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For what is the faith of democracy in the role of con-
sultation, of conference, of persuasion, of discussion,
in formation of public opinion, which in the long run
is self-corrective, except faith in the capacity of the in-
telligence of the common human to respond with
commonsense to the free play of facts and ideas which
are secured by effective guarantees of free inquiry,
free assembly, and free communication. [..] For the
faith is so deeply embedded in the methods which are
intrinsic to democracy that when a professed demo-
crat denies the faith, they convict themself of treach-
ery to their profession. (Dewey, 1940)
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In this thesis, I have studied the state of democracy education in Finnish primary
school education. I gathered the data for the thesis in the summer and autumn of
2015. In the summer, I interviewed five people who have been working to
develop education in Finland to be more democratic. In the autumn, I spent a
month in a primary school gathering data ethnographically by observing, taking
pictures and videos, and conducting interviews with pupils and teachers to gain
an understanding of everyday life in the school.

After gathering sufficient data to capture the everyday life and workings of
the school, I compared the observed ways of doing and acting with democratic
ideals in order to analyse how democracy education was understood and actual-
ised in the studied school. Based on the fact that every teacher in Finland qualifies,
ideally, via the same kind of teacher education programme, and by analysing the
Finnish national core curricula from the years 1985, 1994, 2004 and 2014, I was
able to construct arguments that are in one way or another perceivable through-
out Finland.

Based on my study, I argue that democracy education in Finland is still
strongly tied to traditional, representational understanding of democracy. Rep-
resentational democracy is based on the idea that there are normatively ‘right’
competencies that people, who can influence public policy, should have. This un-
derstanding is, however, in contradiction with the pronouncements of, for exam-
ple, the national Report on Democracy Education (Demokratiakasvatusselvitys,
FNBE [Finnish National Board of Education], 2011), the current National Core
Curriculum for Basic Education (FNBE, 2014), which state that every individual
should be educated to have active, democratic agency. Therefore, in this thesis I
offer a way to understand democracy education in existential terms, i.e., how ed-
ucation could be organised and carried out in a manner that everyone would
become a democratic agent in reality. By democratic agency I mean that people
understand themselves and otherness, are able to engage in dialogue and to com-
prehend contemporary power and politics, as well as being capable of participat-
ing directly in the planning and realisation of different actions in their local, na-
tional or global communities.

Keywords: agency, democracy education, hermeneutics, participation,
phenomenology, pluralism,
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Tutkin tdssd vditoskirjassa demokratiakasvatuksen tilaa suomalaisessa
peruskoulukasvatuksessa. Tutkimuksen aineiston kerdsin vuoden 2015 kesélld ja
syksylld. Kesilld haastattelin viittd lasten ja nuorten parissa tydskentelevaa
ammattilaista, joiden tavoitteena on kehittdd nykyistd demokraattisempaa ja
oppilaiden osallisuutta edistdvdd kasvatusta. Syksylld taas kerdsin kuukauden
aikana etnografisen aineiston yhdelld alakoululla. Etnografinen aineisto sisdltaa
havaintomateriaalia, valokuvia ja videokuvaa sekd haastatteluita koulun eri
toimijoiden kanssa. Etnografisen aineiston avulla muodostin kuvan tutkittujen
luokkien ja koulun arjesta.

Aineiston analyysi kohdistui sithen, kuinka demokratiakasvatus toteutui
koulussa. Koska jokainen opettaja kdy Suomessa ldpi, ainakin ideaalitasolla, sa-
man koulutuksen sekd koska tarkastelin yhdessd kahden muun tutkijan kanssa
suomalaisia perusopetuksen opetussuunnitelmien perusteita vuosilta 1985, 1994,
2004 ja 2014, pystyin analyysien pohjalta muodostamaan sellaisia vditteitd, joita
voi tavalla tai toisella havaita ympéari Suomea.

Tutkimukseni pohjalta vditdan, ettd suomalainen demokratiakasvatus mu-
kailee edelleen pitkalti perinteistd, edustuksellista demokratiakasitystd. Edus-
tuksellinen demokratia pohjautuu ideaan, jonka mukaan ihmisilld taytyy olla
normatiivisesti oikeanlaisia ominaisuuksia ja kykyj4, jotta he voivat osallistua jul-
kisista asioista neuvottelemiseen ja padttamiseen. Tama kasitys taas on selkedssa
ristiriidassa esimerkiksi Demokratiakasvatusselvityksen (Opetushallitus [OPH],
2011) ja nykyisen perusopetuksen opetussuunnitelman (OPH, 2014) periaattei-
den kanssa. Niiden mukaan kaikista yksiloistd tulisi kasvattaa aktiivisia, demo-
kraattisia toimijoita. Tarjoankin tutkimuksessani tavan késittdda demokratiakas-
vatus nykyisestd poikkeavalla, eksistentiaalisella tavalla. Ndin vastaan kysymyk-
seen, miten kasvatusta voisi organisoida ja toteuttaa niin, ettd kaikista yksiloista
kasvaisi todellisuudessa demokraattisia toimijoita. Demokraattisella toimijalla
tarkoitan yksilod, joka ymmartas itseddn ja toiseutta, kykenee dialogiin, on tie-
toinen politiikan ja vallan vaikutuksesta ihmisiin sekd kykenee osallistumaan lo-
kaalilla, kansallisella ja/tai globaalilla tasolla julkisten asioiden suunnitteluun ja
toteutukseen.

Avainsanat: demokratiakasvatus, fenomenologia, hermeneutiikka,
osallistuminen, pluralismi, toimijuus



Author’s address

Supervisors

Reviewers

Opponent

Perttu Méannisto

Department of Teacher Education
University of Jyvaskyld
Perttu.M.Mannisto@jyu.fi

https:/ / orcid.org/0000-0002-1966-7732

Docent Matti Rautiainen
Department of Teacher Education
University of Jyvaskyla

Dr. Tiina Nikkola
Department of Teacher Education
University of Jyvaskyla

Prof. Mirja Tarnanen
Department of Teacher Education
University of Jyvaskyla

Prof. Katariina Holma
Department of Education
University of Oulu

Prof. Veli-Matti Virri

Department of Education and Culture

University of Tampere

Prof. Katariina Holma
Department of Education
University of Oulu



ESIPUHE

Itselleni esipuheen tdrkein tehtdvd on tuoda esiin kiitollisuus siitd, ettd tdssa ol-
laan seka kiittdd niitd henkiloitd, keiden ansiosta olen tédssd. Viitoskirjaprojekti
on ollut itselleni varsinainen tyémaa, jonka loppua en isoimman osan ajasta ky-
ennyt havaitsemaan. On vaikeaa kuvailla sitd pdilla-puuhun-lyotyad oloa, mika
herdsi lukiessani viitoskirjan julkaistavaksi suosittavia esitarkastuslausuntoja
professori Katariina Holmalta ja professori Veli-Matti Varriltda. Mutta ei vditos-
kirjan tekemisen rankkuus tiivisty missddn nimessd, ainakaan pelkdstddn, itse
tyohon, vaan havaintoon, jota olen toistellut lukuisia kertoja vuosien varrella, eli
sithen, ettd muu eldmaé ei mene tauolle viitoskirjan ajaksi, enkd mind ole irralli-
nen osa projektista.

Padohjaajani Matti Rautiainen totesi jokunen vuosi sitten, ettd 'luovuus
kumpuaa ahdistuksesta’, ja kyseinen kommentti herétti itsesséni tuolloin ldhinna
drsytystd, mutta ajan kuluessa olen jopa todennut olevani jossain mddrin samaa
mieltd. Tutkiessani nykyisen elam&dntapamme perustoja, joista suuri osa osoittau-
tui erittdin ongelmallisiksi, koin ajoittain suurtakin ahdistusta. Lisdksi, méddritel-
lessani nykyisille hegemonisille ajattelu- ja toimintatavoille demokraattisia vaih-
toehtoja, jouduin toistuvasti kasvokkain sen tajuamuksen kanssa, ettd mindkin
eldn todeksi monia niistd ajattelu- ja toimintatavoista, joita kritisoin. Tdmaén ta-
juaminen ja sen myotd omien prosessien ldpikdayminen sekd muokkaaminen mo-
nella eri tasolla vaitoskirjaprojektin rinnalla onkin ollut usein erittdin raskasta.
Silti nyt voin sanoa, ettd ehkdpé haasteellisinta on ollut se, ettd en ole useinkaan
projektin aikana tunnistanut nditd prosesseja. Nyt vasta, kun olen saanut riitta-
vésti etdisyyttd viimeisten vuosien tapahtumiin, pystyn edes jollain tasolla kasit-
tamddn ja kdsittelemddn, mitd todella tapahtui. Mutta tdssd ollaan, tyytyvdisend
vditoskirjaan ja myos itseeni. Olenkin todennut, ettd mitddn en vaihtaisi, vaikka
voisin, mutta ennakkovaroitus kaikesta siitd, mitd tuleman pitdd olisi ollut kiva
saada!

Kiitoksia ansaitsisivat lukuisat henkilot, minki takia en aio mainita heista
kaikkia tdssd, vaan keskityn heihin, ketkd ovat olleet aktiivisimmin osana eld-
madni vditoskirjaprosessin aikana. Vaikka moni ihminen ansaitsisi tulla maini-
tuksi ensimmaisend, saa timan kunnian kuitenkin Matti Rautiainen. Matti ei ai-
noastaan ottanut minua vuosia sitten vastaan avoimin mielin (emme olleet aiem-
min olleet tekemisissd Matin kanssa), kun tulin kertomaan, ettd haluaisin tehda
vditoskirjan, mutta touhuamme Matin kanssa edelleen yhdessa lukuisten asioi-
den kimpussa. Han onkin selkedsti vaikutusvaltaisin henkil6 vaitoskirjaprojek-
tini kannalta, silld han on ollut osa sitd, ennen kuin aloitin, projektin aikana sekéa
sen jdlkeen. Seuraavaksi maininnan saavat toiset ohjaajani Mirja Tarnanen ja
Tiina Nikkola, keiden apu on aina vienyt ty6tani eteenpdin ja keitd arvostan suu-
resti lahjakkaina tieteentekijoind. Myo6s Aleksi Fornaciari, kenen ansiosta koko
vditoskirja edes pddsi aluille, ansaitsee maininnan. Olin suuressa pulassa tutki-
mussuunnitelman teon kanssa ja Aleksi oli se henkild, kuka avasi solmuni anta-
malla suoraa palautetta seka kirjavinkkejd, jotka auttoivat kehittamé&an suunni-
telmaa huomattavasti. Olemme liséksi vuosien varrella kirjoittaneet Aleksin



kanssa yhdessad kahdeksan artikkelia. Edelleen arvoisat esitarkastajat, eli profes-
sorit Holma ja Vérri, ansaitsevat erityiskiitoksen rehellisestd, kannustavasta, ri-
pedstd ja asiallisesta esitarkastustoiminnasta ja -palautteesta. Loput henkil6t mai-
nitsen vain listana, silld sen tarkka erittely, miten kukakin on minua tukenut ja
auttanut veisi huomattavan méaaran aikaa ja tilaa. Kaikille olen kuitenkin loput-
toman kiitollinen siit4d, ettd he ovat olleet osa elaméini sekd osoittaneet tukensa
matkan varrella. Nami henkilot ovat: Jarkko Kukila, Ville Ruohoranta, Anne
Mainnistd, Paula Oksanen, Tuulileena Nevanoja, Pyry Heikkinen, Minni Matikai-
nen, Ville Rokala, Josephine Moate, Tomi Kiilakoski, Mikko Valtonen, Vili Kau-
konen, Joona Taipale, Jonna Lappalainen, Tuomas Tervasmaki sekd koko perus-
tamamme Melkein kuolleiden jatko-opiskelijoiden vertaistukiryhman porukka.
Haluan kiittda lisdksi Jenny ja Antti Wihurin rahastoa apurahasta, joka mahdol-
listi tayspdivdsen vditoskirjan parissa tyoskentelyn kolmen vuoden ajan. Lopuksi
haluan kiittdd Jyvaskyldan yliopistoa ja erityisesti Opettajankouluslaitosta koko-
naisuudessaan saamastani tuesta véitoskirjan kanssa.

Jyvéskylassa 2.10.2020
Perttu Mannisto
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1 INTRODUCTION

To maybe the most well-known democracy education philosopher, John Dewey,
democracy was realised as personal moral principles (Dewey, 1940, p. 2). He
thought, generally speaking, that the goal of education is to give opportunities
for pupils to examine and develop these principles (Dewey, 1923). Gert Biesta
(2013) calls Dewey, and others who think that the goal of education is to produce
the proper skills needed to act democratically, developmentalists. Biesta argues
in his book, in contrast to developmental education theories and theorists, that in
democratic education the aim is to promote moments where ‘freedom can appear’
(Biesta, 2013, p. 102). In other words, to Dewey, individuals who have gained the
right democratic mentality and attributes can contribute to the development of
democracy, whereas, to Biesta, democratic education is about living together in
plurality, which causes a sense of democratic agency in people to emerge. While
I do not necessarily agree that Biesta’s use of the term democratic education fully
captures what democracy education is about, I do agree with his following prem-
ise:

By making the question of democracy existential rather than developmental I suggest a
reading that makes the connection between education and democracy a weak one. One
where the idea is not that education develops or, even worse, produces democratic persons,
but where there is an ongoing interest in promoting those situations - those forms of hu-
man togetherness in which, as Arendt puts, freedom can appear. (Biesta, 2013, p. 102).

Leaning heavily on the thinking of Hannah Arendt and Biesta, in this thesis I will
present an existential understanding of democracy education. I have chosen to
use the term democracy education as, in my view, democratic education addresses
more the question of how education is realised. I argue, however, that certain
kinds of knowledge and ways of thinking and acting are needed in order for de-
mocracy to work in contemporary social settings. I consider, therefore, that we
need something more than democratic education. Moreover, education for de-
mocracy involves preparing students for democracy by offering them the ‘right’
competencies. I agree with this idea even less, which I will discuss later in the
thesis. Following, I will argue that there are some democratic ways of thinking

13



and acting, for instance, respecting everyone’s equal opportunities to participate
in a manner familiar to them, which give democracy meaning and content. How-
ever, I do agree with Biesta that this connection between different practices as
well as content and democracy is a weak one. Therefore, my understanding con-
cerning the relationship between democracy and education includes ideas from
both Biesta and Dewey.

Indeed, I concur with Dewey that there are ways of thinking and acting that
are more democratic than others are, however they have to be always open for
debate and negotiation, but more so I follow Biesta’s thinking and argue that
when educating newcomers! to become democratic, it should happen through
promotion of moments where freedom and equality can appear. Truly, the chal-
lenge with democracy lies in the fact it is far from easy to allow freedom to appear,
while promoting togetherness based on equality. As I will show during the thesis,
this constant balancing between democratic ideals, equality and freedom forms
the foundations of democracy education. Indeed, I think that democracy is at its
core an on-going process, where through promotion of moments of freedom we
constantly thrive to educate the students to embed a sense of deeper and wider
democratic agency, while always keeping things open for transformation, if sem-
inal knowledge or ways of thinking and acting are offered or constructed.

I argue that democracy and education should form an intertwining bond,
which means that in and through education people learn to act together-in-plural-
ity? and, while doing so, learn how to live democratically (see Biesta, 2013, ch. 6).
This is something that Dewey brought forward - education and lived experience
cannot be separated, because education is not something that happens to us on
‘another plane of existence’. Hence, in the following pages I do not present an
understanding of democracy education where the goal is to transmit or produce
skills that are traditionally considered necessary in order to act democratically.
Rather, I perceive democracy education as something dynamic and ever-devel-
oping, in and through which we learn to live democratically together in plurality
equally and free. To be able to live together in this way requires that we learn to
perceive others and ourselves as unique individuals, not as interchangeable units
(more about this later). This why we cannot produce democratic persons, because
if we define what plurality is, we lose sight of the whole idea of plurality and,
consequently, democracy.

But only man can express this distinction and distinguish himself, and only he can com-
municate himself and not merely something - thirst or hunger, affection or hostility or fear.
In man otherness, which he shares with everything that is, and distinctness, which he
shares with everything alive, become uniqueness, and human plurality is the paradoxical
plurality of unique beings. (Arendt 2013, p. 176)

To show how I have reached my conclusions concerning democracy education I
will first introduce hermeneutics and phenomenology. I will do this to illustrate

1 Newcomer is an Arendtian term, which does not describe only newborns.
2 Biesta uses hyphens to indicate the strong bond between the different terms. I will later,
mainly for the sake of clarity, use the phrase ‘together in plurality.’

14



how I have developed an understanding about the relationship between democ-
racy and education in existential terms, and how this understanding differs from
the contemporary hegemonic way of perceiving democracy education. Through
hermeneutical analysis of democracy, I argue that democracy is traditionally un-
derstood, not existentially, but as a system of political representation. This kind
of understanding of democracy underlines that specific kinds of morals and com-
petencies are required if people want to participate in democratic contexts (Biesta,
20064, 2013; Dewey, 1940; Fromm, 2013b; Mannisto, 2020, in review; FNBE, 2014).
In this view, democracy can be realised only in the “political arena” where the
people with most expertise should participate (see Arendt, 2013, pp. 224-226).
‘Ordinary people’, however, are expected to participate in the process mainly by
voting or acting as watchdogs (Kiilakoski, 2014; Lippman, 1989; Ranciere, 2015;
Rosanvallon, 2008). Consequently, this means that the relationship between de-
mocracy and education is understood in contemporary Finland mostly in repre-
sentational terms, as was visible in the data that I gathered and analysed. There-
fore, I will not focus in the thesis on specific contents to understand parliamen-
tary processes such as voting. Rather, I will elucidate some core ideas that I think
should be taken into consideration if we want to organise primary school educa-
tion in a manner that it educates individuals who are able to live together with
others democratically.

1.1 Democracy education in Finland

Democracy has nowadays only a small part to play in (official) Finnish educa-
tional discussions. For example, the national Report on Democracy Education
(FNBE, 2011) and the current National Core Curriculum for Primary School Ed-
ucation (FNBE, 2014) both talk about the important role that democracy plays in
education. Furthermore, one can find a handful of publications and projects that
consider or have considered questions of democracy in the context of education
(e.g. Kasa, 2019; Rautiainen, 2019; Tammi, 2017).

As I discuss in more depth in the articles, despite what the official
documents state, the everyday reality of Finnish primary school education at
large shows no real signs of democracy at work. Indeed, there are many contra-
dicting beliefs about democracy and, accordingly, its relationship to education is
easily misunderstood and its realisation is insufficient (see e.g. Mannistt & For-
naciari, 2017; Méannistd, 2019; Raiker & Rautiainen, 2017; Rautiainen, 2019). Con-
sequently, even though the current national core curriculum, and many other of-
ficial papers, emphasise that every individual should gain the competence to act
democratically, at the same time, democracy is usually presented as a system of
governance. Because of this, in the national core curriculum it is argued that stu-
dent council activities, in which only a handful of people get to participate, are
the place to practice democracy in reality (FNBE, 2014, p. 35). Hence, for a good
reason, many scholars criticise this narrow understanding of democratic partici-
pation and democracy education (e.g. Council of Europe, 2011; Feldman-
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Wojtachnia, et al., 2011; Gretschel & Kiilakoski, 2012; Malama, 2017; Mannisto,
2019).

Other great indicators of how the relationship between democracy and ed-
ucation in Finland is understood can be perceived when following the public dis-
cussions about education. Politicians and others alike tend to discuss Finnish stu-
dents” PISA [Programme for International Student Assessment] results at great
length, and promises are always made to address the issues. At the same time,
the results of the nationwide Youth Barometer surveys (Nuorisobarometri)3
(Myllyniemi, 2014, 2017) and the School Health Promotion Study (Kouluter-
veyskysely#, 2019) indicate that a large proportion of Finnish students do not feel
that they are an important part of their local school communities or that they get
to participate in decision-making on issues that concern them (e.g. educational
content), but these issues are often dismissed or relegated to smaller-scale de-
bates. My becoming aware of these issues some years ago was an important mo-
tivator for me to begin this research. I grew to realise that Finnish society strug-
gles to recognise various problematic phenomena regarding democracy, which
made it clear to me that in Finland we have a shallow understanding of democ-
racy, which again, in my view, reflects that our society is not rooted upon demo-
cratic principles (see also Tomperi & Piattoeva, 2005). As democratic agency is
not something that automatically emerges in humans, we need education that
enables us to live democratically. Recognising and meeting this need forms the
premise of this thesis.

1.2 Hermeneutics and phenomenology

Regarding the analysis of the data and the theoretical background of this thesis,
my understanding of the phenomena and the methods of inquiry are grounded
on phenomenology and philosophical hermeneutics, including post-structural-
ism? (see e.g., Arendt, 2013; Foucault, 1991; Gadamer, 2008; Heidegger, 1996,
1999; Merleau-Ponty, 1968, 2005; Vattimo, 1997; van Manen, 2016; Virri, 2018).
Hermeneutics as ontology of the facticity of today, as Martin Heidegger stated,
refers to how cultural objects (e.g. science, politics, ethics, arts, economics, power),
which have been moulded throughout history, as well as the world (including
space and time) we live in pave the way and demarcate how we perceive it pos-
sible to be and act. (Heidegger, 1996, 1999) Hence, to me, hermeneutics refers most
strongly to the analysis of history and culture as metaphysics of living in the pre-
sent (see Arendt, 2013; Gadamer, 2008; Heidegger, 1999; Nietzsche, 1989; Taylor,
1999). I also examine democracy as lived experience through phenomenological
analysis.

3 National survey of 15-29-year-olds (n=~2000)

4 National survey concerning the well-being of the students done to 4th- and 5th-graders, n=
102 389

5 Whether poststructuralism is hermeneutics or not is debatable (see Dreyfus & Rabinow,
1984). I think poststructuralism can be understood as hermeneutics.
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It [phenomenology] is a transcendental philosophy, which places in abeyance the asser-
tions arising out of the natural attitude, the better to understand them; but it is also a phi-
losophy for which the world is always ‘already there” before reflection begins — as an in-
alienable presence [..] It tries to give a direct description of our experience as it is, without
taking account of its psychological origin and the causal explanations which the scientist,
the historian or the sociologist may be able to provide. (Merleau-Ponty, 2005, p. vii)

Contemporary phenomenology has its roots in Edmund Husserl’s philosophical
phenomenology (see Husserl, 2013; Moran, 2001, pp. 60-90), while hermeneutics
is based, for example, on the works of Heidegger (e.g., 1996; 1999), Wilhelm
Dilthey (2010) and Friedrich Scheleiermacher, who defined hermeneutics as the
‘art of understanding’ (Schleiermacher, 1994, p. 74). In addition, at least Réne
Descartes®, Georg Friedrich Hegel, Immanuel Kant, Friedrich Nietzsche, and Ba-
ruch Spinoza need to be mentioned as inspirations for both hermeneutics and
phenomenology. Furthermore, the phenomenological thoughts and ideas have
been expanded and re-interpreted, especially by existentialists (e.g. Levinas, 2008;
Merleau-Ponty, 2005; Sartre, 2003), and the work on hermeneutics has been con-
tinued (see Gadamer, 2008; Malpas & Gander, 2014; Vattimo, 1997). Hermeneu-
tics has also provoked new thoughts that have influenced the development of
contemporary philosophy, especially concerning the social, political, and human-
istic sciences (e.g. Butler, 2011; Derrida, 1967; Foucault, 1991, 2013).

1.3 Outline of the thesis and the research questions

In this thesis I examine how democracy education is realised in contemporary
Finnish primary school education. I investigate, for instance, whether educa-
tional contents that could be described democratic and ways of thinking and act-
ing are part of everyday activities or left to specific contexts. I have addressed
these questions more in-depth in three separate research articles. In this summary
I focus more on the examination of the theoretical and philosophical foundations
of democracy education to give context to my arguments given in the articles and
to offer conclusions concerning the state of democracy education in contempo-
rary Finnish primary school education. The research questions are:

1. How is democracy education understood and realised in contemporary
Finnish primary schools according to the studied data?

2. What challenges were found regarding the understanding and realisation
of democracy education in Finnish primary schools?

3. How could democracy education be better realised in Finnish primary
school education?

6 About Descartes’ importance towards the creation of phenomenology, see Husserl, 2013
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The structure of the thesis is as follows. First, I will discuss phenomenology and
hermeneutics through the words of a few key scholars including, but not limited
to, Hannah Arendt, Michel Foucault, Erich Fromm, Hans-Georg Gadamer, Mar-
tin Heidegger, Maurice Merleau-Ponty and Friedrich Nietzsche. The aim of this
hermeneutical and phenomenological analysis is to open a path to understanding
democracy education in existential terms, which I address in further depth in
chapter three. Lastly, I describe my research process, discuss the findings of the
research articles to connect the ideas concerning democracy education and con-
temporary Finnish school education, and, finally, present my main conclusions.
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2 ANALYTICAL AND PHILOSOPHICAL
FOUNDATIONS OF THE RESEARCH

Although hermeneutics and phenomenology are often hard to distinguish from
each other, I will, where needed, demarcate the hermeneutical (study of the so-
cio-cultural history of humanity, i.e. metaphysics) and phenomenological (study
of lived experience) points of view from each other for the clarity of the argument.
I will also discuss in this chapter how different ways of understanding the rela-
tionship between the individual and the social relate to democratic living.

2.1 Hermeneutics, phenomenology, and Western metaphysics

The founding father of philosophical phenomenology, which came before both
contemporary hermeneutics and phenomenology, was Husserl. During his life,
Husserl was interested in describing how we experience the world and other
people from the first-person point of view. The cornerstone of Husserl’s phenom-
enological method was “phenomenological reduction’. What is at issue is a shift
of attention: the researcher assumes the sole aim of describing the experience of
the world purely as it unfolds from her or his first-person perspective. Brushing
aside one’s habitual assumptions and non-grounded cognitions about the world,
the phenomenologically-oriented researcher focuses on the pure cogito, lived ex-
perience as such. While this realm, according to Husserl, is presupposed by all
science, the establishment of phenomenology leads to the development of a sci-
ence grounded in an absolute foundation. Indeed, in phenomenological reduc-
tion one must reduce all assumptions and prejudices given by society (Husserl,
2013, p. 1) in order to describe the experienced, or the lifeworld of the individual
(Husserl, 2013; Kakkori & Huttunen, 2014, p. 370; also Kallas, Nikkola, & Réihd,
2013). However, Heidegger, a pupil of Husserl, was not satisfied with Husserl’s
interpretation of phenomenology and, in 1927, formulated his own account of
phenomenology. Although Heidegger owed a lot to Husserl, Heidegger’s under-
standing of phenomenology differed notably from Husserl’s.
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Through his analysis of the guiding metaphysical traditions of Western
philosophical thought, Heidegger concluded that there has not been a proper fo-
cus on the being (to be) of humans at all — only on beings (a being). Therefore, he
argued that the meaning of being (to be) has been taken for granted (Heidegger,
1996, 1999; Kakkori, 2011). Because of this, Heidegger dedicated his career to the
critical examination of the most fundamental guiding principles of Western met-
aphysics rooted, for example, in Ancient Greece, Christianity, Descartes, Hegel
and Kant. Throughout his career Heidegger pursued the creation of a new kind
of language free of the burden of the metaphysical reasoning embedded in mod-
ern, Western thinking, to open being to direct philosophical inquiry. This led to
the development of philosophical hermeneutics.

Heidegger stated that there are two main metaphysical presumptions that
guide the being of modern Western individuals: (a) Man is a rational animal,
whose rationality has its grounds in pure cogito (e.g., Plato’s cave reference, see
Toadvine & Embler, 2002), rather than in a foundation produced metaphysically;
(b) Western metaphysical conception of being has a strong relation to theology,
which means that our “ontological” interpretations of man and truth rest on the-
ological beliefs (see also Fromm, 1950; Kakkori, 2011; Nietzsche, 1989). Nietzsche
(1989), to whom Heidegger referred to throughout his intellectual career, criti-
cised Christian beliefs, which he saw as forming the foundation of modern indi-
viduals” moral reasoning. Nietzsche thought that dwelling in the world of Chris-
tian moral beliefs has separated us from the earthly world, and causes us, for
instance, to confuse equality with sameness. This is an important notion when it
comes to democratic rationality, as I will discuss later.

Heidegger argued that Greek metaphysics emphasised presence too
strongly. For example, Derrida (1967) brought forward that nothing is without
its ‘counterpart’. To perceive something as beautiful, we have to have an idea
about something that is not-beautiful. Thus, the act of perceiving what is present
is only one part of the experience, which also requires an awareness of what is
absent to fulfil it (also Merleau-Ponty, 2005). Furthermore, emphasising presence
gives too much weight to the visual presentation of the object.

Heidegger’s notions have an extremely important role when considering
democracy education, as only through challenging the traditional metaphysical
beliefs and concepts about being a human is it possible to pave a way for a foun-
dation for plural democratic societies (Vattimo, 1997, pp. 1-3). However, Fromm
(1994) argued that the dissolution of the core beliefs of Western societies, brought
about first by the Enlightenment and then by hermeneutics, has already begun,
and that there is currently a need to stabilise new, democratic foundations.
Fromm further argued that the challenge we now face is that we have no shared
understanding about being and living as a human among others, which has
caused the stabilising structures of societies to shake. This can be identified by
the often-repeated slogan of the postmodern’ times that ‘nothing is certain but
change’ (Bauman, 2013).

7 Postmodern does not mean ‘after modern” per se, but rather refers to the intensification of
many of the core phenomena that modernity brought forward.
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Without going any deeper into Heidegger’s thinking, which verges on the
incomprehensible in its extreme complexity, it is useful to clarify that Heidegger
concluded that we are, in some manner, in the world. He used the word Dasein8
(Ger.) — being-there instead of "human’ or ‘subject’ to describe our being-in-the-
world. Heidegger’s term being-there might be confusing to people not familiar
with his thinking, but he had a clear reason to use it. Heidegger concluded that
our being is dictated by our distinctive ability to understand and interpret our
way of being. Since we can use language to declare, for example, that ‘'l am a man
who lives in Finland and loves to work’, Heidegger believed that our understand-
ing of our being is our being. Consequently, Heidegger cared little about the con-
scious subject, whose strata of personal experiences and attributes contribute to
their individual way of living, as he thought that being founded on language is
what defines us.

[Heidegger] convinced many philosophers to reject the subject/ object distinction, but now
there seems to be no way to talk about ourselves. The topic we seem to be unable to discuss
is called “the human subject’. (Gendlin, 1997, p. 8)

Prior to all reflection, in conversation and the practices of life, we maintain a “personalist
attitude’ that [scientific] naturalism cannot account for. (Merleau-Ponty, 1964, p. 16)

Heidegger believed that our rational modes of acting and thinking are estab-
lished when we are socialised into tradition through language. Thus, language
forms an important part of our being. According to Reg Morrison (1999), there is
also a neuroscientific explanation for why education and socialisation have such
a strong influence on our actions and thinking: As brains develop deep into
adulthood (usually up until around age 25), the underdeveloped brains is sus-
ceptible to absorbing and naively believing much of the information it is pre-
sented with.

A foundation of common rationality (culture based on symbols) helps peo-
ple to communicate, share meanings, build a socio-political world together and
reflect collectively. However, the downside of a shared cultural world based on
symbols, i.e. language, is that it causes us to interpret ourselves and our relation-
ship to others in a mediated manner, through the culture we have grown accus-
tomed to (Biesta, 2006a, 2010, 2013; Dewey, 1927; Gadamer, 2008; Gramsci, 1972;
Heidegger, 1996, p. 145; Husserl, 2013; Lingis, 1994). Hence, for example, we do
not perceive a ‘weirdly shaped thing made out of porcelain’, but a coffee mug. In
addition, due to cultural differences, others” way of living in the world can strike
us as odd, just as a person living in a culture where no coffee is drunk would
never think of the same object as a ‘coffee mug/'.

Heidegger later called hermeneutics the ontology of the facticity of today,
as the goal of hermeneutics is to help to understand how humans think and act
in the present. Consequently, the boundaries of our ability to interpret who we
are and how we can act are limited by the surrounding socio-political culture
(Gadamer, 2008). Thus, people use cultural tradition (including education) as a

8 Da (there) - Sein (being)
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reference point when evaluating what they can do (and cannot do) and achieve
in life. “As long as it is, Dasein always has understood itself and always will un-
derstand itself in terms of possibilities” (Heidegger, 1996, pp. 145-146). Therefore,
humans’ present being is also influenced by their potentials - how they perceive
their future, what they want, what they need et cetera: ‘only because it is what it
becomes (or alternatively, does not become), can it say to itself ‘Become what you
are’, and say this with understanding’ (ibid. p. 146). Heidegger used the term
‘hermeneutic circle’ to describe this process where we interpret and re-interpret
our possibilities as we gain new experiences and knowledge. In addition, under-
standing our being in an ever-developing manner means, as Nietzsche (1989)
pointed out, that as we learn different ways to interpret things and ourselves, we
forget, expand and/or transform old ways of understanding®1? (see also Biesta,
2006a; Mezirow, 1991; Malkki & Green, 2014; Vattimo, 1997).

To give an example of how culture defines what we consider possible, we
can think of a car. If we get an idea that we want to visit our distant relatives, we
can think, ‘Hey, I will visit my relatives by car’. The projection towards the future
desire (I want to visit distant relatives) is made possible by a cultural object (we
have invented cars). Had we lived 200 years ago, visiting relatives over 100 kilo-
metres away would have been near impossible or at least extremely tiring and
time-consuming. Thus, without cars and other mechanical inventions to make
travelling easier, we would interpret the possibility to visit distant relatives in
quite a different manner. Moreover, the invention of mechanical means of travel
has also transformed our understanding of time and space. Due to, for instance,
the invention of modern aeroplanes we perceive the world to be much smaller
than it was previously perceived as we can visit any part of the planet within
hours or minutes (See Arendt, 2013, pp. 248-326). These are examples of how we
always live in relation to our culture, which gives us the frame to live our lives
and understand our being.

Hermeneutics also denies the possibility of believing in the supremacy of
Western teleological idealism begun by the Enlightenment (Adorno, 1998; Gada-
mer, 2008; Heidegger, 1977, 1999; Vattimo, 1997). Therefore, hermeneutical think-
ing means to the discussion about our way of living that instead of an overarch-
ing teleology we have traditions that are particular to specific people who share
a culture and live in the same time period (see Heidegger, 1996). This means that
there is no one right interpretation of democracy either, but countless ones that
can exist side-by-side.

Reflection even on a doctrine will be complete only if it succeeds in linking up with the
doctrine’s history and the extraneous explanations of it, and in putting back the causes and
meaning of the doctrine in an existential structure. There is, as Husserl says, a ‘genesis of
meaning’ (Sinngenesis), which alone, in the last resort, teaches us what the doctrine means.
(Merleau-Ponty, 2005, pp. xxi-xxii)

9 This is the reason why Heidegger dismisses the idea about truth as correspondence and
replaces it with truth as ‘coming into light” (Gr. Aletheia).

10 As the reader can perceive, my understanding of democratic process is similar to the her-
meneutic process described by Heidegger.

22



Take, for example, the difference in meaning of the Auschwitz to Jewish and non-
Jewish people. Different people have their own distinct cultural views and expe-
riences of what it means to live as a human being in the world. Different times in
history and distinct societies are different and, contrary to what many teleologists
would argue, no single doctrine or narrative should be considered inherently or
unquestionably superior.

To introduce how hermeneutics makes it possible to examine democracy
in relation to the contemporary socio-political reality, I will introduce
Heidegger’s term ratioll. With this term, Heidegger refers to the ‘grounds’ or
‘foundations’ of justification, which, in this sense, serve as the ‘source’ of reason
(Heidegger, 1991, 1999). When we are making sense of the world around us, we
refer to ratio, which is constructed socio-politically and which, again, has its
foundation on tradition, thus allowing us to imbue the world with meaning. Fol-
lowing the thinking of Heidegger, we can conclude that the notion that humans
are rational beings does not, in fact, mean that we always make the most intellec-
tual and calculated decisions, as often argued nowadays, but rather that everyone
has their own rationality, which guides their lives. Moreover, we share a level of
rationality with people of the same society (See e.g. Arendt 2013, pp. 9-10; Fou-
cault, 2013; Heidegger, 1999). All of this means that the world we are born into is
already embedded with meanings given to it by previous generations. These
meanings, for example, societal values, form our cultural horizon - the given pre-
conceptions about the world (Gadamer, 2008, p. 9; Heidegger, 1996, pp. 53-54).

Democratic societies rely on [the majority of] individuals having democratic
rationality. This means that individuals are embedded by the belief that no mat-
ter what our political differences, we can live and prosper peacefully together in
plurality. Moreover, in democracy there exists a belief that individuals can think
and act dynamically as well as independently and that people act in respect to
each other - not because of their own egoistic needs. Furthermore, in democratic
living, people should be able to transform their perspectives and implement fresh
modes of acting if new reliable experiences or knowledge support such a trans-
formation (see e.g. Arendt, 2013; Biesta, 2006a; Fromm, 2013a; Matikainen, Méan-
nistd & Fornaciari, 2018; Mezirow, 1991; Milkki & Green, 2014). Indeed, demo-
cratic way of living, as Dewey (1940) points out, is based on strong mutual trust
between different individuals and solidarity. Consequently, democratic living
also means respecting others as equals rather than looking at life through a hier-
archical lens (Fromm, 2013a; 2013c).

Nowadays, we live in a thoroughly capitalistic, neoliberal culture in which
democracy is understood merely at the level of political representation (see At-
kinson, 2017; Rosanvallon, 2011) and where democracy as everyday lived expe-
rience is easily deemed too tiring and time-consuming (preconception) to pursue.
These difficulties slow down or entirely prevent the embedding of the ideals of
plural democracy in society (See e.g. Biesta, 2010; Ford, 2016; Méannistd & Forna-
ciari, 2017; Raiker & Rautiainen, 2017). As Gadamer put it, ‘Is not our expectation

11 Arguably, the first to use the term ‘ratio” was Gottfried Leibniz, but I refer to Heidegger’s
understanding of the term (see Heidegger, 1991).
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and our readiness to hear the new also necessarily determined by the old that has
already taken possession of us?” (Gadamer, 2008, p. 9).

To conclude, Heidegger’s ideas about the repercussions that metaphysics
has on our being and understanding have influenced many notable philosophers
and researchers alike, and allows me to present an idea about democracy educa-
tion founded in existentialism in comparison to traditional understanding of de-
mocracy. According to this idea, the will to build societies that are more demo-
cratic requires education, rather than believing that democracy is the natural goal
of humankind. Explicitly democratic societies depend on people believing that
democracy is worth pursuing, and worth the huge amount of time and effort it
takes to transform societies into democratic ones.

2.2 Living together in the common world

I cannot talk about living together in a shared world without addressing the
mode of being of everyone (Heidegger 1999, p. 26). The mode of being of every-
one, as Heidegger stated, is connected to the creation of modern societies, as it
refers to how we think we are supposed to act among other people of the society
(Arendt, 2013, p. 28). In this case, the term “everyone’ in reality refers to cultural
norms, as we cannot, in fact, know what everyone actually thinks (see also Bau-
man, 2013). To hold the belief that everyone thinks and acts the same is to ignore,
consciously or unconsciously, what Merleau-Ponty coined as ‘the personalist at-
titude” that each individual possesses (Merleau-Ponty, 1964, p. 16). Indeed, in
contemporary societies we have a tendency to think we know how everyone is
like, because we are socialised into our own distinct culture, and the goal of so-
cialisation is to get the members of the same society to think and behave like one
unified family (Arendt, 2013, p. 39; Foucault, 1991; Fromm, 2013b; Gramsci, 1972).

Arendt (2013) makes a separation between political action and social behaviour.
According to Arendst, social behaviour refers to thinking and acting in accordance
with the expectations of cultural norms, while political action refers to the indi-
vidual’s own, distinctive way of living in the world. Arendt argued that in to-
day’s society we have a hard time separating these two from each other, as ‘In
the modern world, the two realms (social and political) indeed constantly flow
into each other like waves in the never-resting stream of the life process itselt’
(Arendt, 2013, p. 33). This is what it means to confuse sameness with equality.
Equality means being different but equal, which is distinct from sameness, which
is based on the belief that everyone should be treated the same and should have
the same, for example, moral standards, beliefs, and convictions. Hence, to treat
everyone equally, means treating others as unique beings with their personal at-
tributes, needs, beliefs and values, not treating everyone the same. Marilynn
Brewer (1991, p. 477) argues that people’s subjectivity consists of both social
(sameness) and political (distinction), thus the need to belong and the need to be
distinguished as a unique person are both important for our being (ibid. pp. 477,
480).
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Today in the West, due to globalised societies, same-for-everyone education,
and social and mass media, we can perceive a proliferation of herd behaviour
around the planet (Bauman, 2013; Biesta, 2010; Hakala, 2018). Indeed, as Arendt
argued, in the modern world socio-normative behaviour has also invaded our
personal, distinctive selves and, through this, crippled our ability to act politi-
cally. Truly, the dark side of behaviour lies in our becoming interchangeable and
homogenised units, meanwhile losing our sense of uniqueness (Biesta, 2006a, p.

56).

It is the same conformism, the assumption that men behave and do not act with respect to
each other, that lies at the root of the modern science of economics, whose birth coincided
with the rise of society and which, together with its chief technical tool, statistics, became
the social science par excellence. (Arendt, 2013, pp. 40-41)

Socio-normative behaviour can also be called the being of the masses. It is about
conformity, being like ‘everyone else” — losing our individuality in order to en-
sure that communities work like well-oiled, single-minded apparatuses (Fou-
cault, 1991; Fromm, 2013b). Conformity is not about choice, but rather it is em-
bedded into us in and through socialisation as we are taught how the individuals
of a specific community living under a shared culture are supposed to think and
behave (Biesta, 2006a; Fromm, 2013a, pp. 59-60; Lingis, 1994).12

To Aristotle and Plato, the social sphere was something common to all ani-
mals (Arendt, 2013, p. 24) since it is defined by the needs of organic life, which
require us to constantly reproduce biological processes in the name of survival.3
The political sphere, on the other hand, was to the Greeks unique to humans and
tightly connected to public space, which allows the appearance of pluralism, be-
cause we can act differently from others only if there are other unique beings who
we can be distinguished from. As political public spaces mean places where eve-
ryone acts among their peers, i.e. are free and equal, it does not refer to any place
where people come together (ibid. pp. 30-31). Arendt, following the thinking of
Plato and Aristotle, does not use the word public space in the same way as we
use it nowadays when discussing, for example, public libraries or schools. Arendt
argues that to the Ancient Greeks the political public realm stood in contrast to
the social realm because it closes out everything that is only necessary and useful
(Arendt, 2013, pp. 12-13; Dewey, 1927, p. 14). Arendt also refers to the term pri-
vate, which points to our personal lifestyles and actions, which constitute a “per-
sonal life’ (and from which our public political actions emerge!4). Furthermore,
Arendt argued that in the contemporary world social sphere has occupied the
vast share of both our political and private lives (see also Foucault, 2012; Fromm,
2013b; Rousseau, 2002). Indeed, nowadays we tend to be like others even when

12“Every Finnish person needs a lot of personal space and is shy.’

13 |.e. we need to eat to stay alive or give birth to children to keep the human species exist-
ing.

14 Being distinguished as a unique person by others is the deciding moment when private
becomes political.
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we are hiding in the shelter of our houses, as we, for example, decorate our homes
socio-normatively.

The clear difference between the social and the political still existed in An-
cient Greece, where the home (oikos) was the place for the reproduction of or-
ganic life and the city (polis) was the space where free and equal citizens acted
among other equals (see also Machiavelli, 1995). Some of these actions were
aimed at others in order for individuals to have their ideas implemented and
spread in the community. However, today, society — the one big family formed
around the sole purpose of the survival of its people — follows individuals wher-
ever they go and tries to define how people should think as well as what kinds
of activities people can carry out and what contents these activities should have.
There is no longer, as Arendt argued, a clear distinction between social and po-
litical activities: ‘Society is the form in which the fact of mutual dependence for
the sake of life and nothing else assumes public significance and where the activ-
ities connected with sheer survival are permitted to appear in public.” (Arendt,
2013, p. 46)

I have described in this chapter the social will of society, which has invaded
public spaces during modernity. Therefore, in a world where our shared spaces
reflect the socio-normative being of ‘everyone’, we are losing political public
spaces. This is leading to the diminishing of our uniqueness, in other words, of
our personal differences. Should we lose all the political public space in the world,
we are at risk of not being able to act together in plurality anymore (Arendt, 2013;
Biesta, 2006a; Fromm, 2013c; Gramsci, 1972; Mannisto, 2018, 2020). Indeed, if we
forget that every individual is a unique person with their distinct needs, wants
and attributes, and merely treat everyone the same, we educate individuals who
do not understand otherness and who are not able to live together in plurality
with other unique beings (Biesta, 2013, p. 118). This would lead everyone to work
for identical goals - only towards what is deemed necessary and useful in society.

2.3 The individual and the social

Some people define the contemporary times as “hyper-individualistic’ (Huang,
Huang, & Syu, 2010; Lake, 2017; see also Bauman, 2013). No matter what specific
word is used, there seems to be a certain level of agreement that in today’s world
we build narratives based mostly on individual experiences. In addition, educa-
tional policies have a high concern towards (highly skilled) individuals (see
Brunila, Onnismaa & Pasanen, 2015; FNBE, 2014). However, this rhetoric about
individualism is not without its critics and different perspectives. Different schol-
ars (e.g., Arendt, 2013; Atkinson, 2017; Bauman, 2013; Biesta, 2010; Foucault, 1991;
Fromm, 2013b; Giroux, 1997; Gramsci, 1972; Saari, 2016; Varri, 2018) argue that
our times are rather governed than individualistic. We think we are living our
lives autonomously when, in reality, we are governed from birth. For democracy
education this raises a challenge: The contemporary views about “individualism’
need to be challenged so that we learn to respect plurality over conformity and

26



developmentalism (Biesta, 2006a, 2013). Dewey (1927) argued that it is inaccurate
even to have a philosophical current called ‘individualism’, as no individual can
act in or interpret the world without being influenced by the respective socio-
political context. Rather, Dewey stated that focussing on the individual merely
blinds us from the question of how that individual came to possess such and such
views about the world and themselves (also e.g., Lacan, 1997; Varri, 2018).

2.3.1 Solipsism and self-centredness

To start the discussion about the relationship between the individual and the so-
cial, I refer to Heidegger’s critique of Descartes statement, ‘Cogito, ergo sum’1?
(Lat.), where he asks: “"How can thinking exist before being (ibid. p. 89)?" To Des-
cartes, the ability to question if we exist, in other words thinking, proved that we
exist. This means that individuals can themselves ‘realise’ that they exist by ques-
tioning the reality we live in. Thus, in Descartes” and later Kant’s view, mind is a
priori (existing before all else), and everything outside of the individual, mind
gives its form and content. This mind-oriented philosophical view about being,
solipsism (see Heidegger, 1996; Husserl, 2013; Moran, 2001), can lead to extreme
relativism, because if the mind, not the world, is a priori to everything, there is
no real objective reality outside of the mind, only representations (see Sass & Par-
nas, 2003). In other words, reality becomes something that the mind constructs
and then “projects’ for us to perceive. This leads to the destruction of a common
world, as we cannot share a world that exists only within the other person’s mind.
These views are reflected in our current times, in which personal thoughts and
beliefs are taken as truths about the world. However, for example, climate change
is happening, even if people choose to believe otherwise.

By undoing the common world and replacing it with representations of the
mind, Descartes and his contemporaries constructed a way for us to perceive the
world in a highly disenchanted and narcissistic way:

And this recognition of one’s own centrality can, in turn be experienced...as a despairing
recognition of the ultimate meaninglessness and absurdity of the human world, a suc-
cumbing to what Nietzsche called “the great blood-sucker, the spider scepticism.” (Sass,
1992, p. 31)

The notion of mind’s primacy over everything has produced a contemporary self-
centredness, in which there is a strong belief in the free will and autonomous
decision-making of every individual. This line of argument has created a picture
about the human as a being whose rationality has its foundation in the pure co-
gito, as I mentioned before (Arendt, 2013, p. 42; Dean, 2010; Heidegger, 1996, pp.
49-50). The prevalent will to believe in the self-determining, autonomous indi-
vidual denies the possibility that we have irrational (e.g. biological) feelings,
thoughts, beliefs and ways of acting (see Lacan, 1997), which, in turn, cause us to
conflate the happenings within us with the objective reality. Furthermore, self-

15 ] think, therefore I am.
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centred views about being may cause us to think that we know how others are
experiencing the world by referring to our own feelings and interpretations. Con-
sequently, we might end up using our own interpretations of others’ intentions
as facts, rather than engaging in dialogue with others and the reality (see Sartre,
2003).

Zygmunt Bauman (2013) clarifies in his book that the belief in a rational,
autonomous subject is a socio-political product of modernity. Before Descartes’
and his contemporaries, there was less of a belief that individuals are capable of
rational and autonomous decision-making. Rather, people’s lives were more
clearly dictated and governed by their social status and Christian views about
the immortal soul, the original sin, and destiny (Arendt, 1929; Foucault, 1991;
Fromm, 1994). Therefore, the focus on the mind of the individual that many
scholars shared during the Enlightenment has had a major impact concerning
how we interpret our being nowadays. Before the scholars of Enlightenment, be-
ing a human was interpreted somewhat differently (see e.g., Foucault, 1984;
Fromm, 1994; Horkheimer & Adorno, 2002).

In education, emphasising solipsistic views about being may lead to ex-
treme interpretations of social constructivism, according to which the individual
is allowed, or even encouraged, to construct the whole world in the manner they
want. In these kind of social constructivist educational ideals, the teacher’s role
is to act only as a facilitator of this building process (see Biesta, 2013, ch. 3, 2017).
Arguably, social constructivist educational theories rest on a belief about fully
autonomous learners who are able to construct the social reality completely in-
dependently of their socio-political surroundings. However, also social construc-
tivist theories focusing almost solely on the learner have their rational foundation,
which means that, in reality, individuals use as the foundation of their ‘autono-
mous’ rationality the current social structures, but this is not recognised (Biesta,
2013).

It is not hard to see the relation between the contemporary dominant belief
that individual attributes have the most influence on the success of a person both
in school as well as more broadly in life and the line of thinking that can be traced
back to Enlightenment. Indeed, the continuing extensive interest in our inner
worlds, nowadays studied by psychology, has had an immense impact in West-
ern societies. For instance, many people are inclined to think that people who are
doing poorly deserve their situation, justified by the idea that the less fortunate
are individually weaker than their better-doing counterparts, even though re-
search has clearly proven that often this is not the whole picture (see Bauman,
2013; Cruikshank, 1999; Miller & Rose, 2013; Petersen & Millei, 2016; Ristikari et
al., 2018). In other words, the clear correlation between one’s social surroundings
as well as the social support one receives and societal success is easily discarded
if we believe we are completely autonomous beings whose personal attributes
matter the most when it comes to having success in life.

28



2.3.2 Hegemony and socialisation

Hegemony rests upon the idea that the organisation of society consists of ideolo-
gies, ideals and ideas distributed by the groups in power. These groups include
the elite, the politicians, different kinds of lobbyers and other social agents who
are able spread their thoughts and beliefs through libraries, clubs, hobbies, state
education, mass media and so on (Gramsci, 2005). Post-structural analysis (see
ch. 4.2) can reveal many specific discourses and modes of conduct that construct
and spread hegemonic tendencies.

Hegemony can in general be understood to include a complex set of beliefs
about how to arrange the socio-political world and how to live properly. Accord-
ing to the hegemonic discourses, the “proper” way to live one’s life is called ‘com-
mon sense’ (Gramsci 1972). Gramsci argued that common sense refers to ideas
about the organisation of the socio-political world that we perceive to be so ob-
vious that they are not to be questioned at all. Nowadays, such structures of or-
ganisation of the socio-political world in include, for example, the belief that eco-
nomics should be the driving force in society, that the right way to provide edu-
cation is through public state schools, and that parliamentary representation is
the best form of societal governance. In addition, for instance, ideas about gender
roles can be recognised to rest heavily upon hegemonic beliefs (Butler, 1991). The
leading hegemonic ideology in the West is neoliberalism capitalism, including
neoconservatism (see Atkinson, 2017), which is rooted upon the belief that indi-
viduals are calculative and care mostly about their egoistic needs, aiming in every
situation for the maximisation of their profits. Neoliberal capitalism as a way of
living allows inequality to be tolerated by emphasising that we should compete
against each other to ensure that the ‘best’ ideas are developed and spread so that
the flourishing of society is ensured, rather than creating a society, in which we
emphasise solidarity, sympathy and collaboration (see Dean, 2010; Rose & Miller,
2008). Naturally, inequality can only exist if we have a collective belief that cer-
tain individuals with certain attributes are clearly more useful and necessary for
society than others (see Mouffe, 2005, 2013).

Today, our contemporary hegemonic views about being human are heavily
bio-psychologically oriented. This has brought about an immense rise in psycho-
logical, neurophysiological, and biological research aimed at giving people spe-
cific tools to understand themselves and, especially, to live healthier, ‘fuller” and
more stable lives. Consequently, the field of behavioural neuroscience has also
broken into the field of education. (Biesta, 2010; Brunila et al., 2015; Petersen &
Millei, 2016; Saari, 2016.) This has caused societies and educational systems to
become heavily interested in genetic and psychological attributes of the individ-
ual. As argued, this can cause people working in the field of education to ignore
the immense influence of social surroundings and power on individuals. Conse-
quently, especially children from challenging backgrounds can be easily misdi-
agnosed as problem students if the influence of their background on their actions
is not properly understood (see e.g., Petersen & Millei, 2016). Following, the re-
cently published longitudinal cohort study (n = 57152) of Finnish children born
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in 1997 showed that socio-economic background is the most predictive factor of
success in school and society in general (Ristikari et al., 2018). Moreover, all of
this overlooks the fact that every true innovation in human history has been the
result of the collective actions of people acting in plurality. No significant contri-
bution to humanity has ever been attributable purely to just one person.1® Fur-
thermore, how we today define success in the first place is framed in a hegemonic
way and is connected to the neoliberal capitalism. Consequently, success in life
is measured in the currency of material wealth and the amount of power and
social status one has gained (e.g. Bauman, 2013; Fromm, 1994).

Hegemony is always about power, which means that there is no neutral or
power-free socialisation or education. Consequently, (state) education has a
strong and visible connection to power and society. However, the relationship
between education and society can be viewed as reciprocal - one influences the
other. Educators should therefore be sensitive to questions of power and its in-
fluence over state education and understand that different stakeholders, such as
the state, (transnational) companies and their lobbyers as well as parents each
expect different results from education. Finally, because different societal agents
want their ideology to form the contemporary hegemony, conflicts lie at the heart
of societal life (Biesta, 2006a, 2006b, 2010; Brookfield, 2005; Giroux, 1997; Gramsci,
2004; Lanas & Kiilakoski, 2013; Simola, 2015; Tervasmaéki & Tomperi, 2018).

16 For instance, even Albert Einstein, often referred to as the greatest mind that ever lived,
would have not made his breakthroughs without the contributions of others before him
(see Bryson, 2003).
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3 THE THEORETICAL FOUNDATIONS OF
DEMOCRACY EDUCATION

Men who have lived in herds develop attachment to the horde to which they have become
used; children who have perforce lived in dependence grow into habits of dependence and
subjection. The inferiority complex is socially acquired, and the ‘instinct’ of display and
mastery is but its other face. (Dewey 1927, p. 10)

The ability to create and share symbols, which have a joint meaning for different
individuals, made it possible for Homo sapiens to establish small communities and,
later, pre-modern societies (Harari, 2014, see also Aristotle, 1999). The ability to
communicate through symbols has made it possible for us to show to others our
uniqueness, in other words individuality (our needs, wants, wishes, and fears),
as honestly, openly, and accurately as possible. Consequently, the possibility to
share our uniqueness with and to others opens a path towards plural, free and
equal democracies (e.g., Arendt, 2013; Fromm, 2013a; Vattimo, 1997). However,
if we want to emerge'” and develop in people democratic ways of thinking and
acting, we need democracy education (Biesta, 2006a, 2013; Raiker & Rautiainen,
2017). Without being able to engage in an open-minded dialogue and collective
actions with others, living together peacefully in a shared world, while respecting
the equality and the freedom of everyone involved, becomes impossible (Arendt,
2013; Biesta, 2006a, 2013, Burbules, 1993; Fromm, 2013a; Mouffe, 2013).

As democracy in the contemporary world is often linked with state-gov-
erned parliamentary institutions (see e.g., Biesta, 2010; Fromm, 2013b; Rosanval-
lon, 2011; Setéld, 2003), I should elaborate that when I talk about democracy, I
always refer, unless mentioned otherwise, to ‘democratic living” or “democratic
way of life” (see e.g. Barber, 2004; Biesta, 2006a, 2013; Mouffe, 2013; Mannisto, in
review). In democratic living, everyone’s equality and freedom are respected. Ex-
istential equality and freedom stand in contrast to normative ways of thinking
and behaving, which are emphasised today, by allowing plurality to flourish (see
Arendt, 2013; Barber, 2004; Biesta, 2013, ch. 6). Equality as an existential principle

17 Biesta (2013) argues that something needs to emerge (i.e. come to exist) before it can be devel-
oped.
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means that we perceive everyone as equal, no matter who they are or how they
act. Freedom again means that people are free to realise their way of thinking and
acting in a manner most suitable to them. As Arendt (2013, pp. 176-177) puts it,
our unique, political actions show others who we are, not what we are.

3.1 Democracy and its discontents

While democracy is formed around the ideal that everyone should be able to live
a peaceful, equal, and free life, there is, nevertheless, no way of ultimately defin-
ing what democratic living exactly means. Ernesto Laclau and Chantal Mouffe
(1985) pointed out that democracy needs to be treated as an empty signifier!s,
whose contents are, and should be, constantly under debate. Should the empty
signifier be filled, it would lead to the establishment of totalitarianism. This
would mean that anyone who does not fulfil the requirements of “democracy” are
excluded or, in the worst-case scenario, destroyed (see Adorno, 1998; Arendt,
1973; Bauman, 1993). Laclau and Moutffe suggested that freedom and equality of
all should be at the core of the democratic ideals1?, but that these terms should be
treated as open to different interpretations.

Laclau and Mouffe’s articulation of democratic principles is intended as an
argument against neoliberal democracy theories. The authors argued, and I agree,
that ideals that connect neoliberal tendencies and democracy are bound to be ex-
clusive. Benjamin Barber (2004, p. 119) again argues that neoliberalism takes as
its goal to eliminate, repress or tolerate conflicts, whereas in plural democracy
conflicts are understood as an inherent part of living together in plurality, or as
Arendt (2013, p. 59) puts it: * The end of the common world has come when it is
seen only under one aspect and is permitted to present itself in only one perspec-
tive’. In a plural democracy, there is no need to dismiss or dodge conflicts, be-
cause it is understood that behind every point of view there is a distinct individ-
ual with their personal way of interpreting the (symbolic) reality (Barber, 2004, p.
119). Therefore, life in plural societies is based upon the understanding that hu-
man togetherness is never realised as full consensus (see e.g., Biesta, 2013, ch. 6;
Moufte, 2005; Nikkola, Rdihd, & Rautiainen, 2013). Thus, if we try to remove con-
flicts from the common world, we also prevent human plurality. Tolerating con-
flicts is also only sub-optimal, as this will lead to the growth of social tensions
(see Kurki & Tomperi, 2011; Mouffe, 2013).

In her later writings, especially Mouffe continues to strike heavily against
neoliberal democracy theories. Most often these theories are based upon the ideal
of ‘rational decision-making’, where the idea is that ‘the best’” argument wins.
However, as Moulffe (e.g., 1999) argues, there is never a best argument for every-
one, in other words, full consensus. If an argument is chosen above others, this

18 See also Laclau, 1996.
19 Whether freedom and equality are the most central values is also open for debate!
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means the exclusion of other viable ways to perceive and approach the phenom-
enon at hand. Usually, the options excluded are those presented by people in
weaker positions, who hold non-normative opinions, for instance, minorities of
the society.?0 In other words, reaching full consensus is always a matter of power.
Therefore, Mouffe argues that the so-called ‘best’ arguments are in reality the
ones that have the hegemonic position in society. It follows from this that the
ideal of best argument wins cannot be a democratic principle, as democracy is
based on the equality of all. Nonetheless, the ideal of best argument wins has
been adopted largely in (post)modern Western societies (see Mouffe, 2005). How-
ever, importantly, this does not mean that arguing has no place in a democratic
society. Arguing has its part to play in democracy education as a means of learn-
ing about otherness by opening up possibilities to present and assess different
sources of insight and conflicting viewpoints as well as to reach compromises
(see Kurki & Tomperi, 2011).

Today, at the societal level, the tendency to believe in the supremacy of the
strongest argument is clearly perceivable in political decision-making, where
economic arguments are constantly given primacy (Blyth, 2013). Thus, Mouffe
(e.g. 1999, 2013) suggests that instead of ‘best argument wins’, agonistic pluralism
should be implemented, with the openness and dynamicity of democracy ac-
cepted as the guiding principles. This means that people must learn to value oth-
ers’ ideas and viewpoints as inherently different not worse (Mouffe, 1999, 2013;
Ranciere, 2015). Mouffe (1999, p. 755) formulates her idea in the following man-
ner: ‘I must respect others right to disagree with me’. Therefore, democratic liv-
ing means constant compromises, which are often only momentary and will be
later re-negotiated. I propose that what Mouffe suggests is ideal for democracy
education, as having to make compromises and live in relation to others” differ-
ent, sometimes conflicting opinions and ways of living provides a fertile environ-
ment in which to learn to live together in plurality (see e.g. Biesta, 2013; Dewey,
1927; Kurki & Tomperi, 2011).

We should not, however, be too quick to conclude that the open-endedness
of democratic living should mean that anything goes. Mouffe (2000) calls this
constant balancing between the ideals of freedom and equality and normativity
the “democratic paradox’. For example, Fromm (2013a) argued that modern
Western societies are devoid of (moral) principles, and that if we have no princi-
ples we move towards barbarianism and decay, not democracy (see also Nie-
tzsche 198921). Indeed, the “anything goes” mentality has placed pressure on dem-
ocratic principles, especially under the guise of ‘freedom of speech’?? (see Bar-
endt, 2005). The contemporary argument about freedom of speech leans heavily
on extreme relativism, where every opinion, no matter how exclusive or violent it
is, is deemed equal. The problem is that the supporters of these views close out

20 On different forms of tyranny of the masses, see e.g., Arendt, 2013; Aristotle, 1999; Rosanvallon,
2011.

21 Nietzsche’s nihilism is usually wrongly understood. By nihilism, Nietzsche meant that
the moral principles of modernity need to be re-evaluated and earthly human life (i.e. the
body and its needs) should be given its rightful respect.

22 Again, the influence of solipsism can be perceived here.
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the fact that exclusive worldviews always negate someone else’s freedom and
equality and, thus, they cannot be democratic. For this reason, Karl Popper (2012)
argued that democratic societies must challenge intolerance. This means, that to
succeed in creating democratic societies, we should be open for diverse perspec-
tives, but at the same time be able to reason with them in a manner that every-
one’s freedom and equality is respected.

3.2 The socio-political foundations (rationality) of democracy ed-
ucation

Equality and freedom lie at the heart of democracy education, since people can
only learn to understand their own and others” individuality when they are given
opportunities to act politically (Biesta, 2013, p. 108, also Arendt, 2013; Barber,
2004; Mannisto, 2020). Indeed, traditional education, which emphasises only or
mostly the transmission of specific types of knowledge, skills, and modes of act-
ing?3, does not prepare people to live in plural democracies (e.g. Biesta, 2006a;
Giroux, 1997; Mannisto, 2020). To learn to live democracy true, we need to em-
phasise education where open-ended, dynamic, and dialogic interactions with
others are integral to all (or at least most) of the actions undertaken.

At the core of democracy education there lies a faith that humans are inher-
ently relational beings who have the will and the need to act responsibly towards
others (see Arendt, 2013; Levinas, 2008). This means that the goal of education is
not only to teach, for instance, self-control and self-government (proper behav-
iour), but also to demonstrate to people how to live and prosper together respon-
sibly and peacefully in a shared world (Biesta, 2006a; Buber, 1970; Levinas, 2008).
As Biesta (2006a) puts it, the goal of democracy education is to help individuals
to find their home in the world among others. It is easy to comprehend that we
cannot be at home in the world if we are constantly afraid of making mistakes or
distrustful or fearful of others. Arguably, this also changes the way we ought to
understand education, and here I think Barber captures the core aspects of de-
mocracy education well:

Dependent, yet under democracy self-determining; insufficient and ignorant, yet under
democracy teachable; selfish, yet under democracy cooperative; stubborn and solipsistic,
yet under democracy creative and capable of genuine self-transformation. (Barber, 2004, p.
119)

As already mentioned, there is an immense challenge in trying to establish core
ideals of democracy education while reminding ourselves that democracy should
never be defined exhaustively. This means that the core ideals of democracy need
to be loose enough to be transformed if real-life needs require it and to allow
room for plurality, while giving some guidelines on how to realise democratic

23 Predefined modes of action = behaviour
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living so that it is not without any content or meaning (see e.g. Biesta, 2006a, 2013;
Fromm, 2013b; Moulffe, 2005).

I argue that in democracy education we should, from the outset, stress the
ideal that individuals are guided towards self-reliance, as democratic societies
are based on freedom, not on control (Biesta, 2013, ch. 6; Fromm, 2013a; Méannisto,
2018). Following, the new Finnish National Core Curriculum (2014) has created
heated debate on this issue, with many voices arguing that children should not
be ‘left alone” in their education. While I consider this argument to be essentially
valid, it is nevertheless based on an exaggeration concerning what the current
national curriculum states regarding independence. I do agree, however, that we
should not demand too much of students and that educating people to be inde-
pendent should be perceived as an ideal towards which we should aim, not taken
word for word in every possible situation.

Freedom requires individual and collective responsibility and solidarity
to ensure that freedom is not abused. This means, for example, that individuals
should have the ability to evaluate their actions and the actions of others in rela-
tion to how well they enhance the well-being, freedom, and equality of everyone.
Moreover, people need to be taught how to engage in dialogue. The ability to be
(self-)critical requires that we engage in dialogue with others, as through dia-
logue we can gain better (self-)understanding and learn what kind of conse-
quences people’s actions have toward others (Brookfield, 1995 ; Buber, 1970; Bur-
bules, 1993; Levinas, 2008). By the term dialogue, I mean the ability to open a
common dialogic space, where different individuals can share their perspectives
with others without the fear of intolerance (see e.g., Buber, 1970; Burbules, 1993).
This opens, as mentioned earlier, a path for us to engage in action together in
plurality and hence build more equal and free communities. As implicated by
Kant in his Critique of Pure Reason, a solitary mind cannot understand or criti-
cise itself or others from different perspectives (also Sartre, 2003). Therefore, we
need dialogue to bring forth plural viewpoints and diverse experiences in order
to reflect upon our (collective) actions. In addition, as Arendt (2013, p. 184) notes,
through speech we insert ourselves as unique beings among others.

3.2.1 Plural democracy and parliamentarism

In the contemporary system of governance, parliamentarism, most people are not
given chances to participate directly, which was also visible in the data that I
gathered (Mannisto, 2020). Instead, in the contemporary society, the vast major-
ity of people are given the role of an observer because parliamentarism is based
on representation, which means that most citizens act only as instruments for
democratic legitimatisation?* (see Rosanvallon, 2011, also Ranciere, 2015). This
can be clearly observed in Finland, and arguably also in other Western countries,
where decisions made by governments are deemed to be automatically demo-
cratic, and criticising or contesting these decisions is often argued by those in

24 Democratic legitimacy in parliamentarism requires that enough people vote, hence the regular de-
bate about voting turnout after each election.
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power to be an undemocratic act (see e.g., Rapeli, 2010; Rosanvallon, 2008). Also,
the decision-makers often have an elitist background, as for example in the
United Kingdom the majority politicians come from private elite schools (Social
Mobility Commission, 2019).

In plural democracies, everyone should be allowed to have a chance to
participate in different socio-political contexts directly and according to their
own unique attributes, perspectives, and ways of acting. Participation means the
possibility to influence one’s socio-political surroundings, which in the context
of schools would mean, for instance, the possibility to influence the contents of
education, educational methods, and the school’s shared socio-political and
physical spaces. Furthermore, it means the possibility to engage in negotiation
about power, politics and society with the teacher and other students. Indeed,
democratic living cannot be achieved if democracy education only, or mostly,
teaches about parliamentary institutions and how they work, when most people
never get to participate in these kinds of environments.

3.2.2 The role of an authority

The role of the teacher, counsellor, instructor, mentor, or any authoritative figure
in the context of democracy education is a complex one. Teachers act as the pro-
viders of new information and perspectives and have the authority position in
an educational context that is provided to them by society (Brookfield, 1995, 2005).
Clearly, as Fromm (2013) argues, an authoritative society is not something we
should strive for if we want our society to be built upon democratic principles.
However, we have to be able to deal with the question of asymmetry in the con-
text of education, since education is always, to some degree, about power. Con-
sequently, Fromm (2013, pp. 18-19) offers a democratic way to approach the
question of authority by stating that there are two different kinds of authority
figures: rational and irrational.

A rational authority figure is someone whose position is based on compe-
tence and who works towards enabling their pupils to manage themselves with-
out constant guidance. This kind of authority figure is respected because they are
acknowledged as seeking the best for the people they have authority over. These
kinds of authority figures strive to explain and rationalise their decisions, are
prepared to transform their ways of acting if the needs of the community require
it and try to keep everything as transparent as possible. In other words, they
strive not to control others, nor do they love power, or do they think that their
human limits are something to be ashamed of. Rather, they want the best for
themselves and others and are always prepared to engage in dialogue with oth-
ers to ensure that everyone is treated as fairly as possible and given space to be
heard and seen, as they recognise that there is strength in plurality and in giving
everyone the chance to participate in the planning and actualisation of different
activities. Furthermore, rational authority figures value and respect others and

the different competencies and knowledge that others can contribute (see Fromm,
2013, also Ménnist6 & Fornaciari, 2017).
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An irrational authority figure, on the other hand, does not aim to negotiate
or explain their decisions. They expect blind, irrational obedience merely because
of their authoritative position. They expect others to follow their lead without
scrutiny or criticism, because challenging them would reveal that also they can
err, which would, in turn, challenge their self-confidence. The term irrationality
in this case refers to the non-transparent and non-negotiable position of the au-
thority figure. This kind of authority figure keeps all the power within their grasp,
because they are unsure of themselves and afraid of losing their social position??
(Fromm 2013, 18-19, see also Fromm 1994). The problem with irrational authority
in relation to democratic educational principles lies in the fact that this kind of
teacher does not make space for the ability to handle different situations autono-
mously without constant guidance to emerge in students (see Mannisto, 2020;
forthcoming, also Mdensivu, 2019).

3.3 A brief history of democracy education in Finland

Formal education in Finland was established in the 1860s by Uno Cygnaeus,
whose ideas held a strong position until the start of the Finnish civil war in 1917.
Although Cygnaeus’ educational ideas can be considered radical for his time,
they had nothing to do with democracy (see Ojakangas, 1998; Rautiainen, 2017).
After the civil war, the winning political right-wing decided to transform Finnish
state education to more thoroughly reflect their ideals. The official reason given
for their decision was to prevent another civil war from occurring. As a result,
civic education was abolished and teachers who openly had left-leaning political
ideologies were banned from Finnish schools (Rantala, 2010). The resulting right-
wing hegemony maintained an established position until the Second World War
(see e.g., Rautiainen, Mannisto, & Fornaciari, 2020).

After the Second World War, during the 1960s, 70s and 80s, school democ-
racy peaked in Finland. First, a same-for-all comprehensive school system was
established in the 1960s, followed by major democratic school reform in the 70s.
The central-leftist party, with the help of the then President Urho Kekkonen, suc-
ceeded in bringing the changes in, despite the resistance of right-wing politicians.
However, in 1984, the democratic school experiment ended abruptly, because of
the furious opposition from the majority of teachers and right-wing politicians.
The main argument against the reform was simple - children should not be given
so much power (Kédrenlampi, 1999).

Even though it can be argued that the democratic school experiment
worked relatively well, Finnish society was not ready for such a thorough school
transformation. This was evident in the heated debate during and after the dem-
ocratic school experiment, which accused it of being too politically controversial
(Kdrenlampi, 1999.) Until the experiment, school education in Finland was

2 The theory can refer to anyone in position of authority, from bureaucrats to teachers to
parents.
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widely perceived to be neutral due to the hegemonic position of the right-winged
ideology, and thus the transformation toward solidarity and democracy was in
comparison perceived too radical and leftist. Indeed, one can hear the same kinds
of arguments nowadays, even though there is no such a thing as neutral ‘any-
thing” when it comes to human life. Following, Laclau (2014) argues that it takes
a great amount of power to make something seem neutral. Consequently, due to
the hegemonic position that neoliberalism has in the society, the neoliberal
tendencies that operate within the school system are deemed neutral (see e.g. At-
kinson, 2017; Simola, 2015). The need to assess everything, entrepreneurship ed-
ucation, coding, and psychologically directed learning theories are all examples
of these so-called neutral tendencies (e.g. Brunila et al., 2015; Petersen & Millei,
2016; Saari, 2016).

The first CivEd (Civic Education) study conducted in 1999 brought the
need for democracy education into public discussion in Finland. The findings
concerning Finnish students” competencies and preparedness for democratic par-
ticipation were clear: They did not interest young people (Suutarinen, 2002). Put
simply, young people (aged 14-15) were familiar with political institutions and
knew well how they worked but were not interested in participating themselves.
Furthermore, Pdivi Harinen’s (2000) study showed that young Finnish people
did not think that society could be changed through the collective efforts of peo-
ple acting in plurality. Rather, they perceived the society as static and ready-
made. After the studies, the following government set improvement of civic skills
and democratic participation of young people as one of its primary goals. Projects
aimed at deepening young Finnish people’s interest and skills regarding demo-
cratic participation were subsequently put in motion (see Nivala & Ryynénen,
2013). However, not much has changed, and the International Civic and Citizen-
ship Education Study [ICCS] of 2007 and 2016 showed results similar to those of
1999.

In 2013, the Finnish government set up a team of researchers to investigate
how democracy and human rights are being realised in Finnish teacher education.
In 2014, a study was conducted and its findings presented (Rautiainen,
Vanhanen-Nuutinen, & Virta, 2014). The researchers argued that although
teacher educators thought democratic principles and human rights as forming
the (rational) foundation of Finnish teacher education, no explicit methods or
ways of doing and acting connected to them were perceivable. The researchers
thus concluded that the ideals of democracy and human rights guide the work of
Finnish teacher educators in theory, but not in reality. The findings are not sur-
prising, as they reflect the findings of the 2005 study conducted by Eija
Syrjdldinen, Veli-Matti Véarri and Ari Eronen (2006), which showed that teacher
students have only a shallow understanding of civic skills and ideals. Further-
more, the teacher students did not perceive these skills or attributes as important
for educators (Syrjéldinen et al., 2006). Indeed, if teacher students do not have an
understanding of democracy and its main principles, or even consider it im-
portant to have such knowledge, it is easy to deduce that also the educators of
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these students do not have a democratic orientation towards education (see also
Rautiainen et al., 2020).

Since the study carried out in 2014, little has followed other than lively de-
bates and more reports. A national programme aimed at (emerging and) devel-
oping Finnish teacher educators’ competencies regarding democracy and human
rights was conducted from the beginning of 2016 to spring 2017 (see Méannisto,
Rautiainen, & Vanhanen-Nuutinen, 2017), and another similar programme was
concluded in autumn 2019 (see Kasa, 2019). However, these projects have influ-
enced only a handful of educators, while the majority of teacher educators and
their understanding of democracy and human rights education have been left
untouched. Furthermore, Johanna Sitomaniemi-San (2015) argued that Finnish
teacher education is still heavily psycho-individually oriented, even though it ar-
gues to be research-oriented. Jarmo Kinos, Antti Saari, Jyri Lindén and Varri
(2015) again studied the course contents of different teacher education depart-
ments throughout Finland and stated that psychology and didactics dominate at
the cost of history, philosophy, educational sciences, and sociology (also Simola,
2015). Finally, even though the current National Core Curriculum (FNBE, 2014)
implemented in 2016 has been argued to be more democratic than the ones before,
the matter is not as simple as it seems (see Mannisto, Tervasmaki, & Fornaciari,
2017).

The challenges in fostering democratic principles in Finnish education are
more clearly perceivable nowadays, as people have not been enthusiastic about
democratic participation, apart from voting, in recent decades (see Rapeli, 2010).
Truly, while the young people of today are as well informed about political insti-
tutions as their counterparts were 20 years earlier, they also share their previous
counterparts” low interest towards active democratic participation in the society.
Young people readily leave politics to state institutions and think that ‘ordinary’
people should only care about their personal lives. Furthermore, many young
Finnish people have an insufficient understanding of how politics and power in-
fluence individuals. (Mehtonen, Niilo-Rdmd, & Nissinen, 2017; Myllyniemi, 2014,
2018.) The recent climate protests in Finland and around the world, combined
with the fact that internet offers ways to share information more rapidly than
ever, do, however, show some changes in young people’s political activity. Alt-
hough, it remains to be seen how deep and long-lasting these changes are.
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4 THE RESEARCH PROCESS

4.1 The research plan

The idea for the thesis emerged during my sociology studies, in which I felt
strongly drawn to the idea of combining educational and democratic phenomena
through studying classrooms as democratic communities. After extensive reflec-
tion, I decided to meet with Matti Rautiainen of the Department of Teacher Edu-
cation, Jyvaskyld, who was working in this area. Matti proposed that I observe
the everyday life in the classroom in order to understand the realities in which
the students live, and that, by doing so, it would be easier to understand the com-
plexity of the dynamics of the classroom and to analyse them in relation to dem-
ocratic aspects and ideals. I left the meeting inspired, with John Dewey’s “Democ-
racy and Education’, lent by Matti, in hand. After numerous drafts, the research
idea was crystallised and the research plan finalised.

4.2 Data gathering

After completing the research plan, I started planning the data gathering. I began
by interviewing people connected to democracy education to get a better overall
picture of the current situation. The interview selection process was targeted at
experts in the field and resulted in five interviews: The city’s educational coordi-
nator (with a special interest in democracy education), two youth workers, the
Chair of the local Children's Parliament, and a high school teacher who had stud-
ied education from a societal perspective extensively. My intention in interview-
ing different experts in the field was that doing so would direct me towards spe-
cific research topics, thus enabling me to me to choose the themes to focus on
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during the ethnographic data gathering. In addition, as previous studies and sur-
veys had revealed contradictions between alleged and actual everyday school
realities regarding the role of democracy, I felt that gaining an expert overview
of the situation would give me insight about the current situation at very begin-
ning of the research process.

I considered, following Matti’s suggestion, that ethnographic data-gather-
ing process might serve to reveal to me the contradictions regarding the studied
phenomena (see Atkinson & Hammersley, 2007; Lappalainen et al., 2007). In au-
tumn 2015, I started gathering ethnographic data from two classes (4th and 5t
grade, ages 10 to 12) in a school in the region of Central Finland. The chosen
school was a typical Finnish 1st to 9th grade (ages 6 to 16) comprehensive school.
The selection process followed no specific methodology, as the chosen school’s
principal was the only one who respondent to my contact requests, which I had
sent to a considerable number of schools. The school principal informed the
teachers about my research and invited me to the school to visit the teachers in-
terested in participating. After visiting the school, two primary school teachers
agreed to participate in the study.

The data gathering phase was intensive and lasted a month, including 13
days of classroom observation. In addition, I interviewed the primary school
teachers, the school principal, the social studies teacher who coordinated student
council activities, two student council representatives, and 15 students from the
two classes. I planned the data gathering from the outset to be quite open and
wrote down almost any observation that was connected to democracy education,
from the freedom of the students to educational methods to the organisation of
physical and socio-political spaces in the school. During the interviews with the
adults I focussed on themes explicitly connected to democracy such as student
participation, decision-making, socio-political and societal phenomena, and on
the contemporary Finnish school culture, such as whether schools are teacher- or
student-driven, etc.

With the students, the discussions were quite open. I started each interview
by asking what the student(s) would like to discuss about at school during classes.
As the discussions developed, I introduced questions related to the educational
culture of the school and in each interview, I also asked something explicit about
democracy or society. Most of the student interviews were group interviews.
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4.3 The research articles

4.3.1 The first article

The first published research article (in Finnish) was for a book by Auli Toom,
Matti Rautiainen,?¢ and Juhani Tdhtinen (2017) on the theme of the participation
of students in education. The article, co-authored with Aleksi Fornaciari and
Tuomas Tervasmdiki, aimed to analyse the values connected to the themes of par-
ticipation and democracy of the Finnish national core curricula in comparison to
the critical social pedagogical?’ participation ideals (Nivala & Ryyné&nen, 2013).
As I was the primary author and main contributor to the article, and as the arti-
cle’s content is strongly connected to democracy, I decided to include it in the
thesis.

The studied data for the article consist of the Finnish national core curricula
from the years 1985, 1994, 2004 and 2014. Our aim in the article was to focus on
more contemporary curricula, as the earlier papers could be described to rather
be reports or directives than official curricula.

The analytical orientation used in the first article was post-structural gov-
ernance theory (see e.g., Cruikshank, 1999; Dean, 2010; Foucault, 1991; Rose &
Miller, 2013). In post-structural analysis, the goal is to understand how different
(power) discourses shape our actions. As national curricula aim, through their
discourses, to homogenise school education in Finland, the use of post-structural
analysis seemed a fitting approach. Studying different, hegemonic discourses
and modes of conduct, which have been moulded throughout history, aimed at
shaping actions of the students, help to understand how the foundations of
shared, cultural rationality embedded to us in contemporary public, state educa-
tion are formed. These rationalities orientate and direct our understanding of be-
ing a human thus influencing our everyday thinking and actions. The everyday
thinking and actions again can be studied more in-depth phenomenologically, as
I have done in the articles two and three. Indeed, I argue that in this kind of anal-
ysis post-structuralism reveals it hermeneutic core.

It is the function of the social character (governed mentality) to shape the energies of the
members of society in such a way that their behaviour is not a matter of conscious decision
as to whether or not to follow the social pattern, but one of wanting to act as they have to
act and at the same time finding gratification in acting according to the requirements of the
culture. (Fromm, 2013b, p. 77)

Post-structural analysis allowed us to de-construct and re-construct the empha-
sised values of the society emphasised in the curricula in a manner that made it

26 As an ethical note, although my supervisor, Matti Rautiainen, was one of the book’s
editors, he had no involvement with the article I provided for the book; the evaluator and
editor of our article was Auli Toom. Auli kindly offered a signed prove of this.

27 Kriittinen sosiaalipedagogiikka
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possible to understand what kind of picture the curricula paint about the ex-
pected agency of students. Following, especially in the later curricula (2004, 2014),
the rhetoric has notably softened, and the power discourses are more inviting
than enforcing in tone. Indeed, the contemporary power courses can be described
to be extremely appealing, inviting individuals to internalise them (Saari, 2016).
The argument is, just as Fromm articulates, that if you follow the modes of con-
duct described in the curricula, you are promised rewards in the society. This
way of perceiving and governing ourselves is what Kaisu Malkki and Larry
Green (2014, p. 10) call “a third-person, social scientist’- orientation (also Kegan,
1982).

The analysis was directed (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005, p. 1281) by the used the-
ory, which was implemented from critical social pedagogy (Nivala & Ryynénen,
2013). In Elina Nivala and Sanna Ryynénen’s critical social pedagogical formula-
tion, the participation of everyone is emphasised. Hence, in our analysis, we were
interested in how the curricula spoke about participation and belonging in the
school-community as well as society and compared these with critical social ped-
agogical understanding of participation.

4.3.2 The second article

As the main idea of the thesis developed towards being a study of the macro,
meso and micro levels of primary school education, with national curricula rep-
resenting the macro level, I needed to develop a plan for examining the meso and
micro levels. Here, for both levels, Arendt’'s The Human Condition (2013)28 was
instrumental. Her ideas provided me with the tools to study the organisation of
the school’s public space together with its promoted activities, and this is what I
took as my point of departure in the second article.

Moran (2001, p. 287) calls Arendt’s analysis of the vita activa, ‘phenomenol-
ogy of the public space’. Arendt can be arguably called a phenomenologist of the
public space, as she was especially interested in how humans interact with and
towards each other in the shared world. In the second article, phenomenology is
used to capture the lived, everyday realities of the informants acting in public
through Arendt’s ideas, where she divided humans’ living in the world into three
fundamental categories. Following, I used Arendt’s categories to study, which
activities, labour or action, were the most promoted in the public space of the
school.

With the term vita activa, I propose to designate three fundamental human activities: la-
bour, work, and action. They are fundamental because each corresponds to one of the basic
conditions under which life on earth has been given to man.

Labour is the activity which corresponds to the biological process of the human body,
whose spontaneous growth, metabolism, and eventual decay are bound to the vital neces-
sities produced and fed into the life process by labour. The human condition of labour is

28 For my analysis, I used the Finnish translation of the book (Arendt, 2017, Tampere:
Vastapaino.)
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life itself. Work is the activity which corresponds to the unnaturalness of human existence,
which is not embedded in, and whose mortality is not compensated by, the species' ever-
recurring life cycle. Work provides an “artificial” world of things, distinctly different from
all natural surroundings. Within its borders, each individual life is housed, while this
world itself is meant to outlast and transcend them all. The human condition of work is
worldliness. Action, the only activity that goes on directly between men without the inter-
mediary of things or matter, corresponds to the human condition of plurality, to the fact
that men, not Man, live on the earth and inhabit the world. While all aspects of the human
condition are somehow related to politics, plurality is specifically the condition - not only
the conditio sine qua non, but the conditio per quam - of all political life. (Arendt, 2013, p.
7)

In the article, I focus on Arendt’s terms action and labour as to Arendt work
meant activities where humans build artificial things that are meant to outlast
individual lives in order to allow the humans to inhabit the world together. While
I can appreciate that schools also include some aspects of work, doing research
means making tough decisions. Therefore, I perceived it fitting, for the sake of
clarity and time, to focus on merely on labour and action. Furthermore, labour
(social) and action (political) define our public being in a different manner than
work, which is connected to the subjugation of nature.

The analysis in the article was phenomenologically oriented. The first step
was to give a vivid and lively description of the school’s public space and the
activities promoted within it. This was done to construct a picture of how the
public space of the school was organised socio-politically, spatially, and tempo-
rally. After the phenomenological description of the everyday life in the public
space of the school, I analysed this living through Arendt’s terms action and la-
bour to understand, what kind of public modes of action were promoted in the
school. In political public space acting together in plurality is promoted (Biesta,
2013, ch. 6). Again, social public space is organised, so that people can labour
(alone) most effortlessly and effectively. If the possibility to act politically is min-
imal, or virtually non-existent, people start to perceive themselves as mere parts
of the mass, rather than as unique beings with their own respectable, equal and
free modes of thinking and acting (Fromm, 2013a, b, c; Heidegger, 1977), which
strips from us our sense of agency and responsibility towards others (Barber,
2004; Bauman, 2013; Biesta, 2006a, 2010, 2013).

4.3.3 The third article

Analysing the everyday agency of the students phenomenologically forms the
core idea of the third article. This article resonates too strongly with Arendtian
line of thinking, particularly concerning agency. To Arendt, agency meant the
ability and possibility to act according to one’s uniqueness, and, as Biesta argues,
this idea is central to grasping democratic agency. As I established at the begin-
ning of the thesis, Biesta’s articulation of democratic education as promoting mo-
ments where freedom (and equality) can appear reflects an Arendtian under-
standing of togetherness.
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To Arendt (2013) agency meant, more specifically, that a person can act in
public in a manner that allows them to show who they are. In addition, I use the
term participatory agency in the article to emphasise direct, first-person participa-
tion (regards to third-person, social scientific orientation, mentioned before). In-
deed, in a democratic society everyone should have the possibility to participate
directly, equally, and freely (Barber, 2014; Biesta, 2013; Mannisto, 2020; 2020b).
Therefore, agency in democracy means acting together in plurality, not a specific
kind of participation defined from the outside, as is usually the case in contem-
porary societies, especially with children (Cruikshank, 1999; Gretschel & Kiilako-
ski, 2012, 2014; Puuronen & Saari, 2017; Wall, 2012). Furthermore, as I argue more
clearly in the theoretical framework of the third article, democratic agency has
aspects distinct to it. These include, for example, the ability to understand oneself
and otherness as well as the ability to connect both individual and communal
perspectives and goals. People should also have some level of understanding of
how culture, politics, and power influence people in society (see e.g. Biesta, 2013;
Giroux, 1997; Ménnisto, in review).

The research was structured as follows. First, I constructed from the data a
picture of the students as agents. Both adults” and children’s views about stu-
dents” agency were included. I then compared the picture constructed of students’
agency with the ideals of participatory democratic agency to determine whether
the studied school had engendered a sense of democracy in the students. This
was of key interest since, as I argue in the article, the emergence of democratic
agency can happen only through education. Democracy education makes it pos-
sible to transform (as argued by Barber earlier) many of the human attributes that
influence our lives, which stem from the fact that we are beings with bio-psycho-
social instincts (see e.g., Morrison, 1999).

The third article uses more strongly a Heideggerian understanding of phe-
nomenology, as we argue in the article. This means that the analysis focuses more
strongly on culture and societal phenomena, including language. Indeed, in the
third article we do not use any pregiven categories, like in the second article, to
analyse the agency of the students. Rather, we constructed a theory about every-
day democratic agency in dialogue with Biesta’s thoughts and analysed whether
the elements we argue that are pivotal for democratic agency were part of the
agency of the students.

4.4 Research ethics

The gathered data does not involve any sensitive observations or questions. In
the data, I have aimed at anonymising each individual as well as possible by us-
ing pseudonyms. However, it is not possible to guarantee absolute anonymity,
as specific ways of speaking and acting can reveal the individuals under study. I
also requested permission from the students” parents and from each adult inter-
viewed to use the gathered data. In addition, I was aware that when interviewing
and studying children the researcher must be extra careful with respect to how
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data is obtained and that the data must be handled with due care and considera-
tion. Hence, I took the necessary precautions to ensure this. Indeed, during the
interviews I noticed that it was easy to be misunderstood when asking about ab-
stract phenomena of which the students might have only little knowledge and
understanding.

The data for the study was gathered prior to the newest guidelines from the
Finnish National Board on Research Integrity (TENK). Thus, I have abided by
slightly less strict modes of conduct than are nowadays demanded. Nevertheless,
I have not disclosed the data to any third parties and I have handled the data
carefully and stored it only on my working computer.

During the analysis I have followed respected theories and aimed at re-
specting every researched individual. I have followed scientific procedures and
done everything methodologically soundly. Every article, and this summary,
have also gone through a peer-review process.

4.5 Reflections on the research process

The observational period of this study could, on reflection, have been a slightly
longer. However, I consider that the methods of inquiry and analysis could be
done properly with the data that I gathered. In addition, as the gathered data was
multi-faceted, including pictures, video, interviews, and observations, it gives a
vivid, convincing, and lively picture about the everyday life of the school. How-
ever, I think that in the future, better planning of the data-gathering period
should be ensured.

The researcher is always a part of the research process. The decisions I have
made concerning the books and articles I have read, the methods I have used,
and my personal background cannot be separated from the process. Hence, we
must always remind ourselves as researchers, that we are part of the socio-polit-
ical world we are studying and that there is no fully objective way to perceive
different phenomena. It is not that ‘I am here” and the ‘object is there’, but that
we are part of the same reality. Indeed, the object of study, in this case the other
human subject, perceives me as I perceive them. Equally, the researcher’s pres-
ence is felt and noticed by the people being studied.

Reliability and validity cannot be addressed in qualitative research the same
way as in quantitative research. There is no possibility to go back to the time
when I gathered the data and study the same people. Every person is an individ-
ual, thus the dynamics of the classrooms will be different every time a study is
conducted. However, as I have used respected and scientifically valid methods
(see e.g., Atkinson & Hammersley, 2007; Foucault, 1991, Moran, 2001), I can
safely argue that I have fulfilled the goals for scientific reliability and validity of
human research. More so, one should remember that the scientific pieces in-
cluded in the thesis present only my interpretation of the studied phenomena.
Truly, I think that doing human sciences is about offering some insights, my
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voice, to the on-going discussion about being and acting as a human and organ-
isation of the socio-political world.

Finally, I feel the need to remind that even though the study is critical at
heart, I address my criticism towards the socio-political structures of the society,
which direct individuals” actions, not towards the people. This is something, I
think every researcher, beginner as well as advanced should remember, so no
individual is being hurt mentally or physically when studying them.
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5 THE CENTRAL FINDINGS

The thesis includes three articles. In the articles, I studied, sometimes with the
help of other researchers, the current state of democracy education in Finland. I
achieved this by studying the field of primary school education on three different
levels. The first level (macro) was studied by analysing the national curricula,
secondly, I studied the educational culture (meso level) in one Finnish school and,
thirdly, I studied the everyday agency of the students (micro level) in comparison
to democratic ideals.

5.1 Critical Social Pedagogical Analysis of the Concept of Partici-
pation in the National Core Curricula (1985-2014) of Primary
School-Education?

In the first article (Médnnisto, Tervasmadki, & Fornaciari, 2017) we studied four
national curricula (FNBE, 1985, 1994, 2004 and 2014) from different periods. As
the goal of the National Core Curriculum for Primary School Education is to ho-
mogenise formal education in Finland, studying the curricula was justified when
aiming to understand the current state of democracy education in Finland. We
chose to study not only the current core curriculum, but also the core curricula
from recent decades to understand how the discourses of today have been for-
mulated throughout the years. As I argued before, contemporary understanding
of different phenomena are constructed hermeneutically, meaning that they do
not come out of nowhere, but are constructed upon historical consciousness.
Hence, analysing also few of the earlier curricula, helped us to paint the picture
concerning how today’s understanding of democracy education came to be in a
historical continuum. The analytical tool used in the article was post-structural
discourse analysis.

2 Perusopetuksen opetussuunnitelman perusteissa (1985-2014) rakentuvan osallisuuskaési-
tyksen sosiaalipedagoginen tarkastelu.
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In Finland, every school is expected to follow the current national core cur-
riculum. However, each municipality, and its schools, are allowed to make their
own interpretations concerning how the curriculum should be realised. For ex-
ample, different schools are able to emphasise different parts of the curriculum
as long as the overall requirements are met. In addition, the curriculum includes,
for example, the values respected in Finnish society, and directs how to assess
students and on what basis (see FNBE, 2014).

We analysed the parts of the curricula where values and views concerning
how to participate in the society were mentioned. During the analysis, the goal
was to understand what kind of participation the national curricula emphasise
and have emphasised with respect to societal participation. As schools are sup-
posed to follow the guidelines of the curricula, studying the curricula provided
an outline of what is happening in schools throughout Finland regarding democ-
racy education. We compared the findings of the analysis with the ideals of crit-
ical social pedagogy. In critical social pedagogy, participation means that indi-
viduals have opportunities to connect personally with the surrounding culture
and to influence it. Moreover, critical social pedagogical views emphasise that
everyone has responsibilities toward others, that individuals should learn to
think and act critically, engage in reciprocal relationships, and challenge ques-
tionable decisions (see Nivala & Ryynénen, 2013).

More in-depth analysis and discussion are presented in the article, but I will
highlight here some key points we made. As, for instance, Hannu Simola (2015,
34-35) has argued, there are always contradictions between formal guidelines
and the everyday realities of the school. Furthermore, in Finland, just as in many
other Western countries, many well-meaning projects and processes have been
implemented that have aimed to strengthen the democratic participation of
young people, yet these projects tend to fail for the same reason when it comes
to transforming the everyday realities of the school (see Biesta, 2013; Cruikshank,
1999; Nivala & Ryyndnen, 2013). This reason is developmentalism. As previously
argued, in developmentalism the idea is that only when the ‘right” attitude and
competencies are developed in children, will they be given opportunities to par-
ticipate democratically (or they will participate autonomously). The problem lies
in the fact that this ideal strongly contradicts with the ideals of democracy, as I
have elaborated. Democracy is about the freedom and equality of all; this means,
necessarily, that there are no ‘right’ or ‘required” attitudes, competencies, or ways
to participate and influence different matters. Rather, at the heart of democratic
participation lies plurality - diverse ways to be, think and act in the world. In
contrast, developmentalist ideas exclude the majority of people by not allowing
them to participate because of their “‘wrong’ (i.e., non-hegemonic) ways of partic-
ipation. Indeed, you are allowed to participate more freely in society only after
you have achieved a certain acceptable level of competence. This developmental
attitude shone through at every level of Finnish school education, from macro to
meso to micro, according to the studied data.
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5.2 An Exploration of the Public Space and Its Activities in a
Finnish Primary School

Whereas the first paper more clearly relates to hermeneutics, highlighting socie-
tal level of thinking that has been constructed throughout history, the following
two research articles are phenomenologically oriented. This means that the goal
was to understand, how the informants acted as part of their everyday realities.
In the second article, I use Arendt’s phenomenological concepts to examine and
analyse the organisation of the school’s public space with respect to the activities
that it promotes in order to understand how they direct the thinking and actions
of the people involved. Hence, I first describe the everyday realities of the
school’s public space, then, using Arendt’s concepts, I illustrate the way of living
that the students grow accustomed to when acting among other people in the
public space in the manner promoted in the school.

I was foremost interested in whether the organisation of the public space of
the school and the activities it promotes educated the young students to live to-
gether in plurality or whether socio-normative ways of living were emphasised.

Yet this precisely is the case of labouring, an activity in which man is neither together with
the world nor with other people, but alone with his body, facing the naked necessity to
keep himself alive. To be sure, he too lives in the presence of and together with others, but
this togetherness has none of the distinctive marks of true plurality. (Arendt, 2013, p. 212)

Through my analysis of the public space of the school, I argue that the way of
living that the school mostly prepared the students for was labour. This meant,
for instance, that students did most of their tasks alone. It also meant that most
of the activities had clear goals and outlines planned by the teachers, which the
students could not influence. Furthermore, I argue that the tasks done in the
school were not done for their own sake, but for the sake of evaluating students’
(labouring) abilities. Moreover, as the tasks realised in the school were planned
beforehand by the teachers, this made it impossible for the students to bring forth
anything unique to them, in other words, to exercise their freedom. Indeed, the
group tasks were done in a manner in which each task was cut into smaller, qual-
itatively identical parts, so that the students would learn the abilities needed for
a labouring way of living. Truly, within the public space of the school, almost no
freedom in the Arendtian understanding of the term could be observed. Finally,
the same-for-everyone behavioural rules of the school were intended to homog-
enise students’ behaviour.

In conclusion, I argue that the public space of the studied school mostly
promoted socio-normative modes of acting and thinking. This meant that the
great majority of activities done together with others were pre-planned school
tasks, not ones allowing the uniqueness of the students to be perceived. Moreo-
ver, democratic modes of action, as I elaborate more thoroughly in the last article,
were emphasised only in special contexts, such as student council representation.
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5.3 Education and Participatory Democratic Agency in a Finnish
Primary School.

According to the 2016 International Civic and Citizenship Education Study of the
IEA [International Association for the Evaluation of Educational Achievement],
it seems that not only in Finland, but also in many other Western societies, young
people know quite well how parliamentary institutions work and respect demo-
cratic values, but are not interested in directly participating democratically (see
Mehtildinen, Niilo-Rdmd, & Nissinen, 2017, also Myllyniemi, 2017). Conse-
quently, in Finland most young people believe that individuals themselves have
the most influence over how their personal future will turn out and, therefore,
politics and societal matters should be left in the hands of the state and state gov-
erned institutions. My interpretation of the phenomenon is that young people
perceive social structures to be static and non-negotiable, so they have learned to
care only about their own personal attributes and skills, which they feel they have
power over. This means that young people are not taught how power and social
structures work and govern their lives, or how to influence them (Myllyniemi,
2013, 2017, 2019; Ménnisto, in review). As already mentioned, social structures
do not have a life of their own, but rather work through the efforts of various
individuals. This means that they can also be changed by the efforts of people
acting together.

According to the studied data, both the teachers and the students think that
people should be concerned only with their own personal affairs. Furthermore,
the teachers told they are not personally interested in social or societal phenom-
ena and do not consider them to be of particular educational importance, nor
would they really know how to teach about them. This had a clear impact on the
students, as they knew virtually nothing about how society or democracy work
or how power influences people’s lives. Moreover, the students thought that ed-
ucation and its content should be left entirely to the teachers, who are the experts,
and that (most) students are not competent enough to offer reliable information
due to their age and position as students (developmental perspective).

The analysis of the students” agency revealed that most students exhibited
no traces of democratic modes of action. The students thought that they should
care only about their own personal matters and leave public issues in the hands
of the teachers and the student council. Consequently, the relatively few students
who are elected to the student council have many more opportunities to emerge
and develop the competencies needed to influence contemporary society than
the rest of their classmates do. Moreover, the majority of student council repre-
sentatives were students who already had the competencies needed to partici-
pate and use power. Furthermore, the council’s leading student representatives
were chosen by the teachers so that, in the words of the students, ‘things would
be taken care of properly’. During the analysis, it became evident that the school
did not aim to systematically level the differences in competencies between the
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students concerning their ability to participate democratically, but rather ampli-
fied them by giving most of the responsibilities and opportunities to exercise
power to the already better-doing students.
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6 DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

In the research articles of this thesis I have aimed to elaborate how the role of
democracy is understood in contemporary primary school education in Finland
- what affects what is taught to children in schools about democracy and demo-
cratic agency and how. In addition, I have discussed in the theoretical part how
democracy education could be understood in existential terms and how this ex-
istential way of understanding democracy education compares to the traditional
line of thinking.

Democratic living is ever-developing and never fully completed. Hence, the
principles of democratic living contradict with many of the ideals being empha-
sised in contemporary Western societies. In the current system, everyone is as-
sessed individually against normative measuring poles and no collective or dy-
namic goals in education can really be perceived (Mdnnisto, 2020; also Nikkola,
Rautiainen, & Rdihd, 2013). The problem with normative, individual-oriented ed-
ucation is that it produces a belief about a ‘normal individual” (Biesta, 2006a,
2010). As everyone is assessed against the same measuring pole, the ones who
meet the requirements are deemed normal, and the ones who do not are per-
ceived as needing special support or written off as (future) dropouts.

In my proposed existential understanding of democracy education, the goal
is to allow the will and competence to live together in plurality to emerge and
develop in people by offering individual opportunities to exercise freedom and
to act equally with others. Indeed, democracy education means education that is
both democratic, in other words, promotes the freedom and equality of all, and
includes content that helps people to understand the globalised world of today
and to participate democratically.

According to the findings of this thesis, democracy education in Finland is
suffering from the same kinds of deficiencies as Biesta has recognised throughout
Europe (e.g., Biesta, 2006b, 2010). As elucidated in the articles, the teachers per-
ceived their students as incapable of free participation and decision making be-
cause of their age. The teachers were unconscious to the question of how will the
students ever be able to emerge (Biesta, 2013) and develop the mentality and
competencies needed to act democratically if they are not given chances to live
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democratically in their everyday contexts. Why do we need education in the first
place if growing as a human is only about waiting for the ‘right” capabilities to
develop? I argue that this paradox lies at the heart of contemporary Western ed-
ucation and it needs to be challenged if we wish to see true transformation in our
societies.

Democratic living does not mean radical relativism, as the requirement to
treat everyone as free and equal does not allow just any kind of conceivable
worldview to take hold. The possibility for extreme relativism is also negated by
the fact that the common world, which we inhabit together, sets boundaries on
our actions. Hence, in democracy education, the common world is addressed as
the space which we all share together in plurality, and it is the place for every
activity we take upon. Indeed, democratic living is required if we wish for people
to be able to live among each other, not only in peace, but also as themselves
without fear of being punished, persecuted, or excluded from the common world.
As we do not live in this world alone, we cannot think or act merely in a solipsis-
tic, self-centred, or normative manner, as our desires, needs, wants, wishes, and
fears are all tied together with other people and the planet.

Biesta (2013) wants to give teaching back to education, and he is not alone
with his desires. Other scholars, too, have criticised learner-oriented, social con-
structivist learning theories, which put the role of the learner on a pedestal at the
cost of teaching (see e.g. Miettinen, 2000; Philips, 2000; Edward-Groves,
Grootenboer, & Wilkinson, 2018). Even though education is at its core an indi-
vidual process - no one can learn for you - constructivist learning theories tend
to flirt too heavily with solipsism. If education would be merely about construct-
ing the world as we each see fit, there would be no limits or conditions to our
actions - anything goes for the individual, no matter what the consequences are
for others.

Democracy is far from a perfect way of living. Making decisions democrat-
ically takes considerable amount of time, as including diverse perspectives re-
quires dialogue and negotiation, especially when large numbers of people are
involved. Again, when a decision is finally reached, we must after a period of
time critically and collectively evaluate how we succeeded and, if necessary,
make changes. No matter how hard we try, we will never be able to make perfect
compromises, so we must learn to juggle between different needs and wants and
how they are emphasised in order to ensure that everyone is treated fairly. This
means that forgiveness, trust, empathy, and allowing our limitations to be per-
ceived are pivotal for democracy (education).
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SUMMARY IN FINNISH

Tassa vditoskirjassa olen tutkinut demokratiakasvatuksen tilaa suomalaisessa
peruskoulukasvatuksessa. Viitoskirjan keskeiset empiiriset tutkimukset ja viit-
teet 16ytyvit kolmesta erillisestd artikkelista, mutta lyhyen katsauksen niiden si-
sadllostd ja keskeisimmistd vditteistd esitdn myos tdssd yhteenveto-osiossa. Pad-
huomio kiinnittyy kuitenkin demokratiakasvatuksen teoreettiseen ja filosofiseen
tarkasteluun. Talle ratkaisulle esitdn kaksi perustetta. Ensiksikin, demokratiakas-
vatuksen teoreettis-filosofisen tarkastelun myota artikkeleiden keskeiset vditteet
tulevat paremmin ymmarrettdaviksi. Toiseksi, demokratiakasvatusta ilmiond on
tarkasteltu sekd Suomessa ettd maailmalla ylldttavan vahan. Viditteeni onkin, ettd
jos demokratiakasvatusta ei pyritd millddn tavoin madrittelemddn, vetoamalla
demokratian dynaamiseen luonteeseen ja yksilon vapauteen, paadymme dilem-
maan, jossa demokratia tarkoittaa samanaikaisesti kaikkea ja ei-mitddn. Suo-
messa onkin eldnyt kasvatuksen puolella jo varsin pitkdan implisiittinen oletus,
ettd Suomessa toteutettaisiin kasvatusta, minké ldpileikkaavana piirteend on de-
mokratia. Siitd huolimatta, ettd tutkijat toisensa jalkeen ovat sekd empiirisesti, fi-
losofisesti, teoreettisesti ettd poliittisesti todenneet, ettd tamd ei pidd paikkaansa,
védite on tuntunut sdilyttavan asemansa. Niinpd lisidn oman ddneni tdhéan jouk-
koon, vahvistaen sen ldpitunkevuutta empiirisesti ja teoreettis-filosofisesti. Tar-
koitan t&ll4 sitd, ettd tutkimustulokseni tukevat sitd kasitystd, ettd Suomessa ei
todellisuudessa toteuteta kovinkaan ansiokkaasti demokratiakasvatusta.
Viditteeni sen suhteen, ettd Suomessa ei toteuteta demokratiakasvatusta, pe-
rustuu kolmeen osatutkimukseen, joiden varaan viitoskirjani ydinteesit raken-
tuvat. Ensimmadisessd osatutkimuksessa analysoimme yhdessd kahden muun
sen opetussuunnitelman perusteita vuosilta 1985, 1994, 2004 ja 2014 siitd nako-
kulmasta, miten niissd puhutaan kasvattamisesta yhteiskunnalliseen osallisuu-
teen. Tamaén jdlkeen vertasimme nditd ndkemyksid kriittisen sosiaalipedagogii-
kan malliin, jossa korostetaan jokaisen mahdollisuutta omaehtoiseen osallistumi-
seen, kokemusta siitd, ettd on osa yhteisod, ja mahdollisuutta toimia kriittisesti
osana yhteisod. Toisessa osatutkimuksessa tutkin kahden peruskoululuokan jul-
kista toimintakulttuuria Hannah Arendtin fenomenologisten késitteiden avulla.
Tavoitteena oli tarkastella, millaiseen julkiseen toimijuuteen tutkittu koulu kas-
vatti oppilaita. Arendtin kasitteistossa tyd tarkoittaa eristaytynyttd, tyoorientoi-
tunutta toimijuutta, kun taas hanen kasitteensa toiminta tarkoitti hanelle jotain,
missd toimimme yhdessd toisten kanssa, yhteison arkitodellisuudesta kumpua-
vien tarpeiden ja halujen pohjalta ainutlaatuisina yksildind. Viimeisessa artikke-
lissa analysoimme Fornaciarin kanssa oppilaiden yksil6llistd toimijuutta ja ver-
tasimme sitd osallistuvan demokraattisen toimijuuden ideaaliin.
Yhteenveto-osion alussa médritellen, millaisen position otan suhteessa de-
mokratiaan, kasvatukseen sekd ndiden véliseen suhteeseen. Viittaan yhteenve-
don alussa John Deweyhin, jolle demokratian toteutumisen vaatimuksena olivat
tietynlaiset ominaisuudet ja taidot, minkd vuoksi kasvatuksen tehtdvana oli ha-
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nen mielestddn kehittdad ndita piirteitd yksiloissa. Yksi tdméan pdivan tunnetuim-
mista demokratiakasvatusfilosofeista, Gert Biesta, kuitenkin kritisoi Deweytd ja
muita hdnen tavallaan ajattelevia developmentalismista. Developmentalistiselle
kasvatusajattelulle on keskeistd, ettd olisi olemassa spesifejd, demokratialle omi-
naisia ajattelu- ja toimintatapoja, joita kehittamalld yksiloistd tulee demokraatti-
sia. Biestan keskeinen kritiikki kohdistuu toisin sanoen ajatukseen siitd, ettd de-
mokraattinen yksil6 voitaisiin “tuottaa” tukemalla ndit4 piirteitd. Ajatus on hdnen
mielestddn ongelmallinen siitd syystd, ettd demokraattisen eliméntavan keski-
Ossd on ihmisten moninaisuus, minkd vuoksi vaikuttaa kyseenalaiselta, ettd joku
voisi sanoa tarkasti, miten kenenkin tulee demokraattista toimijuuttaan toteuttaa.
Viitankin, ettd developmentaalinen ajattelu lipsuu herkaésti vallankaytoksi, kun
yksiloille kerrotaan, ettd vasta kun toimit ndin ja ndin, saat osallistua yhteisistd
asioista padttdmiseen.

Oma ldhtokohtani demokratiakasvatukseen linkittyy vahvasti Biestaan.
Biesta keskittyy kuitenkin kirjoituksissaan maérittelemana demokraattisen kasva-
tuksen reunaehtoja, pyrkiméttd madrittelemddn demokratiakasvatusta ja sen si-
sdltojd. Itse taas koen ongelmalliseksi, jos demokratiaa ei yritetd méaaritelld mi-
tenkdian. Vaikka olen samaa mieltd siitd, ettd kasvatuksen tehtdvanid on antaa kas-
vavien toimia vapaasti yhdessd, ajattelen kuitenkin, ettd jos emme madarittele de-
ontoksi. Talloin fasistikin voi vdittdd olevansa demokraattinen ja tdstd voimme-
kin havaita ndyttsja nyky-yhteiskunnassa. Toisin sanoen, vaikka vapauden toi-
mia tulee madrittdd demokraattista toimijuutta ja yhteiskuntia, niin millainen ta-
hansa toimijuus ei voi olla tavoiteltavaa, jos haluamme pyrkid nimenomaan kohti
demokratiaa. Ajattelenkin osin deweyldisittdin niin, ettd joitain perustavia demo-
kraattisia ajatuksia ja toimintatapoja tdytyy maéadritelld, vaikka vain 16yhaésti, ettei
demokratiaa voi sekoittaa mihin tahansa eldméntapaan. Haasteeksi muodostuu
siis kysymys, miten mééritellda demokratia niin, ettd tiedimme puhuvamme de-
mokratiasta, mutta kuitenkin niin, ettemme sulkisi ketdan lahtokohtaisesti ulko-
puolelle? Tdaméd vapauden, tasa-arvon ja normien keskindinen sekd alati muut-
tuva suhde muodostaa mielestdni demokratiakasvatuksen keskeisen ja ldpileik-
kaavan piirteen, joka on samanaikaisesti sekd haaste ettd mahdollisuus.

Pyrkiessdni tavoittamaan demokratiakasvatuksen keskeisid piirteitd tdssa
tutkimuksessa, olen ottanut avuksi filosofisen hermeneutiikan ja fenomenolo-
gian. Filosofisen hermeneutiikan avulla olen pyrkinyt tekemddn ymmarretta-
viaksi sen, ettd nykydemokratia on muotoutunut tietynlaiseksi historiallisten ke-
hityskulkujen my6td. En ole kuitenkaan tarkastellut demokratian historiallista
kehitystd sen tarkemmin, vaan tavoitteeni on ollut esitelld, miten ymmarrys ih-
misend olemisesta ja toimimisesta kumuloituu hermeneuttisesti. Taman késitte-
lyn avulla olen halunnut auttaa lukijaa ymmartamadn, ettd nykyinen ymmarryk-
semme demokratiasta on sidottu tiettyihin késityksiin, joiden véitdn hankaloitta-
van ja paikoitellen jopa estdvan demokratian toteutumisesta kasittelemalldni ek-
sistentiaalisella tasolla. Toisin sanoen ajattelen, ettd monet demokratialle tyypil-
liset perusajatukset eivat toteudu kunnolla ja oikeudenmukaisesti nyky-yhteis-
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kunnissa ja ndille haasteille on olemassa historiallisia selityksid, joita voidaan tut-
kimalla selvittdd. Naistd kehityskuluista ongelmallisimpia on edustuksellisuu-
den ylikorostuminen. T&td aihetta késittelen seuraavaksi.

Kiinnostukseni demokratiakasvatusta kohtaan nousi alun perin havain-
nosta, ettd parlamentarismin, eli edustuksellisen demokratian, ajatellaan olevan
demokraattisten yhteiskuntien kulmakivi. Késitteleméttd sen syvemmin parla-
mentaarisen demokratian syntyd ja kehitystd, voidaan todeta, ettd jos kasvatuk-
sen piirissd demokratian ajatellaan toteutuvan pelkéstdaan edustuksellisesti, se
tarkoittaa, ettd oppilaskunnat ja erityisesti niiden hallitustoiminta riittavit demo-
kratiakasvatuksen toteutumisen suhteen. T&ll6in kuitenkaan huomattava enem-
mistd nuorista ei koskaan pddse ‘'demokratiakasvatuksen” piiriin. Tama lahto-
kohta muodosti itselleni halun tarkastella demokratiakasvatuksen toteutumista
Suomessa, mutta myos ilmion yleistd luonnetta tarkemmin.

Miten sitten demokratiakasvatusta voidaan toteuttaa eksistentiaalisesti,
niin ettd ideaalisesti kaikissa oppilaissa voisi syntya kyky ajatella ja toimia demo-
kraattisesti? Ajattelen, Arendtia ja Biestaa mukaillen, ettd meiddn tulee pyrkia
vaalimaan vapautta ja tasa-arvoa kaiken demokraattisen kasvatusajattelun kes-
kiossd. Vapaus ja tasa-arvo ovat toimivia perusarvoja demokraattisten yhteis-
kuntien kannalta siksi, ettd vapaus on inhimillisesti ehk&dpd kaikista tdrkein tun-
temistamme olemista madrittavistd arvoista, kun taas tasa-arvo rajoittaa vapau-
den rajatonta toteutumista. Kukaan ei voi demokraattisessa yhteiskunnassa olla
vapaa "toisten kustannuksella’. T4dlloin vaikkapa sellaisen sananvapauden vas-
tustaminen, missd toisia halvennetaan, uhkaillaan ja ulossuljetaan on demokra-
tian nimissd perusteltua.

Demokratian tarkan sisdllon pitdd olla jatkuvasti neuvottelunvaraista. De-
mokratian haastavana piirteend onkin se, ettd demokratia on alati kehkeytyva ja
kehittyva prosessi ja asiantila, joiden suuntaa ei voida etukéateen tietdd tai madri-
telld. Ajattelenkin, ettd demokratiakasvatus on keskeisesti sitd, ettd kasvatus ja
kaytettavat kasvatusmetodit eldvit ja kehittyvit jatkuvasti muuttuvien yksiloi-
den ja kasvatustilanteiden kanssa. Juuri timd dynaamisuus, jota maarittad kaik-
kien yksiloiden vapaus ja tasa-arvo, erottaa demokraattisen elaméantavan uusli-
beralismista, jossa tavoitteena on kultivoida kaikista yksiloistd yrittelidit4 ja voit-
tojaan maksivoivia, ‘oikeanlaisia kuluttajakansalaisia’.

Olen myos lyhyesti maéaéritellyt joitain demokraattisille kasvatustavoille
ominaisia piirteitd. Ndistd olen maininnut muun maussa dialogisuuden, silld
jotta yksilot kykenisivdt ymmartdméaan itseddn ja toisia, heiddn taytyy kyetd jon-
kintasoiseen dialogiin. Jos yksilot eivit kykene dialogiin, yhteiseloa maarittavit
liilan vahvasti jokaisen omat tulkinnat ihmisend olemisesta ja toimisesta seka yh-
teisestd maailmasta. Nama tulkinnat taas saattavat usein olla huomattavankin
véadrid ja heijastaa esimerkiksi yksilon pelkoja tai yhteiskunnasta kritiikittd omak-
suttuja kasityksid. Toiseksi olen maininnut lapindkyvyyden, joka korostuu eri-
tyisesti kasvatusauktoriteetin toiminnassa. Varsinkin peruskoulukasvatusta tar-
kasteltaessa ei voida vélttyd valtaan liittyvéaltd epdtasapainolta, mikd kumpuaa
siitd, ettd kasvatustilanteessa toimivat aikuinen opettaja ja lapsioppilaat. Taman
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vuoksi kasvattajan tulee pyrkid jatkuvasti perustelemaan toimintaansa ja sen tar-
koitusperid. Demokratiakasvattajan ei tulekaan pelitd joutuvansa kritisoitavaksi,
vaan nimenomaisesti oman toiminnan ja sen tarkoitusperien ldpindkyvaksi teke-
minen on osoitus kasvatettaville kasvattajan lujasta moraalisesta selkdrangasta.
Lapindkyvyys my0s tekee toiminnan muuttamisen, tarpeen niin vaatiessa, mah-
dolliseksi. Demokratiakasvattajan tuleekin mielesténi olla jatkuvasti valmis pe-
rustellulle muutokselle. Lisdksi vditamme viimeisessd véitoskirja-artikkelissani,
ettd demokratiakasvatuksen pitdisi auttaa ymmartamaan ajassamme eldvid ilmi-
0itd ja paikantamaan omaa suhdetta niihin, tarjoten esimerkiksi tietoja ja taitoja,
jotka tukevat yksiloitd kiyméaan asiapohjaisia véittelyitd sekd tarkastelemaan yh-
teiskunnassa vaikuttavaa valtaa ja politiikkaa.

Demokraattinen toimijuus on tarkedd sen vuoksi, ettd eldamme maailmassa,
jonka jaamme lukuisten toisten ihmisten ja muiden olentojen kanssa. Uuslibe-
raali maailmankuva ylikorostaakin ihmisen oikeutta toimia muista valittamatta
jaetussa maailmassa. Jos kasvatus tulevaisuudessa heijastaa enemmén demo-
kraattisia kuin uusliberaaleja piirteitd voisi yhdessd tekemisen ja toimimisen
merkitys korostua uudella tavalla. Tdmdn ansiosta ihmiset 16ytdisivit takaisin
yhteyteen toisten olevaisten kanssa ja maailma voisi kaartaa etddammaille talou-
dellisen varallisuuden tavoittelun palvonnasta. Demokraattisessa yhteiskun-
nassa kaikilla on oikeus olla ja toimia sellaisina kuin he toisten ihmisarvoa kun-
nioittaen ovat sekd tulla tunnustetuksi arvokkaina yksiloind. Demokraattiset ajat-
telu- ja toimintamallit perustuvatkin viitteeni perusteella luottamukselle, empa-
tialle, anteeksiantamiselle sekd sille, ettd myonnamme olevamme puutteellisia ja
keskenerdisid olentoja.
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3. Perusopetuksen opetus-
suunnitelman perusteissa
(1985-2014) rakentuvan
osallisuuskasityksen sosiaali-
pedagoginen tarkastelu

Johdanto

Osallisuuden kaisite korostuu nykyaédn useissa julkishallinnon asia-
kirjoissa, joissa se ldhes poikkeuksetta esitetddn olennaiseksi yh-
teiskunnallisten instituutioiden toiminnan tavoitteeksi (Cruiks-
hank 1999; Dean 2010; Giddens 2013; OECD 2001; Rose & Miller
2008). Myos kasvatuksessa osallisuutta on alettu korostaa merkit-
tdvissd maarin, silld sen ndhdaéan tukevan lasten ja nuorten parem-
paa kiinnittymistd toimintaan ja sen tavoitteisiin (Biesta 2006b; Ni-
vala & Ryyndnen 2013; Petersen & Millei 2016). Suomessa osal-
lisuuden kisitteen ilmaantuminen julkiseen keskusteluun ajoittuu
1970-luvun lopulle?, jolloin kansalaisten osallistumis- ja vaikutta-
mismahdollisuuksia pyrittiin edistimaén poliittisilla projekteilla,

1 EU:n osallisuuspuheen muutoksista ks. Biesta 2006b.



lakiuudistuksilla sekid kehittdmishankkeilla (ks. Nivala & Ryyna-
nen 2013; Salmikangas 1998). Osallisuus on kuitenkin kisitteend
varsin monitulkintainen, minkd vuoksi keskitymme tarkastele-
maan osallisuutta tarkemmin kasvatuksen ja koulun viitekehyk-
sessd opetussuunnitelmatekstien kautta.

Perusopetuksen opetussuunnitelman perusteet on lainsdddan-
non ohella merkittdvin ohjausasiakirja, jonka kautta perusopetuk-
sen toimintaa ja suomalaista koulukasvatusta méaritelldan. Paikal-
lisen, kunta- ja koulukohtaisen opetuksen tulee perustua opetus-
suunnitelmassa maédriteltyihin perusopetuksen yhteiskunnallisiin
tehtédviin, toimintaa ohjaaviin arvoihin sekd opetus- ja kasvatus-
sisdltoihin. (Nyyssola 2013, 32; POPS 2014, 7.) Tassd empiirisessa
artikkelissa tutkimme, millainen kasitys osallisuudesta muodostuu
valtakunnallisten perusopetuksen opetussuunnitelman perustei-
den (POPS) kautta. Osallisuuden kisitteeseen liitettdvien merki-
tysten tarkastelu osana opetussuunnitelmatekstid on erittdin ajan-
kohtaista, silld osallisuuspuhe on rantautunut voimakkaasti osaksi
myos virallisia asiakirjoja (ks. POPS 2004; 2014). My®6s laaja tie-
don ja vallan rakentumista tarkasteleva jalkistrukturalistinen tut-
kimuskenttd (esim. Foucault 1991) osoittaa, ettei osallisuutta tuli-
si pitdd itsestddnselvyytena. Osallisuus ndhddédnkin usein ennem-
min toiminnan paamairdna kuin kaikkea toimintaa koskettavana.
IImioité ei ole tastd huolimatta Suomessa kriittisesti juurikaan tar-
kasteltu.

Tutkimuksemme aineistona ovat neljd perusopetuksen opetus-
suunnitelmaa vuosilta 1985, 1994, 2004 ja 2014. Opetussuunnitel-
man perusteet eivit synny tyhjiossd, muusta yhteiskunnasta eril-
laédn, vaan niiden muodostuminen voidaan késittd4 laajana sosiaa-
lisena prosessina, johon vaikuttavat koulutuksen ideologiset, kult-
tuuriset, sosiaaliset, historialliset ja globaalit kontekstit (Ball 2012).
Opetussuunnitelmissa voidaankin nihda kiteytyvin kunkin ajan-
jakson vallitseva kasvatuskisitys, jonka tarkoituksena on valittdd
arvokkaaksi kokemaamme kulttuuritraditiota seuraaville sukupol-
ville, mahdollistaa uuden kulttuurin luominen ja vastata tulevai-
suuden haasteisiin (Rinne 1984; Heikkinen, Kiilakoski & Huttu-
nen 2014).
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Kouluinstituution pitka historia ja edelliset opetussuunnitelmat
vaikuttavat myos uusien opetussuunnitelmien muotoutumiseen.
Aiempien opetussuunnitelmien arvot ja ideaalit viitoittavat tietd
uudelle opetussuunnitelmatyolle, ja siten viimeisintd opetussuun-
nitelmaa tulisi ajatella pikemminkin paivitettyna versiona kuin ko-
konaan uutena dokumenttina. (Simola 1995; Iversen 2014.) Lihi-
historiaan suuntautuvalla katseella pyrimmekin piirtdmdan kuvaa
siitd, miten osallisuutta on méaritelty vuosien 1985-2014 opetus-
suunnitelmissa ja millaisia yhtdldisyyksid ja eroja ndiden maéritel-
mien valilld on. Lisdksi vertaamme opetussuunnitelmadiskurssien
pohjalta madrittyvad osallisuutta kriittisen sosiaalipedagogiikan
osallisuuskasitykseen, jossa osallisuuden kisite edellyttdd muun
muassa omakohtaista ympéristoon sitoutumista, halua vaikuttaa ja
kantaa vastuuta sekid korostaa kriittisyyteen, autenttiseen vuoro-
vaikutukseen ja kyseenalaistamiseen kykenevien kansalaisten kas-
vun tukemista (Nivala & Ryynédnen 2013). Edelld kuvaillun poh-
jalta olemme maaritelleet tutkimuskysymyksiksemme:

1. Miten osallisuutta on méaaritelty lahihistorian opetussuunnitel-
madiskursseissa?

2. Miten sosiaalipedagoginen osallisuuskésitys toteutuu perusope-
tuksen opetussuunnitelmissa?

Artikkelin kulku on seuraava. Aluksi kuvaamme, miten osallisuutta
on teoretisoitu tutkimuskirjallisuudessa. Sen jilkeen kuvailemme
vuosien 1985, 1994, 2004 ja 2014 opetussuunnitelmien osallisuus-
siséltoja kahdessa eri kategoriassa, jotka ovat ”Kulttuurinen osal-
lisuus” ja ”Yhteiskunta ja osallisuus.” Niiden vaiheiden jdlkeen
analysoimme kategorioiden sisdltoja sosiaalipedagogiikan kaisit-
teistod kayttden ja peilaamme analyysin tuloksia osallisuuden ka-
sitteen erilaisiin tulkintoihin seka sen yhteiskuntapoliittisiin juon-
teisiin. Lopuksi pohdimme miten nykyistd osallisuusnikemysta
voisi mahdollisesti kehittdd entistd sosiaalipedagogisempaan suun-
taan. Tutkimuksemme tavoitteena on luoda uusia mahdollisuuksia
tarkastella osallisuuden késitettd entistd laaja-alaisemmin ja kriit-
tisemmin.
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Osallisuuden monet kasvot

Osallisuus on ihmisen sosiaaliseen perusolemukseen liittyvda eld-
mistd yhteydessd ja suhteessa muihin ihmisiin (Arendt 2017;
Biesta 2013; Gretschel 2002; Kiilakoski 2007; Kivijarvi & Herra-
nen 2010; Nivala 2008). Osallisuus toteutuu tai jaa toteutumatta
suhteessa moniin erilaisiin yhteistihin: perheeseen, péivikotiryh-
maéin, koululuokkaan, kaveriporukkaan, kuntaan, yhteiskuntaan ja
niin edelleen (Kiilakoski & Gretschel & Nivala 2015, 8). Osallisuu-
den tutkimus tarkoittaa siten yksiléiden aseman ja roolin tarkaste-
lua yhteisoissd niin yhteisoon osallistumisen, osallistamisen kuin
kuulumisenkin nakoékulmista. Osallisuuteen linkittyykin voimak-
kaasti toimijuuden, jdsenyyden, kansalaisuuden, vaikuttamisen,
ja valtaantumisen késitteet (ks. Cruikshank 1999). Suomen kielen
késite osallisuus kuvaakin erittdin monipuolisesti ilmioon liittyvid
kuulumisen, kiinnittymisen ja vaikuttamisen ulottuvuuksia. Jotta
edelld mainitut seikat voisivat toteutua, vaatii se todellisia osal-
listumis- ja vaikuttamismahdollisuuksia sekd yksilon omaa osaa-
mista ja halua ndiden mahdollisuuksien hyodyntdmiseen. Osalli-
suus edellyttd lisdksi vastuunkantamista ja sitoutumista yhteiseen
toimintaan. Osallisuuden késitteeseen sisiltyy ihanne yhteisosta,
jonka jasenet kokevat kuuluvansa yhteis66n sen arvokkaina jase-
nind ja jotka voivat ja haluavat toimia yhteison sisilla ja yhteison
kautta ymparoiviassd maailmassa. (Kiilakoski 2007, 13-15.) Taten
osallisuudesta muotoutuu myos eettinen ideaali (esim. Bellamy &
Warleigh 1998; Mouffe 2005; 2013).

Osallisuuden suhdeluonteesta johtuen kisitteen méérittelya on
antoisaa ldhestyd juuri ryhméiédn, ymparistoon tai yhteiskuntaan
kuulumisen ndkokulmasta. Useimmat osallistumisen ja osallisuu-
den médritelmidt juurtuvatkin sosiaalitieteilijid Sherry Arnsteinin
vuonna 1969 julkaiseman 8-luokkaisen osallistumisasteikon (ku-
vio 1) sovelluksiin.
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8. Kansalaisvalta

= = Kansalaisten itsenaisen
7. Siirretty toimivalta toimivallan tasot

6. Kumppanuus

5. Yhteissuunnittelu

Vahimmaisvaatimukset
4. Konsultaatio tayttavan osallistumisen/
osallistamisen tasot

3. Tiedotus

2. Terapia

N&aennaisen osallistumisen/
osallistamisen tasot

1. Manipulaatio

Kuvio 1: Arnsteinin 8-luokkainen osallistumisasteikko

Yhteiskunnan tasolla osallisuus liitetdan usein edustukselliseen
demokratiaan ja kansalaisten osallistumis- ja vaikuttamismahdolli-
suuksiin. Osallisuutta voi tutkailla yhteiskunnan lisdksi muissakin
yhteisoissd, jotka voivat olla yhta lailla pienid ja konkreettisia pai-
kallisia 1ghiyhteis6jd kuin abstraktimpiakin yhteistjd. Laajimmil-
laan yhteisot voivat globaalien sosiaalisten yhteisojen avulla kattaa
koko ihmiskunnan. (ks. Mouffe 2013; Nivala & Ryyndnen 2013;
Rosanvallon 2013.) Usein ajatellaan, ettd osallisuus pienyhteisois-
séd luo edellytykset laajemmille osallisuuden muodoille (Nivala &
Ryynénen 2013, 28). Keskeistd on kuitenkin se, minkélainen mah-
dollisuus yksil6lld on osallistua yhteison toimintaan ja sen paatok-
sentekoprosesseihin ja miten timé asema on syntynyt ja kuinka se
koetaan (ks. myos Hooks 2010).

Nykypuheessa osallisuus typistyy usein ldhinnd késittdméaan
yksilon vastuuta osallistua (ks. esim. Cruikshank 1999; Petersen
& Millei 2016; Saari 2016, Varri 2002). T4lloin ajatuksessa koros-

Perusopetuksen opetussuunnitelman perusteissa (1985-2014) rakentuvan ... 93



tuu ndkemys, joka alleviivaa kaikkien periaatteellisia ja yhtéldisid
mahdollisuuksia osallistua. Kriittisesti asiaa tarkasteltaessa huoma-
taan kuitenkin, ettd osallisuuteen liittyy monia sitd mahdollistavia
ja rajaavia tekijoitd, jotka vaikuttavat osallistumisen tasa-arvoon
ja kasitykseemme osallistumisesta. Toisin sanoen kaikkien yhtalai-
sid mahdollisuuksia aktiiviseen osallisuuteen ei tulisi pitda itseis-

son 2016.)

Monet Suomessa toteutetut osallisuusprojektit ovat pyrkineet
erityisesti lasten ja nuorten osallistumis- ja vaikuttamismahdolli-
suuksien edistdmiseen, koska useat tutkimukset ovat luoneet ku-
vaa passiivisista ja yhteiskunnallisesti epakiinnostuneista nuorista
(Gretschel 2002, 52; Suutarinen 2002; Vuorela & Veraviinen 2000,
42, vrt. Puuronen ja Saari 2017). Téllaisia projekteja ovat olleet
erityisesti 2000-luvulla Opetushallituksen koordinoima Nuorten
osallisuushanke (2003-2007) seké Lapsi- ja nuorisopolitiikan ke-
hittdmisohjelma (2007-2011). Molemmissa hankkeissa korostet-
tiin lasten ja nuorten osallistumismahdollisuuksia ja mielipiteiden
kuulemista (ks. esim. Gretschel & Kiilakoski 2015; Nivala & Ryy-
ndnen 2013; Kiilakoski, Gretschel & Nivala 2012, 10-11). Kuva
suomalaisnuorten osallistumattomuudesta nayttdd kuitenkin tar-
kemmin tarkasteltaessa olevan monilta osin riittiméton ja perustu-
van enemmin virallisten instituutioiden kyvyttomyyteen tunnistaa
ja tukea nuorten omaehtoista osallisuutta (Gretschel & Kiilakoski
2014; Saari & Puronen 2017;Wall 2012). Virallisten instituutioiden
ndkemys osallisuudesta onkin usein sen kaltainen, ettd toiminnan
tavoitteena on saavuttaa jokin ennalta méairitty paaméaard, ”oi-
keanlainen osallisuus”. Téllainen katsanto edustaa instrumentaalis-
ta suhtautumista osallisuuteen, kun osallistujia valmistellaan todel-
lista osallisuutta varten (Biesta 2006a, 123; Saari 2016, myos Gid-
dens 2013). T4lloin osallisuus ndhddan ratkaisukeinona erindisia
ongelmia, kuten syrjdytymistd ja yhteiskunnallista epédaktiivisuut-
ta vastaan, joiden ndhdddn kumpuavan ei-osallistumisesta (Cruiks-
hank 1999; Dean 2010; Rose & Miller 2008; Saari 2016).
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Sosiaalipedagoginen osallisuustulkinta

Artikkelimme analyysiosiossa nojaudumme Nivalan & Ryynésen
(2013, 23) sosiaalipedagogiseen tulkintaan osallisuudesta. Olemme
valinneet sosiaalipedagogisen tulokulman analyysin vélineeksi, silla
kyseisessa ajattelussa osallisuus ndhdddn itseisarvoisena mahdolli-
suutena antaa kaikille toimintaan osallistuville oma d&ni. Ndkemyk-
sessd ei pyritd instrumentaalisiin pddméériin vaan korostetaan ih-
misten yhteistyon keskiossé olevia tekijoitd kuten vuorovaikutusta,
yhteistd vastuunkantoa ja luottamusta — yhteisen maailman raken-
tamiseen osallistumista (esim. Nivala & Ryynénen 2013, my0s esim.
Arendt 2017; Biesta 2006a; 2015; Méannisto & Fornaciari 2017). Ky-
seisesséd katsannossa osallisuuden kasitteen hahmottamista auttavat-
kin termin vastakasitteet kuten vieraantuminen, syrjaytyminen, va-
linpitdmattomyys ja passiivisuus. Ndiden kautta osallisuus hahmot-
tuu vastakohdiksi eli innostumiseksi, kiinnostukseksi itsed ja muita
kohtaan sekéa vastavuoroiseksi elamiseksi yhteydessd ymparistoonsa
ja yhteiskuntaan. Sosiaalipedagoginen osallisuusymmarrys korostaa
erityisesti kahta ndkokulmaa: osallisuuden suhdeluonnetta ja sen
olennaista yhteyttd kasvuun ja kasvatukseen. Osallisuus ei siis ”ta-
pahdu” kenellekdédn yksin eikd minkddn tahon valmiiksi tarjoile-
mana; se ei myoskadn toteudu automaattisesti, ilman huomion kiin-
nittdmista osallisuuden edellytysten tarkoitukselliseen tukemiseen
myos koulukasvatuksessa. (Biesta 2006a; 2013; Nivala & Ryyna-
nen 2013, 26-29; Wall 2012.) Nivala & Ryynénen (2013) korostavat,
ettd sosiaalipedagoginen tulkinta pyrkii tarkastelemaan osallisuutta
kokonaisuutena, jota heiddn mukaansa useat muut osallisuusjdsen-
nykset tarkastelevat suppeammin. Sosiaalipedagogisen osallisuus-
kasityksen mukaan ihminen on osallinen yhteisdsséd, kun hinelld on
esteeton mahdollisuus olla osa yhteis6d (kuuluu johonkin), hén toi-
mii osana yhteis64 (osallistuu) ja kokee myos olevansa osa yhteis6d
(emotionaalinen/yksityinen ulottuvuus; tuntee kuuluvansa). Osalli-
suuden toteutumiseksi tarvitaan kaikkia kolmea. Néin osallisuus on
yhteison jaseneni olemista ja toimimista sekd olemisen ja toimimi-
sen synnyttdmaa moniulotteista kokemusta yhteisoon kuulumisesta.
(Arendt 2017; Biesta 2006; 2013; Nivala & Ryynédnen 2013.)
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Aineisto ja analyysi

Aineistona tassd tutkimuksessa toimivat valtakunnalliset perus-
opetuksen opetussuunnitelmien perusteet (POPS) vuosilta 1985,
1994, 2004 ja 2014. Tarkastelu sisaltaad kaikki julkaistut opetus-
suunnitelmat kyseiseltd ajanjaksolta. Keskitymme tutkimaan ope-
tussuunnitelman perusteiden yleistd arvopohjaa ja perusopetuk-
sen tavoitteita, jotka méaéaritellddn heti opetussuunnitelmien alussa
(POPS 1985, 9-13; POPS 1994, 8-14; POPS 2004, 14-19; POPS
2014, 14-19, 25-29, 35-36). Kahdesta viimeisimmaéstd opetus-
suunnitelmasta tarkastelemme myo6s koulutyotéd eheyttavid laajoja
oppimiskokonaisuuksia, joita vanhemmissa opetussuunnitelmissa
ei vield ole (POPS 2004, 36-41 & POPS 2014; 20-24). Ndin ra-
jattu aineisto muodostaa keskeisen osan opetussuunnitelmaa, silld
perusopetuksen kaytantojen tulisi rakentua ndiden arvojen ja ta-
voitteiden varaan.

Aineiston analyysitapana kdytdmme sisdllonanalyysia, silld se
soveltuu dokumenttianalyysiin hyvin, koska sen avulla voidaan
tiivistdd ja analysoida laajoista tekstimassoista tutkimuskysymyk-
sen kannalta olennaista tietoa (Schreier 2014, 171). Sisédllénana-
lyysi tekee myos mahdolliseksi dokumenttien objektiivisen ja sys-
temaattisen tarkastelun. Sisdllonanalyysille tyypillisesti olemme-
kin ensin pilkkoneet aineiston, jonka jidlkeen se on koottu uudel-
la tavalla loogiseksi kokonaisuudeksi. (Tuomi & Sarajarvi 2004.)
Niin uudelleenrakentamalla POPSien osallisuuskésityksistd loogi-
sen jatkumon, olemme pystyneet vertailemaan asiakirjojen sisél-
toja keskenddn ja toteuttamaan analyysin. Yksinkertaisimmillaan
tavoitteemme on etsid ja tutkia millaisia osallisuuden merkityksia
perusopetuksen opetussuunnitelman perusteet (1985-2014) pita-
vit sisdlldan. Tarkempana tavoitteenamme on vertailla eri vuosi-
en opetussuunnitelmien sisdlt6jd keskenddn ja luoda kokonaisuus,
jonka perusteella voimme tarkastella opetussuunnitelmissa muo-
toutuneita nidkemyksid osallisuudesta suhteessa sosiaalipedagogi-
seen osallisuuskasitykseen.

Tutkimus etenee niin, ettd ensiksi pohdimme osallisuuden kasit-
teen sisdltoja. Tamén tarkastelun pohjalta muodostimme kaksi laa-
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jempaa teemaa, jotka ovat kulttuurinen ja yhteiskunnallinen osal-
lisuus. Toiseksi kootulla jatkumolla pyrimme esitteleméén lukijal-
le, millaista osallisuudesta kaytetty puhe on ollut, millaisia poliit-
tisia ja ideologisia merkityksii sithen voi ndhda kietoutuneen seka
millaista osallisuus on nyky4dén ja miten kasityksemme ilmiostd on
muuttunut. Ndin olemme luoneet kuvaa vuosikymmenten saatossa
kehittyneestd niakemyksestd osallisuudesta sekd opetussuunnitel-
mien muutoksista. Edelld mainitut tekijdt yhdessd muodostavat ko-
konaisuuden, jonka mielenkiintoisinta antia tutkimuksen kannal-
ta on opetussuunnitelmien ja osallisuuden késitteen vuorovaiku-
tus historiallisessa jatkumossa suhteessa nykyhetkeen ja tulevaan.
Artikkelin lopussa pohdimme muodostetun jatkumon perusteella,
miten osallisuutta voisi jatkossa tarkastella ja laajentaa sekd kes-
kustelemme siitd, minkilaisista elementeistid tulevaisuuden osal-
lisuus voisi rakentua. Néihin tekijoihin ndemme liittyvan vahvas-
ti sen, millaisia arvoja osallistumisessa ja sen tavoitteissa koroste-
taan. Osallisuuden kisitteen tarkempi tarkastelu mahdollistaa sii-
hen liittyvien mahdollistavien ja rajaavien tekijoiden nikyvéaksi te-
kemisen.

Kulttuurinen osallisuus valtakunnallisissa
opetussuunnitelmissa 1985-2014

Vuoden 1985 perusopetuksen opetussuunnitelmassa korostuu suo-
malaiseen kansallisvaltioon vahvasti nojaava kulttuuri ja sen va-
raan rakentuva kansallinen identiteetti, joka ndhdéddn keskeisend
kasvatuksellisena ideaalina. Tarkein kulttuurinen tehtdva on kan-
sallisen kulttuurin ja kansallisten arvojen kannalta tiarkeiden val-
miuksien kehittdminen. Ndiden valmiuksien pohjalta pyritddn kan-
sallisen identiteetin vaalimiseen ja vahvistamiseen. Koulukasva-
tuksella pyritddn ohjaamaan oppilaita tietoisuuteen siitd, ettd he
ovat yksiloind osa kansakuntaa, jonka jdseniné heitd yhdistdad yh-
teinen kulttuuriperinne ja itsendinen isdnmaa elinympdaristona.
(POPS 1985, 12.) Opetussuunnitelman mukaan kulttuurinen osal-
lisuus rakentuu kulttuuripiirimme yleispétevien ja yleisesti hyvik-
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syttyjen arvojen varaan. Opetussuunnitelmassa kuvatun kulttuuri-
piirin muodostavat valmiiksi maaritellyt selkeét arvot ja arvostuk-
set, eikd niissd kdytetyn retoriikan perusteella ole juuri neuvotte-
luvaraa. Yksiloille jaa ainoastaan mahdollisuudeksi sisdistdd nama
nakemykset tai jadda ulkopuolelle: “Koulutuksen tehtidviana on va-
littaa uudelle sukupolvelle niitd arvoja, joita Suomessa pidetdan
yleisesti hyviksyttdvini ja toivottavina” (POPS 1985, 12). Yleisesti
vuoden 1985 POPSin kulttuurikésityksessd korostuukin suoma-
laiskansallinen, ”meiddn” kulttuuri. Todettakoon kuitenkin, ettd
vaikka kulttuurinen identiteetti kiinnitetddn vahvasti kansallisiin
arvoihin, sen ei ndhd4d olevan ristiriidassa kansainvilisen yhteis-
tyon ja globaalin katsannon kanssa. Pdinvastoin ”terveen ja tasa-
painoisen itsetunnon” nihdédin rakentuvan kansallisen identitee-
tin varaan, joka on edellytys kansainviliselle yhteistyolle ja maail-
manlaajuiselle yhteisvastuulle (POPS1985, 13).

Yhdeksédn vuotta myohemmaéssd vuoden 1994 POPSissa kult-
tuurinen osallisuus on jo paljon monitulkintaisempi kasite ja ihmi-
sen sanotaan olevan sivistynyt, kun hédn on ”omaksunut kohtuul-
lisen osan yhteisonsé kulttuuriperinnosté ja kykenee hallitsemaan
eldmddnsd.” Uutena piirteend on ajatus yhteisestd pohjoismaalai-
sesta kulttuurista ja elinympéristostd. Néiden lisdksi vuoden 1994
POPSissa todetaan, ettd henkinen toiminta myos kasvattaa ja uu-
distaa yhteison sivistysperintod (POPS 1994, 11). T4ssa vaiheessa
ei siis puhuta endé yksimielisista ja yhteisista kulttuurisista totuuk-
sista, vaan hyviksytddn myos asioiden muuttuminen ja kehittymi-
nen. Osallisuuden méérittelyyn syntyy nédin hieman lisd4d kerroksia
verrattuna aiempaan opetussuunnitelmaan. Vuoden 1994 POPSis-
sa tuodaan esille myos kansainvilisten muutosten ja tapahtumien
vaikutus suomalaiseen kulttuuriin (POPS 1994, 13-14).

Laajentuva kulttuurin kisite saa jatkoa vuoden 2004 POPSis-
sa, kun opetuksen perustaksi katsotaan ”suomalainen kulttuuri,
joka on kehittynyt vuorovaikutuksessa alkuperdisen, pohjoismai-
sen ja eurooppalaisen kulttuurin kanssa” (POPS 2004, 14). Edelli-
sen opetussuunnitelman laatimiseen jalkeen Suomi on liittynyt Eu-
roopan unioniin, mikéd tuodaan néin ilmi eksplisiittisesti. Selkeésti
pyrkimyksend on kasvattaa laajempaan kansainviliseen osallisuu-

98 Perttu Mannist6, Aleksi Fornaciari & Tuomas Tervasmaki



teen. Asia ei silti ole muuttunut siltid osin, ettd edelleen oma, suo-
malainen kulttuuri toimii opetuksen pohjana.Tédssd POPSissa myos
osallisuuden kenttdd pyritddn laajentamaan ja kulttuuriin osallis-
tuminen nahddin rakennusprosessina, mikd muotoutuu historial-
lisessa jatkumossa, ennemmin kuin staattisena ilmiona. Tarve myos
ympdriston kriittiselle tarkastelulle mainitaan tdssda POPSissa en-
simmdisté kertaa: "Myo0s kehittdd kykyé arvioida asioita kriittises-
ti, luoda uutta kulttuuria sekid uudistaa ajattelu- ja toimintatapoja”
(POPS 2004, 14). Toisin sanoen, kulttuuri ei tule enédé tdysin an-
nettuna, silld on historialliset juuret ja se eldd myos vuorovaikutuk-
sessa muiden kulttuurien kanssa. Niistd huolimatta kulttuurin vuo-
rovaikutussuhteet on annettu etukiteen ja spontaaneille huomioil-
le ei juuri ole jatetty tilaa, vaikka maininta uuden luomisesta on-
kin nostettu esiin: ”Yhteiskunnan jatkuvuuden varmistamiseksi ja
tulevaisuuden rakentamiseksi perusopetuksen tehtdvana on siirtdd
kulttuuriperintod sukupolvelta toiselle, kartuttaa tarvittavaa tietoa
ja osaamista seka lisitd tietoisuutta yhteiskunnan perustana olevis-
ta arvoista ja toimintatavoista” (POPS 2004, 14).

Viimeisimpéddn vuoden 2014 POPSiin tultaessa kulttuurinen
osallisuus saa laaja-alaisia merkityksid seka sisdltdd puhetapaa, jo-
ka pyrkii vield vahvemmin irtautumaan monoliittisesta yhtenéis-
kulttuurin ideasta. Erilaisten kulttuurien ymmaértdminen ja moni-
kulttuurisuuden arvostaminen ndhdédinkin ldhtokohtana sivisty-
neen ihmisen toiminnalle. Vuoden 1994 POPSista alkanut kehitys
kulttuurien vilisen vuorovaikutuksen ja siten kulttuurisen osalli-
suuskasityksen laajenemisesta onkin voimakkaimmillaan uusim-
massa opetussuunnitelmassa. POPSin arvoperustan yhdeksi neljés-
td painopisteestd on tédstd syystd nostettu Kulttuurinen moninai-
suus rikkautena, jossa todetaan perusopetuksen rakentuvan ”mo-
ninaiselle suomalaiselle kulttuuriperinnolle” (POPS 2014, 16).
Niin ollen eri kulttuurit ja niiden vuorovaikutus ndhdéén itseisar-
voisina ja kulttuuri jatkuvasti uudelleen eri aikakausina rakentuva-
na prosessina, jota korostaa esimerkiksi POPSin (2014, 16) kohta:
”Se [kulttuuri] on muodostunut ja muotoutuu”. Kaiken kaikkiaan
kulttuurisen osallisuuden nakokulmasta POPS 2014 tuntuu koros-
tavan yleisinhimillistd, kansallisvaltioiden rajat ylittdvda perspek-
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Taulukko 1. Kulttuurisen osallisuuden saamat sisallét ja merkitykset perusope-

tuksen opetussuunnitelmissa

Yhteisiin arvoi-
hin sitoutuminen
nahd&an osalli-
suuden ehtona.

joismaalainen
kulttuuri uute-
na elementtina.
Kulttuurin uudis-
taminen maini-
taan.

kulttuuri ja glo-
baalit kehitys-
kulut osana kult-
tuurista osalli-
suutta Kulttuuri
historiallisesti
muotoutuneen
jatkumon tulos.
Kriittisyys ekspli-

POPS Peruskoulun Perusopetuksen | Perusopetuksen | Perusopetuksen
opetussuunnitel- | opetussuunnitel- | opetussuunnitel- | opetussuunnitel-
man perusteet | man perusteet | man perusteet | man perusteet
1985 1994 2004 2014

Kulttuuri- Kansallis- Véahemman nor- | Kohti prosessi- Kulttuurinen mo-

nen osalli- | keskeinen, mittava kuin ajattelua. Yleis- ninaisuus nayt-

suus normittava. edeltdjansa. Poh- | eurooppalainen | taytyy rikkaute-

na. Kulttuurin ke-
hittyminen nah-
daan dynaamise-
na ja se muotou-
tuu sosiaalisesti
monien eri toi-
mijoiden toimes-
ta. Sitoutuminen
kansainvaliseen

koidaan entista
selkedmmin.

toimijuuteen
muodostaa uu-
den maailman-
kansalaisuuden
ideaalin.

tiivid kulttuurisen osallisuuden kysymyksiin. Kulttuurisen osalli-
suuden laaja-alaisuus ndkyy myos opetussuunnitelmassa muodos-
tetussa maailmankansalaisen ideaalissa (Saari, Tervasméki & Varri,
tulossa). Ndma havainnot on koottu taulukkoon 1.

Yhteiskunta ja osallisuus

Yhteiskunnallisen osallisuuden hahmotelmissa jo vuoden 1985
opetussuunnitelmassa yksilokeskeinen ldhestyminen nousee var-
sin ndkyvasti esille, silld ihminen ndhdédan yhteiskunnasta huoli-
matta ainutkertaisena yksilond. Yksilon luonnollisena tehtdvana
ndhdédidn yhteisesti jaettujen arvojen jakaminen ja niiden todeksi
eldminen. Niin ollen yksiloiden osallistuminen yhteiskunnassa on
tarkedd, jotta vaalittujen arvojen sédilyminen voidaan taata: “Kan-
sallinen yhtendisyys ja yhteistyo edellyttavit yhteisid arvoja ja nor-
meja. Nuoren kasvu aikuiseksi edellyttda sellaisten arvojen, nor-
mien ja elimdnmallien loytdmistd, jotka ovat relevantteja tdméan
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hetken tilanteen kannalta” (POPS 1985, 10). Myos tyoeldmaan liit-
tyvit tiedot, taidot ja sisdllot ovat jo vahvasti mukana. Erindiset oi-
keudenmukaisuuden ja rauhan vaateet ndkyviat POPSissa ainoas-
taan kansainvilisyyskasvatuksen kontekstissa. Tasa-arvo esiintyy
puolestaan seké kansainvilisyys- ettd sukupuolikontekstissa. Osal-
listumiseen kannustaminen nayttdytyy koulun niakékulmasta mo-
nelta osin velvollisuudelta: ”Yksi koulutuksen tirkeimmistd teh-
tdvistd on yhteiskunnan perustoimintojen jatkuvuuden turvaami-
nen.” (POPS 1985, 11.)

Vuoden 1994 POPSissa katsotaan, ettd oppivelvollisuuskoulun
tulee valittda opetus- ja kasvatustyossadn niitd arvoja, jotka edista-
vat niin yksilollisyyden vahvistumista kuin yhteiskunnan sailymis-
td ja kehittymista. Yksilon ja yhteison suhdetta késitellddn aiempaa
useammasta ndkokulmasta ja niihin linkittyvid arvosidonnaisuuk-
sia tuodaan julki: “Muuttuvassa maailmassa tarvitaan avaraa, eri
ndkokulmista 1dhtevaa asioiden punnitsemista. Koulun arvoperus-
tan selkeyttdminen ja jasentdminen edellyttavit eettistd pohdintaa
ja arvokeskustelua.” (POPS 1994, 9.) Tydeldmé korostuu entistd
voimakkaammin yhteiskunnallisen osallisuuden muotona. Yksilon
suhdetta yhteis6onsé ja eri maailman osiin kuten luontoon, uskon-
toon ja kulttuuriin, eritellddn eksplisiittisesti. Vastuunkantaminen
ja kriittinen kansalaisuus nousevat nekin vuoden 1994 POPSissa
pinnalle: ”Peruskoulun toiminnan tavoitteena on kehittdid oppilais-
sa sellaisia asenteita ja valmiuksia, jotka luovat edellytykset toimia
aktiivisena, kriittisend ja vastuuntuntoisena kansalaisyhteiskunnan
jasenend”. (POPS1994, 14.) Ensimmadistd kertaa myos oppilaiden
konkreettinen osallisuuden harjoittelu mainitaan.

Vuoden 2004 POPSissa perusopetuksen tehtaviksi katsotaan
toisaalta tarjota yksilolle mahdollisuus hankkia yleissivistysta ja
suorittaa oppivelvollisuus ja toisaalta antaa yhteiskunnalle viline
kehittdd kansalaisten sivistystasoa seka lisdtéd yhteisollisyyttd ja ta-
sa-arvoa: ”’Sen [perusopetuksen] tehtdvand on toisaalta tarjota yk-
silolle mahdollisuus hankkia yleissivistysté ja suorittaa oppivelvol-
lisuus ja toisaalta antaa yhteiskunnalle viline kehittdd kansalais-
ten sivistystasoa seka lisdtd yhteisollisyytta ja tasa-arvoa” (POPS
2004, 14). Myo6s tyttojen ja poikien yhtédldinen oikeus yhteiskun-
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nalliseen ja tyoeldmiddn osallistumiseen eksplikoidaan. Toisaalta
demokraattisen yhteiskunnan kehittiminen tuodaan heti opetuk-
sen tehtdvissa julki ja sosialisaation rinnalle on nostettu selkedm-
min yhteiskuntaa uudistava ja kriittinen asenne: ”Yhteiskunnan
jatkuvuuden varmistamiseksi ja tulevaisuuden rakentamiseksi pe-
rusopetuksen tehtdvand on siirtdd kulttuuriperintod sukupolvelta
toiselle [..] Sen tehtdvinid on myos kehittdd kykyd arvioida asioi-
ta kriittisesti.” (POPS 2004, 14.) Oppilaan roolia on kasvatettu ja
toimintakulttuurin kehittdmisestd pitdisi antaa vastuuta myos op-
pilaille. Yhta lailla yhteistyo kotien ja muun yhteiskunnan valilla
nostetaan koulun tehtaviksi. Yksilo ja yhteisollisyys pyrkivat teks-
tin tasolla elaméddn harmoniassa, silld: ”Tavoitteena on luoda kas-
vuympdristo, joka tukee toisaalta yksilollisyyden ja terveen itse-
tunnon ja toisaalta tasa-arvoon ja suvaitsevaisuuteen pohjautuvan
yhteisollisyyden kehitystd.” (POPS 2004, 38.) Toisin sanoen yh-
teiskunnan kehityskulkujen vaikutusta yksil6ihin ja yhteis6ihin ei
tuoda voimakkaasti esille, vaan ennemmin yhteiskunnallisen osal-
listumisen mahdollisuuksia laajennetaan. Ty6eldmataitojen rinnalle
nousee yrittijyys.

Uusin POPS (2014) korostaa vahvasti yksilon itseisarvoa se-
ké jokaisen oikeutta kasvaa yhteiskunnan téysivaltaisiksi jasenik-
si. Osallisuus késitteend puretaan useassa eri kohdassa, myos oma-
na otsikkonaan. Oppilaille tulisi tarjota kokemuksia siita, ettd han-
td kuunnellaan ja arvostetaan. Yhteisojen ja yksilon vuorovaikutus
korostuu arvoperustassa ja yksiloiden suhdetta yhteiso6n ja yhteis-
kuntaan nostetaan useasti esiin erilaisissa konteksteissa. ”Héan [op-
pilas] oppii asettamaan tavoitteita ja ratkaisemaan ongelmia seka
itsendisesti ettd yhdessd muiden kanssa. Oppiminen on erottama-
ton osa yksilon ihmisend kasvua ja yhteison hyvén elamén raken-
tamista.” (POPS 2014, 17.) Vaikuttamismahdollisuudet koulun ar-
keen ja opetussisiltoihin eksplikoidaan my6s: oppilaskunnan halli-
tusta korostetaan kdytdnnon vaikuttamisen paikkana (POPS 2014,
35). Yksilon, yhteison ja yhteiskunnallisten ilmididen kokonai-
suus on hahmoteltu laaja-alaisissa oppimiskokonaisuuksissa (POPS
2014, 20-24) useista eri nakokulmista, joiden sisdltamat nakemyk-
set yksilon ja yhteiskunnan suhteesta herdttdvit kysymyksen nii-
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den yhteismitallisuudesta. Osallisuuden ndkokulmasta uusin POPS
ndyttadkin korostavan laajalti osallistumisen mahdollisuuksien ta-
sa-arvoa, silld oppilaista valtaosan osallisuutta pyritdan tukemaan
yhtildisesti. Uusimmassa POPSissa on siirrytty myos isolta osin
abstraktimpaan kieleen kuin aikaisemmissa POPSeissa kuten seu-
raava lainaus osoittaa:

Yhteiskunnalliseen toimintaan osallistuminen on demokratian toi-
mivuuden perusedellytys. Osallistumisen ja vaikuttamisen taitoja
seka vastuullista suhtautumista tulevaisuuteen voi oppia vain har-
joittelemalla. Samalla perusopetus luo osaamisperustaa oppilaiden
kasvulle demokraattisia oikeuksia ja vapauksia vastuullisesti kayt-
taviksi, aktiivisiksi kansalaisiksi. Koulun tehtavana on vahvistaa jo-
kaisen oppilaan osallisuutta. (POPS 2014, 24.)

Yhteiskunnallisen osallisuuden ulottuvuudet on koottu taulukkoon 2.

Taulukko 2. Yhteiskunnallisen osallisuuden saamat sisallét ja merkitykset pe-
rusopetuksen opetussuunnitelmissa

mien valittajana
ja todeksielaja-
na. Tyoelama
mainitaan.

kusjohtoisuuden
vaheneminen,
verkostoitumi-
nen. Tydeldaman
lisddntynyt pai-
notus yhteiskun-

annetaan omat
toisistaan eril-
liset paikkansa.
Yrittajyys ja ak-
tiivisuuden vaa-
de nakyvina ele-

POPS Peruskoulun Perusopetuksen | Perusopetuksen | Perusopetuksen ope-
opetussuunni- | opetussuunni- | opetussuunni- | tussuunnitelman
telman perus- | telman perus- | telman perus- | perusteet 2014
teet 1985 teet 1994 teet 2004
Yhteis- Sosialisaatio Monia nykyi- Yksilon lisaan- Kaytetty puhe monel-
kunnalli- | keskeinen piirre. | sid osallisuuden | tynyt korostus. | ta osin yksilolahtoista.
nen osal- | Yksilo toimii keskeisia piir- Yhteisolle ja Yhteisollisyydessa ko-
lisuus arvojen ja nor- | teitd kuten kes- | yhteiskunnalle | rostetaan atomistista

tulokulmaa eli sita, et-
ta yhteisollisyys koos-
tuu yksiliden yhteen-
liittymista. Pyrkimyk-
send nahda yhteiskun-
ta [dhinna mahdollis-

nallisen osal- mentteina. tavana ja kaikille hyva-
lisuuden paik- na. Aktiivisuus kaikkea
kana. osallisuutta voimak-

kaasti lapileikkaava
piirre. Osallisuus oppi-
laiden nakdkulmasta
edelleen monilta osin
harjoittelua.
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Olemme edelld eritelleet ja avanneet osallisuutta, sen ilmene-
mismuotoja, kiinnekohtia ja vuorovaikutussuhteita ja -paikkoja.
Seuraavaksi analysoimme luotua jatkumoa suhteessa sosiaalipeda-
gogiseen kisitykseen. Analyysissd emme tee selkedd eroa kulttuu-
risen ja yhteiskunnallisen osallisuuden vilille vaan tarkastelemme
niitd rinnakkain toisiaan tdydentdvind tai rajaavina.

POPSien osallisuuspuhe
sosiaalipedagogisen mallin valossa

Kulttuurisen osallisuuden nakokulmasta Suomessa virallinen kas-
vatus on perinteisesti, kuten tdssd tutkimuksessa tarkastellut vuo-
den 1985 ja 1994 POPSit hyvin osoittavat, perustunut eheyttdvian
ja yhtendisen kulttuuri-identiteetin luomiselle (ks. Stenius 2010).
2000-luvulle tultaessa taas puhe entistd laaja-alaissmmasta kult-
tuuri-identiteetistd on noussut vahvasti keskusteluun. Maailman
”pienentyminen” sosiaalisen median ja teknologian ansiosta ja
(tyoperdiseen) maahanmuuttoon sekd maastamuuttoon liittyvét
kehityskulut ovat muokanneet maailmaa pysyvasti, ja uusimmassa
opetussuunnitelmassa timé huomioidaan seuraavalla tavalla:

Oppilaita ohjataan nakemaan kulttuurinen moninaisuus lahtokoh-
taisesti myonteisena voimavarana. Samalla heité ohjataan tunnis-
tamaan, miten kulttuurit, uskonnot ja katsomukset vaikuttavat yh-
teiskunnassa ja arjessa, miten media muokkaa kulttuuria seka poh-
timaan myos, millaisia asioita ei voida ihmisoikeuksien vastaisena
hyvaksya. (POPS 2014, 21.)

Tutkimuksemme pohjalta yksi opetussuunnitelmien puhetavan sel-
keimmistd muutoksista on kollektiivisen ja kansallis-yhteisollisen
puhetavan korvautuminen yksilopsykologisemmalla ja globaalilla
kasvatusajattelulla. Taméa nidkyy hyvin selkedsti juuri osallisuuteen
liittyvissé sisdlloissd, eikd esimerkiksi riippuvaisuutta toisista mai-
nita uusissa POPSeissa ollenkaan. Yksilopsykologinen kéddnne tu-
lee ehképa ndkyvimmin esiin (itse)aktiivisuuden vaatessa, joka on
yksi selkeimmistd osallisuuteen liittyvdn keskustelun muutoksista
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2000-luvulle tultaessa. Aikaisempien POPSien (1985 & 1994) nor-
matiivinen puhetapa on saanut tehdi tilaa uusimman POPSin kéa-
sityksille osallisuudesta, jotka perustuvat monilta osin ajatukselle
itseohjautuvista toimijoista. 2000-luvun perusopetuksen opetus-
suunnitelman perusteet onkin laadittu perustuen oppimiskasityk-
seen, jonka mukaan oppilas on aktiivinen toimija (POPS 2014, 17).
Tat4 alleviivaavat esimerkiksi lauseet ”Perusopetus luo osaamispe-
rustaa oppilaiden kasvulle demokraattisia oikeuksia ja vapauksia
vastuullisesti kayttaviksi, aktiivisiksi kansalaisiksi” (POPS 2014,
24) ja ”Perusopetus edistdd hyvinvointia, demokratiaa ja aktiivista
toimijuutta kansalaisyhteiskunnassa” sekd ”Oppimisprosessistaan
tietoinen ja vastuullinen oppilas oppii toimimaan yhé itseohjautu-
vammin” (POPS 2014, 17).T4sséd on néhtévissd kehityskulku, jossa
yhteiskunnallisten rakenteiden sijaan korostetaan vapaita, aktiivi-
sia ja autonomisia yksil6itd. Ilmioon liittyy normatiivinen oletus:
yksiloiden ei tule jattdad itseddn ulkopuolisten tahojen holhotta-
vaksi, vaan ottaa vastuu omasta elamastdan. (Esim. Foucault 2008,
215-239; Saari 2016, 5.) Tdssa valistuksen ajalta periytyvissa toi-
mijuuskésityksessd 1dhdetddn oletuksesta, ettd yksiloistéd tulee kas-
vattaa omaan paittelykykyynsé luottavia ja tiettyjd taitoja omaa-
via kansalaisia. Toisin sanoen demokraattinen, aktiivinen toimijuus
pyritddn istuttamaan oppilaisiin harjoittelun kautta, ennen kuin
heidéat voi paédstéaa tositoimiin oikeaan yhteiskuntaan (Biesta 2013,
101-102; Nivala & Ryynénen 2013, 14.)

Kasitykset aktiivisesta toimijuudesta sisiltdvit 1dhes poikkeuk-
setta ulkoapdin tulevia késityksid oikeanlaisesta toimijuudesta
(esim. Biesta 2006a, 127-140; Foucault 1991; Saari 2016.) N&in
ollen niyttaa, ettd vaikka kielellisesti vanhojen ja uusien POPSi-
en vililla on yhteiskunnallisen osallistumisen kannalta néhtdvissa
selkedd eroa, on uusissa POPSeissa silti huomattavan normatiivisia
kasityksid oikeasta osallisuudesta. Ndama kisitykset on vain, kés-
kevdn sdvyn sijaan, verhottu yksilon mahdollisuuksia ja vapautta
korostavan puheen taakse (ks. Saari 2016, 4). Harnin (2015) mu-
kaan aktiivista toimijuutta ja yksilon potentiaalia korostetaankin
erityisesti yrittdjyyskasvatuksessa, jonka kautta monia kriittisen
(sosiaali)pedagogiikan perdankuuluttamia sisdlt6jd on tuotu mu-
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kaan kasvatus- ja opetussuunnitelmadiskursseihin. Yrittdjyyskasva-
tus kuitenkin yhdistetddn useimmiten uusliberaalin hallinnan teo-
riaan (Brunila, Onnismaa & Pasanen 2015; Dean 2010; Pyykko-
nen 2014), jossa korostuvat monet sosiaalipedagogiselle osallisuus-
kasitykselle ristiriitaiset oletukset, kuten riippumattomuus muista,
vastuu omasta menestymisestd, jatkuva itsenséd kehittdminen tyo-
eldmén ja yhteiskunnan ehdoilla sekd innovointi ja kilpailullisuus
(esim. Biesta 2006b; OECD 2007; POPS 2014, 20; Saari 2016).
Vaikka emme tdssd tutkimuksessa ole tarkastelleet yrittdjyyskas-
vatuksen luonnetta sen tarkemmin, niitd edelld mainittuja toimi-
juuden piirteitd on havaittu ilmenevan virallisissa ylikansallisissa
ja kansallisissa ohjausasiakirjoissa ”oikeanlaisina”, ohjaavina osal-
listumistaitoina ja -tietoina, joita yksiloiden tulee kehittda itses-
sddn, jotta voidaan varmistaa suotuisa yhteiskunnallinen kehitys
(esim. Fejes & Dalhstedt 2013; Saari 2016; Vérri 2002). My6s vuo-
den 2014 opetussuunnitelmasta on analysoitu 16ytyvén uusliberaa-
lin ideologian piirteitad erityisesti elinikédisen oppimisen ja inhimil-
lisen pddoman kasitteiden yhteydessd (Tervasmiki 2016, 74-84).
Tatd kautta haluamme tuoda esiin kasvatusta redusoivaa ja yksilod
vilineellistdvad varjopuolta, joka saattaa piilld autonomisen ja ak-
tiivisen osallistumisen ideaalin taustalla. Uusliberaalia aktivointia
onkin kritisoitu merkittavissd méarin yhteisollisyyteen, yhteistyo-
hon, keskindiseen luottamukseen ja keskenerdisyyteen nojaavissa
nakokulmissa (esim. Bauman 2002; Biesta 2015; Nivala & Ryyné-
nen 2013).

Dialogisuus on yksi selkeimmistd kahden uusimman POPSin
(2004, 2014) esille nostamasta ulottuvuudesta, joka osuu ldhim-
miksi sosiaalipedagogista osallisuuden kisitteistod. Vuoden 2014
POPSissa todetaan esimerkiksi, ettda: ”Oppiva yhteiso kehittyy dia-
login avulla. Yhdessd tekeminen ja osallisuuden kokemukset vah-
vistavat yhteisod” (POPS 2014, 27).Tédssd huomioidaan, ettei osal-
lisuus voi toteutua itsestddn” vaan se on aina vuorovaikutuksel-
linen prosessi (Burbules 1993). Dialogisuus tulee ndhdéd toimin-
nan suhteuttamisena kulloiseenkin tilanteeseen ja mukanaolijoi-
den kokemuksiin sen sijaan, ettd “viralliset ammattilaiset” muo-
toilisivat toimintaperiaatteet toisaalla (Nivala & Ryynénen 2013,
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33). Sosiaalipedagogisessa ajattelussa muistutetaankin, ettd dialo-
gi on vastavuoroinen suhde, jossa kaikille osallistujille tulee luo-
da mahdollisimman tasa-arvoiset mahdollisuudet osallistua asioi-
den maarittelyyn. Dialogin ei ndin ollen tulisi typistyd koululuo-
kassa esimerkiksi sithen, ettd ainoastaan opettajalla on oikeus teh-
d4 uusia keskustelunavauksia. Sosiaalipedagogisessa osallisuusajat-
telussa keskeisind toimintatapoina nihdéddnkin dialogisuuteen 14-
heisesti liittyvit heikomman asemaan asettuminen ja kriittisyys —
myo0s vallitsevia oloja kohtaan. Heikomman asemaan asettumista
ja kriittisyytta ei sellaisenaan kuitenkaan POPSeissa tuoda esiin.
Onkin huomattavaa, ettd erilaisten sosiaalisten ja rakenteellisten
tekijoiden wvaikutusta oppilaiden osallisuus- ja oppimisvalmiuk-
siin ei eksplikoida kunnolla yhdessdkddn analysoiduista POPSeis-
ta. Asia kuitataan uusimmassakin POPSissa toteamalla, ettd kaik-
kia oppilaita pitdd tukea kasvussa tdysivaltaisiksi ja itsevarmoiksi
yhteiskunnan jaseniksi (POPS 2014, 19). Sosiaalipedagogiset osal-
lisuuspainotukset ohjaisivat kuitenkin lisdksi huomioimaan myos
rakenteelliset tekijat ja erityisesti yhteiskunnan heikoimmissa ase-
missa eldvit, joiden mahdollisuudet tiysipainoiseen yhteis- ja yh-
teiskuntaeldmdédn on esimerkiksi rakenteellisesti tai muuten syr-
jadn sysdamalld estetty (Nivala & Ryynanen 2013, 31). Tdhdn kan-
nustaisivat myos uusimman Nuorisobarometrin (Myllyniemi 2017)
tulokset, joiden mukaan yhd harvempi nuori ymmartaé erilaisten
yhteiskunnallisten tekijoiden vaikutusta yksiléiden toimintamah-
dollisuuksiin.

Osallisuutta ja sen toteutumista tutkittaessa on tdrkedd eritel-
14 my6s, milld tavoin ja missd konteksteissa osallisuutta tuetaan.
Aiemmat opetussuunnitelmat, korostivat suoraan ”yhteisesti” hy-
vaksyttyja osallistumismuotoja, kun taas uusimmassa POPSissa
(2014, 24) todetaan, ettd ”Koulun tehtdvidnid on vahvistaa jokai-
sen oppilaan osallisuutta” (my6s OPH 2011, 8). Toisaalta taas to-
detaan, ettd oppilaskunnan hallituksella on tdrked merkitys oppi-
laiden osallisuuden taitojen kannalta, silld toiminnassa on mah-
dollisuus harjoitella osallistumista kaytdnnossa (POPS 2014, 35).
Nama kaksi lausuntoa ovatkin jannitteisid toisiinsa ndhden, sil-
la vaikka kaikilla on periaatteessa mahdollisuus paastd vaikutta-
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maan oppilaskunnan hallituksessa, todellisuudessa vain harvat ja
valitut péddsevit olemaan osallisia kyseisessd toimintakehyksessd
(ks. Feldman-Wojtachnia ym. 2010). Oppilaskuntiin valikoituukin
usein tietyntyyppinen opiskelija-aines kulloinkin valintaprosessis-
sa kaytettaviastd menetelméstd riippuen (ks. esim. Malama 2017,
28; Gellin ym. 2015). Nivala & Ryynédnen (2013, 31) korostavat
osallisuuden, sekid yhteisojen ettd yhteiskunnan tasolla, edellytta-
vdn nimenomaisesti yksilon mahdollisuuksia kokea kuuluvansa jo-
honkin ja olla arkisessa eldmassdén tarpeellinen ja arvostettu jasen.
Kuvaavasti useat suomalaisnuoret eivit koe mielekkéiksi monia vi-
rallisesti tunnustettuja (edustuksellisia) osallistumisen vaylid (Myl-
lyniemi 2014, 27-28). My0s nuorisotutkijat Gretschel ja Kiilakos-
ki (2014) ovat havainneet, etteivit suomalaiskoulut ja muut viralli-
set instituutiot tunnista riittdvisti nuorten uudenlaisia, arkielamén
osallistumisen tapoja ja muotoja (my6s Puuronen & Saari 2017).
Tassd tutkimuksessa olemme keskittyneet analysoimaan joi-
tain keskeisid elementtejd erityisesti osallisuuden kasitteen yhteis-
kunnallisesta ja kulttuurisesta ulottuvuudesta. Opetussuunnitelmi-
en perusteiden kautta on havainnollistunut, kuinka osallisuuspuhe
Suomessakin on noudatellut isoilta osin kansainvilistéd, poliittisen
osallisuusdiskurssin linjaa, jossa vastuuta osallisuudesta ja osallis-
tumisesta on siirretty enenevissda méaéarin yhteiskunnalta yksil6iden
harteille (ks. esim. Bauman 2002; Biesta 2006b; Cruikshank 1999;
Dean 2010; Giddens 2013; Nivala & Ryynénen 2013; OECD 2011,
Petersen & Millei 2016; Pyykkonen 2014). Taémén seurauksena vii-
meisen 30 vuoden aikana on siirrytty normittavasta ja kansallis-
keskeisestd puheesta kohti mukaan kutsuvaa ja maailmankansalai-
suutta korostavaa osallisuuspuhetta. Nykyinen tavoiteyksil6 onkin
monikulttuurisuutta kunnioittava, yrittelias, vastuunsa kantava se-
ka dialogiin uskova toimija, joka aktiivisesti osallistumalla kehittaa
jatkuvasti itsedén ja yhteiskuntaa (esim. POPS 2014, 19).
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Osallisuuden yhteiskunnalliset umpikujat

Tarkasteltaessa osallisuutta virallisten dokumenttien valossa il-
mion poliittiset piirteet tulevat poikkeuksetta esille (esim. Cruik-
shank 1999; Dean 2010). Kasvatus yhteiskunnallisessa konteks-
tissa onkin yksi olennaisimpia hallinnan elementteja (Petersen &
Millei 2016). Hallinnalle ominaista on se, ettd se ei ole itsessddn
hyvidd tai huonoa, se on vain modernien yhteiskuntien piirre. Tut-
kimalla n&itd hallintaan liittyvid piirteitd on kuitenkin mahdol-
lista eritelld, millaiseen toimijuuteen ja osallistumiseen yksiloita
pyritdan yhteiskunnassa ohjaamaan (ks. Foucault 1991). Niin ol-
len tadssdkin tutkimuksessa nousi esiin tiettyjd, korostettuja osalli-
suuden piirteitd, joita vapaissa demokraattisissa valtioissa esiintyy.
Téllaista omaehtoisen osallistumisen ja normatiivisten méaaritte-
lyiden jannitteistd ilmiotd kutsutaan poliittisessa tutkimuksessa li-
beraalin demokratian paradoksiksi (ks. Esim. Mouffe 2000). Tassa
paradoksissa on keskeisesti kyse siitd, ettd demokratiaan liitetdan
tiettyjd normatiivisia késityksid hyvastd ja tasa-arvoisesta yhteis-
kunnasta sekd kaikkien yksiloiden vapaus. Kysymykseksi nousee,
miten samanaikaisesti voidaan kasvattaa moderneja, hyvina pidet-
tyihin kayténteisiin sitoutuvia, demokraattisen valtion jdsenia sekd
itsendisid ja kriittisid, ”vapaita” yksiloitd. (Ks. esim. Biesta 2006a;
Cruikshank 1999; Mouffe 2000; Rosanvallon 2013.) Tam4 ongelma
linkittyykin vahvasti nykyisiin demokraattiseen parlamentarismiin
uskoviin yhteiskuntiin, joissa eldd ajatus siitd, etteivit kaikki saa
samanlaisia mahdollisuuksia vaikuttaa yhté laajasti ja suoraan (ks.
Mill 1987 [1859]; Nivala & Ryynénen 2013, 11-12; Setild 2003,
22-26), mutta toisaalta kaikkien kansalaisten aktiivinen osallis-
tuminen ndhdéén, niin Suomen kuin EU:n tasolla, elinvoimaisen
ja demokraattisen yhteiskunnan elinehtona (Bellamy & Warleigh
1998; Euroopan Komissio 2012; 2017; OECD 2001; OPH 2011).
Koulun ja kasvatuksen ndakokulmasta toinen osallisuuskeskuste-
luun liittyva haaste on John Wallin (2012) korostama seikka, ettei
vield tdndkadn pédivand ole olemassa osallistuvan, demokraattisen
kansalaisen teoriaa, joka huomioisi lahtokohtaisesti lapset ja nuo-
ret. Wall esittdd, ettd lasten autenttiset mahdollisuudet osallistua
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vapaasti sivuutetaan poikkeuksetta tavalla tai toisella vetoamal-
la heiddn alhaisempaan kehitystasoonsa suhteessa aikuiseen (ks.
my0s Biesta 2013, kpl 6; Lehtovaara 2005). Tamé nidkyy vuoden
1994 opetussuunnitelmasta ldhtien eksplisiittisesti siinéd, kun ope-
tussuunnitelmissa todetaan kouluosallistumisen olevan harjoittelua
varsinaista, “oikeaa” osallistumista ja vaikuttamista varten. Lisak-
si uusimmassa POPSissa mainitaan, ettid erilaisten osallistumista-
pojen suhteen pitdd huomioida oppilaan kehitystaso (POPS 2014,
10, ks. Lehtovaara 2005). Puhuttaessa autenttisesta osallisuudesta
ei kuitenkaan tulisi mééarittda erindisid “kehitystasoja”, vaan osal-
lisuus tulisi ndhda, kuten olemme korostaneet, ytimessddn vuoro-
vaikutuksessa eldmisend ja kokemuksena siitd, ettd yksilé on yh-
teison arvostettu ja tdysivaltainen jdsen. Keneltdkéddn ei tulisi riis-
tdd mahdollisuutta olla tédysivaltainen osallinen vedoten hidnen ke-
hitystasoonsa. Nivala ja Ryynédnen (2013) pohtivatkin, ettd viralli-
nen osallisuuspuhe edustaa edelleen monilta osin ylhaéltapéin an-
nettua osallisuuskasitystd, jolloin ruohonjuuritasolta kumpuava,
orgaaninen toiminta saatetaan nihda ongelmalliseksi erityisesti sil-
loin, jos omaehtoisen osallistumisen tapojen koetaan kyseenalais-
tavan tai horjuttavan vallitsevaa jarjestystd (Nivala & Ryynédnen
2013, 15, myos Nikkola, Rautiainen & Rdihd 2013).

Kohti avarampaa osallisuuskasitysta

Koulun ndkokulmasta on tarkedd ymmartad, ettd osallisuuden ke-
hittdminen voi olla hyvinkin pienistd asioista kiinni. Monissa tilan-
teissa esimerkiksi oppilaiden mahdollisuus luoda luokan saéannot
omista nakokulmistaan tai opettajan pienet osallistavat, yhteisol-
lisyytta parantavat toimet, saattavat riittdd luomaan aivan uuden-
laisia osallisuuden kokemuksia oppilaille (ks. esim. Lanas & Kii-
lakoski 2013). Edelleen koulujen ymmarrys osallistumisesta poh-
jautuu kuitenkin usein ennemmin edustuksellisuuteen ja elitisti-
seen nikemykseen demokratiasta kuin pluralismiin ja kriittisyy-
teen tai vahvemmin lasten itsensd méaarittelemiin osallisuuden ja
osallistumisen muotoihin ja tapoihin (ks. esim. Fornaciari & Mén-
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nist6 2016; 2017; Raiker & Rautiainen 2017). Opetushallituksen
teettdmidn Demokratiakasvatusselvityksen mukaan suurimmassa
osassa kouluja useimmat oppilaat eivdt padsekddn vaikuttamaan
usein edes sellaisiin asioihin, joihin heiddn POPSin ja lain mukaan
olisi oikeus vaikuttaa (OPH 2011, 37-41). Tdma saattaakin johtua
osittain siitd, ettd osallisuudessa painottuvat tietynlainen taitotieto
tai muut mitattavat kompetenssit, jolloin paremmin pérjdavit op-
pilaat ovat lahtokohtaisesti etulyontiasemassa (ks. OPH 2011, 32—
33; Elo 2012). Nuorisobarometrien (ks. esim. Myllyniemi 2014;
2015) sekd Puurosen ja Saaren (2017) tutkimuksen mukaan nuor-
ten erilaiset aktiivisuuden muodot ovatkin kohtuullisen moninai-
sia, mutta kuten todettua, viralliset tahot saattavat herkemmin no-
teerata tietynlaiset osallistumisen ja vaikuttamisen tavat oikeanlai-
sina ja varteenotettavina (myos Gretschel & Kiilakoski 2014; Wall
2012). Varsinkin yhteiskunnallinen osallistumisaktiivisuus nayttda-
kin kasautuvan niille, jotka saavat jo 1dhtokohtaisesti parhaat mah-
dollisuudet osallistua ja vaikuttaa (esim. Kiilakoski 2012; Kupari &
lisuudessa nikyy eriytymistd kouluissa, ja noin joka kolmas nuori
kokee yksindisyyttd usein tai joskus (Myllyniemi 2016, 83). Laa-
jan sosiaalipedagogisen osallisuuskasityksen ohuus koulussa nakyy
ehkd myo0s siind, ettd yli 40 prosenttia oppilaista kokee tai on ko-
kenut syrjintdd koulussa ja ettd syrjimisen ja syrjaytymisen muo-
toja on useita (Myllyniemi 2015, 41). Juuri tdiménkaltaisiin haastei-
siin sosiaalipedagogisen osallisuuskésityksen parempi juurtuminen
kouluihin voisikin mielestimme vastata.

Sosiaalipedagogiseen osallisuusndkemykseen tukeutuen poh-
dimme, ettd nykykoulu ja -opetus tarvitsevat empatiaa ja jousta-
vuutta seké lisdd neuvottelevia, syrjimattomyyteen ja tasa-arvoon
tdhtadvia toimintatapoja (ks. myos Husu & Toom 2010, 131-147).
Joiltain osin tdmé tarkoittaisi myos taistelua vallitsevia kasityksid
ja kehityskulkuja vastaan (ks. Biesta 2013; 2015; Komulainen, Kes-
kitalo-Foley, Korhonen, & Lappalainen 2010; Nivala & Ryynénen
2013). Vaikka uusimmassa opetussuunnitelmassa on monia tai ai-
nakin joitain edelld mainittuja osallisuuden kokemuksen mahdol-
listavia sisaltojd, kysymys on lopulta siitd, miten opettajat tulkitse-
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vat niitd paikallisella tasolla ja millaista osallisuutta tuotetaan kou-
lun tosiasiallisissa kdytanteissi. Kirjoitetun opetussuunnitelman ja
opetuksen todellisuuden onkin sanottu aina olevan jossain méaarin
ristiriidassa (ks. esim. Simola 2015, 34-35) eika téltd ajatukselta
voi vilttyad sosiaalipedagogisia padmaarii tarkasteltaessa. Toisaalta
osallisuuden kehittdminen koulussa on monissa kansallisissa pro-
jekteissa kohdistunut formaaleihin osallisuuden tapoihin ja paik-
koihin seka korostanut yksilon omaa aktiivisuutta ja vastuuta osal-
listua. Uskomme kuitenkin, ettd kouluissa oppilaiden osallisuut-
ta tuetaan parhaiten lisddmalld osallistumisen mahdollisuuksia jo-
kapaivaisissa koulun kayténteissd, kuten mahdollisuudessa vaikut-
taa opetettavan aineksen siséltoihin, opetustapoihin tai vaikkapa
luokan sisustukseen. Myos erilaisia ja erisyvyisid, lapsille luonte-
via tapoja osallistua tulisi tukea, eikd aina jdttdd omaehtoista osal-
lisuutta lasten ja nuorten itsensd harteille. Sen sijaan formaalit, yl-
haalta alas tarjotut osallisuuden muodot voivat pahimmillaan ja-
kaa nuoria entistd vahvemmin aktiivisesti osallistuviin ja syrjdan
jaaviin (Harinen & Herranen 2007). Jotta oppilaiden autenttista
osallisuutta ja sitd kautta my0s yhteistyotaitoja ja yhteisollisyyt-
td voitaisiin tulevaisuudessa kehittdd, tulee kouluissa pystya kysy-
maédn kriittisia osallisuuteen liittyvid kysymyksid kuten: Miksi juu-
ri oppilaskunta edustaa osallisuuden harjoittelua kaytannossa? Ku-
ka maéadrittelee osallisuuden? Millaista on aito ja vapaa osallisuus?
Keta varten osallisuus on? Mité voin opettajana tehd4 edistdaakseni
tasa-arvoisen osallisuuden toteutumista? Nailld kysymyksilld kou-
luyhteisot voisivat ldhted kehittdmddn omaa toimintakulttuuriaan
oppilaita mukaan ottavampaan suuntaan ja siten kehittdd mah-
dollisuuksia aidoille kuulluksi tulemisen paikoille ja kokemuksil-
le sekéd yhteiskunnallisen tasa-arvon toteutumiselle. Eritellyt ky-
symykset ovatkin mielestimme tdrkeitd myos tdmén tutkimuksen
tulosten perusteella, silld sosiaalipedagogisten ajatusten juurtumi-
nen myos virallisiin asiakirjoihin on vield puutteellista. Néin ollen,
vaikka perusteet nykyistd laajemmille ja avarakatseisimmille osal-
listumiskanaville ovat opetussuunnitelmatasolla olemassa, pohdi-
tuttaa tutkimuksemme perusteella erityisesti se, miten osallisuu-
den suhdeluonne ymmaérretédn, silld itseaktiivisuuden vaade ko-
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rostaa nimenomaisesti yksilon itsendistd vastuuta osallistua aktiivi-
sesti. Toisaalta uusimmassa POPSissa eritellyt osallistumiseen liit-
tyvit kompetenssit laittavat pohtimaan kaikille tasa-arvoisen osal-
listumisen ja osallisuuden muodostumisen mahdollisuuksia.
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