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Abstract: Contemporary education is shaped by a set of ongoing theoretical debates, including the 
relationship between theory and practice, the tensions between humanism and posthumanism, and 
the evolution from critical to post-critical pedagogy. This article examines these controversies from the 
perspective of educational theory in order to clarify their implications for understanding education in current 
social and intellectual contexts.

The analysis develops a critical interpretation of these debates and proposes a normative framework 
aimed at strengthening pedagogical reflection. The findings suggest that the decline of theoretical thinking 
may lead to forms of pedagogical anti-intellectualism, while the uncritical adoption of technological develop-
ments raises important questions about the role and limits of education. In addition, the relationship between 
critical and post-critical perspectives is examined as a way to address ideological tensions without losing 
sight of the formative value of education.

The study contributes by offering an integrated interpretation of these debates and highlighting their rele-
vance for contemporary pedagogical thought.
Keywords: educational theory; critical pedagogy; posthumanism; educational inequality; technology in 
education 
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Resumen: La educación contemporánea se configura a partir de diversos debates teóricos, entre los que 
destacan la relación entre teoría y práctica, las tensiones entre humanismo y posthumanismo y la evolución 
de la pedagogía crítica hacia enfoques postcríticos. Este artículo analiza estas controversias desde la 
perspectiva de la Teoría de la Educación con el fin de clarificar sus implicaciones para la comprensión de la 
educación en el contexto actual.

El trabajo desarrolla una interpretación crítica de estos debates y propone un marco normativo orientado 
a fortalecer la reflexión pedagógica. Los resultados sugieren que la pérdida del pensamiento teórico puede 
derivar en formas de antiintelectualismo pedagógico, mientras que la adopción acrítica de desarrollos tec-
nológicos plantea interrogantes relevantes sobre el papel y los límites de la educación. Asimismo, se analiza 
la relación entre las perspectivas crítica y postcrítica como vía para abordar tensiones ideológicas sin perder 
de vista el valor formativo de la educación.

El estudio contribuye al campo al ofrecer una interpretación integrada de estos debates y subrayar su 
relevancia para el pensamiento pedagógico contemporáneo.
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1. Introduction
Pedagogy, as is well known, is a discipline with its own identity (Touriñán, 2022). However, due to its object of 
study, it needs to integrate multiple approaches and diverse areas of knowledge, as well as adapting to diffe-
rent historical contexts. This adaptation of Pedagogy to contexts stems from numerous social demands, so-
metimes contradictory, whether they come from changes in political regimes, new legislative proposals, de-
mands from specific and influential social agents or sectors, or simply from tendencies. Pedagogy, by its very 
epistemological nature, is a highly permeable, porous, and therefore permanently tense field of knowledge, 
which manifests itself in the particular controversies of each historical period. (Tortosa, 2018). Understanding 
these controversies in detail ultimately allows us to better understand Pedagogy and, in particular, the so-
cial trends that demand changes in the education of new generations. Therefore, it is urgent that Pedagogy, 
taking into account its capacity for adaptation as we have seen, also contributes, from what we know today 
about education, to articulating a solid educational vision, capable of responding critically to social debates 
about education.

This research aims to present and critically analyze three current and relevant tensions or controver-
sies in Pedagogy in order to propose, on our part, some way of solving them that consolidates pedagogical 
knowledge:

1.	� The tension between theory and practice, which implies reaffirming the value of knowledge as the 
basis of pedagogical reflection.

2.	� The tension between humanism and posthumanism implies strengthening an educational anthropo-
logy that recovers the sense of the human as the axis of educational practice.

3.	� The tension between critical pedagogy and post-critical pedagogy implies promoting a dialogue in 
education that transcends, as far as possible, ideological fragmentation.

These three tensions can be framed as three questions: Why is theoretical pedagogical knowledge 
weakened? How can we understand education in the face of the shift in the meaning of humanity? How do 
we study pedagogy given its ideological polarization? This paper adopts the perspective of the study of edu-
cational theory (Thoilliez & Fontaneda, 2025), and therefore we aspire not only to describe the issues raised 
but also to understand and interpret them in order to propose a normative framework that, in our view, will 
improve the understanding of education and the evaluation of pedagogy.

We will address each of the tensions in the order indicated, presenting their origin, the main positions 
under debate, the central point of contention, and, above all, proposing the gains and losses for Pedagogy of 
remaining on one side or the other of the analyzed tension. Our thesis, which we will attempt to demonstrate 
specifically for each of the analyzed tensions, is that Pedagogy should not remain neutral in the presented 
antinomies, since we now have sufficient reasons to consider that, in each of them, it is advisable to defend 
certain positions over others, given that they allow us to improve the rational and practical conditions of pe-
dagogical proposals, that is, of education, in the era in which we live.

2. Theory versus practice
This tension has two main manifestations in Pedagogy. On the one hand, theoretical knowledge is losing 
relevance compared to practical knowledge because knowing how to do something is more important than 
knowing (Massó, 2021). 

For this reason, educational discourse and policies are increasingly focused on learning which is appli-
cable to specific contexts and concrete needs. The way we access knowledge has changed. Information is 
readily available to everyone, which trivializes theoretical content and places greater emphasis on the pro-
cedures for obtaining it. Information about what things are is no longer something we need to possess in-
ternally, but rather something we seek out when we need it. On the other hand, the theoretical knowledge of 
Pedagogy itself has been especially discredited by contemporary epistemological trends that question, in 
general, the possibility of achieving rigorous and universal knowledge in the social sciences and humanities 
(Rorty, 2000; Nagel, 2000; Motta, 2018). 

Some examples of this initial tension are: the polarization between the new and the traditional educa-
tion (Biesta, 2022), the competences-knowledge debate (Mestre & Fernández Liria, 2024; Luri, 2024), the 
growing and influential business demands (García & Galindo, 2024), or the debate on the use of new techno-
logies as an unfounded innovation to replace the functions of the school by emptying it of knowledge (Tirado, 
2022; Hadjadj, 2026). Particularly striking, in particular, are the positions of the critics against what they call 
pedagogism (Royo, 2023) when they raise not only the impossibility of pedagogical knowledge, but also how 
harmful it is to try to achieve firm, normative theoretical and practical bases in human formation that take us 
away from attending to particular subjects and situations (Massó, 2021).

Utility is more valued than knowledge and the theoretical possibilities for grounding education are 
questioned, both trends coincide in promoting an anti-intellectualist movement that, following Motta 
(2018), comes from (i) anti-rationalism, that is, processes that reject the typically enlightened, rationalist 
and universalist thinking; (ii) unreflective instrumentalism, which prioritizes practical utility and, therefore, 
immediate solutions without considering long-term consequences; and (iii) anti-elitism, that is, distrust 
of a group of people who possess superior knowledge and wisdom on a subject. These three forms 
can also be seen as manifested in pedagogical anti-intellectualism. We will now examine them in some 
detail.
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Pedagogical anti-rationalism focuses on arguing that pedagogical epistemology should be understood 
primarily as narrative and contingent, and that universal theoretical generalizations are unattainable, since 
educational practice is determined by its particularity and context (Carr, 2006). This rejects the classic as-
pirations of the Enlightenment and scientific modernity that the social sciences and humanities sought in 
their beginnings. Massó (2021) highlights this movement referred to as “anti-Enlightenment” pedagogies, 
where knowledge is not seen as independent and objective, but rather as dependent on both language and 
particular ways of life. Consequently, the meaning or significance that each individual attributes to educa-
tional practices is prioritized over the pursuit of certainty. All the current momentum in pedagogy stemming 
from postcolonial literature, epistemology of the South, post-truth and narrative epistemologies points in 
this direction.

The controversy between theory and practice thus becomes evident when questioning classical en-
lightened rationalism and proposing that “the (…) paradigms based on understanding that all practical ac-
tivity, such as education, must be subordinated to theories are no longer accepted by pedagogy” (Pallarés 
& Chiva 2017, pp. 73-74) because “the era of mere analysis, speculation, and pedagogical essentialism no 
longer makes sense” (Pallarés & Chiva, 2017, p. 40). Or, as Biesta stated: 

The search for certainty (…) always brings us problems (because) it distances us from engaging with 
life itself – it distances us from the things that are right in front of our eyes – from the things that really 
matter and that require our attention, here and now (2017, p. 36).

It is also logical that this anti-Enlightenment movement shifts the focus from the cognitive to the emo-
tional, giving more importance to the student’s well-being, their feelings, their psychological balance, and 
ultimately, their happiness (Mortari, Valbusa, & Bombieri, 2026). According to Royo (2016), we find oursel-
ves facing a “fast food education”: a system that prioritizes well-being, comfort, and fun, to the detriment of 
a deep, demanding education oriented towards intellectual excellence. The current educational approach 
has focused more on self-love, abandoning the love of the world that was intended through knowledge-
centered transmission (Thoilliez, 2023).

It is equally logical, then, that the traditional role of the teacher also becomes blurred, losing their 
authority in the Arendtian sense. A figure focused especially on the transmission of knowledge (Mestre 
& Fernanández-Liria, 2024) within a vertical, hierarchical educational relationship, moving on to redefine 
their professional identity in a horizontal educational relationship as a “facilitator”, “guide” or “companion” 
of learning.

The second manifestation of anti-intellectualism is unreflective instrumentalism, which prioritizes prac-
tical utility over broader educational goals. This approach reflects the growing utilitarianism that domina-
tes the definition of the school’s functions, reducing it to a means to satisfy economic and employment 
objectives. In this context, education aligns with a neoliberal logic where its value is measured primarily by 
its ability to respond to the demands of the labor market (Säfström & Mansson, 2022). Although schools 
are often assigned broad and ambitious functions, in practice, these end up being subordinated to the 
mercantilist values   of an economic system that instrumentalizes education.

Finally, we come to anti-elitism. The main idea we want to discuss here is that anti-elitism can also foster 
anti-intellectualism in education, insofar as emphasizing equality ends up questioning or simply neglecting 
excellence. No one can question any egalitarian approach to rights and equal opportunities today. Similarly, 
no one can support exclusionary educational measures that leave anyone out of compulsory education for 
any reason. But equally, no one can deny the evident differences that may arise from the efforts of some 
individuals who aspire to reach their full potential.

We all have the right to health, but we don’t all have the same level of health, nor do we all put the 
same effort into achieving and maintaining it. In fact, a good teacher is characterized by their ability 
to recognize these differences in order to determine the specific needs of each student and provide 
them with the appropriate support (Reyero, et al., 2024, p. 21).

In this first controversy we have shown how the relegation of t heory in education leads to a certain 
pedagogical anti-intellectualism, which manifests itself in three main forms: anti-rationalism, unreflective 
instrumentalism and anti-elitism which, in turn, give rise to an anti-enlightenment, utilitarian and anti-me-
ritocratic view of education.

In our opinion, if we want to revitalize Pedagogy we must strengthen educational theory without lo-
sing sight of practice, since it is theory that gives depth and meaning to pedagogical action. Theoretical 
reflection is not a dispensable luxury, but the foundation that allows us to transcend the immediacy 
of experience and build rigorous and transversal knowledge capable of explaining the common ele-
ments of diverse educational experiences. If, on the other hand, we opt for a Pedagogy limited to the 
mere application of instrumental strategies, then it will end up being replaced by technologies that, 
like artificial intelligence, will be able to design more and better strategies. What we need, however, is 
a pedagogy capable of accounting for the immanent meaning of human formation, for which we need 
educational reflection on its aims. Furthermore, strictly speaking, theoretical and practical reason are 
not separate faculties, but rather expressions of the same human capacity, since “(…) it is theoretical 
reason itself that becomes practical by extending itself to the will. It is, in short, reason applied to re-
ality, reason that apprehends reality, that as practice, directs its commands to the will” (Pieper, 2024, 
p. 57).
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3. Humanism versus posthumanism
The second controversy between humanism and posthumanism raises several tensions in the current edu-
cational field, directly affecting the normative capacity of Pedagogy by questioning the common frameworks 
that have historically defined education (Gil-Cantero, 2022; Gaviria, 2024). Some examples of this tension 
are: the debate over the use of drugs and genetic engineering to improve performance in teaching, which 
some call ‘precision pedagogy’(Wu et al., 2021); the pedagogical implications of artificial intelligence (Alonso-
Rodríguez, 2024); the debate on what is uniquely human (Nasarre, 2022); the machine-body interconnection 
(Braidotti, 2020); new perspectives on valuing the environment (Díaz-Romanillos, 2024) and the animal world 
(Segarra, 2022); etc. The concept of humanity is thus currently immersed in a process of radical transforma-
tion that, by questioning the foundations of traditional humanism, undoubtedly poses new anthropological 
challenges to pedagogy. Let us examine this more deeply.

It is worth recalling at this point that classical humanism, in its philosophical and pedagogical conception, 
considers the human being as a rational being, distinct from the animal, whose development is linked to the 
acquisition of virtues, knowledge, and skills. From this perspective, education is understood as a humanizing 
process, where the use of reason and access to knowledge allow the individual to achieve freedom and 
fulfillment as a person (Savater, 2006). This ideal is based on bios, the rational and cultivated life, which diffe-
rentiates the human being from zoé, mere biological existence.

Educational humanism, deeply influenced by the Enlightenment, articulates the transmission of knowled-
ge and values   as fundamental pillars of the educational act. The traditional school, although criticized for 
its authoritarianism and rigid methods, aimed for the holistic development of the individual, connecting the 
acquisition of content with the construction of an ethical and free life (Biesta, 2022). In this model, the tea-
cher, in their role as an authority figure, not only transmits knowledge but also guides students in a process of 
self-discovery and understanding of the world.

Posthumanism, on the other hand, criticizes the anthropocentrism inherent in humanism, especially its 
normative and universalist vision. According to this school of thought, the humanist ideal has historically 
been laden with cultural stereotypes, such as the white, heterosexual, Western man, which have conditioned 
access to rights and privileges (Braidotti, 2020). From this perspective, education must abandon the preten-
se of forming an “ideal human being” and accept the diversity of life forms, including those that transcend 
the human (Segarra, 2022).

In posthumanism, reason appears disembodied, dematerialized; it ceases to be an exclusively human 
attribute, as advances in NBIC technologies (nanotechnology, biotechnology, information technologies, 
and cognitive sciences) can transform our capabilities by expanding the limits of what is considered 
possible today. Technology not only complements, but in some cases replaces educational processes, 
such as improving memory through drugs or using artificial intelligence to solve complex problems (Gil-
Cantero, 2022). This vision, although promising optimization and efficiency, blurs the traditional aims of 
education, which are not limited to immediate results, but involve a process of personal transformation 
sustained over time.

In this context, education loses its traditional role as a humanizing act, since the concept of humanity, of 
the human, is fragmented, blurred, losing its usual limitations and exclusivity, giving way to a diversity of forms 
of existence intertwined between the human, the animal, and the cyborg (Araiza, 2022). As Fusco & Broncano 
(2020) point out, human beings now become, for the first time in history, the agents who control and redefine 
their own species.

The transition from the humanist to the posthumanist paradigm challenges the normative capacity of 
pedagogy by disrupting the common principles upon which education has historically been based. The abs-
ence of clear philosophical normative principles makes it difficult to establish the ultimate aims of education. 
In humanism, education is guided by clear ideals: developing character, fostering autonomy, and cultivating 
knowledge as intrinsic goods. However, posthumanism rejects these frameworks, promoting a horizontal re-
lationship between the human and the non-human where technologies not only participate but also redefine 
the boundaries of education. As Jeong-Gil explains,

(…) It is evident that these advocacy discourses for improvement, rooted in the advances of modern 
science and technology, are attracting significant public attention and potentially undermining confi-
dence in the role and importance of education (Jeong-Gil, 2024, p. 1201).

Furthermore, posthumanist trends in pedagogy are fueled by the marked contemporary rejection of tra-
ditional education, which has generated an obsession with innovation, described by some authors as “inno-
vaphilia” (Thoilliez, 2025). Current pedagogical discourses thus conceive of tradition primarily as a negative 
counterpoint to justify the need for the “new” in all aspects of education: new means, new agents, new ends…

One risk associated with posthumanism is that, by focusing education on technological optimization, the 
formative value of traditional processes such as effort, reflection, and resilience to frustration is neglected. 
Learning, understood as a transformative act, not only produces tangible results but also shapes the perso-
nality and abilities of the learner. However, dependence on technologies to improve performance can foster 
an instrumental and anti-intellectual approach that underestimates the educational impact of sustained and 
meticulous work (Gil-Cantero, 2022). Savulescu argues that:

(…) Intelligence, memory, temperament, patience, empathy, sense of humour, optimism… can pro-
foundly affect our lives. All these characteristics have some biological and psychological basis that 
can be manipulated with technology (2005, pp. 36-37).
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 In short, the controversy between humanism and posthumanism is not merely an academic debate, but 
a challenge for contemporary pedagogy. For our part, we believe that pedagogy must remain steadfast, 
within the humanist perspective, in defending three insurmountable limits to which the uncritical adoption 
of posthumanist theses could lead us. In other words, there are positions within this current that are clearly 
anti-pedagogical.

Firstly, whatever progress NBIC research makes in the coming decades, the role of education in giving 
ethical meaning to all human action, mindful of the limitations and improvements of processes, is invaluable. 
In other words, education should focus on helping new generations align their will to live in accordance with 
the laws of the surrounding nature and the human condition, avoiding altering these natural forces or subjec-
ting them to the whims of our will. That is to say, not everything that can be done should be done.

Secondly, Pedagogy cannot fall into the trap of equating or identifying, in their educational effects, the im-
provement of abilities through biotechnological means with the personal and willful effort of the individual. To 
think that they are the same is to renounce the fundamental principle of humanistic anthropology regarding 
the idea of   education as a desirable change of state based on the personal commitment to demanding of 
oneself all one’s potential for improvement. 

Finally, while technological developments associated with posthumanist theories, and therefore inclined 
towards transhumanism, focus on the bios, the primary objective of pedagogy in the future will not be to in-
crease the performance of our operational capacities but, on the contrary, the development and maturation 
of consciousness itself as the capacity to recognize the human meaning of our actions. We may eventually 
improve our visual acuity to that of a golden eagle, but what will keep us human is that we will still have to learn 
to marvel, for example, at sunrise.

4. Critical pedagogy versus post-critical pedagogy
This latest controversy articulates a reflection on the politicization and ideologization of education. As we will 
see, this discussion or controversy not only affects the practical orientations of education but also impacts 
the relationship between education and power, ideology, and social transformation. While critical pedagogy 
focuses on denouncing the oppressive structures and power relations that operate within educational sys-
tems, post-critical pedagogy proposes a shift toward a more affirmative and balanced vision, one that recog-
nizes the emancipatory potential of the educational act without reducing it exclusively to a tool of political 
struggle. We find examples of this tension in the confrontation between a progressive or new pedagogy and 
a conservative or traditional pedagogy (Biesta, 2022) or between public and private education (Fernández-
Liria et al., 2023); also, in our country, in successive legislative reforms of education depending on the party 
in power, or when it is asserted, from partisan perspectives, that all education is political (Gil-Cantero, 2023). 
Post-critical pedagogy, as we will see, proposes a pedagogy that is as depoliticized as possible, neither 
right-wing nor left-wing, neither progressive nor conservative, neither public nor private, a pedagogy, in short, 
recognized as an autonomous practice oriented toward the development of the human being. We will now 
explore these tensions in some detail.

Critical pedagogy, as is well known, conceives of education as a political practice, where teachers and 
students are agents of social change (Giroux et al., 2021; McLaren, 2022; González-Calvo & Díez-Gutiérrez, 
2026). Giroux (2005) expanded this perspective by emphasizing that critical pedagogy should be a vehicle 
for questioning dominant narratives and dismantling the systemic inequalities that perpetuate social injusti-
ces. According to this approach, education is never neutral; it is always imbued with political and economic 
interests that must be analyzed and confronted. In fact, without the political perspective provided by critical 
pedagogy, educational practices are considered, on the one hand, paternalistic because they do not seek 
the emancipation of the oppressed and, on the other hand, fatalistic because they objectify them, ultimately 
causing the student to become an agent, but not of themselves, rather a “being for another” (Freire, 2020), 
thus adapting, even voluntarily and under the guise of freedom, to an unjust system (Becerril-Carvajal, 2018). 
This entire process ends up leading the student to see a mythologized, perfect world that “has always been 
this way” and therefore does not need to be changed.

Similarly, without the principles of critical pedagogy, traditional, deposit-based education ultimately be-
comes alienating from this perspective because, by transmitting content without a political orientation, tea-
chers hinder processes of personal transformation, diminishing the possibilities for liberation and critical 
thinking. Education thus becomes a struggle for identity, freedom, and values   in contexts of social injustice. 
Giroux et al. (2021) state that: 

This is yet another reason for (…) educators to pursue a more pedagogical policy and a more political 
pedagogy in order to recognize that pedagogy is always a struggle for agency, identity, desire, and va-
lues (…), while at the same time recognizing that it has a crucial role to play in directing matters of social 
importance, such as the defense of public and higher education as spheres of public democracy (p. 
2093)

The ultimate foundation of this approach, in its epistemological framework, is that there is no merely des-
criptive, objective knowledge of reality. Rather, every concept or category is a subjective interpretation and 
construction aimed at maintaining a position of power or confrontation with other individuals or groups. That 
is, critical pedagogy does not add a political transformation orientation to education, but rather reveals, points 
out, and denounces the real political conflicts already inherent in the very nature of education. In this way, the 
teacher is, and must be, a political activist aware of the power dynamics embedded in all social structures.
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The most consistent, recent, and widely disseminated alternative to Critical Pedagogy is the “Manifesto 
for a Post-Critical Pedagogy” (Hodgson et al., 2020), which proposes a new way of thinking about education 
and pedagogy through five foundational ideas: 1) There are principles to defend. 2) From hermeneutic peda-
gogy to pedagogical hermeneutics. 3) From critical pedagogy to post-critical pedagogy. 4) From cruel opti-
mism to hope in the present. 5) From education for citizenship to a love for the world.

We cannot address each of these ideas, which, in reality, raise more controversies in current pedagogy 
than those proposed in this article. Regarding what we wish to highlight at this time, we will focus on the 
third idea, which proposes transforming the philosophical and epistemological foundations of pedagogical 
thought to allow us to move from a critical pedagogy to a post-critical pedagogy.

Post-critical pedagogy invites us to rethink education from a more affirmative and constructive perspec-
tive. Of course, it does not reject criticism, but argues that in the educational process, criticism must neces-
sarily be accompanied by a constructive attitude that values   and shows students the intrinsically positive 
aspects of human development and knowledge of the world without a permanent ideological or partisan bias.

Post-critical pedagogy, likewise, proposes an education whose main task is to connect current genera-
tions with past and future ones, without placing a confrontation between them in any preeminent position, but 
quite the opposite: to show the common world they share through the transmission to new generations of the 
values, knowledge and common cultural traditions that have allowed us to get to where we are.

The proposal to orient our gaze toward a shared world or a common horizon aims to prevent the diverse 
interpretations of education from clashing with one another, as often happens in critical pedagogy. This clash 
generates power struggles and conflicts of particular interests, with one interpretation attempting to domina-
te another: a phenomenon aptly termed “interpretive violence” (Hodgson et al., 2020). This violence is clearly 
reflected in two questions that Andrés Mejía (2020, p. 54) cites from other authors to highlight a weakness 
of critical pedagogy: “What happens if (students) do not want to be ‘liberated’ or ‘empowered’ as the teacher 
has envisioned? What diversity do we silence in the name of a ‘liberating’ pedagogy?”

In contrast, post-critical pedagogy advocates what it calls a “pedagogical hermeneutics” that directs our 
attention toward a shared world where it is possible to “act and speak together” (Hodgson et al., 2020), 
without constant conflict, proposing a horizon of encounter and shared action between generations and 
cultures. Pedagogical hermeneutics presents itself as a space for thought and dialogue that allows diverse 
groups to meet, speak, discuss, and act together in relation to the world, attempting to transcend divisions 
from a shared perspective and avoiding reducing the complexity of educational experiences to a single ideo-
logical framework.

Critical pedagogy, starting from the confrontation between educator and student or oppressor and op-
pressed, conceptualizes education from the perspective of power relations and, therefore, considers that 
any proposal of aims, objectives, and even methodology may conceal interests of power, subordination, or 
control. This is what Massó has called the “pedagogy of suspicion” (2021, p. 17), which tends toward coun-
tercultural positions and, as we saw earlier, political denunciation. Post-critical pedagogy, on the other hand, 
promotes an approach that goes beyond destructive criticism. This does not mean that post-critical peda-
gogy is apolitical or neutral. On the contrary, it recognizes that education is always situated in a political and 
cultural context, but it also maintains that criticism must be complemented by an affirmation of what is good, 
valuable, and meaningful. In this sense, it distances itself from the “pedagogy of suspicion” and seeks to 
foster a more inclusive and hopeful educational environment.

Instead of focusing all reflection on power relations, control, or oppression, it seeks to recognize positive 
aspects of the educational act, such as the value of transmission and the teacher’s role in the learning pro-
cess. While critical pedagogy has been useful for analyzing structural inequalities and social justice issues in 
education, post-critical authors argue that an excessive focus on conflict can generate a stifling intellectual 
ecosystem.

Make an effort to offer more affirmative (and less destructive or negative) criticism, defending the im-
portance of -sometimes- not (only) engaging in critical exercises because other things also happen in 
educational situations that deserve our attention (and which the intellectually suffocating ecosystem 
caused by the explanatory logics of power and capital prevents us from attending to) (Thoilliez, 2023, 
p. 76).

In previous deb ates, we considered that revaluing Pedagogy required leaning more towards one side of 
the tension than the other. However, in this latest debate, we believe that pedagogy needs to better integrate 
both perspectives. Indeed, if we begin with the essential consideration of maintaining our democratic sys-
tem, then we must also accept that one of the fundamental, cross-cutting educational objectives of the enti-
re education system, especially compulsory education, is the formation of a citizenry committed to democra-
tic values   and vigilant against the dangers that, as is the case today, could undermine or distort it. To achieve 
this citizenry, we believe that the best educational approach is that provided by critical pedagogy, since it is 
necessary, for the maintenance of this very democracy, to teach new generations about power struggles and 
the confrontation of ideological narratives. Schools cannot remain detached from this reality.

However, we also need the perspective of post-critical pedagogy, as it reminds educators that in the 
phrase “democratic education” we cannot forget education as an inherent value of the individual, a value that 
is not entirely synonymous with either democratic socialization or training for future employers. Post-critical 
pedagogy allows us to emphasize the importance of the educational experience itself, of personal change, 
not always as a means to an end, but as an inherent process that enriches and transforms individuals.
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5. Conclusions
The controversy b etween theory and practice, as we have seen, leads to a gradual tendency towards anti-
intellectualism that can ultimately distance us from the necessary reflective capacity that all educational 
practice demands. We must bear in mind that educational practice and its theoretical knowledge are not a 
descriptive fact, in the way that we can know the components of the cell nucleus, which remain what they are 
regardless of our reflective capacity. On the contrary, education generates practical situations that demand, 
on our part, a permanent intellectual attention of a comprehensive and critical nature that allows us to im-
prove both the operational execution of educational proposals and the theoretical categories that support 
them and that can offer new practices. Within anti-intellectual pedagogy we have analyzed three trends: 
anti-rationalism, unreflective instrumentalism and anti-elitism, showing that they undermine the theoretical 
pillars of pedagogy to the extent that they highlight an anti-enlightenment, utilitarian and partisan vision of 
education. Our proposal is t hat we accept the critique of “pedagogism” because it rightly points out ex-
cesses in theoretical abstraction, anchoring itself more in illusions than in attention to reality. However, we 
believe that devaluing theory can lead to a dangerous dependence on immediate solutions, characteristic of 
an unreflective instrumentalism in the hands of the merchants of new technologies who are driven solely by 
impoverishing utilitarianism.

The controversy between humanism and posthumanism represents a central challenge for contemporary 
pedagogy, going beyond a mere academic debate. From a humanist perspective, education must establish 
three essential limits to avoid the risks of an uncritical adoption of posthumanist ideas. First, it must guide 
new generations to live in harmony with the laws of nature and the human condition, avoiding transforming 
or manipulating these realities out of mere desire or technological whim. Second, personal development 
achieved through one’s own effort should not be equated with enhancement obtained through biotechnolo-
gical means, as this would undermine the fundamental principle of human development based on self-im-
provement. Finally, pedagogy must focus on the development of consciousness and not simply on increasing 
physical or cognitive abilities.

Finally, regarding the controversy between critical and post-critical pedagogy, we have shown that, unlike 
previous tensions, the solution this time does not lie in choosing one perspective over the other, but rather 
in integrating them. Critical pedagogy is essential for forming citizens committed to democratic values   and 
aware of power struggles. However, post-critical pedagogy emphasizes the importance of the educational 
experience itself, as a transformative process that should not be reduced to a mere means to achieve other 
ends. Together, both perspectives allow for a more balanced education: critical of injustices, but also affirma-
tive and enriching, capable of fostering hope and engagement with the world we have inherited.
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