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Abstract

This paper explores a perceived paradox constitutive of transformation discourse in South Africa: the transformation of a fragmented society presupposes the existence of a collective Will; but the creation of a collective will is fundamentally the result of a process of transformation. Teaching, far from merely being caught up in this paradox is one of the central means through which it is resolved. While politicians and higher education administrators debate how best to conceive and implement transformation, lecturers who are committed to the ideal of the transformed society have to find ways of teaching the reality of that ideal full knowing that it is in part through teaching that this ideal is achieved. The 2010 HE Summit (HES) called on all universties to “purposefully address the issue of social cohesion as part of their transformation agenda” (2010:20). In this paper the learning encounter is cast as the site where the assumption of a national subjectivity (“social cohesion”) becomes reproductive of that subjectivity, a temporal disjuncture that is negotiated under the telos (Idea) of Transformation. This necessarily is also a comment on quality. What is a “quality education” outside its vacuous reference to “excellence”? I accept that quality is “historically specific and related to institutional missions and goals as well as to educational and social purposes” (Badat, 2010:247) but beyond such generalities, what does “fit-for-purpose” really mean? Does it not presuppose knowledge of and consensus on a whole range of values, mores and Ideals which it is the purpose of transformation to establish? There certainly seems to be a degree of “bootstrapping” about transformation in the sense that it posits a historical Subject that is both cause and effect of transformation. This paper refects on what it means to practice philosophy in such a context. It offers a general, historical reflection on the telos of higher education which takes Readings’ The University in Ruins (1996) as point of departure. Towards the end I briefly consider aspects of my own philosophy teaching praxis in light of that theoretical frame. The point is to engage the paradox of transformation by suggesting that teaching (as) transformation comprises four moments: making students aware of 1) the fact that they belong to specific socio-epistemic communities; 2) that this sense of community is an historical construct which 3) implies limitations on the possibility of knowing and being that can 4) only be questioned through an encounter with what is other to that socio-epistemic community. In short, it is argued that in a university context “social cohesion” is first and foremost a confrontation with the conditions for the possibility of inter-subjective learning. 
1. Introduction

Shortly after South Africa’s first democratic elections in 1994 SABC TV1 adopted as its jingle the celebratory refrain “Simunye – we are one.” For most people this articulated the simple, unproblematic fact that after decades of apartheid the country was finally united. But if the country was united, the people were not. In fact, so un-united are South Africans still in 2010 that the title of G.H. Calpin’s book There are no South Africans is as true today as it was back in 1941 when it was published. This reasons for this lack of collective will are both historically specific and theoretically general. In terms of the former, much can be ascribed to the fact that, while the ANC effectively won the political round of transitional negotiations, it completey underestimated, and as a result lost, the economic round of transitional negotiations. To borrow a little from Marx, no government can reconstitute the force of social reproduction, i.e. the people, as a People if ownership of the means of social reproduction remains racially divided along pre-democracy lines. But in general theoretical terms the absence of a People is also function of a temporal disjuncture. The paradoxical logic of transforming the people into a People was perhaps most lucidly theorised by the incomparable theorist of the French revolution, Sieyès, who in What is the Third Estate? (1789) noted a “performative contradiction” at the origin of every nation. Contrary to their rhetoric, nations are not God-given entities. They come into existence by claiming already to exist. At the time of making it the claim “we are the people” is false for there is no “we” yet,
 but it is the repetition of the claim over time that performatively constitutes the “we” thereby bringing the nation into existence.
 In short, nations perform themselves into being – which is why Derrida (1992a) in a slighty different context also referred to the exclamation “we the people” as a “performative tautology.” In other words, if we repeat the jingle “we are one” long enough, we may just “become one.”
 Of course, this is never going to work as long as the socio-economic sub-stratum coninues to reflect the racial divisions of the past but that is not the focus of this paper. Rather, it is the suggestion that as South Africans we may well find ourselves in a protracted founding moment in which we are living the performativity of the origin. I want to focus on two aspects that intrigue about being in this moment while self-consciously recognising it as that moment. Firsty, that it is difficult to perform a nation into becoming in a post-modern age that self-consciously recognises how nationalism has always been a hoax of sorts, that nations come into existence less by Predestination than through repetition. Elswhere (2008) I called this “hypermodernity” - were “hyper-” refers to the self-consciousness that shadows emerging nations who have to bring the project of modernity to fruition in a context of post-modernity. Only moments of extatic performative unity like the 2010 FIFA World Cup™ seem to still be able to override this self-consciousness in order to execute the founding performative tautology. I return to this phenomenon later. The second is the simple question: how do we think the meaning of teaching in a time that self-consciously admits that everyting we do is directed towards, or derives its meaning from, and End that, although conceivable in terms of the values of an adopted constitution, remains largely (un)imagined? 

In order to understand this place and time of our research and teaching I will start at a very general level and refocus all the way down to a refection on my own teaching praxis. I start by considering three levels of thinking about the Idea of the university that I find indispensable for any understanding of what it means to find oneself at a contemporary (post-colonial) university. I first look at the Idea of the University as such; after that, I focus one level down to consider the Idea of the University of societies in transition and after that, at a third level, the specific Idea of the post-apartheid, South African University. After that, I consider aspects of my philosophy teaching praxis in light of this context. 

2. At first glance: The idea of the (western) university 
In The University in Ruins (1996) Readings argues that historically there have been three Ideas that regulated how we thought about the institution in relation to the state: the Kantian concept of Reason, the Humboldtian idea of Culture and now the techno-bureaucratic notion of Excellence (1996:14). These Ideas placed the university in a particular relationship to the state and, in doing so, gave particular meaning to teaching and research. The suggestion, and I think it is still a useful one, is that although there may have been historical shifts and changes in the Idea that regulated the idea of the university, there has always been one and that we cannot think the university without one - even if it now is the vacuous Idea of “Excellence.” In other words, the idea of the university has always been teleologically constituted;  or: the Idea of the university as modern institution is structured as constitutive teleology. 
Reason, Culture, Excellence

The University becomes modern when it takes on responsibility for working out the relation between the subject and the state, when it offers to incarnate an idea that will both theorize and inculcate this relationship. This is its dual mission of research and teaching. 
- Readings, 1996:53. 
For Readings, the university and nation-state are both modern institutions and Reason and Culture are Ideas through which the tension generated between the two have been negotiated. Since the nation-state is no longer the primary locus for the reproduction of global capital these Ideas have lost their purchase. Globalisation has eroded the idea that the university exists to reproduce either a Rational Subject capable of political participation (Kant) or the Subject as bearer of national culture. As a result, the new Idea that regulates the university conceived in corporate terms is Excellence.  A very brief look at these three teloi will be instructive. 

Reason

The university became a modern institution the moment it accepted that it needed to have an idea, a referent or an End that would give meaning to all its activities in relation to the state. Kant first defined this modernity when he argued that “all its activities are organized in view of a single regulatory idea, which [he] claims must be the concept of reason” (1996, 15). In The Contest of Faculties (1798) Kant resolved the tension between state and university, reason and the state, knowledge and power by arguing that the function of the university consists in reproducing a Subject capable of rational thought and republican politics (1996, 15). Particularly modernist here is the assumption that reason guarantees both the universality of the university and its autonomy. In the Medieval university the principle that allowed for both the differrentiation of knowledge into disciplines and their unification in a curriculum was theodicy (the trivium and quadrivium reflected the divine order of things). For Kant the ratio that allows for this is the immanent principle of reason. The home or faculty of reason was philosophy. It alone had the right and duty to interfere with all other faculties in order to critique their assumptions and practice. As Readings succinctly states, the “life of the Kantian University is therefore a perpetual conflict between established tradition and rational enquiry” (1996, 57). While faculties like law and medicine may embody traditions of thought it is the faculty of philosophy qua the embodiment of the principle of rational enquiry, that constantly interrogates the legitimacy and relevance of these traditions. 

A university grounded on the principle of reason is a universal institution because, as the Enlightenment belief went, reason is universal. But it is also an autonomous institution because it is “founded on the autonomy of reason gained by self-criticism” (1996, 57). That said, for Kant the university is not absolutely autonomous for there is a clear and necessary link between university and state. 

Kant’s text explicitly addresses the question of the link between the University and the state and argues that one of the functions of the University is to produce technicians for the state, that is, men of affairs. Likewise, the function of the state with regard to the University is to intervene at all times to remind these men of affairs that they must submit their use of knowledge in the service of the state to the control of the faculty, ultimately to the faculty of philosophy (1996, 58). 

How we conceive the autonomy of the university is crucial to any discussion of the institution in any context. I return to this later. For now, let me just note that the concept of autonomy seems to be constituted along two axes, the singular and the relational. The singular axis refers to the self-reflexivity or self-affirmation of the university, the intellectual autonomy to conceive of teaching and research “justified by the axiom stating that scholars alone can judge other scholars, a tautology … linked to the essence of knowledge as knowledege of knowledge” (Derrida 1992: 5). On the relational axis the institution is not autonomous but “receives its legitimate authorisation from a power which is not its own” (Derrida 1992b:4; also Kant, 1991), namely the state. Combining the two axes, “a university is thus authorized [i.e. not autonomous] to have the autonomous power of creating titles” (Derrida, 1992b:4). It’s an analytical distinction but useful for clearly revealing how the content of the relational axes in Kant’s time was very different from that of our own. For Kant the relational axis concerned issues of power in a way that is less important to us: back then, the state granted the university a certain autonomy on condition that this freedom not be abused to undermine the power of the state (as the fall-out with King Friedrich Wilhelm of Prusia over the publication of Kant’s Religion within the limits of reason alone [1793] illustrates). Here is a very precise relation between power and responsibility, for as Derrida (1992b:7) reminds us

it was thought … that responsibility was there, at least for the taking – for something, and before some determinable someone. One could at least pretend to know whom one was adressing and where to situate power; a debate on the topics of teaching, knowledge and philosophy could at least be posed in terms of responsibility.

Not so any longer. Governments are no longer intimidated by academics in part because the power of critique has disseminated beyond the walls of the institution into the knowledge society. The role of the university and the status of knowledge produced by it has changed radically – and, along with that, the content of the relational axes. Now, it is increasingly the case that the university is granted a certain autonomy on condition that it not be useless. For Kant the threat to institutional autonomy was power; for us, it is the instrumental demand to be useful. In short, the content of the relational axes has shifted from power to a combination of the instrumental and the ethical (the precise sense of the latter will be clarified later). 

In post-French revolutionary (and post-Kantian) Europe, the democratic nation-state emerged as political form per excellence. Gradually the Enlightenment emphasis on universal reason is replaced by the idea of national Culture as the telos that regulates the meaning of the Idea of the University. The post-Kantian generation of German Idealists increasingly pressed the university into the service of the nation-state project and its need to reproduce national Citizen-Subjects. 

Culture
Few ideas are so fundamental to German specuative thought in the 18th century as the idea that the Greeks got it right because they lived a sacredly integrated life; that although Western modernity meant the temporary loss of this holistic integration of knowing and being, some integration that would resemble the Greek Ideal was nonetheless possible. But German philosophers anticipated our contemporary information inertia: there is simply too much knowledge out there. The individual can no longer grasp and integrate in him/herself the totality and for this reason will remain as fragmented as society will remain unintegrated. Nonetheless, it was argued, if we cannot master the sheer amount of brute facts we may nonetheless come to understand the “essential unity of knowledge.” As a result, what needed to be taught at university was not knowledge as such but the process through which knowledge was constructed. Teach not knowledge, but how knowledge is made: 

Educated properly, the subject learns the rules of thought, not a content of positive knowledge … [P]edagogy is pure process. The teacher does not transmit facts … but rather does two things: First, the teacher narrativizes the search for knowledge, tells the story of the process of knowledge acquisition. Second, the teacher enacts the process, sets knowledge to work. What is thus taught is not facts but critique – the formal art of the use of mental powers.
The name of this pedagogy was Bildung and its aim was to reintegrate the multiplicity of known facts into a unified cultural science that will at the same time reintegrate the modern individul through his/her enoblement. In short,

[t]hrough Bildung, the nation-state can achieve scientifically the cultural unity that the Greeks once posessed naturally. The nation-state will come to re-embody the unity that the multiplication and disciplinary separation of knowledge have imposed in the intellectual sphere, that the division of labour has imposed in the social sphere.
And so, the plan outlined by Humboldt for the University of Berlin simultaneously reorganised knowledge while placing a cultural stamp on it. In doing so the university took on a specific function on behalf of the state: it gave meaning to the state as cultural entity and undertook the moral training of its subjects as potential, future bearers of that cultural identity (Readings, 1996: 68). For our purposes, two points are relevant: 1) After Kant, German idealists unified state and university under the rubric of Culture; they placed the stamp of Culture on a unified domain of knowledge and effectively educated subjects to become bearers of that cultural identity. 2) This articulated the relation beteen state and university in very precise terms: “The state protects the action of the University; the University safeguards the thought of the state. And each strives to realize the idea of national culture” (1996, 69). The university and nation-state became reproductive of each other in a way that fused teaching and research. For instance, Humboldt “positioned the University as a fusion of process and product that both produced knowledge of culture (in research) and inculcate culture as a process of learning (in teaching)” (Readings, 1996:12).

But the state as presupposed by the teloi of Reason and Culture no longer exists. Globalisation may not imply the total disappearance of the state but it has certainly become “more and more managerial, increasingly incapable of imposing its ideological will, which is to say, incapable of imposing its will as the political content of economic affairs” (Readings, 1996: 47). By implication, the university is no longer the primary reproductive locus of national citizenry. 

Excellence

The emergence of “Excellence” is function of the relative decline of the nation-state as centre for the reproduction of cuture and capital and the concomitant severance of the reproductive relation between state and university. “In short, the University is becoming a different kind of institution, one that is no longer linked to the destiny of the nation-state by virtue of its role as producer, protector, and inculcator of an idea of national culture’ (Readings, 1996:3). Instead, excellence is the telos of a globalising university that either mimics corporate managerialism or literally functions as multi-national corporation. But the decline of the nation-state does not mean the Idea of the university is no longer teleologically constituted. It is. Only now the new Idea is the corporitised, fluid, neo-liberal and eternally malleable notion of “producing Excellence,” an idea that has no substance or content, that is not fixed to any geography or limited by any sense of community. For Readings, a university no longer regulated by an Idea representative of the nation-state as embodiment of the collective Will of the people qua historical, political community, a university where administrators make political decisions under the cover of pursuing the neo-liberal goal of Excellence is post-historical. 
This brief summary of Readings’s argument illustrates what it means to claim that the Idea of the university has and continues to be constituted teleologically. I find it a useful argument because it enables one to articulate quite clearly an essential difference between first- and third-world universities. But for that we have to re-read Readings. 

Re-reading Readings

It would be tempting to fault Readings on presenting us with a linear, modernist reading of history. But that would be careless because he is clear on this point: 
The historical narrative that I propose (reason – culture- excellence) is not simply a sequential one, however. There are earlier references to excellence that precede recent accounts; likewise, there continue to be references to reason and culture. What I want to emphasise … is that the debate on the University is made up of divergent and non-contemporaneous dicourses, even if one discourse dominates over the others at certain moments (Readings, 1996:14; emphasis added). 

Obvious examples of this layering of regulative discourses is the contemporary revival of the idea that tertiary education is often, or in some sense always, more about teaching students how to think (process) than what to think (content). One could even argue that the distinction between “surface” and “deep learning” only makes sense in a genealogy of pedagogies, like Bildung, that have always emphasised process over content. When, more than fourty years ago, Laing (1968: 18) commented on the merits of the formal lecture that “most often any merit the thing might have would turn on its seeming to be given without notes and to be an exhibition of thinking, or, at least, of composition in progress” he basicaly re-iterated this founding commitment to teaching process over content. Similarly, what Smith (2007: 36) offers as a criticism or “addition” to Readings’ account – that Culture has not disappeared because “excellence as a matter of doing better than our rivals in the international league tables etc., is what national culture has turned into” - is actually just a good example of the non-contemporaneity of the discourses on Culture and Excellence.
 

I don’t want to criticise Readings as much as extend his useful analysis beyond what he admits is “a certain Western notion of the university” (1996: 2) to include its colonial and postcolonial history. It seems to me that the story Readings tells - one in which the university as site for the reproduction of national cuture, of national subjectivity and the production of the student/intellectual as heroic (because integrated) Subject of a dream epitomised by Bildung has been vacated, depositing the universty and its subjects (student and professor alike) in the stormy waters of post-historicity subject only to the vagaries of whatever excellence is taken to mean when, by whom, for what reason and to what unspecified End - is hyperbolic or true only in extremis. Cuture has not disappeared. As Smith reminds us it is very much alive in the clamour and pride that accompany the global rating of universities. The nation-state too, is very much alive contrary to the heady predictions of the “post-Wesphalian” talk of the 90’s (when Readings wrote the book).  While some realistically claim that “[n]ational economies may not be a thing of the past, but the dream of economic autonomy that motivated a generation of national liberation movements and ideologies is” (Dirlik, 2002: 612) other, equally correctly, argue that nationalism – particulalry an obscene fundamentalist variant of it – is also on the rise particularly in east-European and other developing parts of the world; that “[n]ationalism continues to be a powerful idea in the search for identitiy, not just in postcolonial societies but globally” (Dirlik, 2002:612). By implication, if universities in the first world have become largely post-historical, universities in emerging societies are still largely historical, that is, symbiotically reproductive of the nation-state. 

At this point one may well ask if the distinction between historical and post-historical universities is useful at all. Should one not rather simply say that most contemporary universities are simultaneously committed to three logics or discourses (Janiunaite et al, 2007: 215): that of liberal higher education which conceives the objective of higher education to consist in emancipating the individual via intellectual engagement; democratic higher education which wishes to extend the ideal of liberal higher education to a greater number of people without compromising either the quality of education or the autonomy of the institution; that of the service university as corporitised entity sensitive to utilitarian demands that may be local, regional or global? 

I think it is useful to retain Readings’s conceptual framework for two reasons. Firstly, it clarifies that the very idea of the university is teleologically constituted and that the meaning of teaching and research have and always will derive from a regulatory Idea of sorts. Secondly, it provides us with a clear and useful way of identifying the two regulatory ideas that continue to tear at all contemporary universities in general but post-colonial institutions in particular. The latter are at once reproductive of a globalising telos of Excellence and an urgent historical telos of Transformation.
 

3. At second glance: the Idea of the university in transitional societies
Societies in transition have to negotiate a set of problems that are truly super-complex (Barnett 2000). They have to simulaneously renegotiate the social contract in order to radically redefine duties, rights and obligations – in short, citizenship – and establish a totally different, modern social pact between the university and state (Kwiek, in Bridges et al, 2007: 3). But radically redefining citizenship while completely over-hauling the state-university relationship makes for complexity. Positioning this dual overhaul in the context of an increasingly globalised world characterised by, if not the demise of the nation-state then at least the separation of political and economic sovereignty or the erosion of the power of the state to the point where it can at best function as Potteresque Defence against the Dark Art of Globalisation, makes for super-complexity (ref. White Paper No. 3, 1997, 1.7-1.8; 2.86). This global dimension presents in the almost inescapable neo-liberal instrumentalisation of the university as institution as well as its “core functions,” the devaluation or decentralisation of the institution in a knowledge society, the cumulative effects of advances in information and communication technology that threaten to reduce the university to becoming (merely) “one of the fastest growing businesses in the world” (Briedges, 2007: 2). This threatens to render the university of societies in transition incapable of reproducing the very citizenship required by the complex, socio-political geography of their late (or asynchronous) modernity. But the post-colonial university is not Hogwarts and no visiting professor So-an-So will arrive to teach it how best to defend itself against the Dark Arts. This, I think, will only come from understanding the extent to which the post-colonial university is still very much historical in the very sense suggested by Readings (1996) and to commit ourselves to what that means. This, I believe, is the context in which we must interpret, for instance, Julius Nyerere’s comments in his Inauguration speech of the University of East Africa (1963) when he outined what is essentially an aporetic tension between global, objective aims of higher education and a local, national urgency. The university, he stated, “must have within itself … the spirit of truth; it must be as objective and scientific as possible … Yet … it must be realized that we are in a hurry. We cannot just think, and debate endlessly the pros and cons of any decision. We have to act” (1966:220).
  

Unlike many first world universities post-colonial institutions are less global, more local. Viewed negatively, they contribute less to the global in “glocal” because, as Readings comments, “globalization is not a neutral process in which Washington and Dakar participate equally’ (1996: 2). Positively, this relatively strong locality signals a closer historical link between the institution and the nation-state project than is the case with the (mostly) western, post-historical university. Simply put, if post-colonial institutions are only somewhat post-historical, it is because they are still significantly historical in the sense that they do still participate significantly in the reproduction of the national Subject. To understand the precise sense in which ours are still historical institutions we have to understand the place and function of nationalism in these societies. 

The profound dilemma (super-complexity) facing all post-colonial nation-states is that they must somehow bring the project of modernity to fruition within two constraints: firstly, they have to enter the global fitness landscape of competing knowledge economies through “an intelligent use of the opportunities made possible by globalization whilst at the same time facing up to the various challenges that are posed by globalization to their national identity and resources” (Juceviciene et al, 2007: 43). The latter can only be done by somehow asserting the local against the global through an appeal to nationalism. But exactly this is the second constraint, for they must appeal to nationalism in a post-modern time famously marked by our incredulity towards the very grand narratives that historically made nationalism(s) possible. Nationalism has always had a dual constative and performative dimension. Talk about being a nation (the constative) creates nations (performatively; see Praeg 2000). This crucial performative function of the nationalist myth – to talk into existence something that in fact does not exist - was historically concealed by appeals to various grand-narrative justifications - Blut und Bodem, being God’s elect, spreading Democracy, bringing Light to the Dark Continent and so forth. For emerging states, the tension between the constative and perfomative remains unredeemed by meta-narrative legitimations simply because the latter have lost their currency to purchase sufficient time for a collection of people to be narratively transformed into a People.
 The result is a domino effect. Without meta-narrative legitimation nationalism cannot effect this transformation; without nationalism a collective subjectivity cannot be imagined and without such a subjectivity there is no way out of the paradox of transformation, namely that the discousre needs to posit a mythological Subject (“we”) that will inspire a process of transformation that will culminate in the conversion of a mythlogical subject into an historical Subject (“We”). 

It is my contention that in our contemporary context of glocalisation and nation-builing the relational axis of the university’s autonomy is articulated in two distinct discourses. The first is the neo-liberal discourse on usefulness and instrumentality and it gives rise to the idea of the “service university.” The other is a discourse on social transformation. Here, in a context where the performative tautology of the origin remains (as yet) inexecuted, the relational axes of the university’s autonomy is articulated in particular ethical terms. In turning to South African I acknowlege the reality of the former but focus predominantly on the implications of the latter. 
4. At third glance: the Idea of the post-apartheid university
Higher education has an unmatched obligation, which has bot been adequately fulfilled, to help lay the foundations of a critical civil society, with a culture of public debate and tolerance which accommodates differences and competing interests. It has much more to do … to strengthen the democratic ethos, the sense of common citizenship and commitment to a common good.

- White Paper No. 3, 1997 

It has been argued that although South Africa negotiated its transition to democracy quite admirably, it did less well re-integrating itself in the global economy (Vale, 2010) because, as far as the post-apartheid transformation of the higher education sector is concerned, it adopted the quality assurance framework too readily and uncritically. But it did so for at least two reasons related to the super-complexity mentioned above. Firstly, to induct the country into the post-cold war globalising neo-liberal regime with the aim of reconstituting the country and its institutions along the lines of a competitive knowledge society. Secondly, because  it was argued, rightly or wrongly, that doing so was the most effective way of overcoming the legacy of apartheid higher education. If there is an abiding irony here, it is that the neo-liberal auditing regime was adopted as solution to one set of problems (transforming the apartheid legacy) while generating a whole other set of problems (the neo-liberal instrumentalisation of knowledge). As a result, the strategy of transformation adopted to solve a local problem has become reproductive of a global one.
 Regarding the former, South Africa adopted this regime to affect transformation at two distinct levels. Firstly, institutional access which prioritises as “principles of transformation” (White Paper No.3 1997:1.17) equity, democratisation, development, quality, et cetera. Secondy, it is generally agreed that one of the contributing factors to low success rate in higher education is “a de-contextualised curriculum that appear[s] socially removed from the realities facing the students to which it is directed” (HE Summit Report, 2010:16). Transformation, then, of a western epistemic bias  into a local, contextualised African one.
 Combined, these represent the two “big recommendations” of the 2010 HE Summit, namely to “strengthen corporate governance structure” and “re-design the curriculum so that it is more socially relevant” (2010:5). This paper is located at the exact point where the need for epistemological transformation intersects with the paradox of transformation, that is, with the assumption of a Subject of transformation that can only result from the process of transformation itself.

There is an easy and a difficult way to resolve this paradox and, to our credit, we chose the difficult one. The easy way would have consisted in denying the paradox by simply asserting as unproblematic the fact of the existence of a Transformed Subject. The state would then have imposed transformation from above through the equivalent of a visiting academic politburo who would have enforced, among other things, a transformation of content (curriculum review) while tying state subsidies to a rigid assesment grid, thus compelling universities to “get with the programme.” This is Transformation not as regulative telos but as “deductive rationality.” Deductive because it amounts to postulating an immediately attainable, Utopian End towards which we deduct the present as that which, relative to the future, is as-yet-lacking and/or incomplete. For Cowen (1995; 2007) the slippage from regulative telos to deductive rationality routinely occurs as a matter of socio-political engineering. When the state sets out to  achieve a programmatically conceived End it will, in the process, conceive the university in terms of ideological instrumentality or as means for achieving that End. This is wat happaned in Mao’s China, Nazi Germany and the USSR: 

Dedutive rationalities … are the peculiar quasi-determinant social logics which follow from mono-optical visions of the social universe. That is, the rest of the social universe is deduced from a major first principle embraced by the State – Nazism, Marxism, Maoism (Cowen 2005).

And, we might, add “Africanism.” The more difficult option consist in a system which embraces “a formative notion of quality assurance, focussed on improvement and development rather than punitive action” (White Paper No. 3 1997, 2.71);
 one that assumes the existence of a mythological subject while encouraging its transformation, over time, into historical subject. This effectively amounts to “empowered participatory governance” which is “neither government regulation nor commercialization but one of deliberative democrcay, in which the stake holders are participants in a political process” (Burawy, HE Summit Report, 2010:14). In this way Transformation is posited as telos in Readings’ sense of the word – that is, as regulative ideal, a directionality
 that gives specific place and meaning to research and teaching. In doing so, the post-colony effectively expands Readings’ account of the history of the university as Idea by adding at least two further teloi or Ends to the range of divergent and non-contemporaneous discourses constitutive of the contemporary university: the anti-colonial struggle for Liberation (the  Idea of the campus as “site of struggle” not wholly subsumable as synecdoche of “1968”, see Readings, 1996:18) and the post-colonial telos of Transformation (the campus as site of contestation over the role of the university in bringing about the just society conceived as nation). 

Fundamental to the South African discourse on transformation has been the re-evaluation of institutional autonomy, particularly along its relational axis. One of the basic elements in any understanding of “autonomy” – as in the phrase the “autonomy of the university as institution” - must be, as the OED defines the term autonomy: “Of a state, institution, etc.: The right of self-government, of making its own laws and administering its own affairs.” Historically in South Africa this right of the university qua autonomous institution in the sense “of making its own laws” found expression in the university’s right to make and declare private acts which, as it were, constituted the university by providing it with its own constitution. It seems that the White Paper (no. 3) of 1997 fundamentally challenged this right. Although it committed itself to upholding “both the tradition and the legal basis of autonomous governance of higher education institutions” (Capt II, 3.9) it also argued that “the continued existence of private university acts does not enhance the achievement of an integrated higher education system” (sec. 3.12).
 Instead, the document anticipated repositioning the university in a frame of transformation and accountability: “Institutional autonomy, for all higher education institutions, will be guaranteed by the Higher Education Act, within the context of public accountabiltiy” (sec. 3.13). The Act (sec.32) states that a university council may in future make an institutional statute but that it remains subject to sec. 33 which in turn states that any such statute “must be submitted to the Minister for approval.”
  This suggests a re-articulation of the university in relation to the state and society, not as autonomous but as independent.
 “Autonomy” prioritises freedom while acknowledging some accountability while “independence” prioritises accountability while allowing for some freedom. The generous reading pursued here is that the relationship between the South African state and its universities is now, for the first time, articulated in the ethical terms of interdependence
 and accountability – a juridcal and conceptual frame within which the meaning of teaching/learning (and research) derive from the telos of Transformation.
 What I think of as the “priority of the ethical” is perhaps not dissimilar from what Smith (2007: 30) less pompously calls the “responsiveness of the university to its national, cultural setting; to the economy it is imbedded in; a global commitment to justice, and the emancipation of the human spirit itself (Smith, 2007: 30-31). Obviously a lot can be said about this debate and whether this is an ethical re-articulation of autonomy or a threat to it. This paper is not about that debate. I take it that there is some merit in claiming the former (probably less than the state thinks and more than it its detractors allow for) and proceed to reflection on my teacing praxis in this context. What does a teaching praxis of philosophy look like that recognises being caught up in the paradox of transformation? Can teaching philosophy make a meaningful contribution to the way we resolve this paradox? Can it participate in the transformation of a mythological into a historical Subject without reducing the learning encounter simply to an instrument of nationalist ideology? By way of transition to the reflective section on my teaching praxis, I want to list what I have come to think of as the eight “first principles” of the post-colonial university. They are perfectly situated here because, although they are formal, theoretical ideas or principles, they do not simply derive from the theoretical discourse on higher education. They also derive substantially from the reflection on my praxis that follows my description of them. 

5. Conclusion: First Principles of the post-colonial university 
For if it is the case, as I believe, that first principles and assumptions are always present whether they be recognised or not, one methodology that can be followed is to tease out such presuppositions from the concrete life of the university in today’s world and then to ask whether they are defensible. 

- Pelikan, 1992:30-31

1. Independence, not autonomy: The post-colonial university is independent, not autonomous. This independence is Janus-faced: problematic for its neo-liberal instrumentality, desirable for assuring institutional and epistemological transformation. In its neo-liberal dimension the master trope of accountablity is “service” while in its transformative dimension the master trope of accountablity is “justice”. The independence of the university leads to my second principle although Newman considered it the “first principle underlying all other first principles” (Pelikan, 1992: 32). 

2. In relation to the instrumental, knowledge must be recognised as End in itself. At epistemological level the independence of the university is reflected in the principle that some aspect/dimension of knowledge production at university is and must remain and end in itself,  unaccounted for, that is, not calculated as End or an immediate and obvious payment of the debt owed to society.
 To argue that all knowledge must in principle be an End in itself is to assert an impossible autonomy; to deny that some knowledge must be useful violates the ethical independence of the institution. 

3. Regulative telos: The university has historically derived its meaning from a number of teloi that chart the rise and relative demise of the nation-state. These shifts also chart changes in the range of overlapping communities constituted by and constitutive of the university. 

4. The university constitutes and is constituted by a multiplicity of overlapping communities: first, the visible community of scholars; secondly, the local community with which it circulates resources: emloyment, various forms of community engagement et cetera; thirdly, a national imaginary within which it is embedded and whose future projection of itself as transformed democratic and just society serves as regulative Idea. Lastly, a technology mediated global community. The institution exists embedded in a network of local and global, visible and imagined communities, a super-complex network of communities. Super-complex because all our interactions are multiple, layered on vertical and horizon levels and can best be visualised in terms of feed-back and non-linearity. While this distinction between three levels of community may have analytical usefulness it also obscures the complex dynamical interaction between them. These communities do not exist as separate networks (suggestive of “multiple membership”) but rather are linked at various horizontal and vertical levels so that their interaction is at once non-linear and complex (suggestive of “overlapping memberships”). 

5. In relation to its constitutive communality, there is no such thing as “Knowledge as End in Itself.” A fifth understanding of communality tends to be overlooked, namely the plurality of socio-epistemic communities in the classroom. Every knowledge construct has a sociological base; every theory comes with an in-build set of values, ideological perspectives and assumptions, worlds that it reflects and re-presents and engages with. Every classroom in the post-colony contains a fragmented plurality of such socio-economic communities. This surfaces an important distinction: there is no such thing as “knowledge as End in itself” or knowledge that serves no End. In the first instance, all forms of knowledge serve an End. It may not always be the material End of the neo-liberal calculus; it may well be the End of “inspiration” or “awakening” or “wonder” but those are still Ends. We tend to avoid thinking about these as ends because the very logic of “means to an End” seems offensively utilitarian. But there is a very good reason to be reminded that this logic nonetheless applies because the rhetoric of “knowledge as an end in itself” works a but like a tecnique used by magicians, illusionists and pick-pockets alike, namely “misdirection.” By focussing our attention on the intellectual’s great adversary (neo-liberal, instrumentalism) we get to defend knowledge as “End in itself.” But this “in itself” is the misdirect for it conceals the political dimension of every knowledge construct, the sociology of all knowledge produced and transmitted. Too often the slogan “knowledge is an end in itself” is used as politico-epistemic filter that allows certain communities into class while shutting others out. For instance, a course on the intractable philosophical question “Can I know the other mind?” filters in a community of (mostly western) individuals who think of personhood in the Cartesian sense and for whom communality is always premised on voluntary rationalism, while filtering out those people who know (not believe) that a person is a person through other persons and who can therefore not understand, must less meaningfully participate in answering, this question because the most basic ontological assumption of rational individualism is culturally specific and not shared. In short, there is no knowledge for itself. Any claim to the contrary auto-deconstructs when we are reminded of the clearest expression of an instrumental utilitarianism at work here: to sustain a certain socio-epistemic community through mechansims of inclusion and exclusion that serve the hidden purpose of furthering the existence, and very often entrenched dominance, of discourses that, by all appearances, have no political agenda other than “to puruse knowledge as an End in itself.” There is no easy answer to the question that obviously follows from this, namely How do we then teach a class consisting of a plurality of socio-epistemic communities? Perhaps a sixth principle can help. 

6. The secular trinity of information, knowledge and wisdom. Information suggests no more than “a collection of data and facts” (Pelikan, 1992:35) that may or may not be integrated into knowledge. There may have been a time when the university dominated the legitimation and dissemination of what counted as facts but it has long since relented this control - in Newman’s own time to “the literary world” while in our own time it “now resides in very great measure in the nonliterary world of television (Pelikan, 1992:40). As a result the university initially had to claim for itself the position and meaning of reproducing not infromation but knowledge which “applies not only to a body of facts gathered by study, investigation, observation, or experience but also to a body of ideas acquired by inference from such fact or accepted on good grounds as truth” (Pelikan, 1992: 35). In short, while information gives us the what, knowledge offers the how. It helps us answer the question What do we need to know in order to understand how the what became possible? But of course this is no longer the sole prerogative of the university either. Over the last couple of decades the institution has had to redefine and re-situate itself as but one disseminator of knowledge situated as node in a network of web-based knowledge-driven institutions, modes of knowledge and institutes of research (Gibbons’s Mode II) as part of a larger process that saw the rise of the “information society” and its transformation into “knowledge society.” In a sense, it is as simple as Derrida (1992: 15) puts it: “with the library no longer being the ideal type of archive, the university no longer remains the centre of knowledge.” What now remains of the university as privileged site of knowledge production relates, I think, solely to the third element of the secular trinity, namely wisdom which is often understood as a “treasure that no amount of learning can guarantee” (Pelikan, 1992:36). Conventionally, wisdom results from (at least) three highly individualised criteria: a vast treasure house of personal erudition, the capacity to root insight in that knowledge and the ability to incorporate lived experience into or in relation to that knowledge. The implicit conceptual persona (Deleuze) here is that of the romatic ideal of “the genius” or “heroic mind” (Pelikan, 1992:37). Such an understanding of wisdom is problematic because it erases from the make-up of the persona every reference to the inter-subjectivity that precedes and enables the accumulation of knowledge and experience as well as any ethical demand to share this fusion of erudition and lived experience with others.  This inter-subjectivity is crucial. In the context of a learning encounter I consider wisdom simply the effect (and affect) of an truly intersubjective learning encounter that prioritises and emphasises, not the content of the encounter as much as the process and the fact of the encounter itself. Wisdom somehow relates to the mutual and reciprocal recognition of the plurality of socio-epistemic communities and in the ethical willingness of teacher and learners alike to find focal points of knowlege production that will unify them in a shared community (being) of learning (knowing). Students will emerge wise and not just knowledgeable from a learner encounter when in the process, they come to understand 1) the fact that they belong to a specific socio-epistemic community as 2) historical construct 3) that implies limitations on the possibilit of knowing and being; limitations that can 4) only be questioned and possibly, if needs be, extended through a non-threatening encounter with what is other to and beyond that their socio-epistemic community. Wisdom as affect, then, is a liminal exerience. It is the recognition of the fact that the very core of our being is historical and that, given the right circumstances, we can interrogate this historicity in order to create the conditions for a more inclusive communality or sense of being-with-others. The postcolonial university remains the privileged site for the generation of this kind of wisdom, for as Juceviciene (2007: 64) puts it, it alone (and not e.g. Monash University) “plays a special role in reflexive knowledge communication, aimed at producing new cognitive structures as cultural models” under the telos of Transformation. Where such a shared sense of communality (the historical Subject) does not yet exist, an apocalyptic thematic centred on “the end of the university as we know it” will function as a sign that the very meaning of “belonging” is being re-negoatiated. 

7. Apocalypse now and again. One of the recurring thematics in university discourse is that of “the university in crisis” or the “end of the university as we know it.” This thematic always recurs with the same naïve and wide-eyed terror through-out the history of the institution. It is always expressed as if the crisis were occuring for the first time when in fact, it is simply a constitutive function of the way Humboldt conceived the modern university as somewhat useful, somewhat uselesss. Writes Readings 91996, 62):

The reason it is necessary to reread Humboldt, Schiller, Schleiermacher, Fichte, and Kant is that the vast majority of contemporary ‘solutions’ to the crisis of the University are, in fact, no more than restatements of Humboldt or Newman, whose apparent aptness is the product of ignorance of these founding texts on the history of the institution. So we hear a great deal about the need to value both teaching and research, or the indirect utility of pure research, as if these were new ideas. These ideas were new once, and their recurrence is something that should probably earn sufficient respect to permit a rereading …

Talk of a “crisis” is always exressed through a rhetoric that seems “consistently apocalyptic” or at least “quasi-apocalyptic” (Pelikan, 1992:15) and invariably expresses a concern with the erosion of the autonomy of the institution, the anticipated actualisation of various appeals to ‘first principles’ - state, society and now, the market – that will reduce a constitutive ambivalence (knowledge is useful/useless) to the simplified demands of instrumentality and usefulness. 

“Apocalypse” in its original Greek meaning refers to a final “unveiling” and the university has always, in part, defened itself from its complete erosion through implicit and explicit appeals to the mystique and sacred nature of knowledge and the stages of initiation required for entry into the inner circle of Master and Doctor of Philosophy. But, as with its erstwhile arch enemy the Catholic Church, the university’s greatest secret has perhaps always been that there is no secret. The unveiling of the essential profanity of knowledge, the fact that it can be reproduced and disseminated by other institutions in modes other than its historical disciplinary structure and used, quite literally, as currency in the reproduction of knowledge economies, has left the institution vulnerable to this erosion like never before. But exactly therein lies what I think of as the potential of the apocalyptic as political capital. For, it is my contention that spikes in talk about “the university in crisis” occur when the university’s multiple assumed or implicit understandings of “community” undergo a simultaneous re-imagining. This includes revision of what it means to be a community of scholars, of who constitutes the greater community “served” by the institution or in which it exists in an ethical relationship of reciprocal expectations and obligations and, lastly, a revision of the telos or directionality under which that community conceives its future. For example, historically a South African university could have been conceived either as site of struggle under the telos of a future Democracy or perhaps inversely, as reactionary site of conservation under the telos of a racialised notion of Progress or Development. Once these conflicting teloi exhausted themselves in the political arena and became sublimated by a discourse of national unity, a new vision of (shared) community has had to be conceived and cast in terms of some teleological trajectory. Until this has happened, what will inescapaby always surface is a sense of the End of all Ends. “Inescapable” because one can only renegotiate a new telos if for the duration of the re-imaginging the place occupied by the telos is temporarily vacated, “up for grabs” or when it has become occupied by vacuous ideas like “Excellence” or the “Africanised and de-colonised African institution” (see Mbembe, 2002). Until that telos has settled down into something substantial, nuanced and attainable, the temporary absence of telos will manifests in talk about “the end of the university as we know it” – an experience of the apocalypse that is as real as it is necessary.
 The “apocalyptic,” then, is sign or articulation of a temporary displacement, an institutional scene of “being at sea.” It expresses the imposibility represented by a temporarily vacated or permanently instituted but vacuous telos. How does this notion of a recurring apocalyptic connect with the notion of the ethical as teaching practice in the post-colonial university? The institution will not honour its debt to society if it does not engage this proces of community making, both on its own campus (its real community) as well as in relation to the complex network of overlaping and/or imagined communities constitutive of it. 

8. Epistemic redefintion; or: allowing the subject to rewrite the Subject: It seem indisputable to me that “the sociology of a discipline affects its epistemology” (Donald, 2000: 37) – not just in the sense of funding, access to resources, how a discipline is traditionally placed/viewed in society et cetera but in the sense that the re-articulation of national subjectivity must impact on the epistemological foundations of the subject through which this is done. In other words, every disciplinary Subject (like philosophy) that interrogates the socio-epistemic communities of students who study it with the aim of forging a more inclusive sense of community will, in the process, find itself being redefined by the subjects who study it. In my own teaching I find that I have stopped thinking of philosophy as a pure Subject and more as a field of research into which I draw various subjects in order to address those issues (like violence) that are of concern across multiple socio-epistemic communities. The result cannot but, as it has for me, amount to a redefinition of what I consider philosophy to be. To put this more succinctly: one can only rewrite subjectivity if one permits the subject to rewrite the Subject. 

For my own part, I am content that this set of “first principles” articulates a logic that captures something essential about the time and place in which we find ourselves teaching and researching in contemporary South Africa; a way of positing the telos of Transformation that is compelling yet open enough to encourage engagement without fearing its imposition as deductive rationality.  I have come to understand my own philosophy teaching praxis as a site where the thematics touched on in these principles criss-cross in order to reconfigure the teaching space as privileged site for the production of, to abuse Agamben’s phrase, “the coming community.” 

6. Teaching (as) transformation: belonging in violence 
Conventionally, as philosopher the question one is likely to ask would be: What does philosophy have to say about transformation? But I think the valuable question is the more humble, How do we think the place or role of philosophy in a discourse on transformation? More precisely even, it is not about the subject philosophy as much as it is about te praxis of philosophy which, for me, then translates into the question: how can the praxis of teaching philosophy articulate its own place in a discourse on transformation? The latter shifts the emphasis away from the canon – even, in a very specific sense, away from debates about the politics of the canon – towards the teaching of philosophy so that, in light of the specific concerns of this paper, the question becomes: how can the praxis of teaching philosophy contribute to resolving the paradox of transformation? We can call upon at least two ideas from the archive: one, the last of Marx’s eleven theses on Feuerbach (1845) “The philosophers have only interpreted the world in various ways; the point is to change it”; two, the idea we have inherited from Western universities under both the teloi of Reason and Culture that “the essence of knowledge [is] knowledege of knowledge.” The idealism of the latter seems to contradict the political imperative implicit in the former but only apparently so because, at least for us, there is an abvious connection between the two. In the history of the idea of the university presented here the phrase “knowledge of knowledge” can have at least three meanings derived from three different historical teloi: 1) the meta- “of” can be used to confirm the supreme function of Reason in unifying all knowledge; 2) it can articulate the kind of Cultural imprint which, in retrospect, accounts for the German in German Idealism or the African in African philosophy; 3) alternatively, and from within a post-colonial context, the phrase “knowledge of knowledge” can, and perhaps must, be read to refer to knowledge of the sociology of knowledge. In other words, under the telos of Tranformation the phrase must be interpreted to refer to the need to investigate how all knowledge content representes the interests of different socio-epistemic communities; that, for philosophers, to have knowledge of knowledge means to have a knowledge of the politics of knowledge or, in terms of the fifth first principle above, to depart from the recognition that there can be no knowledge in the humanities, philosophical or otherwise, that does not reproduce the socio-political interests of its implied Subject. What does this mean in practical terms? To address this question I turn, not to the debate between Western and African philosophers but to a reflection on what it means to teach philosophy in a way that engages what it means to have (political/sociological) knowledge of (philosophical) knowledge. 
In 2007 I published a little philosophical essay The Geometry of Violence: Africa, Girard, Modernity in which I explore the logic of collective violence independently of scale. In part an attept to de-exceptionalise violence in Africa, in part an attempt to illustrate that all forms of collective violence display a sacrificial logic, I analysed the Rwanda genocide, community violence during the struggled against apartheid and the spike in family murders in South Africa around the time of democratisation. The motivation for writing the essay was existential: I felt a deep, existential need to make sense of those forms of post-colonial violence that regularly haunt us as “unimaginable”; to bring the sublime within the ambit of representation.  This existential quest had to negotiate a number of philosophical questions: what is the relationship between the forms of violence chosen for analysis? Is the process of state-making in Africa exceptionally violent or is what we see in a sense example of the (deferred) founding violence we have come to assiciate with state-making as such? The radical tension generated by the latter suggestion – the demand to understand and condemn - was suggested to be aporetic (Praeg, 2007, 2008) and will not be discussed any further here. I found the exercise of theorising and writing this “haunting” so useful and liberating that I felt compelled to teach a course on the topic. I designed a third year course on Collective Violence and prescribed the essay. Subsequent to teaching the course for the first time in 2009 I have extended my research in this domain to acts of gender based collective violence. In 2009 I thought of this as an interesting course but by 2010 I had came to think of it as a good example of research-led teaching and an extremely useful way of thinking through questions about quality and transformation – a realisation which, in turn, impacted positively on the way I have come to think about teaching and assessing the course. 

In the actual teaching of the course I weave a complex thread of three discourses that I’ve come to think of as the existential, the theoretical and the pedagogic. Each has its own objective. 

1. The existential (objective: making conscious): In the first cycle of lectures I discuss the personal history behind the writing of The Geometry of Violence; that there is only one thing worse than being in the presence of extreme vioelence and that is not being able to understand it. I also point out to them that depending on their backgrounds – politics, culture, class, gender – they are effected differently by different kinds of violence. Men as a rule do not fear gender violence as acutely as women; white people did not experience xenophobic attacks in 2008, that of all the nearly 900 people that got brutally “necklaced” in the 80’s and 90’s as part of the liberation struggle, only two were white et cetera. The objective is to make students conscious of the fact that 1) to be at university can be deeply meaningful; ii) that while we may all share in the trauma of extreme violence, they iii) are affected differently by violence because iv) we have different socio-epistemic membership depending on race, class, gender, culture et cetera. 

2. The theoretical: (objective: making critical). The second cycle introduces a meta-reflection on theory that is sustained through-out the course. I invite them into this discourse with the hypothesis that, accoring to some of the authors we will be studying (Hobbes, Girard, Durkheim), all acts of collective violence share a sacrificial logic; that all identities – whether personal, social, cultural, or political – are premised on a sacrificial exclusion (Arendt, Derrida) that, more often than not, needs to be sustained violently (Benjamin). In other words, sacrificial exclusion is fundamental to all identity formation which means that violence is not simply evil, it can also be generative. This, of course, is a further dangerous, aporetic thought and the literature is subtle and complex. But it is an important part of the course because it allows for a move in the direction of transcending the multiplicity of socio-epistemic communities in class: if all identities are premised on a violent exclusion then none of us can point the finger at the strange violence of other peoples, cultures, states and nations. This allows for an implicit movement along the trajectory suggested by a telos of transformation: students are firstly made aware of their specific socio-epistemic membership and secondly encouraged to critically engage that limitation through an act of understanding (wisdom) that transcends differences. 

3. The pedagogic (making aware). In 2010  a powerful pedagogical tool came from the fact that I was in the process of co-authoring an article on collective violence in gender studies with a post-graduate student who had previously done the course. In prescribing the first draft of this paper and making a review of it part of their course assessment, I effectively created a community of theoretical praxis that deconstructed the inherited lecturer/student difference. I call this the pedagogical moment because it implicitly re-positions students as young researchers. I refer to the objective as “making aware” because, in accepting their status us researchers alongside me in this research domain, they become aware of themselves and this encounter, not as a place of knowledge acquisition but as a place of knowledge making (Boughey, 2010). 

Weaving such a complex discourse is challenging but ultimately very rewarding. It requires of everyone in class to constantly switch between three levels of engagement: the exitential pre-reflective, critical self-reflection on theory making and a constant meta-reflective reminder that we are doing research and thereby redefining, not in principle or in the abstract but for the purpose of this interaction, the relationship between teacher and learner. 

The very idea of assessment – continuous or summative – can damage the delicate equality suggested by community of research as described above. Yet, it is necessary, not only to asses knowledge but to allow students to evaluate their own understanding, to improve their writing and research skills and the quality of their participation in the process of knowledge making. Although book/article reviews are routinely used to this end, I made this form of assessment a continuous feature of the course. Students were required to systematically review every chapter of The Geometry of Violence and to submit a review at the end of each week. In order to encourage them to be as critical as they needed to be with a text written by their own lecturer, these are peer-reviewed in class. In this way I attempted to draw them into a critical engagement with me without letting them feel intimidated. These reviews were particularly useful in improving their proficiency in the theoretical and pedagogical discourses. Regarding the first (critical theory making), I gave them a structure for the review which doubled-up as the major peer-review asessment criteria. This structure, briefly, was that a good review should do three things: 1) contextualises the form of violence analysed in the reviewed text, 2) briefly and critically explain the theory used for analysis and  3) evaluate whether the application of the theory in this text brought new/useful insights to our understanding.

Given the way the course was conceived and taught it was relatively easy to re-cast the traditional term paper as valuable contribution to an ongoing research project. By the time they handed in their essays, I was able to make available to them my own “research output” for the course in the form of a second draft. To conclude the course, the research output as assessment task was tied back into the series of reviews by asking them to produce, as their last review for the course, a critical review of this second draft of my paper. 

In terms of the guiding questions of this paper - What does a teaching praxis look like that recognises being caught up in the paradox of transformation? Can teaching make a meaningful contribution to the way we resolve this paradox? – the following. One does not need to know what “the coming community” (or historical Subject) will look like in order to identifiy the injustices and limitations of the present. There is a perverse injustice in the fact that some people are more vulnerabe to some forms of violence than other people. It can only demonstrate differentials in vulnerability and acces to security. To make students aware of these differentials and their place in them means making them conscious of the fcat that they belong to a certain socio-epistemic community and that along with that come certain vulnerabilities and privileges. Whether this will, in fact, amount to a moment in the dialectics of Transformation is difficult to tell. What is certain, is that it encourages dialogue, openness, and undersanding, that is, the conditions for the possibility of social cohesion. 

9. Concluding remarks

A number of authors have argued that ubuntu can provide the framework for citizenship education in South Africa because of its insistence on our shared humanity. Others are less enthused by the idea. Without entering this debate direclty, I will just note that the objections raised by Enslin and Horsthemke (2004) are really aimed at what I would call a naïve understanding both of ubuntu and the use of ubuntu in citizenship education. The exampel of naïve ubuntu discourse they criticise comes from Makgoba: 

South Africa, as part of Africa, has one big civilization and one heritage; the African civilization, underpinned by the philosophy of African Ubuntu. Ubuntu is unique in the following respects: it emphasizes respect for the non-material order that exists in us and among us; it fosters man’s respect for himself, for others, and for the environment; it has spirituality; it has remained non-racial; it acommodates other cultures and it is the invisible force uniting Africans worldwide (in Enslin and Horsthemke, 2004:547).

Enslin and Horsthemke are rightly critical of these claims. However, instead of discussing their objections I want to beg the question of “shared humanity” by making two points. The first is that the discourse on ubuntu is predominantly epistemologically driven in the sense that most writing on the topic explicitly or implicitly take as point of departure the question, What is ubuntu? This invariably leads to one of two dead-ends: on the one hand, authors assert that ubuntu is unique to (South)Africa (the identity claim) but then fail to clearly distinguishing it from various western ideologies and philosophies like humanism or feminist communitarianism; or they contend themselves with the claim that it is  an “African” version of these but without really being able to say what the adjective African means without being essentialist about it (the philosophical claim). Alternatively, authors are willing to forego the identity claim that ubuntu is uniquely African but then fail to answer the obvious philosophical question: if it’s just a version of something we already have, then why bother? My suspicion is that the whole question of ubuntu is so ideologically over-determined by identity politics that we miss the obvious: what fascinates about ubuntu in general and in persons like Mandela, Tutu and numerous individuals that appeared before the Truth and Reconciliation Commission, is the simple fact that certain Africans, under certain conditions, do communitarian politics. In the west communitarianism is often theorized and talked about; it is seldom trusted to conduct politics in – least of all crucial politics at crucial moments in a country’s life like when it is in transition or in the process of transformation. This is what is specific about Africa: not a philosophy of communitarianism called ubuntu but a political praxis that is often communitarian. I think of this as the performative dimension of ubuntu. Ubuntu is first and foremost a praxis, a way of doing things and this is the difference (identity claim). Doing is the difference; or, doing ubuntu makes the difference. The second point follows from this. Given that ubuntu is so ideologically over-determined, I find it far more insightful not to burden the learning encounter with an embrace of an ideology of “shared humanity” but rather to lead students to an experience of that shared humanity (again, the praxis of ubuntu without naming it as such) This, in my experience, is sometimes, not always, achieved by taking them to the limits of their socio-epistemic membership.  If nations can be whistled into existence by advertising jingles, how much more powerful must it not be to encounter the other at the limits of that membership, to find oneself confronted by those who are more or less vulnerable and secure in that knowledge? 

But of course, herein lies what is at once sublime and dangerous, numinous in the true sense of the word: the sense of what is sublime here, namely the Idea of the transformed and just community is often accompanied, as it must, by an awareness of how dangerously easily these gestures towards unity and inter-subjectivity can be hi-jacked for more dubious nationalist ends. But that difference is not to be settled in advance. It simply beckons to teaching as eternally critical project; one rooted perhaps in the aporia fundamentally constitutive of teaching as praxis, namely critical nurturing. 
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�. At this stage statements that refer to the “glorious past” of the nation – an essential part of the performative invention of the nation - are examples of what Kant (1991:177) calls “history a priori” –when “the prophet himself occasions and produces the events he predicts” (1991: 177).


�. Here “social cohesion,” nationalism and national subjectivity are understood to reflect the national motto “unity through diversity” and not the political notion of “consensus” that excludes criticality (see Report of the Ministerial Commission on Transformation and Social Cohesion and the Elimination of Discrimination in Public Higher Education Institutions (RMC) 2008:37-38). An example of such performativity is the statement in this report (2008:23) that refers to the furore sparked by the UFS Reitz Residence video: “The incident brought to the fore the bigger question of how an event of such intense insensitivity could have happened after 1994.” The naïvitè is as astounding as it is necessary. The video was possible because racism does not disappear when the people embrace democracy. Yet, from the moment when they do, the national imaginary has to act “with outrage” in order to reiterate - thereby extending and entrenching with every statement of outrage - the logic of “a new Constitution, which is explicitly based on non-racialism as a foundational value” (2008: 26). For the performative extension of human rights discourse in relation to the Rwanda genocide, see Praeg 2008.


� A beautiful example comes from Julius Nyerere comment on “how to overcome the transition that will one day lead to the formation of a United States of Africa”. In an 1963 article with the same title he states: “But there is only one way for us really to deal with this transitional problem. That is for all to act now as if we already have unity” (in 1966: 192; emphasis added).


�. The telos of Culture is locked into the origin of the “Shanghai Jiao Tong University Institute of Higher Education ranking [which] has its genesis in the Chinese Government’s quest to create ‘world class universities’ as catalysts of development” (Badat, 2010:245). 


� I accept as working definition of “transformation” the statement contained in the RMC according to which “in the broader interpretation, transformation could be reduced to three critical elements, namely policy and regulatory compliance; epistemological change, at the centre of which is the curriculum; and institutional culture and the need for social inclusion in particular (2008:36). 


� Similarly, the preamble to the South African Higher Education Act 101 of 1997 recognises the need to “Restructure and transform programmes and institutions to respond better to the human resource, economic and development needs of the Republic.” 


� From an idealist perspective, this is possibly the only justification why such nations should invest inordinate amounts of money in staging Big Events like the FIFA World Cup, Olympic games and the like. The pure performativity of the national euphoria induced by such events is the only remaining and wholly immmanent way of negotiating the precarious transition from the constative vacuity of claiming to exist as nation to the performative fact of being one. See also footnote 8 below.


� A note on the politics that inform my position here. For Arendt (1965:52) the political fallacy of modern Idealism consisted in ‘describing and understanding the whole realm of human action, not in terms of the actor and the agent, but from the standpoint of the spectator who watches a spectacle’. As a result, post-revolutionary Europe was armed not so much with a ‘new science of politics’ (Tocqueville) as with a ‘philosophy of history’ (Arendt 1965:52). The end of the Cold War was not the end of history as much as the end of the imaginary standpoint from which all the great questions of justice, freedom et cetera always assumed a comparative, binary form. The left is still staggering under the implications of what it means to say that the post-Cold War political order has become wholly immanent. The phrase “all that’s left is to tinker on the inside” trivializes the importance of this moment while signaling a refusal to engage the difficult theoretical question of how to think future, possible, just worlds not as transcendental, binary alternatives but as quasi-transcendental possibilities already paradoxically anticipated in the present. The strategy adopted here is to embrace as aporetic the tension between pervasive neo-liberalism and urgent transformation which, simply put, means not choosing between this or that as much as working this and that. 


�. Before this, the RMC (2008: 21) simply stated “that the transformation of what is taught and learnt in institutions constitutes one of the most difficult challenges this sector is facing.”


�. The RMC (2008:15) also speaks of this relationship in the contractarian terms of a “transformation compact between higher education institutions and the DoE,” more specifically, as “part of the vice-chancellor’s performance contract” (2008:21).


�. In the langauge of the White Paper No. 3 (1997), “goal-oriented public funding” (Chap. 4:4.61). 


�. Excepting that of UCT, these existing private acts and their various amendments were repealed in their entirety by the Higher Education Amendment Act 23 of 2001. 


�. In terms of Higher Edcation Act 101 (1997) the minister “must consider the advice of the CHE” which, through its HEQC, is tasked with “quality promotion and assurance.” Not quite a delegation of political power, the auditing and quality regime is effectively positioned, much like the former gold standard, as the guarantor of the currency through which political transformation will be articulated. For instance, the RMC (2008:21) recommended that “institutions develop a transformation charter for themselves, which could serve as a guideline and an accounting instrument for change” (emphasis added).


�. This new relationship resembles nothing more than the relationship between traditional leaders and the state, since the former’s claim to authority is similarly guaranteed but subject to the Bill of Rights. In both cases, “intitutional autonomy is to be exercised in tandem with public accountability” (White Paper No. 3, 1997, 3.7).


� In the language of the White Paper, No. 3 (1997; 1.24) “there is nor moral basis for using the principle of institutional autonomy as a pretext for resisting democratic change or in defence of mismanagement. Institutional autonomy is therefore inextricably linked to the demands of public accountability.” 


� “Derive” in the sense of “a fit between institutional plans and national policy and goals” (White Paper, No.3, 1997:2.15).  


�. The most trenchant and to the point criticism of the utilitarian demand is perhaps simply that “a rigid application of the utilitarian criterion could deprive the next generation of the very means it will need for the tasks that it will face, which will not be the tasks that this generation faces and which therefore cannot be dealt with by those particular instrumentalities that this generation has identified as ‘useful’” (Pelikan, 1992: 34). This needn’t amount to denying the validity and need for “knowledge in itself” by sneaking instrumentality in the back-door, substituting an instrumentality-to-come for an instrumentality-of-today, for the phrase “the tasks that it will face” must surely be recognised as so indeterminant that it effectively suspends our ability legitimately to distinguish in the present between “knowledge with application” and knowledge “in itself” thereby effectively guaranteeing the difference in principle. 


� Real, because community and telos are mutually constitutive; one cannot define itself in the absence of the other: where there is no real sense of national belonging, the nation cannot conceive of its telos as collective End; necessary, because postulating the end (eg. SABC 1’s Simunye [‘we are one’] jingle in 1994) is aso one of the ways in which we create or performatively bring about a national sense of self and belonging. 





PAGE  
1

