to Jamusxry 1970 I stayed in Cambridge, Massachuselts,
coordinationg two veminars about Gultural Action
rdret ome, from Muy to August, at the Center

for the Study of Development amd Secial Change; the secend, B4
fvom September 1959 te January 1970, at the Center for Studies o]
in Bduoation and Develepment, of Harvard University.

From May 1969
United States,
(Eduration) The

A small essay, "Culitural Actiom for Mreedom™, resulted Ifrom
the first seminar, whililh some of the main texts which were
discussed at the Harvard seminar constitute this issue., In
many aspects, both of these studies, inm mutually cumple;iu;
each other, establish the relationships between my Iirs
bool, "Bducagao como detiCd da liberdade" and the last unen

while "Cultural g

"Pedagogy ol the Oppressed®, Nevertheless,
Action Tor Freodom™ presents a logical sequence in its three 4
an introeductien to 51

Cultural Action Process - ‘
its understanding® reveals a formul discontimulity. This is 3
because, while the {irst ome was writtem as a totality whose e
chapturs are structurally interlinked, this, on the comtrary,
is 2 set o texts which were written on dilfferemnit occasions.
In ,act By v them, only first part is thet which I wor

intentiona 1y, Ter the seminar at Harvard Umiversity.
above-mentioned Mormal discontinuity does not meam the mon~-

existance of a concepiual coherence betwéen the texts. Really,

this coherence exists there to the extent that all of them 6
reveal my main prasoccupation concermning education as cultural ¥

action.

chapters, "The

It scoms toc mp interestimng, en the other hamd, to offer some
considorations about the semimar itself amd its development.
From the peint of view of a democratic educatiomal practice,
noecossarily based on dialogue, -~ which I defend - the content
of the educational program canmnot result from a decision takem
solely by the educater. His experiemce, his understanding
derived from the disciplines of his specdality, his m
grasps of the problems, mone of these are sufficient
ication Tor the educater, acting alone, te dictate the m
w;rmmwmm Mhm_ the cowrse
mitted to . mm.f possession, they bele
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& less rigorous, but equal¥y correct peint o view, vhem the
professor propeses the dralt-program te the critical analysis
of the students. The results of this analysis, in its tum,
ought not to be considered as something which is absolutely
concluded, Rather, during the process of the seminer, to the
extent thot these subjects in dialogue comtimually exercise
a eriticel refelction on the comtent of the subject-matter,
it is possible that they will come te perceive new angles or
insights previously mot appreciated - which comld require a
modification of the program, For this reason im a really
bumanistic mede of education, the program is always something
in the precess of slaboratiom, Tovming and reforming 1tselfl
and, by this profess, expressing a ceorrespondence with the
proper mature of edusation and culture, both of which pre

only dm the measure that they are beceming.

Only in the anti-democratic process of education, necessarily
spposed to dialogus, does the program romain noi only the
exclusive choice of the professor, but alse static, rigid,

immutablie and "burcaucratized®, Thus K it is that in such a
, education becomes a mere  tramsfer of information.

practice which I defend, education is, on the cont-
an act of knowing in which the cognitive subjects seek
t asp, by means of dialogue, the very essemce of the
knowable object which challenges them. Precisely because

of this, I did not impose a program, but, on the contrary,
I offered a draft-program in order for us to discuss it.

pracit

I was egually convinced that the seminar would only be
sudcessful to the extent that it became a "theoretical

context" in which the comcrete facts as they ase being

given in the “objective context™ were critically amalyzed.

Only dn this way it would aveoid Being, on the one hand, mere
empty verbiage; on the other, a superiicial study of facts with-
out penetrating their meaning amd rmaining therefore at the leve

of a maive acguaintance.
This dialegical and critical spirit, to whi h the students
responded more and . in an excellemt way, characterized
the semimar throughout. Hemce it wes our seminar and mot may
or their semimar.

¥, I want to e
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