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Editor's Preface

The 1985 annual meeting of the South Atlantic Philosophy of Education
Society met at Appalachian State University in Boone, North Carolina, on
October 18 and 19, 1985. Sessions were well attended, and the discussions
were Tlively and informative. During off hours, the local mountain scenery and
autumn colors added -an extra special touch. The quality of the meeting and
the local setting was, perhaps, behind one member's observation that he gained
more from regional SAPES meetings than from the meetings of the national
societies. To be sure, that is a compliment not to be taken Tlightly!

The reader of this Proceedings will notice that the papers are arranged
as they were delivered at the meeting with the exception of the Keynote
Address, delivered by Professor Walter Feinberg of .the University of I1linois.
The theme for the 1985 meeting was '"Beyond the Empirical Tradition:
Reconstructing Educational Inquiry," and Professor's Feinberg's address
certainly spoke to that point. He forcefully argued that the field of
educational studies, in which philosophy of education plays so important a
role, is a liberal field of study, and that it can be enhanced by conceiving
of social reproduction as its special focus of inquiry. Feinberg's address
was a fitting keynote, and it provided ample food for thought to highlight the
theme of the meeting. ,

Readers will also notice that there are no papers for some presentations
on the program. = As 1is customary, some presenters do not choose to submit a
paper for publication, as is their right. Occasionally, some presentations
are discussion sessions for which a Paper is not appropriate. Such was the
case in both instances for the 1985 meeting, and this accounts for the lack of
papers for some program entries in this Proceedings. Nonetheless, what is
included will amply illustrate the quality of the meeting and its several
concurrent sessions.

Your editor would like to ask your indulgence on the following two
concerns: First, the decision was made to continue publishing the Proceedings
in a standard 8 1/2 x 11 size with a wrap-around paper binding secured with
glue. Members should consider if this is a desirable method to continue.
Second, plans are underway to develop a style sheet establishing strict
limitations on the kind of paper to use, the size and style of type, and the
length of both written presentations and responses. .These considerations would
make the job of editing easier as well as help control the costs of
publication. Members are invited to make suggestions and lend advice on these
matters.

Samuel M. Craver, Editor
Virginia Commonwealth University
January, 1986
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EDUCATION AS A LIBERAL AREA OF STUDY
Walter Feinberg
The University of lllinois

There is a view, common among academics and educators alike, that

traditional disciplines are used to address school related problems. Educa-
tion is taken in this way because it is said to .ave . no methodological
principles or conceptual domain that it can call lits own. Unlike disciplines
such as physics or chemistry or economics, which are thought of as pure
disciplines !with an applied wing, education is thought to be unbounded.
It cannot claim to be examining bodily motion, or the interaction of ele-
ments, or market behavior. Similarly, it is argued that educational studies
is deficient because it can lay no claim to a unique methodoiogy. Experi-
mental design, statistical methods or ethn}:g?aphi: techniques do not belong
first to education. They are methods developed in other areas which are
sometimes useful in addressing issues and problems that we find in
schools. Because educational studies are said to lack both a conceptual
domain and an identifiable method, they are thought to have no coherent
research program. Rather, they must take their problems from the schools
as the schools give them to it. Thus it is concluded that with aeducation
we have a "discipline” without a method, without substance, and without
coherence.

I state this position strongly not simply because | want to take issue
with it and argue that the study of education, while applicable to the
practices of schools, is consistent with the notion of a liberal field of
study, but also because this is a view that dominates the thinking about
education that is found in many of our most important academic institu-

%
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tions. TE;Q often education exists on the perifery of academic life and is
perceived as a field comprised of renegades from the schools aﬁd outcasts
from the dis:ipliﬁesi'

To take objection to this view is to begin to define a direction for the
study of education, a direction which one can already find in the ongoing
work of many educational scholars, but which requires articulation and
development. In this paper | want to address the question of the place of
educational studies within a university. | bkegin by looking at the gquestion
of the relationship between a discipliine and its method and domain. | then .
address the question of the domain of educational studies as | have been
trying to conceptualize it and sketch some of its major features. Finally |
draw out some of the implications of this domain for the practical aspects
of education.

It is useful to note that the ideal of a discipline against whick educa-
tional studies has been measured and found wanting is, in fact, an ideal,
which accepted disciplines meet only to varying degrees. In some
disciplines, such as philosophy, the nature of the conceptual domain is
often a central issue of debate. Ironically, without a prior understarding
of the boundaries of the discipline, it is difficult to decide iiist who can
and who cannot legitimately participate in that debate,

Other disciplines, economics in one of them, have been able to stipu-

late a realm that meets with broad consensus among its practitioners. Yet

map well onto the activities of practical life, and disciplinary neatness may
be accomplished at a considerable cost. Consider, for example, the ups
and downs of a pian recently propossed by the economist Alain Enthoven to

hold down the rate of increase of hospital costs.! Enthoven's plan seemed
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to fit weli into the view of rational, market behavior that has been adopted
by the Reagan administration, and it was met by favorable acclaim by key
administration officials. Yet as the plan was debated within the adminis~
tration some elements of it, such as a ceiling on the tax write-offs that
busiﬁesses could claim for health insurance, were seriously questioned and
were likely to be dropped. Enthoven saw this behavior as irraticnahz His
plan was not meant to be implemented piece by piece. Its effectiveness
depended, according to him, on viewing each of its elements as part of a
coherent whole. From his point of view, he was seeing irrationality at
work. Yet one suspects that from the administration's point of view what
was occurring was not irrational. Rather, the boundaries of economic
rationality had spilled over into the field of political rationality.

The question then arises do we then pass the problem over to the
politicai scientist to understand, s if we were running a }-élay race pass-

ing a baton from one runner to the next? If we decide to do this, then

consists of generating the broadest support for the plan as Enthoven con-

ceived it, or, whether it consists of retaining only those elements of the.
plan for which support is likely? The answer to this question will depend
upon the conception of rationality that particular political scientists bring
to bear on the issue.

Some social scientists have tried to argue that there is but one,
broadly based concept of rational bEhEViDI"_B For example, some have
argued that the behavior of groups, whether it be eccnomic, social, or
political behavior, can be reduced to the behavior of individuals as gov=
erned by the laws of positive 'a.ﬁ(ﬂ negative reinforcement. | find this

conception of rationality useful for redescribing events, but as a concep-
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tion of rational behavior it is wanting. This is because what constitutes
positive or negitive reinforcement is not the foundation of an explanation--
an invariable law of human nature. It is rather the product of a human
interpretation. In one culture pork is an important source of nutrition.
In another, to eat it is sacreligious. Human beings have a remarkable
* capacity to turn what behaviorists identify as positive reinforcers into
negative ones and negative reinforcers into positive ones and this in turn
is what often needs to be understood.

It is useful when thinking about the nature of :a discipline to remem-
ber that the boundaries of disciplinary raii«:ﬂaiity de not always corre-
spond to those of practical rationality and that when the latter oversteps
the limits of the former our understanding is not always improved by
passing the problem 1ta the next discipline. This observation does not
provide education studies with an advantage over other areas. It simply

If the relationship between a discipline and a domain is problematic,
than so too is the relationship between a discipline and a method. For
example, not so long ago some renegade economists clzimed that if we
really want to know about market behavior we should try to understand,
through observational studies, just how people think and behave when
they act in the market place. This would be a rather novel approach for
the dismal science and one can imagine the next generation of economists
trading in their now outdated computers for the newest technological
innovation--a credibile informant and tramping off to an Indonesian tribal
village with Clifford Geertz to learn the techniques of participant-obser-
vation. The example may be far fetched but the point is not. There is at

best a loose connection between a discipline and a method. Historians use
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statistics, anthropologists use history and often by so doing their own
disciplines are enriched.

The difficulty is not that real disciplines have a clear-cut domain and
education does not. Nor is it that for each discipline, except education,
there is a single, clear and identifiable method. Domains are not sealed in
" cement and distributed one to a discipline. They are convenient ways that
have been developed for marking off and thinking about the natural and
the cultural worlds. They are no doubt bounded in some ways, but the
boundaries are best thought of as open in texture allowing for nourish=-
ment, gréwth, and division to take place. Similarly, a method is a tool.
Its function is to serve a particular purpose, but its use and refinement
may extend well beyond the purpose for which it was originally developed.
A method may originate because of the problems that arise in a given
discipline at a certain time, but it does not emerge with a deed «31": owner=
ship that it presents to its developer. One discipline does not borrow
the methods of another because without a title of ownership, no discipline
can stand in the position of lender.

The difficulty of establishing educational studies as a liberal field
comes not from want of method or lack of domain, but from equally impor-
tant, yet sometimes conflicting expectations. The first of these is the
scholarship required to add perspective to and improve our understanding
of the processes and aims of education as it functions in social life.
The second has to do with the social responsibility to maintain and improve
the institutions of schools. While these tasks are related, they are not the
same. We should expect that some of the scholarly perspective will be
drawn from a better understanding of the practice c;F schooling, just as we

should also expect that a deeper understanding of the activity and aims of
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education will help to refine that practice. E‘fet to understand education
requires more than an analysis of what happens in schools, and sometimes
what is of immediate practical value for schooling does not require a great
deal of scholarly sophistication. In theory this expectation is not different
from that which we have about legal scholarship. We expect that the
thoughtful study of the law will inform the judicial system and help pro-
vide some of the insights needed to improve it. Yet legal scholarship
extends well beyond the law as it functions in the courts of one's own time
or location. In doing so it provides a context for understanding ithé
present legal system. The difference between educational and legal
scholarship lies in the fact that educational work has too often been judged
by its promise for immediate payoffs. It is more appropriate, however, to
acknowledge that the activities of the schools are but one of the practices
that such scholarship seeks to understand and that as part of an
organized, compulsory system of education, schools are relatively recent
educztional innovations.

When attempting to articulate a domain for educational studies it is
useful to observe that academic domains are constituted in different ways.
Some domains, especially those of the natural sciences, are constituted by
focusing upon a single attribute or characteristic of an object. Here we
are interested in an object only insofar as it is a manifestation of that
characteristic. In classical physics, for example, the actual object is
irrelevant (it may be an apple, a rock or a planet) except say insofar as
it is a manifestation of bodily motion. There are other domains which are
constituted as an attempt to understand an object in its fullness and
uniqueness, and to capture the contours of significance that the object

itself holds. These disciplines often comprise what Dilthey called the
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cultural sciences. Each of these ways of constituting a discipline carries
with it methodological implications, and the problems of confusing one with
the other is well illustrated by Clifford Geertz, drawing on an example
developed by Gilbert Ryle. -

Consider . . . two boys rapidly contracting the eyelids of the
right eye. In one this is an involuntary twitch; in the other, a

conspiratorial signal to a friend. The two movements are, as
movements, identical; from an I-am-a=Camera, "phenomenalistic"
observation of them alone, one could not tell which was twitch
and which was wink. Yet the difference, however unphotograph-
able, between a twitch and a wink is vast; as everyone unfortu-
nate enough to have had the first taken for the second knows.
The winker is communicating and indeed communicating in a quite
precise and special way. . , . The winker has done two things,
contracted his eyelids and winked, while the twitcher has done
only one, contracted his eyelids. Contracting your eyelids on
purpose when there exists a public code ,in which doing so
counts as a conspiratorial signal is winking.""’

Educationai scholarship has tended to vacilate between these views.
Sometimes the emphasis is placed on methods that are thought to have sig-
nificant power to generalize and predict while at other times the emphasis
has been to capture the unique contours of a particular learning situation.
For the most part, however, in both types of study, the school and its
activities have been taken as defining the domain of educational research,
and each study has difficulty transcending the school's definition of an
educational problem.

A more fruitful way to constitute the domain of educational studies is
to attempt, through the identification of a common function, to capture the
universal features which are represented by the practice of education while
also recognizing the various forms that these features may take in specific
situations. After all, even the most committed ethnographers must pre-
Suppose some shared, intercultural categories as they go about trying to
understand the uniqueness of social life. In other words, there must be

some taken for granted, categories which allow us to describe even the
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most unique social units and which allow us to classify certai:iz people as
members of that society rather than simply an as aggregate of individuals.
For example, to recognize that a certain ceremony is to be taken humor=
ously or ironically rather than seriously or literally, is to place it in a
general category which transcends the specific and unique culture in
which it is being performed.

It is the attempt to identify the universal aspects of educational
practice that constitutes the important feature of those studies whicn fook
upon edur:ati@ﬁ as the process of socialization or cultural transmission.
However, these studies represent only a partial understanding of educa-
tional practice and are mistaken in viewing the study of education itself as
simply a part of sociology or anthropology.

Studies of socialization and also those of cuitural transmission have
tended to take as their problem the way in which an individual becomes a
member of a group. Traditional socialization research begins by accepting
the structure of social relations as fixed and unproblematic. The focus of
understanding is !iﬂir‘ét‘;téd at the individual and seeks to analyze just how
that individual takes on the behavior and roles that society defines as
appropriate. Whereas the society is perceived as fixed and unchanging,
the individual is treated as if adaptable to any structure that can develop
a sufficient socializing apparatus.

What is missing from this account is the fact that society itself is
continually recreated, although not always in the same form, through a
shared understanding in which all of ‘s members, to one degree or
another, and within different frameworks, participate. The production of
a society is a function of the development of such shared understanding

and this production is the primary function of education, first as a social
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activity and only later as a social institution. Thus, while it is productive
to view educational studies in terms of an analysis of a universal feature
of social life, individual socialization is only a derivative aspect of that
study. That is, educational studies is conceived of here as the study of
the way in which a society reproduces itself over time and the various
patterns of understanding that comprise the product of that reproduction.

In order to understand what this entails we can return briefly te look
at the notion of socialization and distinguish it from that of social repr—eﬁ-
duction. One distinction is obvious. Individuals are socialized, but ‘a
scciety is reproduced. When we are studying social reproduction, we are
examining the normative structure into which individuals are socialized. If
we look again at the process of socialization, we should begin to see where
it intersects with that of social reproduction.

When an individual is socialized what has occurred is that the person
has learned a given role or set of roles along with the behavior that is
appf@priate to that set. Yet socialization also involves learning how one's
own role functiéﬁs in relationship to others and learning that in any spe-
cific situation appropriate role behavior is defined relationally. A simple
example is drawn from the fact that behavior appropriate for the corporal
in the presence of the private is not always apj.-opriate in the presence of
the captain. This means that one of the key factors entailed in learning
the set of behaviors that define a given role is learning when it is appro-
priate to exhibit a specific subset of that behavior. What this suggests,
however, is that when socialization occurs what is learned is not just a set
of behaviors, but a set of socially shared categories and definitions that
are understood relationally to one another, such as worker to owner,

husband to wife, mother to daughter, and so forth. What remains to be
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understood after the sociologists have done their work is the-patterns of
uﬁderstar;diﬁg cut of which role behavior is generated. It is this pattern
and the processes used to reproduce it that | take to constitute the domain
of educational studies. )

The study of education as sociai reproduction is the study of patterns
and processes through which a society's identity is m2intained and within
which social change is defined. The practice of education in this sense
has two functions. First, there is the reprodi:ztion of skills tiiat meet
socially defined needs. Second, there is the reproduction of consciousness
or the shared understanding that provides the basis of social life. This
shared understanding includes the sense that people have of the interre-
lationship and purpose of different skills as well as a sense of the way in
which the bearers of different skills, as they occupy different social
positions, are supposed to behave in this or that cantext,s The task of
educational scholarship, however, is not restricted to simply reflecting
such forms or understanding them in precisely the same way as those who
participate in them fully. In contrast to the unreflective and naturalistic
understanding of the participant, the function of educational scholarship is
to reflectively understand these relationships as social constructions with
historical antecedents and thereby to initiate an awareness that t(hese
patterns, or at least some of them, are objects of choice and possible
candidates for change. Thus, educational scholarship adds a reflectively
critical dimension to the social activity 31:‘ education.

A comprehensive analysis of education for any given society would
include an examination of the structure, production and distribution of
knowledge as well as the scope of knowledgeable activity and the level of

knowledge which is presumed attached to given social roles. Thus, the
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study of education as social reproduction examines both the way in which
knowledge is produced and the way in which it is distributed in 2 society.
For example, physicians and nurses are presumed to share knowiedge over
essentially the same range of activity, that is the scope of their knowledge
is similar. However, the presumed knowledge of the disease process and
its treatment is ;thaught to differ in terms of level,. a difference which is
reflected in the formal education and status of the two groups, Whereas
the concept of scope describes the nature of the field over which knowl-
edge is exercised, the concept of level differentiates the roles within ;a
field and provides an understanding of the variations in statigs that are
attached to different roles. Hence, using health care again as an example,
while one of the major functions cf physicians is to prescribe medication,
they are usually not prohibited from dispensing it, at least in small doses,
and the institutional assumption is that the knowledge involved in dispens-
ing is available to physicians if they would choose to make use- of it. The
role of thépharmazist; however, is restricted to dispensing on order from
the physician and the institutional assumption is that the act of prescrib-
ing is beyond his or her trained capacity. One can often understand the
conflicts between established and aspiring professions as involving attempts
to alter perceptions about the scope or level of knowledge possessed by a
given group. Such conflicts often involve a challenge to the institutionally
sanctioned presumptions about knowledge. Hence in arguing the case for

greater professional autonomy nurses deny that physicians and nurses

share the same scope of knowledge. Physicians are said to be proficient

in clinical judgments related to crisis intervention, while nurses are seen

patients cope with disease. Similarly, pharmacists attempt to affirm their
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rearrange the skills associated with a given role and hence to change the
way in which the role is perceived.

The educational system, both formal and informal, functions to repro-
duce and distribute or redistribute skills as they are clustered into roles
and thereby it serves to maintain or to alter the work relations in society.
Included with the reproduction of skills is the reproduction of ideas about
the ownership of knowledge and the reproduction of ideas about the rights
and responsibilities of those who possess certain forms of institutionally
granted knowledge. This aspect of education may be seen as the repro-
duction of consciousness.

reproduction of skills. It is the factor that enables the clustering of skills
into specific roles and the clustering of roles into specific classes to per-
sist m socinties where it provides the normative vision that justifies the
existing distribution. In other words, a caﬁsciauisﬁess is reproduced
which codes the exercise of the rights, privileges, duties and obligations
associated with the possession of a certain set of skills as just, fair, and
acceptable (or, in unstable societies, as injust, unfair and not acceptable).
The term "knowledge code" is intended to suggest that education imparts,
in addition to a set of skills, a certain mode of consciousness, a way of
thinking, about the network of such skills. We learn, for example, what
is high and low status knowledge and we also learn, either through
manner, mode of expression, dress or physical enviromment, how to
appraise ancd communicate to people with differently valued skills. We

learn the range of activity over which a person with a certain level of
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knowledge is to be granted authority. Thus, a knowledge code ideally
binds together the reproduction of skills and the reproduction of conscious-
ness and its formal articulation is to be understood as an interrelated body
of arguments and beliefs about the relative value and interrelationship of
different "skilis. Formal education can be understood as a consciously
designed and institutionaiized system of instruction that functions to main-
tain a given knowledye code and to further the pattern of intellectual
development that is associated with it.

With this basic sketch behind us, we now turn to look at some of the
different kinds of projects that may be suggested by it. The struggle
between the medical and nursing professions, mentioned earlier, is a useful
place to begin. The attempt by nursing to establish greater independence
from the medical profession can be understood in part as an effort to
redefine the knowledge code involved in health care delivery by disengag-
ing the knowledge base of nursing from that of medicine, reclustering the
skills associated with the role of the nurse and reworking the professonal
consciousness of nurses and physicians. |

The difficulty that nurses have had in establishing their own profes-
sional identity can be understood largely by the institutional assumption
that nursing knowledge is but a subset of medical knowledge, an assump-
tion which is now being challenged by many nurses. The developments
now occurring provide an opportunity for educational scholars to analyze
the process whereby a group sets out to consciously redefine its essential
knowledge 71::353, The issues that this attempt involves are many; there
are questions about the reworking of basic definitions of health and
disease; there are issues about the relative worth of clinical, scientific,

and social science knowledge in health care; there is the question of the
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way in which professional dominance and male dominance intermingle in the
relations between occupational groups; and Ethere are guestions about the
implications that an emerging professional identity has for formal educa-
tional structures.

One way to think more generally about the issues developing in health
care is to recognize that different groups and individuals, depending upon
the nature of their developed skills, stand in different relations to a
knowledge code and view it through different frames. Because of this, a
knowledge code has built into it a potential instability. Most segments of
society will be expected to take on faith the fact that the definition and
distribution of high status knowledge is justified, but with the exception
of the initiated, most will only be able to view such knowledge from the
outside. As long as there is a general acceptance that the clustering of
skills and the definition and distribution of high status knowledge éampéise
a natural process or are of functional benefit to all, stability will likely
remain, As in the casés of many nurses who still identify closely with the
medical profession, inis stability is an indication of a tight bond between a
code and its relevant frames.

Yet because a frame provides a perspective for viewing a knowledge
code, it is always possible that the dominant code or some aspect of it will
be denaturalized and looked at as just another framework, one that belongs
to and simply rationalizes the position of the dominant social group. It is
interesting that some medical students whom | have interviewed view the
basic medical science courses in this way, as simply an initiation rite

without functional value. Were this perception to be held on a large

scale it would be a sign of a crisis of confidence within the profession,

and the potential instability of a knowledge code might begin to erupt from
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within as it becomes disengaged from those who are expected to be the
prime bearers of that code.

The instability of a code is not, however, simply a function of the
way in which it is tied to its relevant frames. It is also a function of the
way in which those who are antagonistic to a dominant code are able to
communicate their individual frameworks ioc cre anotl;\én Such communica-
in the classroom and the work place, and it often takes the sophisticated
skills of an ethnographer to decifer. When there is good reason to believe
that there is not a radical difference between the official nmeanings of the
dominant code and the shared meanings of the relevant frames, then it
seems appropriate to apply standardized research procedures. However,
when such congruence cannot be assumed, then it is difficult for standard
procedures to capture the event. For example, the efficiency engineer can
describe in detail the formal, task-directed behaviors of the workers on
the shop floor and when the workers share the basic goals of the enter-
prise this may be all that is required. When such goals are not shared,
however, what the efficiency engineer cannot capture are the swaggers
and posturing which his or her very presence triggers. Indeed if timed
correctly, the engineer will simply take these as the natural behavior of
working ‘class people. Yet it is precisely this posturing that serves as the
network through which these people may communicate to one another their
shared framework of antagonism. The presence of the engineer of course
is, for them, simply the symEaI of the object of this antagonism, i.e., the
basic goals and purposes of the organization. The other side of this
process involves the design of formal bureaucratic organizations which are
often structured in such a way as to minimize the possibility of lateral
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By -identifying the domain of educational studies as that of social
reproduction, it is possible to focus the concerns of educatic’;nal scholar-
ship and to cement its interdisciplinary character. The study of education
as social reproduction shifts the basic unity of these disciplines from a
strictly pragmatic one that is called into operation to repair dysfunctions
in the schools to an organic one in which each discipline focuses on a

different moment in the reproductive process. The problems of schools are

major vehicle for social reproduction.

Under such a conception, educational philosophy might be concerned
to analyze the formal coherence of the knowledge code while exploring some
of the canéeptua! ambiguities and problems which might be concealed by it.
Educational history could attempt to explore the forces that were instru-
mental in its dovelopment while studies in literature could explore the way
in which, through metaphor and other communicative structures, a code is
extended from one area of study to anat;\éri The social sciences might be
concerned to understand the way in which the present code extends or
limits possibilities for different segments of the social order while the
behavioral sciences might attempt to elaborate the way in which present

forms of reproduction and the present distribution of skills influence the

The important consideration, hcwever, is not the particular way in
which the various disciplinary traditions might decide to distribute the con-
ceptual domain of education. It is rather that by recognizing that there is
a reasonably clear domain for educational studies that the work of these
disciplines and their problematics are altered. A clearer understanding of
the domain provides educational studies with a more coherent program

regardless of the particular discipline or method needed at a given time.
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Moreover, an understanding of the variety of frameworks that
children bring with them to school has some important implications for
understanding classroom behavior and for helping to improve the teaching
process. For example, different frameworks will often entail different
rules about the context in which truth telling is appropriate and even what
constitutes telling the truth. In some situations where there 15 a
presumption of shared antagonism and illegitimate authority, saying what
happened will not be seen as telling the truth, but as an acknowledaement
of submissiveness. - Whether saying what happened will be taken as truth
telling will depend on who says it, in what setting and to whom it is said.
This is the case in the classroom, the shop, and the corporation. For
example, in the corporation certain matters may be shared on a private
level, and may be widely, but privately acknowledged to be the-casei
However, to utter these matters publically is not taken as truth telling,
but as indiscretions, or signs of untrustworthiness. The reason this is so
is not too difficult to analyze formally. There are important practical
differences between: (1] my knowing something is the case: (2) my
knowing that you also know it is the case; (3) my knowing that you know
that | know it is the case; and (4) you and | knowing that it is pubiically
known that together we know it is the case. Each of these stages comes
closer to forcing choice and action. It is important for teachers to under-
stand these formal aspects so that they are not prone to label children
with a somewhat different set of truth telling rules as simply deviants. In
other words, teachers need to know what méy’be at stake in certain
instances where truth telling and displays of other values are being called

for.
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That the understanding of classroom behavior can often be improved
by understanding the interaction between an official code and its relevant
frames can be illustrated by looking at a study by Paul Willis of working
class boys in an Enalish szhcclgs The focus of Willis' ethnographic
account was a small subgroup of troublemakers who called themselves The
Lads. With the exception of The Lads, when order is maintained in the
school, as it is with most, it is because the students' own cultural frame-
work allows them to accept the basic knowledge code as articulated by
teachers. The official, but sometimes implicit message of the school, is
that if students respect the teacher's authcrity, the teacher will provide
them with worthwhile (usually theoretical) knowledge which will lead to a
meaningful credential, which will then lead to a promising job. For The
Lads, however, this exchange breaks down., For them one damn job is the
same as any other (as one of them put it after a lecture on becoming an
interior decorator, "Got to be someone who slops on walls"), hence the
credential is meaningless, the knowledge literally useless agnd the respect
bogus. For most students in the school, order, discipline, and truth
telling as teachers define it are part of the bargain. For The Lads they
are viewed as complicity with an iilegitimate authority andra violation of
their own group norms.

Willis' study is but one example of the kind of research project that

fits into the model of education as social reproduction. Yet the process by

come to relate to the dominant knowledge structure is an area that educa-
tional scholarship has only begun to explore, and even Willis' insightful

treatment -of the lads' working class subculture calls out for an analysis on
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Willis believes that in their understanding of the world of work, the
lads display many insights into the cppressive nature of capitalism. The
author calls these insights, "penetrations". Penetrations reveal an under-
standing into the deeper requirements and determining forces of capitalist
society. These penetrations do not, according to Willis, provide the kind
of theoretical understanding which, through an analysis of the mechanisms
of domination, would provide the perspective and strategy required to act
on such insights. To put it somewhat differently than Willis does, the
are not perceived by

insights that he perceives as truths about ca italism

the lads in this way. To the lads these are truths about life itself.
Capitalism, while central to Willis' analysis, is really only incidental to the

lads' own understanding. Thus when they observe that someone has to do

society's nasty work, or that one job is the same as any other, they are
not intending to provide a critique of capitalism. It is rather Willis who
sees these observations as such a critique. To the lads, their observa-
tions are rather expressions about life itself. In other words, their under-
standing of work is not perceived by them as an insight into capitalsm,
but rather as an insight into the natural law of social organization. What
stunts the lads' understanding and enables their own insights to be used
to place them on the shop floor is their own inbred functionalism. This is
what in fact limits their penetrations. Willis correctly perceives these as
limitations. However, it remains to analyze their conceptual source and to
provide a critique of their moral authority.

Willis' study is an example cf the way in which an aﬁalysi-s of one
aspect of the reproductive process points to the ngedj to examine other
aspects. His work is not ultimately an analysis of the lads' subculture.
It is a critique of capitalism and an exploration of the mechanisms that it

= et
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employs to reproduce class inequality. Yet 'the implicit conflict between
the lads' functionalist acceptance of capitalism and Willis' critique of it
provides the material for a different kind of analysis, one which explores
the possibilities for a reclustering of skills that are available in
contemporary society. In other words, educational scholarship requires a
critique of te social product of reproduction as well as an exploration of

the mechanisms, whether cultural or economic, through which reproduction

takes place.
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Education as s Liberal Activity: A Response

Eric Bredo
University of Virginia

In his presentation Wally has done three things:

He has discussed the current situation of educational research an:i
schaols of education.

He has suggested a new conception of the mission and object domain for
the field of educational studies.

And he has furnished some concepts and examples of their use in
exploring this object domain.

I would like to give my interpretation of these proposals and offer some
comments on them.

First, he suggests that colleges of education commonly lack a clear
mission and sense of identity. The problem is not primarily a lack of
an object domain or set of methods. Rather, we are caught between

the traditional academic disciplines and the practiticners in the field, or
between theory and practice. If we define ourselves in terms of the
traditional disciplines, then we give every other department on campus
a license to poach and destroy any claim we might have to a distinct
identity. On the other hand, if we define ourselves in terms of
practical service to the schools, we lose the capacity for independent
scholarship and become driven by the immediate demands of school
"teachers and administrators.

This is a familiar dilemma, and it does seem that many colleges of
éﬂucaticn have lost the ability tr:: manage it. In their External relat;ans

1nfer;¢;:. rc:LL over, and ask to be beaten, or else they remain very still
lest anyone notice them and start asking nasty questions with
budgetary implications. In their internal relations, it is often every
faculty member or department for themselves with rewards being
determined by paper count or body count. The prevailing sense is of
goallessness or goal displacement.

If this is correct, how can our field be revitalized? I think the point

of Wally's paper is to attempt to bring us to our senses about this loss
of purpose and to suggest what might be a fruitful reconception of the

field.

As I understand it, Wally argues that we need to reconsider the social
functions or mission associated with the educational enterprise as a
whole in order to better understand our own particular mission. More
specifically, he suggests that the principal function of education is its
contribution to the reproduction of social structure, hence our
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derivative mission should be to develop knowledge of how educational

institutions serve or might serve this function. In other words, he

proposes that we consider education from an institutional viewpoint in
° an attempt to gain such a broad perspective.

There are echoes of both Jurgen Habermas and Alasdair MacIntyre in
this suggestion. Habermas sees different types of study as constituted
by cognitive interests, while MacIntyre, in his critique of Winch,
suggests a type of functional analysis as a way of finding a point of
comparability in cross-cultural studies.l 2 However, rather than
pursuing these parallels I would like to pursue one between Wally's
approach to this issue and and a prior philosophical debate regarding
the nature of teaching.

In that debate the guestion, "What is teaching?" was approached in
different ways. Is teaching merely what people labeled "teachers' do?

Or is it whichever activities actually bring about learning, regardless of
who performs them? Or is it, finally, an activity that is intended to .
bring about learning, whether or not it accomplishes its end?

Applying the first definition--which defines teaching in terms of what
"teachers" do--to the field of educational studies would be like saying
that the field is whatever we--those of us with jobs in the field--do.
This is too formal and empty a definition to be of much use. It gives
no rational grounds for our doing what we do other than the fact that
we were the ones who did it previously. Not much support for a
unique identity here.

The second approach, which would define us in terms of our effects,
also creates problems. Defining educational studies in this way would
suggest that "real” educational scholarship is that which actually
improves practice. The trouble with this definition is that it gives no
grounds for the autonomy from immediate practice that is needed for an
exploratory activity such as scholarship and research. Sometimes
research fails in its mearch for promising new ways of doing things.
This shouldn't imply that it was not "real" research or scholarship, but
simply that it didn't work out.

The third definition, which is in terms of the aims guiding the activity,
seems more satisfactory. Defining educational studies in this way
broadens its conception beyond those who are currently labeled
“"educational researchers", because educational studies so defined might
be done by anyone when acting with the appropriate intentions. It also
provides for critical distance from existing practice, since educational
research may not be successful in fulfilling its intent of improving
education.

I think Wally is making a similar suggestion, namely that the field of
education is constituted by its function or social mission, and our field
of educational studies is in turn constituted by a secondary intellectual
mission ( if cognitive interest) deriving from this primary one. While

he would réther use terms like "social functions" instead of "individual
intentions", the point is similar in that the field is constituted by
certain goal.. Tt isn't just that those of use who are in it happen to
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have certain goals, but that the field is defined in terms of these
goals.

Adopting this approach means that the very definition of the field--what
makes it what it is--invelves goals. It cannot be satisfactorily defined
in purely value-=neutral, goalless, terms.

This conception of educational studies has just the useful features that
Wally points out. It does not limit the field to a consideration of

:{ st:mg schools, and it provides the possibility of critical distance from
existing institutions because they might not be fulfilling their missions.

While I like this general approach, I find I disagree regarding its
spéclf;cs. Wally suggests that fhe pr:m::xpal fum::t; n Gf edu:ation is

the rglatic;ns béfweén éduc’at;on anci so::;lal reprr;:du,c;t;t:n As a
sociologist I am naturally pleased to see him define the field in a way
that :arresponds s0 well tc: the core fc::u:ug af my Eubdiszipliﬁé, :

the limits Elf th;s approach.

Suppose, for example, that I suggested that in your marriage or other
close relationship you should always look at things from the standpoint
of the relationship as a whole rather than that of individual
personalities. You should consider all of your actions in terms of their
effects on the maintenance or change of your relationship and you
should see your spouse's actions as having similar origins in relational
considerations. Such a viewpoint would be similar to that which Wally
proposes for education as a whole, namely seeing it in terms of its

. contribution to the maintenance or change in patterns of social
relations.

There is something quite appealing in this vision. for it gets away from
our culture's propensity to make individuals primary and relations
secondary. For instance, we tend to see relationships in rather shallow
terms as means to individual ands father than as ends in thémselves

relational prgblems as c::auséd by "s;t:&;" pe::p;e rather than by "SIc:L:"
interactional patterns.

However =seeing things in strietly relational terms invites the opposite
error, hamely treating individuals as mer creatures of their
relationships. People have stakes in their own lives which may differ
from their stakes in their current relationships. Similarly, some
problems are primarily personal rather than relational, and are not
susceptible to change by changing relationships. For this reason,
insigting on a soc:iaﬁi re;atir::nal interpretatic:n of a prc::l:lem may be just

‘m ‘:3

to sacial;_.ge the ind:nﬂdual and ;ndividuahzé the Si:t:léty, plac:;ng neither
term prior to the other.3 In general, I think this accurately
characterizes the educator's position in most situations. We treat kids
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simultaneously sheltering them from practices of which we disapprove so
as not to reproduce these practices. Social reproduction alone does not
capture the essentials of this process.

in ways that we think will prepare them for their likely futures while

The peoint is that a single level of analysis or angle of vision is not
enough. We need both individual and social viewpoints, or more, in
order to have a full-bodied vision of education, just as we need at least
two distinct angles of vision in order to see a single three-dimensional
ocbject. In each case the two viewpoints are interdependent and
mutually defining. One does not require Hegelian dialectics to
appreciate this, merely an understanding of how two functions or two
processes may each be defined in terms of the other, making them
mutually constituting. The popular M.C. Escher drawing of two hands,
each of which is drawing the other, gives a concrete visual metaphor
for this process.4

I believe Wally has tried to settle the problem of goallessness and goal
displacement by proposing a single, broad viewpoint for the field as a
whole. While it is useful to call us to our senses and remind of us of
our missions, I don't believe a single viewpoint is needed as the
viewpoint from which to make sense of our efforts. As Nelson Goodman
put it "Ironically, then, our passion for one world is satisfied, at _
different times and for different purposes, in many different ways."d
The issue is not one viewpoint or another but rather how to mutually
define different views so that those who adopt them may work together
effectively and with mutual regard in the service of education.

This conclusion by no means detracts from the importance of the issues
that he wants to pursue. The institutional viewpoint is all too often
neglected. Those of us in higher education in particular serve, in
part, to define knowledge for the society as a whole. What we include
in the curriculum helps define "expert" knowledge and, by implication,
what is excluded is "common" knowledge. The very structure of the
curriculum defines the similarities and differences among types of
knowledge. By ritual certification we also define those who can
legitimately claim to possess different types of expert knowledge.

I also find these issues interesting. But here too I have an objection
or two. The impression given is that knowledge codes--which I take to
be institutionalized definitions of knowledge such as are implicit in the
curriculum--are bad and oppressive. This may sometimes be the case.
Certainly the removal of many issues from informal control and their
placement in the hands of experts has at times been a mixed blessing.
However, in other cases one could argue that it has been very
successful.

The point with respect to Wally's paper is that a finer-grained analysis
of when such institutionalization goes awry would be useful, rather than
leaving the impression that there is something wrong with
institutionalization or formalization in and of itself. Consider a common
type of error in our field, which occurs when information gained in a
narrowly defined or controlied situation is applied to situations in
general. We take scores on certain paper and pencil tests and ecall
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them "intelligence" or we find how we can successfully communicate our
expectations to rats and call it "learning theory." In both cases a
narrowly defined situation is seen as necassary in order to do
"science"”, but the overgeneralization of the results while ignoring the
limited contexts in which tbey made were derived, seems to have had _
more to do with seeklng the prestige of "science" than with doing it.
In the end this gives us all a bad name as well as leading to popular
misconceptions of science itself.

In cases such as these I would argue that the broad phenomena that we
think of as "learning" or "intelligence" were distorted when defined in
such a narrow way. There is dissonarnce between what those in the

field implicitly claim to be studying by adopting these labels and what
they in fact study. The problem is not with defining and
ingtituticnalizing fields Df study——with setting up a knowledge ccde=?but

Sometimes what starts as a seemlngly useful re,greaentat;an later
becomes more a matter of vested interest than fruitfulness. Whatever
the particular case, an analysis of knowledge codes and their sccial
effects might be profitably sharpened by considering the grounds for a
particular codification rather than leaving one suspicious of codification
itself.

Finally, to return ‘o the larger theme of Wally's paper, our own self-
definition as a field, in the long run it behooves us to define our own
field in terms that have more to do with its coherence and utility than
mere status seeking or the maintenance of academic monopclies. In this
way I think Wally's analysis could profitably be brought back around to
its own beginning and a further consideration of our own guandary.

1 Jurgen Habermas, Knowledge and Human Interests (Boston: Beacon,
1271).
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The Meaning of Foundations:
An Alternative Paradigm for Assessing
the Effects of Foundational Studies

by

George W. Noblit
University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill

We live in an era of accountability that threatens to require a
Justification (in some instfumental fashion) of our inclusion in professional
education programs. I say 'threatens' because it seems that studies of
education now reveal its organizational form to be "loosely coupléd"l and
opefaciﬁg more on a "logic of confidence"? rather than a norm of close

inspection. Thus it may be that our institutions will respond more ritually

e

than substantitively, and our justification will be wrought (as it is now) in
faculty meetings, halls, and offices.

Yet Charles Coble, Dean of Education at East Carorlina University, thought
the issue sufficiently salient to ask us hew we (N.C. Professors of Foundations)

would evaluate our contribution to professional education programs. The query

was friendly, and promoted an intriguing dialogue. This paper is my thinking in

21

esponse to the query. I, of course, reframed the question, and purposively
have chosen to approach the issue from an "alternative paradigm" (to
positivism). I will argue that we must not surrender our fate to an partially

inappropriate mode of (instrumental) evaluation, but develop modes that teach us

Ly ]

the meaning of our work even as we impart the same. I will also propose an
empirical strategy, realizing that the threat in this is that we ignore the
idealist's point. I am enough of idealist to believe that if this inspires some
discourse and dispute that it has fulfilled its purpose.

The Meaning of Foundations

The dialogue over what foundations is and what it does for professional
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education is rather elaborate. While it is dangerousr to try to typlify such a

state of affairs; my reading is that we argue over:

s

whether foundations is, or should be a disiipliﬁéz

whether we should bg more aligned with the base disciplines
or with edueation,

what we should call our pursuit (educational studies, policy
studies, foundations),

A

whether we should teach primarily knowledge or emphasize
inquiry skills,®
-

whether we should be more behavioral or ideati@ﬂal7

whether we should be exploring enduring truths, examining
current issues, or preparing for the future,®

whether a philosophy or an electic orientation is bést,g
whether we will arrive or succumb tc¢ an encroauching

rationalism, 0

and 1 submit, whether we should be normative, descriptive,
analytic, or some combination thereof.

Some level of agreement, beyond NCATE standards, seemingly must exist for

us t£o coniinue with all these arguments. My reading, admittedly biased and

selective, 1is that we are as close as we all ever be to agreement that:

\) .
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b.

informed ideas (and ma¥be theory) are essential to the
education professions, 1

a technological orientation not Eﬂl¥ threatens foundations
but also the education professions, 2

comparative understanding (either in time, culture,
subculture, class or ideology) is ﬁéééssafyils

eritical Ehou%ht (be it right, left or assumedly value free)
is déﬂifablé,*é

humanigm (albeit not secular) is Sécépﬁablé;lé
15

L]

integrated curricula are better than segregated studie

attitudes and values can be affected by a course of study,l7
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and
h. few want us.18 .
Others, no doubt, will have different lists of debates and settled issues.

The existence of the debates about the meaning of what we de, not their exaet

the sgearch for

[l

nature, is evidence that the unifying theme in foundations {1
meaning, whether that takes the form of knowledge or uﬁders:aﬁdiug-lg Some
would argue we should " demystify"lg, others that we pursue the course to become
a disgiplinezg- In the end, these are both but strategies to discuss the
meaning of our studies.

Foundational studies, of course, are diverse. We represent many

disciplines; and at least the two cultures of science and the humanities21

Taken together, we are both analytic and humanistiec, about both knowledge and
understanding. If we treat ourseclves as a collective discipliné we would
clearly express the paradigm of the "conceptual humanists": a focus on ideas,
discourse as the guarantee of intellectual integrity, and conditional regard for
"science" as a mode of inquifyszg As a collection, we seemingly are more than
many of us can be individuallgi Further, I contend that this is the way our
students perceive us. I hear prospective teachers say we are "so negative"
because we "demystify". Given any position, we engage in a dialogue with it.
This is sufficient to challenge the less reflective thought patterns of the
prospective teachers about teaching. Yet it is also true that the experienced

teacher or administrator often return to us in a ceflective mood. Everyday

practice has given them questions as well as resolutions. Suddenly we are more
relevant -~ our concerns can be connected with their experience. The students
take classes from a number of us and synthesize their own perspective about the

meaning of foundations for their practice. They find us in retrospect a large
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debate that informs, but not prescribes, their professional performances.

Students alsc experience some range of content: law, ethics, theory and

research strategles as well as philosophy, history, psychology, sociology,
anthropology, political science, economics, ete- Some of this is taught as
explicit knowledge (e.g. the state of law concerning corporal punishment;

philosophical schools of thought, techniques of behavior modification). Some of

this is taught as "personal knowledge. "23 15 the former, faects and perspectives
g P I I

may be recalled, but the latter cannot be made explicit in any simple fashion as

the individual takes it on as his or her owu.

The meaning of foundations then is: a faith in discourse; a respect to
alternative ways of knowing; a varied knowledge content; a more reflective
understanding of the meaning of education; and an informed, personalized, and
internalized mode of practice.

Accounting for_ Ourselves

The threat of this accountability era is its rationalistic assumptions.
Preparation programs must justify themselves by their output, rather than their
quality. The ultimate question of the rationalist approach in the evaluation of
educators is what effect does training have on practiece. An empirical linkage
is sought. To thé extent foundations gives tacit knowledge, faith, respect and

understanding, demonstrating any linkage is like to be difficult. Explicit

knowledge, of course, may be tested, but after a period of time recall is

limited. I do suspect that effects of foundational studies on standardized

tests, such as the NTE, can be discerned, inpart as explicit knowledge and in

part as a form of cultural literacy about the teaching profession. I am
suspicious of these types of approaches. Even though we may "prove' our worth,

we alsc assume the rationalists' approach. Someone should develop this line of
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reasoning, but i submit foundational studies collectively will be misrepresented
as a result of it.

The alternative to this approach is new oniy in popularity. Since the
1960's. a resurgence of an interpretive alternative has been evident.2? The
alternative has many forms. Geertz has probably one of the most developed
theses on iﬂtéfpfetiViSE-zS Critical theorists have been trying to superceed
both positivism and interpretivism.2® ‘'Ney paradigm”" inquiry draws from a range

of nonpositivist Efaditiaﬂs Chumanisﬁic'psyﬂhalggy; phenonmenology, critical

o

theory, etec.) and gives a fresh renudition of action research as

participative, interested, and value explicit way of kﬁawingg27 It may be true

that it is incorrect to treat the alternative paradigm as a single entity. Yet
1 tend to belleve that there is considerable overlap in interpretive, eritical,
and new paradigm approaches. Further, each embraces a common set of research
techniques now generally referred to as qualitative methods. I think it somehow
the natural state of affairs that within interpretivism there are substantive
disagreements. .

The alternative paradigm approach I will argue for 1s essentially based in
the interpretivism of Geertz and draws selectively on the ideas of critical and
new paradigm approaches.

The alternative paradigm is often expressed in terms of the rejection of
positivism and thus it is often true that the full nature of the approach is not
clearly expressed. Spicer, I believe, puts it most concretely when he argued
concerning the methods of an applied ethnography:

In the study there should be use of the emic approach, that

is, the gathering of data on attitudes and value

orientations and social relations directly from the people

engaged in the making of a given policy and those on whom
the policy impinges. It should be holistie, that is,
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include placement of the policy decision in the context of
the competing or cooperating interests, with their value
orientations, out of which the policy formulation emerged;
this requires relating it to the economic, political, and
other contexts identifiable as relevant in the socioccultural
system. It should include historical study, that is, some
disachronic acquaintance with the policy and policies giving
rise to it. Finally, it should include consideration of
conceivable alternatives and of how other varieties of this
class of poliéy have been applied_with what results, in
short, comparative understanding.”

This approach is in service of rendering an interpretation, as "a reading

@,",29 of a social event. Geertz writes:

Interpretive explanation = and it is a form of explanation, not
Just exalted glossography — trains its attention on what
institutions, actions, images, utterances, events and customs,
.all the usual objects of social-scientific interests, mean to
these who institutions, actions, customs, and so on they are. As
a result it issues not in laws like Boyles, or forces like
Volta's, or mechanisms like Darwin's, but in constructions like
Burckhardt's, Weber's, or Freud's: systematic unpackings of the
;onceggual world in which 'condottiere', Calvinists, or parancids
live.”~

interpretive approach especially appropriate to discerning the =meaning of
foundations to ourselves and others. If nothing else, foundational studies try
to create a culture for the practizéiof education. Taken to heart, this
suggests that accounting for ourselves (as foundations of education) should
forus on the meaning systems of educators and explore the interpretations
educators use to make sense of their work, and what counts as knowledge to these
educators.

A PrescfiptivETAgccqn;ing

The meaning of foundations is appropriately amenable to the techniques of

participant observation, interviewing, and study of human products (including

11
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daguments).Bl As Eﬁese techniques are now becoming more systemizEdgg; it 1=
possible to be somewhat ﬁréscripcivg about how we should account for the meaning
of foundations.

Following Geertz, I would argue that the meaning of foundations should be
treated a 'local' issue until proven otherwise. That is, each foundations
program must first study ite meaning to its students, and then compare résult;
to ascertain what meaning there is generically to foundations across the
population of programs.

Following SpicEfBB, one possible prescription for assessing the effects of
foundational studies on education would be comparative, historical, holistic and
emic. The focus would be on the meaning systems, values, beliefs,
legitimations, and logics~in-use of foundational programs and of teachers and
the perceptions both of professional and teachers . The meaning systems of both
those teaching and the local foundations programs would be compared to seek
about regularities between the two.3* These take the form of analogies and
translations.3° Each account would be holistic: revealing the fullness and
integrity of the foundational program and educational practice as constructed by
the teacher, and any perceived connectedness between the two. The assessment
would be historical to reveal changes in foundational studies and educational
practice and the linkages between them as well as how the meaning of

foundational studies is transformed in the career of teaching from

1

course-related knowledge and understanding into the way of being of the teacher.
The assessment would also be emic, that is, rendered in the ways of those of
interest. This include both the language, ideologies, and social routines of
the foundations program and the teachers.

Professors, prospective and current teachers, classes, advising sessions,
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informal associations, and work routines, would all be observed. Regularities
would be sought. Participants would be interviewed on the meaning of
foundations. Some attempts may find the "new paradign", participative research
approach to reveal the subtleties of the meaning. Retrospective accounts may be
able to put the meaning(s) in context. Logics—in-use can be explored for their
assumptions and the bases of these eipigfed in conversations and interviews.
Reflectiveness can be directly explored in the same fashion. The meaning of 7
foundations, one way to assess the effects of foundational studies on
educational practice, can be deciphered, and we may learn what it is that we do

by reflecting on our own experience and the perspectives of others.

g;gang;gdingTC§utiop

The interpretive alternative 1 have proposed here might at first readings
seem to promise that foundational studies would be revealed in its most
favorable light. That is whaé is usually meany by an "appropriate strategy."
Yet interpretivists also have experienced that the results of such
investigations often challenge our everyday beliefs and legitimations and as
such often create some disquiet, especially among those benefitting from the
existing set of soclal relations and beliefs.>® 1 caution us to expect that we
“ill be challenged by such an "inside" evaluation. It will not resolve what
" sundations iz or is not, rather it will provoke discourse and inform the
aialogue. This type of response to an era of accountability will not protect

us, unless we are able to constructively act on it.
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Must Foundational Studies Have a Meéaning

by
Paul F. Bitting
North Carolina State University

Foundational Studies in education occupy a place in near ly every

teacher preparr=!1Clprogram in

Ehefﬂnized States and Canada. Yet, more than
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of the interesting sidelights ,of any discussion of
of Foundational Studies isi what appears to be its inevitable apologetic tane.l
Even Professor Noblit concludes his very thought provoking analysis of

an alternative paradigm for assessing the effects of Eaundatlan 11 Studies
with the caution that Ehe most we might expect of the "alternative paradigm"

continued discourse and informed dialogue. However, there is no need for

H\
o
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apology; indeed, insofar as deliberate scrutiny of one's own activities
seem to be.one of the surest routes we know to enhancing them, I take 1t that

anything ;hat-might provoke discourse and inform dialogue is highly desirable.

Furt hermareg even if our definitional discussions prove fruitful and we reach

agreement, I suspect that thd very nature of Foundations necessitates freguent

re-examination of what iv is uap to, for my guess is that our discussions will

show its conteniporaneous focus to be one of its clearest reatures; and as
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the scene and context change, it seems reasonable that
accordingly. Thus, Professor Noblit is to be thanked for, at least, provok-
ing the discussion; my task is to assess the degree to which it has been
adequately informed.

Noblit wffers as a contribution to the dialogue an "alternative paradigm”

to our traditional reliance on positivism. This paradigm is to he viewed as
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a mode that teaches us the meaning of our work. The word "mean" and its
derivatives have a great many uses. There is the need, therefore, to

from the Platonie warning te first fix our terms when attempting to speak

about meaning in its relation to Founcational Studies.

o}

.I take my ;ead for discovering Noblit's meaning of the wcrd‘"meaning~
from certain overtones in its usage. When he suggests that the "meaning of
faundaﬁians is: a Eaité in dis:agrsg; 4 respect to alternative ways of know-
ing; a vaf%ea knqwledgeséénteﬁt; a more reflective understanding of the

meaning of education; and an informed, personalized, and internalized mode of

i

practice,” I conclude that it is used to suggest its purpose, use or effect

not its essence, nature or definition.

It will be argued that if the aforementioned understanding of the term
“méaﬁing" {(as use, purpose, or effecg) is anywhere near the mark then the
informative nature of Noblit's "alternative paradigm" is rendered questionable.
That is, if it is to be the Ffunction of the "new paradigm" to use its participa-
tive research methods to discern some generic meaning (or purpose) across
programs then, given the current nature of Foundational Studies, igs results

will be rendered circular and, thus uninformative.

Though it appears that it is not the role of the "new paradigm" to address
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issues of ‘the "nature" or "essence" of Foundational Studies, Nob

understand that such discussion ecannot be totally avoided. His brief discus-
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M its diversity; on its being represented through
many disciplines; on its being represented through the cultures of Science and
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If I were to pursue Noblit's modest beginning by asking about Foundational

Studies as a genre, and the possible nature of this broad category that seeks

to subsume "History of Education," "Philosophy of Education," "Anthropology
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and Education," and "Educational Psychology,"” among others, it seems im-
mediately evidentithat no siﬁglé thread of similarity or relation is likely
to suffice by way of reply.

The History, Psychology, Philosophy, Sociology, and Anthropology
‘embedded in Educational Foundations all seem to be of guite different sorts;
;ﬁd if all are correctly viewed to have some kind of purpose for preparation

duite markedly from each other. This might be illustrated through the very
way the enterprises are expressed: in "Philosophy of Educatioen,"” the term
"of" as thé binding link suggests guite a different set of reldtions than the
LI
and which articulates "Anthropology and Education." Following James McClellan
a Philosophy or History of Education would be one among the branches of ‘
Philosophy or History dealing with the distinctive practice of education. The
very nature of the name "Educational Psychology," on the other hand, seems to
imply a much more integral connection between the areas of education and
Psychology. Now given the difference in the way each of these areas of
Foundational Studies is constituted, it appears unlikely that any single
pattern Q#,géﬁezic meaning will describe the way it is joined to and serves or
illuminaﬁés education. The most we may wish to accomplish is a much weaker
Wittgensteinian type "family resemblance" rather than the tight relations
Noblit appears to seek. ! ;

gmang the important ways £hat at least %amé foundational fields differ
from others, as mentioned, is in the sort of purpose they are expected to
serve for the professional preparation of a teacher or educational specialist.
One would very probably expose a prospective teacher to édugatignal Psychology
for very different sorts of purposes than those which might result from a

Philoscphy of Zducatien course. Noblit provides a hint to this distinetion
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through his identification of the "new paradigm" with an interpretive funetien
as opposed to the instrumental or applicative fuﬁstié;s served by positivism.
This is one of the prominent issues which divides specialists in the Foundations
among themselves: Is it the purpose of Foundations to provide knowvledge
primarily for interpretive or for applicative use?

One of the things which make it difficult té céngider such broad guestions
-—eéven to grab onto an adequate beg;ﬁninQEéis the inévitabie circular or
gquestion-begging nature of almost any attemgtéﬁs do so. ‘' That is, the foregeoing
discussion suggests that even in our use of the "new paradigm" we must begin
with the knowledge that there is something different about Educational
Psychology, marking it off from other Foundational fields, say Philosophy or
History, in that it proffers knowledge for different purposes. It is my
guess that the methods of the "new baradigm" will yield the same results from
which it began tﬁus rendering it circular, question-begging and, by extension,
uninformative.

Part of the problem, és I see it, stems from the need to establish com~=
mon linkages, and/or effects. Maybe a different organizational approach te
the Foundaticns is in order. VEﬁ_éppf?aEh where .there would be no need to
promise that its affering% will stand in an§ particular relation to any generic

group or enterprise or, consequently, that it has any sort of special profes-

" m‘

ional contribution to make. If there is a need for it to identify with
purposes or functions outside of itself then those purposes should fit within
the paradigm of liberal learning. Again, reverting to the Platonie injunction,

let me begin by saying precisely what I understand by liberal learning.

t scarcely needs repeating that, like the Foundstions, there is no

I

current agreement about the matter of liberal learning--indeed, the educational

community seems to be fixed on reiterating that there can and ought to be no
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such agreement because that would constitute a confining and arbitrary

‘choice which no faculty has authority to make.

But, oddly encugh, that one feature which characterized liberal learning

distinguish it stil! --its "uselessness." In speaking of the education of the

young, indeed, in defining it for the Western world, Aristotle says, in his

Politics, that, though useful arts are indispensable for the young, they

should not be taught se many mechanical skills as to make them narrow, but
they should be educated in the free or liberal arts; clearly, education is
liberal essentially in contrast to vocational training. Its liberality then
and now is its freedom from the constraints of application. It can take a
leisurely large, langi.and deep perspective; it allows the mind to play aver
possibilities; it strives for no immediate- application. And this may be the
enly element which the most diverse set of course offerings in the Foundations
have in common.

If Noblit were to confront me with the tools of the "new paradigm" seek-
ing to assess the effects of such an approach to "the Foundations" (if we must
call it that) I'm not sure I know how I w@uld-replyg The results would be
gquite without gua:anteenghéré will be some students who emerge from such
offerings pretentious and unstrung, fit neither for practice nor for contempla-
tion. Eut if, as a go?d intérviéwerf hé!;éntinuas to press and I am forced to
reply it would be somewhat as follows: "If there are any éffeﬁts, i.e., if
anything is "meant" by such an approach it must be this: the educator liberally
educated through the foundations can articulate reasons, give causes, spell out
why's, wherefore's and how's."” I doubt Professor Noblit will f£ind my sayigg
that wildly exciting or informative for it simply reflects the meaning he brings

£o the interview when he connects foundations' effects to: a faith in
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tent; a more reflective understanding of the meaning of education; and an
informed, personalized, and internalized mode of practice. But in addition,
it has the sort of insipid obviousness that a truth much battered about but
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never quite exterminable does have.

is first and foremost a human being which cannot find its fulfillment in mere
instrumental functions or even in mere consciousness, but which needs-~needs--

to come to terms with himself, to be clear and truthful abeut himself and what

n

he is deoing, or is expected to do, as an educator. There an be such learning

in the field of education and it should be useless and unspecific only because
it is at the root of all usefulness and at the foundatien of all specialization.

S0 I end as I bega%, there is no need for apology.



Foundations of Education
J. [on Reeves

Wake Forest University

This semester marks the beginning of the twenty-fifth year I've
been charged with teaching the one and only Foundations course under—
graduate teacher education students take as part of their teacher
education program. I began this assignment J;m’edlately after comp—
leting my doctoral studies. For twenty-four years, I've struggled
tD f;ni ways to instruct my classes so that my students can gain the
g I was so excited about achieving in my program. Need-
1&53 to say, the development of one three-hour course which could
ang:ﬁpasgvdﬁatihadstudlaﬂmammﬂﬂurtysuch@ursﬁhaspm
difficult! Time does not permit a listing of all the versions and
revigions of that one course. It is sufficient to point out that I
have held doggedly to one position, namely, students must have an
introduction at least to histary, philosophy, and sociology of education
in one course. This paper is the latest, and I hope last, atrtempt
to show how these three approaches can be successfully integrated in
one course.

Teacher education programs pur;art to develop professional
educators. The distinctive characteristic of any professional is
pgssessmn c:f mtemé baséd tigx:n k:rn-:lédge, 'B‘lé teaéhé: wh@

a glven srl:uatu:n, to make dé&:ismr!s rélévant ts:: that s;tuat;an, a;ﬂ
to act on the basis of the authority which that knowledge provides.
The teacher who understands schooling can act with the integrity
born of knowing what one is about. 'The altermative is to accept
standardized descriptions of the teaching task, to employ only those
sk:.lls pEDgrElﬁFéi ft:r pa:l:ciﬂa: tasks—:- a:xi ta rely 1.1;_:::1:1 one's c:sff;-

whs: do rx::t tmaersta;ﬁ schaﬂl;ng :,nt:: our s«:hmls lgaves c::rLLy tlus
latter option open and contributes to the "mindlessness" which Charles
Silberman identified years,ago as the central problem creating a
"grisis in the classroom."™ Mary Amnne Raywid, Charles Tesconi, and
Don Warren in Pride and Promise (commissioned by AESA) call for im—
provement in teacher éEus:atmn through iéneweﬂ emphasis on "knowledge
about education" [italics in originall]. Research from the histor
s::u:;ola@r and philosophy of education, they argue, brings ;Tg::v:tant
resources to preparation programs by providing a profound understanding
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of the actual conditions of professional practice.

. The problem confronting the Foundations professor of future
educators is two-fold. On one hand, we are confronted by students -
who profess to know already what we want to teach them, namely, what
schooling is, and on the other hand, what we want to teach them in
Foundations courses about schoo oling does not seem to them immedi liately
relevant to what they claim they really want to know, namely, how to

be effective teachers. I believe we can overcame this problem if we
approach our task through an emphasis on under tanding schooling. To
achieve the competence characteristic of a professional demands that
the knowledge associated with the profession become assimilated so )
that the professional is able (campetent) to perform. This cannot be °
achieved by adding knowledge about schooling to the student's percep—
tion of what constitutes schooling. Rather, the students' perception
of schooling must came to consist of that knowledge. Thus, the sig-
nificance of what "understanding schooling” entails.

Students are aware that school buildings, classrooms, teachers,
books, etec., exist, but usually have not considered the existence of
schooling. If we are to teach them to understand schooling, we must
know what it is they are to understand. As Jane Martin has pointed
out, "We never urnﬁﬁ.rstarxi a thing per se; rather we understand it under
some description."” In our context where we are Preparing persons to
became educators, we are seeking an understanding of schooling in terms
of what educators do. Educators are professionally engaged in creating
learning experiences. A first step, then, is to point out a contrast
between out-of-school learning experiences and in-school learning
experiences. Reflecting upon their own experiences, students readily
testify to an awareness of being in-school as opposed to being out-of-
school. This awareness is evidence to them of a boundary which marks
schooling off from non-schooling experiences. Schooling appears to
be a separated-off arrangement of learning experiences. When asked
what kinds of learning experiences are associated with schooling,
Students report they experienced learning the content of various sub-
ject matters, learning attitudes such as desiring to excel over peers,
and learning to live "within the system." 1In effect, they report
three categories of learning experiences which can be described as
education, enculturation, and institutionalization. These categories
constitute the dimensions of the arrangement of learning experiences

All learning experiences are not to be called schooling, since
practically all behavior results from learning. Only when these
three categories of learning are experienced as a confiquration is
the combined experience to be designated as schooling. The term
"dimensions" best characterizes the three categories of learning since
the categories are what is discernable about the schooling: arrange-
ment. The concept "schooling” includes all three ¢ imensions of learn-
ing, enculturation, education, and institutionalization, without
being synonymous with any one or two combined. Schooling is not
simply the institutionalization of education. The learning associated
with education can occur without schooling and not all learned in
schooling results from educative efforts. Schooling means scmething
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other than just institutionalized enculturation, i.e., learning
simply by living, for schooling ordinarily has as its express pur-
pose the doing of education, and the doing of education can be dis-
tinguished fram what is generally meant by enculturation. In
addition to the learning experiences identifiable as education and
enculturation, schooling means engaging in activities calculated to
pramote institutional identity and continuity. Schooling as an
msﬂtuuonal entarpr;,sé fcsters 1éalﬁ‘llﬁgs umque to ;Ltself m éIﬂEL‘
to )

l::sse 11:5 Lrstltutlonal nature and muld nr;:t exist at a_’IJ_ St:J.l
schooling obviously reters to more than just learning the roles r:f
organizational living. Schooling is all three dimensions and makes
-mcla:mtc@nganyﬂmgmre&ananarrangmtafthese&at&—
gories of 123:111119‘ experience. Schooling is the only arrangement
c:ﬁ 1&3::1;119 eq:er.iaﬁaas Gf th;s natu:éi Gl:har arrar@rents wh;ch me

etc. R r‘ay ;_ncludé ‘all three c:atag::rlés of laa;:nmg but ﬂflEE% arrange-
ments possess other dimensions which define their existence. They
are not just arrangements of léa;‘:rgmg experiences. For example, the
essential characteristic of family is the rejgtmnship among persons
who constitute a family. What destroys a family is not the absence
of the learning which might occur within the family but the severing
of those relationships whereby family is defined. Family is to be
understood primarily as a matter of relat;gnshlps anong persons and,
secondarily, as an a::rangarent of learning experiences. Schooling,
on the other hani, ig to be understood primarily as an arrangement of
learning experiences.

The concept of schooling developed refers to what is experienced
in a schooling situation. That concept can be stated as follows:

Schooling is an arrangement of learning
experiences which are characteristically
cultural, educational, and institutional.

While schooling is not synonymous with any one of these experience
categories, a case of schooling cannot be imagined which excludes

any one of them. In other words, the concept of schooling is em-
ployed to refer to an arrangement of learning experiences with cul-
tural, educational, and institutional dimensions. To claim a case

of schooling where any one dimension can be denied would be contra-
dictory. The significance of each dimension of schooling asa :-
necessary cocmponent for the meaning of schooling can be illustrated
by showing the impossibility of calling any situation a case of
schooling if any one of these dimensions is missing. Three comon
kinds of experiences, the learning associated with enculturation,
aaus;atlon, and institutionalization, when associated in an integral
fashion, i.e., clearly marked off from other a@erienﬁ:mg, constitutes
st:l’m];mg. Schooling,then, is understood when it is seen that school-
ing is a configuration or arrangement of these categaries of learning

experiences.

To understand that a configuration of these three categories of
learning é:-@erlam:as separated from other azq:er;enr;es constitutes
schooling is to understand what schooling is. Gaining this concept
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enables students to understand that schooling is a phenomena con-
sisting of dimensions which define it but which are not identifiable
in terms of the actual properties of particular instances of schooling.
For example, there is nothing in this concept to indicate that school-
ing means trying to achieve some particular purpose as opposed to any
other, that schooling must proceed in any certain fashion, that school-
ing has to be organized along one line or another, or that any parti-
cular case of sdmlmg;sgaad:rbadgg Once this is recog-
nized, students are prepared to see that particular instances of
schooling are shaped by the properties which, in fact, do exist in
those situations. This challenges the "taken for granted" idea that
everyone knows what schools are and that no additional study abD“E
schooling is necessary for one to became a professional educator.

To move from understanding the concept of schooling to an under-
standing of actual cases of schooling demands attention be directed -
to the properties of particular arrangements of learning experiences.
The concept of schooling focuses attention on properties associated
with all ‘hree dimensions of the arrangement. A cammon error is

to believe you can understand a schooling situation by examining the
educational program or, at most, the education program and institu-
tional structures. Adherence to a concept of schooling which includes
the cultural dimension assures, for example, that what some have
labelled "the hidden curriculum" is not cmitted.

An infinite number of illustrations could be marshalled to show
hew cultural, educational, and institutional factors shape any given
instance of schooling. These would include the social class, race,
ethnicity, gender, and religious orientation of persons whose teach-
ing/learning experiences are the stuff of the schooling situation,
the values promoted by the sponsoring agent of the situation, and the
organizational structure of the situation. Institutions imply histor-
icity so past decisions and conditions beccme ingredients of present
arrangements. Thus, a study of the historical development of schools
reveals how schooling has been shaped. Policy debates about what
schools ought to accomplish as well as assumptions about the nature
of man, society, the learning process, and so forth, all shape school-
ing. The number of possible properties in any schooling situation,
the compexities created by their inter-relationships, and the result-
ing uniqueness of each situation rules out describing in Foundations
courses the properties one will find in this or that situation. What
can be done in a course of study is to explore the possibilities which
might exist in any situation so that students can utilize this know-
ledge in caming to understand schooling in a particular situation.

Students who understand the concept of schooling possess a por-
trait of schooling drawn in broad strokes. Courses in Foundations
can introduce them to the properties which give substance to that
form. Students must learn to became "artists" who can £ill in the
general form of schooling with those "paints" discovered in a given
situation. When they can came to see the properties which compose
the dimensions of a particular schooling situation, they can be said
to understand that schooling situation.

Foundations of Education type courses provide an opportunity for



students to became familiar with the properties of schooling and to
develcp the perspectives necessary for building an understanding of
schooling in particular situations. ILeft with their own sense imp-
ressions and feelings, students lack the objectivity of academic
studies which may contribute to such understanding. Also, they may
overlook many possibilities which could have been suggested by the
courses. On the other hand, the néﬂjédgleglés of academic approaches
to the study of schooling often "squeeze the life" out of existential
situations. For example, ﬂ'E correlational method employed by most
social scientists may measure school outcares in terms of various
lndepznﬂent vaflables suc:h as Sac;al c:l&s ’ rac:e, att;t@as c:f téaehers,

Wiﬂ’ll’ﬂ a g;ven Scl‘mlmg situation. Sut::h stud;es may s:all ‘attention
to same condition being an ingredient in schooling situations but

théy cannpot indicate in what way, if any, that condition is a factor
in shaping sch@:lmg in a given situation. What students have to
learn to do is to explore the possibilities available in a situation
and to "breathe life" into their interpretations as they imaginatively,
and painstakingly, seek to understand schooling in a particular situa-
tion. If understanding schooling in a particular situation means
seeing the properties which ocompose the dimensions of that arrangemes
then armed with a knowledge of what the possibilities may be and
amploying the perspectives developed through this approach, students,
as educators, can proceed to analyze any schooling situation to
discover what its pmpert;es are and, thus, understand schooling

in that situation. There is a subjestlve element here, however, for
an interpretation can never be ér:ﬁplétely objective nor coverage of
ﬂﬁg PtZE;Lblllt;és c;::rrgréhens;ve- 'f"tly, an urﬂerstanﬂ;ng of

t,

t::mmn;cata mterprétatlons Wj.th a:]J.eagues, studgnts parantg
and other interested persons can emphasize the importance of an
mderstand:mg of schooling in the doing of schooling.

",Eu.s paper began with the assertation that teacher éﬂuaatmn
programs exist to develop professional educators whose distincti
characteristic is the ability to perform as educators. That Eblllty
is founded upon knowledge. Foundations courses cannot provide all
the knowledge students need to became professionals, but without
Foundational studies students are not likely to move beyond their
unexamined personal experience of schooling. Foundational studies
enable students to separate themselves from the settled condition
of their own schooling experiences, and to seek an mﬁerstarﬂ:mg of
schooling in all its dimensicns, including all those properties which
might form a particular schooling situation. A pargga%cuve on what
mnstltutes schooling can be achieved which enables them to seek
understanding in any schooling situation. In the process of accom—
plishing this, a separation from their own being as defined by
previous situations occurs and a new being emerges as students realize
that any schooling situation in which they find themselves is not
already settled but in E_{IEEthn. They come to see that armed with
the data, methodologies, and perspectives gained from Foundational
studies they can interpret any situation and put into some kind of
order the properties of that sltuat;gn! To see how these prap_rtles
shape that situation is to understand it. Such understanding is
indispensable for working successfully within the situation and is
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the mark of a professional

This approach to teaching Foundations courses draws initially
upon the students' own experience of schooling, allows for a com-
prehensive overview of all facets of schooling, introduces students
to systematic studies about schooling, and develops those interpretive
and critical perspectives which equio students for the role of pro-

) fessional educators,

1. Charles E. Silberman, Crisis in the Classroom (New York:

Vintage, 1971), chapter 11

2. Mary Anne Raywid, Charles A. Tesconi, Jr., and Donald R.
Warren, Pride and Promise (Westbury, N.Y.: American
Educational Studies Association, 1984); Pp. 32-33.

3. Jane R. Martin, Explaining, Understanding, and Teaching
(New York: McGraw-Hill, 1970), p. 155. T

4. Peter L. Berger and Thamas Luckman, The Scocial Construction
of Reality (New York: Anchor, 1967). The ideas under—
lying the approach outlined in this paper have came, in
part, from this book; whether Berger or Luckman would

recognize them or not is another matter.

5. Philo T. Pritzkau, On Education for the Authentic (Scranton,
Pennsylvania: International Textbook Campany, 1970) .
The argument in this paragraph is elaborated fully and
clearly in chapter one.




WHAT IS SCHOOLING?

A response to Professor J. Don Reeves' paper

"The Understanding of Schooling: A Model for
Teaching Foundations of Education"

J. Gordon Chamberlin

Describing the human experience always involves tensim between
question mark and period. For some people, to live is to ask questions;
for others, to live is to have the right answers. Obviously the latter
is more comfortable, but it is alsd more dangerous to humanexistence.
The former is the mark of the philesopher; the latter marks the
ideologue, and ideologues in whatever field of human endeavir are
dangerous.

We are a group of people trying to be philosophers, an it is
heartening to have one of our number, after twenty-four years of teaching,
forthrightly raise the question, '"what am I doing?'" What is this thing
I am dealing with? My students are going out to work in scheels; how in

the world can I help them understand what they are getting into? What
is schooling anyway?

As inheritors of centuries of s~hooling in many different cultures,
it takes a brave person to attempt the difficult task he has laid out
for himself. In his paper our brave friend, Professor Reeves, shares
with us where he is now in his effort to explain schooling to students.
I assume that at the same time he is seeking our reactionsto his ideas,
but I hope he is doing one thing more, that is, using thiscccasion as
a step toward a major work on the meaning of schooling.

I found his papér very stimulating because of the many questions it
caused me to ask. The descriptive approach he has employedis a
challenge to every reader -- how would you describe schooling?

11

Philosophical activity is marked by two elements: an object of
attention and a methodology. The object may be gemeral or gpecific,
all of human existence or such things as science, art, or elucation.
And different philosophers have demonstrated different methdologies.
Some ideological philosophers hold there is only one appropiate
methodology; we have all had to deal with people like that, Here
the object of comncern is schooling and the intentional methodology
is descriptive. As so often happens in the educational domin the
approach begins with goals. Professor Reeves wants to do several things.

1l. To show how history, philosophy and sociology of educatim can be
integrated in one course.
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2. He wants stidents =o have a profound understanding of professional
practice bt they wwant to know how to be effective teachers.

3. He wants to overcorzie this "problem" and believes it can be gvercome

by emphasing "uncderstanding schoeling."

4. To do that,he say=s, they must understand what schooling is, and

follow Jaredartin ™ s advice that "undersu‘;anﬂing is under some

description, '

Taking a shrp turr= , he notes students' awareness that out-of-schoo]

learning isdiffere=mt from in-school-learning, leading to this

passage; invhich lre describes their reported awareness:

L

"When I atked wha t kinds of learning experiences are associited
with scholing, s Tudents report they experience learning the
content of variou=s subject matters, learning attitudes suchas
desiring t excel over reers, and learning to live 'withinp the
system. ' In effee=t, they report three categories of learning
experience which can be described as education, enculturation .
and instititional=F zation,' 7

From thisbh drawss his "eoncept" of schooling:

"Schoolipgis an smrrangement of learning experiences which are
characteristical 15— cultural, educational, and institutional,"

Our questim is, i s that all that students ever identify asarks
of schooling? (uld we wmot all make a longer list of terms our stulents
use in describiy their schooling experiences? What he wants thep
to understand i "what educators do." Would he have received the same
answers if he hd asked the question that way? Even so, the problem
would remain: +wat is +the essence of schooling and how does one
determine that msence? How does what it does relate to what it {ig!

Usually thedescrigotion of an object is influenced by the context or
horizon within wich it is viewed and the perspective employed. What
students will dlscover =in their first jobs is that schooling means some-
thing differentto parerats than to employers, gcvernment agencies,
judges and clery, Wil=® not the breadth of the horizon have a direct
impact on the reulting essential characteristics?

Our historlts assur—e us that schools were being conducted inChina
long before the freek arw=d Roman patterns which we call ancient, s the
sheer volume of ptternss of schooling to be considered is staggering,
particularly whe all o them have left trace elements in the blood
stream of contemprary s chooling. Our philosophical studies assure us
that the tree of knowled ge is festooned with a great variety of inter-
pretations of edication .as schooling, often ia directly conflictin ways.
Our sociologicalstudies document the fact that school structures and
functions change, often —rapidly, as they reflect the expectations of
different groups For in=stance, state laws assume that scheols function
in loco parentis What deses that have to do with with the concept of
schooling? Or, h this =<<ountry, at least, schools have become general
welfare agenciesfor the young, providing food, health services,
counseling and rereatiox=. Does this change the concept?
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Our first set of questions have to do with scope and pethiblogy,
but they lead, of course, to the three categories he stipulates each
of which poses more questions.

The first is particularly significant because in popular uage
education means schooling. It is gf en difficult to distinguish between
the two, and this is one of the reasons I hope Professor Keeveswill
go on to do a major work on this. It is just as important in.ur field
as it is to distinguish between religion and church, or politieand
parties,

n identifying "education" as the first dimension, Profesur Reeves
firs uses the term in reference to students' "learning the contnt of
various subject matters." Later he holds that '"schooling ordimrily
has as its express purpose the doing of education, and the doinof
education can be distinguished from what is meant by enculturatim."
However, what it is that distinguishes the two is not made clea. The
only explanatign I found in the paper was In the sentence just fioted,
which began, '"'Schooling means something other than just instititionalized

enculturation, i.e. learning simply by living."

Surely schools engage in enculturation but is that a distictive
dimension of education. To me, every social activity involvesmcultura-
tion —- that is, expressing and encouraging cultural patterns o the
existing society. How can one think of any human activity devold of
enculturation? All subject matter inevitably incorporates cultunl
aspects.

By including both as distinctive characteristics of schooling
Professor Reeves seems to be saylng that education is somethipgmre
than enculturation, and perhaps when students speak of "'subjectmtter’
they mean academic disciplines which could be taken as systemathk
(organized, institutionalized) ways of examining different domalis of

the overall culture.

With a further step, one might contend that eduaatign goes beyond
enculturation by helping learners encounter the "other" -= othefacts,
other understandings, other people, other subjects than those iio
which they have already been enculturated. In this sense schoding
would be enculturating by an encounter with other cultures, evavwithin
the pluralistic society, rather than assuming that the sﬁhoal'EMnctlan
is to reinforce the present cultural experiences of students oftheir
parents. From this perspective schooling would be an organized
encounter with the "other," and this would be most obvious in th
provision of a person who symbolizes the other, a "teacher.," s
might be the basis for John Scudder’s contention, in his new bok,
Meaning, Dialogue and Enculturation (the traditional sermon alwys has

three points!) that dialogue is an essential characteristic of Wucation
in schools.
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Instituwlonalizat®¥5on raises somevhlatprallel cguestions. On tzthe
one hand Professor Reéwwres refers to the fut that Sc=hooling is ap
organized activity witlkzmin some kind of institution, but limits it t—=¢
institutionsin which " arrangements of leming expe=riences" is the=
primary function. Thus= schooling institutins, he c=ontends, are
distinguishel from othe=rs "such as family, church, w=ilitary, ete,”

A problem israised, ho-ewever, by the so-cilled "Chri stian schools"

now increasiny in numbe =r. Are they doing "schooling ™ or not? Op

the other hai, Profess.:or Reeves introduce institut Honalization as = part
o of his trinily in réspormse to the observatin of stumdents that they — are
e exposed to "larning to live 'within the sstem'." —Tf by system th.sey

xr refer to thepmrticular school system of thir compuEnity, that wouls_d be
S-one meaning, But if by "system" they refeato the ge=neral instityt: ional
Estructures of society, =that involves quitemother me=aning. Would = mot
Hboth be aspetts of encuIdlturation? ’

[T

Another kind of que=stion is raised. s Socrate=s, meeting witHh
Sstudents under the trees=s, engaged in schoollig? Or t= tur the equatrtion
&=around, couldthere have== been an institytim of sche>oling without a=a
SSocrates? Isan educatesr, a teacher, ne2cesary for Sschooling to takZke
pe—olace?

v

, Finally, tome quest—ions about the Waylnfessor Reeves uses thes= term
"fiunderstanding." He not zes that students cm into hi_ s classes and
le_dentify froptheir ownp - background distincte "kinds of learning
Sz=xperiences,"md he cre.:dits them with reputing thre-e categories of =
le_earning experiences whi- ch he says describeschooling . It would see-=m

tH hat in sayin this he reecognizes that theyre tellizng hin how they -

" understand" sthooling. "They already understnd it. ZBut apparently

tHhat is not wht he thinkEks they should undestand. He= becomes quite :
foormative about it, sayizsng, "What students hye to do is to explore = the

. - - Propertits which c—ompose the dimenSiosof a pas=ticular school= ing
Sfidtuation." Inother wor=rds, understanding ia kind of process,

Even so, their under=rstanding will alsop an inte=rpretation of
fhrteir experientes of scheooling. Is this notvhat we =21l do all the tztime,
ves= explore thiys using t—he properties ve seas apprfcapriate to what we
Ar—e exploring, Since par—ticular situationskep chanp=ing, our under—
ft—anding, as atontinuinge rocess, yields cluged unde=rstandings (int—rer—
Pr—etations) asproducts ef that activity. LProfesScer Reeves really=s
faaying that thre is a ri__ght way to developue's unde=rstanding (proc—ess)
of T schooling inorder to yield (product) aputhentic understanding mef
gti=hooling? Oris he sayl-_ng that a foundatim course should help stwmdents
Pe.=come more self-consciow.=s in using the twotrnities —- the three
dix_mensions andthe three = disciplines -~ in drifying +their concept
of schooling an in exaplzming particular Situtions so  their professi-_onal
8% . tivity will lemore relwevant. I think he wans to bee doing the lat Zter,"’
Vo en though tiepaper ofteen seems to be gayly the forcmer.

Professor leeves is —on his way with a vy stinule=ating approach, and
fOrrx his stimulition we sa3x=vy, "thank you sincenly,"
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SYMPATHETIC

CRITIQUE OF

DONALD VANDENBERG'S

"METHODOLOGY AND MORAL PRINCIPLES”

Roderie L. Owen
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Let us pose this question: Of whom will the general
public and a wide spectrum of vracticing educators,
teachers, counselors, and administrators think when
they hear such key words and phrases as "moral educa-
tion,” "values," "civie culture,” "Judeo-Christian
principles, " etc.? Surely not Donald Vandenberg;
perhaps some may still recall "Values Clarification"
(branded as secular humanist by Bennett and others?) or
even remember John Dewey and his preeminent (if some-
times ambiguous) focus on moral principles aad c¢ivic
culture. Many will equate moral education with the
specific platform items of one branch of a contemporary
political American party or with the mission and curri-
culum of private Christian schools (the exact connota-
tion of "Christian" being left wide open). This (if

it is the case) is an unfortunate, even dangerous state
of affairs. The ideals of moral education and the role
that affirmative moral principles can play in shaping
the curriculum and other educational sitructures and
policies is far too important to be so restricted in
its connotation. It is, then, in this sense that I
offer a sympathetic critique of Vandenberg's chapter

in his book Human Rights in Education. Vandenberg
deserves not just sympathy, but his fundamental approach
to educational theory deserves much more consideration
and publicity. Essentially, he affirms the ideal that
above all else, questions of educational practice and
rolicy must be considered in terms of moral principle.

Rapid changes in culture, life style, and technology
have often led to cries for moral education.’ Most
recently, the seemingly overaccelerating vpace of change
has actually been celebrated in such works as Naisbett's
Megatrends, Toffler's Future Shock and Ihe Third Wave,

and Peters' Search for Excellence. Such classic dire
warnings of inhumane, technologically evil worlds as
Brave New World, 1984, and Darkness at Noon seem to have
receded in impact and popularity. vandenberg, however,
belongs firmly in this latter category. He is in line
with a lengthening list of--if not anti-technologists--
at least severe critics of unexamined technological
expansion. In the post World War II tradition of Lewis
Mumford, Aldous Huxley, Alan Watts, Theodore Roszak,

and the Limits to Growth researchers, Donald Vandenberg
is fearful of the continuing, uncritical absorption of
all technology. He believes that humankind is adopting
a technological mind-set--that we are becoming the dehu-
manized victims of our own technical creations and
mechanistic ways of thinking. 1In short, Vandenberg,
too, is responding to a time of rapid cultural and
social change, and in his role as a philosopher of edu-
cation he is asking us to stop and reflect on education,
human values, moral principles, and especially human
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fights and dignity.

With respect tTo the role morality and moral edu=ca-
tion can play, these two, Bennett and Vandenberg, re=pre-
sent very different tyves of reactions t%tocontempora=ry
cultural change and upheaval. The more common resSpesnse
over history has been the cry for moral educution toms
preserve or even restore the values and principles owf
an earlier, less troubled, and better understood age-=.
One may turn back to classical Greek times for a powwer-
ful example. Xenophon (435 ~ 354 B.C.), aphilosophmer
and one-time follower of Socrates, departed radicall_y
from his mentor when he advocated that the Athenians=
adopt Spartan educational metnods and curriculum.,
Xenophon, and those he represented in Athenian socie=ty,
were vehemently opposed to the new Socratic learning= us
threatening to the morals of society; theyadvocated® a
return to "the simpler times in which virtue was bassed
not on knowledge but on good habits. "% larkedly dif=fer-
ent is an approach that recognizes the imact of browad
social and cultural change and attempts to formulates a
new educational ethos preserving the bestof currents
practice and thought but also by preparing for a qifT=fer-
ent future. Surely this has been part of the great
appeal of John Dewey's philosophy: Deweylegan witls=
the premises that our society is an indusirial democ=racy
and that theorists should formulate an edicational r—=ro-
gram capable of developing the intellectual and mora=1
characteristics necessary to cope with that current
social reality. Vandenberg contends that the most
nressing social reality is rampant technological expoan-
sion, threatening in the immediate forms of nuclear
armament escalation and environmental pollition as wrell
as in the more subtle senses of altering our conscicous-
ness and undermining our respect for human dignity. The
book Human Rights in Education is his attempt to reamssert
the foundational role %that moral reasoning should pl_ay
in all educational planning; it is not anattempt tc=
reintroduce the moral values of an earlier age.

More specifically, Vandenberg's goal is to cre=ate
and systematically defend a theory of education grot=anded
in a moral commitment to freedom and human dignity.

Human rights theory is formulated in the context of

such educational concepts and questions as "auythorit=y, "
"disecipline and punishment," “pedagogic lwe," "educ—a-
tion as a human right," and "neutrality."' In a cult=ure
dominated by technology, he contends thatall involwed
in education must make a special effort toemphasize= the
moral and intellectual characteristics of individuall s

and human beings. His claim that there are fundamermtal
moral characteristics that the school shold develoro> in
a non-ideological context is critical and controverssial,”
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Indeed, Vandenberg is especially anxious to avoid
charges of subjectivity or partisanship: "No special
theory of knowledge, ideology, or program is needed to
develop intellectual or moral traits other than those
indigenous to ggad schooling when expressed in terms of
human rights." In a sense, this thesis is the ecrux of
his chapter "Methodology and Moral Principles" which in
turn serves as a pivotal introductory chapter for the
entire book. a

Although Vandenberg is at pains to defend the notion
of a nonbiased, objective moral methodology, he devotes
little space to defending the underlying notion that
moral principles do have a critical role to play in
shaping education. This and the premise that it is
technological exvansion that poses the overwhelming
challenge to humanity must, essentially, be accepted at
face value by the reader. 1Is this fair? Recently,
members of the Virginia Educational Studies Association
were treated to a presentation by Dr. Faustine Jones-
Wilson, President of the American Educational Studies
Association. Dr., Jones-Wilson identifies three critical
issues in soctety which must be accounted for in the work
of all foundations scholars: the nuclear arms race,
race relations, and the duty of dissent.” Others may con-
tend that it is the decline of religious faith and spirit-
uality or the redistribution of material wealth, or the
dominance of male, hierarchical ways of thinking and
acting that are the critical factors challenging society
today. It is, of course, highly unrealistic to expect
that we can be provided with a single definitive listing
of the most important social and cultural trends. It is
not unrealistic, however, to expect each philosopher who
ventures down this path to build as strong a case as
possible-~defending and elucidating his/her interpreta-
tion of the wide-ranging factors altering history, cul-
ture, as well as human nature itself.

Also, do moral principles have a critical role to
play in formulating educational theory and practice?
Perhaps many of us who teach philosophy of education
believe so, but this is not a safe assumption either .
among ourselves or with the population-at-large. Abra-
ham Flexner proposed a strictly intellectual, research
orientation for higher education focused on attaining
truth and free from the “divergigns“ of either voca-
tionalism or character building.® Today some argue
for education that fulfills the vocational and tech-
nical needs of government and industry, seeing no need
to extrapolate on deeper purposes and meanings. DMore-
over, educational theorists with an analytic bent may
be inclined to dismiss the significance of the question
itself--insisting instead that we narrow the focus,
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jdentify the initial concepts, and analyze them. It is
odd that in a chapter on methodology Vandenberg does not
address himself to such concerns. Nevertheless, Human
Rights in Education is admirable as an exemplary study

it terms of this Qéﬁfereﬁﬂe s theme: ‘“reconstructing
educational inquiry." Vandenberg engages beth in econ-=
ceptual analysis and value inquiry; in successive chap-
ters he first elucidates the question, then analyzes the
important concepts, moves on to justify the moral signi-
ficance of the concept, and concludes by examining ques-
tions of educational practice in terms of human rights.,
Although often classified as an "existential/phenomen=-
ologiecal”™ ﬁhllOEDDhET, in this work he has adopted a
strategy mare anpraﬁrlately labeled "normative ethical
1ﬂqu1ry There is no attempt to discover or systematize
facts, aevelcp emplrlcal generalizations, or formulate
explanatory theories about the teaching of human rights
or the absence or presence of respect for human dignity
in schools today. This work is concerned, however, with
tangible concepts and ideals that haVE direct implica-
tions for shaping "practical poliecy." It is an inquiry
that develops into a specific, rationally justifiable
proposal for making choices in the design of education.
In this normative study, Vandenberg presents his systema-
tiec view of the major principle, respect for human rights,
by which educators ought to think and plan. We need more
educational theorists who are willing to "think big,"” to
make specific, concrete proposals--and yet strive to
maintain conceptual clarity and a high level Df reason-=
ableness-=if not outright "objectivity.,"”

A brief review of major approaches to understanding
moral knowledge is offered by Vandenberg. He conven-
tionally identifies "intuitionism" (simple, direct
awareness of value), "rationalism" (values ldgﬂtlfled
and underutood through reasoning), and "empiricism"
(values derived through empirical generalization) as
three theories of ethical knowledge and then opts for
an eclectic stance: "aspecis of all three theOries need
to be accepted to have adequate knowledge of value.
Perhaps many of us can sympathize with Vandenberg as he
attempts to move on with his practical, normative
analysls—-avcldiﬂ the danger of becoming bogged down
in metaethical concerns. Yet, this attempt to sidestep
the issue does weaken his argument. Vandenberg writes,
"The question of an education for human dignity in a
technological society, however, does not call for a
direct investigation into value nor an attempt to con-
tribute to the discipline called 'ethics,'"10 Although
it does not call for a direct investigation, it does
require a more detailed exposition of the underlying
assumotions and ethical theory or at least recagnltlcn
that this is a critical and questionable link in his
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argument. In part, one can easily imagine that Vanden-
berg was graprling with a question faced by each of us:
Who is my audience? Other vhilosophers of education,
oracticing educators, the public-at-large? Again, to
the extent that it is his goal to place his normative
proposals on the table for consideration by theorists
and educators at many levels then, Vandenberg may be

at least partially excused.

To return to the matter of objectivity--this, too,
is a ecritical link in Vandenberg's analysis. Can one
"transcend ideology" and offer an objective methodology
of moral orincivles? Clearly this is Vandenberg's
intention and, in large vart, he does so by citing and
using Lawrence Kohlberg's psychological construct on
the moral development of individuals. Kohlberg's high-
est level of moral reasoning (stage six: understood in
terms of universal moral principles, human rights, .and
Justice) is the guiding »nrinciple in Vandenberg's
analysis. Individuals operating at "staze six" have
moved well beyond motivation based on the threat of
punishment or self-gratification, neither are they con-
cerned solely with social apnrobation or maintenance
of a positive self-image. Such individuals have respect
for rules and laws in themselves; yet they also under-
stand the contextual and relativistic nature of laws,
morals, and social regulations, and at the highest stage
they transcend a utilitarian, "for-the-common-good"
verspective to versonally and intrinsically affirm
universally-valid moral principles. Of course, vhilos-
ovhers of education have svent a great deal of energy
debating and critiquing Kohlberg in the past decade and
a half. Yet Vandenberg makes no reference to this grow-
ing literature of dialogue and debate--instead contend-
ing that his thesis "assumes only that the cognitive
process Kohlberg places at the highest level is the
most reasonable one."1ll Is it? Certainly, yes, if the
only framework for comparison is Kohlberg's own scheme.
However, even apart from the myriad of guestions and
concerns focused on adopting an ideal identified and
develoved through psychological research, is Kohlberg's
stage six focus on justice and universally-valid moral
princivnles (which are formal, objective, hierarchical,
and achieved through rationality) the very best objec-
tive grounding for developing an educational theory?
There ave viable and significantly different alterna-
tives. For example, William Perry, another cognitive-
developmental psychological researcher and theorist,
alsq offers a sequential, hierarchical construct with
e=ch position a necessary "building block" for the
subsequent one. However, his highest stage, "commit-
ment in relativiem," describes an  individual who recog-
nizes that despite the circumstantial nature of identity
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and intellect and the sometimes overwhelming diversity
of moral values, one must be willing to acaept respons-
ibility for developing his/her own versonal values and
cammltments. In Perry ] wafds. "(an 1nd1vldual) exXper=
TESpGﬁE;bll;tlES ‘and reallzes commltment as hls ongo-=
ing, unfolding activity through which he expresses his
lifestyle."12 (Carol Gilligan, to provide another
alternative, argues that women have a "different voice";
in direct reaction against Kohlberg she proposes a
higher ethic based on the way women perceive social
relatlanshlps and structure their world.l3 In similar
vein, Nell Noddings, author of Caring: A,feminine
Aporoach to Ethics and Moral Zduca r 384
otedience to law and rules as a guide to moral behavior
and provoses meeting and knowing others in the context
of caring: "from this requirement there is no escarpe
for one who would be moral."1l In short, the use of
Kohlberg's sixth stage as a guiding priﬁc;ple in the
attempt to develop a nan-nartlsan, "ideologically-~free"
philosophy of education is inadequate.

One final concern with the chapter "Methodology
and bMoral Principles™ is the lack of clear distinction
between: a) the use of moral principles and reasoning
in developing an educational theory; b) the important
moral principles which should serve as continuing
guides to educaticnal policy and practice; and c) actual
moral education. This paper undoubtedly reflects the
same confusion. At this point suffice it to state that
although these are three overlapping areas, they are
sevarate issues; for example, one could contend that
certain moral principles play a critical role in formu-
lating educational theory but reject most, if not all,
forms of direct moral education. To conclude on a
positive notes Vandenberg's work, although easily
eriticized on some points. is (if you'll excuse this
Autumn playoff analogy) in the right ballpark. His
jdcas and methodclogy provide a fruitful and ethical
springboard for dialogue. The focus on moral princi-
ples, the attempt to rationally defend his chosen ideals,
and the determination to recognize and act upon con-
temporary social and cultural reality are worthwhile
and admirable qualities. By its very example, such an
approach teaches us to be wary of those who would use
the language of morality and moral education as provpa-
ganda and cite certain select instrumental moral values
apart from a broader context of underlying principles
and far-reaching ideals.
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THECRETIZAL CCNSCICUSNESS
David Kennedy
University of Kentucky

Zducsticnal incuiry has-—--as this conferenca's thematic

emprhasis implies—-=indesd been marked by .the "empirical
tradition". And great indeed--if, at this historical moment'
curiously powerless==is the desire to get, move, or simply
arrive beyond it. For my part, getting béycﬂd it is contingent
upon, to use a term of which Wittgenstein would probally
disap-rove, getting to the bottom of it. I want teo ask:
what assumptions about how we know things, and, therefore,
who we are and what we may become make people so co fortable
with the empirica2l tradition? This paper ¢ ‘“wers that
gquestion with the following thesis: what h hapnrened to

us in the realm of deep-cultural assumption: s that modern
Western science has raised its particular co..text-specific
method to the status of a universal genetic e@nistemolozy,
i.e. a philosoyhical and psychological truth. This, in
turn, has meant a corresponding set of ontolegical, axioc-
logical, and of course anthropological beliefs, which, in
turn, determin& a form and a style, not only of educational
inguiry, but of the very settings and operations which
are the objects of that ingquiry. It is this set of assum-
ptions which nourishes the empirical tradition 2t its

roots. Both our attitudes to children (and I am not sure
whether I WEuld inilude the majarity G; c@lleqe students

are the mat2flal and prég:aﬁmatli félflﬁutlDﬂs of thl;
set of assumptions.

These assumptions run so deep in the western psvche
that, 1t seems to me, we c¢an only azcroach them with
something analagous to the classical therapeutic expecta-
tion of psychoanalysis: +that it is in "seeing', in under-
standing through bringing to language, reclaiaing from an
unconscious space or level, that we move beyond them. But
even here—=and in keesing with thi: paper's central assump-
tion-—-it must be understood that it is not we (those of us,
that is, who want to in the first place) who can p»ick our-
selves up and "move beyond" the empirical tradition. It is
probably a classic case of language bewitchment to think so.
The notion of self-consciocusly, and with the cool (or even
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the hot lMarxian) instrumentality of the technocrat disman.-
tling educational inguiry and recons’ructing it on the other
side of the empiric:zl tradition involves exactly that ass-
umstional set with which this parer, and the tradition

from which tiiis paper draws, are quarreling. Rather, the
sources of real transformation are always just beyond the
best efforts of our will. Lasting change is often born in
failure, or in last recourses, and its eveantual pre-eminence
secreted slowly over lifetimes, in a practical anc historical
matrix of which the emergent properties are, ultimately,
incalculable,

llow—~to take up my first argument--the method which has
been raised to the status of a genetic epistemology is
called theory, and there is not time here to trace its his-
torical presence in the West. I would refer for this back-
ground teo Heidegger's archeology of substance metarhysics,
and point to the crucial roles of Descartes and Kant in
articulating for the modern UWest a philoso hy of what Heid-
egjer called Subjektitat, or "subjectismn,l Subjectism
is a piraloxical ideal, in that in separating the subj-~ct
as purc consciousness from the object, it necessarily posits
an object as in itself, that is, as being-in-itself apart
from the knowing subject. This being-object=-=it has been
called, ironically, the "Great Object"2-—-is what theory
posits and is after, whether through an infinite series of
approximations, or in a more positivistic mode. Thus, sub-
jectism and objectivism go hand in hand.

Theory's way of knowing and willing the object depends
on abstracting it out of its fundamental relationships to the
subject within a world--a world that is, before the abstrac-
tion, a completely interconnected context of dynamic rela-
tions. In order to do this, a "leap" is required of the sub~-
ject, a deliberate bracketing of the experience of the
lived body and its vivid present, i.,e, of those very dynamie
relations. The knower must render himself a "partial self",
he must radically separate himself frem any pre=theoretical
knowledge of the object.3 From this separated vanta:se goint
the theorizer then reconstitutes the object as part of a new,
Separated context, a context of his, the subject's, own
making. ‘“orking from this analytically reduced frameviork,
he constructs a model of the object and its relations, com-
posed of what Ernst Cassirer called, quoting Hertz, "inner
fictions or symbols'" of the "outward objects"; and, he said,
"+« e« e these symbols are so constituted that the necessary
logical consequences of the images are always images of the
necessary natural conseguences of the imaged objects. « . «
The images of which we are speaking are our ideas of things:
they have with the things the one essential agreement which
liezs in the fulfillment of the stated requirement, but fur-
ther agreement with things is not necessary to their purpose.
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Actually we do not know and have no m=:ans of finding out
whether our lideas of things accord with them 1n any other
respect than in this one fundamental relaticn. The value
cf these images, Cassirer continues, ". . . lies nct in the
reflection of a given existence, but in what it accomplishes
as an ;ﬂstrument af kﬁowlﬂdge. s = @ A svstem Df phygical

as well as the natu:e of tha;r mutuai depéﬁdéﬂi?, but this

is only possible insofar as these concepts pertain from the
very outget to a definite, homogenous intellectual orien=-
tation. The object cannot be regarded as a naked thing in
itself, independent of the essential categories of natural
science: for only within these categories wihich are :equa
ired to constitute its form can it be described at all.

The fFfundamental concepts of thoecry are, then, "ficticns”
whiah, Y « « since they are created by the logic of + <& .
science, are subordinate to the universal regquirement of
this logic, among which the a priori requirements of clarity,
freedom from contradiction, and unambigucusness of reference
takes first place." Thus, Cassirer adds, ". . « scicnce
renounces its aspiration and its cl2im to an 'immediate!
grasp and communication of reality. nd A universe of ideal
mathematical entities, related to one another by exact laws,
takes the place of the perceprtual world, the life-=world, which
is relegated with all its fe-tures to %he status of a mere
subjective phenomenon or appearance.-

Cassirer's analysis==which, by the way, is not a crit=-
igue, but a Kantian philosonhy of science--mckes it clear
that the theoretical object is an object of the actual

bositing of -being, i.e. its const itution or '"construction"

by a transcendental ego, from the point of view of the
prediction, and in keeping with Bacon's great preliminary
formulation of modern science, control of that object. This
is why Hans=Georg Gadamer can say of the idea of being=~in=-
itself that ". . . that which exists 'in itzelf! in the

sense of modern science . . o is determined by the perticular
nature of self-consciousness and the capacity to make and the
desire to alter that is part of the human mind and will,"6
For the paradecxical ideal subjectism/objectivism, the pre=s-
entation of the being of objects can not, as Richard Palmer
has put it, be a "self-disclosure of something, since it is
caught up in the overpowering act of objectification of

the subject."’ The subject's relation to the object, which
is both radically sepuarated from and yet dependent for its
identity on the subject, is an act of will, or ordering,

the mastery of the abgact by its mediation through an axio=
matiec system by which it is determined in advance, In this
fashion, the world becomes, as David Linge has said, "the
object or fleld of objects in propertion as man, the thinking
subject, becomes the center, guarantor, and calculator of
beings."
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iiow, this knowledje ideal--~the ideal of Iknowing nature
more geometrico--is rendered a genastic epistemology in

= = 4

Plaget, who has developed to great lengths a theory that
conscisusness itself is theorstical. For Piaget, who is
also in the Wentian tradition, percerticn--="lived expericnce?,
sensible experience~-cannot even be called conscicusness, '
but is merely aggregates of "operational behaviors" which
must be transformed by tge "epistemic subject", the "center .
‘unczional activity". Knowing involves the negation of
Li.2 immncdiately given, which is incomplete, and lacks any
tive .ense, and its transformed, reconstituted represen-~

n as an intelligible object among an order of objects.
rer puts it succinctly: ". . . nature comes into being
gh & theesétigal interpretation and elaboration of
ry. contents."*¥ And so we have a psychology in which

[»)

c

o
usness and the theorrtical process are identif
2lly anc phenomenologically.

S psychological reification of subjectism is, in turn,
in a developmental ideal, also eritomized in Fiaget.
e

=nt er f
pt of succesful maturity, the Eerminus ad guem of
p y’ —— e = ]

'formal operaticns"

ol ']

the Western develo"mental ideal, is the
by which a transcendental subject mediates his relation to
a world through a set of logical sche or interpretive
Structures, all of which are abstracted from experience and
co-ordinated in the service of the eplistemic subject.: They
are, in fact, a sort of mental technology, through which
experience i5 ordered into a pre~given set of 5yst
relations: +tools by which a separated ego craoani
centrols a world transformed in its own image

in this sense, means that all perceptual and experiential
aspects of the object are overcome in its construction through
reflective abstraction, by which a harmonization of virtual-
perspectives replaces any particular concrate perspective on
it, and it is known without "prejudice", as (approximately)
pure object corresponding to pure subject,

0

analogous axiolojyical ideal, exemplified in Kohlberg's

vwork, where the notion of "autonomy'"-~the analogue cf
"objectivity"--comes to dominate the moral sphere., Here too
development is seen fundamentally as the individual disem-
bedding from a context, and rezasting the world of others in
4 moral order based on legal rights of other disembedded
individuals. In such a view, the society or group takes

on an adversarial aspect, is seen as threatening to imgose
upon, manipulate and rob the individual of his dignity.11
Society, on this account, is analogous to nature in its
threatening aspect, the '""heart of darkness" against which
man pits his prosthetic technological devices. The individe
ual masters the social environment for his own purposes by
re~ordering it, conquering it exactly a2s he subdues and re-

This epistemological idezl is, in turn, reified in an
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orders nature.

If theoretical man is our anthropeological ideal, and
the mark of theoretical man is the disembedded ego who s:ands
over against a world which he re~orders in his own image,
then this means two things about our attitude toward edu-=
caticnal thinking. [First, it confirms whit has been called
the "deficit model" in our view of children. Second, in
that education may be defined as the pursuit of a cultural
ideal of a people, it gives us some insight into the goals
and assumptiens that motivaste cur thinking about educzaticnal
settings.

Our view of children, jiven our view of the hum2n per-

S@n as primarily oriented towards rati lity and autonomy,
cth cognitively and morally==as, that is, '"making himself'==

must necessarily be critical. The child tends not onlv to
be heteronomous, he is in many ways what the French
philosopher Maurice Merlesau-Ponty called a "collective being",
who lives in a state of "syncretic sociability": he ‘'"does
not limit his own life to himses1f", and he finds it difficult
to "separate what hz lives from what others live as well"®.
He "is in direct touch with things across a personal-universal
vision", a vision which, in fact, Piaget has called ego-
cen’ rlsm. Egocentrism ﬁeans, n@t th2t he assimilates the

world to his own soint of view, but that he has no usoint of

v;éw, he "is the situation’”, he rescnates completely with
what surrounis him: ", . . it is the attitude,'" says HMer-
leau-Ponty, “of a me which is unaware of itcelf and lives as
easily in others as it does in itself-=but which, being
unaware of others in thseir own separateness as wéll, in truth
is no more conscicus of them than of itself."12 fThe child

is a being not so much for-others as in-others. In addition,
he is a being in relation to an pgrigin. He tends to know
himself in his origin, which, typically, is the family and
its setting. Thus, he is as mu:h 2llocentric as egocentric,

in the sense that he finds the sources and boundaries of his
life~world beyond himself,

50 the first thing about our attitude to educatiznal
inquiry, given the philéesophical anthropology of Western
man '"come of age'", will be a view of the child which distorts
it in its own image., The implicit epistemic aszumptions of
"autonomous man', because they are so far from the child's
world, make it even easier for the child to be ex .erienced,
not as a Thou, but as an object (however '"sweet'")--an cbga?t
which, according to the theoretical model, is best ar-roached
thrcugh its abstraction from its own cecntext and reconstitu=
tion in an order of objects corresponding to the instrumentszl
will of the theorizer: in this case learning theory, theo=
ries of develooment, instructional theory, etc. This, the
method of the s@a;al sciences is, as Gadamer has pointed out,
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the lowest order of hermeneutical ex
Kind of experience of the 'Thou' tha seekXs to discover
things that are tvnical in the behavior of one's fallow men
and is able to nake predictions concarning another person
on the basis of exrarience. 'Yie call this a knowledje of
human nature. e unders -and the other person in tho same
way that we understand any other typical event in our ex-—
periential field, i.e. he is predictable. His behavior is
as much a means to our end as any other means.” 13 oup
"end" is, in this case, the production of an "autonomous
adult", a separated individual.

perience: "There is a
=1

Our second point--the effect of the autonemy ideal on
our thinking about educaticnal settings~--must be made in the
context of & distinction between educzticn in- schcoling.
Zducaticn is the broad term, signifying the reprotuctive 1ife
of a culture and a society (in fact, Tolstoy simply czlled
it "culture")=—~3 culture's way of, in Wittgenstein's terms,
introducing new members to its forms of life, which are
exXpressed and rlayed out in its particular language gzme,
that is, its particular forms of the inter-relationship
between thinking, talking and acting, cr, in his own words,
""language and the activities with which it is interwaven";ig
Schooling, on the other hand, is the primary, honored form
of education in the modern West, as the most cursorvy 1ook at
the rise of the school in the 19th century nrtion-state will
attest,

llow the language game "schooling"-—--at least in its
modern VWestern confiquration—-is characterized by just those
qualitiati ‘e aspects that characterize theoretical consciocus-
ness: a setting detached from the everyday life-world, and
reconstituted in an ordered context of language and svmbolic
activity; a world re-ordered according to a normed model of
the object and its relations. The avrroach teo curricula, to
the teaching relationship, and to the organization of collec-
tive life--all are, in Gadamer's words, "schematically reduced,
in that it is @nlg what is typical and regular that is taken
account of ., ., ,"15 Further, the exrerience of %he school
for the child is in the form of a demand that he operate .
intellectually in the absence of a concrete situaticnal cen.
text, as Bruner, Clver znd Greensfield et al have demcnstra
in their cross-cultural irquiries into culture and cognitivse
growth.16 1In the modern school, where the central, »aradig-
matic task is learning to read and write, the overarching
sign of literacy--what Walter Ong calls "the separation of
the word from the living present" in its transformation from
sound to sight== is the honored task. And the other forms
of life that Cng finds associated with the rise of literacyw.-
linearity, ordered time censcicusness, "distance", precision,
"separating the knower Ffrom the known", intrespection, the
sense cof knowledge as quantifiable, the develooment of a sernise
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of personal privacy, @ new visual rath:er than multi-sensory
orientation, a new desire for finality and closure, a new
narra.ive sense, etc.l7--all of these, if they are not
genetic aspects of theoretical conscicusness, are cartainly
found in asscciation with it. They are the invisible ~
edifice of conccicusnens, of which the visible edifice of the

modern school--=the model world of bells, neutralized and
systematized space, rigid bureaucracy, and taxonon mically
organizec curricula=-is one manifestation.

In the experience of schooling we learn above all, as
Bruner has pointed out, "to reject those acts that do not
lend themzelves to a llngulgtlc rendering or ac:auntﬁﬂ;l1ty,
and parhaps to rule cut of imagery those feztures of exterience
Pth hEVa no Eﬂa:tlve iiﬂﬁt”fp;ft or words cr sentences that

‘e ."18 "o le.rn there to re~order our:

ex er;ence acccrdlng to abstrgcte;, superordinite modes which
are hooked into our language, and toc ignore or gloss cver
the unlty of the perceptual world and its imagistic, concrete
modes of presentation to conscicusness. It should be remem-—
hered that the imaj;e is not only the etymolcgical, bui the
genstic root of 1mag1ﬁgt;an, and it is 1ﬂ,7~natiaﬁ that is
the life of a culture. zurtn@rm@rg, the

imayistic: he lives ti.e concrete, ﬂafiebtual unltv of

affect and motoricity that reflection breaks. He tn,nkg,
not thr:ugh =2 suzerafg;natl ve harmcnization of virtual,

the concrete unity of the

cl. Tn@ svmbal "is the very struzture of

¢ child's thought ifies in an ima e the totality

h is implicit 1ﬁ ga:h sarticular, and expresses the

~ng, the significince inherant in perce ‘tion itself,

-hzr than a meaning bestowed by our subjEitivity—will; This
also the function of art. It is a function which is almost

systematically dlszauraﬁed by modern schooling as we know it.

M‘

_'DU

!

Perhaps it will be cbjected at this p@;nt——lz not before-—-
that it is not only lﬂéVltaﬂle, it is desirable that ref-
laction should break the naive unity of experiasnce; that all
cultures render experience into language; and that y rather
than theoretical conscisusness, I am describing literate
2DﬂSCl§uSﬁEES, the irony of an attack on which is made plain
enough by my rresence here, and this methodica 1ly thickened
prose Eﬁﬂrglng systematically from the page. The modern
school of the nation-state sprang up, as hl;t@fy will demon=
strate, when 11te:acy became necessary to the increasing
complexity of economic life in the West.

Well yes, this is all true too. But whatever the aet-
iological identity of c:onsciousness and its corresponding
worlad view—-whether they are simply products of our technole
ogies, or whether technologies (that of thes word included)
are, on an imgortant level, svmbols of our consciousness—-
clearly, ceonsciousness and world view have a historv. And if
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we tzxke our benrings in thot history, there is some agree-
ment thot what Bruner et al call the "fundamental cogni-

tive change" demanded by "technical societies" has brought
us, in the no decubt involuntary course of its develonsmental
Vicissitudes, into what on a broad view can only be described
as peril. Not that states of social, cultural, political,
and even ecological peril are anything new. But when we
search for the roots of our pre: 'nt peril, we seem +to find

at least some of them in the very instrumentality, the em~
pPhasis on knowledge as a form of separation, abstraction,
reorganization, mastery, control and ordering for use which
was, starting with Bacon, our great hope., And the modern
schools have become factories which produce that form of
censciousness, in subtls ' not-so-subtle wnvys; while the
colleges of education s. il mannar analo-
gous to the manner in wh _a univ sity physicists scrve the
arms race, or the chemis:s the nerve gas industiry=-=in a manner
which, if it is theoretical and methodical, yet is profcund-
ly unreflective, is indeed Sub-moral. It seems to me £hat

=

we have reached what I would ca a dialectical mement in
the history of Vestern consciousness, a moment in which the
separative autonomy ideal must be overcome in a movement
that is both a return and a transformation in the rediscove-
ery of a further heteronomy, wherein we recognize again a
form of knowledge that transcends the opprosition between
object and subject, transcecnds mastery as the sign of our
most fundzmental relation to the world.

ko, certainly we do not want to do away with reflection,
or outlaw the scientific mzthod, or people who tend to see
the world more theoretically than otherwise. It is undoubt-—
edly true thit the moment of separation in the "est which is
theory has not only saved millions of lives, and alleviated
untold human suffering (and will continue to do so), but
has above all revealed to us, dialectically, what must over-
come theory. We want to begin to teach from and for those
moments of what Gabriel Marcel lled "sec.nd:ry" reflection.
This notion of secondary reflection in fact caustures the
sanse of the current dialectical moment as a need for a move=
ment beyond, which is alse a recupcration. I guote Marcel:
"Reflection occurs when, life coming up against a certain
obstacle, or again, being checked by a certain break in the
centinuity of experience, it becomes necessary to pass from
one level to another, and to recover on this higher plane the
unity which had been lost on tie lower one. Reflecticn
appears in this case as a promoter of life, it is ascendant
and recuperatory, in that it is secondary reflection as on--
osed to a primary reflection which is s+ill only decomposir
or analytic,.,m20 °

cw does one teach or plan
onsider the educative rela

0

Ly

even

78



-70=

as oprosed to the moment of separation? How do we £ind

and inher~ in the opractice of other forms of relation between
self and experience--and self and self--than abstraction

and predictive control? %We want to begin to explore the
possibility of educational settings which are not stripped-
down "worlds apart", machines which process (or attempt to
process) the young, but which, rather, reintegrate the worlds
of adult and child, of citizen and family member, of work and
play, of deing and be;ng, of autonomy and heteronomy. And

of course the height of irony would be to attemnt to do this
by means of a "program".

Rather, we need to be de-programmed, to decentralize,
to take up educatien apart from modern SEﬁaﬁlinq. ficrmal
schooling in American today is so completely schematized
in the iﬁaJa of the structures of theoretical censcisusness
that anyene who guestions those structures must loock else=
where, to other educa:ive forms within the culture, or to
alternatlve group settings for children. This point has,
of course, been made before in the liter :ture of deschoolin
“hat I want to add to the argument is a skztch of a faw
fundamental notions that m;ght help guide the sort of educa=
ticnal inguiry that weculd, in turn, help think abcut the
qua;ltat;ve growth of a deieﬁtgallgﬁd emergent educational

landscage.

First, the Heidegjerian notion of "world". world is
a "stimictural whelz of interrelated méanLﬁgs.;nd intenticns”
which is "prior to any separzii s21lf and world in the
objective sense."?l Theoretical censci isness attampts,
through models, to 1lift the educzative exnorience out of the-
world, and to reconstitute it in an instrumental, "oproductive®
form, one from which the separated self can turn and master
the wo:ld according to the model. But this is futile: even
an anti- or supra-world like the typizal school is still a
world: world is an element thst cannot be organiz=zd out of

reality; it is something that is always already there.

Second, within werld, knowing and lezrning are =sctive
rel:;;ans-—a taking-up, or what Uittgenstein called "gractic-
ing" the world, whose "picture (Jeltbild) forms, he says,

not by "lez :n;nﬁ :uies", but by a logic that "cannot be
described", within & system that is "not so much the point

of departure as the element in which arguments have their
life"; a system_anchored in a ground—-a world--that "I

cannot touch".22 Hot only can I not ftcuch or lnélude its
ground, but my knowledge of the world is the event of the
disclosure of our mutual inherence in pre-cbjesctive being.
Wiorld cannot be mastered by theory. Zve:ry theoretical
censtruction is a schematization that further obscures its
ground. World can only be co-existed. As lMerleau-Fonty
said, "To comprehend is not to constitute in intellectual

79




immanence. . . . to comprehend is to aprrehend by co-exist-
ence, lateriallye. . " “The sort of reflection by which we
comprehend world is not abstractive or theoretical--it doas
noct restructure the object to suit the method. I recog-
nizes that the phenomenon always goes beyond thz realm of
the empirical. What is Xnown and what is lesrned in a world
can never bhe predictively*EOﬁtfélledg and knowing and learn-—
ing operate primarily and predominantly on levels which are
never purely cognitive. Intelligence, as Merleau~Ponty
pointed out, "is only another name designating an original
type of relation with others (the relation of 'reciprocity')
and . . « from the start to the finish of the develoopment,
ths living relation with others is the sunport, the vehicle,
or the stimulus for whut we abstractly call thec ‘intelligzonce', n23

Third, thc world of the child is naver just the child
alone, but the circular raprort adult-child/child-adult,
"ihat we calil child," tlerleau-~Fonty said, "is our represen-—
tation of the child", and he adds later the riotion of ", , .,
this phenomenon of mirrors which intervenes between adult
and child. They reflect eachother like two mirrors set
pPlaced indefinitely facing eachother. The child is vhot we,
think him to be, the reflection of what we want him fo be 124
To aproach the being of the child within this relation means
abandoning the methodical, objectifying relation to him
wWwhich the social sciences take up, and even struggling to
avoid Gadamer's second level of "exrerience of the Thou"
which, he says, is typical of the "educative relationship",
whereby “one claims to . . . understand the cther vetter
than the other understands himself,"25 Rather, we take up
into practice +the "logical structure of openness'——yhich is
imzlicit in all ex rerience=-=towards the child. In the struc-
ture of the question which is carried out in the moment of
our own "radical negativity", we open ourselves to the claims
of the other, and in the fusion of horizons that rasults,
understand the being of the child apsrt from our designs
upon him, our constitution of him according to an eristemnol-
o6ical or developmental ideal.26 This invelves first allow=-
ing the claims of the child=-=e.g. his syncretic scclability
and his imagistic, symbolic conscisusness-——to affect us in
their radicail truth, that is, in their expression of our nur
own deeper knowledge structures. Seccnd, of specific imoor-
tance for educational inquiry, in our conversztion with the
being of the child, there emerges the truth, or logos of
the phenomenon adult-child, that common meaning which expresses
the essential structures of the relationsnip out of which
all educational settings and encounters ccme, vhat emerges
are what Merleau-Fonty, following Husserl, called "essences",
or the '"sense" or intelligible structure of the lived exper-
ience adult-child/child-adult. What emerges from our moment
of negativity before lived _experience are not "exact", but
"morphological essences" .27 They can be described but not

3
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determined axiomatically, that is, by theor
struction by the subject. They cannot be cc
"Instead of a logical orgenization of the fe
from a fcrm that i1s superimoosed on them", says Gadanmer,
"the very content of these facts is supposed to order itself
spontaneously in a way that is thinkable." ©On this account,
understanding is no longer seen as a "methodic activity of
the subject, but as something that the thing itself does,
and which thought 'suffers'."2

-

What emerges from the '"seeing of eszences" can not be
h&d in a2 language of pure signs, but only in the event of
language, which expresses in its discourse the "nrorcer
language of the thing itself", Certainly there are overar-
ching themes of the relation adult=child/child-adult—-=for
axample dependency, authority, initiative, tradition, law.
and grace, tension, mutuality, dialogue, discipleship, trans—
formation--but these may be said differently, for apart
from the belief system of theorstical man there is no longer
a. language of pure signs, a Language that transcends lan-
guage. In the same way, there is no longer a School, but
only settings which are 1living expressions of the adult!éhllﬂf
child~adult relation. And these settings cannot be known
abstractly beforehand, as geometrized, instrumental forms,
but only in their pé:tliulrf form of emergence of the relation,
in their expression of the relaiions inherent, unalterable
significance.

In sumrary, we couls savy Lhat the em: 1r1:al

N

g
i

iti
is the outgrowth of a particular, cultur:zlly maintained
relationshio of the individual to nature, self, and DthEE, a
lationship characterized by sevaration, naste:y, and pre-—
dictive control. Such a relaLiﬁﬂship enbodies the Cartesian
res cogitans/res extensus split, and elevates the transcen-
dental ego to a :asmathe@fas——whétncr the divine status is
reachead gradually by infinite apgroximations, or, in a more
rcmantic vein, by evolution. The implicit assumption of
this paper has been that this relationship is a manifestation
of the hubris which is at the roots of the form of crisis in
which we find ourselves in the late 20th century ‘Jest: that
it is, so to speak, the bourgeois equivalent of Faustian
consciousness, .ind the schools are an instance of its cul=
tural dominance, one of its training grounds. 4ind business-
as=usual educaticnal inguiry one of its least illustricus
handmaidens. #And the move beyond its hegemony? UWell, we
can only open ourselves to its emergence, and not hold back
when it offers,

.J‘ \r‘ﬂ' \r r
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Education, Schooling, and Theoretical Consciousness:
A Response
By Howard Ozmon
Virginia Commonwealth University

Mr. Kennedy's paper is both thoughtful and
well-written. He perceptibly demonstrates some of the ,
assumptions that underlie thought (scientific and otherwise)
and pinpoints the nature of theory which underlies thinking
itself. 1In Tight of these investigations Mr. Kennedy '
challenges some of the notions which underlie our view of
the child and the learning process.

I agree with Mr. Kennedy that the theoretical
constructions that determine thinking are tenuous but they
are necessary constructs and can be enhanced through both
scientific and philosophical thinking. Bertrand Russell
once railed against the notion that in mathematics one must
start with assumptions, but that is the way it is.
Assuinption can be refined and improved, but they are still
assumptions.

Mr. Kennedy's paper points to the limitations of philo-
sophical and scientific thinking and not their benefits. It
is true that our view of the child is based on a limited
perspective-- but as Mr. Russell said-- that is the way it
is.

The paper also leans to a more existential view of
learning which extols creativity, art and subjectivity. Al
of these are important things in the learning process that
need to be fostered. However, this does not preclude an
empirical base, which, with all its Timitations has steadily
made education as much a science as an art. It has
conditioned much of our thinking, but we can be aware of
this, and accept such ideas accordingly.
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Augustine's Theory of Wisdom:

A Renewed Vision of Educaticnal Purpose

William F. Losito
College of William and Mary

The first prescription of the recent Carnegie Foundation's
report on secondary education reads, "Every high school should
establish clearly stated goals —-- purposes that are widely shared
by students, administrators and parents.'"  Similar recommendations
have traditionally appeared in literature and reports calling for
reform in education at all levels. Each generation and each
there is a relative stability and broad cultural consensus with
respect to educational purpose. Educational institutions tend
toward psychological entropy and curricular incoherence, unless
they continually are engaged in the development., maintenance, and
criticism of an educational vision worthy of commitment.

The need to recreate an educational vision is particularly
acute as our society evolves into a post—industrial world. The
recent history of our technologically dominated ecivilization has
left our culture in confusion with respect to substantive human
values. One persuasive social critic, Neil Postman, has observed
that modern soeiety has, created an environment which is
"seli-centered...inimical to linguistic expression...discontinuous
in its content, immediate in its gratification, present-centered,
and nonanalytical."” Postman goes on to claim that such a cultural
environment helps explain the present fragmentation of educationsal
purpose; the end result of our fourmal schooling is "a person with
no cammisﬁent and no point of view but with plenty of marketable
skills."™ The abundance of Tecent commission and foundation
reports for educational reform is a recognition of the enervated
condition of education, particularly publicly-supported insti-
tutions.

The process of creating, maintaining, and revising an educa~
tional vision emerges from critical reflection on extant cultural
valaes. Because of our unique cultural situation, it is likewise
necessary to examine our historical traditions for sources of
educational ideals. Even a cursory examination of these traditions
reveals the thematic vision of wisdom as pervasive ii: much of our
educational literature. The Greek and Jewish concepts of wisdom as
integrated in a Christian synthesis by Augustine dominated
educational thought through the Middle Ages. The writings, for
instance; of Isidore of Spain, Venerable Baede, Alcuin, and Sgotus
Erigena all bear the stamp of Augustine's educational ideas. The
theme of wisdom endured until the Renaissance, when the emphasis on
sclentific, non-theological knowledge effected a gradual reduction
and secularization of the concept. Threads of the theme were
assimilated into Western educational thought, but the vision of
knowledge~-for-wisdom was superseded by knowledge-for-production in
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our subsequent educational traditien.

in the following section, I will try to provide a brief
overview of Auguztine's theory of wisdom. The inherent purpose is
to propose the wisdom theme as expressed in Augustine’s writings as
an initial point for reflective departure in the process of
developing a worthwhile vision for contemporary education. The
wisdom theme is a particularly rieh source for contemporary
reflection, because it presents a integrated vision of educational
purpose which is coherent with a transcendent view of human nature
and social reality. And Augustine 1s an exemplary representative
of that tradition because of his masterful effort to forge a theory
of wisdom which synthesized the ideas of Plato (via Plotinus) with
the Hebrew literature. To be .sure, 1 am not suggesting that
Augustine's theory be adopted intact as the framework for a contem-
porary educational vision. In particular, Augustine's unifying
role of Christlan faith in his theory would not be acceptable as a
foundational concept of educational purpose for publicly-supported
institutions in a religiously pluralistic society. But we can
appropriate insights concerning wisdom from Augustinian thought,
in much the same way as he appropriated Greek and Roman ideas into
his Christian synthesis. And Augustine's intense personal struggle
to understand and commit himself to wisdom can inspire our erforts
to do similarly amidst our modern confusion.

Wisdom Theme in Augustine's Life and Thought

The quest for wisdom theme threads its way systematically
through Augustine's life and prolific writing. In his classic
autobiography, The Confessions, he describes his personal crises in
the quest for wisdom. Augustine cites the circumstances which
prompted his serious intellectual and spiritual journey toward
understanding ultimate truth. At the age of eighteen, Augustine
came across and read Cicero's Hortensius as part of his normal
course of study: - -

uite definitely it changed the direction of my

mind, altered my prayers to You, O Lord, and

gave me a mnew purpose and ambition. Suddenly

all the vanity I had hoped in 1 saw as worth-

less, and with an ineredible intensicy of

desire 1 longed after immortal wisdom. I had :
begun that jéugngy upwards by which I was to

return to you.

The remainder o The Confessions narrates the intense inner
struggle of Augustine as he tries to incorporate into his life the
insights acquired from his inquiry. On the journey, he recognizes
that he must control his natural appetites, reject the
intellectually attractive views of Manicheism, and give up a
prestigious post as a professor of rhetoric. The quest toward
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wisdom was not always a direct ascent. Augustine acknowledged
several years later that his earlier optimism in achieving wisdom
haa been tempered:

And now =~ that you may grasp my whole meaning

in a few words -- whatever may be the nature

of human wisdom, I see that I have not yet
understood it. Nevertheless, although I am

now in the thirty-chird year of my life, I

do not think that 1 ought to despair of under--
standing it some day, for I have resolved to
disregard all the other things which mortals con-
sider good, and devote myself to the investigation
of it,

and cﬂmpell;ng nérrativa of Ehe edu;at;endl g@urney Eoward wisdnm;a
he explicitly describes the characteristics of wisdom and its
educational prerequisites in other writings. 1In particular, he
outlines his educational views in The Teacher (c. 389), The Instruc=
tion of the Unimstructed (399), and Christian Education (426-427).
But one can find important expressions of Augustine's educational
theory of wisdom throughout his formal writings as well as his
published letters and sermons.

Augustine's grand intellectual vision, like that later of
Aquinas, was to synthesize reasou and faith through the rational
reflection on the revealed truths of faith. Within this context,
the person possessing wisdom has spiritually and intellectually
reconciled the truths of reason with an understanding of spiritual
reality. Educatiou is the means and process by which we achieve
wisdom. The effort to integrate different entities, sometimes in
paradoxical ways, thematically characterizes Augustine's thought.
All forms of intellectual integration, however, are derived from
and contribute to the belief that reason and faith are ultimately
reconcilable, even though their relationship necessarily remains
mysterious to human understanding. In Augustine's view, wisdom
represents the integration of human development (intellect, will,
gmoti@ns, and bady) with human pu;pﬁsiv%ﬁéss. And aducatlcn is an
progress; individual and social purpnsa/lnteractlgn, indiv1dual
effort and Divine Illumination, and sacred and profane studies.

Characteristics of Wisdom

Wisdom is a necessary prerequisite and component of happiness,
according to Augustine's view. Wisdom is necessary because
happiness consists in possession of the supreme good which is
apprehended through wisdom:

Everyone becomes happy in virtue of his pursuit and
possession of the supreme good, and there is never
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the smallest argument that is what we want. Since
to be happy, it is also, therefore, agreed that we
want to be wise, for nobody is happy without wisdom.
This is because nobody is happy except by virtue of
the supreme good, which is percégved and grasped in
that truth which we call wisdom.

Wisdom comnsists essentially in an understanding and contempla-
tion of eternal, spiritual reality. An understanding of the abse-
lute spiritual dimension of reality is to be distinguished from an
understanding of the temporal world:

Action by which we make good use of temporal
things, differs from contemplacion of eternal
things; the latter is counted as wisdom
(sapientia), the former as knowledge (scientia)....
Therefore, 1f the correct distinction between
wisdom and knowledge is that the intellectual
understanding of eternmal things belongs to wisdom
and the rational understanding of temporal things
to knowledge, it is easy to decide which is to be

preferred to the other.

Augustine's view of wisdom is at once integrative and paradoxical.
The emphasis on contemplation and understanding identifies wisdom
as an intellectual attribute; yet Augustine characterizes wisdom as
a4 quality integrative of all human faculties, including the will
and emotions. While wisdom is an attribute of the individual human
being, at its deepest level human wisdom is gpparticipation in the
i g . I 10 *
Divine Wisdom as incarnated in Jesus Christ.

An understanding of the spiritual moral order which is
inherent in the temporal order is cencral to Augustine's analysis
of wisdom. 1In one place, he defines wisdom as "a standard of the
soul (modus animi) by which the soul measures itself so that it
neicher rums into excess nor restricts itself to something less
than its full measure." Augustine explains that moral knowledge
is so central to wisdom because good action is instrumental to the
development of human nature and attainment of happiness:

We should not suppese that it is necessary to
happiness to know the cuuses of the great physical
convulsions, causes which lie hid in the most
secret recesses of nature's kingdom. But we

ought to know the causes of good and evil, as

far as we may know them in this life, so that

we may avold the mistakes a?g troubles, of

which this life is so full. *

Indeed, since adequate moral knowledge is necessary for the good
life in any context, God has implanted the "notion of wisdom" in
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all human minds--even those of the pagan and fool. Wisdom is '"'near
at hand and everlasting to gyeryone in this world who loves the
truth and turns toward it." -

One of the more puzzling attributes of wisdom in Augustine's
analysis is its unity. He was convinced that ultimate truth is
absolute and unchanging, because it is an attribute of God. Hence,
Augustine vigorously attacked those he thought were in doctrinal
error about theological dogmas, such as the Pelagians, Donatists,
limitations of the human mind and the different social-cultural
contexts in which human thought occurred. To reach an intellectual
resolution with respect to this important question, Augustine
employed the analogy of different individuals looking at the some
phenomenon:

One man willingly looks upon the towering height
of a mountain and rejoeices in that sight; another
looks at a4 level expanse of a plain; still
another delights in hollow valleys; another in
green woodlands; another in the restless level
expanse of the sea; and someone else loves to
look at all of these or combines some of zhe%i
beauties to add to the enjoyment of looking.

be differing although valid perspectives on the same truth.
Nonetheless, there is an ultimate, objective reality (doctrinal and
moral orthodoxy) which characterizes all authentic human expres-
sions of truth. Thus, wisdom as a human attribute can be richly
pluralistic, but its ultimate content is identical and unchanging.
In sum, Augustine presents a theory of wisdom which emphasizes
the understanding of eternal, transcendent reality, particularly
moral truths. The attainment of wisdom is constitutive of fulfill-
ing human happiness. The quest for wisdom is inherent in human
nature. Despite wisdom's unchanging nature, it has plural forms of
human expression. Any intellectual analysis of wisdom fails
ultimately, however, because wisdom will always be an opaque,
mysterious, and paradoxical human participation in the Divine Life.

Education and the Acquis

b

tion of Wisdom

L1

education, whether formal or informal, is to facilitate the
acquisition of wisdom. Vocational training and other forms of
learning have a legitimate place in the process; but the overall
purpose of education is to develop an understanding and love
relationship with God, the absolute source of truth and goodness.

Within the Augustinian perspective, the primary purpose of

Augustine characteristically integrates in a paradoxical
manner the various components of the educational process. The
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human teacher and the social context (learning community), as we
shall see momentarily, are important in the educational process;
nonetheless, Augustine emphasizes the dialectical interior
relationship between the individual and God as the focal point
where wisdom is developed. On the one side, a individual must
enter into himself introspectively and strive with all of his
energy to understand and incorporate truth into his very being.
To turn the eye inward is to expand thought immeasurably:

Descend into yourself, go to the secret chamber
ot your mind. If you stay far from your own
self, how can you draw near to God. For it was
not in the body but in the m%%d that man was
madée in the likeness of God. -

The interior quest for wisdom is an intense individual struggle:

What else therefore do we do when we study to be
wise, except to concentrate our whole soul with

all the atdor we can upon what we touch with

our mind, and as %E were place it there, and fix
it unshakeably...

Paradoxically, the learning process consists in the supreme
discipline of the intellect and will, yet wisdom ultimately is a
gift from the Divine Teacher. God illumines the intellect to
understand the ultimate truths and enter into a loving relationship
with Him: -

But in the course of our daily life there are
other objects that arise in various ways from cur
spirit itself or are, after a fashion, suggested
to the spirit by the body, according as we have
been influenced by the flesh or by the mind....
But distinct from these objects is the light by
which the soul is illumined, in order that it
may see and truly understand everything, either
in itself or the light. For the light is God
himself, whereas the soul is a creature; yet
since it is ratign%% and intellectual, it is
made in his image.™’

The understanding which constitutes wisdom is a gift of God for
which human volition and faith predispose. Other individuals can
play an important role in this dialectical process. Others, which
we will call 'teachers,' can help correct the individual when he is
misled into false opinions:

Then, when he [teacher] brings his own experience

to bear on teaching others, he first looks to see
what they already kmow for certain, so that he may
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lead them on from this to what they did not know

or were unwilling to believe.,.The result is that,

through those truths about which people agree,

they are drawn to approve other truths which they

had previously denied. 1In this way a truth

previously considered false is distinguished from

falsehood when it is found to be in agreement

with a truth wh%gh has already been understood

and accepted...
Augustine's appreciation for the importamnce of the individual
teacher and learning community emerges from his own life
experience. Augustine had an eminent career as a professor of
rhetoric. More importantly, he served as an intellectual leader
for his monastic community and friends, the Christian Church, and
the contemporary Roman Empire. Augustine's monograph, The Teacher,
is an accurate and sometimes intimate description of his ¢ teaching
of his gifted son, Adeodatus. And Augustine was frequently the
recipient of insights from gond teachers. He records with
gratitude the value of instruction he received from Ambrose,
Monica, and lifelong friends such as Alypius and Nebridius.

Augustine's views on the content of education asserts a
complementarity and an integration of secular and religious
knowledge. To be sure, for him the most important form of
knowledge is an understanding of God and etermal truths. Nonethe-—
less, Augustine sees a vital role for the classical, secular
liberal arts. The mastering of knowledge in the liberal arts is
an effective instrument and predisposes the intellect to aﬁtaln
wisdom, when they are studied in the context of faith:

The man who...reduces all that has been spread
abroad throughout so many subjects of study to
a simple, sure and certain unity, fully deserves
to be called educated. When such a person in-
quires into divine matters, it is not in vain...
all the liberal arts are learned partly for
practical use and partly for thfgunderszanding
and contemplation of reality...~

tagether or separately, can cantzibute En the acqui51t1an of
wisdom. The overall purpose ot the liberal arts, according to
Augustine, is the development of rationality, and perfected ratio-
nality does lead to or predispose toward wisdom. For example, the
study of and acquigltion of logic can help the soul (intellectual
faculty) develop reasoning capabilities for the testing and produc=
tion of truth:

This is the discipline which teachers us how to
teach and to learn; through dialectic, reason
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makes a display of herself and problems what
she is, what she wills and what she has the
capacity to do. It is the subject which knows
what knowing is, which not only wishes to make
man knﬁwlgdgeabjg out also has the power to
bring it about.“"

‘U
w

ery respect, then, Augustine attempts to synthesize human and

In ev
transcendent experience in his educational views. The development
of true wisdom occurs in the mysterious, interior relationship
between the individual and the Divine Teacher. The human cgnteﬁt
particularly that of teachers and a learning community, are
nonetheless important catalysts for learning. And the ultimate
content is spiritual reality, but the study of the physical world
and liberal arts ecan predispose the intellect for understanding
truths of faith.

ine's writings on wisdom as a
It to reconceptualize our
+» in synthesizing the Greek
udeo-Christian view, was instrumental in

i 1 erfectioun and educa-
ed thought in the middle ages ana has
E : r modern intellectual heritage.

Un;ike made 2ﬂncaptiaus of education, Augustine's view of

education presupp and asserts a transcendent, integrated view
of human nature, learﬁlng and human purpose. Moreover, Augustine's

view of the educational quest for w;sdam is concretized in his
tcblggraphy, The Confessi inte: -4
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1stine's theory of wisdom is not the de flnit;ve
eas t 28 of learning
| y ocial science has far surpassed his
‘ -ive notions. And many of his theological views, both doc-—
rinal and moral, would not be acceptable to many, partiaularly as
his views are taken to apply to public education in a pluralistic
setting. The point is that we need a source outside of our own
limited cultural horizoemns to gain perspective and create a new,
meaningful paradigm of educatiomal purposiveness. The wisdam
tradition is a rie sﬂurge for reflection; and Augustine's
writings are a good starting place for the reasons mentioned above.
But the examination cf our tradition should not end there. It
should at least prompt us to read, refleet, and incorporate into
our new wisdom model the ideas of thinkers like Descrates, Locke,
Rousseau, Newman and Whitehead. The reflective process on our
educational tradition is in itself a worthwhile pProject and it will
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certainly enrich our new visions of purpose for public education.
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) At the beginning of his paper Professor Losito sketches out
for wus a vivid picture of the decline of a conception of educa-

tion that gives importance of place to wisdom. As he says "the
vision of kﬁowledge—fcr -wisdom was superceded by knowledge-for-
production"”, or in Neil Postman's wards, which he guotes, the

praduct of educational institutions in our culture today tends to
be "a person with no commitment and no point of view but rlenty
of marketable skills". Thus do education and our culture at large
seem in need of improvement and revision in the light of their
gritical examination. On the other hand, it might at first seem
that to turn for gu;dance to a thinker af the pre-modern world,

such as Augustine, is to give way to a temptation to the academ—
ic, obsolescent, and arcane. The above line of reasoning sug-
gests a series of dichotomies to contend with, suech as that
between education for technological skills versus education for
enrichment of self and society, education for cultural change
versus education for the conservation of tradition, education for
production and profits versus education for its own ends, and so
on.

In what follows I should like to make and briefly elucidate
two points to suppert and supplement Professor Losito's thesis
that Augustine's theory of wisdom is relevant and important to
the contemporary ‘educational context. These points are, first of
all, that such dichotomies in question are mostly false or
mistaken ones,i.e., succinctly said, we can have both education
for wisdom and for eccnamlcﬁtechnclaglcal ends, and indeed cannot
and should not have the one without the other; and secandly, in
so far as the importance of the pursuit of wisdom in its own
right needs a defense, this too is forthcoming. To borrow terms
from the discipline of rhetoric in which Augustine was schooled,
we can both pass through the horns of these dilemmas and grasp
the weaker horn, rather than being impaled upon them.

Regarding the first of my points, the belief persists in a
pervasive way that education for wisdom's sake, and all that
seems to go with that, such as a good educational grounding in
the humanities in the public schools and in our colleges and
universgities, entails a sacrifice as to what "really
counts",i.e., a vocationally and technically oriented education.
This view of the matter is reflected in educational studies
reports, the thinking of the general public, in the course and
program choices of students, and so on. The last of these is the
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example perhaps closast to home for us teachers.,i.e., the
frequently voiced cirriculum preference of our students today for,
something "practical" and "job- oriented"”, and the pressures this
brings to bear on the aims and content of our teaching. Thus,
while perhaps acknowledging the value of the "well-rounded educa-
tion", students often claim that it is something they simply have
to forego in order to pursue their career aims.

But it seems to me there is ample evidence that this dichot-
omy is a false one. Owen B. Butler, Chairman of the Board of
Proctor and Gamble, has said publically that what the business
world wants of American education, or of today's college grad-
uates, is not a plethora of technocrats and M.B.A.s, but human
individuals possessing two basic qualites, what he termed "char-
acter" and the capability for expression and literacy. That is to
say, these are "the basics" that we as teachers in this country
can and should provide, and the business and technical world will
provide the rest. This is something I have heard said at Co-
Operative Education meetings and conferences for years by repre-
sentatives of business and industry, and a point of view amply
documented by educational studies that draw upon their insights
and conclusions. Thus out of the "horse's mouth" of the business
world, so to speak, the brevalent notion is denied that the
broader-based, more humanizing qualities need to be sacrified in
order to attain specialized, techniecal erxpertise. Accordingly,
here "back to basics" does not mean back t¢ vocational fuynda-
mentals but back to the roots of our humanity, the development of
"the basics" of our moral and cognitive existence, which in turn
form the foundation of a thriving socio-economic existence.

I think that Augustine's view accommodates this reconcilia-
tion of aims. 1In what follows I shall discuss Augustine's theory
of wisdom as it pertains first to the requirement of character
and then to that of literacy, and finally as it pertains to other
than these practical considerations. There is a tendency to
regard Augustine as being a Christian Platonist who radically
divides reality between the eternal and temporal, the spiritual
and material, the “ity of God and the City of Man, and so forth.
But as Professor fosito peints out for us, Augustine's theory of
wisdom combines a conception of wisdom as being a contemplation
of eternal things with one according to which it is also a gual-
ity integrative of all human faculties, In other words, wisdom
concerns both human integrity and transcendence, the need for the
self to be whole and also to reach beyond itself to a larger
whole. Regarding integrity if we take Owen Butler's qualities of
character and literacy as part of its makeup, wisdom is essential
to more practical educational aims.

First of all as to character, Augustine accepts the view
from both of the traditions that he draws upon, the Judeo-Christ-
ian and Hellenic-Hellenistic, that wisdom and righteousness or
virtue are essentially and reciprocally related. Wisdom brings
us to a knowledge of the good, and the realization of the good as
virtue is, in turn, necessary for happiness, the object of which
is also wisdom. Be our list of character traits or moral qual-
ities that of faith, hope, and charity, the Greek virtues of
justice, courags, and self-control, or some more contemporary-
sounding list, such as drive, determination, respect for an-
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.other="'s 1lghts, and so on , Augustine's theory of wisim gi-_ves
" them their due. Educatiomn in pursuit of wisdom is imprtant = to
the develpment of charac—ter, which in turn is necusary to
. world@Ely siccess as an ess-=ntial gualification for adievem=ent
- withi_n thebusiness and pro—fessional realm. ,

R There is a deeper po_int here as to the connection betwsween
- chara=mcter dvelopment and ewiucation that I would like to brie:=fly
. draw out, and in deing so I shall enlist Augustine's . * The
separ—ation between intelle=ct and life that John Dewy rai..led
again=st i not to be fowind in Augustine's viewpolt. T For
"Augus=tine yisdom and knowle<ldge, and therefore education, are : all
"prac=tical' in his wuse c¢=£ the term, which is, to peatain to
human= choice and conduct. =Thus Kﬁswledge is instrumenti, for - as
he sa_-vys:

Let liowledge be appl-ied as a kind of scaffoldingly wh-_ich

there may mount up =the edifice of charity, whih shsall

2ndure for ever even wien knowledge shall be destroed.
Etien_ne Gilson summarizes t¥iis important point about Augstine as
follo=ws:

Speculition abounds =An Augustine but its aims anr alwsays
—Practical and its temm of reference is always m. ~=The
_knowledge of truth masr be essential to happiness, but in
—Augustine truth is purssued only because truth alcnecan nsake
=man hapy, and it is poursued only to the extent tht it o=an
=rmake lin so.

Thus —Tregarding wisdom, Augu=stine writes: . 7

“DPost thou hold wisdeom to be anything other 3!lzlf.lan trutsth,

wwvhereln we behold and eembrase the supreme good?-

—For nmdernity this is scarcely a rhetorical gquestin. - We
 have in ceffect largely sepoarated truth and the good, mmd Ilet
visdomn fall by the wayside=. How we got here is a rather Ilcong
. stery , which has been :!::ezc:ld recently by Alasdair heIntwyre

in hzis  bok, After Virtues. The outcome has been thit valisies
have lost their basis in wwhat we think we can claim reallly
know, and thus matters of va=alue have been separated frorthose of
knowlee=dge. This predicamerat was proclaimed, for exampl, on the
Europe==an cntinent in the nineteenth century by Kielegaarsd,
who m=aintained that life's E mportant choices, such as tht as to
relig—ious comitment, can rrelie only on a "leap of faiti", &==and
Nietz=s=sche, who asserted the=t "God is dead" and with tha demi¥. se
the feoundation of our valuess has perished. And in Englad in t==he
early twentieth century G.E— Moore claimed to demonstate that a==any
attempot . to deduce ethical conclusions from purely decriptis ve
premi=ses isunsound and a ceazse of the "naturalistic fallxy", ==nd
A.J.A=rvre, claimed to shows that all ethical utterance, simrmce
unver=3 fiable in principle, are cognitively meaningless ad ommly
emotiwwre insignificance. I do not think these develcopnmet in t—he
histomey of philosophy hamve been Jjust a sideshow for t—he
intel=1 ectuals. It has, I +think, affected our culturemd t—he
nature= of elucation deeply. leen this separation betwen kneow-
ladge and vilues, we feel re=luctant, if not chagrined, tattemrmpt
culti=rate chairacter among owmr students- After all, our jb is to
conveww” knolledge to them armd not to impose valuesf to jive thmem
the f=acts ad not to confromet their feelings, and so o, Somme- -
thing like Augustine's commception of wisdom is surely relevamnt
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here, for wemiced somehow t-o recover the tnd bet=ween knowing and
acting, educating and edify—ing.

Turning now to the gu-estion of litency, t=he need for it
for career wuccess and it..s connection th wi_sdom should be
evident. Ineed, what is surprising isthat tkme present schism
should ever lwve occurred beetween literary pursui_+ts and vocation-
&l skills, curses with ess=ay requirementsand theose having only
so-called "obective" tests , and so on. fecentl ¥ one of my stu-
dent advises told me that he didn't need to lea_xrn English well
enough to .iite coherent essays becausele was: going to be a
computer scifce major, in w=vhich field he wuld o-m1ly have to know
"computer lamages". SureTly this eXamplerefute. s its own point.
Augustine alw corroborates the value of liter-sacy in several
ways. The «t and ability of self-expression is one of our most
important mas of achievw=ring the integrition e=of our diverse
faculties. fTough it we br=ing intellect,will, ==nd emotion into
the same fieliof focus, irm expressing wht we t@aink, want, and
feel. It ismt just train¥E ng in reading ad wri=ting skills that °
is necessary t this, but aE=f so eXposure t0standaards of literary
excellence though the st—udy of literature and to a world of
ideas and vales through the= study of the Hmanit=S es in general.
On both of tlese counts Ammgustine is a wrthy stabject of study
today, as a important Figure in our liter=ary-intellectual
heritage. M in turn respmected those triition=s upon vhich he
drew and helpd to perpetuat-e through his on unicgue synthesis.

I hope Ihve succeeded > in making the pint t—hat Augustine's
thought, andin particular . his conception o wiscSSHom, is relevant
to today's edwational needs , in that sucha conc—=eption has use
in bridging thk breach betwe-—en education f£o caree=r goals and for

wisdom's sake; In conclusio—mn I would liketo say something.about
wisdom and trimscendence. ZReturning to th point— that Professor
Losito has mde regarding Amugustine's theoy of wwisdom, it in-
cludes both aiview as to the integration of cur fa_culties and the
fulfilment of the human as such, and oncas to +that beyond us
that is wisdonr's object. If wisdom's transtendent. object must be
regarded, asMlgustine of c—ourse did, as ling n-one other than
the Devine king, and indemed in specifinally eJudeo-Christian
terms, this wmponent of Aucgustine's view is les= applicable to
today's educitional context_. for as Professor Lo=sito states it,
"Augustine's wifying role of= Christain faith in h—-4ds theory would
not be acceptible as a founcHational concejt of edmicational pur-
pose for publily-supported FEnstitutions ina reliegiously plural-
istic society". But human tr—anscendence cantake rnany forms, and
the sort of trmscendence Per—haps most important te> education and
society today is that which =orces the indivdual =and our culture
at large to cnfront othe=r possibilitiss, te=> reflectively
consider otherpints.of views than that embtlded irm a pursuit of
vocationally ud economical _ly defined chiective=s. In other
words, the rmlevance of wis=dom to characte and c—areer must be
complemented Iy wisdom's c=all to that whith liess beyond such
goals. What hitter then than_ the study of sich as Augustine, who
offers an altemtive vision - to that of modetnity. The point is
eloguently mak by Professe—or Losito, solshall_ conclude by
simply quotinghim:

The point is that we =meed a source wtside= of our own



limited cultural horizons to gain perspective and create a
new, méasningful parad:.gm of educational purposiveness. The
visdom tr—adition is a rich source for reflection; and Augus-
tine's wr—itings are a good starting place ....
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THE EMPIRICAL BEAST:
CONTAINMENT versus REJECTION®
Virgil §, Ward

University of Virginia

In historic perspective, Western people appear o have
shifted during given eras from predominant absorptior: in one or
another of the "world views" (or epistemological valwues), the ra—
tional as distinct from the empirical, with a tendency in each er—a
to be punitive and rejectant of the tontrary persuasion. In con—m
temporary thought there appears tobe an emerging disposition to
turn from the obsession with quantitative value and method that
has prevailed through much of the present century, i Am erican
educational thought at least, and to press once again for the
"hamanistic" view of things, in whith at least equal wvalue is
accorded the "interpretive" modes of viewing reality, and in whic_h
sensitivity to the "knowledge" conveyed through the arts is
wel ghed against the objectivity and the technology of scientific
observation. Both views have proven their worth in hwiman affairs |,
and preservation (containment) of each appears to be the wiger
course, this of course within the context of educationm trans-
formed to reckon with contemporary advances in philosophic
thouaght, with the emergent condition, unprecedented i magnitude,
of mociocultural tensions, confliets and disparities, and with
newly developing understandings as to the nature and potentiali-
ties of the human mind or reckoning vith the changing countenance
of lenowledge as progressive inquiry reveals it.

On balance, it appears that the ancient dream of universalize=d
education Ccfagsaéulﬁuralg internatimal) for ail manl-ind, here
termed simply "human education," looms forth today both as more
than ever mandatcry -- if personal integrality and a functional dee=—
gree of social cohesiveness are to bhe maintained; and, as well,
more than ever feasible within developed franes of understanding,

S0 as to constitute both opportunity and compelling obligation.

Three axpressions, set forth in propositional form for clarit=y
and emphasis, embody the general thesis of the Dresent=tion; and a
discussion, necessarily brief of course, by way of explication,
interpretation and argument is offered for each such statement.
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Proposition 1:

Th= Historiec Proportion of

Contemporary Social Disparity

That in the light of history, the 20th century, even more than
during the European Renaissance, appears to be witnessing such

and intellectual cohesiveness which have hitherto kept semblances
of order among nations and peoples at least of the Western World.
Divigions are now so deep, wide and diverse that established logi-
cal, epistemological and axiological conventions are being strained
‘to maintain instrumental value as to the psychological integrality
of persons and as to social control among ethnie groups, nations
and economic strata. Moreover, provocative arguments are even
being developed, taking for granted the obsolescence of accustomed
ways of - inquiring, observing and acting in regard to human affairs,
to the effect that new conceptions of reality are now necessary,
with order and disorder standing in radically changed relationships
among physical and social phenomena.

Discussion: Proposition 1

(explication, interoretation, argument, to

which reaction is invited)

Disruption and conflict on a gleobal scale appears, whether
necessary or not, to have become a way of life. 1In ordinary ex-
perience, current news, intensely vivified and personalized through
the direct immediacy of audio-visual and electronic media, is

freighted with all the ancient anathemas of war, famine and presti-
lence; and with mewer concerns as well, such as drug abuse, street

viclence, international terrorism (often used as an instrument of
diplomacy) . Seemingly intractable conflicts surface from almest
everywhere, involving social issues of conside le practical con-
sequence == gender equitability, right to life, human rights, moral
values; the expansion of consciousness and action on the part of
underprivileged and downtrodden peoples: global interaction effects

On what should decidedly be the positive side in human experi-
ence, vast explosions of knowledge (biogenetic engineering: elec-
tronic communication space exploration; interplanetary transporta-
tion) are occurring so rapidly that their spontaneous assimilation
into ongoing patterns of everyday life is apparently impossible,
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with added tensions and divisions as a consear ‘nca. M., v re -isad's
familiar observation that "technology change:: ilture,” as 2" zained
increasing relevance in human affairs.

Beyond the purview of everyday perceptic. theae < oapaing
disparities are acknowledged in the sophistic.ted obsL.vatinns of
philosophers and social critics and reflectiive . ientists. Korzybski's
insights,. for instance, in which as a Semarr St ne vt Forth power-
ful depictions of the relations between "5 and =iaity"
(1933)2; and Wendeil Johnson (People in Quans 1945)3, making
it clear that normality and abnormality mar: .iiv , himging upon
the nature of the words (and their meaningsy) Are: used to de-
pict a condition not necessarily there until o .esizd -- these and
other such understandings appear to prefigure the
reasonably well substantiated between the nature 3fF mind in terms
of psychological integrality and wellness, and the nature of know-
ledge in terms of its relationship to intellectuaiized views of
"reality" and of derivative priorities among social values.

s

Further to the point, Gerth and Mills? seminal work im 1953 on
the relationships between human character (or personality) and
soclal organization and function came in with force, and endures as
a monumental treatise; and but a little later (1966) Berger and Luck-
mann’ served to generalize this genre of thought into the marve-
lously useful construct of the "Social Construction of Reality."

But it remained yet for the gradually emerging body of under-
standing which has assumed the rubric of "information science" or
"theory" to produce by far the more Provocative potentialities for
the perception of psychosocial phenomena and for analysis and ex-
perimental usage through electronic calculating machinery of psy=
chological processes hitherto addressed only through intuitive
Projections. Concepts like "artificial intelligence" became common
truck among researchers, and an impressive mass of inquiry began
to take place under the aegis of industrial and business sponsors
such that older ganerations of educators and psychologists were
substantially precluded from going discourse. It remained then
for vorks like Campbell's Grammatical Man® to reduce this truly
remarkable history of thought and technology to a synthesized
language and discourse falling within the range of inquiring
students with less than main interest or aptitude for the raw
technical stuff,

And, further, lest it be considered that the contemporary
intellectual (philosophic and scientific) revolution might be now
completely launched onto an essentially transformed plane of in-
quiry and investigation, there comes Sawedo and Caley7 to suggest
that residual within all this apparent disorder there is the possi-
bility of a new concept of order taking place in the philesophy
of science, which extraordinary projection heralding as "dissipa-
tive structures," is (again) brought by these thinkers to a level

102



of discourse within the grasp of practicing educational theorists
and reflective educational researchers.

In conclusion of this first discussion, then, it is respect=
fully submitted that the claim for the emergence of a revolutionized
human condition is in fact warranted; such that any really satisfy-
ing and promising resolution of the problems zt hand appears to
lie beyond a positive recraciliation, 1mparta nt though that is,
between the opposing é&pistemoclogical views suggested in the title
initially submitted for thisg paper; and that th, speaker, with
due apologies, has in the course of development, succumbed to the
larger persuasion, to be termed below "human education.'

il

roposition 2:

Untapped Potentials for Personal

Integrality and Social Cohesiveness -

That advancements in understanding of the nature of mind and
of the nature of knowledge, and of interactions batwean the two,
constitute resources as yet unemployved in the construction of psy-
chological and epistemological foundations of communicative pro-
cess (form and substance) essential to and putatively sufficient
for the experiential fulfillment of the personal life of indivi-
duals, for the resolution of intergroup tensions,; and for the
orderly conduct of national and international affairs.

Discussion: Proposition 2

The history of science offers strange contrasts; and it is
remarkable indeed that despite the massive disintegrative condi-
tions indicated im the first discussion, brililant advances have
been made in many of the sciences, and especially in those relating
most directly and importantly to the sociocultural phenomenon of
education. The summary yield to date in man's planned discovery
about himself and his society i.e., those sciences synthesized so
ably in works like Peter Farb's Humankind,” are so extraordinary as
to suggest a different order of ﬁﬁdérstanding, and it is these gains
whiech lead to and offer support for the position that transcendent
initiatives in education are once again indicated. Developments in
both the psychological sciences and in epistemological thought are
immediately applicable to this aspect of the present exploration.
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New understandings as to the nature of the human mind (organi-
zation, function, adaptability), taking place less within the boun-
daries of "academic" psychology than under the newer rubric of the
"cognitive sciences," are of first note. The names of Piaget and
Chomsky invoke the monumental power struggles between modern glants
wrestling with the classical problem (Locke and Leibnitz, for in-
stance) of whether the stuff of mind comes into being entirely
through sensory experience, or whether there are preformational
structures indigenous within neurclogical tissue and chemistry whiech
render the acquisition of certain forms of knowledge, that of lan-—
guage, for instance, or that of spatial configuration, more prone
perceptually than other forms within our capacity for experience.

We know more about the origin and etiology of mind, that is, with--
out presuming to know it all, and can therefore control the develop-
mental process both more precisely and more flexibly,

Howard Gardner's Bersuagive recent work on "human intelligences"
(Frames of Mind, 1983)- lends further compass to the challenges and
potentialities which are ours for the taking:

As compared with one hundred or even with thirty

years ago, talk about the development of intelligence,

the realization of human potential, and the role of

education is very much in the international air. These

topics are being explored not only by lobbying groups

but also by -such unexpected (and unexpectedly formid-

able) institutions as banks for economic development

and national governments. Rightly or wrongly, the

powers—-that-be in the worlds of international develop-

ment and national sovereignty that become convinced

that the ingredients for human progress, success and

happiness are closzly linked to better educatienal

opportunities for their elient citizenry and, par-

ticularly, for young individuals. . . .

. : gica I
it is sufficient for the present purpose to consider only certain
e S f

classification schemes through which conventional subjects of

typical school curricula are re=positioned into more generic fields
of knowledge. British philosophers (Paul Hirst, R.S8. Peters) have
made interesting moves of this nature; and the American educational

c
theorist, Philip H. Phenix, has offered an especlally appeali
System under the rubric of "realms ! 1ieh tl
range of knowledge available for purposes of education is enc
within six realms or domains. In the process of linking differen
fields of inquiry together on the basis of the methods through wh
they are adduced, Phenix constructs certain rather strange rubrics
('empiriecs" for embracing the life sciences as well as the physical
and social; "synoptics" to join history with philosophy and religion),
these tending to make perfectly good sense once explained. In
elevating ordinary subject matter thus to the more generic level of
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epistemological class, a development of this sort tends to transcend
the particularity of cultural locale and to bring the potentialities
for educational design, again, more to a plane amenable for uni-
versal consideration.

It is fortuitous that emergent thought in both psychology and
epistemology, not here to take account of the sociological factor
which certainly is considerable as well, are reaching aénfluence.
The latest annual review of educational research (AERA, 1985)
divides its yield into two general categories, Section I reporting
advances as to "Cognitive Modifiability," and Section II, report-
ing on "Knowledge Production and Knowledge Transfer.” 1In this
volume, Jack Lockhead submits in the introductory chapter (p. 4):

Today new theories from cognitive science are

* establishing a base for revolutionary changes in edu-
cational practice. Previous behaviorist theory denied
us access to the processes of thinkipg and learning,
much as classical physics denied knowledge of the sub-

. atomic world. Modern cognitive psychology, on the
other hand, provides the tools we need to change not
just the responses students give to our questions but,
far more importantly, the processes they use to gene-
rate their responses. ... In education, it may take vet
another decade to fully reconcile the clinical approaches
within that of computer modeling, but that delay should
not impede instructional developments.

A final case in point of the present observation resides in the
fact that in the current yearbook of the National Society for the
Study of Educaticﬂ,iz Elliot Eisner summons a group of scholars of
various backgrounds in philosaphy and the behavioral sciences, to
provide a survey of some eight "modes of knowing" —=- aesthetie,
practical, spiritual, and other specific formulations -- which
could serve virtually as a text in applied and exploratery episte-
mology; and which, employed by way of curricular foundations in
schools in this country and elsevhere, appears assuredly to have.
appeal and relevance cross=-culturally, with "learning and the ways
of knowing" as a bonding experience.

at hand, appears to support radigally differenﬁ apprga:hes to edu—
cation af the young. 1t remains then to work toward the building
of these bodies of knowledge into designs for human development
which will serve the ends of personal fulfillment through socially
constructed experience; and in consequence, the end of acceptable
degrees of functional compatibility within the human family. To
aver that this task is a simple one, requiring say but the laying
out of sensible course content in logically arranged sequences in
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schools and universities, is not the point of this presentation,

as it progresses to the third and final consideration; on the other
hand to hold that the task is today still merely visionary, and
practically so infeasible that reasonable and competent professionals
should not attempt it, is to aver against the human uses of human
reason, and to leave yet further untapped the very resources which
promise that which we obviously need very greatly.

Proposition 3:

Reconstruction Thfgughﬁﬁgu;atign as

an _Alternative to Chaos

and Conflict

That among the same philosophic emergents, social forces, in-
tellectual and technological impacts which have made for marked con-
temporary sociocultural turbulence —— this constituting as indicated
a state of virtual chaos and inviting revolutionary reconceptions in
human ways of knowing, thinking and interacting —- 1lie also the po-
tentials for communicative media to be shaped into the practicable
form and substance of human education; that such educational pro-~
cesses incorporate and are predicated upon the. time honored ideals
of the universalization of mind (personality structure and function)
and understanding (all realms of knowledge actively and continuously
pursued); and that, given considered initiatives on these now viable
conceptual and practicable planes, responsible expectancy is brought
about that education, i.e., progressively expanding understanding
on the part of people across the world of themselves and others,
and of their society and those of others will conduce, not to further
disparity, disorder and destruction, but rather to the work of
peace and the cooperative advancement of the welfare of humankind.

Now should this summary proposition constitute nothing more than
a kind of positive utopia, in counteraction to the near-negatively
utopian condition with which the present thesis begins, one would
be presuming upon a professional conference group. But it is
different from a simple vision, and this in important ways which
must be explicated.

The argument rests upon three observations each subject accord-
ing to the rationale developed thus far to appeal in the respective
individual's own experience, namely: (a) That the objective of
human education in the present sense is morally and intellectually
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sensible, now as ever, and probal=ely now more than ever before;

(b) that the conceptual substance= amenable to human education

has been developed to a point newsly worthy of application; and

(c) that developed technologies o-+f communication, simulatiom, ex-
perimentsl manipulation, and tran -.sporation are such as to vwarrant
new ipititives by way of social construction and social action.
Having argied in the previous dis..cussions, the case here involves
not further evidence but rather a . few harmonious views from
reputableand long standing advoc-ates of education on this scale md
for these purposes.

Fipst a3 to- the claim in and of itself that education is a
feasible and promising avenue to weworld understanding, two accom—
plished stholars are cited. Edmumend King, by no means a tender—
minded stuent in the tradition o—f comparative education, buf one
whose work pervasively cautions amsainst naive idealism, offers the
following (p. 358):

The contribution of thec=ology to man's understand-
ing has varied with time and place; so have those of
psychological schools, econoc—mic theory and political
eXperimentation: In all thes=se varying analyses man
has been trying to study hims==self, to study his own
making of himself, and to dew=rise better ways of con-
struting his future. This mwre-making of the future
for human betterment is subst=antially an educatorfs
exertlse.

And Harold Taylor whose brilliant imagination serves admirably to
clarify, cluicidate and elevate the= problem, even as he indulgeg 4n
an essentllly intuitive expressicon of conviction, submits this
passage inhis "The World as Teackmer" (p. xi):1l4

The education of teacher—s to understand the
world mist therefore deal not=— merely with formal
courses in fgfeign cultures, international rela-

tiems, world history, and so on, but with the
quallty of intellectual, soci ~al, and personal ex-
periece available to those wmzho are going to teach
in the colleges, schools, or anywhere else. This
is twme wvhether the field is the arts, the humani-
tieg, the sciences, or the fi _eld of world affairs
itself, Whatever they teach, teachers should be
educited in a way calculated to raise the level
of thelr awareness of what is s happening to man-
kind in the world's contempor-—ary circumstance.

And as it is always delightfu -1 to witness an eminently competmt
material sclentist to be led throw _gh the open use of his reflectiw
capabilicties, this passage from Ro ™~ bert Oppenheimer's thought is co-
pellingly persuasive;1s
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-++ the unityty of knowledge, the nature of human communi-
ties, the orrxder of society, the order of ideas, the very
notions of =society have changed, and will not return to
what they ha=ave been in the past. What is new is not new
because it lktHas never been before, but because it has
changed in g=juality ... so that the world alters as we
walk in it, so that the years of a man's life measure
not sOm@ Syas=all growth or rearrangement or moderation of
what he legr—ned in childhood, but a great upheaval ...
The global ¢ guality of the world is new; our knowledge of
and sympatby~ with remote and diverse people, our involve-
ment with th-mem in practical terms and our commitment to
them in teym:ms of brotherhood ...

=~ Robez=rt Oppenheimer, speaking at Columbia University,
Decermber 27, 1954 (Cited in Harold Taylor, The World
as Te"eacher, p. 1.)

'In a direct o concentration upon the epistemclogical Scene, brief
reference iz made to three developed bodies of thought and material,
fn character compesensurate with the present thesis and in substance
radily amensble to the design of education in the transcendent,
tross~cultural vefiin. These are (single sheet representations agpéﬁﬁed
below):  (a) A gr==aphic projection (Custard, and Custard, 1949)16
of the universe of¥f knowledge summoned to the functional idea of
peace through. worlEld understanding; (b) a set of ideas (Hutchins and
Mler, 1952)17 froom the famed "Great Ideas of the Western World," of
wich it seems reasasonable upon momentary reflection to imagine that
there would be Cotanterparts in Eastern thought, and among the .
elicated peoples 0-of the "third world" as well; and (c) a marvelously
intricate schemagl Te¢ —- under the rubric of "Zetetics and the Zetetic
System of Knowledg-=e'"l8 developed over some 25 years by an electriecal
egineer, Joseph T-Tykociner, at the University of Illinois and re-
leased for pyblica-=tion during the mid-1960s.

As to the tecN:hnological facilities for communication dissemina-
tion, the series o=-f philosophical discussions developed around six
of Adler's great io.deas provides an example of the communicability
of ideas abstractesd from the commonality of human experience for
piesentation here sand elsewhere on Public Television. It should
starcely require smrgument that such deliberative adventuras can be
réplicated among lem=adership groups —- diplomats, university faculties
of the arts and scfidences among universities and as Harold Taylor
wuld insist, amongss professional educators and maturing students
thmselves.

Nor, finally, are we at a loss for organizations which in
diverse ways pursyess active efforts to implement the principles under
distcussion -~ bagre mention alone.permissible of a few suggestive
identifications: NINational Peace Association; Planetary Initiative
for the World We Chmoose; the Eleanor Roosevelt Memorial Foundation,
ett,
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But in zll these potentials for educational reconstruction the
urge toward conceptual re-formulations are inherent. It has been
obse-ved more or less casually that given the notable deficiencies
in our own otherwise commendable ideal of massive public education,
that we do not really take education seriously. Here it is obliga-
tory that educators take themselves quite seriously indeed, accept-
ing the challenge that they do in fact lie in the eye of the storm
of world events. The current waves of criticism and calls for re-
form should not subside, as similar tides have done before, with=-
out that we as professionals -- whether in administration or re-
search or at policy levels in state and federal education agencies:
or whether we stand in the position of ultimate necessity as
teachers of elementary and secondary school students —-— make an
effort, commendable and hopefully functionally effective, upon

which history can look with favor.
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Responze to the Empirical Beast: Containment versus Rejection

Samuel M. Holton
University of North Carolina

It is a pleasure to renew an acquaintanceship which will span forty years
on February 1, of the next year. Forty years ago, Dr. Ward and I started
graduate programs together at Duke University. Subsequently he completed his at

U.N.C. and I completed mine at Yale.

I think I am in general agreement with what I presume to be the main
contention of this paper that there is a need to recognize the importance of
both the empirical and humanistic strains in the study of man. I am not sure
however that I am willing to buy into the apocalyptic scenario which has been
described in the first part of the paper.

Dr. Ward has really identified at least five propositions. (His first
involves three statements each of which is a separate proposition.)

First: The Twentieth century has witnessed radical social Changes that
threaten social cohesiveness.

Second: These changes have resulted in divisions so wide and deep that
existing ph11osoph1ca1 conventions are insufficient to perm1t healthy intergroup

relations.

Third: Provocative arguments are being advanced for radically different
can¢egt1ons of reality in which order and disorder stand in a changed
reTatTDnsh1p

Fourth: New developments in psychology and epistemology make possible the
resolution of problems of individual fulfiliment and of intergroup tensions.
(In his discussion of this proposition he describes such developments as
cognitive psychology and the reclassification of knowledge under new rubics).

Fifth: The same forces which make for chaos can be organized to provide an
education which will lead toward" peace and the cooperative advancement of the

welfare of humankind".
My concerns are as follows:

With regard to the first statement, I will grant that there is much
turbulence in the world mirrored and amp11f1ed perhaps by our increased global
communication. I do not believe that the knowledge explosion has anything to do
with either the social unrest exemplified by "war, famine, and pestilence," or
with the personal problems involved in drug abuse.

With regard to the second statement by Dr. Ward, I do not agree that there
is any sufficient evidence that our existing ph1105@ph1uca1 conventions are
insufficient to permit healthy intergroup relations. On the contrary I would
argue that we have available both in religion and philosophy qu1te ample bases
for group understand1ng and cohesiveness. (Indeed I think this is what Dr. Ward
has suggested in his fifth statement.)
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With regard to the third statement, I am not sure what is being said. I
presume the concepts of order and disorder are essentially constructs. Ordering
is for the convenience of the viewer. If there is a different perception of
reality then there will of course be a diffferent scheme for ordering. I am not
sure that order or disorder needs to be assigned a value in this particular
formulation.

With regard to his fourth statement, I am at a loss as to how to respond.
How have new developments in psychology or epistemology had any effect on the
resolution of societal problems of individual fulfillment or intergroup
tension?

With regard to the fifth, I, 1like Dr. Ward, am committed to the redemptive
power of a sound, democratic education. I don't believe however that
reorganization of the curriculum is likely to bring in the millennium. It may
enable us to make incremental changes in our personal and social perceptions and
perhaps to permit us to behave more intelligently.

Dr. Ward has summarized for us some hopeful developments in intellectuaal
history. Implicit in his title is a desire to temper empiricism (I read
behaviorism) with a more wholesome humanism. I doubt if any of us in this room
would quarrel with the need to keep our perspective when the doom sayers
deseribe for us the demise of civilization.
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BEYOND THE PHILOSOPHICAL TRADITION:
DECONSTRUCTING EDUCATIONAL PHILOSOPHY
Thomas 0. Buford

Furman University

_We philosopiiers are being challenged each time we work in our
craft. Nietzsche, Derrida, Heidegger, Wittgenstein, Dewey, F. H.
Bradley and possibly others are signaling an end to philosophical
thinking and are looking for another way to think. This means
that any practice of the philosophical craft must come to an end,
including the philosophical investigation of education. The claim
is strong: phkilosophy of education is impossible. In response to
that claim I ask, "Is philosophy of education impossible?" Some
thinkers contend that it is. Their point is clear. We are philo-
sophers who are thinking about education, and if philosophy is
impossible, then any philosophical thinking about education is
also impossible. But is this true? We shall look at what is
believed to be impossible, the central thesis of the Western Phi-
losophical tradition, discuss their origin, develop rather cur-
sorily two attacks on those claims, and offer an alternative view
of philosophy of education.

First, the possibility of Philosophy rests on two theses.
Throughout its history in the West the possibility of philosophy
has rested on the belief that there is an ultimate nature of
things, a physis, that is reasonable to investigate. It matters
not whether that essence is the soul, nature, God, knowledge, or
values; it is and it is discussible. In addition, Philosophy
rests on the belief that there is a way to this real. Over-
against all other disciplines Philosophy guides us beyond ap-
pearance to designate, to describe, and to prove that our view of
the real is correct. Philosophy is rooted in our capacity to rea-
son; we do not sense that nature common to things, we think it.

It is through reason that we know the real that is self-
consistent, self-dependent, and on which all other things depend
for their existence. That real is the archai, the foundation.
Knowing it means we can delineate it, to some extent at least, and
have reason to believe it exists. But as Paul de Man claims, "To
know [erkennen] is a transitive function that assumes the prior
existence of an entity to be know and that predicates the ability
of knowing by ways of properties. It does not itself predicate
these attributes but receives them, so to speak, from the entity

113



~105-

itself by merely allowing it to be what it is,"l The real is pre-
sencing and we are acqui~ing: therein we know. Knowing, then, is
acquired presencing. This cornerstone can be summed up in two

related ideas: (1) fourdationalism and (2) representationalism.

To clarify these presuppositions we can look at the roots of
this way of viewing the world. The origins of early Greek philo-
sophy is a debated topic. But it is safe to say that Greek philo-
sophy came into existence within the context of a religious under-
standing of the world. This religious view is based on
mythopoetic thinking. When Thales and the others began thinking
they thought about an object provided by religious insight. O0lym-

pian mythical religion assumed that there is a physis, a becoming,

an alive and developing stuff which has an identifiable pattern,
moira. A1l Tlife, everything is rooted in it.

With a demythologization that occurred by the sixth century
in Asia minor, men such as Thales, Anaximander, and Anaximenes
were free to suggest what that physis might be. Perij physews his-
toria was their method, albeit dim and undeveloped. Yet the in-
vestigation was rational, Sight has its proper object, hearing
its, smell its, and so on. Reason also has its proper object,
pattern-characteristics. Like knows 1ike was commonly belijeved.
There is one stuff which explains the many. They believed that
there is one substance, it Presences, we can know it, we can
develop some picture of it in our minds, and it is the basis on
which all things are and are known. Foundationalism and represen-
tationalism find their roots in the earliest of the Greek
philosophers. .

Different views of Being have been developed in the Western
philosophical tradition. As these views changed so did the views
of the nature of pPhilosophy. While it would be interesting to
follow Cassirer in working out the object of and method for philo-
sophical study in the metaphysical-religious period, the mathe-
matical period, the biological period, and the scientific-
linguistic period--is beyond the confines of this paper.2
Whatever changes occurred in both the object of philosophical dis-
cussion and in the character of the philosophical approach to that
object the assumptions of foundationalism and representationalism
remained intact. Every view of philosophy was developed with the
intent of understanding Being carried out on the basis of the ba-
lief in foundationalism and representationalism.

Second, what attacks can be made on these beliefs? They can
be placed under the heading of deconstruction. If we understand
what deconstruction means as I am using that term we can under-
stand the central point of these attacks. 1 am following the
general point Derrida makes in hic definition of deconstruction.
He says that deconstruction "signifies a project of critical
thought whose task is to Tocate and ’take apart’ those concepts
which serve as the axioms or rules for a period of thought, those
concepts which command the unfolding of the entire epoch of
metaphysics.... But the work of deconstruction does not consist
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in simply pointing out the structural Timits of metaphysics.
Rather, in breaking down and disassembling the ground of this
trad1t1on, its task is both to exhibit the source of paradox and
contradiction within the system, within the very axioms them-
selves, and to set forth the possibilities for a new kind of
meditation, one no nanger founded on the metaphysics of pres-
ence."3 While many ¢ his interpreters are Titerary critics, Der-
r1da, as 1 1nterpret h1m, 15 wr1t1ng ph11osophy HhTTE his facus

métaphys1cs And h1s understanding of metaphys1cs is in general
as I described it above. Thus Derrida helps us to focus the at-
tacks made on Western philosophy.

With this background we turn to two attacks made on Western
philosophy.  Both disassemble the ground of this tradition and
exhibit the source of paradox and contradiction, and ore sets for
the possibilities of a new kind of meditation not found on the
metaphysics of presence understood as acqu1red illumination by
Being. Full development of these attacks is not necessary here,
Yet even in broad outline their force is sufficient to encourage
us to look elsewhere than to the two beliefs or cornerstones.

The attacks are developed by F. H. Bradley and by Ernesto Grassi.
Bradley claims that any attempt to establish a foundation by
designating something as real and all others as appearance runs
afoul of "the machinery of terms and relations." Designating any
object necessarily 1mp11es distinguishing it from other objects.

To assume otherwise is to separate product from process, a logi-
cally impossible feat. Designation not.only requires marking off
some object from others but also saying what it is. This means
re]at1ng quaT1ties into a whole. In the case of separat1ng or
joining one is using terms and relations. The metaphysical impor-
tance of this is not hard to see. The foundation of substance is
not dependent for its reality or its intelligibility or anything
other than itself. Yet if we look closely at the activity of
des1gnat1on or description we find that any substance so desig-
nated requires relations for its intelligibility. It cannot stand
a1cne, it requires relations for it to be and to be known. Yet
that is precisely what the real cannot be; it is independent.

Thus, any attempt to designate and to represent some object as the
foundation involves contradiction. Bradley exhaustively pursues
this Tine of reason1ng in the chapters of Book I of Appearance and
Reality. 4 Let’s turn to a second Tine of attack on these

presuppositions.

Grassi points out that many different views of Being have
been advanced in western Eh ilosophy and arguments have been ad-
vanced in behalf of each. Each claims to have the foundation and
the representation worked out. Descartes, for example, contends
that we know that we exist and we know that with certainty. That
which we know about ourselves and our world is not self-
explanatory; it requires (logically) God for its explanation. We
can know for certain that God exists. Armed with that epistemic
foundation we can proceed not only to explain the nature of the
world but also to justify our knowledge claims about the external
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world. Grassi contends, however, that any argument for substance
or physis rests on a prior seeing. Seeing.or ingenium is finding,
collecting, and relating. But the seeing is always from some per-
spective. The perspective is a metaphor, a root metaphor to use
Pepper’s language. The root metaphor is an image drawn from com-
mon sense experience and provides a framework within which seeing
or relating occurs and which allows rational demonstration to
occur.

- For example, Descartes was enamored with the certainty of
mathematicians. His root metaphor for philosophy was mathematical
clarity and distinctness. His root metaphor for self-dependent
and self-consistent substance and the dependent many was God and
the Creator-creature relation drawn from Christian theology. Des-
cartes saw; this perspective gave him the insight he needed to
defend science and religion against the attack of skeptics such as
Michel Montaigne. Even though enamored by the power of his
metaphor, he attempted to circumvent the metaphorical underpin-
nings of his own position in his famous cogito ergo sum. He
believed that by reason alone we can demonstrate the existence of
the self and that God is. We can know the characteristics of God
and we can show that God is the explanation of the many, the
guarantor of knowledge.

Much of subsequent philosophy has followed Descartes. C(Con-
templatio or_ingenium or theorein are rarely used in contemporary
philosophical literature. Putting our complete confidence in
cogitare or ratio we have Tearned to distrust metaphor. Con-
templation is for poetry; it is not for philosophy. Indeed, we
philosophers must demand as much clarity, precision, rigor, and
objectivity as does the scientist, It is his paradigm we must
follow. But that is exactly what we reject when following reason
alone; we reject a root metaphor. Demonstration, Grassi believes,
rests on root metaphors for its persuasive power,

While argument gains its cogency from the metaphor on which
it rests, metaphors themse]ves are not certain in any kind of
logical sense. They designate, point, signify; they do not Justi-
fy. Either you see or you do not. Ingenium precedes cogitare.
The metaphor may lose its pewer and the view rooted in it may be-
come less coherent internally. The view could be beset with great
enough anomalies that it collapses. But that collapse may not be
simply logical in character. It may be a failure in seeing.

These two attacks Jointly lead us to the conclusion that the
traditional assumptions on which much of western philosophy rests
are umacceptable. From Bradley we learn that the nature of
thought precludes the possibility of justifiably designating and
describing anything as Substance and showing how it explains all
other things. It is self-contradictory for thought to engage in
such a venture. To show that such attempts are internally self-
contradictory is a telling blow. From Grassi we learn that even
if the attempt were satisfactory the victory would be hollow. Any
attempt on the basis of reason alone to justify a foundation and
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representation is an attempt that rests on a root metaphor. No
metaphor is certain. A metaphor is not a proof. It signifies
only. The genesis of these anomalies is the assumption that reals
are, that we can know for certain that they are, and that we can
understand these reals, these secure foundations to which we can
appeal in our attempts to understand.

Let’s draw a startling conclusion at this point. Philosophy
is that discipline that we identified earlier as the study of
physis, that discipline that on the basis of reason alone pene-
trates to the foundation of thinas to Truth, if you will, and rep-
resents the presencing real to us and justifies its findings. We
have seen that there is good reason to beljeve that the assumption
that reason alone can secure and delineate a foundation is an as-
sumption which is vacuous. If the object of philosophical study
is empty then what need is there for the discipline? Phiiosophy
is useless. Philosophy is dead. If the word "Philosophy" is to
be used only in this narrow sense then maybe it could refer to a
series of text and type of activity that occupied men in the past.
It would be of historical interest enly. But being a "friend of
wisdom" is not dead, it seems to me. If we can find a use for
"Philosophy" on the basis of what we learn from Bradley and Gras-
si, not to mention Dewey and others, we may be able to set about
forming a non-foundationalist, non-representationalist view. Phi-
losophy that is not impossible.

Third, what view of Philosophy can we offer? Earlier we re-
Jected the traditional object of study and in doing so rejected
philosophy traditionally conceived. If we can find something
about which wisdom is needed and find a way of seeing and thinking
appropriate to that something we may find philosophy flourishing
and worth teaching. But where are we to look? Bradley shows us
that all propositional knowledge internally self-destructs. We
can have no foundation, no representation on the grounds of items
and attributes (properties and relations) alone. Grassi shows us
that all knowing rests on metaphor. Thus in so far as we know at
all it is metaphorical at its roots. I suggest that we look to
metaphor to help us in forming a view of philosophy. How can we
go about this? ’

Let’s turn to the familiar, to what Doug Browning calls the
pre-theoretical world of everyday human, personal experience. It
is that which is most important to us. Our everyday lives are
filled with all kinds of things, from going to the store late at
night to get some milk, to brushing your teeth in the morning, to
eating cheese and bread and an apple for lunch, to talking with a
friend. These are the familiar. Yet if someone were to press us
as to why we do-these things we would be hard put to give anything
more than a practical answer. We buy the milk because the chil-
dren need it for breakfast, we brush our teeth for clean breath
and white teeth, we eat cheese, bread, and an apple for Tunch be-
cause we don’t want to gain extra weight. Our friend presses;
what is that for the sake of which we do these things? Our inter-
est is more than simply practical understanding; we also want a
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theoretical understanding. Our friend is asking us about our view
of the Tife good to Tive. We knew before he pressed, and now we
don’t know. We do not understand, and we want to understand.

This type of questioning can be carried out about any area of our
Tives; any familiar could, I suppose become unfamiliar.

Even though all familiar can become unfamiliar, is there a
familiar that is more important than another? Anything in the
natural world can become unfamiliar. While we may be successful]
in making intelligible the unfamiliar in natural phenomena why
would we want to do so? Possibly because of its intrinsic inter-
est. But primarily Decause such understanding aids in the
flourishing of our own individual lives. Scientific understanding
is valuable ultimatel: because of its contribution to human well-
being. It is the well-being of our Tives that we are interested
in. When something about our lives becomes unfamiliar, there is
an impyrtance here that transcends any other unfamiliar. If we
adults are te guide our lives through our developmental patterns
we must know ourselves. "The unexamined 1ife is not worth
living," contended Socrates. It does not matter how brilliant you
are in "useless" philosophy, in dissecting the texts, if your per-
sonal life is coming apart Yyou are not happy and are deeply
troubled.

If the familiar-unfamiliar of our lives is of paramount im-
portance to us and the 1ife good to 1ive is now unfamiliar and we
want to understand then we have a genuine problem. 1Is there a way
that is the best for our 1lives? How do we know if our way is best
or our conduct is correct? The well-being of our lives depends on
our facing this unfamiliar and understanding it. We have then an
object of study, and we must find some way of gaining insight into
it, of understanding it. We need to find some way of seeing, of
relating; we need some way or perspective as a framework for
thought. We cannot satisfactorily return to the metaphysics of
the past with its roots in cogitare. That way self-destructs--the
way of Descartes, among others. Bradley’s arguments are telling.
Where do we turn? I suggest we turn to Grassi’s insights for
help. He contends that all thinking originates in image, in
metaphor. But we cannot argue for a metaphor; that undercuts the
point of this essay. Rathe we can only peint to the way we see
and go from there. As Chaim Perleman contends, "... philosophical
thought, incapable of empirical verification, develops by an ar-
gumentation that aims to how certain analogies and metaphors ac-
cepted as central elements in a world view."6 e need a metaphor,
I want to take seriously a metaphor often employed by Socrates.

Socrates believed that the art of Tiving is analogous to tke
work of the craftsman. The shoemaker picks the kind of leather
for the top of the shoes, the type of material he wants for the
soles, the kind of stitching he needs, and the design of the
shoes. Skil1fully he integrates these into a pair of shoes, Yet
that which determines his choices .at each stage, the selection of
the materials and the design, is the function for which the shoes
are made. The shoes may be used for hiking or for dress. The use
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to which the shoes are put or the function for which the shoes are
made is crucial to the whole enterprise of the craftsman. That
for the sake of which the shoes are made must be known by the
craftsman before he begins making the shoes. Once the shoes are
made they must function correctly to be called good shoes. They
must do the job they were designed to do. Analogously, the good
craftsman of his own life picks the "materials" of his 1ife and
the "design" he wants. These decisions are made in 1ight of the
function which he wants his Tife to fulfill. Obviously some func-
tions are better than others. So, the person who is attenpting to
get his life together must know to what ends he ought to live if
he is to Tive well. The kinds of behavior and style of one’s life
must be selected in 1ight of the function they are to fulfill, and
they must harmonize with the end. There must be an integration
(integrity) of ends and means. For Socrates a person who Tives
well is one who possesses that kind of integrity in his 1ife which
results from a symphony of deeds and words, actions and knowledge.
The artisan of 1ife must not only possess knowledge of those ends
which are best for him to achieve but also he must habitually act
consistently with those ends. It is through habitually acting -
consistent with justified ends that the life good to live is
established.

Unfortunately Socrates’ view is only partially satisfactory.
He sought the physis of the moral life; that Good for the sake of
which all actions are done. Foundationalism and represen-
tationalism were assumed. Rather than assuming that philosophy
necessarily leads to fixed views abcut how we ought to live, we
must at the outset at Teast accept that view of philosophy that
would aid us in living good Tives. Since our lives go through
transitions from stage to stage, we must ask of philosophy that it
aid us as we work through the issues involved in those changes.
My view of philosophy as craftsmanship includes that kind of con-
tinued search that does not end with final, fixed, absolute an-
swers about the content of a well crafted 1ife.

The philosophical craft involved in creating a 1ife structure
is conducted in a rational manner./ We Tive through stages and
crises and transitions. Crafting is guiding 1ife toward this pat-
tern. An attempt must be made to interpret the stages of 1ife
under investigation. To interpret a stage of our lives is to un-
cover the belief and value assumptions which underlie it, to
evaluate critically the assumptions, and to adopt new ones or
retread the old ones. For example, in self-critically crafting a
life script of her own, a young woman must understand the nature
and implications of the sex roles in our society. When a young
woman adopts the traditional role of women in American society she
accepts the belief that women do not have equal rights with men.
If she self-consciously creates a life structure with which she
will be happy, this belief must be clarified and evaluated. Fur-
thermore, any discussion of the possession of rights proceeds on
some assumed theory of rights and view of the nature of man. For
full understanding and control over her 1ife, the young woman must
also investigate those more basic beliefs. While the search may
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never "touch bottom," there is no need to do so. The purpose of
ever deeper penetration is not only to understand one’s own 1life
and that of his fellow human beings but also to craft a defensible
life structure. The goal is not final answers but the sel<®-
conscious crafting of a defensible life script, including not only
the goals of our Tives but also the rules and struc*ures that al-
low for their achievements. Through such activities an under-
standing may be gained of areas of experience that are the most
direct and immedia: a experiences persons have. What is Tearned
about these experiences are tke assumptions that underlie them and
the physical, social and cultural forces that have contributed to
their development. Such achievement of critical self-awareness is
a liberating experience. Once one is aware of his assumptions and
has critically evaluated them, he is then able to accept, r-’ify,
or reject those assumptions and to exert some control over .is
decisions.

Finally, the philosophical craft is to be conducted in every
area of and at any stage in our lives. “Nothing is sacrosanct to
the critical evaluation of the philosopher’s roving eye whether it
is the nature of pérsons, values, or knowledge. Philosophy has as
its province for investigation all of our 1ives and asks the most
searching questions about every aspect of human existence.

A final comment about philosophy must be made. The craft of
searching rationally for understanding in every dimension of human
experience with the intent of giving Tife sound guidance ijs a
paradoxical endeavor. On the one hand, philosophy is the most
concrete, "down to earth,"” personal study one can pursue. Indeed,
what is more immediate to us than making decisions about sex, mar-
riage, children, work, and education. On the other hand, philoso-
phy is one of the most abstract activities in which one can become
involved. In these everyday kinds of experiences are issues in-
volving persons, values, God, conduct, knowledge, and learning.

To deal with these topics is to discuss a subject matter that is
often distant, obscure, and strange. To become involved in the
philosophical craft is to ask questions about our everyday lives
that drive to the core of personal dimensions of life, to learn
that we often do not really understand ourselves, and to discover
that the attempt to understand philosophically is a difficult but
Tiberating task.

In conclusion, to approach philosophy as the craftsmanship of
Tiving is to develop a plan of attack on these tasks, and through
the analysis of assumptions to penetrate through the limited in
scope, but important, issues raised in addressing the specific
tasks we face to the general but deep issues of 1ife and exis-
tence, knowledge and conduct on which the surface beliefs ulti-
mately rest. If philosophy is seen in this Tight, you can under-
stand how any person can address philosophically the educational
tasks we face in living our lives. This, it seems to me, means
that the discipline of philosophy of education is possible.
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DECONSTRUCTING EDUCATIONAL PHILOSOPHY: A RESPONSE TO BUFORD,
. by
Frans van der Bogert
Appalachian State University

Professor Buford's title promises me a deconstruction, and the mention
of Professor Derrida whets my appetite for a Derrida-style )
deconstruction. That is, I had hoped to see Buford apply Derrida's method
of reading to a text containing pronouncements of educational philosophy.
However, Buford makes his own sense of what “deeanstrggting philosophy"
means, so my complaint is not offered as any indictment of his interesting
article. Still, since Buford did not do it, T am going to deconstruct
some texts. One of the texts is the subtitle of his paper, by which I was
initially misled. The other is a windy preamble to a university mission
statement.

Before I carry out that project, I should say that I find Buford's own
project a sound one. As he sees it, successful criticisms of )
foundationalism and representationalism have undermined traditional
western philosophy. He makes effective use of arguments from Bradley ard
Grassi to show that paradoxes or contradictions reside in foundationalist
and representationalist accounts. There is a n=ed, according to Buford,
for a new account of philosophy and a new educational philosophy based en
it. He sets out at the end of his article in quest of just such a new
account. His proposal there is that philesophy should be understood in
terms of the metaphor of craftmanship, that it should be viewed as the
craft of living well.

However, this account of philosophy seems to me to be loaded with some
of the very presuppositions it is supposed to get free of. TFirst, Buford
remains committed to the view that rationality is a first principle of
pnilosophy. Yet that doctrine was challenged by Grassi. Why does Buford
retain this principle while abandoning others? Second, while he turns to
a metaphor for philosophy instead of a proposition describing it in order
to avoid representationalism, what he says about metaphors makes them
sound like representational devices. He says that they "“designate, point,
signify" and seems at times to want to squeeze propositions out of them.
But if propositional accounts are not viable, then we cannot expect to
gain anything by squeezing propositions out of metaphors. Finally, the
metaphor of the craftman suggests that the product of philosophizing is
something complete or finished, like a pair of shoes. But the critics of
foundationalism and representationalism would no doubt challenge this
view, saying that no work of philosophizing can be completa, but must
consist of partial truths only (hence there are no foundations).

Now I'd like to try deconstructing Buford's subtitle. Like many other
English speaking philosophers, I am new to the use of the method of
deconstruction. Thus, what follows is admittedly an amateurish effort.
5till, I have hope that something might be learned from it.

For Derrida, it is texts that are deconstructed, not philosophy (or
even philosophies). Hence the term "deconstructing" as it appears in
"Deconstructing Educational Philosophy" is out of place. There is a
rupture or “slippage" in the text. Derrida asks us to pay attention to
this discontinuity. What were the words that might have been chosen to do
the work of “deconstructing" but were rejected in favor of it? Derrida
wants us to consider what these subordinated or "despised" alternatives
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were. Plainly, the paper could have been titled "Resurrecting Educational
Philosophy," or "Reconstructing Educational Philosophy." Given that
Buford left the work of criticizing traditional philosophy to Bradley arnd
Grassi, and presented as his own original proposal an account of
philosophy intended to escape from those criticisms, his paper would very
accurately be described by those other titles.

Why is the word '"deconstructing" in this title? 1Is it just because
deconstruction is a hot topic these days? Does this word express a lack
f confidence about the possibility of resurrecting educational
1 saphy? Does it admit in advance that Buford's project is doomed to

ilo
ilure? Does it sell Buford's project short by suggesting that it is
s interesting than the incisive arguments of Bradley and Grassi?
Buford's account of philosophical tradition is competent and well
informed. However, I disagree with his contention that all traditional
western philosophy made foundationalist and representationalist
assumptions. Skepticism and relativism are aged doctrines, and have
appeared repeatedly in interesting varied forms, always questioning these
assumptions. I see the skeptical and relativist themes as authentically
philosophical ones. To me, philosophy is made of many strands. Thus, I
do not regard the arguments made against foundationalism and
representationalism as a threat to the whole of philosophy.

I am =z complacent pluralist who takes an eclectic approach, going to
differeni philosophers (sometimes those with conflicting v1aws) for A
variety of insights, questions, tricks, metaphors or methods. I I admire
Buford's experimental spirit in his attempt to incorporate Grassi's
metaphorical approach into the final pages of the essay. I would suggest
that the metaphor of the midwife be considered as a supplemert to thait of
the shoemaker. The objects made by shoemakers are dead but midwives bring
living beings into the world. At any rate, we neutralize the sting of
criticism when we learn new tricks from the crities themselves. Thus
criticism can be more invigorating than deadly to philosophy.

In a similarly experimental mood, I would like to finish these remarks
by trying another deconstruction, hoping thereby both to exhibit the
usefulness of this method, and to display it in an unthreatening, albeit
skeptical, light.

Consider the following statement of sducational philosophy from a
school I shall call "Imaginary State University,™ ISU for short: '"The
primary mission of ISU is to give its students the best possible
education." My deconstruction of this text begins with the observation
that the word 'possible" can be omitted from the text without disrupting
its grammar. That is, ISU could have promised its students the best
education. What then, is the function of the word "possible" in the text?
You might think it is used to make the text more "realistic" (to promise
the best education would go too far, so the promise must be limited), but
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it also empties out the text to which it is added (if a student were to
protest that education at ISU is medioecre or bad, the answer lies ready to
hand that ISU never promised its students a good education, but only the
best passible ane)

felaticnshipitc educaticn. Self- daubt is prajeetéd here by tha insertion

of the word "possible". It implies that ISU does not believe that its
education is the best. Confusion is presented when an unattainable goal
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is set only to be reset at a vaguely defined lower level. TIf ISU knew its
own powers more clearly, it could state its mission more economically than
this. The text is like the ones people use when they are "at a loss for
words" or just warming up to say something else. Seen in the light of
another useful metaphor, the text is "spinning its wheels."

What is the use of this deconstruction? T can think of several uses
to which it might be put. One use is to initiate more searching
philosophical thinking about education. What would the best educatien be
like? Why would a university be afraid to promise its students the best?
What assumptions about education currently obstruct our clear vision of
it? How often do pronouncements about education cover up ignorance rather
than reveal what is known? '
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intreduction

The purpose of my paper is to examine some of the positive
and also some of the limiting implications that arise from using
social science research findings as the foundation for
educational goals in such value oriented curriculum areas as
moral education, civics, and socialization efforts. I shall
investigate possible logical discontinuities which result from
unexamined mixing of empirically generated theories with
normative curriculum ends, Such logical mixing may lead to
difficulties when it comes to developing instructional
strategies,

The paper will be organized into two main parts and a brief
concluding section, Part One contains an examination of two
types of theory on which educators draw generally, labelled by me
scientific-descriptive and heuristic-normative, This examination
will constitute the general framework for the paper. '

Part Two scrutinizes at some length an example in value
oriented education where -in my opinion- a confusion about the
correct application of both types of theory discussed in Part One
results in severe limitations for practice in the classroom.

The final section concludes, briefly, with suggestions about
ways of assuring the correct use of both types of theory in
planning and implementation.

PART ONE
two types of theory

A look at the theoretical foundations for developing
curriculum goals and subsequent implementation strategies reveals
the use of two distinct types of theory. Both are generated
according to distinct protocol and command their own, specific
logic for judging their adequacy. ;

Let us take a look at learning theories which provide the
foundataion for devising what is hoped to be effective
instruction, relevant curriculum design, successful disciplinary
action, or timely scheduling format., Such learning theories are
generated by social scientists, psychologists, to be specific,
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thharough their analysis of observational data that have be=en
collected in adherence to the canons of the scientific methc>d.
Similarly, sociologists and anthropologists record empirical ly
thhe customs of cultures and subcultures. Their conclusions a=are
of ten used as the basis for developing aims in multicultur-al
education, civic education, etc. Their methods of collecti ng
data are shared by them vwith all other empirical scilmtists, a_nd
consists of recerding verifiable replicable eventsobservab_le
th rough sensory discrimination. _

Although the present state of social sciemces lilike
Psychology and sociology is not gquite as "hard" as the protocesl
ad hered to by physics and chemistry, the general claim is thaat
the difference in protocol is more a matter of degree than eof
kind. 1In any case, we may say that social scientistsin genersxal
hawe been advocating the adoption of their theories ag foundatieon
for educational goals and practices because of the scientif—dc
validity of their research methodology. Individuals like Skinne=r
and Kohlberg would usurp the job of philosoplh '3 of edication aend
use their research findings to determine ¢ .dcational aims =.n
addition to implementation strategies, This aggressive stance =is
defended by them because they claim to have moreverifiabl:i e
foundations for decision making than do philosophers, especial XLy
those who would speculate, rather than analyze empirical data.

Social scientists who generate empirical-descripive theor—y
are satisfied with the latter if they can prove to have adhere=d
to correctly prescribed research protocol. If resultirmmg
eduacational practices fail, their accusing finger ispointed aat
the practitioner who is blamed for inferior understanding of tlmae
theory and, thus, ignorant practice. Practitioners, on the otheer
harad, who do not obtain hoped for results after having followe=d
the social scientists!' suggestions, tend to declare the lattersss'
theeories incorrect, ill founded, or bogus,

Both sides generally agree that desirable scientific theor—vy
should resemble in its claims the state of things inthe natura_l
wor 1ld, resorting to intervening variables, thoretica_1
constructs, and operationism no more than necessary. Thus, bot_h
sides agree that acceptable scientific theory is descriptive o-f
the state of affairs in the real world, I will refer to thi.s
view of scientific theory as the MIRROR OF NATURE MODEIL,

Freeman Butts, elder statesman of the historyof Westerzn
education, chooses as his framework for doing historythe stage=s
of <civilization. He describes how early inhabitans of this=s
pPlanet made the transition from food gathering prinates teo
thimnking, speaking, and believing beings who are now at the brinkE<
of forming a world culture faseé on the sharedvalues o
technology and communication. In simple terms, this may be=
paraphrased as a record of man who is viewed as having pullecs3
him=elf up by his boot straps to ever more complexlevels ofFE=
functioning in a variety of dimensions.

It seems unquestionably the case that human beings are=
forever striving to go beyond their intellectual, social e
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physical, and also moral limits, William James, pragmatically
unable tojustify h: is own religious beliefs, fi%ally resorted to
calling this dimenss=ion as "the more in me (him)" r to be accepted
beyond possibility or need of scientific verification., Much of
educatioml theocxry is based on our desire, so poignantly
characterlrzed by J "ames as "the more in us", to go beyond our
obvious 1lits, to : be more than we are, more knowledgeable, more
successful, more humaman, and more ethical. Were it not for our
desire totranscepn®& our limitations, there would be no need for
education| ,

The shool, theen, seems to be that social institution which
is destim to be amppointed~-almost anointed--to take the raw
material o humanir ty and prod and shape it beyond its present
state toetver mor e perfect forms of individual and group
existence To that= end all sorts of educational theories have
been and aistill b=eing developed. What all these theories have
in commonis thei .r heuristic nature. They are not based
exclusively on the kiind of insights that are gathered from the
scientifially-suppcorted theory that describes man as he is and
gives us the type o of verifiable conclusions to which I have
referred 3 MIRROR ® OF NATURE, Instead, such theories are based
on a visiomof man amss he ought to be. "I have a dream", preached
Dr, Martinluther Xi._ng, whose vision went beyond what he called a
"sick™ soclty. .

Educaitional <K heories, such as multiculturalism, open
schooling,and Kohl _berg's theory of moral education are recent
additions tovalue oe=riented and value-based educational theory in
the heuristic veina. They cannot be entirely justified by
scientificilly derivsred conclusions. Sociobiologists are clearly
showing thit in our behavioural makeup we are an "ugly" ape, not
really ¢éhaning whe=n it comes to our treatment of the sick, the
weak, thejpung. B sooks by the dozen are published to advise
women how to dress . for agressive image in order to blend into
male domimted fie. -1lds in administration and organizational
hierarchy, And yet,» we develop affirmative action curriculum,
and strivefor equaml educational opportunity in the schools.
Clearly, wntrary to scientific evidence, the schools are
pursuing thir goal to improve man from what he is into what he
should-~buthas yet t#:o0 prove can~-become.

Generntion of - the type of heuristic theory I have just
discussed Is vastl_y different from the complex process of
investigation and mreflection, When viewed holistically in
conjunctimwith thee educational practices derived from it, a
necessary pttern of interplay between scientific/descriptive and
heuristic/pescriptjware research protocol emerges: The heuristic
education theorist bases the development of his theory on a
vision or likal, Stoch vision is in his head, or heart (for want
of a betterlocationm). 1Its foundation can be found in_one or a
set of valus concermming the state of man and/or nature,-

Howewve, heuri=stic theory, in any field and not just in
education, s a folXlow-up step and not a beginning, as a rule.
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The generator of any heurist—ic theory starts with a inspection
of the state of things as the=y are found empirically, Sometimes,
then, he finds them wantirg, either because of an already
existing andopposing value orientation, or becausiof a vague
dissatisfaction which leads t—o the emerging new valwewith which
the state of experienced rea_1ity now is felt incomptible, The
result is avision of a state of things as they oughtto be, not
as they are, This, in its f=inal formulation givesrise to the
new heuristic theory. .

In order to translate heuristic theory~-or the mw vision--—
into reality, however, the rase of scientific theot is needed
again, Its enpirically gene=rated data provide insight into the
causal network of events in t“he observed natural world that will
bring about the envisioned =state. 1In other words,scientific
theory provides information feor effecting the desiredchange from
things as theyy are to things =as they ought to be. With regard to
acting on heuwristic’ theory, heowever, we have not yet reached the
end of the line in the proce=ss of implementing thevision. A
final checkof the effected cEaange in the state of thigs against
the original vision is necessaary.

We have seen before that the adequacy of scientific theory
is generally accepted to lie _<n its verified correspmdence with
the experienced state of affai rs in the natural world, Defining
criteria for adequacy of heLraristic theory is a mucth thornier
matter. On the most primitiwre level, the failure ofa clearly
described or envisioned sta te of things is oftenblamed on
inadequate scientific theory. Education reformers often blame
the failure of their aims on inadequate backup fromthe social
sciences for yorking out metlmods and strategies in fistruction.
Social scientists, on the oth-er hand, counterattack ly accusing
the heuristic theorist of "unrealistic" goals yhich are
incompatible vith scientific evidence about human potential or
human nature,

- Both sides in the contrcoversy have some pointsto score.
Social science research has gemmerally been inadequateto provide
predictable support for tlme achievement of instructional
objectives, even of the non~he=uristic kind. However, ¢enerators
of heuristictheory--in educa—tion as in other fields-have not
always survived tests of a degquacy. In fact, itwould be
difficult here to define th=e kind of generally aceptable
criterion of adequacy which scaE entific theory enjoys.

How is one to prove the a dequacy of a vision or the claimed
inadequacy ofastate of affair—s as they arise from a given value
orientation?

It appears, thus, that t he logic of heuristic theory can
only resort to justifying = tself in terms of persuasion.
Although it is couched in strorag, imperatival language its only
weapon rests in appeal to reas.-on and sentiment. Withregard to
moral education, that appeal mw =2t be to the conscience,

HeuriBtic theory, I have £ ried to show, differs inits logic
for validatdon from the logic e=f scientific theory in the kind of
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evidence which needs to be mustered tv gain acceptance, 1In a
pluralistic society such as this nation both enjoys and suffers,
heuristic theory must always expect opposition, Therefore, any
educational reform of heuristic nature will continue to require
constant philosophical examination, and a forum for the debate on
values must be kept alive, Heuristic theory will retain its
fuzzy edge, as long as we subscribe to political, religious, and
‘aesthetic pluralism.

Because of the built-in fuzziness of heuristic theories of
education there has always existed a temptation to streamline
curriculum decisions into standardized models which are based on
scientifically verifiable data. Everett Kircher, decades ago, -
warned against such a temptation because of its threat to our
freedom of inquiry which then leads to loss if intellectual
vitality. To judge by the noisy debates over values education,
behavioral strategies of instruction, and performance oriented
teacher education, there is no immediate threat to American
educational vitality! However, recent trends have brought
increasing pressures to eliminate the fuzzy edge around heuristic
educational theories and substitute empirically generated theory
for developing curriculum ends and strategies for instruction.

PART TWO
the case of Kohlberg's theory 4

We have found, in the past decade, an agressive example of
attempted takeover of educational decisionmaking in the case of
Kohlberg's theory of moral education, even in its amended and
broadened version as offéred by Gillégan's research on the moral
reasoning patterns found among girls.” I wish to use the same to
provide an example of the kind of dangers and limitations to
educational freedom and success that are incurred when the
distinctions between scientific~descriptive and heuristic-
persuasive theorie are not examined carefully by those who plan
curriculum goals and instructional strategies,

Because of its widespread popularization in educational and
philosophical circles I will forego a description of the
Kohlberg=Gilligan model. I merely wish to focus on the
curricular emphasis in which educators in classrooms of both
public and private schools present children with carefully
constructed "moral dilemmas" that form the basis for students'
choices and subsequent discussion, where the latter are led from
the making of decisions of moral nature on the basis of purely
selfish motives to an examination of decisions made on the basis
of their regard for societal conventions, to a final stage where
individuals quéstion the justice of the laws which are relevant
to such decisions,

The expressed goal of such moral decision making exercises
is to improve the quality and level of moral decision making, to
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lead students exposed to such curriculum to the attainment of as
high levels of moral thinking as possible. There is certainly
nothing wrong with trying to help young people gain facility in
reflecting on moral issues and in verbalizing their
deliberations, It is even possible--including Gilligan's
research on gender differences in the pProcess-—-to accept that

patterns for such reasoning and stages of development thereof can
be empirically verified. Questionable, however, is the claim
that the top stage should be accepted as the endpoint or
highlight for the moral education of individuals of any age,
What has been established at best is the fact that human beings
tend to progress in their moral dimension according to a certain
developmental pattern.

It is disturbing to me, however, that just because human
beings have been found to develop morally according to an
established pattern (if one accepts Rohlberg's/Gilligan's
research findings) elaborate schemes have been justified and
devised to help them move through these stages of development as
smocthly as possible and to consider such movement as an
acceptable and justifiable curricular end, Let me share with you
my criticism of such indiscriminate mingling of scientific with
heuristic theory.

First, there is my concern over the assumption that, because
stage six (or seven) is attained last it is the utmost of which
an individual can ever be capable with regard to moral reasoning.
The stages, as listed, closely parallel man's evolutionary
process in the history of civilization, It is not so many
thousand years ago that nen made decisions about their morail
conduct on no more than the basis of fear for Physical well
being, Yet, there came a time when obedicnce to law was built
into our moral structure. Who is to say that our moral progress
has conclusively culminated in the vision of the just law? Tt
may, indeed, be the most that we can formulate now with regard to
moral thought. But it is an empirical fact that we are noy
capable of "higher" moral thought and deed than our prehistoric
ancestors. Kohlberg's scheme is satisfied to "top off" at this
present final stage, First, he finds out—-empirical ly--what the
pattern of development is. Then, he and his followers proceed to
use it to guide the young through its enumerated phases, That
may be fine for starters but it appears to only guide them to do
what comes naturally. More efficiently and quickly, perhaps, but
that is alll where is the existential stretch in this plan for
moral development? fThe basic foundation for moral values lies in
the conviction that we can always go beyond our limitation., That
conviction is even backed by empirical fact, as the most casual
study of man's civilizational history shows. On the most cursory
examination of that history of moral evolution it becomes obvious
that the present practice of using Kohlberg's scheme for moral
education in the schools can at best provide some guide for
instructional strategies, but cannot be accepted as arbiter of
the goals on which such a curriculum is built}
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Another problem with this transplant from social science
research into philosophy of education lies in the tacit
assumption that saying (or thinking) assures doing. We often
feel sure about our duties and obligations, but cannot rise to
the courage of our convictions., Philosophers have characterizeq
this phenomenon as "weakness of the will®. So have theologians,
Social scientists tend to focus on the collection of data which
are accessible’to them,in principle at least, if not always
immediately in practice. Thus, the kind of investigation that
is truly foundational to value-oriented education is omitted,
because it cannot be accomodated according to the canons anq
protocol of empirical research., Philosophers, speculatively
inclined ones, at least, need to take up these reflections,
althcugh they must know in advance that the edges of thejir
analysgis will remain fuzzy. With regard to our example,
educational theorists rieed to focus on the generation of insights
which will allow for the development of methods to help develop
the kind of strength of character that helps translate moral
reasoning into moral ‘conduct.

Finally, our case in point has a most disturbing
shortceming, It is preventing us from considering alternative
criteria for measuring the moral progress of individuals. With
its intellectualist bias, the model developed by EKohlberg's
scientific logic reduces those incapable of superior abstract
reasoning to moral inferiority. To question the justice of a law
a high level of abstract reasoning capacity is needed to which
not everyone may be able to rise, Pascal reminds ué that "the
heart has its reasons of which reason knows nothing".® How does
one justify such values as "goodness of the heart" as legitimate
moral sentiment and how does one integrate it into educational
theory without resorting to phiiosophical analysis and by going
beyond the empirical?

conclusion

In my discussion I have attempted to analyse some of the
implications of using empirical research findings as basis for
developing curriculum goals within the framework of value-
oriented instruction. My analysis has led me to make a
distinction between scientific and heuristic theory in general,
I do not claim the distinction to be a radical, new, and
startling discovery., My intent has been to analyse the logic
inherent in each of the two types of theory and to derive from it
criteria for judging their respective adeguacy by tracing the
connections between the two types of theory in the field of
education. I hope to have shown that not only are both types
needed to develop value-oriented instruction but that there is an
appropriate protocol for their use and interdependence,
Decisions about effective implementation of curriculum are based
on the findings of social scientists toward the development of
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instructional strategies. Such findings are means to achieving
educational ends rather than determiners of curriculum goals,
Philosophical analysis, however, is required to clarify the
reasons for decisions about suitable curriculum goals and for
reflection on the basic assumptions underlying them. Such
analysis, again, has its departing point in an examination of the
experienced reality in the human environment at its present
state,

The yguestion, it seems, is not which theory should be
preferred but what the preferred place of each type of theory
shoculd be within the process of educational planning. By
understanding the legitimate contribution each can make to the
process a more successful integration of them should improve
value oriented education in its goal forming as well as in its
implementing phases,
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M0 OBSERVATIONS CONCERNINC= HOW AND WHAT LAWRENCE KOHLBERG THINKS HE IS OBSERVING

e
University of Marvland

I would agree withe all of Dr. Sarlos' major points if I were willing
to concede (1) that Kolezlberg and like-minded researchers are scientifically
studying moral reasonim-g, or (2) that what Kohlberg et alia are observing
i se ¢

in those classroom disc-ussions of moral dilemmas are in fact instances of
moral reasoning,

I

Professor Sarlos cesncedes to Dr. Kohlberg. that science can in principle
form generalizations an== theories of what he calls "levels and stages of
moral reasoning." But “I'm not convinced that science can talk about reasons
or even talk about incicdents of reasoning. My argument is that reasons are
propositions--meanings-——abstract enrities which cannot in principle be
detected by any method ==f empirical science. And inciden*s of reasoning
although datable and cle—ckable cannot be detected by empirical scientists
because as empirical scE entists they have no way of determining that any event
is an event of reasoning in which a proposition or string of propositions are
created by or entertaine=d by the mind. (As an aside T might note that a °*
nominalistic interpretat—ion of propositions wouldn't help Kohlberg in his
quest to empirically obsserve propositions in any inter-subjective manner.)

One currently pepul_ar proposed way of getting at such elusive entities
as meanings is to posit an ontologically richer world of physical objects

and events plus meaning==. And then some self-styled hermeneutical
sclentists tell us that they possess a wonderful Germanic way of observing
these propositions or mmeanings. They tell us that by going around a
hermeneutical circle the=v can intuit meanings roughly like they "verstehen'
mental acts. However, t hese intuiters don't produce theories or even "nomic'
generalizations which co-uld be used for exp” :.nations, so I don't see how they
might make Kohlberg intc a real or complete scientist.

In making these few— remarks I fully realize that I haven't spoken the
final word on this topic , but I do hope I have made a prima facie case
for doubting whether Koh-lberg's reported discovery of levels and stages of
moral reasoning are sciemmitific discoveries. I agree with Dr. Sarlos that

i

Kohlberg and company seexr=m to see themselves as empiriecal scientists, but I
just am not convinced th==at they, like all psychologists who elaim to study
"thinking", don't have seome very serious epistemological and metaphysical

stumbling blocks in thei=xr paths. -

II

I now move on to my second point. Dr. Sarlos and many octhers have
eriticized Kohlberg on th—me point of neglecting the ﬂ?VélopménE of moral
conduct. Kohlberg has dee=fended his theory by saying" that he has a
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Platonic view of morality which does not acknowledge a fuwdamental split
between moral reasoning am=d conduct. This defense has tobe takerz more
seriously than some of his= other counter=arguments,

© Perhaps there might Jjust be something to the non-Kdlbergiazm idea t That
moral thinking is not mere=1y a matter of grinding out omebloodlesss theor em
after another, Perhaps in_.stead, moral thinking is a matter of ch=: racter
which is exercised in part in "seeing"” some sort of moral forms, wchere
character is more than Pla +o's "soul"”, being an integrateset of dewloped
moral sensitivities and ca rings plus a dominating, temptation-reje=cring
sense of personal integrit—. My thought here is that botnoral Ceasnines
and conduct arise out of a common source, character, and that chacacter is=s
neither developed easily neor activated easily, especiallymwt in wnwillingsly
undertaken classroom discu==ssions of so-called "moral dilemas".

But just having said e==his in semi~defense of Kohlber, I now ~wzant to
suggest that what Kohlberg and allies are seeing in the clisssroom <vhen
children discuss those mor==al dilemmas are not genuine incllents of moral
reasoning. Their mouthingss of moral words develop only =y slowl ~ frop
random, semi-exploratory as=ssertions. Perhaps what that clissroom I>abble
about who should be thrown out of the lifeboat, etc., really amoun = s to i=
bloodless talk which merelyw= has the appearance of moral rumsoning. Such
moral play-acting may be or==e way in which character develogment caxz: be
fostered, just as shadow-be==xing is one way to develop boxip skill=s, but
it may not be the real thirzmg. What this line of argument leads up to is
the tentative conclusion th-at maybe Kchlberg's theory is fine but Fae is
doing empirical studies of the wrong thing if he wants toflnd inva= riant
properties of genuine moral reasoning.

ITI

By way of a econclusion I would like to say that I agre with P rofesso—
Sarlos when she says that Keohlberg and others who strive tobe scie=nitists
cannot use this sort of sub-ject matter to derive Ought frals. Baxt Iwuld
like to suggest that just ms=aybe she is being too generous b Kohlbeexrg ot c=H e
in buying the ideas that the==y are discovering anything thrugh "szi entific™ "

methods, or that they are oESserving moral reasoning when thy obser~re chilcIren
in classrooms discussing car—aned riddles labeled by thedir mlers as ""moral
dilemmas”.

1:;f. s Barry Chazan, EQEEHIPDEEFjéPEI:Q:aif;hieS ;Q,}I;m:iai fucation = _hnalv—= ing
Alternative Theories, New Y ork: Teachers College Press, 1985, pp. S3ff,
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REAS ONING ABOUT VALUES:

DIsALOGUE WITH A CAT

Roecco Porreco

Ge=orgetown University

I have always wanted t—o be able to talk to animals. Although I do not
believe that the are endowswed with intelligence as this is understood by
humans, I am intensely curie—wous about the way they see the world and the
character of mimal righ +ts. What, for example, is an animal's
metaphysics? What is realit—y for him? Certainly he engages in a kind of
practical reasoniy, Since M see the practical order as identical with the
moral order, I wuld also e=ssk whether an animal also engages in moral
reasoning.

This interest of mine i=s related to my primary interest in ethics and
especially to how moral rées=asoning may be taught to students, avoiding
indoctrination or the imposit—ion of values. I am convinced that a person's
view of reality md especiall—y his view of what is the good for him largely
determines his cloices and tE—erefore makes him the kind of person that he
is. It is certainy the verdi=et of experience, as [ sze it, that a person's
perspective of rality is a —Ffunction of how he defines it in relation to
himself and whatworks for him or is good for him. Is this also true for
animals? )

The only aninel that I Eiave any direct knowledge of is a middle aged
tomeat who has been visiting my house for about two years. His first visits
were exploratory in the sens—e that he appeared to be quite suspicious of
strangers. He wwld run aws==ay at the sight of my wife or me, cautiously
looking back atus over himis shoulder. After a while he must have
determined that or intentior—as towards him were not harmful and possibly
beneficent. Our putting oumt a little food for him occasionally was the
elincher. It wasn'tlong befor—~e he was regularly appearing at our back door
with an expectant look and -—after some time he trained us to let him in
after he yawned widely in —the manner of the MGM lion. Some cats
probably would el this a kinG= of operant conditioning.

Needless tosy, I had nc success in any kind of verbal eommunication
with him. Ihad thedistinet ir—npression that this tomeat was one who would
keep his own secrets. Howev—er, a couple of weeks ago I did dream about
him and in my dreim [ had a le>ng conversation with him.

I wili not vuch for tk—e complete accuracy of the dialogue that
oceurred betweenus knowing  that it will be eolored by my own interests
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and that I have a tendency to anthropomorphize. However, I managed to
have pretty good recall. I remember that the cat spoke in a low voiee and
initially told me that he also had been wanting to talk to me for some
time. My dream questioning, patterned after my professional questioning
in real life, didn't seem to make much sense to the cat. "How do you define
the good?" The cat looked back in disgust. "Do you really have any
thoughts about the meaning of life?" With this Juzstion the cat began to
walk away. '

I decided to try another approach. Iran after the cat, picked him up,
sat down in my easy chair and began stroking him gently. The cat extended
his elaws and sank them into my trousers, pulling out a few threads as he
retracted them. I told him to cut it out and he replied that he was only
showing his pleasure at being abie to be on my lap. I explained that his
pleasure was my pain but the cat looked at me blankly.

"Do you have any feeling for what is good and bad?" I asked him.
"Well," he said, "what is good is what fulfills my ecatness, or is it
v g \
cattitude?"

"Now you're talking like a philosopher." I said.

"Perhaps," said the cat, "but can you think of any better way of
putting it?"

"No, but I imagine that you put the entire emphasis on your catness, a
thoroughly selfish point of view."

"So it is , but no different from how you humans define the good.
Would you like me if I were an old, unattractive and diseased eat? Wouldn't
you have me put away? Certainly you would never take me on your lap."

At first I was at a loss for a reply but, remembering my Aristotle, I
said to the cat: "But isn't the good of a ecat to live a life of reason
according to what kind of feline virtues that you might be able to
develop? We humans talk about courage, self-control, justice and
prudence. What about you cats? It seems to me that you personally are
courageous—TI've seen you stand up to other tomeats and racecoons and come
home bloody and yet unbowed. It seems to me that you know how to
control yourself: I've seen you walk away from a full dish of ehicken
seraps. It seems to me that you have a sense of fairness: you don't expect
me to do anything for you unless you do something for me. Finally, and
most importantly, it seems to me that you are a shrewd cat: you don't
waste your time in useless pursuits, or spend a lot of time sleeping and you
know how to get what you want."

The cat looked at me with an indulgent smile and in his low voice
gave the following explanation:

"You must remember that a cat's world is, to say the least, somewhat
different from yours. It's not just a matter of seeing the world differently
because we eats are on all fours. It is a matter of our deciding what our
fundamental goods are and figuring out the best way to preserve them.l As
& human, so I'm told, you have a number of fundamental goods ineluding
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life, play, intellectual knowledge, beauty, religion, friendship, integrity and
practical reasonableness. Now, among. cats, I am not known as a great
philosopher, but I do know what I would teach my progeny. I think that you
will have to admit that, for a cat, life is just about the only good. First of
all, this has to do with the preservation of our lives: the premium for a
feline life insurance policy would be very high considering the dangers that
surround us. Taking care of ourselves, preserving our lives—we only have
one incidentally—is a full-time operation. Yes, we do put some value on
play: we like to hunt, to run after a ball of twine, tc wrestle playfully with
other eats. But play is mostly for kittens: as adult cats we have little time
for it. As for the intellectual life, we have no time for it: you yourself well
know that this kind of life requires leisure, something that we appear to
have. But appearances are deceiving: we need our rest in order to engage
in the practical activities that define a tomeat and keep him alive. As for
beauty, we have never put much store in it. In choosing a female
companion I am more impressed by her feline vitality than by anything a
human would consider beautiful.” .

He continued: "As for integrity, in the sense of wholeness, yes, I have
it and consider it a valuable quality in terms of preserving my life. As you
may have noticed, I've got my act together pretty well. Looking at other
cats, I can't say that I have any friends other than insofar as they are useful
to me. When I was younger I used to play with by brothers and sisters and
might consider them friends. But every other eat that I know of would
steal my food if he or she could. No I don't have any friends nor do I see
any need for any.

"Is there a feline god? Perhaps. But he or she has never had anything
to do with my life. You're the closest thing to a god that I know of: you
and my owners who don't mind sharing me with you. But, I don't fully trust
you either. To you I'm just an animal and I shudder to think what that will
mean when I really need help.

"So there is left practical reasonableness which is what you really
want to talk about. Yes, we eats have it. I've made mistakes because I
wasn't feeling well, wasn't myself. I've done things that I wouldn't do now
because I now knf::w better. I've learned from experience. I know how to
get around better now than whan I was young."

Then I said: "I'm really very happy with your explanation and, strange
to say, it is just about what I expected you to say. But let's explore this
thing called practical reasoning. What is it and how does it differ from the
theoretical reasoning that you apparently have no use for?

"First of all, as you must know, praetmal reasoning aims at operation,
at making or doing something. That's the %ind of explanation that you have
given. Humans may say that you don't reason, but I think that you are a lot
smarter that many of them when it comes to the conduct of your life. You
learn from experience and know how to get around. Given your feline
limitations you are quite an accomplished creature—I wouldn't say 'person’
as that term doesn't quite seem to fit."

"Come off it," the cat interrupted swishing his tail in anger, "get to
the point. Don't be condescending! You know as well as I do that my
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reasoning, if you want to call it that, strietly follows my interests. I also
imagine things: I dream of fresh meat and raw liver at times instead of
those chicken scraps and cheap cat food you give me. I have a highly
developed sensory apparatus and an imagination which rivals that of
humans, and I know how to conneect my images in such a way as to plan
strategies for achieving my ends. And, I believe you must admit, 'm pretty
successful at this."” ]

"Yes, I grant all of that," I said patting his ruffled fur. "Without
being condescending, I could say that your practical reasoning is a lot
clearer than mine, given the fact that you have more clearly defined
intentions. These intentions are similar to first principles in theoretical
reasoning as we humans know it. We argue deductively from prineiples like
those of identity, non-contradiction and excluded middle or from the
axioms of geometry. In practical reasoning we argue from the ultimate
intentions that we have, the most ultimate being that we simply want to be
happy . . ."

"You can say that again," said the cat. "We are not much different in
practical reasoning. I suspect that what makes you happy will not make me
happy and vice versa. All those football and basketball games you watch on
television seem to make you happy, but I'm more interested in stalking
mice or birds or just dreaming about these activities. As we said before,
your fundamental goods and mine Gon't coincide."

"But I'm most curious," said I, "about whether or not your practical
reason contains any notion of 'oughtness' or, to put it in other words,
whether morality enters into it at all. I've been told thatl eats are amoral,
but, noting the similarities between feline and human practical reason, I
wonder. I'm curious."

. "First of all," said the ecat, "let's forget that nonsense about curiosity
killing the cat. If I weren't curious, nothing would happen. For example, I
wouldn't have met you. Am I aware of morality in the sense that some of
my actions are to be considered good and some bad? Yes, I am aware if I
have to answer this question from & utilitarian point of view. What is good
is what results in the most pleasure to me; what is bad is what diminishes
my pleasure and causes me pain. I look at the results to me and I make my
decisions on what I might or might not do on that prineiple and on that
alone."

"I suppose," said I, "that your decisions about what you ought to do
and what you actually choose to do are identical and simultaneous. I don't
want to.be insulting but your freedom is quite restricted, isn't it?"

"No more than yours, given my hopes and intentions," said the cat. "I
have a pretty clear view of my destiny as a cat and of my place in the
hierarchy of things. I don't believe that cats should rule the universe or
that they have the kind of destiny that gives them anything like rights. If I
have a right to be fed by you, it is only because.I do something for you.
You may not realize that your house is free of mice because of my
presence. I know that you like me because you always reach down to pat
me as I go by and you do respond to my appeals for attention. But suppose
that you were starving to death? You would consider eating me, wouldn't
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you? There are few laws, if any, that really protect me. No, my
expectations are completely tied to what I ean do for you and how I can
appeal to you." -

"But let's get back to that questions of morality again. I don't know
whether you participate in the training and eduecation of your progeny, but,
if you do, what kind of values would you try to instill in them?"

"Of course I participate in edueating my children. I teach them
mainly what it means to be a tomeat in this particular culture. They must,
first of all, know how to get along with humans as this makes for the easy
life. The kittens wateh me or their mother and how we relate to different °
people. As you know, in this neighborhood cats are not apprecited by the
bird-watchers who live at the end of the street nor by the dog -lovers who
live next door." : :

"In other words, good and bad to you means the kind of behavior
which resuits in the most pleasure and least pain for you."

"How could it be otherwise? You're supposed to be a philosopher.
What more is there? Are you going to tell me that humans are better
because of their higher nature? By ‘'higher' you mean stronger, craftier,
more inventive, don't you? 1 would like an answer."

Looking at the cat with more respect than I had previously had for
him and with a measure of annoyance, I said: "Not given to theoretieal
reasoning or abstraction, how could you hope to understand a philosopher's
answers to your question?"

With a grin, the tomeat said, "Try me!"

It was hard to know where to begin. After all, many humans believe
that the morality of an act should be judged solely in terms of its
consequences. Also, many humans firmly espouse the theory that might
makes right. Should I appeal to natural law in the sense that man's role in
the blueprint of creation is such that he has an end, a destiny that he must
be allowed to fulfull. I could tell the eat, I thought to myself, that man has
inalienable rights which strongly suggest, imply and even demand that he be
not used by his fellow man. Rehearsing the answer in my mind, I declared
that man, being what he is, having the nature that he has, is entitled to
have the kind of freedom whieh will enable him to work out this destiny for
himself. That being the case, I would argue that morality is not determined
sclely by results, by circumstance or by intentions although all of these are
important. The morality of an action is also determined by what is being
done.

But this presents me with a problem. Looking at the human act, how
is one to separate the why of an action (the intention) from the what (the
so-called object of an action). It simply cannot be done unless one engages
in an abstraction, separating them is such a way that the whole analysis is
trivialized. The cat would see through that immediately. Couldn't one,
however, say that the act is made to be the kind of an act that it becomes
by the intention, but that reality is not such as to be completely amenable
to our desires, wishes and choices. There is a point at which reality resists
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our efforts, not in the sense of just plain stubborness but in such a way as if
to say that if you make me do this or that you are doing harm to yourself—
you are distorting me; you are making me what I was not meant to be. I
decided to try out this idea on the cat who was still regarding me with
some amusament.

"Cat," said I, "what would you think of me if I tied a string of
firecrackers to your tail and set them off. Would you think that this would
be an immoral act on my part?"

The cat looked at me indignantly. "If I suspected that you harbored
such thoughts, you would never see me around here again. That is
something that little boys do and, like all children, they are known for their
cruelty. Why would you want to say that it is immoral? It is just
something that happens.”

"But you have to agree that is not good."

"Sure, not good for cats but perhaps good for the humans in that it
provides them with some kind of amusement.”

"But aren't there limits on what I can do for my amusement?"

"Legally, yes," said the cat. "Are you trying to get me to say that
there are also moral limits? If there are, who decides what they are? In
my world the biggest and strongest tomcat decides what is 'good' and what
is 'bad.' Isn't that also true in yours?"

"I would hope not," I said. "If I were to get amusement out of tying
firecrackers to your tail, it would be because I don't think much of you as a
friend or even just as a cat. My friend, Descartes, would look upon you as a
machine. I would not feel guilty about tying firecrackers to a machine if
that gave me pleasure.”

"You're trying to tell me that behavior should be judged as moral or
immoral aceording to what is being done, aren't you?" said the ecat.

"Yes, I think so. In a way Plato was entirely correct when he
supposedly identified virtue with knowledge. As someone has said, 'only he
can make good decisions who knows what_things are and what they are
for." A person's vision of reality is erueial,"

"And some people would say that cats are amoral because they can't
tell right from wrong. So I guess that I am excused," said the cat with a
grin.

"But you do know the difference," said I with some excitement.
"We're talking about the difference, making distinetions and judgments.
You do think that it is inappropriate, to say the least, for me to be cruel to
you."

"I certainly do," hissed the eat. "It would be a betrayal of what you
purport to be, a friend of cats, and it would be painful to me. Therefore, I
Suppose that it would be wrong."
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"Then there are some actions which in themselves are unjust, unwise
or even cowardly, despite how good my intentions are," I said feeling that I
had successfully separated the "why" from the"what" of an action.

"Not so fast," said the cat, "don't forget that why you do something
determines the act to be what 1t is. Now I''n a well-intentioned creature: I
won't do anything that hurts me, and what helps or harms me is all that
counts. Couldn't you leave it simply to my feline judgment to decide what
is good or bad in terms of my selfish interests?"

"Not entirely. Even though you are a pretty wise cat, there are a lot
of things you don't know. How well do you know what your true interests
really are? You could get a lot more out of me by being a little more
friendly and by velveting your elaws when I take you on my lap. Again, it's
a question of knowledge. If your vision of reality is limited or distorted,
you are going to make bad judgments, even when it comes to a matter of .
self-interest."

Unfortunately, the cat didn't appear to have heard me, or he was just
tired of the conversation. He had rolled over on his back his legs extending
into the air and gave every appearance of being fast asleep. You may be
hopeful that my dialogue ended here, but this is not the case. On the
following night my dream continued and this time the cat appeared to be
more eager for conversation.

"I want to talk about the moral reasoning and specifically how this
may be taught to young cats who oecasionally come to me for advice. You
may not have realized it, but I am a veritable Socrates among cats " he
said.

I was dehghted. This was exactly the topic [ wanted to explore. How
does one reason about moral values and is this a skill that can be taught in
our schools?

I replied with enthusiasm: "Great, I want to talk about moral
reasoning too. You may remember that in our conversation last night I
identified it with practical reasoning and you told me that you teach your
progeny what it means to be a tomeat in this particular culture and how to
reason to get what they want. It seemed to me, 'Socrates'—if I may call
you by that name—that you were teaching them how to be shrewd and not
truly wise,"

'Socrates' had smiled when I used this name, but he didn't like my
inference. "Now you're getting into those philosophical distinctions and
definitions which would stop any conversation. 'Shrewd' or 'wise,' what's

the difference? Is 'wise' the 'polite' way of saying 'shrewd' among humans?"

"No," I said. "What I havg in mind is how to instruet the consciences,
as Professgr Meilaender says,” of our children. Teaching moral values
should not just be a matter of just stimulating the intellects of students but
it should alsé involve instructing their consciences. To deal with difficult
moral dilemmas by teaching students how to apply different . ethical
theories to them is, as Meilaender says, to teach them merely how "to be
shrewd."
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"And how do you instruct the consciences of the young? Are you
telling me that.1 must indoctrinate them? That would be O.K. for cats to
do since we don't possess reasoning powers, but is it also proper for
humans?" said the cat.

"l see what you mean," I said deferentially, "and [ suppose that I'll
have to try to explain how I would go about instructing the consciences of
my students and how this is not indoetrination."

"Yes," said the eat, "I would like to know."

"I think that I would first begin by telling them stories," said I. |
would appeal to their imaginations as fairy tales do. The stories would be
aimed at teaching them to like the good and morally beautiful and to hate
the evil and morally ugly. How would I decide which was which? Well, I
think that mankind, and catkind as well, have at least a generally agreed
upon position in these matters. I believe also that the gods love things
because they are good and not that things are good simply because the gods
love them. The stories that I would choose for children would &im at
developing in them images and ideas of Jjustice, friendship, compassion and
self-knowledge as well."

"That appears to be a good program,” said the cat. "In my own way I
try to make the kittens understand that some animals are to be avoided at
all costs, also some humans. My instruction appeals to their likes and
dislikes and I have many stories to tell drawn from my experience. But this

kind of story-telling involves a certain amount of indoctrination.”

"Indeed it does" said I. "Instruction of any kind is not purely formal.
It does involve some content. I would make distinetions between desirable
and undesirable modes of behavior. For example, if I discussed with
children their behavior towards cats, I would not question them about what
color they wanted to paint cats but whether they ought to paint cats at

"Indeed," said the cat.

"Also, borrowing a story from Professor Meilaender who borrows it
from C.S. Lewis,” part of learning morality may be likened to a story about
someone who had to wear a mask; a mask which made him look nicer than
he really was. He had to wear it for years. And when he took it off he
found his own face had grown to fit it. He was now really beautiful. What
had begun as a disguise had become a reality.”

"You're saying that as teachers we may have an agenda for our
teaching whieh our kittens or your children do not understand and that we
go forward with this agenda because we know that it is all that we can do,"
said the cat, shaking his head in strong affirmation.

"Reasoning then proceeds from general principle about what is good
and bad and involves a close consideration of how, in a particular case, the
intention, the cirecumstances and "what" is being done are related to those
principles. That is what is distinetive about moral reasoning. It is related
to what ought to be desired in terms of what humans or eats are; it is not
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just a matter of figuring out the most efficient means, for example, of
catching a mouse."

I said all of this ’ realizing Lhat I was lecturing and ’Lhe cat was

somewhat.

eZ# 8UY forth, the cat said: "But I'm only interested in results. Being of
'}“ Zar nte]llgem:e I don't have to worry about figuring out the greater

y .«2ept in the pragmatic sense of what is most efficient. Apparently
.= cats ean afford to be logical in these matters and you humans cannot.”

With emphasis, epitting out his words and 5w1sh1ng his tail vigorously

After'- the cat said this he began to fade away in ‘my dream until only
Cheshlre cat. I felt myself wakiﬁ;g up and whlle in a sermssomnolent ;tate,
I tried to recall what I had learned in my dream so that I eould repeat it
later.

First of all, my strong desire to talk to my cat had been realized
albeit in a dream. But had my thinking about how to reason about moral
values advanced? I realized that feline reasoning, although it may not be
speeulative, is praétieal anc;l as suc’h closely fesembles that of hurnans. But

Judge what they ought to do solely in terms of what they can and must do
to keep alive and well. No, in the sense tha: for them what is practieal is
identical with what is moral.

Perhaps another way to say this is to compare feline and human
freedom. It would seem that men are not forced always to follow the
practical imperative. A man may say: "This is the most efficient and
personally rewarding course of action, but to follow it would harm a
- number of other people.” The cat would say, "Why not?" But the man
might say: "Because my own good and that of my fellow men are one and
the same.”

Is the difference merely one of the human having a greater
intelligence that the cat, the kind of intelligence that brings greater self-
knowledge of the good which extends beyond the instinctive urge for self-
preservation? Aristotle said that the good of man was to live a life of
reason according to virtue, one in which man would choose courageously,
temperately, justly and wisely.

The clue appears to be wisdom, but the kind of wisdom that is
conditioned by what the good, for man, really is. Truth in this practieal
order is inextricably bound up with good; thinking in this order makes sense
only in regard for choosing which is itself intrinsically related to the good.

But what do I actually do in the eclassroom? Tell stories, use fables as
Chesterton suggests, develop the .imagination of the students, get them to
like and dislike the right things. However, the full answer to this question
will depend on another dialogue with the cat.
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EDUCATIONAL REFORM IN THE
ONITED STATES: ARE WE
ASKING THE RIGHT QUESTIONS?
Frank Lowney

Georgia College

From a widely agreed upon but ill-defined sense
that something is amiss in our educational endeavor,
educators, journalists, concerned citizens, policy
makers and others have gone off in all directions” each
in search of a malefactor and the means to excise it.
It is clear that we are not all pulling in the same.
direction, in fact, some of us are not even pulling on
the same rope!

Even for Americans, the frenzied and uncoordinated
behavior we have seen in this area lately is unusual.
The result of this extraordinary diversity in
approaching a crucial national question, judging from
the public policies that have been generated so far, has
been the dissipation of a great deal of precious effort
and a great many of our scarce resources. I say
"precious™ and "scarce” because the historical evidence
strongly suggests that serious, national attention to
educational matters, and subsequent expenditure of human
and material resources, is a decidedly episodic
phenomenon in this country. The "Crisis in American
Education” theme is one that we have experienced, at
some point and at least for a few years, in ﬂfaflg every
decade during the latter half of this century~-. Among
these "reqular criseas" have been two exceptional ornes,
the "Sputnik" crisis which began in 1957 and the current
"Rising Tide of Mediocrity" crisis.

Opportunities to be heard and to have a significant
impact on national educational policy are ungquestionably
greater during these periods and they are especially so
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at times like the present. Therefore, in order to play
a. more effective role in our profession we must position
ourselves to take better advantage of this kind of
national attention when it occurs and we should begin
with the current instance. Because we have "missed the
boat" so often in the past, it is important for us to be
constantly ready to focus our empirical efforts in more
productive directions well before the onset of these
episodic crises in order to speedily provide the
reliable and appropriate knowledge that sound policy
decisions require. In my opinion we have, thus far,
failed to do this.

In a crisis, real or imagined, policies will be
made. Whether those policies are founded upon reliable
knowledge or not is one of the most important
responsibilities of our profession. We have a very
powerful empirical engine to apply to this challenge and
it will produce reliable and appropriate knowledge if we
can focus its energy and steer it in the proper
directions. The window of opportunity closes all too
quickly to rely upon efforts mounted only after a ecrisis
is perceived,

We are failing to play the significant role we
could be playing in the current educational reform
movement because we have gotten too far ahead of
ourselves. In our haste to catch-up with events we have
missed a crucial step; we haven't taken care to deal
with the fundamental questions first. We have begun
developing answers before we are clear about what the
question calls for. i

The most fundamental question we have to answer has
to do with the definition of educational excellence
itself; what is educational excellence and what are the
signs by which we may recognize it? We can scarcely
identify educational excellence, let alone do useful
research about how best to pursue it, if we don't agree
as to what it is. It is my contention that, instead of
doing this essential groundwork, we have uncritically
accepted the proposition that we already know and agree
about such things as what is most worth knowing and thus
what an excellent education is, what having an excellent
education does and thus what should be taught and
learned in classrooms all over this country. With the
confidence that false convictions like this foster, we
have shortsightedly attended to matters which focus on
how to get schools and the educational system generally
to become more willing and more able to effect the
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learning of knowledge, skills and attitudes which may no
longer be worth learning, if ever they were.

This paper is intended to state the case for
returning to square one, to begin anew the essential
process of first getting greater unanimity and greater
clarity about what we believe is most worthy of being
known by children and youth facing a future none of us
can see clearly. This paper will also offer some ideas
about what is most worth knowing, ideas with which to
begin what is hoped will become a very thorough-going
and public discussion resulting in some mediation of the
frenetic and disjunctive policy decisions now being made
and implemented in the educational arena. Finally, this
paper will offer some beginning principles and ideas as
to how a cogently stated position on the what's worth
knowing question might survive, largely intact, the
journey from the abstract environment of curriculum
theory to the concrete world of our classrooms.

7 No doubt each of us has followed the current
"educational reform movement"™ with more than cursory
interest. There are already a number of good reviews of
the reform literature available. One that I found very
helpful was put together by the National Committee for
Citizens in Education called "Tackling the Reform
Reports of the 1980's". Essentially, it is a collection
of relevant articles from the April and June, 1984
issues of Phi Delta Kappan. The Education Digest is
another good, convenient source for those who haven't
the time or the inclination to seek out and sort through
the blizzard of recent articles written on this topic.
The weekly education newspapers, The Chronicle of Higher
Education, Education USA and Education Week, have been
full, this year, of all kinds of stories related to the
so-called reform movement in education. Just about
every professional journal connected in any way with
education as well as the mass media, both print and
electronic, has looked at and contributed to the
iscussion. Then, of course, there are the reports
themselves. One could spend a great deal of one's time
in thoughtful study of these. There are perhaps 25
reports now in hand with more on the way. Some reports
are of pamphlet size but several of are book length and
many of us have carefully read one or more of these. It
would have been very difficult, this past year, to avoid
hearing about or reading about or seeing some treatment
of one aspect or another of the so-called educational
reform movement in this country.
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considerable body .of literature in any depth but,
instead, rely upon your already considerable knowledge
of the subject and your access to the sources cited
above and, more extensively, in the notes section of
this paper. Thus, I shall confine my discussion of the
literature to major generalizations that can be readily
tested against one's own understandings.

I shall not, therefore, attempt to review this

to_Square One

The Case for Returnin

Every reform scheme that I am aware of appears to
agree that there is an indefensibly great gap between
the potential of American education and what we are
actually delivering to our youth. The measures used
vary from our relative position in world markets to the
capacity of our. defense establishment to the average
score on this or that nationally normed test to actual
observations of contemporary classrooms where more
subjective criteria were used. But what is the common,
quintessential factor that all of these "signs™
represent? Are we clear as to what that is? Can we
trace a clear and unbroken trail from that factor to a
defensible and widely shared concept of excellence
relevant to our various educational endeavors? In other
words, when we set about to discover and then reveal to
others the state of education in this country through
research, are we speaking with the benefit of a common
understanding of what an excellent education is and what
it is supposed to do? Then, if and when we are, is that
common understanding a valid one? .

For the most part, all the reports have failed to
show how their recommendations will vyield an excellent
education. This is largely because they have not
offered arguments supporting any view as to what the
attributes of an excellent education are. Without
definition of such a centrally important term, one
really cannot assess assertions which take the form, "If
we will only require that mora time be spent on 'basic'
courses, excellence will be oure". Instead, they all
Seem to rely on the presumption that everyone knows what
excellence is and, thus, one need only assert how it can
best be achieved and its validity will be apparent by
inspection. The implicit assertion of the reform
literature is that educational excellence is, for us,
simply a matter of will; we need only muster the will to
go in what we already know is the right direction. It
appears to be, by this view, simply a leadership
problem.
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However, the reports themselves are very good
evidence that, while everyone may think they know what
excellence is and think that everyone else shares that
view, the concept of educational excellence is, at best,
not a consepsual one. Some reports stress the role of
the teaghez—, others ignore this in favor of curriculum
matters”. Some reports recommend more of the samg while
others call for a different curriculum altogether?,

Some reports stress the economic and defense needs of
the nation” while others are primarily gange:neﬂ with
the fulfillment of individual potential®.

Interestingly, most of the reports have ignored students
except to say what should be done to them if they don't
measure up. Certainly, not all of the concepts of
educational excellence implicit in these varied
approaches can be equally defensible nor can they all be
compatible with one another. Our concept of educational
excellence must be both a shared one and one that we can
defend if we hope to be able to adequately capitalize on
the cunmulative benefits of empirical research and the
episodic nature of this nation's attention to
educational matters.

Are these people really talking about the same
thing? Is it true that everyone knows what we mean by
"educational excellence"? Clearly not, and we are not
going to escape from this "Tower of Babel"” situation
until we take care of the essentizl business of getting
closer than we are now to a consensual understanding_of
what we mean when we refer to educational excellence’.
Until we do, the empirical research effort aimed at
learning how we can best achieve educational excellence
will be analogous to the man who "jumped on his horse
and rode off in ALL directions". That is why we must
return to square one, defining our terms, and we must do
so post haste. The window of our present opportunity
will be closed before we know it.

Some_ Ideas About What's Worth Knowing

Discussion as to what is worth knowing and thus
what constitutes an excellent education should be
perennial. To revive that discussion within the context
of the current education reform movement, I offer a few
ideas on what critical attributes I think an education
should have in order to be properly considered an
excellent one for the future that the young people of
today are likely to face.
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I begin with the premise that Jerome Bruner is

essentially correct in saying that for an edycation to
be of value it must "serve us in the future"S, tBat is,
it must have a quality educators call "transfer"?.
Knowledge, skills and attitudes that have a high degree
of transfer value are those that empower a perscn to
effect necessary and valuable ends. Generally speaking
then, an excellent education is one that empowers a
person to the fullest extent of his potential. But what
ends are most necessary and valuable? Necessary and
valuable to whom, the individual or society?

The ends that seem to me to be most valuable and
necessary both to individuals and to human society are
The Need to SURVIVE, The Need to THRIVE, and The Need to
ENJOY, in that order. These ends are equally valuable
for societies as they are to individuals. That which
best provides for satisfying the need to SURVIVE, THRIVE
and ENJOY is that which is most worthy of being learned.
Assuming that we can identify the kind of educational

experiences that will have a high transfer value in
pursuing these valuable and necessary ends we will also
be producing an excellent candidate to £ill the vacancy
of our much needed consensual definition of educational
excellence, .

So how might we determine what is worth knowing?
There are at least two difficulties that we must
overcome on the way to that answer and they are: 1)
describing the nature of the learner who will receive
these educational experiences and 2) describing the
critical attributes of the times in which these
learnings will be used. That is, we must have accurate
perceptions as to the nature of these learners and as to
the kind of environment they will be challenged with if
we are to correctly identify and then effectively teach
them, if we can, the knowledge, skills and attitudes
they will need to survive, to thrive and to enjoy life
in the 21st century and beyond.,

) So what are we to do, become fortune tellers? Even
if we were to set out to hecome prognosticators of some
sort, we would have to come to grips with the fact that
the track record of these seers is not an inspiring one
and does not suggest a very successful outcome. We need
only review the predictions as to what the latter part
of the 20th century would be like that were offered to
us by futurists just 40, 30 or even 20 years ago to
recognize how fallible such predictions can be. No, any
method based on foreseeing the future in detail simply
will not be good enough.
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We do, however, know two things about the future
that we can better rely upon to be true. The first is
that the future will be different from today. That is,
we can reliably predict change. The second thing that
we know about the future is that not only will there be
change but that there will be more of it with each
passing year. The rate of change is accelerating and
will pigbably continue to accelerate far into the
future Thus the applicability of the answers of the
past to gutrent problems has decreased with each
succeeding generation. True, many of us have managed to
'muﬂéle thraugh“ thus faf ‘but with the ac:eleratlng

in the time an 1nﬂ1vidual may have ta effeetlvely
respond to change it is unlikely that our children will
do as well if all they have to work with are
muddling-through strategies; without a different
approach, our grandchildren will likely be even less
successful.

As for the person each learner will become, we know
that their ability to deal effectively with their
environment will directly effect their survival, it will
effect whether they thrive or just exist and it will
effect whether they enjcv life or just endure it.

There is no currently available means of predicting
with detailed accuracy the personal attributes that
individual people of the future will possess. However,
the historical record clearly suggests that, in
essential characteristics, the people of the 21st
century will be very much like the people of the 20th,
the 19th, and all earlier centuries. This is to say
that the basic attributes of human-ness will remain
relatively constant as they have throughout the history
of our species. We can count on the basic human needs
for security, love, esteem, aesthetic expression,
accomplishment and so on, to persist in our future as
they have throughout our past.

Human aspirations will remain the same but the
prohlems to be solved en route to realizing those
objectives will be quite different. An educational
enterprise that is oriented toward empowering all our
fellow citizens must, therefore, account for and obtain
a thorough understanding of the full implications of
these two critical factors. '

80 how can we help our children deal effectively
with such a future? We know that they will have the
same basic human needs we have but we don't know what
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the questions of the future will be, let alone know the
answers. We can relate to their general objectives
because they are common to ours but the answers we
developed for our time will likely have too little
relevance for the challenges our children will face.
So, is there anything useful we have to offer to them?
Yes, we do but it will take some time and effort to
correctly identify and appreciate it.

It is not that we have viable solutions to give to
the successor generation. What we do have to offer is a
way, a process, and that process PRODUCES answvers and
solutions. The most successful of us have a toolbox of
knowledge, skills and attitudes that, because they are
so highly adaptable, because they have such a great
transfer potential, they are the most valuable things we
can pass to the next generation. The ingredients
necessary to the task of solving problems are the things
most worthy of being known.

) In our day, we learned many of these things in
irregular and inefficient ways, such as by experience or
by emulating good models if we were fortunate enough .to
have access to them. Rarely were they all learned in our
schools. But, faced with a rapidly changing set of
circumstances, our children will not have the time to
casually learn such things. They will have to learn
what they need to know and be able to do more rapidly,
more reliably and more thoroughly than we did. With
mastery of the appropriate content and processes our
children will be able to exercise as much control over
their lives as their varied potentials permit. An
excellent education, therefore, is NOT just a matter of
learning the answers to yesterday's questions, it IS,
however, learning how to solve problems involving both
matters of fact and matters of value in order to PRODUCE
the answers needed for today and for tomorrow.

If a proposed educational policy or plan cannot be
defended in terms of its making a discernable, important
and cost-effective contribution co each individual's
capacity to solve problems about matters of fact ang
matters of value, then it is not in pursuit of
educational excellence and ought not be implemented.
This should be so whether we are talking about a daily
lessson plan or a state-wide curriuculum. We will soon
be unable to afford suffering the presence of any
"sacred cows". We should not even assume, for example,
that there will always be the traditional disciplinary
areas of English, science, mathematics and social
studies.
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What has to be done now is to identify what
knowledge, skills and attitudes will most efficiently
contribute toward developing each learner's ability to
effectively solve problems to the fullest extent
possible. What helps a person become a better problem
solver and how that capacity is best developed in people
thus becomes a major question for teachers, parents,
principals, teacher educators, researchers, politicians
of every stripe, state and national education officials,
and business leaders to consider together. The stakes
involved in the educational pursuit are too great for
all of us not to be pulling in the same direction and
pulling on the same rope. We need to have a common and
defensible notion of what educational excellence is if
we are to make any progress, If not what has been
suggested here, then some other approach should be
developed but we must be together on this essential
point if the cumulative and self-correcting attributes
of empirical investigation are to benefit the pursuit of
educational excellence, that is, the effort to empower
our children to survive, to thrive and to enjoy.

All of this is fine as long as we confine our
consideration of the What's Worth Knowing question to
the realm of abstract curriculum theorizing but what
about getting such ideas into the classroom where their
validity may be checked against the real world? Most of
the teachers I know would say, "That's a real
lnteresting theory and it seems to make sense but I
can't see how I might implement anything like that in my
classroom. How do I translate all of that into
something I can use to decide what I am going to do on
Monday?"

Getting What's Worth Rnowing Into Classrooms

If only we diligently attend to the gquintessential
task of helping children and youth develop their
Vcagacities for problem solving to the fullest extent
‘allowed by their native abilities, educational
excellence will have been attained. This deceivingly
simple statement obscures the really difficult part of
our task, translating theory into practice., Statements
as to what constitutes the optimally educated man such
as I have offered here have been with us for many years.
The Report of the Committee of Ten in 18932 and the
Cardinal Principles of Secondary Education are two very
early examples and there have been a great many others
since. The similarity of these early reports with many
of the current crop of reports is not very surprising.
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The purpose of assigning task forces and
commissions have remained rather stable over the years.
One such purpose is to dramatize an issue in the hope of
prodding people like ourselves to do something. The
effects of these reports over the years has been fgually
uniform. They have had little substantive effect~, I
believe that this is largely due to our gross lack of,
attention to the critically important question. Gf How, we
might change what IS to what it OUGHT to be?~ We have
seen and heard a great deal, aost of it negative, about
what IS the case with regard to American education. We
have seen and heard a great deal, most of it wildly
positive, about where we OUGHT to be in American
education. But what we have heard precious little about
is how we can get from IS to OUGHT in a way that can be
readily implemented and tested.

A significant difference from th» usual practice
would include a discussion of how one might bring such
powerful ideas as those developed here to fruitien in
actual classrooms and, perhaps more importantly, how we
might go about discerning 1) whether or not we were on
the right track in pursuing our objectives and 2)
whether we had achieved our objectives or not, I
believe that we have not been very successful in doing
this because we have not yet been able to devise a way
to hold these abstract ideas in mind while attempting to
deal with the realities of classroom life. At one
moment we espouse principles of curricular design and
school organization which, we assert, stem from well
reasoned, empirical bases and in the next moment we
propose and then implement policies affecting schools
without being able to see if one squares with the other.
We are compartmentalized even in our ewn minds. We deal
with abstract curricular ideas or we deal with practical
clussroom matters but the two rarely affect one another
in uny perceptibly connected way. We appear to act as
if we had no path to move, stepwise, from one to the
other and consequently discover the relationships
between the two. Knowing about such relationships would
be very helpful, I think, in learning how we should be
evaluating teaching and learning: by its direct
relationship to what we consider an excellent education
to be. Instead, we resort to such poor substitutes as
Carnegie units.

We have no evidence that earning any number of
Carnegie units will necessarily indicate that an
excellent education, one that maximizes our potential to
survive, to thrive and to enjoy life, has heen attained.
While we have guessed that Carnegie units do indicate
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educational excellence, we have not been able to offer
any logical or empirical evidence to substantiate our
claim. We need to discover or invent the means to speak
about the abstract concepts and the concrete policies in
our field such that we can trace the connection or note
the lack of a connection between and among them. Only
then will our empirical efforts be directed toward
productive ends. As it is now, we may well be learning
how best to effect learnings that make little or no
contribution to students' capacity to survive, thrive
and enjoy life. :

Perhaps an idea from the field of business
accounting might profitably be put to work here.
Accountants like to be able to find an unbroken "audit
trail” to see how the preregrinations of money effect
the profitability and smooth operation of a firm.
Assertions about cause and effect can be readily
examined through tracing the audit trail. Might there
not be a way for educators to trace a path, step by
step, from an abstract principle to a specific practice
and back? I believe that we can, if we make the effort,
discover or invent the nomenclature to describe those
unfamiliar steps in between our abstractions and our
daily classroom activities. The idea here is that if we
can talk and think about it, we may be able to achieve
greater success in making our practice more consistent
with our theoretical principles in the future than we
have in the past.

Using the What's Worth Knowing Argument above, I
shall attempt to describe a beginning effort in such a
description task. The problem, then, is to find words
to describe how we can go from the idea that an
excellent education is one that maximizes student
ability in problem solving to deciding what to do in
pursuit of that goal on any given day and to do so in
such a way as to reveal the consistency, the lineage if
you will, between principle and practice. Only when we
are akle to do this will we be able to have any
realistic hope of being able to implement our conception
of an excellent education.

The Audit Trail for WWK

Beginning with the notion that an excellent
education consists of learning to be an effective
problem solver, it follows that the question, "What
constitutes an effective problem solver?" would be an
empirical task of the first priority. Certainly we
cannot do justice to .that question here but, for the
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sake of discussion, we may use the following definition:
a good problem solver possesses certain identifiable
attitudes, skills and knowledge and is able to bring
these factors to bear on a wide range of problems in a
concerted and effective manner. But what must he know,
what skills and attitudes must he possess in order to
become the very best problem solver that he can be?

Attitude appears to be primarily a qualitative
dimension, which I will discuss separately, but with
regard to knowledge and skills, it would seem that the
more one knows and is able to do, the better a problem
solver that person can be. If we could hope .to learn
and teach all available knowledge and all available
skills, our course of action would be a simple one.
However, that is not possible even to a relatively small
degree. Further, we note that not all knowledge and not
all skills have the same atility to effective problem
solvers. Consequently, we must be able to identify the
knowledge and the skills which will contribute most to
the problem solving abilities of the next generation,
What knowledge and skills, then, have the greatest
potential problem solving power: by what signs will we
know them?

Fortunately, a good deal of work has already been
done in the area of describing knowledge and skills
hierarchically. I have b?Ergweé extensively from
Benjamin Bloom and others'? to construct the following
interpretation of the varieties of knowledge and skills
available to us and the criteria for deciding which of
these is best in light of the what's worth knowing
argument developed above. For illustrative purposes I
have chosen to use the cognitive domain. Similar
constructions would be necessary for the affective and
psychomotor domains.

Cognitive Knowledge

One can "know that" in at least two distinct and

qualitatively different senses: knowing as recalling and

knowing as understanding. Understanding permits
transformation which is essential to problem solving
whereas knowledge that can only be recalled does not.

It is highly unlikely that the solution of any important
problem could be achieved through the use of knowledge
unmodified from the condition in which it was received.
Therefore, understanding is Superior to recall.
Moreover, one can know facts, concepts, principles
and/or generalizations, theories and, systems. This
list is hierarchically organized from least to most
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powerful in terms of transfer potential. Concepts, for
example, may subsume a great many facts and can
establish relat;ensh;ps between and amongst them.
Manipulating just a few concepts can reveal more
potential problem solution components than can
manipulating a great many more discrete and unrelated
facts. Principles and generalizations are greater
still and so on through knowledge of (knowledge)
systems. The best cognitive knowledge, therefore, is
that which is understood rather than mezely recalled and
is as integrated as possible, that is, is as far along
the hierarchy cbove as possible. Diagram "A"
illustrates these relationships. The arrows point in
the directions of greatest transfer potential.
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Cognitive Skills

Cognitive skills can also be viewed hierarchically,
lowest to highest, as consisting of application skilils,
analysis skills, synthesis skiils and evaluation skills;
each succeeding skill subsumes all of the previous ones
as well as implying- an understanding of the relevant
facts involved. These skills must, to be at all evident
or useful, be applied to some knowledge. Consequently,
these skills may be applied to or utilize facts,
concepts, principles and generalizations, theories and,
systems. Perhaps the most relevant variable in
evaluating skills learning concerns the fact that these
skills may be received in one of three ways. Which way
the skill is received will have a profound influence on
the transfer potential of that skill. They are: skills
received as recipes, skills received as algorithms, and
8kills received as heuristics.

_ A recipe in problem solving is as a recipe is in
baking an apple pie. It is specific to the task at hand
whether that be baking an apple pie or solving a
lunchroom scheduling problem. One need only follow the
recipe. However, being able to bake a quiche would
require yet another, different recipe or an approach
with greater transfer potential. An algorithm might be
just what we need. ‘

Ar algorithm is specific to a certain class of
problems, say, baking pies. In this case a problem
solver must use a good deal of discretion in 1) deciding
that the problem at hand is an instance of the general
case covered by the algorithm and 2) making the
appropriate adjustments to the algorithm to fit the case
at hand. As long as we have algorithms that subsume the
problems we are interested in solving we will probably
be rather effective problem solvers. However, should we
be confronted with a problem for which there is no
appropriate algerithm known to us, we may be unable to
deal effectively with that problem unless we are able to
invent a new, custom-made approach. A heuristic
approach would seem to be called for.

_ A heuristic is generic to all problems, it is a
"rule of thumb" that can generate recipes and algorithms
suited to any given problem. Nearly any problem can be
handled by an heuristic approach. However, since the
difficulty of learning about and using these three
approaches is proportional to the transfer power each
has, it is easy to see that most people will use a

159



=151~

recipe if an appropriate one ig available or, if not,
use an algorithm. The heuristic approach is the most
powerful in terms of transfer potential but also the

most difficult to master.

The best cognitive skills, therefore, are those
which function at the highest possible levels of each of
the hierarchical dimensions of cognitive skill: the
skill itself, the knowledge that skill uses or is
applied to and the manner in which that skill was
received. Thus, skill in evaluating (knowledge) svstems
received as an heuristic approach is the best that we
can do according to this scheme. Diagram "B"
illustrates these relationships. The arrows point in

the directions of greatest transfer potential.
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Attitudes relevant to problem solving effectiveness
may be viewed as consisting of our a priori notions
about self, others, the physical world, epistemology,
ethics and aesthetics. Unlike knowledge and skills,
attitudes themselves do not seem to be subject to
hierarchical ranking or empirical evaluation.. However,
‘we can say something about what attributes an attitude
=sSystem should have in order to be conducive to effective
Froblem salvingi, Following the approaches developed by
=Raths and Simon 3,, Coombs and Meux*%, and others, a
=Jefensible approach to attitudinal education would seem
®o require objectives centering around achieving
=attitudinal integration and consistency at ever greater
R evels of inclusiveness. We cannot properly speak of
=attitudes that are or are not worth learning. 1Instead,
Wwye must view the a priori elements of an individual's
=attitude system in toto. In this examination it is not
=o much what attitudes a person has but, instead,
wrhether those attitudes held are consistent with one
=another and with that individual's behaviors. The more
S eveloped and integrated one's attitude (valu~) system
E s, the more likely it is that an individuals attitudes
wrill make a positive contribution to his problem solving
e=fforts generally and especially to the solution of
E=roblems involving matters of value. Diagram "C"

i llustrates these relationships. The arrows point in .
t_he directions of greatest transfer potential.
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Even massive efforts at curriculum reform such as
we saw in the 60's and 70's, for example, have been
evaluated in the negative, not because they were
fundamentally unsound in theory, but, rather, bEféuse
they failed to have much impact in the classroom~-, [
believe that one important reason we failed in this way
was that we had not developed the means to navigate from
theory to practice and back so as to refine our
implementation and refine the theory itself. Theory
should inform practice and practice should inform 7
theory. Being able to trace a clear and unbroken audit
traill is essential to this process and thus essential to
realizing educational excellence.

Being able to show logical and empirical
comections like these between what we propose that
people learmn and their resultant ability to survive,
thrive and enjoy life will go a long way toward unifying
our research and evaluation efforts and amplifying the
utility of their results. 7t should also dramatically
improve the quality of our policy decisions, alleviate
the dysfunctional advisary relationships that sometimes
arise between teachers and their students, between
teachers and theorists and between educators and
legislators. '

Summarsy

I have argued that we have not been asking the
right questions of ourselves and, consequently, the
impetus For educational reform in this country is being
wastefully dissipated. Going back to square one and the
fundamental question, "What's Worth Knowing?" appears to
me to be the only rational course of action. 1It's
better that we be late in doing this than suffer the
confequences of not doing it at all. We have wasted too
much time and too many resources already.

To that end I have offered some ideas as to what
knoledge, skills and attitudes are most worthy of being
learned by today's children and youth. It is hoped that
these ideas will stimulate further discussion and other
ideas sbout €his vital question. Even if it proves too
late to capi talize on the current perception of
educational crisis we can be sure that another one will
be along shortly and we can he ready for the next one.

Finally, I have argued that, as necessary as having
a defensible notion of what's worth knowing is, that is
-not enough; we must also discover or invent the means to
faithfully implement sound theory in classroom settings
and benefit f£rom the feedback that such implementation
efforts can provide. I have Suggested that the first
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step in accomplishing this is to develop the
nomenclature to describe a clear audit trail from
general theory to specific practice. Toward this
objective, I have suggested a few beginning steps in
what I believe to be the right direction. This, too, is
aimed at fomenting further discussion.

Return to the fundamentals, go back to square one.
Let's get clearer about what we mean by excellence in
eﬂucatiang about what's worth knowing. Let's get
serious about investigating the connections between
theory and:practice in education so Laat each can
benefit from the other. It should be the most
productive symbiotic relationship ever.

If we will do these things, the prospects for
reforming American education in a truly positive
direction will be brighter than they have ever been
before. I sincerely hope that our resolve doesn't
wither in the face of the obstacles before us just as we
are reaching the point where we can lead the world in
the one activity which distinguishes mankind more than
any other, the activity of learning.
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The Questions Remain
(Response to Professor Lowney)
E. Sidney Vaughn 111

Virginia Beach Public Schools

In analyzing the direction taken .by the most recent
round of educational reforms, professor Lowney wonders if we
are asking the right gquestions. Rather than provide us with
answers, he has instead confronted us with a anumber af
issues, any one of which could easily be the subject of an
antire conference. Finally., he stfers an instructional model
which he feels bridges the gap between theory and practice.

Before commenting on professor Lowney's model, and
inviting you te do the same, | think it would be worth while
to review briefly the premises upon which the model is based.
He concludes that:

We need to take advantage of the heightened national
interest in education. )

We have a "very powerful empirical engine tr ~pply to
this challenge. "

We haven’t taken care to answer fundamental . +stions
before moving ahead with reform efforts,

We have failed to define clearly excellence, let alone
devise research strategies on how to achieve it.

We need to rethink the notion of educational excellence
and how it might best be accaomplished.

Discussion as to "what is worth knowing and thus what
constitutes an excellent education should be perennial®™.

Education must serve the future and should focus on the
basic human need to "survive, thrive, and enjoy",

Up to this point, | am in general agreement with most of
what professor Lowney has said. Clearly, it would be
lamentable if the education profession misses the opportunity
to take advantage of the current interest in educational
reform. To be sure, the issue of what is worth knowing needs
to be a topic of continuous discussion as does means of
accomplishing excellence.

As Kenneth Strike noted in his address to this
organization last year, excellence has been ill-defined, |f
not undefined. While | agree with both professor Lowney's
and Kenneth Strike’'s assertions that excellence lacks a clear
definition, it seems that excellence has, by default, been
narrowly defined in terms of performance on standardized
tests. Comparisen of SAT and other standardized test results
ameng states and localities is on the rise. In addition, the
Southern Regional Education Board has just recently released
the results of a pilot testing program conducted in Florida,
Tennessee and Virginia. This may signal an even greater
reliance on test results as the standard of excellence.

Professor Lowney's conrtention, however,that we have a
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"very powerful empirical efngine" to apply to the challenge
presented by the reform movement is debatable. While the
effective schools and affective teaching ressarch have had a
positive effect on instructional practices, broader
assesament of the overall impact of the reform movement
remains problematiec. For example, estimates of school
dropout rates differ by fifty percent and estimates of the
limited-English proficient population differ by three hundred
percent depending on the source of information one wishes to
use.l Even if a clear definition of exce!lence is achieved,
it will be difficult to assess the impact of the reform
movemant on excellence with such an imprecise empirical base.

Based on these initial premises, profesasor Lowney
argues that students would be best served by learning an
approach to problem solving and in fact defines an excellent
education as one that maximizes student ability in problem
solving. It is not clear why this particular thinking skill
was chosen or why, for example, critical thinking or creative
thinking would not be elements of an excellent education. 1 f
recent studies using National Assessment of Educational
Progress and Education Commission of the States data are
accurate, thenm it may be crucial to include critical thinking
and creative thinking skills in an overall plan to improve
higher order learning. 2

Professor Lowney outlines hierarchies of knowledge and
skills, suggesting that problem solving is best served by

.understanding and heuristics. In addition, he presents a
hierarchy of attitudes, the highest of which having the

greatest potential for problem solving.

This integrated approach to problem solving, including
knowledge, skills, and attitudes, has merit yet the
connection between this theory and classroom practice is
unclear . For example, would this approach be taught
separately, be integrated into the present course structure
of most schools, or require a complete reconceptualization of
the schooling process?

The business accounting approach, which professor Lowney
would apply to the evaluation of this program, likewise
leaves uranswered questions. It can be argued that an
accounting approach to evaluation might, in this case, fail
to capture the essence of a program based on higher order
knowledge, skills, and attitudes.

Professor Lowney has touched upon key issues with
respect tc education reform and educational excellence. He
has presented a problem solving model for learning which
seems promising. However, until the model is described in
more detail and until some of the underlying issues related
to it are resolved, questions will remain.
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DEMOCRACY'S IMPLICATION COF EDUCATTON
Robert D. Heslep
University of Georgia

Since the eighteenth century, if not before, political and
educational thinkers have held that democracy is .dependent upon
education, i.e., that democratic society cannot survive without
education. Thomas Jefferson, Benjamin Rush, Horace Mann, Jchn
Dewey, James B, Conant, and Richard s. Peters are just a few of
those who long have pointed out this relationship. In recent
decades scme pPhiloscphers have addressed themselves +o the nature
of the relationship; more specifically, they have sought to
determine whether the dependence cbtains by logical necessity or
for same other reason, Bylmmgmﬁﬂzrarmtdmacybyits
concept entails education, these philosophers have explained, one
can ascertain whether or not education may be treated as a matter
of choice in democratic society.

Two who have discussed the topic of dependence are Richard
Wollheim and P.A. White, Even though their discussions are very
brief and ultimately inadequate, they are worth examining, First,

dependence upon education is logical in character whereas White
contends that it is not. Second, there is an explicit connection
between the arguments used by them. Wollheim's argument, which
was published several years before White's, makes no reference +o
White's; but her argument explicitly criticizes his. Third, key
issues are raised, explicitly and implicitly, by these

II

Wollheim's concern with democracy's dependence on education
develops: as a part of an effort by him to show that analytic
philcsophy contribute to political philoscphy. His procedure
nducting this larger investigation is to analyze the concept
ocracy and then to point out same of the implications of the

After considering alternative conceptions of democracy,
|1 .em formulates what he Yegards as the most plausible one,
which quite simply is a form of goverrmment where the pecple choose
through representatives the laws under which they live.™ He then
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seeks to delineate, in view of this conception, some of the
logical conditions of democracy. These he distinguishes from the
natural corditions of dETDEEEy. The former are the conditiens
"whose instantiation i anta;léd by the existence of democracy"
whereas the latter are "the conditions that democracy requires for
its survival or success.”” To find the logical E@fﬁlﬂ@ﬂs, cne
must focus on "the intimate connection . . . between democratic
rule and popular choice," which implies that gn democratic rule
the choices made by the peocple must be genuine.” If the pecple of
as::cletya:etanakegémmchgmasmmhn;, they must 1) have
a wide range of alternmatives from which to choose, 2) be confident
that the policies they choose will be implemented, and 3) be
informed and reflective in assessmg their altE,-f::\..aﬂ‘;z,ves14
Condition 1) 1logically calls for "a developed party system.,"
Condition 2) logically raqulres that each party will be pledged tg
transform its positions on issues into policies if it is elected.
And condition 3) Ilogically réqug,:es "both that the electorate
should be able to understand the issues between which it is asked
to choose and also that it should have access to all ideas that
relate to these issues. In other words, both Education and
‘Iblagatmn are essential not accidental attributes of a democra-—

clfi [1]

It will be remembered that for Wollheim democracy is a form of
govermment where the people choose through representatives, the
laws under which they live. . To be sure, this view of the matter
is samewhat attractive. It is consistent with the views scmetimes
held by other theorists of democracy, and it rightly emphasizes
that pcpula;: govermment is distinctive of democracy. Nevertheless,
the view suffers several deficiencies. For one thing, it is
overly narrow. While popular goverrment is essential +to
democracy, it is not all that there is to democracy. The
literature in political plulascsphy, which dates from Plato to the
present, tends to con::elve democracy as a type of society, not
Just a kird of g Tment. Moreover, cammon discourse strongly
suggests that darm:;acy is a type of snclety People frequently
use such expressions as "democratic society," "the democratic
state," and "the dan:c:::atlc camorwealth.” They also often employ
the e:-@ress;an 'democratic govermment." In using it, however,
they ua;ally dc: not mtend to ;ﬁéntlfy datt:craqr Wiﬂ'l a fc;lﬂtl @f

apprcpr;ate to a darcc:atlc scclety. One is tsnpted to say, ﬂjén,
that Wollheim's definition of democracy confuses democracy with
democratic govermment and, therefore, is .confused as well as
overly narrow. For another thing, insofar as Wollheim has this
overly narrow conception of democracy, he is disappointing when he
centends that democracy mplles aiueat_lm. By the claim he is
namtajmg anly that des rermment entajils education; he
is not holding that any ‘other aspec:t af democratic society does or
does- not imply education. Be;ng interested in all aspects of
democracy and not just its govermment, one should like to know
what other aspects of this kind of saﬁ:léty mist or need not
involve education. For still another thing, Wollheim fails to
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clarify the notion of democratic govermment as well as he needs
to. While he says that with such goveriment a society's citizens
make the laws under which they live, he does nothing to explain
whether or not the givensociety has some purpose that

these laws are to serve; nor does he. indicate whether or not the
laws to be made by a democracy's citizens have to satisfy any
political or moral standards,

If Wollheim's view of democracy is overly narrow and confused,
his conception of education is obscure., While Wollheim devotes
mich of his discussicn to an analysis of democracy, he does
nothing to clarify what education is. He gives no synonyms for
the term nor does he furnish a statement of any of the concept's
criteria, The closest he cames to clarifying education's meaning
is when he implies that education, whatever it is, will enable the
menbers of a democracy to became informed and understanding of the
political issues on which they will have to make decisions. This,
implication, however, is not very helpful. It is well known that
"education" has variocus senses. In the sense of a cognitive
perspective based upon the theoretical disciplines education will
provide a democracy's citizens with the information and
understanding they need for making political decisions, but
education in this sense is not clearly necessary for them to
obtain such information and understanding. It seems arguable, at
least, that a democracy's citizens can be prepared to make
political decisions without baving to gain a caomprehensive
understanding founded upon the theoretical disciplines. And if
é&ucat;chmﬂiesenségfamgmtmeparspectﬂegr@mdedanthe
theoretical disciplines  is not necessary for a democracy's
members, it well might not be what Wollheim intends by eduecation,
which he says is necessary for a democracy's citizens. Moreover,
it is not evident that education in the sense of schooling is
necessary for a democracy's citizens. Same political theorists
have allowed that simple democracies do not need schooling while
others have contended that schooling is a detriment to genuine
decision making in a democracy. As far as can be determined,
there is only one sense of education that cbviocusly satisfies the
necessity condition of Wollheim's claim. It is education as
socialization. If it is granted that the members of any society
have to be socialized to perfomm their institutional roles in that
society, it logically follows that education as socialization is
required for each and every democracy. Perhaps this is the
meaning that Wollheim intends. If it is, however, it renders his
claim that democracy logically requires education quite
uninteresting; for it reduces the claim from telling us samething
special about democracy's dependence upon education to telling us
samething about the dependence that holds not only for a
democratic society but also for any other kind of society.

For White too the issue of the dependence relationship is
subsidiary to a more camprehensive question, to wit: “"whether in
a democratic scclgty there must be any agreement on what is in the
public interest."’ To resolve this larger issue, White begins by
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analyz:.ng the concept of public interest. The temm "interest" she
takes in the sense that "x ig in A's interest if it is a means to
samething good for A . . . ." The term "public" she takes in the
sense of being in contrast with what is private. Ac:c:ﬁrdjngly, ﬂﬁe
public interest is conceived by her to be "what is in a person's
interest as a member of a cammnity, or a public, as distinct fram
what;sgnh;smterestasamgtbaréfaséctlgngfﬂiemty
. .. After clarifying her idea of the public interest, White
ns:t describes several ways in which it is directly relcfgant tf.‘!
the critical consideration of educational policies. .
then attempts to show that there is one policy about whld‘l ﬂlare
can be no choice in a democratic state. Ln_'hat policy is to ensure
the provision of a political education, Her reasons for this
conclusion are that the policy must be in the public interest and
it must be "because for a democracy to survive the citizens mﬁt
know how to operate the democratic ﬁnstltut;ans, which they can
learn to do only tl‘m:ugh edur:at;an. - In saying that a policy @f
political education is necessary for any. ﬂamcra«:y, White does not
ﬁeanﬂmtdamm:ysd@enﬂéncé@ansuche@l” ion is "a matter
of logical necessity, as Wollheim thinks it is." Her reason for
differing fram Wollheim on tliis p@;mt is that there could be
nonluman beings who possess "certain innate ideas and capacities
constituting the knowledge of l'r;w to cperate a damwcratic system"
and, hence, for whom political education would be impossible. So,
raﬂerﬂﬁnparbajgmgtajustanydmacg, White's claim about
democracy's deg ence on political eduéation applies strictly to
democracies whasé r@hﬂs are human beings or other beings who,
given thg;: ignorance at birth, have fg learn how to function as
the rs of a democratic society. The political education
that White views as required for such democracies is to provide
members with the values of tolerance, fraternity, justice, and the
consideration of mt%rests the knowledre of part;.cular political
and social institutions; and a liberal education covering all the

forms of knowledge.™

As this sumnary of her argument suggests, White, unlike
Wollheim, g’lves little attention +o the clarification of
democracy; in fact, she does not pmv.iae even a definition of the
term. She does mention same va‘des of the democratic
citizen—tolerance, fratem1tyg justic' and the consideration of
interests; but she does not therek r_veal anythmg distinctive of
dangcracy. The named values arguably are pertinent to citizens of
states other than democratic ones. Moreover, while it is true
that White does attempt to clarify the public interest, which is
an aspect of the democratic state, it is doubtful that she thereby
enhances our understanding of democracy.

For one thing, there are problems with her definition of
"public interest."” Some of them concern her treatment of the term
"public.” She states that the word is being used to mean "not
p]:ivate“ but hy fallmg to Epa:;;fy tha sense in wiuc:h she mténds
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meaning "private" has other than ‘"not public.” The definition,
then, is abscure if not circular as well. Not only, however, is
"public” poorly defined; it,also is used at times in a way that
does not clearly reflect is definition. So, in an effort to
distinguish public from private interest, she identifies the
f@mmﬂaamt&mﬂuﬂgg@foramtyand
identifies the latter with a means to samething good for a section
of a community. The problem here is that the categories of
mﬁ;aniseetmncfamm;tydsnctslwaysmrresg@ndt@
at least ocur pre-analytic understanding of public and private. Aas
Rousseau emphasized, there is a difference between what is in the
interest of a given society and what is in the interest of the
majority or even the totality of the members of that society.
Bathﬂlefaﬂr&randﬂielattermayhemnstru&dasbemgmthe
interest of a cammnity, = 1ot both may be construed as
necessarily in the public 2rest. The general will and the
popular will may be in conf. .ct. Moreover, it might be that what
is in the interest of a minority of citizens will be in the
interest of their society (as in the case of the cpponents of the
Mexican War). If so, the interest of a segment of a cammnity is
identifiable with the interest of the cammmity proper and,
insofar, a private interest is identifiable with a public
interest, Another problem with White's conception of public
interest is that it lacks content in an important respect. Even
if one agrees that the public interest is whatever is a means to
what 1sggﬂdfara§é:sanasaﬂanbe;afamty, one does not
know what counts here as being good; cne might understand good to
be samething other than what White takes it to be. Hence, before
we accept White's definition of the public interest, we should

For another thing, a person does not necessarily know anything
distinctive of democratic society simply by knowing what the
public interest is. While it is agreed that the public interest
is a term that may be employed in explaining what democracy is, it
also is recognized that the term may be used in explaining what a
nondemocratic society is. Aristotle, for instance, clarified
monarchy, aristocracy, and the polity as good societies because
they were ruled according to what was good for them respectively,
i.e., what was in their respective public interests. Accordingly,
when White declares that political education is required for
democracy because it is in the public interest, she prampts one to
wonder if it is not required for other forms of political society
too for the very same reason and, therefore, to doubt that she has
based democracy's need for education upon an essential feature of

Relative to Wollheim's notion of education, White's is
informative. It is rather vague, to be sure; but at least it is
not cbscure. Even though White does not furnish a definition of
education, she does indicate samething of what is involved in it.
The education she thinks is necessary for democracy, it will be
recalled, includes not only certain civil values and a knowledge
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of particular institutions but also an acquaintance with all the
intellectual dlSGlpllﬁéS. Hence, DLecause the politiecal education
that White insists is appropriate to democracy rests on the
mtellecf:ual disciplines, it seems to be primarily a l;'t:g“g.ti\?é
erspective within the context of a democratic society, which is
to say that Whlt% appears to conceive education as involving a
éﬂgmt:ﬂfé e ~tive. White's discussion of education succeeds
also in another respect. Not only does she contend that the
E;tlzensafaégﬁxiacyvﬂmnéeﬂtgléamtcpéﬁamﬂnég
institutional zroles must be educated in all the forms of
knowledge, lzutshepmdesréasansastcwhyﬂgymﬁ. These
disciplines will give citizens knowledge and intellectual skills
basic to the understanding of a society's problems, and they will
enable citizens to tie together their respective ideas about their
society's problems so that they will have a camprehensive
understanding of its problems. Yet, while White does specify to
same extent the educational content she intends, she fails to
‘clarify in the least another major aspect of education, namely,
learning activities. As is well known, ncbody can learn anything
without engaging in a 1learning activity. Not every learning
activity, however, need be conducive to the learning of an
educational content. So, because White does not explain which
learning activities are pertinent to the political education she
describes, she leaves one wondering whether this education allows
for indoctrination, conditioning, physical threat, or other
activities that are problematic for education. i .

III

Even ﬂm:ugh the foregoing examination of Wollheim's and
White's views of democracy's implication of education has found
each of them unacceptable, it has a constructive importance for
the study of the topic. In brief, it suggests conditions that the
study mist overcome.

1. 2Any inquiry into democracy's implication of education must
have an ad%quate conception of democracy. If the inquiry does
not, as shown in the analysis of White's argument, it cannot
definitely show what democracy does or does not imply about
education. In the discussion of White's argument it was
maintained that the mqu;fy should at least define what democracy
is; but, as indicated in the critique of both Wollheim's and
White's arguments, it should not provide a definition that is
overly narrow or general. Thus, democracy should be mnée;ved as
a type of political society and not only as a form of oc mnent ;
and contra White, perhaps, it ought not to be @:\ncze:.vei as just
any society for which the public interest is a principle. Because
the inquiry is to construe democracy as a kind of political
society, it needs to e;g:lélﬁ what the purposes of that society
are, what its goverrment is 1like, and what, 1f any, are the
principles on which its purposes and g Timent rest. In
explaining these matters, it also should srpécify mte: alia the
place that the public interest has in the democratic state,
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2. The study of democracy's ‘implication of education
ultimately must identify not one but all features of the
democratic state that do or do not entail education. If at least
one trait of democracy logically requirs education, it follows
that democracy implies education. But knowing that democracy
entails education because the former has at least one trait
logically requiring education is not enough fram a practical
standpoint. The practical point of knowing that democracy does or
does not imply education is to know that approval of democracy
logically does or does not camit ocne to approving education for
such society. The =ducation entailed or not entailed by a given
chartacteristic of democratic society will not be just any type of
education but will be a specific type of education. White, for
example, held that political education, not just any sort of
education, is required for the survival of any democracy whose
members must learn to perform their institutional roles. Thus, if
supporters of democracy know only that a given trait of democracy
does or does not logically require education, they do not know
whether or not they are logically cammitted to support a type of
education that might or might not be logically required by sawe
other feature of the democratic state.

3. An examination of democracy's impiication of education has
to contain an adequate conception of education. If the inquiry
does not, as was held in -the critique of Wollheim's argument, it
will not be able to conclude definitely that democracy does or
does not entail education. In the discussion of Wollheim it was
indicated that the examination should include at least a
defensible definition of educaticn and, morecver, might
distinguish education as schooling, socialization, a cognitive
perspective, or samething else. In the discussion of White is was
explained that the investigation should specify not only the
content but also the learning activities involved in education.
Finally, in the discussion of both Wollheim and White it was
pointed out that, if the investigation views education as
schooling or a cognitive perspective and concludes that democracy
entails education, it needs to explain why schooling or a
cognitive perspective is logically necessary for the members of
the democratic state.

4. Finally, the study of democracy's implication must
determine what features distinctive of democracy logically require
2ducation. If it does not, it will not have the same practical
importance that it otherwise might. As already explained, a
characteristic of democracy may or may not be distinctive of it.
Caring for the public interest, for instance, is a trait not only
of democratic society but of other forms of political society.
So, by demonstrating simply that one or more characteristics of
the democratic state imply education, one shows not so much that
democracy itself entails education but that a class of types of
political societies of which democracy is a member implies
education. The practical significance of this difference should
be cbvicus. If a rational supporter of democracy is told that,
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because of traits that democracy shares with other political
societies, he is coamitted to supporting education in such
society, he will favor education for it and any other political
society which has those traits and whose survival he approves.
But if he is told that because of same features distinctive of
democracy he is logically camitted to supporting education in
such society, he will favor education for it and it alone.

To develop an adequate conception of democracy is an arducus
and camplicated task. The same may be said about the construction
of an acceptable view of education. Hence, because any
investigation that seriously seeks to discover whether or not
democracy logically necessitates education for its survival has to
detemine both a satisfactory view of democracy and one of
education, it will be doubly arduous and carnplicated. In
addition, even if such an investigation does analyze democracy and
education properly, it still has to determine which traits of
democracy do or do not logically require education, which means
that its arduousness and complexity will be increased by yet
another factor. So, anyone who wants to study democracy's
implication of education should learn from the all-too-brief
discussions by Wollheim and White that one has to be prepared to
conduct war, not just hasty forays.

1. Richard Wollheim, "On the Theory of Democracy," in Bernard
Williams and Alan Montefiore, eds., British Analytic Philoscphy
(New York: The Humanities Press, 1966), -
pp. 258-64. ’

. Ibid., p. 265.
1d.
Eﬁi
. 1bid., p.266.
; - P.A. White, "Education, Democracy, and +the Public
Interest," in R.S., Peters, ed., The Philosophy of Education
(Iondon: Oxford University Press, 1973), p. 217. -
8. Ibid., p. 220.
9. Ibid.
lQ- Eif Pigzli
11. Ibid., p. 227.
12. 71bid,
13. Tbid.
14. Tbid.
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EDUCATION FOR DEMOCRACY
(RESPONSE TO PROFESSOR HESLEP)
Peter F. Carbone, Jr.

Duke University

It is becoming increasingly clear that we are witnessing a re-
vival of interest in the civie justification for formal education.
The nation's economic well-being still figures prominently in the
current debate over the quality of public schools, to be sure, and
children are still exhorted to complete at least a secondary edu-
cation in order to increase their earning power. Thus economic
concerns continue to exert considerable influence on contemporary
efforts to improve the public schools. In recent vears, however,
thanks in large part to the efforts of R. Freeman Butts,l there has
been a perceptible shift in emphasis from economic to political con-—
siderations in di=zcussions concerning both educational aims and the
rationale for universal, compulsory education.

The current emphasis on civic education 1
new development than a restatement of a traditior achir
least as far into our history as the Jeffersonian era. Jefferson's
claim that a nation could not expect to be both ignorant and free
implied that a viable democratic society is contingent upon the
existence of an enlightened citizenry. That notion, though it has
been somewhat overshadowed in recent decades by the emphasis on
economic advancement as the raison d'etre for publie education, is
clearly acquiring renewed vitality and bidding to regain its posi-
tion of influence in American social and educational theory. Thus
Bob Heslep's paper, "Democracy's Implication of Education," coin-
cides with the reappearance of an educational perspective with deep
roots in American history. It is therefore a timely, as well as
thoughtful critique of two articles that explore, at least tenta-
tively, the apparent reliance of democracy on education.

Now it is one thing to detect a relationship between democracy
and education and quite another to elucidate the essence of that
relationship. In light of the frequently encountered claim that
democracy is dependent upon education, it is of particular impor-
tance, obviously, to determine whether or not the relationship is
one of logical necessity. Does the oft=repeated claim that democracy
implies education mean that democracy necessarily presupposes educa-
‘tion, that without education democracy is impossible? Or if logical
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necegsity is too strong a claim to defend, may we point to an "or--
ganic" relationship between democracy and education, the scrt of
relationship, for instance, that Sidney Hook thought he could de=
tect between Dewey's philosophical ideas and his educational
prescriptions?? The theoretical significance of the issue is
readily apparent, since the precise nature of the relationship,
once it is determined, should yield suggestions for educational
practice and content. Further clarification of the relationship
may also be expected to enhance the quality of ebate concerning
such issues as compulsory education, the mission of the public
schools, the status of private schools in a democratic society, and
50 OI.

But first we need to inquire into the character of the assumed
relationship. Professor Heslep offers four conditions as the basis
for such an inquiry: (1) we need "an adequate conception of democ-—
racy,'" oune that conceives democracy as a certain kind of society as
well as a political arrangement; (2} we need to specify those char-
acteristics of a democracy that carry educational implications and
those that do not; (3) we need "an adequate conception of education,"”

to more than simply schooling; and (4) we need to determine those
traits peculiar to democracy that "logically require education.”

Heslep then ties the four conditions together in observing that
"any investigation that seriously seeks to discover whether or not
democracy logically necessitates educatign for its survival has to
determine both a satisfactory view of democracy and one of educa-
tion, ..."

With reference to these four conditions or criteria, Heslep con~
cludes that Wollheim and White fall short of providing an adequate
analysis of the relationship under consideration. More specifically,
he criticizes Wollheim for having too narrow a conception of democracy.
In defining democracy as a form of government in which the people rule
by choosing (through their representatives) the laws under which they
live, for example, Wollheim focuses, as Heslep notes, on the political
aspects of democracy to the execlusion of its societal characteristics.
Moreover, Wollheim furnishes no account of the moral and political
ends which the laws in a democratic society are intended to serve.
Heslep also contends that Wollheim's conception of education is obscure.
Although Wollheim insistec that democracy is depend:nt on education,
he never clarifies just what he means by the term "education.' "He
gives no synonym for the term,' Heslep observes, '"mor does he furnish
a statement of any of the concept's criteria.”

In contrast to Wollheim's obscurity with regard to education,
White's views, according to Professor Heslep, are at least informative.
White holds that an educaticn intended to foster democracy should in-
clude exposure to democrztic values, instruction in the mechanics of
democratie institutions, and initiation into the various forms of
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knowledge. On the other hand, Heslep thinks that hite's account

is marred by her failure to indicate just "whi:h learning activities
are pertinent to the political education she describes, ..." More-
over, White, unlike Wollheim, offers no definition of democracy.
Instead, she focuses on the notion of the "public interest" or "com—
mon good" in a democracy. But her discussion of the public interest
is flawed, Heslep argues, in that she provides no satisfactory
account of what she means by "public," except to contrast it with
"private.” Since she doas not explain what she means by "private,”
moreover, her definition is at best obscure and quite possibly cir-
cular. Furthermore, although the public interest seems to be either
synonymous with, or a means to, whatever is good for the community,
in White's view, she never explains what she means by the term "good."
And finally, since '"the public interest" is of concern to nondemo—
cratic as well as to democratic societies, it is not a particularly

informative concept in terms of clarifying the notion of "democracy."

For the most part I find myself in agreement with Professor
Heslep's critique of the articles under review. His exposition of
the two authors' positions strikes me as accurate, and his critical
analysis of their respective positions is both cogent and instructive.
My one reservation stems from the fact that neither Wollheim nor
White seeks to provide an adequate account of democracy or of educa-
tion, or to furnish a satisfactory description of the relationship-
between the two. As Professor Heslep himself notes at various points
in his paper, the two authors set far more limited tasks for them-
selves. Wollheim, for example, seeks to demonstrate that linguistic
analysis and political philosophy are compatible by exploring the
meaning of ''democracy," with special emphasis on the concept of
"popular rule."” Wollheim's inquiry touches on such familiar demo-
cratic notions as informed consent, reflective choice, and government
by deliberation and discussion. All of this leads eventually to the
conclusion that education is one of the conditions essential to demo—
cratic rule. But he gets around to education only when he arrives
at the twelfth and final main point he wants to make in the article.
Hence it seems obvious that he is not particularly interested in pro-
viding an adequate conception of education or in clarifying the re-
lationship between education and democracy.

Similarly, White's interest is inm asking whether or not in a
democratiz society there is anything that must be regarded as being
in the public interest. After analyzing the concept of "the public
interest" and certain related ideas, she concludes that education
must be so regarded, and then goes on to specify the educational con-
tent she has in mind. : She does not, however, purport to furnish a
clarification, or even a definition, of democracy as part of her task.

Thus I would agree with Bob Heslep that Wollheim's discussion of
democracy is too narrow and that he hardly touches on education
[=]

would hesitate, however, to label his views obscure and confused. Also,
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I wonder to what extent Wollheim is obligated to clarify the notion
of democratic government within the limits of the task that he
assigns to himself. By the same token, I would agree that White's
discussion of democracy is rather thin, that her definition of the
public interest leaves something to be desired, and that she says
nothing about the learning activities that are appropriate for
political education. Yet, I think her discussion might better be

described as limited, rather than obscure.

In other words, I can imagine both Wollheim and White objecting
o Heslep's analysis on the grounds that he has criticized them for
ailing to do justice to topics they had no desire to carefully
analyse in the first place. And however nmarrow the scope of their
discussions might appear to their eritics, they might add, it is
their prerogative to establish the confines of their discusslons.
Of course, Bob Heslep might well reply that both authors have an
Dbligaficn to expand their topies if for no other reason than to

clarify their own positions. There are arguments available on both
sides of the question, but at any rate I think the distinction be-
tween trying and failing and failing to try is applicable here.

\H‘m

In view of the scant attention that Wollheim and White pay to
the relationship in question, I'm a little curious as to why Bob
chose these two authors as the focus of his critique. I suspect
that he had little cholee because of the scarcity of thoughtful ar-
ticles on the subject. My impression is that despite the widely
accepted assumption that democracy is indeed in some sense contingent
on an educated populace, few writers have analyzed the 5pecifics of
the relationship at length. For that reason, Bob Heslep's paper is
a welcome contribution to the debate. As noted above, it is an
effective critique of tle articles by Wollheim and Whii2; but perhaps
more importantly, it enumerates many of the conditions required for
determining whether or not education is logically indispensable to
democracy. Perhaps it will stimulate others to explore the question.

NOTES

1. In this connection, see R. Freeman Butts, The Revival of Civie
Learning: A Rationale for Citizenship Education in American
Schools (Bloomington, IN: Phi Delta Kappa Fuundatlon, 1980).
See also the special issue of the Journal of Teacher Educa-

tion 34 (November-December, 1983) devoted to '"The Civic Edu-
‘cation of the American Teacher."

2. Sidney Hook, Modern Education and Its Critics (Oneonta, N.Y.
American Association of Galleges for Teacher Educat1an,

, 1954), p. 7.
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WHAT IS "APPROPRIATE" CURRICULUM?
Tom Hawkins

Univeraity of South Carolina at Spartanburg

I chanced across the following brief article in the May issue
of Harper's magazine. It is entitled "Please Excuse Johnny from
Death Education."

This is the verbatim text of a letter that the Eagle
Forum, a "pro-family" group, provides to parents con-
cerned about the moral content of their children's
schooling. As the letter explains, parents may now
lodge formal complaints against public school curricula
under the provisions of the Protection of Pupil Rights

, Amendment to the General Education Provisions Act.
Phyllis Schlafly is president of the Eagle Forum, which
iz based in Alton, Illinois.

Dear School Board President :

I am the parent of - ___ who attends

—— School. Under UsS. legislation and court

decigions, parents have the primary responsibility for
their children's education, and pupils have certain
rights which the schools may not deny. Parents have the
right to assure that their children's beliefs and moral
values are not undermined by the schools. Pupils have the
right to have and to hold their values and moral standards
without direct or indirect manipulation by the schools
through curricula, textbooks, audiovisual materials, or
supplementary assignments.

Accordingly, I hereby request that my child be in-
volved in NO school activities or materials listed below
unless I have first reviewed all the relevant materials
and have given my written consent for their use:

Psychological and psychiatric examinations, tests,
or surveys that are designed to elicit information about
attitudes, habits, traits, opinions, beliefs, or feelings
of an individuzl or group;

Psychological and psychiatric treatment that is de-
gsigned to affect behavioral, emotional, or attitudinal
charaiteristics of an individual or group;

Values clarification; use of moral dilemmas; dis-—
cussion of religious or moral standards; role-playing
or open-ended discussions of situations involving moral
issues; and’ urvival games including life/death decision
exercises;

Death education, including abortion, euthanasia,
suicide, use of violence, and discussions of death and
dying;
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Curricula pertaining to alcohol and drugs;
Instruction in nuclear war, nuclear policy and
nuclear classroom games;

Anti-nationalistic, one-world government, or
globalism curricula;

Discussion and testing on Inter-personal rela-
tionships; discussions of attitudes toward parants
and parenting;

Education in human sexuality, incivding pre-
marital gex, extramarital sex, contraception.
abortion, homosexuality, group sex and marriages,
prostitution, incest, masturbation, bestiality,
divorce, population control, and roles of males and
females, sex behavior and attitudes of student and
family;

Pornography and any materials containing pro-
fanity and/or sexual explicitness;

Guided fantasy techniques; hypnotic techniques;
imagery and suggestology;

Organic evolution, including the idea that man
has developed from previous or lower typas of living
things; [Italics Mine] =

 Discussions of witcheraft, occultism, the super-—
natural, and Eastesn mysticism;
Political affiliations and beliefs of student

and family; personal religious beliefs and practices;

Critical appraisals of other individuals with
whom the child has family relationships;

Income, including the student's role in family
activities and finances;

Non-academic personality tests; questionnaires
on personal and family life and attitudes;

Autoblography assignments; log books, diaries,
and personal journals:

Contrived incidents for self=revelation; sensi-=
tivity training, group encounter sessions, talk-ins
magic circle techniques, self-evaluation and auto-
criticism; strategies designed for self-disclosure
(e.g., zig~-zag); )

Sociograms; sociodrama; psychodrama; blind-
fold walks; isolation technliques. )

The ~purpose af this letﬁer is to preserve my child's

(thg Hateh Améndmgnc) to the General Education P:Qvisions
Act, and under its regulations as published in the Federal
Register of Sept. 6, 1984, which became effective Hov. 12,
1984. These regulations provide a procedure for filing
complaints first at the local level and then with the U.S.
Department of Education. If a voluntary remedy fails,
federal funds can be withdrawn from those in violation of
the law. I respectfully ask you to send me a substantive
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response to this letter attaching a copy of your policy
statement on procedures for parental permission require~
ments, to notify all my child's teachers, and to keep a
copy of this letter in my child's permanent file. Thank
you for your cooperation.

Sincafely; - e _
opy to School Principal

[yl

Pursuant to what the Eagle Forum perceives to be the child's and/
or parents' rights with respect to what may be included or excluded in/
from the curriculum of public schools, a question arises: Where do/
ought the parents' or pupils' rights end in this matter and the school
authorities' begin? Put another way, is/ought there to be any belief,
belief system, or subject matter containing such beliefs safe from the
veto of any parent or child who finds them offensive to their "moral
values," "moral standards,” or "beliefs"?

To shed some light on this problem, I refer to some Work done by
H.S. Leonard and C.S. Peirce. Leonard's analysis of the concept
belief leads him to offer that "The content of a belief may be called
a proposition. Thus belief may be defined as, the holdng of an
attitude of acceptance toward a proposition."“ And so long as one
sugtains such an attitude, he sustains the belief. Furthermore, it
makes little difference whether the belief is held by anybody =lse, is
verifiable by any person, method, or process of inquity, or is logi-
cally (by induction or deduction) sound~-it need only to be held by
someone. Hence, a paranoid schizophrenic may believe that he is Adolph
Hitler, or some other famous, or infamous, hisEarical fi%u:é; or a
mathematics student may come to believe that A% + BZ = C*; or a
theologian may believe in the existence of angels, devils, and deities,
etc; or a student of astronomy may hold the belief that the Earth is a
rather amall satellite of the Sun.

However we arrive at the beliefs we hold, and for whatever rea-
son(s) we hold to them, not all of our beliefs are seen to be legally
or morally appropriate for inclusion into the curricula of our public
schools. TFor example, the belief of the paranoid schizophrenic person
in the above would be prohibited in schools not so much due to its un-
constitutionality but rather because the good sense of sane members of
the community rule against it; and any school board member, superin-
tendent, principal, or:elassroom teacher who imsisted that such
delusions be taught to children would not only lose his job, but would
probably be referred to the mental health authorities as a potential
menace to himself or others. But what about the other three kinds of
belief mentioned earlier? Well, the beliefs of the theologian have )
been congistently seen to be in violation of the "establishment elause"
of the First Amendment of the U.S. Constitution. That is, to place in-
to the curriculum or instruction of.public schools beliefs in super-
natural entities is to mix "church" with "state" and is thereby legally
taboo~-so say the courts. This leaves us with the beliefs of the
"mathematician" and the "astronomer." Curiously, even though the
average school board member, school administrator, teacher, or parent
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natural (or social and behavioral) sciences arrived at their beliefs—-=

or the methods they developed for arriving at them—nonetheless, these

beliefs not only are not proscribed by the public schools but are

actually insisted upon; and teachers and curriculum designers do every-
thing within their power to bring the children and adolescents in their
charge to learn as much math and scilence as is possible.

At this juncture it might be well to ask, Why concern otrselves

ve
with beliefs in the first place? Why not simply dispense with belief
and teach "content" or "subject matter"? Why not, indeed! A moments

about that "content" or "subject matter." C.S. Peirce in his now
famous paper ""The Fixation of Lelief,'" published about a century ago,
_informed us that "Our beliefs guide our desires and shape our actions"
and that every conscious person struggles to rid himself of doubt be-
cause human beings cannot act effectivelw—-if at all--while in a state
of doubt. Doubt, therefore, impairs not only subsequent action, but al-
so subsequent thought; and the only,way to free ourselves from these
impediments i1z to arrive at belief. If what Peirce says is true, then
it would be silly to hold that we could generate a curriculum free

from beliefs; it is logically untemable; all deliberate human action
requires belief as a prerequisite. Imagine, if you will, having
cognitive knowledge about X, but not having belief(s) about X. 1It's
‘tantamount to a ‘contradictien: Knowledge, in the "know that,"

cognitive sense, implies belief. So the real question before us is

not whether to teach belief(s), it is rather: which belief(s) to

teach.

3

With this in mind, we turn once again to Mrs. Schlafly and her
well-meaning cohorts. As I see it, they want to prevent our public
schools from teaching certain beliefs with which they disagree and/or
find offensive to thelr sense of propriety and hence threatening to
their adopted belief system. Rather reluctantly I must admit that in
some ways, and on some points, I might tend teo sympathize with their
concerns. For example, who can say that it is "educative" in the
best sense of the word for an elementary school aged child to learn
about death and dying in a classroom? I certainly cannot, and I'm
not too sure that so~called "expert'" opinion on the subject is
consonant. But there is one thing I am reasonably sure of: when it
comes to an attack on those beliefs which are, and have been for some
time, rather firmly established through rigorous scientific research
then we begin to see the emergence of a very real problem which if
allowed to go unchecked promises to undermine not only the authority
of the schools and teachers to determine the subject matter of the
students, but in the long run promises in no small way to erode and
undermine the teaching/learning of all scientifically grounded be—
lief(s), for posterity. Specifically hers, I am referring to the Eagle
Forums and other like-minded individuals and groups being given the
legal power to prohibit the teaching of the theory (belief) of
"Organie Evolution, including the idea that man has developed from
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previous...living things." The danger I believe is not so much that
our eitizens will eventually come to believe that their species (a)

did not always exist, (b) is simply another species among hundreds of
millions on the planet struggling to adapt to a fragile environment, and
(¢) may not be all that "superior" to other species of flera and fauna.
No, the problem as I perceive it igs that if those of us who are respon-
- sible for developing the curricula of, the public schools sit idly by

and allow any individual or group to veto these scientifically-grounded
theories tkat offend them, then our civilization runs the rigk of losing
not only the work of Charles Darwin and other highly diseiplined and
honest biologists, but we stand to lose the respectability of the
scientific enterprise itself; and that concerns me greatly.

A word of warning is in order thén: in principle, if we allow the
ignorance and superstition of the medieval mind to dictate the curricula
of our public schools today in the name of "protecting students or
pareats rights," and we are prohibited from teaching "Johnny" the theory
of Organic Evolution because it upsets him or his parents' "moral
values,”" must we also, and for the same reason, be coerced into dis-
continuing teaching him that the Earth is a spheroid, or that infection
is caused by microorganisms? I desperately hope not.

Our predecessors have fought l@gg and hard to foster in our citi-
zenry the scientific "habit of mind"~ through the teaching of the
best science in our public schools. Do we now give up the battle and
capitulate to the likes of Orrinm Hatch, Jerry Falwell, Phyllis Schlafly,
and other representatives of what I call the "medieval mentality" we
find so prevalent in our society? No! Somebody has to stand up and
fight this battle, and we cannot expect the handful of active scientists
to bear the burden alone--they are too few in number, and many are
probably too busy addressing the problems of their disciplines to
realize what is happening in the U.S. Congress or in the public schools
of our nation. But before any of us who are scientifically-oriented in
our beliefs and the logic we employ to arrive at them think the battle
to keep the best scientific logic and beliefs in the public schools is
going to be easy, we ought to be aware of the thinking of those who
unwittingly, but surely, are giving aid-and-comfort to the "enemy"
(those of the medieval mind). Specifically I refer here to a statement
made a few years ago by an otherwise logical modern thinker, Professor
Kenneth Strike, philosopher and faculty member of Cornell University.
This otherwise intelligent man clearly sided with the enemies of the
modern scientific curriculum when he wrote: "Public Schools...have no
right to compel the children of the creationysts to accept, or even to
listen to, views they find offensive. At their parents' request, these
children might be excused from :ergain portions of the science curricu-
lum that they find objectionable."” I cannot pretend to know what Pro—
fessor Strike's motives were for making such a statement, I can say
however that those of us who do know better need to write and talk
about the potential ominous ramifications of such laws as the "Hatch
Amendment." Our children, schools, and the future of the scientific
enterprise deserve nothing less.
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"What is 'Approprizte' Curriculum?"
A Response to
Tom Hawkins
By
Joe Congleton
East Caroiina University, Greenville, N.C.

Like Professor Hawkins, I too have grave concerns with the
"ominous ramifications" of such laws as the Hatch Amendment especially
the excessively broad and in part erroneous interpretations given it
by Phyllis Schlafly's Eagle Forum and others of like mind. I have
also been troubled by the potential effects of similar bills now
being promoted at the state level. No less than six states have had
such bills introduced in their legislatures during the last session.

California has had such a law in effect since 1977. Pupil pro-
tection or parent's rights laws are in place in Oklahoma and Missouri.
Bills were promoted in Delaware, North Carolina and South Carolina.l
The North Carolina bill now remains in the Appropriatiens Committee.
Arizona, a state historically under pressure from parents' rights
groups almost passed a Pupil's Rights Protectionm Bill but it was
vetoed by the governor. The Arizona Education Association and tha
State Parent-Teacher organization among others fought heavily against
the bill.2 It is apparent that a parents' rights movement of signi-
ficant force has been underway for sometime now and is still strong.3
Yet, after reading the paper under discussion and reviewing at least
a sufficient amount of literature on the subject, I too, like Professor
Hawkins, have found myself in a dilemma. I am at once angered by the
implieations of the Schlafly letter while reluctantly sympathizing
with some of its more reasonable points. In addressing the question
"What is 'Appropriate’ Curriculum?’, Tom introduces the discussion
with the verbatim text of a letter that the Eagle Forum makes available
to parents interested in the moral content of their ehildren's
curriculum. Parents are informed that procedures for complaints
against such curricula sre now provided under the Protection of Pupil
Rights Amendment commonly known as the Hatch Amendment. As we have
been informed, the letter suggests that districts seek parents
written consent before including for classroom instruction any one of
34 topies ranging from alcohol and drugs to student diaries or
journals. It is im the context of the Eagle Forum letter, that Tom
develops his thesis. Where do, says Tom, parents' authority and in
"this matter" the school's authority each begin and end. Addressing
more specifically the currieculum questicn, Tom asks ""is/ought there
to be any belief, belief system or subject matter containing such
beliefs safe from the veto of any parent or child who finds them
offensive to their 'moral values,' 'moral standards,' or 'beliefs'?"

In order to clarify the meaning of "belief" or "belief system"
the works of H. S. Laonard and C. 5. Peirce are consulted. According
to Leonard, a belief is defined as "holding an attitude toward a
proposition."4 5o long as the attitude is sustained, so long is the
belief sustained. Four types of belief are then identified, one of
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which is clearly not appropriate for the curriculum=-~that of the
paranoid schizophrenic. Although the other three types may be more
difficult to determine, Tom, perhaps, too quickly dismisses the beliefs
of the theologian because of the "establishment clause" of the First
Amendment. Such beliefs in supermatural entities placed into the
curriculum is to mix "church" and "state" and is thereby legally
"taboo," according to the courts. The beliefs of the mathematician
and the astronomer are quite different when considered for the 'school
curriculum. Although school board members, parents and even teachers
don't completely understand the way these beliefs developed, mathe=
matics, the natural, social and behavioral sciences are "insisted
upon” for the school curriculum.

At this point another question arises when considering the nature
of an appropriate curriculum and that is the distinetion between
"beliefs and content." "Why concern ourselves with beliefs in the
first place? Why not simply dispense with belief and teach 'content'
or 'subject matter'."” Tom concludes that it would be impossible to
teach content without holding beliefs about that content. Confirmation
of this conclusion is then found in a century old essay by Charles
Sanders Peirce, "The Fixation of Belief," which informs us that
"Our beliefs guide our desires and shape our actions and that every
conscilous person struggles to rid himself of doubt because human beings
cannot act effectively--if at all--while in a state of doubt. Doubt,
therefore, impairs not only subsequent action, but also subsequent
thought; and the only way to free ourselves from these impediments is
to arrive at belief."3 According to Peirce then, it would be useless
to foster a belief free curriculum. The question that remains, then,
is not whether to teach "belief(s)" but rather what "belief(s)" to
teach. In other words there is no such thing as a value free curriecu-
lum, -

purported to be seeking legal power to prohibit the teaching of the
"theory of organic evolution,” Tom reluctantly admits his sympathies
with some points in the Schlafly letter. The remainder of the paper,
nowever, is an impassioned plea for the appropriate curriculum, that
is, a curriculum predicated on those beliefs "rather firmly established
through rigerous scientific research." Educators are admonished not

Lo capitulate to the likes of Jerry Falwell and Phyllis Schlafly but

to maintain vigilance in fostering the scientific "habit of mind" so
strongly supported by Charles Peirce. The paper is concluded with a
stinging attack on those among us who may unwittingly give aid and
comfort to the "enemy" or those of the "medieval mind." Kenneth
Strika, philosopher and faculty member of Cornell University is then
Singled out as an example. '"This otherwise intelligent man," says

Tom, "clearly sided with the enemies of the modern scientific cur-
riculum when he wrote: 'Publie Schools-==have no right to compel the
children of the creationists to accept, or even to listen to views

they find offensive. At their parents' request, these children might
be excused from certain portions of the science curriculum they find
objectionable.'"” Not pretending to know the motives behind the Strike
Statement, Tom leaves us with the challenge to talk and write more about
the Hatch Act.

Returning to Ms. Schlafly, the Eagle Forum and those groups
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=T wish Tom had probed more into Charles Peirce's "The Fixa —=ion of
Belie=Ff" for in it would be additional -help in inderstanding not only
the l=ssue before us but perhaps provide some nsight into the mestives
behinte= the Strike statement. In the essay Peire highlights foe—ir
methocss of fixing beliefs. Each one is distinguished and evalu=ted.
They ==re: (1) the method of tenacity, (2) thenethod of author= ty,
(3) tkme a priori or metaphysical method, and (4) scientific hetb=—od.
ActorcHing to Peirce, most men prefer to adopt the method of tenescity
4s 3 =means of avoiding doubt, that is they hold tenaciously to Eseliefs
taught— in childhood, and turn with contempt from anything thar r=d1ight
distur—b them.® Peirce goes on to say that

this method of fixing belief...will be unable to
hold its ground in practice. The soclal impulse
is against it. The man who adopts itwill find
that other men think differently fromhim, and
it will be apt to occur to him in som sane
moment that their opinions are quite a3 good as
his own, and this will shake his confldence in
his belief.... Unless we make ourselves hermits,
we shall necessarily influence each others '
opinions; so that the problem becomeshow to £ix
belief, not in the individual merely, but in the
~community.

It igs he=ere that Peirce finds a more effective method of fixing be- Jief——
through - the authority of the state. His words are very much in t—wune
with th _e issue under discussion. Through the will of the state

Let an institution be created which shill for its
object to keep correct doctrines before the attention
of the people, to reiterate them perpetually, and

to teach them to the young; having at the same time
power to prevent contrary doctrines from being
taught, advocated or expressed.... Let them he

kept ignorant, lest they should learn of some

reason to think otherwise than they do.’

servativ—e and fundamentalist Eroups seeking to influence and contr—ol
what i taught in the public schools. Although skeptical, 1if not
opposed to state involvement on the one hand, these groups seek ai .l
and copfeort from the state to create an official wthority that to
them wouZ1d restore a world of certainty and a world safe from a
changing and perplexing reality. They may or may ot be the enemy

of the pe=iblic schools but in making decisions about curricylum the=>
represeN®=x a reality with whom educators mast contend.

as does EXom Hawkins in h paper. As Peirce notes, one starts witk=

Of c—ourse we know Peirce rests his case on the scientific metk—od
[=}i is
the "knowsem and observed facts" and then proceeds to the "unknown "
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The rules, however, one follows ''may not be such as investigation
would approve.’' It is the test of the method which inveolves the
application of the method and not one's feelings and purposes which
will determine success. Accordingly notes Peirce, ''bad reasoning

as well as good reasoning is possible; and this fact is the foundatin
of the practical side of logic."?

Taking a lead from Peirce's interpretation of the scientific
methed, I will, as the major part of my response, take another logk
at gsome "known facts” concerning the background of the Schlafly letter
and explore another position on the school's responsibility in de.
termining "appropriate curriculum" in the hope that Kemneth Styikg's
comments viewed in a different context might produce another copciuin.

The Protection of Pupil Rights Amendment (known as the Harch
Amendment) was passed in 1978. The law was designed to allow paTental
inspection and approval for research and experimental government
programs in the public schools. According to one commentary, “'eVealf
thing seemed to be fine...[until] the wicked ERA was dead.”l0 1t g
then that Schlafly along with other right-wing groups elevated theg
Hatch Amendment to high visibility by placing the matter before the
Republican Party National Platform. By March 1984 the Departhent of
Education held public hearings and the testimony of abuse, carefully
edited, was published by Schlafly under the title Child Abuse in
compliant procedures late in 1984 that Schlafly along with other
right-wing leaders distributed a form letter to provide parents with
a means to demand that certain materials not be used without Parértil
consent. The letter was malled to some 250,000 parents by the Mapylmd
Coalition of Concerned Parents on Privacy Rights in Public Schoolg mi
was later malled te 70,000 subsecribers of the Phyllis Schlafly Report
in January, 1985.11 -

Classroom. It was not until the Department of Education publigheg

James M. Wall in a recent editorial in Christian Century sa¥s
that there is a "particular problem with the Eagle Forum form lettet'
Many of the taboo items listed in the letter are not drawn from Ethe
Hatch Amendment, but represent an interpretation that "widely stFetchs
the intent of its author, Republcan Semator Orin Hateh of Utah."
Indeed the senator told the Senate in February, 1985, that the amegql-
ment does not deal with classroom instruction but only with non-
scholastic aptitude testing and research. Hall says, however, fhat
Senator Hatch, when appearing on a national television talk shoy With
Ms. Schlafly to seek understanding of his legislation, "looked like
Walter Mondale trying to avoid criticizing Jesse Jackson before z
meeting of the American Jewish Committee."

Actually the Hatch Amendment states that students cannot be
forced to submit without prior parental consent to federally funded
"psychiatric or psychological experimentation, testing, or treatmeyt,’
requesting informationm concerning seven specific areas. Among thegt
would be such things as political affiliation and mental and psycho-
logical problems. Violations of the law could result in the logs of
federal funds.
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Jame=s Wall sgysts that the basie =strategy of the New Right is
c'find a plece olthe Federal governmper—t which can be manipulated
dtfear F-odder fogike confused American public and run with it." -
Ihmendment gs¥ghill, "while it is thee= kind of Federal intrusien
gnlcal -mattersd ght conservatives depleore, does have the merit of
gllg pa—rents phgition from the invasTHon of a child's privacy."13

WhetZhex Scblgfland her group misurmenderstand or are intentionally
ghiing e Hatch Mudment, makes 1ittles difference in its outcome.
Thit act=ivity dOgsimage to American e®Hucation. The real danger
hille irm the regpmwe of some local edizcational officials who when
lated with "fesfodder” may too quiteEZdy make major changes in the
Sl caxE=riculuR, I reacting, as the o -1d saying goes, they may
"ty the= baby oytith the wash.” That - would be tragic!

Rober=t M. GPvdnin a thoughtful and._ lysis entitled "Values
Ipuleaticsn in ¢ghe Milic Schools," praoviedes a constitutional inter-
brtition which coglihe helpful to scheo= 1 officials forced to respond
tolght wrding 8rough In the article, Goxrrdon examines and attempts
Ltomolve= fhe 'pagilk' between governmer—t interest in promoting
"polltix:ag_ deciglopuking," (citizenship education) in the public
Schil and. 1its edugly important first sfz==n-dment interest in not
"ditrtin & the paghplace of ideas by tr=ransmitting values.”" 1In
Oclrword=s there giilvays tension, sugfe=sts Gordon, between "students'
Agueet i the "fysim of expression” amad the state's interest and
Agdto preomote c¢lyfmship. In an imbalasmnce between the two, however,
Ehatis aJways the dzﬂger of the state's dinculcation of "orthodox
Ve ls" in Stﬂdeﬂt§.l

lordora attepPtib resolve the parado-ex by maintaining that the
freadm of expTesSianly allows the stgb=e to d rectly teach those
"ealis thest afe ey tir express or implied - in the Constitution.
Teglirs c=snnot dlrvatly teach or indoctrizmate students with what
Gozin calE.s "nopfugiitutional” or "contrs-aconstitutional” values.
To hso wean.:§ infedi on students' inter« est in "developing their
O%p iders t=anding of mlity."13

lUtinge those eglleit values in the pmreamble of the Constitution
/ndtese i-mplied tpmghout the document s=such as popular sovereignty
Ad ivid=zal aytop®, Gordon contends tE=at the proper aim of public
eduition .5 to seq it children believe Sin constitutional values.
By thsame tokepn S¢ils would be prohibit=red from inculcating racism
0F lpring the "esyilishment clause" of t——he first amendment because
thegvaluea=s are coglmonstitutional., Sékro0ls have 3 duty to teach
valuw of hmiman eqglly. Values of a Rofl=—onstitutional nature, such
28 tthfulmess, regpt for authority, th—dift, and integrity should
be tght, Eoecause thyare desirable valuesas 1in society. What is of
vA) ot lpor *=ance 4S tivay in which noncomsstitutional values are
taygior p A aced iApothe program of studies=s,

Te use= of the "licursive method" ip teaching, especially the

pohcmtitur=ional valw, is better than wh__at Gordon calls the
"dizutive Cprescriptht) method because Lt  1is based on "dialogue
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and undominated inquiry." Such s method as the discursive promotes
truthfulness, a prerequisite for communication, which in turn is
esgential in achieving first amendment goals. The directive method
is inappropriate because it "requires coercion and imposition of
beliefs on unreceptive children." The effort to distinguish between
these two methods of inculcating values is at the core of Gordon's

- analysis of the first amendment provision for "freedom of exprasgsion."
"Freedom of expression disables government from distorting the process
of inquiry by dominmating an individual's access to information and
ideas useful in the pursuit of a better understanding of reality."16

At this point there is a question arising from Gordon's analysis
that appears importanf: to our discussion: Would the placing of topies
of a questionable constitutional nature be appropriate in the public
schools if they were placed in such a context that they would give
students access to information and ideas helpful in a "better under-
standing of reality, thereby meeting the first amendment provision of
"freedom of expression?" -Gordon responds to this question clearly
in his discussion of the schools and the evolution/creation controversy.

Courts have recognized that oppositien te the theory of evolution
is sectarian and that efforts to prohibit or limit its teaching may
actually constitute inculcating students with religious values. The
courts have failed, says Gordom, to take note of "philosophical values
underlying the objections to the theory of evolution™ or to the method
of science. Such a theory involves a "mechanistic" and "nonspiritusl"
understanding of reality that many people find offensive. Consequently,
resolutions to the evolution controversy may involve the religious
clause of the first amendment as well as its provision for "freedom
of expression.” Both values would have to be considered in teaching
the theory of evolution or for that matter the teaching about creation-
ism. Secientific literacy is an explicit value found in the Consti-
tution. This is confirmed by 4its granting to Congress the quthority
to "promote the progress of science...through copyright anc patent
protection."1l’ Obviocusly an effort to teach creationism in a science
class would be invalid because creationism is a religiocus doctrine,
not a scientific one. Gordon goes on to conclude, however, that
although it makes littie sense to "advance a nonscientific view of
sclence by teaching c¢reationism in a science class' it would be
appropriate to include creationism in a different context:

Legitimate constitutional values may be served,
however, by introdueing studenta to creationism
in the context of the humanities. It would
emphasize the importance of religion to human
beings, a value implicit in the free exercise
clause of the first amendment; in conjunction
with creation myths from other cultures, a value
implicit in the equal protection clause of the
Fourteenth Amendment; and it could illustrate
the limitations of the scientific method, thus
providing studernts with information and ideas
useful in the pursuit of a better understanding
of reality.l8
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In the context of Gordon's analysis, Strike's statement may
appear much more on balance than the way it was represented in Tem's
paper. The statement was part of concluding remarks in a commentary
article on two Kappan pieces on the creation science controversy.
In responding to the notion, creation science, Strike sets out to
determine whether creationism is a "workable scientific enterprise.
Finding that it is not, he like Gordon concludes that it has no place
in the biology classroom. It is entitled, however, to "open evaluation
--.in the forums of scientific communities." Since creation science
is "clearly religious," issues of religious liberty would be mora
involved in the dispute in the public school. There are many Christians
and Jews who do not find their belief in God challenged by current
science. '"Creationist have no right to define the religious view of
creation.” In the same context schools as "agents of the state hava
right to undermine gratuitously the religious convictions of

no
creationists. "They eannot compel children of creationist to accept

or listen to views found offensive." Tt was in this total context
that the statement which seemed to trouble Tom was made. "At their
arents request, these children zight be excused from certain portions
of the science curriculum that they found objectionable."19 gtrike's
final remark, however, finds him even closer to Gordon. People with
religious convictions have a right to expect science teachers to
stick to science for "Evolution can become more than a scientific
theory. When given an interpretation, philosophical in nature, in
which the universe ean express nothing but chance, " says Strike,
"transcends the scientific evidence and is quasi-religious."2

o

What is "appropriate curriculum?" The answer is at best difficult
if not impossible. 1In public education, we are responsible for edu-
cating all the children of all the people. 1In a society extremely
plural in nature, and repeatedly going through cycles of ideoclogical
change, curriculum decisions can never be and should never be final.

1 agree with Tom, curriculum making by its very nature is not and will
never be value neutrai. Because curriculum development is a socio-
political process, there will always be the crities and organized
special interest groups ready to impose their values upon the school.

I think that Strike and Gordon offer a well balanced and constitutionally
sensitive approach to the problems presented by groups like the Eagle
Forum. Education officials would do well to take heed. If we know

what we are doing and why we are doing it and asre willing to communicate
that when the need arises, then maybe we will be able to "throw out

the wash" but keep the baby.
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