What of the World in Worldlessness: An Arendtian Concept
	

										
	I have come to the realization that we cannot regulate what we cannot define. However, the public sphere should be a place where dialogue is readily stated even if it makes someone uncomfortable, and this is not hate speech. Otherwise, we begin to stop talking about difficult things, and secondly there is not anything I can say that is not going to offend someone if the crowd is large enough. Who defines hate? This is an insoluble problem; thus, it should not be regulated. That is why we need the public sphere so desperately so that those with an invested advantage do not make our decisions for us.
	Western society lives in worldless times. The salvation of worldlessness is firstly, a world that is based in continuity and permanence, even though human beings require the unpredictability and uncertainty of a controlled outcome, and secondly, thinking that is driven by meaning making, reason, and wonder, rather than the reverence of sciences and technology and lastly an education that provides children deployment of trust from the world in order to reproduce. 					I will begin by defining the intricacies of worldlessness an Arendtian term, defining what thinking is, and how worldlessness relates to thinking. I will then demonstrate how various forms of thinking can be detrimental to society, and the public sphere. Additionally, I will investigate the prolific use of technology and sciences as an affecting mechanism in the way human beings think. Finally, I will be taking a closer look at how culture is formed or deformed through worldlessness and what the model of education needs to be in order for future generations to become more thoughtful thinking adults. 

What is Worldlessness
	Arendt defines “worldlessness”[footnoteRef:1] as a world without meaning, transparency, reality, and senses. A world in which standards and tradition are replaced with unrest and doubt. Worldlessness is a world without a public sphere, the “public” signifies the world itself in so far as it is common to all of us and distinguished from our privately owned place in it (Arendt 1998, p.52). In this world of the “public” everything that appears in the public can be seen[footnoteRef:2] and heard by everyone. “The presence of others who see what we see and hear what we hear assures us of the reality of the world and ourselves” (Arendt 1998, p.50). This assurance of reality of the world intensifies our convictions within the private realm of human affairs and yet it is dependent on appearance, meaning that without seeing or hearing it does not exist, without the public world, the private world is incomplete. In this sense the public sphere as the world requires a form of freedom to be whom we are. Thus, the public sphere is the world of autonomy, of liberation, of revolution, of respect, and of being respected. The public sphere is the world as a community where all human beings are brought together by artifacts[footnoteRef:3] which are creations of human hands relating them and separating them at the same time (Arendt 1998, p.52). This is because to live together in the world means that a world of artifacts is between those who have it in common and those who it comes in between. The world here is the in between which relates and separates human beings at the same time. However, Arendt argues that, this world, the public realm as the common world which gathers human beings together has now lost its power to gather, to relate and to separate (Arendt 1998, p.53). Humanity loses this inbetweeness, this connection, this commonwealth. Arendt states that this is a loss that has been emerging since the rise of liberalism as liberalism is a retreat from community that should be shared. Human beings are a collection of prejudices that can be caught up in impartiality, not objectivity and universality. Yet, humanity and the definition of the public sphere encompasses human beings coming together even though there are disagreements and no solution but impartiality against others partiality. This is because through arguing and discoursing with others human beings within the public sphere human beings find commonalities amongst the disagreements rather than erasing one another’s differences. When human beings fundamentally disagree with each other only then do they have a real relationship to the world. In disagreement, there is deliberation. Meaningful issues require deliberation and human beings seen as diverse, who are of the world are then acting in concert together to relay their ideas against one another, in so doing acting upon the world and the future of how it will unfold regardless of their vast differences. This disagreement in deliberation is human beings’ passions, as the passions reveal the real world, making human beings more conscious of their existence. Passions make us feel more real. In contrast to what Arendtian scholar Mackler (2010) differentiates as intellect, which is tied to cognition as the knowing of what can be verified, and searching for the truth in a controlled, man-made environment, thus expecting the same prognosis each time as the outcome. This form of thinking is similar to scientific experiments in that a particular outcome is always expected. Thus, against this cold objectivity or rationality, passions are at the core for Arendt of what it means to be a real human being. Art is an example of passions because it acts. There is a form of doing which comes from art and its main purpose is that it has an effect on the spectator, the one who “sees,” or who, as it were, represents the world. The artist puts something in the world that has an effect on the spectator. It acts in the spectator, as the art within the world stands out and draws a public around it. And in so doing, in acting, people are drawn out of their private and social existence into the public world which reconnects people to the world in between. (Arendt 1968, p.6-7).  [1:  Within The Human Condition love is defined as inherently “worldless” as it can become false and perverted (p.52). It is significant to understand that love for Arendt is always “killed or extinguished” (p.50) when displayed in public as if to state that love is a fragile emotion that cannot take the scrutiny of others judgement as we may in our professional lives and academic endeavours be politically correct, yet the heart is a different matter, and the heart always irrational motivated mostly by the senses and feelings that one gets when with the other. Therefore, unlike love, friendship can be with more than one individual and if so it is more objective rather than subjective, love cannot and thus remains in the private sphere and something that for Arendt is always part of worldlessness (Arendt 1998, p.52). ]  [2:  Without the eyes there is no spectator, it does not exist therefore, it must be seen by all in order to be acknowledged.]  [3:  Artifacts are man-made cultural tools that have distinguished human beings as rich beings who carry tradition, knowledge and meaning from within. Demonstrated through centuries of usage and existence. The workmanship of artifacts is a testament of human thinking taken into the realm of work through human plurality because creation and recreation continue before us and after our passing (Arendt 1998, p.52).] 

	This form of in between men and the world, through the public sphere is formed through thinking. A form of thinking that is differentiated by Mackler’s (2010) intellect, which is verifiable prognosis’s thinking, as well as what philosopher and educational scholar Mario Di Paolantonio (2018) distinguishes as “contemplative wonderment” (p.215). For Mackler (2010), as stated above, intellectual thinking is always set in the verifiable truths, negating any unpredictability, and using artificial environments which have been man-made to reproduce the same outcome and thus, sterilizing the notion of “wonder”. Meaning that through intellect and constant reproduction of the same outcome, human beings become fearful of trusting their senses, as wonder is one of our most innate senses. This wonder that has been with all of us since childhood. Each one of us experienced becoming in a world which was foreign to us and yet we had endless love and delight for it, even though we were beginners. Arendt’s rendition of “amor mundi”[footnoteRef:4]. However, wonder firstly, should not be confused with curiosity as curiosity is the frantic paced, reckless grasping, and carelessness towards the world as an individual self-activity which is rooted in one’s own benefits (Di Paolantonio 2019, p.218). Curiosity pushes us to approach the world as a problem-solving activity for which no boundaries are respected. Additionally, curiosity is always in pursuit of the next best thing as its devotion to understanding is temporal at best, and malicious at worst. Firstly, it looks inwardly to what benefits the self and secondly, it is fleeting onto the next before trying to comprehend the prior (Di Paolantonio 2019, p.217). Curiosity in this sense, hungers for novelty perhaps to spring from it to the next, this is a form of thinking that can be reckless as it feeds on continual excitement of novelty, a constant form of distraction, similar to that of our modern era. In this era, worldlessness has become prevalent via science and technology which proliferates instant gratification over prolonged procurement. Curiosity is not interested in awe nor the wonder of not understanding something and yet remaining faithful in its endeavours to find meaning making within it. It rather concerns itself with a kind of knowing to have just known, and moving onto the next, a distraction of newer possibilities to come like an unfaithful lover. It is everywhere within the energy vibrations of the subconscious mind, letting down the ego and yet nowhere to be seen in the physical world, as the translation is lost from the incorporeal to the material world. [4:  A love of the world, which is exemplified within our senses, especially through our passions.] 

	Secondly, wonder should also not be confused with contemplative wonder which Arendt deems as falling under the study of philosophy in which she is suspicious about as it can lead to “paralysis analysis.” This is what Arendt terms as the overindulgence in contemplative wonderment inevitably leading the mind to take residence in a state “beyond thought and beyond speech” (Di Paolantonio 2019, p.215). Contemplative wonder is problematic here as this form of thinking abandons the world of speech and action which is the world of human affairs in so far as it is obsessed with “otherworldly sense of perfection” (Di Paolantonio 2019, p.215). Contemplative wonder is too immersed with discerning ideas in the sky to seriously engage with the everydayness of the world and its seemingly “so-called” trivialities that make up a large part of human affairs. Aristotle (384-322BC) once stated that we are that which we repeatedly do. We are the everyday activities we practice, endure, and continue progressing in which become habits; thus, excellence is not an act but a habit. In this sense, the contemplative wonderer is practicing a form of thinking that is beyond that which human beings repeatedly need to do, in order to recreate in the material world anew. This form of thinking not only divides everyday human beings but also disconnects and isolates them from the rest as the contemplative wonderer has little connection to the plurality of the world. Furthermore, since the contemplative wonderer is not grounded on the worldly affairs of everyday life it can be easier to sit on a high-horse or see oneself as above the rest and thus judge those below themselves, which can in the severest cases turn into evil, if thoughtlessness is perpetuated (Di Paolantonio 2019). It is ironic to note here that contemplative wonder can contradict itself into thoughtlessness, however, it demonstrates the utility of thinking and its functionality within humanity. 
	Dissimilarly, wonder is the “un-mastery and inoperative relation with what might turn up in the world...” as wonder remains spellbound to “attentiveness and care beyond knowingness and purpose...” Wonder in this sense goes “beyond oneself (leading outwards) without closure or final destination” (Di Paolantonio 2019, p.218). Wonder is similar to Mackler’s (2010) definition of “reason” as it responds to non-controlled environments of thinking that cannot be verified, thinking as an activity on its own terms, producing meaning making, the never-ending process of always searching for what cannot be grasped, mastered, possessed, nor “seeking to understand everything by objectifying everything” (Di Paolantonio 2019, p.217). Though it is noteworthy to state that this form of thinking as wonder, however much it may be a more down-to-earth approach that is not rushed, can blossom into self-discovery as human beings come to know themselves through their interactions with others. And yet wonder “without closure or [a] final destination” (Di Paolantonio 2019, p.218) and thus, no end point is an unsettlement of remaining in the unknowness of life but also an obsessive yearning which may also compel one’s trajectory into a life beyond what is, and perhaps that is the purpose of wonder, as it allows us to think freely. 
	Free thinking requires courage to include contradictions and defend those who are not consistent, what Arendt elaborates on within Men in Dark Times (1968) as she uses German philosopher, publicist, art critic, and Enlightenment representative Gotthold Ephraim Lessing (1729- 1781) term “fermenta cognitionis” (Arendt 1968, p.8), the self-thinking, as the individual is “created for action, not ratiocination” (p.9). Here self-thinking is moving in the world and freedom. Freedom of movement and free action is how we experience freedom, and so from the deprived public space men retreat into what is freedom of thought. However, it is not contemplative wonderment which is a Stoic sense of inner thought independent of the world but thinking that is never bound to results but relinquished (Arendt 1968, p.10) similar to Di Paolantonio’s conception of wonder as it is not independent from the world but of the world. This form of thinking is a thinking that is not dependent on the truth, as “every truth that is the result of a thought process necessarily puts an end to the movement of thinking” (Arendt 1968, p.10). The notion of never concluding a thought by assigning it an answer is always the formation of more thoughts which gathers more minds and thus discourse amongst thinkers. However, in our modern time, in what is now worldlessness, Arendt states that the “pillars of the best-known truths” (p.10) keeping with Lessing’s metaphor, have been shattered to rubble. The pillars being of tradition and authority, of free thinking, and respect for the public sphere- the world. Though Arendt states that prompting a new kind of thinking that needs no pillars “no standards and traditions” (p.10) can be advantageous, history tells us differently as in contrast to the people who inhibit the world and move within it freely such pillars are needed in order to “guarantee continuity and permanence, (p.11). Apprehensively, Arendt warns that the pillars of truth, the standards and traditions upheld in the past were needed to guarantee continuity and permanence, without which mortal men are home-less, in the sense that they have no security, no stability, no place of tranquility, and thus, no means of being able to think freely as free thought comes from stability, security, and tranquility. Even if these “new truths” such as materialism replace the pillars of truth, Arendt states that it is not so for the world. The world unlike men becomes “inhumane, inhospitable to human needs- which are the needs of mortals- when it is violently wrenched into a movement in which there is no longer any sort of permeance” (p.11). It is as if to state that we are as human beings in modern times thinking without pillars. And though this form of thinking can be new and enticing thinking without pillars without standards and traditions is very difficult. As the pillars of truth give the world a kind of political order. 
	Human beings live in a world today where the common truths have been shattered and every time we try and rebuild the lost pillars we fail and then we fall back onto old truths, and every time we fall back onto old truths we lose faith in them and believe them less and less and yet are scared of not having them and so human beings hold onto them even harder (Arendt 1968, p.11). And thus, the truths of that public world become less and less meaningful, whether it be democracy, freedom, Christianity, Judaism, or Islam. They are there and we know that we need to believe in something but we do not really believe in them and so we increasingly turn to Liberalism, live amongst ourselves and retreat into our private lives. We substitute the public world and turn to the private world. We retreat, into a fraternity a worldlessness humanity, especially during dark times, when specific groups of people are persecuted with no power or any standing in the public world. This notion of fraternity is rooted in the French Revolution which “leaned upon fraternité as the fulfillment of humanity” (Arendt 1968, p.12) as a way of demonstrating compassion for the other as there was a common brotherly attachment for other human beings who had gone through similar dispossessions. Arendt states that humanity must manifest itself in brotherhood during such “dark times” (p.13) as it allows for the survival of those who have been “repressed and persecuted, the exploited and humiliated” (p.14) which can no longer have voice within the public sphere. Compassion’s desire to create a fraternal closeness to the dispossessed groups allows for such groups to celebrate and love their powerlessness together as a fraternity, yet to celebrate one’s stereotypical demeanours and eccentricities no matter how powerful the bounds of humanitarianism still render them invisible to the larger world. We replace the commonality of the world with the idea of common nature or compassion, and we state that all people are equal, and we celebrate our equality in common things like music and dance, but we lose a larger idea of what holds us together in a public sense (p.13). And worldlessness, alas, is always a form of barbarism as it strips people deemed other of their right to the common world and the common senses of beauty, taste, touch, sound, and the persistence of it is the real worldlessness. “And wordlessness, alas, is always a form of barbarism” (p.13). 
	Does the question then become how invested in the world should those who have been dispossessed from it really be? Firstly, who are the dispossessed in our modern era? I believe they are people who have been uprooted from their land, traditions, and standards of living, that at one point assured a general sense of stability in the uncertainties of their actions within the public sphere. Thus, the dispossessed are almost if not all of humanity within some point in time and continue to be as the worldlessness of the world continues uprooting humanity from that which grounded it in a past of permanence being the world. Arendt speaks of finding humanity in an inner emigration which she defines as “the flight from the world to concealment, from the public life to anonymity” (Arendt 1968, p.22). Here Arendt states that fleeing from the world in dark times of impotence is justifiable if so as “long as reality is not ignored but is constantly acknowledged as the thing that must be escaped” (p.22). In our modern times of worldlessness does not the escapism of our subconscious not manifest in almost every aspect of our daily lives? Do we not constantly run from difficult discussions as we do not want to confront our emotions at the most basic levels, hence, one of the many reasons relationships deteriorate so quickly as if as human beings we are disposable to one another regardless of whether they be professional, platonic, or romantic. Here is where Arendt would emphasize friendship rather than love[footnoteRef:5] as a form of being with another in purity meaning without false superiority or inferiority complexes which for Arendt exemplified hope in humanness in a world becoming inhumane (Arendt 1968, p.23). Yet, it is significant to speak of friendship here as an antidote to alienation in that friendship in the political sense is that of discourse with one another in public spheres rather than in the privacy of isolated dwellings where the common world may be expunged and instead the self is idolized only between one another. Therefore, friendship is of the worldliness in that the essence of friendship is rooted in discourse with others, because it is not enough to just be humans and think of the world as humane, this is not how the world works (Arendt 1968). The past atrocities are a testament and should be a constant reminder of how inhumane a worldless world is, and again, can become. Thus, worldlessness needs dialogue in the public sphere in order to become human, the more we idolize, contemplate in philosophical wonder, rationalize, close our ears, eyes, and lips to the horrors that are happening in the everydayness of our lives because we are separated from it by distance, and the mysterious unsettlements of things and people we cannot relate to, the more we become inhumane.  [5:  Within The Human Condition love is defined as inherently “worldless” as it can become false and perverted (p.52). It is significant to understand that love for Arendt is always “killed or extinguished” (p.50) when displayed in public as if to state that love is a fragile emotion that cannot take the scrutiny of others judgement as we may in our professional lives and academic endeavours be politically correct, yet the heart is a different matter, and the heart always irrational motivated mostly by the senses and feelings that one gets when with the other. Therefore, unlike love, friendship can be with more than one individual and if so it is more objective rather than subjective, love cannot and thus remains in the private sphere and something that for Arendt is always part of worldlessness (Arendt 1998, p.52). 
] 

	Inhumanity also rests in our inability to trust firstly ourselves and secondly other human beings as we begin to put science and technology on a sort of pedestal and allow such sterility to dictate the most basic decisions of our lives which have the most profound affect on our well-being and thus mentality. For example, the thought of being unable to make a decision, or unable to commit to another human being, even the indecisiveness of committing to a passion, or taking on a responsibility, even in the most basic senses the inability of when to eat, what to eat, when to move our bodies are all part of being unable to decide for oneself. This can cause a lot of inner turmoil and lack of confidence in knowing how to navigate life. It is no wonder prominent scholars such as Mark Fisher (1968-2017), Franco Bifo Betardi (2009), and Byung-Chul Han 2022) warn against the sick and maliciousness of rapid technological and scientific expansion. Ironically, in the pursuit of happiness and comfort, human beings have readily given their mind, bodies, and emotions up voluntarily to such technological and scientific experiments rendering the aftermath of sicker youth whom as Fisher (2009) and Betardi (2009) alarmingly stated have become impotent and may not reproduce. What would Arendt think of this modernity that expunges natality and recreating anew? If the children in our modern world are not protected from the public sphere as it has been disintegrated, and instead has been replaced by the perversion of science, technology, and the private sphere becoming the public in which no respect and authority is upheld, what then becomes of the children? Of the Youth? 
	Does education have any say in how human beings must pass on a worldless world? Do we not trust more in the science and technology of modernity than in our own common senses, in which we have come to doubt and be mistrusting of, further stripping our humaneness to feel, think, act, and recreate? 
	And yet something more sinister has caught my attention as I look for patterns in understanding the decline of wonder and reason within thinking. Could the inextricable use of technology, and science be interlinked to our population? When Fisher (2009), Betardi (2009), and Byung-Chul Han (2022) state that there is an impotence of future generations recreating new ideas, can it be literally an impotence due to technology and science that has decreased the birthrate of newborns in the world, and continues to do so? The phenomenon is called “population-lag effect” (Nargund 2009) (“World: Fertility Rate 1950-2100,” n.d.) in which the population continues to grow even through the fertility rate declines, this is because recent high fertility produced large numbers of young couples who would now be in their childbearing years and yet are not bearing children. Is this perhaps due to the liberation of female contraceptives in which no responsibility needs to be taken on either side anymore as hook-up culture is readily available with no requirement of men courting, nor women taking responsibility for how many partners they engage with intimately? What becomes of motivation for sex if it is readily available whether via online pornography or online hook-up sites? This hook-up culture exempts reproduction and commitment, via science and technology with the innovations of female contraceptives and the vast choices of global online dating, and even cheating on one’s spouse or partner as Ashley Madison[footnoteRef:6] is so infamously known for with the opening page quoting “Life is short. Have an affair” (“Affairs & Discreet Married Dating :: Ashley Madison®,” n.d.). I will not delve into the social media, and political culture of female promiscuity as masquerading for female individualist autonomy[footnoteRef:7] here but I will state that more so than AI, sciences, and technology the world should be concerned with lack of thinking and brilliance, lack of Arendt’s “pillars of truth” standards and traditions as new birth rates are in decline. This is significant as its prophecies more conservative groups reproducing children, meaning that for example, the Amish people may at some point take over more responsibilities of our country or the United States. There will not be enough brilliant young minds to help Elon Musk get to Mars if we need these new engineers to continue running our electricity as we will not have access nor excess human capital as we once did. These are truly worldless times and in order to get a better understanding of what society and educators need to consciously compete against this meaninglessness within our lives there needs to be a conception of culture, not a falsity of equality via compassion which can excuse an evildoers sinisterism’s. [6:  Though Ashley Madison has in recent years rebranded its platform to individuals looking for discreet relationships the message is clear, why would you want a discreet relationship if there is nothing to hide? ]  [7:  Women use to set the cultural standards and the perimeters for intimate activity now men wheeled more power over intimacy, and women are overworking themselves, way too soon with no reciprocity. More widely hook-ups have made men less likely to commit and taken away women’s power, the very same power that was supposed to bring about “equality” has now landed on the other side of the pendulum. ] 

Understanding the Culture
	What if it is about understanding the culture of our times rather than these ideologies about race, gender, socioeconomic status, or political identity? Socially constructed ideas about western society that justify peoples’ actions are about culture, and in this case a culture of worldlessness. Like a movie that feels off because the characters do not represent the culture of the time within the movie, many people within our societies are not able to think with reason, they are not able to wonder. They have become cultureless and in so becoming stagnant they have lost their cultural authenticity which bonds them to other human beings in a respectful manner. The newer generations erase the past of tradition and standards, they erase the richness of diversity, of culture, and commonality, they are not grounded in cultural authenticity, and there needs to be cultural familiarity something that has become sterile through the education system, through the social system. How can a group of individuals come together if they are unable to have respectful dialogue about what all human beings share in common- the world. Therefore, it is not about our present day checking off boxes to appease one another’s differences, it is about understanding the culture of the groups of people and bringing stories to life in a way that resonates with other human beings. Yet, not taking responsibility and playing the victim of sympathy to what has happened to a certain group. For, example Oxford University located in the UK just this pass month (April 23rd, 2024) cancelled the St. Georges Day event, a cultural holiday recognized as England’s national day which pays tribute to the patron saint of England, and yet they had an Eid dinner celebration commemorating the end of Ramadan, a month in which Muslims fast abstaining from food and drink between dawn to sunset. Ironically, because of the Muslim customs even the meat was halal and there was no alcohol served. When modern people of English heritage acknowledge the misdeeds of their ancestors and take on responsibility now for those past actions – they are disempowering themselves, and becoming the victims even though they may not have been the ones who committed the crimes of for example colonizing India, and partitioning Pakistan. (Somerville 2023)
	However, to play the victim takes one’s power and respect away, what rights do the English have in making anything better? To state that colonizers must give every country back to their rightful owners is a naive and irresponsible statement that has dire consequences on the world for which country has not been in some extremity unaffected? Rather the St. George celebrations which are part of the English tradition should have commemorated at Oxford University beside the Eid dinner celebration, alcohol and meat that was unacceptable to non-Muslims should have been included on the table for whomever chose to drink and eat within their culture. It is about inauthentic appeasement that conjures up resentment behind the closed doors of the private sphere which has now become the public through a separation of race, gender, politics, religion, and education, it is about better consideration of culture. Just as there is an understanding of Islamic devotion there should also be an understanding of Christian forgiveness in similar circumstance. This is the world of commonality, accepting others’ differences, trying to understand what cannot be understood, remaining uncomfortable in the uncertainty yet through dialogue coming to an agreement. It is about understanding equally one another’s cultures and respecting them rather than expecting one group to erase themselves for the other.							 In thinking about culture, I reflect on the classic movies that captured the western world’s imaginations and it was because the directors exceptionally captured the culture. Steven Spielberg did Schindler’s List (1993), and to this day anyone who has seen this movie can understand the breadth and depth of what it meant to be a Jew during World War II and Martin Scorsese did Goodfellas (1990), in which people came to understand what took place behind closed doors within Italian Mafias. Steven Spielberg could have directed Goodfellas, but it would not have been the same as there are cultural differences, an unspoken phenomenological experience of one group’s traditions, understandings, followings, rights and wrongs, culture that other groups just cannot get unless there is a public sphere a permeance and continuity of the world, pillars of truth that can guide people rather than main stream bait which just like the sciences and technology has in many cases bamboozled people against one another to hide or erase their dislike further isolating them and festering subconscious hatred. 


Education 
	In alignment with culture, education plays a pivotal role in cultivating the next generation of thinkers, yet the current state of affairs with the private becoming the public, children are very early on expected to take a side. Why is it that if students are being taught about liberalism ideals it is looked as educating for equality, empathy, racism, genderism and yet if students are being taught how to become thinkers it is frowned upon. Katharine Moana Birbalsingh a British teacher and education reform advocate is the founder and head teacher at Michaela Community School located in Wembley Park, London. She is a former Alma mater of Oxford University where she obtained her BA in French and Philosophy. Since establishing Michaela Community School in 2014 a free school[footnoteRef:8] she has been taking on a lot of heat for her title as UK’s strictest headteacher, and yet she has achieved the most remarkable academic results for her students, many of these students come from the most disadvantaged and deprived socioeconomic circumstances, and yet she has been relentlessly attacked for her triumph and outperformance of any other school within the country (“Katharine Birbalsingh CBE,” n.d.). Katharine Birbalsingh has shown that you do not need a lot of money to improve education since this institution is less advantaged than the average school within the UK. However, what is needed is discipline, dedicated educators, and teaching the fundamentals of character formation via thinking (Murray 2024). The school prides itself on disciple and a traditional style of teaching in which there is a zero-tolerance policy regarding poor behaviour. Pupils within this school write several essays a year, memorize poetry and read Shakespearian plays, the school teaches a culture of kindness and etiquette and the educators put it on themselves to expose children to ideas that do not stigmatize some learning as white and some as black such as black children not being able to engage with for example, Mozart or Shakespeare, as that is deem white education (Birbalsingh 2020). Birbalsingh and Michaela Community school believe that all children regardless of their background can access anything if it is taught well, thus this is a teacher led institution, with radical thoughts for the future generations of disadvantaged children (Birbalsingh 2020). This is the power of culture within education. The educators are well aware of the current culture of worldlessness and are equipping the children for the future within politics. My question becomes then why so much backlash? Why should it be that a school which demonstrates so much excellence, has a very clear guiding policy, that demonstrates exceptionality is attacked by Leftists, the teaching unions, labour parties and others. (Lloyd 2024) (Guyoncourt 2024) (“Katharine Birbalsingh: Girls Dislike Hard Maths, Says Education Adviser” 2022). Why do the critiques attack this school rather than saying that other schools should perhaps follow. Is it perhaps that the success of Katharine Birbalsign shows the failures of her critics, that maybe a Left-wing approach to education is not as conducive for learning minds that need discipline in the very crucial and beginning stages of children’s lives in a world where materialism has perversely deteriorated tradition and standards. Could disciple, authority, and respect, be of value for small children’s wondering minds that need a sense of structure and safety from this vast world of meaninglessness? It is about the ethos of the school, of the education, and of Birbalsign’s passion as she has been continuously faced with challenges right from the beginning of constructing this school, and yet continues on triumphantly (“‘I Am Fighting for My School’s Survival,’” n.d.).  [8:  A free school in England means it is non-profitmaking, state funded school which is free to attend but which is mostly independent of the local authority. ] 

Conclusion
	I think about children and what they will inherit once we the adults have left this world. Educators such as the passionate Katharine Birbalsign, who fights for the future of our children, is vilified for giving children exactly what adults may not require. Children need protection from the public world of intricate problems till they are able to think freely, yet that requires discipline at a young age, a schedule and routine which instills stability, respect for oneself and others, and develops moral character traits, these are the fundamental basics, and the teaching must be teacher centered. The private sphere of which human beings create a secure place for children is a “shield against the world” (Arendt and Kohn 2006, p.183). The four walls are deemed as vital to the protection and privacy of what makes the private and the public quality valuable. Arendt states that the merging of the private into public and vice versa destroys its unreplaceable quality and what it stands for. The private in our present day has become the public causing confusion, and uncertainty in the young people which further perpetuates anxiety as they try to develop their sense of self. Yes, free thinking and meaning making requires uncertainty and unpredictability however, in a world of permanence and guaranteed continuity, not in a world of worldlessness, and escapism. Children need the deployment of trust from the world in order to reproduce. I wonder what Arendt would say to the liberal ideologies that are burdening the mental capacity for wonder in children in our present times, for I myself am burdened with such conceptions. How then can children fathom such immensity and not be forever incomplete? Where can the formation of identity in children blossom if it is asked to conform, without ever being given the chance to become? 



