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Abstract

In this paper | take up the question of the retetiop between democracy and
inclusion. | present the deliberative turn in dematic theory as an attempt to

overcome ‘external exclusion’ and discuss lIris Ygianwork as an attempt to

overcome ‘internal exclusions.’” | argue that althlowattempts to make democracy
more inclusive are laudable, they are ultimatelgeolupon a colonial conception of
democratisation, one in which inclusion is seeragzocess where those who are
already on the inside include others into theiresph| use the work of Jacques
Ranciere to argue for an understanding of demaeati@dn as the interruption of the

existing political order from the outside in thenma of equality. This can not only

help us to think differently about the role of imsion in democracy. It also urges us
to see that there are opportunities for the dentiseteon of education that lie beyond
the inclusion of ‘newcomers’ into the existing desraiic order.

“The guarantee of democracy is not the filling d@bthe dead times and empty
spaces by the forms of participation or of courgergr: it is the continual renewal of
the actors and of the forms of their actions, ¥er-®pen possibility of the fresh
emergence of this fleeting subject.”

Jacques Ranciere (1995 p.61)

1. Democracy and Inclusion

It could well be argued that inclusion is one & ttore values, if ndhe core value of
democracy. The ‘point’ of democracy, after all,tie inclusion of everyone (the
whole demos) into the ruling kratein) of society. This is why Pericles defined
democracy as the situation in which “power is ia ttands not of a minority but of
the whole people” (Held 1987, p.16) and it is whysfotle wrote about democracy as
the “rule of all over each and of each by turnsraal€ (ibid., p.19). Inclusion also
affects the legitimacy of democracy because, as Yioung has pointed out, the
normative legitimacy of democratic decision-makprgcisely depends “on the degree
to which those affected by it have been includethendecision-making processes and
have had the opportunity to influence the outconfgsting 2000, pp.5-6).

Inclusion is not only the main point and purposeée@fmocracy; it is also one of its main
problems. The question that has haunted democraay flay one (and in a sense
already troubled democracy before it took offhis guestion ‘Who are to be included in
the (definition of the)demos?’ This is the question alemocratic citizenship and we
know all too well that in the city-state of Athen#izenship was a highly restricted
affair. Only Athenian men over the age of 20 wedrgilde for citizenship. Women,
children, slaves (who made up about 60% of the lptipn) and immigrants, even from
families who had settled in Athens several germmatiearlier, were simply excluded
from political participation (Held 1987, p.23).
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On the one hand the history of democracy can b#ewras a continuous quest for
inclusion. Some of the most powerful and successfuial movements of the last
century — including the women’s movement and theua movement — have precisely
mobilised “around demands for oppressed and maiggdgoeople to be included as full
and equal citizens” (Young 2000, p.6). But thedmngbf democracy is at the very same
time a history ofexcluson. In some cases exclusion is justified in the nawhe
democracy. This is, for example, the case Witral democracy where the democratic
principle of popular rule (expressing the principfeequality) is qualified by a set of
basic liberties that take priority over populaterui order to make sure that popular rule
does not restrain or obstruct individual freedonugtexpressing the principle dberty)
(Gutmann 1993, p.413). Whereas liberal democraeksst exclude certaioutcomes

of democratic decision-making (and thus would exelthose who would argue for such
outcomes), there is also a more direct link betwedemocracy and exclusion. The
overriding argument here focuses on those whoeemdd not to be ‘fit’ for democracy,
either because they lack certain qualities thatcamsidered to be fundamental for
democratic participation — such as rationalitye&asonableness (see below) — or because
they do not subscribe to the ideal of democraeyfits

As Bonnie Honig (1993) has argued, this is not @myissue for communitarians who
wish to see democratic politics organised arountigodar political identities. It is also
an issue for liberals since they tend to restratitipal participation to those who are
willing and able to act in a rational way and whe willing to leave their substantive
conceptions of the good life behind them in thegig sphere. Such strategies not only
result in the exclusion of those who are consideécetie ‘sub-rational’ (e.g., certain
categories of psychiatric patients) or unreasonalihey are also used to justify the
exclusion of those who we might call ‘pre-rationat, in a more general sense, ‘pre-
democratic,” and children are the most obvious ¢tarof such a category. It is here,
then, that there is an important link with eduaatibecause democratic education is
often seen as the process that should make indigidkeady’ for their participation in
democratic decision-making (for a critical discossiof this view of democratic
education see Biesta & Lawy 2006; Biesta 2006;tBi2807).

In this paper | ask what it means for democracyedoinclusive and | discuss how
democracy might become more inclusive — althougifil largue that, in a sense, this is
the wrong question. | start with an overview ofemcdevelopments in democratic
theory, focusing on the deliberative turn (Dryzakgd the work of Iris Young. | argue

that although these developments have the potémtilmhke democratic deliberation and
decision-making more inclusive, they rely on aafeissumptions which, from the point
of view of inclusion, are problematic. | then tumthe work of Jacques Ranciére to
explore a different way to understand the relatigmbetween inclusion and democracy.
In the concluding section | argue why Ranciére’prapch is important, both for our

understanding of democracy and for our understgnofidemocratic education.

2. The role of inclusion in democratic theory

The question of inclusion plays a central role iscdssions about political decision-
making. In contemporary political theory there an® main models of democratic
decision-making: theggregative model and theleliberative model (see Young 2000,
pp.18-26; Elster 1998, p.6). The first model seswatracy as a process of aggregating
the preferences of individuals, often, but not esielely, in choosing public officials and
policies. A central assumption is that the prefeesnof individuals should be seen as



given and that politics is only concerned with #ggregation of preferences, often, but
not exclusively, on the basis of majority rule. \Whehese preferences come from,
whether they are valid or not, and whether theyhatd for egoistic or altruistic reasons,
is considered to be irrelevant. Thggregative model assumes, in other words, “that
ends and values are subjective, non-rational, angemous to the political process” and
that democratic politics is basically “a competititoetween private interests and
preferences” (Young 2000, p.22).

Over the past two decades an increasing numbeolititcal theorists have argued that
democracy should not be confined to the simpleegggion of preferences but should
involve theddiberative transformation of preferences. Under the deliberative model
democratic decision-making is seen as a processhwhvolves “decision making by
means of arguments offerégl andto participants” (Elster 1998, p.8) about the means
and the ends of collective action. As Young explaidsliberative democracy is not
about “determining what preferences have greatesterical support, but [about]
determining which proposals the collective agreessaipported by the best reasons”
(Young 2000, p.23). The reference to ‘best reasamdicates — and this is very
important — that deliberative democracy is basednup particular conception of
deliberation. Dryzek, for example, acknowledgegs teiberation can cover a rather
broad spectrum of activities but argues thatdathentic deliberation to happen the
requirement is that the reflection on preferendesulsl take place in aon-coercive
manner (Dryzek 2000, p.2). This requirement, sexpains, “rules out domination via
the exercise of power, manipulation, indoctringtipropaganda, deception, expression
of mere self-interest, threats ... and attempisnfmse ideological conformity” (ibid.).
This resonates with Elster’'s claim that delibematilemocracy is about the giving and
taking of arguments by participants “who are cortedito the values of rationality and
impartiality” (Elster 1998, p.8) and with his suggen that deliberation must take place
between “free, equal and rational agents” (ibif).p.

In one respect the ‘deliberative turn’ (or re-tusee Dryzek 2000, pp.1-2) is an
important step forward in democratic theory and oenatic practice. On the one hand it
seems to be a more full expression of the basiegadf democracy, particularly the idea
that democracy is about actual participation inlective decision-making. In the
aggregative model there is, after all, little pap@tion, and decision-making is mainly
algorithmic. On the other hand, the deliberativierapch seems to have a much stronger
educational potential. In the deliberative modeblitiral actors not only express
preferences and interest, but tleegage with one another about how to balance these
under circumstances of inclusive equality” (Youn@0@, p.26; emph. added). Such
interaction “requires participants to be open atehéive to one another, to justify their
claims and proposals in terms of [being] acceptabkl, the orientation of participants
moves from self-regard to an orientation to whapublicly assertable” (ibid.). Thus
“people often gain new information, learn differemtperiences of their collective
problems, or find that their own initial opinionsedounded on prejudice and ignorance,
or that they have misunderstood the relation daf then interests to others” (ibid.). As
Warren has put it, participation in deliberatiom aaake individuals “more public-
spirited, more tolerant, more knowledgeable, mdtentive to the interests of others,
and more probing of their own interests” (Warre82,9.8). Deliberative democracy, so
its proponents argue, is therefore not only ndaeocratic but also moreducative. A
third asset of deliberative democracy lies in ibgeptial impact on thenotivation of
political actors in that participation in democtatiecision-making is more likely to



commit participants to its outcomes. This suggdsts deliberative democracy is not
only an intrinsically desirable way of social prefl-solving but probably also an
effective way of doing this (see Dryzek 2000, R)17

The deliberative turn can be seen as an attemipting democracy closer to its core
values and in this respect represents an impoctamnéction to the individualism and
‘disconnected pluralism’ (Biesta 2006) of the aggtere model and of liberal
democracy more generally. However, by raising ta&es of democracy, deliberative
democracy has also brought the difficulty of dematcrinclusion into much sharper
focus, and thus has generated — ironically butsaogbrisingly — a series of problems
around the question of inclusion. The main issue hentres on thentry conditions for
participation in deliberation. The authors quoted above all sdensuggest that
participation in democratic deliberation should tegulated and that it should be
confined to those who commit themselves to a paaicset of values and behaviours.
Young, for example, argues that the deliberativelehtentails several normative ideas
for the relationships and dispositions of delibaatparties, among them inclusion,
equality, reasonableness, and publicity” whichsls® claims, “are albgically related in
the deliberative model” (Young 2000, p.23; empheatjd Most of the proponents of
(versions of) deliberative democracy specify acsegntry conditions for participation,
although what is interesting about the discuss®rthat most go at great pains to
delineate aminimum set of conditions necessary for democratic dedifgmn rather than
an ideal set (see, e.g., the contributions in EE#®8). Young provides an interesting
example with her distinction between reasonable(@bich she sees as a necessary
entry condition) and rationality (which she doessee as a necessary condition). For
Young being reasonable doesn’t entail being ratid®@asonableness refers to “a set of
dispositions that discussion participants have [rather] thathéosubstance of people’s
contributions to debate” (Young 2000, p.24; emplieal). She concedes that reasonable
people "often have crazy ideas,” yet “what makesrtlieasonable is their willingness to
listen to others who want to explain to them whirthideas are incorrect or
inappropriate” (ibid.). In Young's hands reasonabks thus emerges as a
communicativevirtue, and not as a criterion for the logical ‘qualityf people’s
preferences and convictions.

This example not only shows why the issue of inoluss so prominent in the
deliberative model. It also explains why the detltiee turn has generated a whole new
set of issues around inclusion. The reason forishibat deliberation is not simply a
form of political decision-making but first and é&mnost a form of political
communication. The inclusion question in deliberative democracyherefore not so
much a question about who should be included -ewadfh this question should be asked
always as well. It is first and foremost a questabout who is able to participate
effectively in deliberation. As Dryzek aptly sumnsass, the suspicion about deliberative
democracy is “that its focus on a particular kifideasonable political interaction is not
in fact neutral, but systematically excludes a etgriof voices from effective
participation in democratic politics” (Dryzek 20Q@58). In this regard Young makes a
helpful distinction between two forms of exclusi@sternal exclusion, which is about
“how people are [actually] kept outside the proagfsdiscussion and decision-making,”
andinternal excluson where people are formally included in decision-imglprocesses
but where they may find, for example, “that thédtirns are not taken seriously and may
believe that they are not treated with equal raSp@tung 2000, p.55). Internal
exclusion, in other words, refers to those situetion which people “lack effective



opportunity to influence the thinking of others ewehen they have access to fora and
procedures of decision-making” (ibid.) which cartigalarly be the outcome of the
emphasis of some proponents of deliberative derop@a “dispassionate, unsituated,
neutral reason” (ibid. p.63).

To counteract the internal exclusion that is thedpct of a too narrow focus on
argument, Young has suggested several other mégesitecal communication which
should be added to the deliberative process ngttomemedy “exclusionary tendencies
in deliberative practices” but also to promote fyest and trust” and to make possible
“understanding across structural and cultural cbfiee” (ibid. p.57). The first of these is
greeting or public acknowledgement. This is about “communicative political gestures
through which those who have conflicts recognize others as included in the
discussion, especially those with whom they difier opinion, interest, or social
location” (ibid. p.61; emph. in original). Young ehmasises that greeting should be
thought of as a starting-point for political intetian. It “precedes the giving and
evaluating of reasons” (ibid. p.79) and does soutin the recognition of the other
parties in the deliberation. The second mode afigal communication ishetoric and
more specifically the affirmative use of rhetoilad. p.63). Although one could say that
rhetoric only concerns the form of political comrmuation and not its content, the point
Young makes is that inclusive political communioatshould pay attention to and be
inclusive about the different forms of expressio &hould not try to purify rational
argument from rhetoric. Rhetoric is not only impoitt because it can help to get
particular issues on the agenda for deliberatidmet&tic can also help to articulate
claims and argumentsr' ways appropriate to a particular public in a particular
situation” (ibid. p.67; emph. in original). Rhetoric alwagscompanies an argument by
situating it “for a particular audience and givingmbodied style and tone” (ibid. p.79).
Young’s third mode of political communication narrative or storyteling. The main
function of narrative in democratic communicatigas!in its potential “to foster
understanding among members of a polity with véferént experience or assumptions
about what is important” (ibid. p.71). Young emphkes the role of narrative in the
teaching and learning dimension of political commation. “Inclusive democratic
communication,” so she argues, “assumes that gicjpants have something to teach
the public about the society in which they dweljdther” and also assumes “that all
participants are ignorant of some aspects of thialsar natural world, and that everyone
comes to a political conflict with some biasesjytees, blind spots, or stereo-types”
(ibid. p.77).

It is important to emphasise that greeting, rhetand narrative are not meantéplace
argumentation. Young stresses again and agaiméfiberative democracy entails “that
participants require reasons of one another aritatly evaluate them” (ibid. p.79).
Other proponents of the deliberative model takeuahmmore narrow approach and see
deliberation exclusively as a form oétional argumentation (e.g., Benhabib 1996)
where the only legitimate force should be the ‘®ess force of the better argument”
(Habermas). Similarly, Dryzek, after a discussiér¥oung’s ideas,[1] concludes that
argument always has to be central to deliberatematracy” (Dryzek 2000, p.71).
Although he acknowledges that other modes of conration can be present and that
there are good reasons to welcome them, theirssistdifferent “because they do not
have to be present” (ibid., emph added). For Dryzethatend of the day all modes of
political communication must live up to the stam$aof rationality. This does not mean
that they must be subordinated to rational argurtiarittheir deployment only makes



sense in a context where argument about what etdone remains central” (ibid.
p.168).

3. Can democracy become ‘normal’?

This brief overview of inclusion reveals the pragehat has been made over the past
two decades around the question of democraticsimriu But this is not to suggest that
there are no problems left with the direction inickhthe discussion about democratic
inclusion is moving — and these problems, so | wisbuggest, are not merely practical
but have to do with more fundamental assumptioas dwinderlie the discourse about
democracy and inclusion. There are two assumptitich, in my view, are particularly
problematic.

One assumption is the belief that democracy caorbeca ‘normal’ situation. In the
discussion about inclusion the main challenge sderhs perceived asmactical one,
i.e., as the question how we can make our demogpatictices even more inclusive
(internal inclusion) and how we can include evenranpeople into the sphere of
democratic deliberation (external inclusion). Thesuanption here is that if we can
become even more attentive to otherness and differeve will eventually reach a
situation of total democratic inclusion, a situatim which democracy has become
‘normal.” While people may have different views abevhen and how this situation
might be reached and whether or not there will gdMae some ‘remainders’ (Mouffe
1993), the idea that democratisation means indudiore and more people into the
sphere of democracy reveals the underlying ideattigabest democracy is the most
inclusive democracy, and reveals the underlyingirapsion that democracy can and
should become a normal political reality.

This relates to a second assumption, which is tea ithat inclusion should be
understood as a process in which those who staisitiewof the sphere of democracy
should be brought into this sphere and, more inaptgt, should be included by those
who are already on the inside. The assumption iket&t inclusion is a process which
happens ‘from the inside out,” a process which exteanfrom the position of those who
are already considered to be democratic. The \amguage of inclusion not only
suggests that someone is including someone elsolsuggests — and this, of course, is
familiar terrain for those who work in the field ioiclusive education — that someone is
setting the terms for inclusion and that it is fioose who wish to be included to meet
those terms.

There is, of course, no need to throw out the halyeliberative democracy with the
bathwater of theoretical purity, and this is deély not my intention. Deliberative
democracy clearly has many advantages over ottidcalgoractices and process8sit

the question we should ask is whether the underlgissumptions about democracy
result in the best and, so we might say, most deatioovay to understand and ‘do’
democracy. The first step in answering this quastido ask whether democracy can be
understood differently. One author who has triedgproach the question of democracy
in a way that is indeed different from the prevaylidiscourse about democracy and
inclusion is Jacques Ranciere.

4. Ranciere on democracy and democratisation
Whereas in the prevailing discourse democracy e s&s something that can be
permanent and normal, Ranciere argues for an uaddimsg of democracy aporadic,



as something that only *happens’ from time to tene in very particular situations (see
Ranciere 1995, p.41; p.61). To clarify this poir@nBiere makes a distinction between
politics — which for him always meadsmocratic politics (democracy as “the institution
of politics itself” — Ranciere 1999, p.101) — anfiaw he refers to gsolice or police
order. In a way that is reminiscent of Foucault, Rarecéefines the police as “an order
of bodies that defines the allocation of ways oingpoways of being, and ways of
saying, and that sees that those bodies are addigneame to a particular place and
task” (Ranciere 1999, p.29). It as an order “ofuisghle and the sayable that sees that a
particular activity is visible and another is nbit this speech is understood as discourse
and another as noise” (ibid.). Police should noubéerstood as the way in which the
state structures the life of society. It is not,Habermasian terms, the ‘grip’ of the
system on the lifeworld, but includesth. As Ranciere explains, “(t) he distribution of
places and roles that defines a police regime stasmsnuch from the assumed
spontaneity of social relations as from the rigidit state functions” (ibid.). One way to
read this definition of police is to think of it @ order that isll-inclusive in that
everyone has a particular place, role or positioit. iThis is not to say that everyone is
included in the running of the order. The point@iyns that no one is excluded from the
order. After all, women, children, slaves and immaigs had a clear place in the
democracy of Athens, viz., as those who were rlotvall to participate in political
decision making. In precisely this respect eveticparder is all-inclusive.

Against this background Ranciére then defipelstics as the disruption of the police
order in the name of equality. This may sound sémfiian what Ranciére has in mind,
SO it is important to be clear about the kind afraption politics represents. Ranciéere
explains that he reserves the term ‘politics’ “fan extremely determined activity
antagonistic to policing: whatever breaks withtdrggible configuration whereby parties
and parts or lack of them are defined by a pressippio that, by definition, has no place
in that configuration” (ibid., pp.30-31). This bkeiz manifest is a series of actions “that
reconfigure the space where parties, parts, or ddgbarts have been defined.” (ibid.
p.31). Political activity so conceived is “whatewhifts a body from the place assigned
to it” (ibid.). “It makes visible what had no buess being seen, and makes heard [and
understood; G.B.] a discourse where once thereownlgiplace for noise.” (ibid.)

(P)olitical activity is always a mode of expressibiat undoes the
perceptible divisions of the police order by impéting a basically

heterogenous assumption, that of a part of thosehatie no part, an
assumption that, at the end of the day, itself destnates the sheer
contingency of the order [and] the equality of ameaking being

with any other speaking being. (ibid)

Politics thus refers to the event when two ‘heter@gpus processes’ meet: the police
process and the processqgfiality (see ibid.).

There are two points to add to this account. Thet fs that for Ranciere politics
understood in this way is alwaglsmocratic politics. Democracy, so he argues, “is not a
regime or a social way of life” — it is not and nahbe, in other words, part of the police
order — but should rather be understood “as tti#utisn of politics itself” (ibid. p.101).
Every politics is democratinot in the sense of a set of institutions, but ingbase of
forms of expression “that confront the logic of aljy with the logic of the police
order” (ibid.). Democracy, so we might say, islaifm’ for equality.



But this raises a further question about Ranciéneterstanding of democracy, which is
the question abowtho it is that makes this claim. Who, in other wordsges’ politics or
‘performs’ democracy?[2] The point of asking theesfion in this way is not to suggest
that there is no subject of politics, that there ap democratic actors involved in
democracy. The point is that political actors -swijects — do not exisefore the ‘act’

of democracy, or to be more precise: their politidantity, their identity as democratic
subjects only comes into being in and through tteoadisruption of the police order.
This is why Ranciére argues that politics is itselbrocess osubjectification. It is a
process in and through which political subjects eomstituted. Ranciére defines
subjectification as “the production through a se0é actions of a body and a capacity
for enunciation not previously identifiable withan given field of experience, whose
identification is thus part of the reconfiguratiointhe field of experience” (ibid. p.35).

Democracy — or to be more precise: the appearahdemocracy — is therefore not
simply the situation in which a group who has presgly been excluded from the realm
of politics steps forward to claim its place unttex sun. It is at the very same time the
creation of a group as group with a particular identity ttlthdn’t exist before.
Democratic activity is, for example, to be foundtie activity of nineteenth-century
workers “who established a collective basis forkwetations” that were previously seen
as “the product of an infinite number of relatiopshbetween private individuals” (ibid.
p.30). Democracy thus establishes nealjtical identities. Or as Ranciere puts it:
“Democracy is the designation of subjects that dbaoincide with the parties of the
state or of society” (ibid. pp.99-100). This medhat “the place where the people
appear” is the place “where a dispute is condudtied. p.100). The political dispute is
distinct from all conflicts of interest between stituted parties of the population, for it
is a conflict “over the very count of those partiggoid.) It is a dispute between “the
police logic of the distribution of places and thaitical logic of the egalitarian act”
(ibid.). Politics is therefore “primarily a conftiover the existence of a common stage
and over the existence and status of those presetit(ibid. pp.26-27).

For Ranciére, therefore, democratisationdsa process that emanates from the centre
and extends to the margins. It is not a processioh those who are already democratic
— an impossible position from Ranciere’s point @w anyway — include others into
their sphere. Rather democracy appears as a dlamm the ‘outside,” a claim based
upon the perception of injustice, or of what Rargciéfers to as a ‘wrong,” a claim made
in the name of equality. Those who make the claamat simply want to be included in
the existing order; they want tedefine the order in such a way thadw identities, new
ways of doing and being become possible and cacdomted.” This means that for
Ranciere democratisation is no longer a procesghfsion of excluded parties into the
existing order; it rather is a transformation céttlorder in the name of equality. The
impetus for this transformation does not come fribi@ inside but rather from the
outside. But it is important to see that, unlike thre prevailing discourse about
democratic inclusion, this outside is not a ‘knowntside. Democratisation is, after all,
not a process that happesishin the police order in which it is perfectly clear avare
taking part in decision-making and who are not. Demtisation is a process that
disrupts the existing order from a place that could notkpressed or articulated from
within this order.



It is, finally, important to see that for Rancidine purpose of democracy and the ‘point’
of democratisation is not to create constant clzammk disruption. Although Ranciéere
would maintain that democratisation is basicallyo@d thing, this does not mean that
the police order is necessarily bad. Although timay not be very prominent in
Ranciere’s work, he does argue that democratisatonhave a positive effect on the
police order. Democratic disputes do produce wleatrdfers to as “inscriptions of
equality” (ibid., 100); they leave traces behindha (transformed) police order. This is
why Ranciére emphasises that “(t)here is a wordeaabetter police” (ibid. pp.30-31).
The better one is, however, not the one “that adher the supposedly natural order of
society or the science of legislators” — it is tre “that all the breaking and entering
perpetrated by egalitarian logic has most joltetl aduts ‘natural’ logic” (ibid. p.31).
Ranciere thus acknowledges that the police “cadym® all sorts of good, and one kind
of police may be infinitely preferable to anothéiid. p.31). But, so he concludes,
whether the police is ‘sweet and kind’ does not enalany less the opposite of politics
(see ibid.).

5. Conclusions

Is this paper | have indicated two problems with #ay in which inclusion has been
thematised in recent developments in democratioryheBoth problems are related,
since they both have to do with a particular undexding of the process of
democratisation. As | have shown, democratisation is basically enstbod as a
process through which those who are not yet pathetphere of democracy become
included in it. This, as | have argued, suggestt the envisaged end-point for
democracy is the situation in whiaveryone is included, the situation in which
democracy has become the normal political situatlbralso suggests a set up in
which some are already inside the ‘sphere’ of deawycand where it is up to them to
include others inttheir practice.

| have shown that there are several problems kith understanding of democracy
and democratisation. The main problem is thatpiresnised on the idea that we — and
the key-question is of course who the ‘we’ here mready know what democracy is
and that inclusion is nothing more than bringingrengeople into the existing
democratic order. This is basically a colonial wayunderstand democratisation and
it is precisely the logic behind what | see asithperialistic expansion of (a certain
definition of) democracy which is currently happeniat the geo-political level. The
main problem with this approach is that the pditiorder itself, the democracy in
which others are being included, is taken for gednit is the starting-point that itself
cannot be questioned. This is not only a problemirfernational politics. It is at the
same time a problem for those forms of democratiecation which operate on the
assumption that it is the task of democratic edapai include children and other
‘newcomers’ into the existing democratic order bgilfitating a transition from a pre-
rational and pre-democratic stage to a stage athwbhildren have met the entry
conditions for their future participation in demacy.

The importance of Ranciére’s work lies preciselyha fact that he puts this way of
thinking about democracy and inclusion on its hdaok him democracy is not a
normal situation, i.e., it is not a way in whicletpolice order exists, but rather occurs
in the interruption of the order in the name of &gy — which is why he says that
democracy is sporadic. Furthermore, democratisdtiorRanciere is not something
that is doneo others; it is something that people can only dartbelves. Ranciere



connects this to the question of emancipation. Empation, he writes, means
“escaping from a minority” (Ranciere 1995, p.48utBe adds to this that “nobody
escapes from the social minority save by their @ffarts” (ibid.). Thirdly, Ranciére
helps us to see that we should understand demoanatiision not in terms of adding
more people to the existing order, but rather peoaess that necessarily involves the
transformation of that order. As long as we reswiar inclusive efforts to those who
are known to be excluded, we only operate witha eRisting order. This, so | wish
to emphasise, is definitely nohimportant because, as Ranciére reminds us, thare is
worse and a better police. But what Ranciere pes/igs with is an understanding of
the need for a different kind of inclusion: thelusion of what cannot be known to be
excluded in terms of the existing order; the indosof what | have elsewhere
referred to as the ‘incalculable’ (see Biesta 2001)

Why and how do these ideas matter for education amore importantly, for
democratic education? In my view it is first of all the utmost importance in the
current political climate to have ways of thinkiagd ‘doing’ democratic education
that are preciselyot informed by a colonial view of democratic educati®anciere
at the very least shows us that it is possiblertdeustand the relationship between
democracy, democratisation and inclusion diffegentl a way that is far less tainted
by a colonial frame of mind. Ranciére also helpstausee that there is a choice.
Democratic education can either play a role in plodice order — and | wish to
emphasise that there is important work to be dbeeetas well — or it can try to link
up with experiences and practices of democratisdahiat come from the ‘outside’ and
interrupt the democratic order in the name of atuainstead of teaching children
and young people to be ‘good democrats’ — whichmin view, is a strategy that
basically remains within the police order — educatoay well have a role to play in
utilising and supporting the learning opportunitiesthose incalculable moments
when democratisation ‘occurs.” That such momentghimbccur as the interruption of
attempts to teach democracy — even if it is a tegcbased on deliberative idea(l)s —
is, in my view, something that goes without saying.

Notes

1. Dryzek refers to work published by Young befber Inclusion and Democracy.
Several of the issues Dryzek raises about Youngsstipn seem no longer to be part
of the position she takes inclusion and Democracy.

2. | am aware that this is a rather clumsy way woftipg the question, but it is
consistent with Ranciere’s line of thinking. He kelf writes at some point about
“(t)he people through which democracy occurs” (Rarec1999, p.99).
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