The 'it' reliance. is basically utilitarian, the
'you' reliance goes beyond utility by demanding the
commitment of one's entire being. At this point,
we would like to recall that in chapter one, we
~posited self»reliancé as a human phenomenon. The
notion ‘'reliance’' points to a self which further
points to maﬁ és an existent. -In order ihat we
updersfand gelf~reliance’ag properly a human -phenomenon,

the conception of ‘reliance' in this compound notion



should derive from reliance as developed with respect

to a ‘'you'.

3.2.0 Self-Relisance

We may immediately assert that self-reliance
presupposes self-knowledge. This knowledge has as
its reference point, the self net in solitude,  but
with respect to other perscns (the 'you') and with
respect to the objective world. This impliies that

self-knoweldge p“lsuppog€a both knowledge of other

- naturalk

U

persons and knowledgerof phenomena taken a
phenomena. It implies botn participatory and objec-
tifying knowledge.
| R
We start by locating the significance of objec-
tifying knowledge in self-knowledge. Im- section 3.1.2,
we said that when I approach; the world o“ﬂeutlxely, s
cast that world (now object) as scparat@ from me. in
so doing, I cbnceive myself as an °’t0Lp“bmo and

independent being. Not only can I turn upon the
R
I

world as an intentional consciousness but I can also

" turn inward on the 'I'.  In so doin I come to realize
- > e , .

. 14 . s ; i s
in me a world of thoughts, feelings, dispositions,

14. 'World' here is used to refer to the interiority
of the sel d :
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- passions, inclinations and desires that point to an
inner self. We may call this subjective dimension

of the self, the 'I'.

The awareness of this inner self is not always
with us from childhood to adulthood. It occurs some-
where in the transition botween childhood and adult-
hood. Psychologists have referred to this period of
awakening as adolescene. Morris calls it the 'exis-

15

tential moment'. The phenomenologist Strasser has

treated this issue in some considerable detail.16

The dawn ,0f this awareness can throw us i1nto feelings
of great loneliness, despair or alienation but with

it also comes the realizaticn of the 'I' as unique and
separate from all else. The dawn of this awareness is
a4 necessary first essencial on the patin to self-
reliance because it thrusts one cut of the 'they'

(Heideggar), the 'herd!'

(Niétzche) or the ‘crowd!
(Xierkegaard). When we use such terms as the 'they',

we are simply.pointing to those modes of being-together-
with-others that place roadblocks tc our collective

humanization. The 'crowd' is the antithesis of a

15. Van cleve Morris, Existentialism in Education,
New York, Harper and Row Publishers, 19€6,
D112,

13. S. Strasser, Op. Cit., See Lecture Four in "The

Growth of Awareness', especially pp.88-97.
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dialogical encounter. In the 'crowdf, I do not emerge
as the 'I', but I become like all others. This is the
condition Freire has identified as adaptation and draws
a distinction between it and what he calls integration

by observing;

"Integration with cne's context as
distinguished from adaptation, is
a distinctively human activity.
Integration results from the capa-
city to adapt oneself to reality
plus the cri.ical capacity to make
choices and transform that reality.
To the extent that man loses his
ability to make choices and is
subjected to the choices of others,
to the extent that his dicisions
are no longer his own, because
they result from external prescrip-
tions, he is noc longer integrated.
Rather, he is adapted™.17
(Author's emphasis).

~

So the integrated person is the one who 'staunds

oat' or 'emerges'. He 1is a person who recognizes
himself as a being of trenscendecuace. In becoming
aviare of the "I', I recognize myself as a centre of

action. No longer is the entire drama of life to be
played for me, I become also engaged and in so doing,
transform and dynamize reality. The 'crowd' man sank
in levelling anonymity, sees reality as an absolute
static given whereas the one who has attainea the

awareness of the 'I', who 'stands out', views reality

17 Paulo Freire, Education for Critical Conscious-
ness, Loandon, Sheed and Ward, 1985, p.4.
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dynamically. So to be a self-reliant person is to

have the awareness of the 'I' as unique, as a 'standing
‘out' who thrusts into possibilities beyond the givenness
of reality as he finds it. So as we have mentioned,

the first step to becoming self-reliant is to become
aware of the ‘'I' and this dawns with the attainment

of objectifying knowledge.

Now, let us see from what angle participatoery
knowledge plays part in self-knoweldge and how this
may lead further to a conception of self-reliance.
In section 3.1.1, we provided a sketch of participatory
knowliedge from zn intersubjective position. This

analysis was only a partial grasp of the phenomenon

“

of participatory knowledge because, each particip.nt
'arrow of kunowledge', pointed outwardly towards the
other. To completec the analysis, we need to lock =at
cach participant of the intersubjective encounter as
kolding two arrows.ls One pointing to that other ana
the remaining arrow pointing to himself. This is
because, an intersubjective encounter not only 'speaks'
to me about the 'ybu' but also speaks to me about the

'I'. It is this speaking to me that locates participa-

tory knowledge in self-knowledge.

18. 'arrow' here is used analogously or illustra-
tively and not literally.
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Unlike the objectifying knowledge considered
above, participatory knowledge is pre-objectifying.
I do not stand aloof to reflect upon what I am, rather
I arrive at knowledge of myself through an immediate
and intuitive awareness. Rutto has this conception
of self-knowelildge when he writes that it "is the
" immediate presence of the subject to the reality he

is”.19

How, one may ask, is this 'immediate presence’
made possible? It could not be made possible through
cognitive knowledge as this implies a deliberation
and a calculation that demands a stretch of time.

It is made possible through feeling. Feeling is 2n
'iuwmediate presence', first of the 'you' and secoud'y
cf the 'I'. Put compactly, we would say, "the teeling
subject feels himself by the fact that he fccls his
fellow subgect“.zo This is a point we have alrecody
made. That is, in speaking to me about the 'you'

the dialogical encounter speaks also to me about the

'T'. The speaking takes the first form of my realiza-

tion of the 'I' as a being-cf-relationships. In the

19 S.K. Rutto, Self-knowledge and its Implications
for Education; with Special Reference to the
Creative Develiopment of Students in Schools,
Unpublished M.A.Thesis, Kenyatta University,
1986, p.149.

20. S. Strasser, Op. Cit., p.99.
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analysis of objectifying experience, the 'I' was
posited as a 'seperateness' from the world, as a
standing—alone; This is tfue but not the whole truth.
To complete the existential picture, we need to posit
the remaining polarity of the 'I' as an 'openness' to
the world. For the 'I' exists concretely as a dialec-

tic between these opposing polarities.

In being an ovenness to reality, the 'I' recalls
itself as a being-of-relations. This realization
creates the awareness of my 'I' as incomplete without
the 'you'. I come to realize that in my quest for
greater humanity, I need the 'you'. Not the 'you' as
obtains in the 'herd' but the 'you' of the dialogical
encounter. The 'you' in that encounter which reveals
ne as a being-of-worth and hence engenders self-trust.
Self-trust in turn is the attitude that thrusts me
into ehgagement with the world in a critical manner
tlus defining me as a self-reliant person. We may
infact construe the dialogical encounter as the most
fundamental mode of human involvement from which results
bcth my view of the 'I as a standing-apart-from and as
a tied-to reality. So then, objectifying experience

presupposes the non-objectifying mode of awareness.
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From these reflections, self—reliahce emerges
as the constant quest of the 'I' for humanization
through a critical intervention in reality, an
intervention that is not only capable of understanding
that reality but also capable of modifying and trans-
forming the given. This is a dynamic view of self-
reliance. It originates from our vision of the self
as dynamic, as always becoming what it is not. Thus
the phenomenon of teli-rel_ance dees not refer to a
material state, rather it is a formal state that

orients man to view reality in a certain way.
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CHAPTER FOUR

SEL¥-RELIANCE : THE EDUCATIONAL CONTEXT

4,00 Introduction

One recalls that at the very beginning of this
study, we attempted to bring to light our understand-
ing of education. We started by locating education
as an intentional and purposive activity which pointed
to it being a wholly human activity and hence a human
phenomenon. Given this conception, the exis£ence of
any authentic educative enterprise is to serve as a
ccnduit for the further humanization of man. In
chapter one, we merely sketched what this entailed.

In this final chapter, we hope to fill in that sketcl,
details tnat will provide a comprehensive ricture o=

what it weans to vi

48]

w education as a human phenomenon.
It is oniy after doing this that we can effectively

argue the case for self-reliance in such an education.

4,1.0 Education: A Humanizing Enterprise

When we speak of education, we refer to that
deliberately organized activity that takes ploce in
a formal setting normally called the school. ~But in

speaking of such an activity, our interest is not drawn
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in the direction of providing a descriptive account,
as we pointed out in chapter one. Rather, our concern
is normative, hence our desire to speak of education

as a humanizing enterprise.

To attain a solid grasp of education as a human-
izing enterprise, we neea to start with what we
construe here, to be its antithesis. From our argu-
ments in the first chaoter, two notable strands of
such an education explicitly emerged which we designa-
ted as teacher-centred and student-centred.

The teacher-centred form derives from the
traditional conception of education as the passing

onto the young the accumulzied wisdom of the human

O]

rece. This conception imbues the teacher with an
exaggerated status of importance while reducing the
students to the status i objects. The teacher becomes
tl e ceatre of all activitv. In this context, one
pictures the teacher as standing in frcont of his
étudents on a raised platform (to emphasize his sole
imnportance), and pouring data into receptive and
passive students. His activity and the implicit
assumption behind it, reduces the students to mere
objects. An education conceived in these terms is

dehumanizing, it is what Freire has called the
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"panking concept of education”.1 By borrowing from
the language of banks, Freire intends to show us how
lifeless and static and hence inhuman such an educa-
tion is. The teacher is pictured as a bank clerk who
deposits lifeless knowledge (deposits) into passive
students (depositories). In his own words, we read;

"Education thus becomes an act of

depositing in which the students

are the depositories and the teacher

the depositor. Instead of communi-

cating, the teacher issues communi-

ques and makes deposits which students

patiently receive, memorize and
repeat'.2

It is not hard to trace the philosophical rootc
of 'such an education. The teacher acts from the
assumption that 2ll his students are the same. FHe
views the term 'student' as a universal category, a
perspective that falls under materialism as we saw irn
chapter two. To the teauhér, the real is ithe per-
manent, the unchanging, a view that is traceable to
Plato. Not that Plato was the first philosopher to
expound on 'permanence' as more real that 'change',
for before him, we have Pa.menides. But he was the

first to provide a comprehensive and clear account of

1. Paulo Freire, DPedagogy of the Oppressed,
London, Pelican Books, 1985, p.45.

2. Ibid., pp. 45-46.
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why 'pefmanence' should be construed as more real

than 'change'. To deny the dynamic nature of education
is to stifle the curiosity of minds engaged in the
consideration of reality. It is to kill the spirit

of research and thereby dehumanize the students.

Freire's analysisindicates what we have discussed
ébove as the only antithesis to a humanizing education.
This is éctually not the case. There exists another
conception of education which elevates the student's
status to exaggerated proportions thus completely
marginalizing the teéqher's role. This is what we
have called the student-centred concé%t of education.

et us also have a look at it.

This concept has its origin in the American
rebellion agéinsttteacher—éentred education at the
. beginning of this century. Notable amoﬁg its propo-
nents was’John Dewey who was thé father—-founder of
a mgvement that wés especially strong in the 1930's
known as progressivism. Adherents to this view, |
influenced by the philosophy of pragmatism denounced
the teacher-centred education as authoritarian and
" counter to the American democrﬁtic ideas. They
envisioned education to ﬁe a child's encounter with

nature. and therefore;»rathef than sit rigidly on a
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desk, in a cold classroom, the child needed to be on
his own to experience the natural world. Tables

were now overturned. The teacher who previously
stood at the centre of education was expelled onto
the sidelines and the student took the teacher's seat.
By layiﬁg great emphasis on the student, the advocates
of this new approach failed to realize that they had
simply exchanged one form of totalitarianism for
another. The totalitarianism of the teacher now
became that of the student. Since these two concep-
tions of education are totalitarian, they are ipso
facto dehumanicing and are therefore, conceptions we

cannot sdopt i this study.

¥ducation as a humanizing enterprise starts
in diaiogue. Recall our analysis of dialogue irp
the third chapter. We maintained that this is a
communicative encouvuter born out of faitih in men
and nourished by trust. It is an encounter where ac
least two persons meet each other as subjects. In
the context of education, then, dialogue reveals
itself as a phenomenon where teacher and student
meet on an equal footing, not in terms of knowledge,
but as human beings,'as persons. In dialogue, neither
the teacher's status as a person is exaggerated beyond
and above that of the stﬁdent, nor that of the student

above that of the teacher. The teacher and the student
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both become ’considerers'13 of reality whether such a
reality be constituted by values or empirical data.
Humanization, especially that of the student, becomes
a possibility not because of the student's encounter
with the reality itself, but with the encounter with
another subject through whom the reality considered
takes a dynamic and humaii significance. That is why
dialogue is a fundamental pillar of a humanizing
education. The mistake in a teacher-centred education
is to impose (through narratives) reality upon the
students as if it is an absolute given. The student
is not given a chance to consider such = reality in
personal terms but rather he is recquired to repeat
what he has been taught. O©Cn the other hand, a
student-centred cducation 2ssumes that it is the
encounter with nature rather tbanrn cothexr human beings
that constitutes education. It mekes the student's
encounter with nature & priori to bis encounter with
‘he teacher. We maintain that this is a distortion
of what is here construed to be an authentic human
education. We may indicate that the reverse is true.
My encounter with others is an a priori requirement

1or an authentic encounter with nature. So then, in

3. A 'considerer' of reality is one who approaches
reality in a critical manner so that out of a
critical appraisal, the reality comes to have
personal significance for him whether that
reality be objective or not.
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the context of education, it will be through the
dialogical encounter that the student comes to appre-

hend reality to have human significance.

We have so far talked about the 'teacher' and
the 'student' in this humanizing education as if we
know who they are. One could point out that in the
teacher-centred education, we pointed to the teacher
as the subject working upon studeunts who were regarded
as objects. In the studeat-centred education, the
student was conceived of as a subject-in-isolation.
What then, is our conception of these two important
parties in this educaticn we are calling humanizing?
This is a very important question because any education

worth its name hinges upon the conception givern to the

@

Fe

'teacher' and the 'student'.

We shall start by addressing ourselves to the
question, who is a student: Oune could subdivide tae
formal educational set up into three major categories,
viz, primary, secondary and tertiary. On average,
the primary phase sees a 1l2arner enter at six years
of age and leave atrfourteen vyears. (We are talking
with respect to the current 8-4-4 education system

in Kenya). The secondary ohase, on average, has
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student4 ages ranging from fifteen years (form one)
to eighteen years (form four). Tertiary education
which\includes college and university education has
students aged nineteen years and above.‘ The all
important question now arises; When we talk of the
'student' in an education that is a dialogicél
encounter, are we referring to the learner in all

the three phases ¢f education or the learner in only

certain phases of this education?

This question is wholly answered if one recalls
our analysis of che dialogical enccounter that finally
led us to ihe,phen menon of self-reliance in chapter
three. We affirmed that the realization of the 'I'

AY

as unique and separate from all else (seli-aware.ess),

=
1

1s a necessary first essential on the path to selif-
reliance. £Since dialogue was posited as the phencmc-
non through which self-reliance couid be realized,

then, a dialogicai encounter becomes oniy possible

in the context of selves who have attained self-aware-

ness. Strasser hits the nail on the head by observing
that;
4. In Britain, the term 'student' is used for only

those studying at college and university. Child-
ren who are too young for college are called
pupils. In America, even the very young in
schools, (before college) are called students.
Notice that in our case, we have preferred to
use 'learner' for the primary phase. The reason
for this will become clear in the next stages.
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"The power and inclination to reflect,
awaken only in adolescence. At this
stage, the young person views himself
as an interiority that - -is unique and
that, therefore, differs and is
seperated from the interiority of
other persons'.9

Thus, we come to>the realization that the
attainment of self-awareness occurs in the transition
from pr;mary to the secondary phase of education.

If, as Qe have said, the dialogical encounter presup-

poses the meeting of two 'I''s conscious of their

*

uniqueness and separateness, then the secondary and

tertiary prhases of eduﬁation provide the required
setting. The primary phase, which could ve regarded

<%

as a childhood phase, is what Morris has called the

"pre-existential phase‘of human 1ife”.6 But. then,

at the "exisvential mbment}, tkhe child is now ready
for a dialogical encounter with the teacher. Morris

speaks of the educative situation thus;

"Thus, when existentialists speak

of an education theory, they will
refer to a theory having its orien-
tation and focus primarily upon the
secondary phases of learning.
Elementary education, in all likeli-
hood, could assume a variety of forms
and still be adequate to an existen-
tial secondary education ..."7

5. S.Strasser, The idea of Dialogical Phenomenology,
Pittsburgh, Dusquesne Univ. Press, 1969, p.97.

6. Van Cleve dMorris, Existentialism in Education ,
New York, Harper and Row Publishers, 1966,p.112.

7. Ibid., p.l116.
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So, when we speak of the 'student', we speak
of that learnerg in the secondary and tertiary phases
of education. He 1is the 1éarner wno stands as subject
and thus is able to recognize the freedom he possesses
to make choices and at the same time the responsibility
he carries in the making of his person. He comes to
realize himself, not as.a complete being, but as a
project (Sartre), as a quest (Marcel). But his
vecoming is linked to the encounter with his teacher
because he is fundamentally a being-oif-relations.

°
B3

This leads us to our next question, who is a teacher?

As we pointed out earlier on, a dialogical

-

o

encounter demands fbat”the:teécher and student meet

in a horizontal relatioaship. In»such a relationship,
the teacher also occurs as subject. But there is a
différence betweén being a teacher and being‘a-
student. Existential phenomenologists construe the
act of teaching as & modé of being—with.9 ‘To be-with
' ' 10

in this context implies '"concern and availability".

Concern reflects the teacher's understanding of his

& This word is being used in a neutral sense to
refer to a person engaged in the formal education
system at any level. ' '

9% J. Macquarrie, Existentialism, New York, Penguin

Books, 1986, p.261. 7
10. J.R. Njoroge and S Bennaars, Philosophy and

Education, Nairobi, Transafrica, 1986,
p.232. :
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students as 'not-yets', yet on the road to becoming
authentic selves. In being concerned, he provides
situations, in a dialogical manner, which open avenues
for the greater humanization of his students.
Availability reveals the teacher as the competent
older 'you' for the students. In terms of knowledge,
he has journeyed further than his students so that

he is able to act as a guide in the students journey
in search for more knowledge. Like Socrates, tne
authentic teacner seeks to make nis students alsc

'‘considerers' of reality. He seeks to awaken their

U

critical faculties and make them realize tney are

’

responsible for fashioning their own persons and thel

ct

own destinies. 1In a nutshell, we may see the teacher
as that person who helps his students to come to terms

with their own existence.

So much for the student and the teacher. Vaat
about educational content or subject matter? To
engage in dialogue is to talk about something with
somebody. That something in the context of education,
is what we call educationai content. This educational
content or subject matter, refers to various dimensions
of reality which constitute the subject of dialogue.
The teacher's treatment of subject matter should be
in such a way that his students come to discover

truth in free association. The teacher of a humanizing
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education will be happy and feel he has achieved his
objectives when his students come to hold something
as true, not because he says that, that something is
true, but because the students themselves are convin-
ced that it 1is true. In effect, by the way he treats
subject matter, the teachers final aim should be to

produce self-moving autonomous subjects.

4.2.0 Self-Reliance as an Aim in Education

In chapter two, we pointed to the self as
“esignating that which is truly human about man.
Tne self was posited as embodied transcendends in
relationship to the worlid. That is, man is a.project,
he is that which seeks®to become more than it already

1

is, but sucn 'going beyond' always happens in the
context df his being a beihg«of»relations bgth to the
natural world and to other selves. Innchapter three,
the phenomenon oif self-reliance révealed itself as a
critical awareness of the self as posited‘iﬁ chapter
two and as a consequence, action upcn-that awareness.
This‘awaram£s, we saw,}origigated from thé diglogical:
encounter among selves mediated by the ﬁorld. In this
éhapter, we have already defined education in dialogi-

cal terms.. Granted this, one clearly sees that selfi-

e

reliance as conceived, reveals itself as a primary aim
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of such an education. It is only in a humanizing
education that self-reliance as a human phenomenon

can be authentically realized.

When one talks of teaching for self-reliance,
one does not point to any specific subject matter as
a pathway to the realization of such an aim (although
the importance of subject matter can hereby not be
denied). What one points to fundamentally, is the
awafeneés he hopes the student will have attained
concerning himself as a person and the world as revealed
through the encounter with education coatent. Concern-
ing himself as a person, the student should come to the
realization that in.spite oi hereditary and eavironmental
factors wnich define his facticity, he still stands as
o free agent to choose the destiny of his future =and
-that having chosen, he becomes responsbile for what
ae nas made of himseif. Concerning the awareness of
orlcly reality, the student needs to resist those
conceptions that would have him regard all reality
as pre-ordained and pre-determined for this could only
lead tQ laziness ahd resignation in the face of diffi-
culties. But he needs to come to the realization that
reality bears a dynamic dimension. That it is his
right as a human being, once he understands circumstances,

to intervene and trensform them for the better. That
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at large, reality bears a human significance! This
is especially important when we are considering
cultural and historical reality. The two forms of
awareness thus considered, are the hallmarks of a

truly self-reliant person.

If the teacher desires to bring to fruition
these two rather interrelated forms of awareness in
the ‘student, he necds to be a special kind of teacher.
Special, because e needs to be different from the
majority of teachers one comes across in our educa-
tional institutions, teachers whom Frerre has called
'depositors of knowledge'. He needs to be a teacher
who will treat his students as free agents Ior them
tc recognize theuwselves ac free. Tuis point, it
should be noted, is made especialiy ditfficult by our
ueavy reliance on examinations. %Examinatioans in
themselves need nct be bad. But if to prepare for
examinations will require nothing but 'parroting'
and 'vomiting' back what the teacher has taught, then
+*nis defeats the whole purpose of a humanizing educa-
ﬁion. Examinations can be set that demand for /
originality and creativity while still giving room

for objective requirements.
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If a teacher is to engage in a dialogical
encounter with his students, he needs to have had
a similar engagement himself. Teacher education
colleges should reduce their emphasis on teaching
as a role, as a profession, and instead look at
teaching as a life commitment. TFor it is only the
committed teacher who is dialogical. He is committed
both to the students entrusted to his care and to the
subject matter which provides the substance for
dialogue. The teacher, apart from having psycholo-
gical and sociological knowledge about his students,
needs to have a clearly articulated philosophy of man.

That is, the philosophy of man as human.

The driving motive behind a teacher's activities,
should be to bring his students to a posture in rela-
tion to subject matter that Morris has called 'approp-
riation'. To appropriate is to 'make mine' even that
which is universally valid knowledge. When, for
example, the student encounters scientific knowledge,
he should not be made to view it as a dry given
absolute devoid of any personal significance. Rather,
opportunity should be granted him to experience and
rediscover such knowledge afresh. Then, only does
it become part and parcel of his growing personality.

As we have asserted earlier, true internalization of

11. Van Cleve Morris, Op.Cit., p.1260.
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what is learned occurs through dialogue and it is
through the same dialogical encounter, that self-

reliance as an aim in education is achievable.

4.3.0 The 8-4-4 Educational System

in chapter one, section 1.1.0, we attempted to
historically trace how the notion of self-reliance
had coﬁe into prominence in educational circles in
Kenya. This we did by use of four major educational
repofts popularly known as the Ominde, Gachathi, .
Mackay and Kamunge Repprts. It was the Ominde Report
just after independence which providgd for us the

igéneral diréction of “the educational system. At the
time, it was argued that education should be seen "in
the context of our nation economic development...".
Basically then, education came to be viewed from the
-onset '‘as performing a primarily economic function.
One can understand and sympathize with this economic
eméhasis if one notes that at‘independence,'Kenjg was
desperately in need of manpower. But by the mid-

seventies, this economic concern had precipitated

other problems among which, notably was the problem

of unemployment. It is at this point that the Gachathi

"Report comes to recommend a restructuring of the entire

educational system, a recommendation taken over by the

) . . 4
Mackay Report of 1981 from which resulted the current

12. Republic of Kenya: Kenya Education Commission Report

_ Part I and II, Nairobi, Government Printer, 1964,
,m—' s — ;

B AT e
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8-4-4 education system. It is in connection with

the 8-4-4 education system that the notion of self-
reliance constantly arises in a positive sense. It
is normally believed that the 8-4-4 education system,
launched in January 1985, is structured in such a

way as to produce self-reliant individualsL By laying
euphasis on technical and vocational education, it is
envisaged that the graduates of this system will use
skills gained either to find employment or to engage
in self-employment activities. This is assumed to
lead to self-reliance.

From this argument, oune notes something of
ignificance. That the notion of self-reliance here
conceived, is economic. That is, once one attains
cconomic indepcancence by way of self-employment or
finding a job commensurate with his skills, then such
a persnn hecem=s a seli-reliant person. Following
our analysis of the notion of self-reliance, we may
grant this as a very partial insight but toc narrow
a conception. Partial insight, because skills alone
do not go into defining a self-reliant person. Narrow
because man as a self is defined by many dimensions,
the economic dimension being only one, albeit an

insignificant one.
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What we have to note is that, we could lay
great emphasis on these technical subjects, but produce
people who are unable to think for themselves, who
in spite of the skills they have, still wait to be
directed on what to do. How may they put into |
practice what they have learnt, if the education
provided dwells only with practical matter~ disregard-
ing the dignity and autonomy of individual persons?
In other words, if our aim is to produce self-reliant
persons, then let the education being provided be

first, -2 humanizing education and only thereafter,

n

an education geared towards imparting skills. Let the
central emphasis be on prcducing people who are able
to come to terms with their existence in all its
varied forms. Self-reliauce is not s product of
technical education but rather, a product cf a
humanizing education, aun educatioun that puts students
as human beings above supject maiter while at the same
time, recognizing the central role of subject matter

as reality that challenges the students.

So, given our conception of self-reliance, the
8-4-4 education system does not seek to produce self-
reliant individuals but rather, it seeks to produce
skilled workers. One may retort that although empha-

sis is laid upon vocational and technical subjects,
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is it not the provision of academic subjects a pointer
to an all round education? This belligerent retort
has underlining it, a subtle assumption - that subject

matter bears a direct link to the type of person who

emerges out of the educational system. The greater
truth actually lies in the way the teacher treats
the subject matter in the presence of his students.
That is why we identified dialogue as a primary
method in a truly human education. It is the only
method whose spirit does not deny the student his

chance to consider reality.

So, what the 8-4-4 education system needs to do,
if it is desired that authentically self-reliant person
be produced, is tc review teaching methodology aad to
cut down on the number of subjects 'forced' upon tae
students. ‘“Teaching should be construed in human fterms

ween teacher and student but not

o~

28 an encouanter be

=)

Q

at an imposition of subject matter onto passive
studentz. On the other hand, if students are to deal
with cubject matter critically, the number of subje~ts
given (at form four, they are ten), should be reduced
to provide a breathing space. The effect of too many
subjects is to tempt students into spending most of

their time cramming to pass examinations rather than

reflecting seriously on the meaning and content of
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what is before them. Too many subjects develop

inhuman habits of looking at reélity by inhibiting
creativity and originality. So the fundamental concern
is not at the level of subject matter (although this

is important) but the level of the teacher-student
interaction. It is out of dialogue that students
could emerge with the consciousness as shapers and
moulders of reality whether such reality be social,

economic, cultural or historical.

4.4.0 A Recapitulation

In chapter one, we indicated at the very onset
thiat our task centred cn the notion 'self-reliance'
but that such a task did nct involve only a concern

elf-reliance but primarily),
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with self-reliance as an aim in education.

As a point of departure, we looked at some
works that had claimed to say something about 'self-
reliance' in an explicitly philosophical manner.
Here, we identified articles written by Julius K.Nyerere

and the last two chapters from a book Philosophy and

Education in Africa, co-authored by R.J. Njoroge and

G.A. Bennaars.
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From Nyerere, we gathered that his ideas on
self-reliance underwent change from 1987 (the year

he wrote the document Education for Self-Reliance),

to 1976 (the latest period we could obtain articles
written by Nyerere on education). In 1967, Nyerere

displiayed a highly social conqeption)of the notion

N

'self-reliance’, Self-reliaﬁgé was depicted as a form
of seif-sufficiency on the economic, cultural and
political planes of the Tanzanian society. The
individual was seen only as part of the whole, the
society. Towards 1976, Nyerere began to realize that
he could not posit the society as the vitimate reality
descriptive of the human condition. EXe had also to
assert the equally'primordjal importance of the
concrete individual person. . This is the time he began
to speak of man as Man-in-society. In spite of this,
ve was still unablewto address himself to the phenome-
non of self-reiiance as it occured in the educational

context.

At this point, we turned to R.J. Njoroge and
(G.A. Bennaars. They went further than Nyerere in
pointing out that self-reliance in education could
be achieved through dialogue and that becoming self-
reliant presupposed one becoming a self. Still, this
treatment did not go for enough. That is why in

section 1.2.0, we posed three questions that we
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considered remained unanswered. Nevertheless, the
Njoroge and Bennaars treatment provided for us, a
crucial point of departure from which we could attempt

a bringing-to-light the phenomenon of self-reliance.

We agreed that to become self-reliant implied,
first, one becoming a selXf. But when we tried to
figure out what was entailed in speaking of one as
becdming a self, the question of methodology straight-
awayAarose. We desired that 'self' refer tc that which
is intimately human about man, a position which would
latter justify our consideration of self-reliance
as a humarn phenomenon. This led us tce the existential
phenomenological approach. This approach allowed us
to construe the self dynamically, thus justifying our
speaking of the self as becoming. It also protected
us from two approaches with reducticnist tendencies.
One, the materialistic approach which wculd have had
us construe the self as ncthing but an object and
two, the spiritualistic approach which wculd have had
us construe the self as nothing but pure subjectivity.
Rather, by taking account of both the insights of a
maierialistic perspective and a spiritualistic pers-
pective, the self was construed as a being-in-the-world.
This pointed to the self existentially as a being of
trénscendence, a being of concreteness and particularity

and as a being-of-relations. Thus to speak of one
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ecoming a self is to point to one attaining critical
consciousness of himself as a being-in-the-world.

A1l these attempts to develop a conception of self
that could point to man as truly human, were done in
chapter_two and were directed at answering the first

question as posed in section 1.2.0.

Chapter three concerned itself with the notion
'self-reliance‘; It occured to us at the very
beginning of this chapter to dwell first on the
notion 'reliance' before develcping & concepticn for
'self-reliance'. This stemmed from.the observaticn that
‘self—réliance' was formed by two words 'self! .and
'reliance'. Since chapter two had addresged itself
to the notion 'self', echapter three had to begin by
a consideration of the notion 'reliance'.- We began
by asserting that to reiy implied a mode of human
involvebent in the world. This assertion was jd%tified
by the observation we had made in-chapter two that
the self is a being-of-relations to the wolrd. We
indentified a threefold way in Which_Pge self engaged
in rslations. There was what we calleditﬁe intersubjec;
rtgve"encounter, the objecfivé encbuntervand fgnally
the subjective éncounter. We realized that these
threerforms of‘encounter had implications for the

understanding of 'reliance' and we accordingly set upon
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becoming a self is to point to one attaining critical
cqnsciousness of himself as a being-in-the-world.

All these attempts to develop a conception of self
that could point to man as truly human, were done in
chapter two and were directed at answering the first

question as pcsed in section 1.2.0.

Chapter three concerned itself with the notion
"self-reliance'. It occured to us at the ve.y
beginning of this chapter to dwell first on the
notion 'reliance' before developing a conception for
'self-reliance'. This stemmed from the observation ihat
'self-reliance' was formed by two words 'self' and

'reliance'. Since chapter two had addressed itself

o
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to the notion 'self', chapter three had to gin by

& consideration of the notion 'reliance'. We began

by asserting that to rely implied a mode of human
invelvement in the world. This assertion was juciified
by the observation we had made in chapter two that

the self is a being-of-relations to the wolrd. We
indentified a threefold wayr in which the self engaged

in relations. There was what we called tbe.intersubjec-
tive encounter, the objective encounter and finally

the subjective encounter. We realized that these

three forms fo encounter had implications for the

understanding of 'reliance' and we accordingly set upon
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the task of investigating what was entailed in speaking
of 'reliance' in each encounter. What resulted was
that, reliance as understood in the intersubjective
and objective encounters formed the basis for under-
standing the phenomenon of self-reliance. The
dialogical encounter was posited as a conduit through
which one could become self-reliant. This pointed

to the social dimension of self-reliance, that is,

its intersubjective character. On the other hand,
self-reliance emerged as that phenomenon which led

one to view reality (in the general sense) critically
and to interverc and transform that reality for the
better as circumstahces demanded. The resources for

a critical interventicn in reality would stem from the
existential knowledge of the self as a transcendent

being.

In chapter four, we defined ecducation in dialo-
gical terms, so that self-reliance revealed itself os
a primary aim of such an education. In reviewing
the 8-4-4 educational system, we came to the’realiza—
tion that self-reliance as espoused by policy makers
and politicians alik . in Kenya, is too narrow. Self-
reliance is not merely the acquisition of vocational
or technical skills but fundamentally, it is the
capacity of the concrete individual to come to terms

with his existence in all its varied forms.
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4.5.0 A Recommendation for Further Possible Research

We asserted that dialogue in the sense that we
defined it in this study is not possible in a primary
phase of education. This does not mean that the
learner should be treated in any way as Morris would
have us believe (see section 4.1.0). There is need
for serious reflection and research to establish a
humane way of interaction between the teache:» and the

learner at this level.
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