Kahn, P.E.

Kahn, P.E.
The flourishing and dehumanization of students in higher education 

Peter E. Kahn[footnoteRef:1] [1:  Email: kahn@liverpool.ac.uk
Tel: +44 151 794 2497
https://uk.linkedin.com/in/kahnpeter
] 


Centre for Lifelong Learning, University of Liverpool, 126 Mount Pleasant, Liverpool L69 3GW, Liverpool, UK

Author accepted version, published in Journal of Critical Realism.
Available at: http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/14767430.2017.1347444
[bookmark: _GoBack]
Abstract
An economic agenda, characterized by the mastery of subject knowledge or expertise, increasingly dominates higher education. In this article, I argue that this agenda fails to satisfy the full range of students’ aspirations, responsibilities and needs. Neither does it meet the needs of society. Rather, the overall purpose of higher education should be the morphogenesis of the agency of students, considered on an individual and on a collective basis. The article builds on recent critical realist theorizing to trace the generative mechanisms that affect the morphogenesis of such agency. I argue that reflexive deliberation shapes the agency of students as they engage in teaching–learning interactions. It may be possible to enhance the agency of students if approaches are used that consider curricular knowledge, the presence of supportive social relations and the dedication of students. The article offers ways to promote the flourishing of students rather than their dehumanization.
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Introduction 
Higher education can make a significant difference both to individual persons and to entire societies. Baum, Ma and Payea (2010) argued that securing a degree can lead to higher levels of active citizenship and to increased engagement in educational activities with one’s own children. Cunningham (2006) drew together empirical evidence demonstrating that graduates are more likely to vote in elections and manifest greater understanding of other races and ethnicities. Society benefits when students to view and engage with the world in new ways (Mezirow 1990). Sabapathy and Miller (2011) argued that universities are able to challenge society, as a result of the contribution that disciplines make to identifying what is important. This occurs in significant part through graduates who have themselves come to appreciate these contributions. 
Nonetheless, it is apparent that the focus of higher education has shifted in recent years. Barnett (2016) claimed in an overview of policy that a ten-fold framework based on neoliberalism has come to dominate higher education globally. While recognising that institutions fit within this framework to differing extents, he argued that universities are now typically organised in ways that prioritise student employability and that encourage students to approach their studies as players in a market – to highlight two features of his framework. The metrics that provide a key focus for the Teaching Excellence Framework in the UK, for instance, give extensive attention to student employability (Higher Education Funding Council for England 2016b). Holmwood (2011) has similarly suggested that universities have increasingly begun to be seen in terms of their role in fostering economic growth. 
The influence of this ten-fold framework is apparent even in areas where one might expect other agendas to hold sway. For instance, an earlier critique of the dominance of an economic framing to higher education can be found in the work of Louise Archer (2007). She suggested that the rhetoric of ‘diversity’, ‘equality’ and ‘inclusion’ within work to widen participation in higher education serves an economic agenda. While the new policy framework has assisted with the massification of higher education, and has opened up the benefits that arise from to more than just an elite, a shift has nonetheless occurred in the nature of the higher education that is offered.   
To what extent, though, can we expect an emphasis on student employability to satisfy the full range of aspirations, responsibilities and needs that students manifest – or to meet the needs of societies? If only certain sets of benefits from higher education are prioritised, then we can expect to see undesired sources of determination begin to dominate particular groups of students. Abbott-Chapman (2011), for instance, argued that rural communities are constituted by close-knit social networks that act as sources of belonging and trust. The aspirations of young people in such settings are often closely linked to their social networks. Securing suitable employment may still remain an integral concern for them, but if universities downplay the full range of their aspirations, then scope for a transformation that is freely desired on the part of these young people narrows. Bhaskar (1993) argued that human flourishing entails the scope for a person freely to realise his or her true interests. He further contended that this free flourishing of agents as individuals is required if everyone is to flourish. Emancipation then occurs when someone is subject to desired rather than undesired sources of determination (Bhaskar 1993). On this view the extent to which one is able to exercise agency is central to what it means to flourish. Smith (2010), indeed, highlighted the presence of complex capacities for agency as a central part of what it means to be a person. There is overlap also with the notion of human flourishing developed within the capabilities approach of Nussbaum and Sen (1993), in which flourishing is ‘the extent to which a person is able to be and do what they have reason to value being and doing’ (Wilson-Strydom and Walker 2015). These perspectives contrast with the more widespread view that sees flourishing primarily in terms of happiness, conceived primarily in terms of a physical and mental well-being (Deneulin 2014). 
A great deal is at stake, then, in whether university study results in students either flourishing or finding themselves unable to give free expression to core aspects of what it means to be a person. This is particularly so given the close relationship that exists between higher education and growth in the capacity of students for agency. Case (2015a) argued that higher education is primarily concerned with the morphogenesis of students as agents, with morphogenesis referring to the elaboration over time of any form, whether pertaining to agency, culture or structure (Archer 1995). Morphostasis, meanwhile, refers to the reproduction of a form. The way in which student agency changes or remains uniform over time is thus a key concern: Case (2013) suggested that an education that is truly ‘higher’ should look beyond an economic agenda alone towards a broad-based human flourishing in society that also addresses the sustainability in the environment. 
If we are to understand the ways in which the agency of a student can behave over time, it is important to understand the generative mechanisms affecting this behaviour. Archer (1995) proposed that morphogenetic cycles unfold in ways that are subject to social and cultural conditioning. Elaboration in Archer’s model of morphogenesis occurs as a result of social interaction. Interaction, and subjective experience of that interaction, represent a central feature of the means by which morphogenesis or morphostasis occurs. 
In the case of student learning, interaction involves peers, lecturers and potentially others. Drawing on Ashwin (2009), Case (2015b) suggested in a theoretical study that it is important that teaching and learning are not simply conceived as two straightforwardly separable processes. She argued that a teaching-learning interaction is best understood as an emergent phenomenon. Good teaching, for instance, involves offering insightful explanations and answering students’ (often unforeseeable) questions. High quality education depends on tutors and students freely responding to each other, in ways that cannot be reduced to a straightforward combination of the separate contributions. 
Teaching and learning are nonetheless retained as distinct practices, with learners and teachers both retaining their own distinctive expressions of agency. Williams (2012) similarly argued that it essential to focus on the activity of agents in seeking to understanding teaching and learning in higher education. Archer (1995) argued that the morphogenesis of agency is constituted by the following cycle:

sociocultural conditioning of groups  group interaction  group elaboration

It is important to emphasise, though, that group interaction in the context of higher education encompasses activity on the part of individual students. The term ‘teaching-learning interaction’ helpfully reminds us that group interaction is predicated on the action of those who are part of the group. The structural conditioning under which students and teachers operate, furthermore, incorporates requirements around assessed tasks, and these typically involve significant activity on the part of students in which there is no expectation of direct engagement with others. The student, furthermore, has to face significant uncertainty in how to frame their actions, something that inherently involves reflexive deliberation.
In a study based on earlier empirical investigation, Case (2015a) sought to account for the way that the agency of learners shifts over time. She argued that curricular knowledge plays a central role in shaping the agency of learners, while also adverting to the role played by the reflexivity of students in the morphogenesis of agency. However, while Case (2015a) analysed the morphogenetic sequence as it applies to agency, her account concentrated on specific features of the underlying generative mechanism rather than on the interplay between them. For instance, she did not consider reflexive deliberation in direct relation to either teaching-learning interactions or to curricular knowledge. In looking at the generative mechanisms that influence the morphogenesis of student agency, however, there is scope to adopt a synthetic approach in exploring the underlying mechanism. 
Critical realist theorising on higher education is itself relatively recent, with only a relatively limited number of studies having been undertaken (Leibowitz, Bozalek, and Kahn 2016). The field of critical realism, however, offers a wide and growing range of theoretical resources (Danermark et al. 2001). As such, it would be expected that a range of perspectives could be applied to understanding the morphogenesis of student agency. For instance, recent work by Archer and Donati (2015) has drawn attention to the central role that social relations and the pursuit of what is good both play in shaping reflexivity and agency, while there is scope also to consider the associated goods that are at stake. 
This paper presents a synthetic account of the morphogenesis of student agency, highlighting connections between capacity for agency and what it means for persons to flourish or not. The conceptual analysis that is offered draws on a range of critical realist studies, particularly from the realist social theory of Margaret Archer. The analysis also draws on research from the field of studies in higher education in order to illustrate the applicability of the theoretical argument. A comprehensive understanding of the morphogenesis of student agency could be valuable in helping to shape higher education in ways that promote the flourishing of students. In working towards this, it is first of all important to set out what agency means when it is exercised by students.  

The morphogenesis of student agency
Human agency in the model developed by Archer (2000) operates through an extended process, by which agents are first of all placed in given structural settings that constrain and enable their actions. Archer (2003) contended that individuals establish their own concerns within such settings, before configuring courses of action and on-going practices. Her model included the notion that this process is driven by the ordinary mental capacity to consider oneself in relation to different social contexts, namely reflexivity. She suggested that the prioritisation of different sets of concerns alongside experiences of social continuity or discontinuity leads to characteristic modes of reflexivity, highlighting also the different outcomes for social mobility that were seen to result.
A number of studies have argued for the relevance of this model of agency to the agency of students, including Clegg (2005), Kahn (2009), Case (2013) and Archer and Donati (2015). In a theoretical study, Kahn (2014) specifically considered how this model might be adapted to understand student engagement in higher education. He argued that students engage in learning by establishing concerns within given educational settings, and as learners translate these concerns into projects and on-going practices. Learning occurs to the extent that educational concerns, projects and practices are prioritised and pursued above competing agendas. A readiness to learn cannot be assumed simply because a student is subject to educational constraints. In an empirical investigation of students taking a set of online degree programmes, Kahn et al. (2017) identified ways in which students who faced uncertainty with extended expressions of reflexivity could flourish as learners, with this study also suggesting that responding to required tasks with restricted forms of reflexive deliberation led to weaker student engagement in learning. Kahn et al. (2017) specifically identified a relationship between the richness of the reflexive life of the students in the study and their capacity to exercise agency as learners. The reflexive deliberations apparent in this study were seen to cross all of Archer’s characteristics modes of reflexivity (Archer 2007), with students at times also exhibiting reflexive deliberations linked to an absence of agency. 
Education places significant demands on one’s capacity to engage in reflexive deliberation. Dealing with uncertainty is as integral part of education, as evident in considering how best to respond to a question posed by a tutor, pondering on how to shape an essay, deciding on which lines of enquiry to pursue during a project, and so on – as well as in making sense of the troublesome knowledge that disciplines incorporate within them (Perkins 2006). Significant growth is typically required if one is to develop the capacity for reflexive deliberation that will enable one to gain mastery of knowledge and to acquire expertise. 
Given the central role taken by reflexivity in shaping agency, change in one’s capacity to engage in reflexive deliberation represents a central feature of any morphogenesis of agency. It must be noted, though, that one speaks of the morphogenesis of agency most properly where that agency takes expressions that are both freely chosen and in employed in the service of ends that are not simply framed by others. The capacity to entertain multifaceted reflexive deliberations provides a basis on which to determine the ends that are to be pursued. Reflexivity that crosses into the criticality typical of meta-reflexivity, that engages with others through an openness to communicative reflexivity and that also maintains a close connection to the optimisation of practice in autonomous reflexivity constitutes a seed-bed for morphogenesis. 
If educators were in some way to mandate a rich reflexive life on the part of their students through requiring an engagement in particular tasks and interactions, however, it would be inadequate to describe this simply as a morphostatic educational scenario. If the free choice of the individual is integral to emancipation, as Bhaskar (1993) suggests, then the means by which this choice is exercised (i.e. reflexivity) is central to any subsequent morphogenesis. A more fully morphostatic scenario would be one in which a narrow reflexive life was in evidence as well, leaving little prospect of escaping the framings of others. When one considers the morphogenesis and morphostasis of agency rather than that of social structure, it is not possible to retain as sharp a separation between the two categories as Archer (1995) might suggest. 

Reflexivity and cultural structures
Case (2015b) observed that curricular knowledge, the immediate cultural structure in play as far as students are concerned, is a particularly significant influence on teaching-learning interactions. She suggested that curriculum operates as the key facet of the structural and cultural conditioning that shapes the environment within which learning occurs, with agency exercised in relation to the constraints imposed by the curriculum. 
It is important to emphasise, though, that cultural structures provide a focus for the reflexivity of students. Archer (2003) included scope for reflexivity bend back upon ideas, but the emphasis in her account remains on reflexive deliberation in relation to one’s place in society. Given that cultural structures are constituted on an ideational basis (Archer 1996), one can refer to reflexivity that is focused on knowledge as ideational. Students deliberate on cultural artefacts as an integral way of identifying or prioritising concerns as learners, and progressing educational actions and practices. This incorporates a mastery of the knowledge base and expertise associated with the discipline or profession that forms the object of study. 
There is a parallel here with the way in which Archer (2003) characterised communicative reflexivity, in which subjects only engage in courses of action after sharing their reflexive deliberations with others. It is true, nonetheless, that ideational reflexivity is closely allied to autonomous reflexivity, given the role that knowledge plays in optimising practice. And it remains the case that ideational reflexivity in the setting of higher education is inherently open to interactions with others, given the challenges entailed in both making sense for the first time of ideas and in framing (socially-constrained) activity that is predicated on those ideas. Overlap also potentially exists between ideational reflexivity and meta-reflexivity, given the role that cultural structures can play in identifying undesirable aspects within a context (a critique that is an essential element of meta-reflexivity). Learning is inherently open to a richly-varied reflexive deliberation.  
Furthermore, the choice of topics for a syllabus and the way in which teaching-learning interactions frame one’s attention upon those topics closely affects the nature of the reflexive deliberation undertaken while learning. Whether a teacher closes down uncertainty or models a form of critique in relation to curricular knowledge during a teaching-learning interaction will affect whether or not students begin to master new modes of reflexivity for themselves. These curricular and pedagogic choices constitute an integral aspect of the generative mechanism that affects how student agency changes its form over time. 
	Students are only able to flourish as learners in so far as they are able to master the ideational demands of their discipline or area of study. Education that downplays these ideational demands, as Wheelahan (2012) has claimed in relation to curricula that prioritise generic skills and work-relevant knowledge above theoretical knowledge, effectively cuts away the basis for the individual to exercise agency. There is more than one way to frame any given discipline, as critiques grounded in postcolonial studies have made clear (Loomba 2015).  Agency is, nonetheless, exercised in different ways across different disciplines, posing varied reflexive demands upon students. Bernstein (2000) argued, for instance, that the sciences are hierarchically-constituted, and characterised by theories that entail high levels of generality in order to integrate phenomena. In such disciplines if one it to progress as a learner, it is essential to return to fundamental ideas that have not been sufficiently well understood as an integral aspect of how one engages in ideational reflexivity. Other disciplines, meanwhile, remain characteristically open to an incorporation of social critique, and thus to a meta-reflexive dimension. But even in disciplines for which social critique is less apparent, there remains scope to develop the capacity for meta-reflexivity in relation to learning and the framing of the discipline itself. 

Agency through a collective lens
In focusing on the way that agency changes its shape over the period of a degree programme, it is important to bear in mind that morphogenesis of social structure itself entails corporate agency.  Kahn (2014), furthermore, suggested that educational settings specifically include requirements for students to engage with tasks that incorporate a social dimension. In addition, students may be required to interact with others as an integral aspect of their education, whether in tutorials, seminars, lectures and so on. The agency of learners needs to be considered on a collective as well as an individual basis. The exercise of corporate agency plays a particular role in the way that morphogenesis occurs in the account offered by Archer (1995). Corporate agency is understood to refer to the way that agents join together in order to agree and promote mutual interests. It is focused on systemic change, whereby corporate groups change the structure of the system. This framing of agency extends beyond concern with the individual that Wilson-Strydom and Walker (2015) highlighted as characteristic of agency in the capabilities approach. It provides a sharper focus than simply seeing individuals as agents operating within economic and social life. Archer (1995) contrasted corporate agency with primary agency, in which agents work within existing systems. Primary agents are those who act within a system that is shaped by others, even in cases where they act together. Corporate agency may be evident in a range of settings within higher education, both within the curriculum and beyond it. The curriculum is often too tightly framed to allow for corporate agency to occur as an integral aspect of student learning, but in recent times both the focus on research-based learning (Healey 2005) and the movement to promote students as partners in their education (Dickerson, Jarvis, and Stockwell 2016) have opened up a range of spaces in which students and staff can act together in framing education. Extra-curricular activity, meanwhile, has long provided a focus for corporate agency, whether in the form of student protest movements or through student associations, as Kahn (2017) has noted. 
Kahn et al. (2017) specifically saw ways in which the reflexivity exhibited by learners manifested a collective dimension, identifying this as an example of collective reflexivity. In such reflexivity, the parties to a social relation maintain a common orientation to the emergent effects of their relation together, even as each one engages in their own reflexive deliberations (Donati and Archer 2015). This does not mean that the parties exhibit identical thoughts in some way, but that they are oriented together towards the products that emerge from their relation. The nature of the insights that emerge as one learns could be framed in different ways. It might be the case that these insights retain a narrow framing, as would occur if their horizon were to be limited, say, to developing the employability of their students. Or it could be the case that an educational context is established with constraints that promote a collective reflexivity that is open to critique on the part of students, and thus to meta-reflexivity. There is no immediate guarantee that collective reflexivity will lead to emancipation. After all, groups of learners often engage in activity that remains entirely framed by others. Posthumanist approaches, meanwhile, have highlighted the absence of attention to inter-subjectivity in pedagogy (Edwards and Usher 2002), but framing education around assemblages of the human and the non-human downplays human responsibility for the direction taken by morphogenesis.
However, it remains the case that the capacity to engage in collective reflexivity and to pursue joint action with others is a pre-condition for the morphogenesis of social structures. For Smith (2010), the capacity to act in concert with others constitutes a central feature of what it means to be a person. One flourishes as one supports the flourishing of others. Bhaskar (1986) recognised that emancipatory action requires solidarity with others if a transformation of social structures is to occur, even if his account focused most directly on emancipation as a form of self-determination. In commenting in this way on Bhaskar’s perspectives on emancipation, Lacey (1997) pointed out that a commitment to emancipation requires both appreciating the actual limits of current structures and developing forms of organisation that could provide a basis for new social structures. The capacity to act in concert with others constitutes a central element of what it means for a person to flourish.
It is important, therefore, to consider the extent to which higher education can help to develop capacity for corporate agency. Archer and Donati (2015) claimed that the social relations maintained by individuals constitute a significant influence on reflexivity. Social relations can give rise to a range of relational goods that sustain the reflexivity needed to support the projects and practices that students pursue as learners, including trust, mutual support, advocacy and so on. Taylor (1989) argued for the intelligibility of the notion of a good itself, while acknowledging that our understanding of what is good only makes sense against given forms of social interactions within a society. Nonetheless, he suggested that the notion of a good forms a part of the best or most realistic account of that which makes sense of our lives. A good is something that is perceived by a person as he or she actually lives out his or her life. It is reasonable to argue that a realist explanation of human flourishing can be supported by lived experience.
Relational goods can enable students to give precedence to learning in the face of other priorities, sustaining their commitment amidst the uncertainties that are entailed. Supports are needed for students to develop capacity to engage in what is for them novel expressions of reflexivity, so that they can in time become stable and characteristic modes of reflexivity. Beard, Clegg and Smith (2007) argued from a case study involving several hundred students that a set of connections exist between the relationships maintained by students, their changing emotions over the course of the studies, and their perceptions of life at university. Drawing on the work of Barbalet (2001), they argued that readiness to learn depends on social relationships, as well as on the identify and self-esteem of the learner.
Social relations can give rise also to evils, including suspicion and disdain, evils that can make it difficult to pursue joint action. It is challenging, for instance, for learners from different countries and cultural settings to pursue group work together (Vita 2002). Scope for this is significantly enhanced, though, if social relations are present between the learners beyond the classroom (Volet and Ang 1998). Students develop social relations on a range of fronts while at university, in ways that extend beyond classroom learning. Flann (2010), meanwhile, highlighted ways in which dominant relations can repress reflexivity or particular foci for reflexivity, favouring morphostatic scenarios. One might also call such restricted reflexivity a form of dehumanization in an educational setting. These goods and evils that stem from relations between learners are closely linked to their social relations and to the associated reflexive deliberations.
Moschella (2014), meanwhile, proposed that an ideal of the person as a free and equal individual is a central construct within Western culture, but that such a view masks the reality of human vulnerability, whether physical, moral, and intellectual. As such, it is essential that care is offered and received as an integral feature of what it means to flourish. She argued further that liberal theories have failed to acknowledge how relationality and interdependence are fundamental for human beings. Barnes (2007) has noted that the absence of social relations between academics and those engaged in grass roots organisations for action on disability makes it difficult for universities to engage in a serious fashion with disability. He suggested that the absence of such relations stems in part from the increased levels of marketization and bureaucracy within universities.

The pursuit of what is good 
If we are to trace the overarching influence of a university education on the agency of students, however, it is important to consider a synthetic focus. Archer (2007) identified three phases to one’s internal conversation. The first phase comprises the discernment through which we identify possible concerns. This phase is followed first by the deliberation through which someone ranks these concerns, and then by the dedication through which embark upon a particular way of life or modus vivendi. One might say that agency’s form is only truly apparent when agents settle upon modi vivendi. Dedication on the part of the student is undoubtedly required in arriving at a modus vivendi predicated on education.     
Reflexive deliberation plays an integral part of the process of arriving at a modus vivendi. Teachers can influence the direction taken by this deliberation, especially where a social relation exists between a teacher and his or her students (Korthagen et al. 2012). A close relationship exists between one’s modus vivendi and the mode(s) of reflexivity that one is able to employ in a stable fashion in order to underpin that way of life. Indeed, Archer (2007) argued that distinctive stances towards society are integrally associated with different modes of reflexive deliberation. Change in one’s capacities for reflexive deliberation, however, only occurs over time, even as it integrally involves dedication. An affinity exists between the characteristics of reflexive deliberation over time and the direction taken by agency.  
Archer (2007), furthermore, argued that establishing a settled configuration of enacted priorities represents an important stage of a person’s development. She suggested that this stage develops for many during one’s time at university, at least for those who attend university while still within their early years of adulthood (Archer 2012). Smith (2010, 71), indeed, saw issues of purpose as central to what it means to be a person, and thus to flourish. He argued that a central aspect of what it means to be a person is ‘the personal project of developing and sustaining an incommunicable, personal self.’ An enacted configuration of priorities entails an integral aspect of the personal and social identity that Case (2015a) argued is a central outcome of university study. 
It is important to highlight, though, the reflexive basis for these expressions of identity. MacIntyre (1999) observed that empirical studies have demonstrated that dolphins engage in an instrumental deliberation as they seek to achieve the goods by which they flourish, but that this deliberation does not entail a reflexive dimension in relation to the goods themselves. He suggested that the capacity to reason about what good should be pursued is something integral to what it means for humans to flourish.
 Taylor (1989) similarly argued that the pursuit of different goods needs to be brought together within a single life, and that this means the pursuit of some goods will inevitably be subordinated to the pursuit of other goods. Taylor (1989) in this way arrived at the notion of a complete good, one that provides a sense of unity in the goods pursued within a single life. Smith (2010) noted that a human brokenness is evident when some form of incoherence is present within a person’s life, or where a person is unable to give expression to a sense of unity within their life. If we are looking to understand the morphogenesis of agency in learners, then it will be important to consider the extent to which a student pursues complete goods. 
The attempt to master the knowledge and capacities entailed in a programme of study does in many ways constitute a complete good, bringing coherence to both the exercise of agency and growth in that agency. However, a pursuit of skills and capacities that is primarily undertaken with a view to securing desired employment represents a relatively narrow focus. Certification, for instance, represents a key issue for employability, but the desire to gain a desirable qualification on its own does not necessarily translate into an intrinsic interest on the part of students in their discipline, something that gives a sense of unity to one’s life as a student and enables one to flourish as a student. MacIntyre (1981), indeed, argued that in order for one to thrive in the pursuit of any give practice, and this includes the practices that are integral to different domains of work, one needs to respect goods that are internal to that practice. Higgins (2003) contended that internal goods are above all goods for practitioners: this includes students given the practices that are entailed in learning.
Furthermore, if we view the change within the capacities and knowledge that students develop while at university exclusively within a framing of employability, it is hard to see how this could be considered as morphogenesis in its fullest sense. While it is true that change has occurred with respect to the capacities of students as primary agents, it remains the case that these capacities are primarily likely to entail a reproduction of priorities or framings that have been established by others. What we see here is what Moschella (2014, 89) has called ‘an emaciated view of rationality devoid of a capacity to know the good,’ one in which reflexivity is restricted. A degree programme that is predicated on the skills desired by employers might well be less likely to promote a questioning of what is taken for granted, or to develop social relations with those who might provide an alternative perspective. The recent proposals in the UK around degree-level apprenticeships (Higher Education Funding Council for England 2016a), for instance, are tightly focused on economic productivity and career progression. Employer control is envisaged over the content of these apprenticeships. Altbach, Reisberg and Rumbley (2009) argued in a report for the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) that one of the most notable trends in higher education worldwide in recent decades has been the growth of privately-provided higher education, but it is clear that such provision prioritises degree programmes that are focused on education for the professions.
The pursuit of some sets of priorities, however, may result in a more profound and far-reaching emancipation than that which might have been obtained if other priorities had been pursued: the direction taken by morphogenesis does matter. Taylor (1989) suggested that some people live out their lives in relation to what he termed hypergoods, goods that are both incomparably of greater worth than others and that provide a vantage point from which to make judgements on the pursuit of what is important in life. They are thus intrinsically likely to be pursued with dedication. Hypergoods are closely associated with religion, culture and the pursuit of social justice. These domains are also linked to the personal and social identity of many people. Furthermore, people typically pursue hypergoods alongside others, helping as this does to ensure a more fully adequate basis for social life. Indeed, this coming together around a hypergood offers excellent scope to foster the social relations and forms of organisation that are central to corporate agency. The pursuit of a hypergood, furthermore, offers a realistic possibility of ensuring that reflexivity is not closed in upon one’s own interests, a closure that Taylor (1989) noted is closely associated with human brokenness. 
 Scope remains, though, for debate and contestation as to which goods are associated with the most complete expressions of flourishing. The imposition of a hypergood, meanwhile, without some form of invitation to consider how its pursuit leads to human flourishing inherently involves a restricted exercise of reflexivity. On this view, religious, cultural or social movements dehumanise in so far as they close down reflexivity, and thus close down scope for morphogenesis. Indeed, the extent to which reflexivity is encouraged as an integral aspect of the hypergood represents an important consideration in discerning which hypergoods allow persons to flourish more keenly. It is important that higher education constitutes an environment within which learners are able to operate and develop as agents in directions that are not simply imposed upon them. Some openness is thus needed in the framing of the learning outcomes for programmes, allowing students some latitude as they seek to frame modi vivendi, including, where appropriate, those that are predicated on the pursuit of hypergoods. Such an approach contrasts with the model that currently dominates programme design in higher education, that of constructive alignment (Biggs 1996) in which a tight control is expected over the outcomes of student learning. 
Student life beyond the curriculum offers, perhaps, more straightforward scope for the pursuit of hypergoods, whether through participation in student societies and clubs, life within a residence, engagement with a protest movements and so on. Such activity can provide a focus for morphogenesis, particularly given that students often take the lead. The capacities that are developed in these settings are also valuable for one’s subsequent working life (Stevenson and Clegg 2011), especially where the capacity to establish new ways of working or domains of employment is concerned. Such activity, indeed, can offer exposure to those who perceive the world in different ways. There is significant scope for students to be taken beyond their natural in-groups while studying, something that Smith (2010) advocated is an integral aspect of what is entailed in flourishing. If universities are to foster the morphogenesis of student agency it will be important for them to support and stimulate such activity, rather than simply, say, to prioritise what is most efficient.  

Conclusions
There is a great deal at stake in a focus on the morphogenesis of the agency of students. Growth in agency is hampered when priorities are pursued that are constricted in their scope or hollow in their worth. In such a case it is not enough to point to student satisfaction with a degree programme as a reason for morphostasis. Nussbaum (2001) pointed to a range of studies that demonstrate ways in which the constraints of life lead people to want what seems realistically possible, rather than what is truly worthwhile. This paper has attended to the way in which reflexive deliberation shapes the agency of students as they engage in teaching-learning interactions. It has highlighted how this reflexivity is influenced by the stance taken towards cultural structures, by the goods and evils that stem from social relations and, ultimately, the dedication of students in the pursuit of what matters to them. These closely affect the extent to which it is possible for students to articulate ideas as corporate agents in their own right, and to develop forms of organisation that enable the pursuit of those ideas.
There is an ongoing need to give consideration to the nature of the reflexivity that is promoted within higher education if students are to flourish. Smith (2010, 413) argued that the first task in the pursuit of what is good is to ‘engage in sustained reflection and deliberation about requirements and means for achieving the good, on the one hand, and dispositions, desires, behaviours and practices that frustrate or spoil the achievement of the good, on the other.’ While Smith (2010) refrained from spelling out the details of that reflexive life, the account offered in this paper has highlighted some of the characteristics of what is entailed in an educational setting. 
A range of lessons flow from this analysis for the development of practice and policy within higher education. Institutions themselves need to acquire modi vivendi that are centred on the morphogenesis of the agency of students, in ways that recognise the means by which such morphogenesis is mediated. Social relations, for instance, are conspicuous by their absence in the dominant policy framework outlined by Barnett (2016) – as Kahn (2017) argued. Abbott-Chapman (2011), for instance, highlighted the importance of place-based education as a core strategy for higher education to respond to the needs of learners from rural communities, integrating as this does both the social relations and the attachment to a given locality. The quality of the social relations and reflexive deliberations of students could become as much a focus for planning as any attempt to specify in advance the intended outcomes for student learning, as well as a focus for the organisation of university life beyond the classroom. Alternatively, it is increasingly the case that universities are shifting responsibility for student residences to private developers, as Macintyre (2003) demonstrated in an international review. However, students are more likely to become isolated from each other when a hall of residence with a resident tutor, a dining room, and a range of social, sporting, cultural or religious activities is replaced by a modern apartment block, even if they are more comfortably housed. A hall of residence might provide a more realistic focus for social relations between members of university staff and those engaged in action around disability, relations that would be mediated by particular students with given disabilities. There is good reason, indeed, why John Henry Newman (2008) argued that residence in a college was a more fundamental aspect of higher education then assessment. 
A close link exists between reflexivity and human flourishing. In offering a view of student learning that has the potential to displace dominant perspectives, it is important to explore as fully as possible how the interactions that are evident in education have a basis in the agency of the parties involved, including its corporate dimensions. Such perspectives are particularly important if one is seeking to open up space for education that is not limited to that which is determined by teachers and universities. The transformation that is entailed is one that passes through the reflexive deliberations of students. 
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