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Abstract:

The quality of undergraduate education in the United States has been a recent subject of debate for
public officials as well as curriculum planners. Much of that debate has focused on general education,
but little of it has articulated the philosophical presuppositions of general education programs. The
problem of this study is to articulate the philosophical presuppositions of the major approaches to
general education in the United States and to suggest a ground from which to critically assess them.

The procedures used are both historical-hermeneutic, and critical. In articulating the four major
approaches to general education (the Idealist, the Progressive, the Essentialist, and the Pragmatist), the
procedures are historical and hermeneutic.

In developing a critical theory of general education based on the critical theory of Jurgen Habermas,
the procedures are both historical-hermeneutic and critical.

The study provides a theoretical ground from which further empirical research may be conducted, as
well as making the critical theory of Jurgen Habermas accessible to curricular reformers. The study
further suggests ways to evaluate general education programs and suggests a new focus for curricular
reform: communicative competence based on the traditional ideals of free speech and the "good life."
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ABSTRACT

The quality of undergraduate education in the United States has
been a recent subject of debate for public officials as well as
curriculum planners. Much of that debate has focused on general
education, but little of it has articulated the philosophical
presuppositions of general education programs. The problem of
this study is to articulate the philosophical presuppositions of
the major approaches to general education in the United States
and to suggest a ground from which to critically assess them.

The procedures used are both historical-hermeneutic, and
critical. In articulating the four major approaches to general
education (the Idealist, the Progressive, the Essentialist, and
the Pragmatist), the procedures are historical and hermeneutic.
In developing a critical theory of general education based on the
critical theory of Jurgen Habermas, the procedures are both
historical-hermeneutic and critical.

The study provides a theoretical ground from which further
empirical research may be conducted, as well as making the
critical theory of Jurgen Habermas accessible to curricular
reformers. The study further suggests ways to evaluate general
education programs and suggests a new focus for curricular
reform: communicative competence based on the traditional ideals
of free speech and the "good life." ‘




INTRODUCTION

Historical Background

The quality of undergraduate eduqation in the United States
has recently been called iqto question.by éiseries of national
reports. In October of 1984, the National Institute of Education
issued a report citing a series of warniné signals indicating the

quality of undergraduate education had declined (The Chronicle of

Higher Educatioh, October 24, 1984). In November of 1984, then

chairman of the National Endowment for the Humanities( William J.
Bennett, released an extensive report expressing concern for the
lack of coherence énd vitality in the undergraduate.curriculum
geﬁerally,’and in the programs in the humanities in particﬁlar

The Chronicle of Higher Education, November 28, 1984). Finally,

the Association of American Colleges reledsed a report (The

Chronicle of Higher Education, February 13, }965).urging facuity.‘
to take responsibility for a return to quality teaching and
curricular coherence in the face of increased emphasis on
research, specialiiation, and frégmentation'in the undergraduate
curriculum. |

All of these reports stressed the need for strengthening
curricular coherence through éome type of common geﬁeral
educational experience, and.all of them laqented the specialized

and vocational orientation of many undergraduate curricula. And
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while none of them made clear the normative ground from which
they launched their critique of the status qué,-all made
recommendations for "improving the quality"™ of education in the
undergraduate colleges of America.

These concerns for quality’in collegiate education are also
articulated by writers and researchers of the nation’s public
'schools. Ernest Boyer lists nine recommendations for improving‘
the quality of education (1983: 7), and argues that our future as
a nation depends on the quality of our nation’s public education.
John Goodlad (1984) also exprésses concern for the gquality of
public school education and its articulation with the college
experience. Mortimer Adler (1982), from a different point of
view, would restructure public education so radically that its
current practitioners would hardly recognize it. There is, has
been and will doubtless continue to be, increasing concern for
questions of quality at all levels of public education in the
United States.

These concerns are at least as old as the Yale Report of
1828 (Hofstadter and Smith, 1961: 275), perhaps the first
American apology for a classical and common curriculumto hold
tégether the moral fabric of the republic. Since the Yale
Report, there have been several pgriods‘of curricular reform in
response to the several vagaries éf American history (Rudolph,
1978), and at least three periods in the twentieth century when
general education was the special domain of curriculér

discussions (Boyer and Levine, 1981), both periods corresponding
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to the time of troubles immediately preceding and following the
World Wars. The most recent revival of interest in general
education follows the end of the Vigtnam War, and the curricular
dissolution of fhe 1960s. The period from 1975 to the presen£
has been marked by a reyival of interest in general education and
in restoring integrity t§ the undergraduate curriculum through
recourse to core curricula‘and other stra£egies of insuring ;
broad general, and in some cases, liberal education. Gaff (1983:
207-220) lists over 300 Ameriéan qolleges and universities who af
the time of his survey, were revigwing general éducation. |

Despite all the current interest in geheral education, there-
is little agreement on what constitutes a viable general
education program fgr any given ins#itu£ioh.‘ The disagreements
center on questions of conﬁent, structure, process and
implementation, and range across thetspectrum of curricular
philosophies and institutional types. There is a coherent body
of literature that questions the advisability of general
éducation in any form (Hall and Kevles, 19é2), and there are
those who believe that assumptioné of general education, insofar
as they are articulated at all, néea to be subjecteq to a radiqal
criticism (Gros Louis, 1981).

The three twentieth century revivals of general education
have focused on what might be called "shared cultural values,"
including notions of a common history, common political and

economic attitudes, common languages, and a common vision of the
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future. During periods of world war and the economic dislocation
attendant to them,.these common values became "iost" or at least
overshadowed by more pressing and immediate'préblems of national
survival, only to be negaihéd.with‘the return to better times
that our national optimism assureé us are immanent. 'This posture
toward curricular change suggests that there is always sﬁmething
to go back td, that there is a common set of culturai artifac£s
we periodically recover and reaffirm through reinsfitutinér_A
"general education programs which acéuaint énd incﬁlcaté those
values iﬁ collége students, Sﬁch values'were'célled into
question, however, in the most recent fragmentation of the
undergraduate curriculﬁm that occurred in the milieu éf the
Vietnam War, the civil rights‘qoveﬁent, and the student re&o;ts
of the 1960s. |

Any attempt to recaptﬁre the unity of cultural value;
formerly expressed by gene;al education curricula may be AOOmed
to failure, however, if £here is no longer ‘any basis for
asserting such unity. R.R. Gros Louis, for example, argues
persuasively that frégmentation of American society did not cause
‘the collapse of commoﬁ culture, but rather that the coliapse of
common culture céused the fragmeﬁt;tionhéf American society (Gros
Louis, 1981: 33).'Such a "reversali," if true, has important
implications for general éducétion since there ié nothing‘to
return to after collapse; nothing except the project of making a
common culture anew, and of instituting the processes under which

such a project might be successfully realized.
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The critical theory of Jurgen Habermas (1971,A1975, i979) is
particularly helpful in analyzing both common cultural values,
and the processes which form them. Habermas’s critical theory
aims at restoring tne background consensus'which is implicit in
‘the processes of human discoufse. Its aim is the liberation of
human consciousness from the unnecessary restrainps of
ideologically rigidified and uncritically internalized human
relations in whatever forms they may take;—cultural, economic,
pedagogical, political, and so on. The liberation is grounded in
“the communication processes undertaken at both the reflective
level, where the rules for discourse’are made, and at_the
unreflected level where most discourse actually takes piace.
When we engage'in criticism, we are announcing a position from
which we view the reality criticized; that position itself may or
may not have been critically‘formeq or rationally discussed, and
it may or may not be reflectively‘acknowledged in the eourse of
the criticism. To the extent that it is uncritically accepted,
it becomes an obstacle to cultural change, and a limit po freedom
of thought and communication. |

The fragmentation of the undergraduate curriculum and the
dissolution of general education programs during the 1960s and
1970s may be seen as symptonatic of_awlarge: cultural malaise
only from a point ef niew fhaf finds such.fragmentation
problematic, and that finds in the historybef American higher
education something of an original unity. Neither point of view,

of course, is without certain philosophical presuppositions; The
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project of realizing curricular coherence must be preceded by a
critical analysis of the philésophies of géﬁeral education that
have served to inform twenﬁieth century discussion. An
examination of the agtichlated and hiddeﬁ assumptions of the
predominant philosophies of genéral educatioh can facilitate a
more rational, open, and authentic dialogue, on their efficécy and
utility in the reconstrucﬁion of the undergraduate curricula in

general, and of general education programs in particﬁlar.

Four Approaches to General Education

Gaff cites four aistinctive philosophiéal approaches that
ground the widé vériety of general education models, proposals
and polemics (1983: 2-8). Each approach has identifiable
philosophical mentors and 1iter§tures, and each has its modern
adherents and advocates.

1. The first philosophical séhqol is ;he Idealist School,
founded by John Henry Newman (1873, 1947), and most recently
.articulated by Leon Botstein (1979a, 1979b),vPresident of’Bard
College and nationally known educational commentator and critic.
Newman‘saw thé college as a communify'of schéiars whose primary
function was teaching undergraduates 'in an atmosphere conducive
to learning. The goal of a proper education was the liberation
of the student from prejudice, ignorance and the provincialism of
the immediate environment, but withbﬁt the socially didactic
emphasis characteristic of many of the othér philosophical

approaches. The traditional content Qf'suéh a program, the’




7
humanities, had no specifically vocational purpose, but was
rather designed to educate the whole person for all of life.
Liberal education, for idealists like Newman and Bétstein, may or
may not be synonymous with general-education, bu£ in the optimél-
case, certainly would be. |

2. The Progressive School* founded bybphilosophers Alfred
North Whitehead (1929) and John.Dewey (1916), and recently
Stephen Bailey (1976) has as its cenf;al tenet the notioﬁ that
education must be relevant to the étudent’s éveryday life. For
Bailey that means that education must be conceived from the Point
of view of the student. What is nof relevant to the immédiaté :
present has credence only insofar as it can be made to shed light
on the future. Utiiity is the watchword for these Progressi&es,
a-utility that is not altogether mundane--that which haé no
relevance té the student’s immediaté situation, has relevance to
someone else’s immediate situation and so ig in some sense
exploitive of what must be the ultimate arbiter of curricular
m;tters, the student’s interest. |

3; The Essentialist School of Robert Maynard Hutchins

(1936) coﬁes immediately to mind when one speaks of a core

curriculum. The belief that there is a common and essential core

*In this study the term "Progressive" is applied to the
philosophy of.John Dewey and his followers, while the term
"Pragmatism" is implied to the philosophy of .education that
appears in the work of Clark Kerr. John Dewey was a member of
the American philosophical movement known as Pragmatism, but his
educational philosophy was part of the political movement known
as Progressivism. To avoid confusion I refer to Dewey's
educational philosophy as "Progressivism."
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of knowledge that every educated person should somehow "possess"
is the guiding principle behind the Essentialist creed. To the
extent that there are essential texts that are relevant fo£ all
times and in all siguations, the Eséentiaiist argues for their.'
use in the training of the mind, the goal of a géneral education.
The GreatABooks program at the University of Chicago ié perhaps
the most widely known Essentialist approach to géneral education,
although great books are not the only‘manifestatibn of the |
approach. Any approach that requires the mastery of an eésential
core of information or proceéses is philosophically akin to the
Essentialist perspective. Thus Ernes£ Boyer, Maftin Kaplan and
Arthgr Levine (1977, 1981) are advocates of the Essentialist
position, as are many others. There is a sense in which the
Essenfialist presuppositions are present in all programs of
geheral eduéation.

4. The philosophical movement known as Pragmatism is
normally éséociated with William James, but in the history of
American higher edﬁcation, the movement has contemporary yoices'
in Clark Kerr (1966) and David Riesman (1961). This scﬁool
recognizes the pluralistic character of Amgrican higher
education, and célebrates it as a positive development indicative
of a robust technologicallsociety. .Kerr uses the term
"multiversity" to describe the environment'pf contemporary higher
education, its competing and often con£radictory interests, aﬁd
its diverse student population. The Pragmatists advoéate

incremental changes that recognize the legitimate interests of




9
the several communities that comprise the contemporary
multiversity, and situational curricular reforms that fit the
special and unique environments of indi%idual institutions. The
central tenet of PfaéﬁétiSm'is the realistic evaluation of the
possible, as opposed-to ideal critique based on utopian.visions.

Regardlesﬁ of the form general education may take, thé
philosophical justification for the program calls on one or more
of these four philosophies of education forcits legitimation.
The careful explication and critiqué of these philosophies is an
over-riding concern of this study, whose general purpose is
three-fold:

1. to explicate the hidden apd‘acknowledged philosophical
assumptions of general education, .

2. to develop a critical perspective from which to evaluate
these philosopbical assumptions using the‘critical theory of
Jurgen Haberma; (1971, 1975, 1979),

3. to jﬁdée the'gxtent to which the various assumptions gre.

vitiated or confirmed by the developed critical theory.

Investigative Methods

Jonas Soltis (1984) has recently tried to put all of the’
current research methodologies in education info a coherent
conceptual framework utilizing the work of Richard Bernstein
(1978) as a guidé to their epistémological,histories.- In so

doing, Soltis develops three categories Qf contemporary
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educational inquiry: the empirical, the interpretive, and the
critical.

Empirical ingquiry employs natural sciepce methodology from
"naturalistic descriptions, survey data gafhering, and
correlation studieé to control-tfeatment expefiménts and
meta-analyses of empirical findingé" (Soltis, 19?4: 6) .
Empirical inquiry is .fundamentally quantitative, and employs the
language of logical empiricism; though there are many different
interpretations of what constitutes a true science among its
adherents, and there are many contradictionslbetween what passes
muster as proper procedure in theory; and_Qhat is actually |
practiced. Neverthéless, there seems to be a consensus fhat
educational researxch ought be empirical, 655ecti§e (though there
are conflicting definitions and standards‘for objecti&ity) and-
essentially value free.

Interpretive inquiry, by contfast, is qualitative rather
than quantitative, and depends on the methodologies of such
disciplines as anthropology, sociolinguistics and ethnog;aphy to
direct value-free inquiry into thg fealﬁ of intersubjedtive
meanings. Ordinary‘language anaiysis, phenbmenology, and
herméneutics, the social science eduivalents of ihterpretivé
inquiry, investiéate human intersuﬁjéctive“meanings as keys fo
the relationships between educatipﬁ and culture. Tﬁe
interpretive approach insists on an understanding of the ways in
which human- consciousness operates in and upon the world. fhe

study of human consciousness, in turn, presents special
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methodological problems since that which is investigating is also
that which is being investigated, and therefore the investigation
is not purely "objective" from fhé point of’view ofiempirical
science. | |

Critical inquiry, the third research methodology, has an
ideological contenﬁ that is speéifically recognized, even
ceiebrated, and that sees other methodologies as ideological
moments in the unfolding of the human experience. The notion of
a value free science is, to such sch§lar$, an ékpreésioﬁ‘of the
denial of the unity of theory and ﬁractice, and itéelf an .
ideological form of inquiry. The object of critical inquiry'is
the realization of a better form of life thgé serves our |
emancipatory interests. The critical scholars emphésize the
historical— ideological content of our present institﬁtions in an
attempt to demystify them and make them more.responsive to the
people and ideals they serve.

Soltis is anxious to point out that all three methods of
educational research are necessary aﬁd desirable eleménts of the
éssociated community of which we‘are all paft. No one scholar
:can do all threg, but all scholars havé an interést in seeing .
that all three get.done properly,~and al1 scholars have an
interest in seeing the gulf between théory‘;nd practicg, between
what ought to be and what is, appreciably diminished.

The methodological approachés described above are bérrowed
from Richard Bernstein (1578), who interprets the philosophy éf

Jurgen Habermas (1971). In Habermas'’'s phiiosophy,lthe tension
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between theory and practice Qlays a major role in the development
of a critical theory of society. The project of the Frankfurt
School, to which Habermas is heir, was to develop a critical
theory of society thgf.took as its startinévpoint the critique of
logical positivism'(Jay, 1973). .Iq'an age of technology, the
practical (i.e., the ethically and morally desirable), tends to
be proscribed by the objectively possible such that the
technically possible, and perhaps only the technically possible,
ought to -be desired. Polifics, fof example, is no ionger'the
classical extension of the good life, a continuation of ethics,
but rather a science--the science of the possible.- What is
technically possible is done, and what is not technically
possible is not only not done, but is not the object of
"rational" desire either.

So the problem for the moderﬁ soqial scientist, 'as Bernstein
points,out.(1978: 186-187), is how to redon;ile the practica; and
the technical in a way that éacrifices neither. How can the
"good life" be defined in terﬁs of its own internal necessity and
at the same time within the coﬁtgxt o% the technically
(objectively) possible? If the logic of technological
rationality is dominant in our culture--that is, if instrumental
reason is the dominant form of reasoﬁ, and if all other forms of
reason (critical and individual) are outside reason and therefore
to some extent "irrational"™ from the pbint‘df view of the
dominant logic—-tﬁen how is criticism of the dominant culture -

possible? Where do the social theorists, of whom the educational
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researcher may be one, stand when they address the status quo?
And what methodology do they employ?

Habermas argues, and this study also argues, that
instrumental reasonvis indeed the: dominant fo;m of reason in
contemporary society and that

the relationship éf theory to praxis can now only
assert itself as the purposive-rational application of
techniques assured by empirical science. The social
potential of science is reduced to the powers of technical
control--its potential for enlightened action is no longer
considered. The empirical,. analyticalvsciences produce
technical recommendations, but they furnish no answer to

practical_questions (Habermas, 1973: 254).

In a culture where the control of nature is also the control of
hﬁman nature, and where the‘teéﬁniqués necessary for that task
are in place, questions of pfacfical import tend to be reduced to
qﬁestions of technical application. Rational consensué is
replaced bj efficient administration whose iegitiﬁating power is
technological rationality.

A scientistic interpretation of epistemology résults in an
epistemology in which all knowledge is mgaiyred by the standards
of an empirical and objective science. Such an epistemology
ignores the connection between knowledgé and what Habermas calls
"human interests"™ (1971: 301-317). : It ignores, put simply, the
fact that the questions one asks of naturé determine the answers
one hears from nature, and that‘the method of sciepce is not,
itself at all disinterested. The project gabermas launches
details the process by which reason bedomes self—conséious; i.e.,

how self-reflection, (one hears the Socratic dictum to know

thyself) becomes the foundation for a critical theory of society.
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Iﬁ doing this, he analyzes the three forms of cognitive interests
tﬁat human consciousness takes, aﬁd shows how‘eéch is éppropriatg
to a particulaf.sciénce and a particular dimension of human )
social existence. 'fhese threé cognitive iAterests correspond to
the methods of educatioﬁal research presented by Soltis.

Human cognitive iﬁterests (see definitions) ére exclﬁsively
determined neither by an organism’s interaction with its
environment, nor by pure rational thought,_but rather by the
interaction of both in the act of reproduction and
self-affirmation of the species. Hgbermas focuses upon three
ﬁaéic cognitive interests: the technical, the practical, and the
emancipatory. Eabh of the three igterests is feflected in a
corresponding human science: for the technical intgrest, the
empirical-analytic sciences; for the practical interest,
historical-hermeneutic sciences; ané for the emancipatory
inéerést, the.critically oriented sciences. The dimensions of
human social existence upon which the cognitive interests are
grounded are, correspondingly, work, interaction, and power.

Technical interest, yhich is rooted in work_és-the
fundamental human activity, is primarily céncerﬁed‘with how
individﬁals reproduce themselves materially, through manipulating
theif environment. Such activity'is both social and indiyidual;
it results in the’éerpetuation of both the species and tﬁe
individual member of the species. The tension that exists
between what satisfies species existence and tha£ which at any

‘particular time satisfies individual existence but violates
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species existence, is inherent in the dynamic character of the
relationship between work as social and individual activity. The
cognitive interest involved in satisfying material needs
incorporates instruﬁéntal action Qoverned;by techhical rules, the
oﬁject of which is thé efficient manipulatioén of the en&ironment
for the satisfaction of human needs. The technicél rules for the
manipulation of the environment are based on émpirical knowledge
and involve predictions (Habermas, 1971) . This technical control
over the environment is made possible b? the rigorous application
of rationally derived and empirically verified rules, énd the,
continuous investigation into that_which is unknown, |

Practical intérest, which is rooted in interaction is
distinguished from the technical interest which is rooted in work
in that _ w

the meaning of the validity of propositions is not
constituted in the frame of reference of technical control
. Access to the facts is provided by the understanding

of meaning, nhot observation (1971: p.309). ‘
The interpretatiog bf texts, herméneutics, has its own set of
socially accepted and verified rules based on the intereét in
establishing an intersubjective realm ropted_in consensus. As
with the empirical-analytical sciences, ﬁhe historical-
hermeneutic sciences have a contex£ from which they inquire into
reality, and that context colqrs thexrésults of their inquiry no
less than the contexf of the individﬁa;‘empirical scientist
colors his. In the empirical-analytic sciences the danger'is
scientism, in the histgrical—hefmeneutic séience, historicism.

Both dangers are rooted in the intentional nature of human
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consciousneés by which it projects itself into the inquiry by
which it seeks to understand reality. We re—ﬁrite the history of
the French Revolution every genefation not because the "facts"
have changed, but beéause'the meaning whiéh‘we attribute to theﬁ:
has been reshaped by our fufure intentions, and becausé we
implicitly acknowledge the possibility of reaching a consensus
concerning our visions of the fufure. The aim here 'is not
control and manipulation, but establishing and reaffirmipg the
conditions for authentic forms of infersubjgctivity.

Emancipatory interest, which is rooted in the critical
social sciences, aims at a different level of knowledge from the
nomological knowledge sought by the empirical-analytic
historical- hermeneutic sciences. The critical sociél sciences
are concerned with going beyond the goal of nomological knowledge
to

. determine when theoretical statements grasp invariant

regularities of social action as such and when they express

ideologically frozen relations of dependence that can in

principle be transformed (Habermas, 1971: 310).
The reflexive nature of human consciousness- allows conéciodsness
to take itself as an object of refleqtion, but‘that reflection is
colored by the facticify of the situation that called it forth in
the first place. The critique of ideoloéy on the social level
has psychoanalysis as its couhtefpart on the'indiQiduai
level--the desired result is»emancipatioh‘of the. unreflected
levels of social and individual cénéciousness throqgh
self-reflection. Metaphoriqally speaking, £he same critical

distance provided the patient by. the analyst is provided society
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by the critical theorist, with the same risks and provisos, and

the same demands for authentic communication.

Significance and Statement of the Problem ‘

The significance of the present study ié, therefore, its
thgsis: that without general education ther; is no ground in
which we find the common elements of discou;se within the
undergraduate curriculﬁm. ihis does not mean that there'iS'no
common ground for'discourse, it ﬁeéns tﬁat the grouna is
unarticulated, and therefore uncriticized, and conseqﬁéntly
outside the realm of reflective consciousness. ngerai-
education, at least potentiaily, brings within the purview of
critical reason the unexamined elements of-inqividugl and
collective consciousness that-constitute, through daily -
application, the fabric of our cultural lives. o

In an advanced technological societ?}'reason itself has
become a tool used to realize the goals oné holds at any given
time (Horkheimer, 1974). Instrumental reason is reason directed
at defined ends and propelled by fhe logic of efficiéncy. ;t
assumes that natufe and maﬁ.are maniéulable and transparent to
human purposes, and that any other form oflhuman Ehought‘not
dictated by the logic of efficiency.is outside thé';ealﬁ of
reason and therefofe irrationgl. Tﬁus, the problem of the study
will-be to determine the extent to which instrumental %easdn
distorts the communicative processes necessary for the

formulation of a critical theory of general education. -
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Metaphorically speaking, one could say that instrumental reason
is to general édﬁcation what ideology is to culture, insofar as
both instrumental reason and ideology are legitimating forces for

established ways of doing things.

Contributions to Educational Theory and Practice

This study contributes to educational theory and to
educationgl practice and to the Qnity‘of theory andtpréqtice-in
fouf ways; : ' . |

1. It provideé a theorgtical ground. from which further
empirical research ﬁay be ﬁonducted.

2. The study makes the critical theor; 6f 5urgen Habermas
accessible to curricular reformers.

3. It suggests ways to evaluate géneral education that
eschew rhetoric and polemic and are grounded in a coherent
philosophical position. | |

4. By facilitating an authen#ic dialogue concerning the
phiiosophical roots of genéral'ed#cation, the study frames a

context for all curricular reform.

Method for Investigating the Problem

B

1. The investigation is historical-hermeneutic and serves a
practical interest in developing a background consensus from
which an evaluation of the epistemological presuppositions of

four approaches to_generalleducation is possible.
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" 2. The investigation is historical-hermeneutic ana serves a
practical interest in explicating the critical philosophy of
Jurgen Habermas.
3. The study is critical and_serVes an emancipatory

<

interest as it develops a critical theory of general education

based on the critical theory of Jurgen Habermas.

Limitations

1. The study is limited to historical-hermeneutic and
critical methodologies.

2. The study is limited to the philosophies of
undefgraduate general education in instifutions of higher
education in the United States currgntly granting the Bachelor’s
degree.

3. The study is not institution specific, i.e., it does not

attempt to analyze specific general education programs, but

- rather the philosophies that inform them.

_Delimitafions

1. The explicafion of the philosophies‘of general education
are delimited to the four‘approachés enumerated in the -
int?oduction aﬂd their major spokespersons.

2. The explication>of the philosophy of Jurgeﬁ

Habermas is delimited to the following philosophical works:

Knowledge'and Hﬁman Interests (1971), Legitimation Crisis (1975),

Communication and the Evolution of Society (1979).
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Definition of Terms

1. Communicative action: Speech as well as other non-verbal
forms of communication that require a background consensus of
meaning that is either accepted or £akén for granted, énd that
results in action. )

2. Communicative discourse: Speech and non-verbal forms of
communication that occur when the background éonéensus is
distu;bed or no longer taken for granted. Communicative
discourse tests competing truth claims with the force of the
bettgr argument, and therefore produces argumenté but not action.

3. Consciousness, reflective: The operative mode of
intentional consciousness that takes itself as the object of its
intention. |

4. Cénsciousness,'unrefleéted: The operative mode of
intentional consciousness that has objects.;f intention other
than itself.

5. Critical reason: Reason that serves the interests of
individual and species emancipatioﬁ from the economic, political
and cultural strictures of the status quo.

6. Factiéi£y: The obstacles to human freedom such as
place, past, surroundings, fellow human beings; and death--those
dimensions of ﬁﬁman existence over which the power to affirm or
neggte has no effect.

7. Human cognitive interests: The khowledge—constitutive

interests that define both the objects and categories of
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knowledge and the procedures for discovering and validéting truth
claims. | '

8. Human interests: Habermas defines humah interests as:
"The basic orientations rooted in specifié'fundamental conditions
of the possible reproduction and self-constitution of the human
species, namely work and interaction"™ (1971: p.196); Such human
interests do not aim at the satisfaction'of empirical needs per
se, but at the solution of systems problems in general.

9. Instrumental reason: Reason that organizes efficient
means appropriate to the effec;ive control and manipulation of
reality. ’

10. Nomological knowledge: Knowie@ge which relates to or
expresses physical laws or rules of logic.

11. Technological reason: A special application of
instrumental reason that orders and consolidatés productive.

techniques for the purpose of manipulating and controlling

nature, including human nature.
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THEORIES OF GENERAL EDUCATION
Idealism

The four approaches to‘general.education, Idealism,
Progressivism, Essentialism, and Pragmatism.are explicated in
this chapter. These approaches to general education‘fall into a
chronology that begins in the mid-nineteenth century and ends in
the present debates, but they are not exhaustive of all possible
variations and combinations of specific general educational
programs throughout American curricular history ‘Nevertheiess,
the philosophical presuppos1tions of these approaches are present
in all general .education programs in one form or another, and it
is the presuﬁpositions, sometimes articulated and criticized,

sometimes hidden and assumed, that are the concern of this study.

Historical Background

John Henry Cardinal Newman was an Englishman, educated at
Oxford, and one of the major proponents of the'forces of
religious orthodoxy at that institution during the first half of
the nineteenth century. He conuerted to Catholicism in October
of 1845 and asked to be dropped from the roles of dxford that
same year. His conversion and his defection from'Oxford can be
understood as an affirmation of the values of'the older and now

dying tradition of education wherein religion played a central
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role. Newman always held that education was more properly the
training of minds and the forming of character than it was the

imparting, much less the discovery of new ihformation in the

sense of the new sciences. Religion, obviously, played a central

role, one which he was to argue forcibly in The Idea of A

University, written in 1851.

But in 1845 the pépulation of Ireland was app;oximately 8.5
million, of whom 7 million were Roman Cétholic’and .75 million
were Anglican. Higher education was provided only the Anglican
minority, however, since an act of formal apostasy was required
for admission of all Catholicé to the University of Dublin, the
only institution of higher educa&idn in Ireland at the tiﬁe
(Culler, 1955: 124). The political situgtion became‘volatile
during the 1840s when O’Connell and ‘the Young Ireland Party were
agitating for repeal of the Union at the same time the United
States had engaged England: in a poésible military confrontation
over the Oregon territories. ThiS‘combinétion of circumstances
led to a policy of conciliation on the part of the English
government, the result of which was the Queen’s College Scheme.

The Queen’s College Scheme gmbraced thé principle that
public education must be neutral--especially with regard to
religion, and that in order to be neutral, ;t must be.thoroughly‘
secular. This amounted to "mixed éducation," i;e., the educating
of students of all religious persugsions in the same institution
and at the same time, a notion whose time had not yet come in

Iréland, and a notion to which Newman was unalterably opposed. A
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compromise proposal that would establish colleges of university
standing in several communities, while 1eaving the University 6f
Dﬁblin unchanged, these Queen}s Colleges were soon dubbed by
their detractors fhe "Godless Collegés," agd the opinion was, as
were most opinions in the Ireland of the day, divided to say the
least (Culler, 1954: 123-130). But following the great potato
famine of 1845, all proposals emanating from England weéere |
critically scrutinized.

This reluctance to accept English proposgls, combined with a
- greater reluctance to take a chance on mixed education, held the
issue in abeyance for the two years it took the Cathoiic Church
to'reach a decision on the propriety of fhe Queen’s Colleges.
That decision came in October of 1847, and while it was not
viewed by the Irish clergy as final, it'most strongly’disapproved
of the notion of mixed education in phe colleges, apd orde;ed the
Catholic prelates to take no part in‘them.q

It is in this context that Newman, in i851, was asked by Dr.
Cullen, Archbiéhop of Armagh and Primate of All Ireland,'to give
a few lectures regarding the nature of education generally and
the proper role of'the university particularly. The lectures
were to be given in the face of the strong possibility ihat a
Catholic institution of higher educ;tién might soon be founded.

The lectures were originally known as the "Discourses on

University Education," and later as The Idea of A University

(Newman, 1947; orig. 1873)..
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The "Discourses" deal with two basic questions, and the
ancillary questions surrounding thgm. The firét‘quéstion; and-
the onermoét prominently featured in the popular debates on the
nature éf the Irish university, was whether a university was the
proper place for the teaching of theplogy.% Newﬁan held tﬁat it
was, of course, but for diffe;ent réasoné than might be argued by
a purely sectarian advocacy. Thesé argﬁments constitute the core
of the first four‘discpurses and the last two. The seéond
question, which is answered in the remaipiﬁg discourses, céncerns
the objects of knowledée and their uti;itarian applications
(Culler, 1954: 184). | |

These were the questions of the'age, apd their satisfactory
resolution determines the line.of demarcation between Idealism
and the utilitarian philosophies'of‘Mill and, in America, Dewef
and the Progressives. Should the university focus its teaching
on the special studies which have iﬁmediate practiéal |
application, or éhould it focus on those sfudies which improve
and develop the mind? The questiod isxreally ;ne of whether
t;uth is validated by cofrespondencé theory (that is, Ey an
investigation of the.connectibn between the mind and its objects,.
in this cése an empifical inveétigation), or coherence theori
(that is,‘by an inveétigation of the»rational, 1ogica1:and |
aesthetic cohérence.of the mind and iés idéas). Newman comes
down firmly on the side of coherence. “In fact, for Neﬁman, the

recombination of the distinct sciences, the reconstitution of the
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whole from which they are abstracted, is the major task of the
University. |

Newman’s idealism is a cultural idealism in which he
attempts to syntheeize existingvknowledge into a coherent whole
thaf illuminates a reality whose constituent parts are knowable
no finite minds only as fragments of a larger whole. The
fragmentation of knowiedge gives the illusion of control, it
- makes knowledge synonymons with power; more knowledge meens more
power. But as Newman cleariy sees, this fragnentation also eoes
violence to man’s understandlng of himself as part of a largerA
whole for which modern thought no 1onger has proper reverence.
To this extent, Newman’s work is an attempt to rectify the
excesses of the 'scientific age, and it is ironic tnat.the
unibersity he finally helps found bears such 1ittle'resemblance

to his own ideal.

The Ideal University

The view taken of a University in these discourses is the
following: That it is a place of teaching and universal
knowledge. This implies that .its object is, on the one
hand, intellectual, not moral: and, on the other, that it is
the diffusion and extension of knowledge rather than the
advancement. If its object were’ scientific and Z
philosophical discovery, I do not see why a Unlver51ty
should have students; if religious tralnlng, I do. not see
how it can be the seat of 11terature and science (Newman,
1912: ix). : :

In the preface to the Discourees, Newman notes that the
university in its essence, and without the Church has the above
characteristics. But it cannot fulfill this mission without the

Church because it needs the Church for its integrity. So when
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the Pope called for the establishment of an‘Irish University, he
was calling not for the impértation of thé English University
onto Irish soil, but for the formation of a uniquely Irish
institution that addressed uniqueiy I;ish pfoblems. This meant,
in.part, that the Irish youth be educéted at least as well‘as
.their English counter-parts in the instrument;l skills necessary
to compete in the world of men, but more, that Irish youth‘be
educafed into the "culture of the intéllgct.“ Thg "culture of the
intellect" is the ". . . force, the steédiness, the
comprehensiveness and the Vérsatility of iq}ellecﬁ, the command
over our own powers, the instincfivg just estimaté of thiﬁgslas
they pass befpre us . . . . “.(Newman, 1912: xvii. 'The mind is
like the body, it needs to be discip;ined, formed carefully éo
that it develops a §onnected view or grasp of the woil&. For
‘ this kind of education, the Irish University would be pecuiiarly
suited, in part because thevfﬁnctibns of teaching and research
ought to be clearly distinguished,lthg latter having no proper
place in the University (Newman, 1912: xiii). This frees the
faculty from the division of attention chafacteristic of research
oriented.institutions, and at the same timewremains consonant
with the avowed coherence theory of £¥uth that is.fhg
epiétemological foundation for Newman’s idealism. |

This is not to say, however, th;t Newmén is open to the
charge that his educational theqry'will producé students of
vacuous and general knowledge, fpr while these discoﬁrsgs éqncern

the aims, rather than the modes of éducation, nevertheless,
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". . . I hold very strongly that thelfirst step in intellectual
training is to impress upon a boy}s mind the idea of sciénce,
methﬁd, order, principle, and system; of rule and excep£ion, of
richness and harmon&“ (Newman, 1912: #ix): In other woras,
Newman advocates at least study about science, if not thehfeal
thing itself. He goes on to advocéte the ;;udy of Gram@ar and
Mathematics (to give the student a "conception of developﬁent and
arrangement from and around a common centre“), Chronology and
Geography, which are necessary to read Histofy, as weil as
Metrical Composition necessary to readAPoetfy (Newman, 1912:
xix). ‘ '

In the first and introductory discourse, Newman is concerned
to provide some sort of ground for his discussions. He feels the
tension between faith and reason, but more he feels the tension
betweén religion and instrumentalism. He knows that the
education provided by Protesfant.ihsﬁitutions has a practical
advantage over that proposed by fhe Pope in the new Catholic
Univeréity, but Newman argues that the practical advantages of a
secular education are not comparaﬁle to the intellectual
advantages of a Catholic education. Newman remains true to the
principles of Catholiéism and the wishés of the Holy See, 5ut he
nevertheless seeks to legitimize his a;guﬁents by appealing to

the history of the English University and the dictates of common

sense.

Let it be observed, then, that the principles on which I
would conduct the inquiry are attainable . . . by the mere
experience of life. They do not come simply of theology;
they imply no supernatural discernment; they have no special
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. connexion with Revelation; they almost arise out of the
‘nature of the case; they are dictated even by human prudence
and wisdom, though a divine illumination be absent, ‘and they
are recognized by common sense, even where self-interest is
not present to quicken it; and, therefore, though true, and
just, and good in themselves, they imply nothing whatever as
to the religious profession of those who maintain them.

They may be held by Protestants as well as by Catholics;

nay, there is reason to anticipate that in certain times and.
places they will be more thoroughly investigated, and better
understood, and held more firmly by Protestants than by -
ourselves (Newman, 1912: 5).

Catholics, Newman argues, have been sheltered from the storm by
their faith, and Protestants, as a conseguence, are better
equipped to deal nith the "science of education." For them
knowledge is powet andinothing else, bnt'for the Catholics who
have been protected by a special spi;itualwooherence, the
"science of education" is new ground. So Newman pProceeds by the
force of the better argument as determined by human reason-and

wisdom.

Theology and the Proper Role of the University

Since the Queen’s College Scheme proposed the effeotive
exclusion of theology as an acadenlc discipline from the
university curriculum, Newman is compelled to deal with the issue
of.the proper relation between theology and the University. In
doing so he advocates the inclusionlof;theology as an academio
discipline, and develops a curricular epistemology based upon a
rational and ideal conception of the nature of human knowledge.

If a University, as its name imblies; ought'to teach
universal knowledge, and Theology is a branch of that knowledge,

then it follows sylloglstlcally that a Unlver51ty ought to teach
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Theology. The argument assumes that the University teaches
universal knowledge, an assumptioﬁ not shared by all parties to
the dispute, and it also assumes that theology is a 1eg1t1mate
.branch of human knowledge, an assumption that the epistemology of
the time was beginning to question. These assumptions are not
hidden, Newman makes them explicit in the introductory passages,
and they are not unexamined; but Newman is an Englishman and a
recent convert to Catholicism, and is arguing before Irishmen who
have been Catholic since the beginning of time He argues simply
that religion and theology are a part of the human experlence,
and they ought to be accorded at least as much importance as
those other parts of the human.experience included in the
university curricula. His argument is generic at this point, he
is not arguing for Catholic theology as opposed“to'Protestant or
Anglican theology, he is merely arguing that Theology, as a
legitimate field of human inquiry, ought to be included in the
curricula because to exclude it would be to exclude an essential
element of human knowledge, and therefore render the institution
less than universal in its scope. :
In word, indeed, and in idea, it is easy enough to divide
Knowledge into human and divine, secular and religious, and
to lay down that we will address ourselves to the one '
without interfering with the other; but it is impossible in
fact. Granting that d1v1ne truth differs in kind from ‘human,
so do human truths differ in kind one from another. If the
knowledge of the Creator is in'a different o;der from
knowledge of the creature, so, in like manner, metaphysical
science is in a different order from physical, physics from
history, history from ethics. ~ You will soon break up into .

fragments the whole circle of secular knowledge, if you
begin the mutilation with the divine (Newman, 1912: 26).
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. The relations amohg the different disciplines, among the
different dimensions of human knowledge, hinge on the way in
which truth is conceived. For Neﬁman, truth is the object of
knowledge of whatever kind, it has to do with'facts and their

-relations, "which stand toward each othér prétty mﬁch as subjects
and predicates in logic" (Newman, 1912: 45) . Tﬁe truth fo?ms a
continuous whole, whose parts are definéd by human convention,
and from fhe point of Qiew of the whole (from the Divipe point of
view) those conventions are arbitrary. Théré is one‘reality; one
whole, one ideal cosmos, that is apprghendeg by human conscious-
ness‘only partially and inadequately. The hﬁman mind can never
take it all in at one glance, or ever "poésess; any sense of the
whole complex of relationships defined by the various.scienceé.
The sciences are partial vieﬁs, abstractions, by means of which
human consciousness penetrates the various aspects of a single
reality, and they are "true" so farlas they go.

The truth of human knowledge‘about the world, for Newman, is
contingent upon the mastery of the varioﬁs partial views, upon
the mastery of the sciences. The sciences are'interdependent,
they are the results of mental processes dgfected gt one reality,
and consequently human kﬁowledgetis adequate.only insofar as it
embraces the range of the sciences in their inter-relatedness.

Viewed altogether, they approximate to a representatioh or
subjective reflection of the objective truth, as nearly as
is possible to the human mind, which.advances towards the"
accurate apprehension of that object, in proportion to-the

number of sciences which it has mastered . . . . {Newman,
"1912: 47) '
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Newman is not saying that knowledge is merely additive, but
rather that knowledge is knowledge of something IDEAﬁ; and is
therefore always and everywhere incomplete. Human beinés can
approximate universal knowledge only at the species 1e§el, so
what Newman argues is proper fo; a University to teach, miéht not
be possible for an individual to know.

Newman reserves a special role for philosophy as the science
of the sciences, that branch of knowledge that sfnﬁhesizes the
pgrts into a coherent whole. Pﬁilosophy analyseé the limitations
of each of the sciences, their relations one to another, and
their relations to the whole. Theology, on the other hand is‘
defined by Neﬁman as the "Science oszod“ (1912: 61); the truths
that it is possible for man to know about God put into some sort
of rational system, so that the parts are coherent iq the human
unde;standing. The God Newman conceives iskthe iife principle
that lies behind the veil of the visible universe -and acts
through it much as the human life priﬁciple lies behind the
visible manifestations of the human world ana acts through it.
These conceptions are far from clear. There is a sense in which
Theology is inferior to Philosophy wﬁén Newman conceptualizes
human knoﬁledge as a hierarchy, and a sense in which Philosophy
standshoutside the sciences when Newman characterizes them as a
"circle of sciences." Neverfheles;, it ig'clearAthatANéwman
" conceives human knowledges as interré&ated, so that ho one of
them can be neglected wifhout doing viSlencé to al; the others.

Each has its special vision, each its power to illuminate a part
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of the whole, the neglect of eny one science results in a shadowy
and fragmentary and therefore untrustworthy understending of the
others.

Thus far Newman has been considering the bearlng of Theology
on the other branches of knowledge. He now turns the inquiry
around and considers the bearing of the other branqhes‘of
knowledge on theology, with essentiélly the'same results. The
exclusive cultivation of any of the sciencés results in in
impoverished understanding of the truth, that truth seen as the
apprehension of the Ideal whole (which, we must remember is
really outside the capacity of any’particular individual). The
‘"perception of truth is further clouded by the exclusive
application of one science because the.legitimate boundaries of
that science are soon breached and it encroaches on'terfitory not
its own, and attempts the solution of problems for which it has
no proper ihstruments (Newman, 19122 74). 'This instrumental
objection to the extension'of the scienceeﬁiﬁto realms (such as
the theological) where they are inadequate telthe task; obviates
the moral argument that the sciences ought not encroach on areas
of divine revelation by making the encroachment by Biology on
Theology of a kind with the'encroachment ef Biology on any other
science. Yet it is common, even inevitable, that men'are celled
upon -to speak and act outside their narrew,disciplihes about.
things which they know little. In eﬁch insfanees, the dahger is
that they have little trouble dec1d1ng, and usually de01d1ng

wrongly and at the tlme, quite conv1nc1ngly

el
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This leads Newman to his major objection for the exclusion

of Theology from the curriculum:
it is not only the loss of Theology, it is the

perversion of other sciences. What it unjustly forfeits,

others unjustly seize. They have their own department, and,

in going out of it, attempt to do what they really cannot

do; and that the more mischievously, bécause they do teach

what in its place is true, though when out of its place,

perverted or carried to excess, it is not true. And, as

every man has not the capacity of separating truth from

falsehood, they persuade the world of what is false by -

urging upon it what is true. (Newman, 1912: 78)

Furthermore, a man who has never studied Theology, may stray
unwittingly into matters of Theological dispute and never be -
aware of it. He has no "landmarks" to guide his inquiries and to
measure his life. There is a- sense in which Newman and Plato are
quite close insofar as they both see evil as a function of.
ignorance. The man who does not know the boundaries of the
sciences, and the instruments appropriate to them, may indeed do
evil and socially destructive things as he wandefs and bumbles
through life. Such a man has no awareness that there is a
background consensus against which inquiries are properly
conducted. Heé is unaware that the consensus is socially
developéd, often at great cost, by thoée inﬁerested in Truth. He
cannot even communicate his deficieﬁcies because he does not see
them.

It was apparent to Newman that the unity of knowledge had
been lost. It was to be the function of the university to
restore the integrity of all‘knowleage, to seek after its unity

and to reflect upon it. The loss of unity was due to the

increasingly popular notion that knbwleage was power, and that.
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more knowledge was more power in a purely instrumental sense.,
The most efficient way to produce more knoﬁledge, had its
parallel in the industrial model: the division of labor.. This
intellectual division-of labor gave fise to the division of the
sciences, and to the popular potion that all knowledge could‘be
arbitrarily divided according to human convention. ‘One of the
most appalling developments.of ﬁhe time, and according to Cuiler
one of the most troublesome popular attitudes wifh which Néwman
had to déal (Culler, 1955: 174), was fhe notion that gll of hpman

knowledge could be divided alphabetically and arranged in volumes

for popular consumption. Encyclopedias were originally cyclical,

i.e. unified; their fragmentation according to the dictates.of
the alphabet reflected the loss of unity that the origiﬁél
cyclical organization implied. '

If what was needed was not more knowlgdge, but the effective
synthesis of all'e#isting knéwledge, the relatién'befween
Knowledge and Utility needed clarification. This Newmaﬁ

proceeded to do in Discourses V, VI, and VII.

Knowledge, Utility and the Role of the University

I have said that all branches of knowledge are connected
together, because the subject-matter of knowledge is
intimately united in itself, as being the acts and the work
of the Creator. Hence it is that the Sciences, into which
our. knowledge may be said to be cast, have multiplied
bearings one on another, and an internal sympathy, and
admit, or rather demand, comparison -and adjustment. They
complete, correct, balance each other (Newman, 1912: 99).

All sciences are inadequate by themselves, without the

corrective perspectives of the others. The knowledge they impart
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is particular, uninformed by a globa; view, and insofar as
utility determines the value of the particular scieﬁces, their
true ends are occluded. The particular sciences are necessary
for the true ends of University education (which Newman calls
variously Liberal or Philosophical Knowledge) for without thém
University education would have no content, Ao anchor in the
world. But the end of University educatién cénnot be sepégated
from knowledge itsélf, for knowledge is its own‘end.l "Such is
the constitution of the human mind,.fhat any kind of knowledge,

/
if it be really such, is its own reﬁard" (Newman, 1912: 103). 1If
this be true of’the particular sciences, it is even more true of
tﬁe Science of Sciences, Philosophy. The ;pqﬁisition éf tﬁis
kind of knowledge satisfies a deep and abiding need in human
nature.

The Liberal Knowledge (or Philqsophical Knowledge) which
satisfies such a humén need, is knowledge which "stands on its
own pretensions, which is independent of sequel, expects no
complement, refuses to be informed.. . . by any end; or absorbed
into any art, in order duly to present itself to our contempla-
tion" (Newman, 1912:108) . Newman’é,ideas are thoroughly
Aristotlean, particularly with regard to his definitions o£>
useful and liberal knowledge, which he quofes directly ffém
Aristoﬁle’s Rhetoric. Those things that bear fruit and yielq
revenue are useful, those which lead to enjoyment and accrue
nothing of consequence beyond their using are liberal (Newmanf

1912: 109). EKnowledge, to be liberal, must have no use beyond
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itself,  i.e. it must be philosophical in the sense that it
relates to fhe interconnectedness of particular knowiedge. As it
becomes more utilitarian,-as it becgmes'tied more intimately to a
particular end, it ceases to be Knowledge. Newman argues againét
a utilitarian standard for knowledge, which is consonant with his
coherence theory of truth. "Liberal Education, viewed in itself,
is simply the cultivation of the intellect, as such, and its
object is nothing more or'less'thaﬁ intellectual excellence"
(Neﬁman, 1912: 121).

When Newman con;iders knowledge in relafion to learning,
Philosophy, Philosophical Knowledge, Enlargement of the Mind and
Illumiﬁation, all become terms synonyﬁous with the perfeétion or
virtue of tﬁe intellect. The University, considéred priorAto its
use as a tool of the Church (which if will certainly become for
Newman) has as its end the perfection of Epe intellect; As such
its object is to educate the intellect in proper reasoning and
expose it to established truths. But the particu}ar truths are
inferior to the larger ;ruths to which philosophy leads.
Knowledge in the sense of Wisdom, transcends the narrow confines
of specificity; the contents-of the several SCiepces, which whiie
important prerequisites for Knowleage, aré.not Knowledge in the
larger sense. Thé mere communicatib# of factual knowleage i;
.methodologically necessary but not?by itself sufficient to H
accomplish the ends of University edécation. |

The enlargement consists, notfmerely-in the passive

reception into the mind of a number of ideas hitherto

unknown to it, but in the mind’s energetic and simultaneous
action upon and towards and among those new ideas, which are

Ve

\
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rushing in upon it. It is the action of a formative power,
reducing to order and meaning the matter of our
acquirements; it is a making the objects of our knowledge
subjectively our own, or to use a familiar word, it is a
digestion of what we receive, into the substance of our

previous state of thought; and without this no enlargement
is said to follow. (Newman, 1912: 133).

There is no enlargement, Newman arguesj unless the mind
compares ideae one with another and systematizes them by
referring them te what it knows already. If it does not know
anything, if there is nothing with which to compare and into
which to systematize, the mind is not roeted, it has no point of
view from which to launch itself, or at least the point of view
it has is accidental and inadequate. Newman does not discuss how
thislprocess is initiated from birth, but it is clear that he is
not sympathetic to the tabula rasaftheory of learning, at least
insofar as that theory leads to a passive conception of mind. To
this extent his thought has a familiar modern ring. The gteat
intellect, the one to which all ought aspire, is that which takes
a connected view of reality, one in whieh the object is to
understand rather than to manipulate, to know inquisitively,
rather than acquisitively ".‘. . the ttue and adequate end of
intellectual training and‘of a Univereity is nqt Learning or
Acquirement, but rather, is Thought or Reason exercised upon
Knowledge, or what may be called Philosophy ; . " (Newman, 1912:
139). Newman’s conception calls for the generalist, the

theorist, the seeker after roots and first principles, the global

and encyclopedic mind.
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Knowledge is additive. One who would aspire to
Philosophical Knowledge, would apply oneself diligently to the
distinct sciences, mastering their content and comparing and
synthesizing their particular insights into nature as one
proceeds. Newman must argue this way, because the only otherlway
that he sees to achieve enlightenment is through an intuitive
insight which he seeks to avoid because of the difficulty of
reconciling such intuition with his coherence theory of truth.
One must build systematically and'in é disc}plinea fashion from
ighorance to a more of less adequate'ﬁotion of fhe whole--a
rather large érder for a University, an impossible one for an
individual.

Having shown that Liberal Knowledge and Liberal Education is
education for itself, without an end beyond itself, Newman now
proceeds to show that it also has a curious utility, if by
utility we mean ". . . not what is simply good, but what tends to
good, or is the instrument of good; and in this sense also.;

I will show you how a liberal education is truly and fully a
useful,. though it be not a professional, education® (Newﬁan,
1912: 163, 164). Professional education is not'the‘sufficient
énd of a university education, though it might not be excluded
from a university curriculum (indeed, NeQman founds a medical
school at the Catholic University of Ireland{. The irony is that
while the individual sciences are‘undoﬁbtédlf advanced by
speciaiizaﬁion, the individual scientist is ;fteh‘retarded

thereby, particularly if the speciai.utility of a Liberal
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Education is lost in the advance of the scientific and
specialized knowledge of the scientist. LiBeral Education
facilitates the proper discharge of the individual’s obligations
to society, it makeé him a better, more productive and happier
citizen, not to mention a more prudent Christiaﬁ.

If then a practical end must be assigned to a University
course, I say it is that of training good members of
society. Its art is the art of social life, and its end is
fitness for the world. It neither confines its views to
particular professions on the one hand, nor. creates heroes
or inspires genius on the other. Works of genius fall under
no art; heroic minds come under no rule; a University is not
a birthplace of poets or of immortal authors, of founders of
schools, leaders of colonies, or conquerors of nations

But a University training aims at raising the
intellectual tone of society, at cultivating the public
mind, at purifying the national taste, at supplylng true
principles to popular enthuiasm and fixed aims to popular
aspiration, at-giving enlargement and sobrlety to the ideas
of the age, at facilitating the exercise of polltlcal power,
and refining the intercourse of private life (Newman, 1912;
177, 178).

In these and passages of similar tone, Newman sounds very much
like certain advocates of general education ipvthe twentieth
éentury. The program might vary in speéific content, and
certainly in the theological to;e with which Newman imbues his
philosophy, but thére is neverthe;ess a set of assumptions at

‘work in both.

Principles and Assumptions of Newman’s Idealism

1. There is an absolute and transcendent source:of_Truth
whose truths are accessible to human Reason, as well as Divine

Revelation,
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2. While scientific truths may be dis¢overed inductively,
Philosophical Truth is validated through the logical coherence of
its propositions.

3. Finite minds do not know Philosophical Truth through an
intuitive grasp df the whole of reality, but through an additive
process by which they build an Ideal and logically coherent
Truth. »

4. Knowledge (Truth) is not synonymous with Power, i.e.,
Newmah’s conception of Knowledge and Truth is ideal,'not

instrumental, and while truths may have instrumental benefits

" which are incidental to them, the danger of instrﬁmental reason

is thét it reifies knowledge, making it a thing cépable of both
possession and manipulation;

5. The mind can (and needs to be) "disciplined" and
"formed" so that it develops a connected view of things. The
absence of a connected view is the sourée of much evil. In this
respect, ﬁewman is Platonic: evil is a function of ignorance.

‘6. The mind, while capable of being formed and disciplirned,
is nevertheless not péssive, but active.

5. Knowledge is both hierarchical andlcircular. Newman
speaks of both a hierarchy of knowledge, with Philosophy at its
pinacle (and informed by the Catholic faith), énd 6f a circie of
scieénces where Philosophy is tﬁe Science of sciences?

8. Excessive specialization in any one of the sciences, -

while advancing the science, retards the individual scientist and
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leads to an impoverished understanding of the connectedness of
things. |
9. The University is a place of teaching and Universal

Knowiedge whpse objecf is intellgctual, not moral; its object is
the diffusion and dissemination of Knowledge, not its
advancement . This implies that there is and ought to be a
pedagogical distinction‘betwéen teaching and research.

10. The true end 6f the University is Liberal or‘Philosophf

ical Knowledge which is its own end.

Progressivism

Historical Background

John Dewey’s productive life spanned the years 1882, when he
published his first article ("The Metaphysical Assumptions of
Materialism"), to his death in 1952. BHe was prolific throughout
his entire life; always the philosopher in .process, constantly
changing and revising his views, adapting.to a world that was
undérgoing transfprmations of epochél proportions. His thought,
therefore, éhangés as dramatically from the late nineteenth
century to the middle of the twentieth as the world of wﬁicb it
was a élear; if peculiarly American, expression.

Hahn (1970) divides Dewey’s work into three periods
reflecting his metaphysical point of view. Eérly in his career
Dewey was heavily influenced by Kant and intuit}onalisﬁ, arguing
forcibly against the.ﬁaterialist mgtaéhysics wﬁich denied

intuition, and in favor of religion and values. -Later, as.a
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graduate student, Dewey discovered Hegel, and adapted Hegel’s
idealism to the experimentalism of the 1890s, and eventually to
the instrumenfalism that gave way, in his mature phase, to‘
"empirical naturalism, or pragmatic naturalism, or contextualisﬁ"
(Hahn, 16). Dewey’s thought waé thus influenced by the majér
thinkers oflthe 18th and 19th cenﬁuries, ana represented an
attempt to ground philosophy in’ordinary éxperience, while at the
same time.maintaining the integrity of the discipline. Human
values, for example, were to becéﬁe for Dewey, part of a .
reconstructive reflective inquiry ip which duaiisms ﬁere
‘imploded,Arather than the expressions of a transcendent reality
on the one hand, or of an absolute spirit méking itself manifest
through time, on the other. The ;ecognition that the huﬁan
intellect acts in an interested way in the world did not mean,
for Dewey, that philosophy was impossible; but it did méan that
philosophy .as traditionally practiced, as the "quest for
certainty" would have to be abandoned, and a new and more vital
métivation substituted in its place; The question of the nature
of that motivation, the idea that human motivation can be, and
indeed often is,.utterly‘perverse, was foreign to Dewey’s
optimism‘and places his thought in the "ére-Holoqaugt" period of

bburgeois philosophy.

Dewey’s Quest for Certainty

In The Quest-for Certainty (1929), Dewey articulated the

role of philosophy for the Progressive age, a role that

rehabilitated the'material'against the ideal, and the practical
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against the purely intellectual. The hazardous and_fragile
nature of human existence forces man to seek-security in two
ways: by appeasing the gods, and by developing the tools te
master the environment. In the first way,-man attempts to change
his "self," i.e.,Ahis emotional and spiritual nature, and to
bring it in line with the powers of an inhospitable fate; in the
secend, he_attempts to ehange‘the world thfough‘action in and
upon it. The tension between these ‘two Wa§e ef confronting the
reality of human temporality are par£ of the histery of the
species, and can best be expressed by wondering at whefher the
inveetion of tools offeeds and invades the.perogatives of the
gods, and thereby further endangers an already insecure future.
The estrangement of theory from practice is rooted in the
cultural traditions of western man, and is justified by
philosophy as neceseery to preserve the sacred from contamination
by the mundane. 1In fact, the m@ndane matters of life-ere better
left to the care of a slave class, whenever possible, and at any
rate are never to be elevated to the‘status of matters of the.
intellect, matters suited to a leisured and educated aristocracy.
At least, Deweyiargues, so it was in Greek society, where the
life of the polis was carried out by the intelleetual elite, on
the backs of an unlettered and devalued populace |

The depreciation of actlon, of d01ng and making, has been

cultivated by philosophers. But while philosophers have‘

perpetuated the derogation by formulating and justifying it,

they did not originate it. They glorified their own office

without doubt in placing theory so much above practice. But.

independently of their attitude, many things conspired to

the same effect. Work has been onerous, toilsome,
associated with a primeval curse. It has been done under
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compulsion and the pressure of necessity, while intellectual

activity is associated with leisure. On account of the

unpleasantness of practical activity, as much of it as

possible has been put upon slaves and serfs. Thus the

social dishonor in which this class was held was extended to

the work they do- (Dewey, 1929: 4, 5),
The cause of such an attitude is tied to the quest for certainty
which in turn recognizes the inhefently uncertain nature of
practical activity in all its forms. As man struggles to survive
the vagaries of material deprivation, he recogpizes himself as
tenuous, as an inessential and fleeting moment in an uncertain
scenario.

Man seeks self-transcendence as a way to anchor himself in
the face of change and uncertainty. Change and uncertainty

infect everything man does, so he attempts to avoid doing'in

favor of thinking, in favor of contemplation in the Aristotlean

sense.
The quest for certainty is a guest for a peace which is
assured, an object which is unqualified by risk and-the
shadow of fear which action casts . . . . Quest for complete
certainty can be fulfilled in pure knowing alone. Such is
~the verdict of our most enduring philosophic: tradltlon
(Dewey, 1929: 8).
Modern man, of course, has surrounded himself with the many
protections of modern science, and has therefore created a degree
of security for himself that earlier times did not know. He has
achieved this security even though the tradition out of which ~
such security evolved still dictated a contemptuous attitude
toward the practical,

But early man nevertheless attended his daily affairs with a

certain grudging reverence. Ceremony and ritual were likely to
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surround such vital functions as hupting énd farming, paying
homage to the power of the extraordinary té invade and Aestroy
the ordinary. While the measure of security gained thereby was,
from the modern rational and.scientifié‘point of view, |
accidental, it nevertheless created for man two overlapping
cultural categonieé, "the holy and thetfortunate, with their
opposites; the profane and the unlucky" (Dewey, 1929: 11). These
cultural categories were attitudes that chéracterized dépendence
and control respectively, and that eventually became distinct
realms the superior of which fepresgnted "occurrences so
qncopéroilablé thét they testified t0'£he presence and ope;ations
of powers beyond the scope of everyday.énd‘mundane thingsf
(Dewey, 1929: 13). That left an "inferior" realm where a degree
of control and prediction was possible;‘but it was the realm of
changing, unstablé and profane realityjhistorically dénigrated by
Plato and Aristotle and the en;i;e.tradition of westérn
philosophy. "Prosaic beliefs about verifiable facts, beliefs
backed up by evidence of the sensés and by useful fruits; had
little glamour and prestige cbﬁpared with the vogue of objéqts of
rite and ceremony" (Dewey, 1929: 13).

The point'éf all this, Dewey argueé, is that philbsophy
(taking its cue from Euclidian geometry) inherits the "sﬁperio;
realm," the realm previously ruled By religion and régarded as
the~depository of the sacred and eternal truths, now told not in

.the language of imaginatign and myth, but in the language of

rational thought and ruled by the canons of formal logic which
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define the structures of reality such that the illogical is
unreal. In fact, the philosophies of Plato and-Aristotle are
feally rational fo£mulations of Greek religion and myth (Dewey,
1929: 16). ' .

So the tradition of western philosophy that moderﬂ man has
inherited, Dewey argues, permité the possibility of physical
science to the extent that the naturai'world confirms the
dictates of formal logic. |

Thus, along w1th the elimination of myths and grosser

superstitions, there were set .up the ideals of science and

of a life of reason. Ends which could justify themselves to
reason were to take the place of custom as the guide of
conduct. These two ideals form a permanent contrlbutlon to

western c1v111zat10n (Dewey, '1929: 16).

But the contribution is an ambivalent one with drastic conditions
attached. The two realms wﬁich divide rea}ity‘inﬁo the
unchanging and eternal truths of philosobhy ana the changing and
temporal conditions of practical activity, mean that‘for western
man, the purpose of knowledge is to ﬁncoyet a pre-existing t?uth,
rather than to bring truth into ﬁeing through activity in the
world. It further meaﬁs that the operations of the intellect in
the purity and security of abstraction have a higher order of
-priofity than the practical activities of men in interacfipn with
their environment, and it also means that there are two different
orders of belief, one tﬁaf concerns "actual existences and the
course of events," and the other tﬁat coﬁcerns ends anq values
(Dewey, 1929: 18). For Dewey (and for Habermas as.we shall see),

the relation between these two modes of.bélief constitﬁtes one of

the major practical problems of our time. "qu shall our most
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authentic and dependable cognitive beliefs be uséd to regulate
our practicallbeliefs? How shall the latter serve to o#éanizé
and integrate our intellectual beliefs?"l (Dewey, 1929: lé) The
problem was also addressed by Edmund Husserl, the great German
phenomenologist, as the crisis of the European sciences: their
loss of sighificance for life,(Huéser;, 1936) . How can thé |
scientist, who lives in a life—ﬁorld.of passions, beliefé,
gqvernménts,.and economies and is SQbﬁect.#o all of the claims
such interests make on him as.g citizen and an individual,
maintain his "objectivity" in the science—w@rld? It wés obvious
to.Husserl, as it was obvious to DeWey’(anq;Habermas) that he
cannot, that the questions the scientist asks will shape the
answers nature yields.' |

But, argues Dewey, the western philosophical tradition wi;l
noﬁ permit the question, since the two realmé (of eternal and
unchanging truths'on the onerhand, and éf practical scientific
possibilities on the other) are distinct. Moreover, the changing
realmlbf practical activity, précisely because it does change,
lacks Being, and therefore is less Real, and therefore of.
inferior status and not thé proper subjéct of philosqpéical
consideration. This gives the derogatioq 6f the practical a
philosophical and ontological,qutification, and sahctifies the
insulation of the practical from both the moral and the ﬁurely
scientific; for both concern themseives with the immuﬁaple,
unchanging and eternal truths of interualiaﬁq external nature as

they are defined by a pre-existing and transcendent‘order. That
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order, of course, is utterly oblivious to individual human
knowing; the act of human knowing, of human investigation and
experimentation, does not alter or in any manner affect the
pre—éxisting reality of which it is an imperfect reflection.
The inherited western tradition involves a number of
philosophical conclusions: (1) The real is rational and the
rational is real. There.is a complete correspondence between
what is cognitively known and what is objectively real. (2)
Only the completely fixed and unchanging céh be real, and the
completely fixed and unchanging has aﬁtocedent existence
unaffected by human production and human knowledge. (3) All
special theories of knowledge, whether they be idealist which
hold that the mind and the object known are one, or realist which
reduce knowledge to what exists independently of mind or any
variation or combination thereof, all hold
. that what is known is antecedent to the mental act of
observation and inquiry, and is totally unaffected by these
acts; otherwise it would not bé fixed and unchangeable
This negative condition, that the processes of search,
investigation, reflection, involved in knowledge relate to
something having prior being, fixes once for all the main
characters attributed to mind, and to the organs of know1ng
They must be outside what is known, so as not to interact in
any way ay with the object to be known . . . . The theory of
knowing is modeled after what was supposed to take place in
the act of vision . . . A spectator theory of knowledge is
the inevitable outcome (Dewey, 1929: .23).
Dewey’s critique of traditional philosophy and its
metaphysics is a critique grounded in the conviction that all
thinking is interested thinking; that the quest for certainty

that informs traditional epistemologies occludes reality and

obstructs attenipts to interact with the environment -in socially

o
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useful ways. Since all knowledge is interested, it is not
absolute, and consequently must be of a practical nature,
contingent upon the particular intentions of individual actors.
The problem with philosophies that attempt to articulate timeless
essences, is that what is defined as es;ential fof oﬁe
philosopher at a given point in time, is inessential from another
perspective; in fact, what ié defined as essential is merely the
particular intention of a particular set of mbtiva;ions heldAby
particular groups, societies or cu;fureé. That is why'wé
coqtinually re-invent the essential, ahd can eQen write~hiétories
of human thought according to what eéch epoch held "essential"
(Hegel) .

Dewey cannot hold to a strict correspondence theqry of
truth, one in which the truth of an idea depends upon whether it
corrésponds.to an existential referent, because he has abandoned
the traditional philosophical distinction between experience of
nature and nature itself (Dewey,-1959).y Neither caﬁ Dewéy hold
to a strict coherence theory of truth, such as that proposed by
idealist philosophy, because if he does,»the world di;appears,
and it is the world that Dewey and all the Progressive |
philosophers are most concerned to salvage. Dewey is, after all,.
a social philosopher of the first o;der, and insofar as.
philosophy illuminates the significant problems of mgn!é
existential life, it illuminates theﬁ in ofder to solve theﬁ, not
. merely understand tﬁem (although’understanding is an impo;tant

aspect of the solution, as we shall see). Dewey’s thought seeks

e
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"to purge philosophy of such debilitating dualisms-as the
mind-body problem through an expanded analysis of the operational
or behavioral dimensions of such concepts as habits, impulses,
and intelligence.

Dewey’s analysis of habits is his attempt to bridge, in the
behavioral dimension, the traditional philosophical breach
between the mind and the bodies or objects of which it has
knowledge. In Dewey’s analysis, however, the dualisms are
recognized in terms of the relationship between an organism and °
its environment.

Habits may be profitably comparea to physiological

functions, like breathing, digesting. The latter are, to be

sure, involuntary, while habits are acquired. . But important
as is this difference for many purposes it should not
conceal the fact that habits are like functions in ‘many
respects, and especially in requiring the cooperation of
organism and environment. Breathing is an affair of the air
as truly as of the lungs; digesting an affair of food as
truly as of tissues of the stomach. Seeing involves light

just as certainly as it does the eye and optic nerve ' .

We may shift from the blologlcal to the mathematical use of

the word function, and say that natural operations like

breathing and digesting, acquired ones like speech and

honesty, are functions of the surroundings as truly as of a

person. They are things done by the environment by means of

organic structures of acqulred dlspos1t10ns {(Dewey, 1922:

14, 15). . :

Habits are learned, they are either inteiligent or routine, and
are very much like arts in that they involve sensory and motor
skills and a degree of finesse. All organisms behave habitually,
of course, but the higher forms of.érganic organization have’

extremely complex and flexible habitual organization that permits

them to function in increasingly complex environments.
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Impulses are temporally prior to habits, and are part of
man’s "endowment at birth" (Dewey, 1922: 89). They are not
specifically organized at iﬁception, but become so only as the
organism interacts with its envirohmen;, part bf,whichrincludes
other organisms who are acting habituwally. Impulses, then, are
plastic; they can be adapted to any situation-which then bestows
upon them meaning within a social context (Dewey, 1922: 95-105).

In short, the meahing of ﬁative,activities is not native; it

is acquired. It depends upon interaction with a matured

social medium. In the case of a tiger or eagle, anger may
be identified with a seviceable life-activity, with attack

and defense. With a human being it is as meaningless as ‘a

gust of wind on a mudpuddle apart from a direction given it

by the presence of other persons, apart from the responses
. they make to it. It is a physical spasm, a blind dispersive

burst of wasteful energy. It gets quality, significance,

when it becomes a smouldering sulleness, an annoying

interruption, a peevish irritation, a murderous revenge, a

blazing indignation (Dewey, 1922: 90).

Inteliigence is an acquired habit (Dewey, 1933).
Intelligence comes into play in human activity when other more
routine habits fail to solve the immediate problem and bring
about the desired result. Since man cannot live in alworld of
his own creation, since man cannot dominate nature with his will,
and since man cannot separate himself from his environment
through Olympian acts of pure contemplaﬁion, man must continually
respond, react and readjust to what are often hostile forces in
his environment. This requires flexibility and the ability to
modify habitual behavior to influence changed circumstances--it
requires the ability to reflect on one’s circumstances and to

arrive at a solution to whatever problem has arisen. Reflective

thought does not occur without some environmental, social or
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cultural stimulation, i.e., without'some penetration of the self
by the world of which it is a constituent éart. The Aristotiean
notion of "pure thought thinking itself"™ is fine for the gods,
but men need the world to'initiate'the process and to 5ring it to

fruition. Reflective thought must be an educational aim.

Democracy -and Education

In Democracy and Education: An Introduction to The

Philosophy of Education (1917), Dewey charts the educational

course for the Progressive movement and cleerly articulates the
philosophy of education that gives it credence. He begins with
an analysis of that most utilitarian-of concepts, control,
arguing that it is through control of the environment that man
continues in existence:
a living being is one that subjugates and controls for its
own continued activity the energies that would otherwise use
it up. Life is a self-renewing process through action upon
the environment . . . . Continuity of life means continual
readaptation of the environment to the needs of living
organlsms (Dewey, 1917, 1, 2).
The continuity of life depends upon, among other things,
communication and the transmission of the means of control from
generation to generation through the educative process. No
generation, much less an individual, could possibly recapitulate
the entire history of habits of doing, thinking, and feeling that
is the legacy of c1v1llzat10n Those things exist in the
intersubjective understandings of human beings interacting with

their environment. The process implies change, transition,

adaptation, modification. It implies the perpetuation not only of
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existing habits of thought, Eut of the capaci;y to generate more
flexible, subtle hgbits of thought as the situation elicits them.

From the original impulse £o sdrvive,‘to contiﬁue in being,
is generated the apparatus of civilizations. That we overlook
this less than glamorous origin of hﬁman intelligence does not
make it any less gignificant, any less po;féntous for the human
projéct. Change is the only conétant,.and change forces man to
adapt, to respond to the perogatives of time and nature. The
"truth" is in the effectivenes§ éf humﬁn responses fo.the
chénging nature of reality, and those responses are made in a
communicative context that infusgs them with meaning. ‘The
communicative process modifies the pésture of all parties to it,
it changes the way people perceive the world aqd respond to it.
All communication has this social foﬁndation; for to speak, for
Dewey, is to speak to, as well as to spéak about, and both in ;he
speaking and in the hearing, therg;is transformatioh as well as
transmission. “Soqiety not onlf continues to exist by
transmission, by communication, bﬁt it may.fairly be said to
exist in transmission, in communication" (Dewey, 1917: 5$. Human
beings communicate from within the’context of.a_community, wﬁich
ig formed by common understandings( aims, and wisdoms acquired
through time by organisms'acting in the world. "Consensus
demands communication" (Dewey, 19;7: 6) . |

As societies.become increasihgly complex,'and their
interactions with thé social and natural environment ﬁecome

correspondingly sophisticated, education in thefformal sepse of




55
teaching and training, of habituating, becomes increasingly
important. This carries with it certain dangers, not the least
of which is the creation of a breach between knowledge gained
through experienceﬂand knowledge acquired through the 8001al and
educative process. ThlS is a familiar epistemological problem,
made the more real by a highly complex technological society that
demands both faith in sc1ence and the 1nstrumental power it
generates on the one hand, and a healthy respect for independent
and creative and often theoretical thought on the other.hThere'
must be both education and training, but ror Dewey, the veracity
of both are grounded in the world, not in some ideal or
transcendental conception of essential truth. 1In this respect he
certainly differs from Newman, for whom knowledge was ideal, and
for whom the notion that knowledge was power was, to say - -the’
least,_anathema. The relationship between knowledge and
practical life is intimate, Dewey argues (1917: 11), and
therefore the educative process must be rooted in the'immediate
practical and social life of the individual. All knowledge,
therefore, has a taint of the practical, of the "vocational," if
for no other reason than its specifically social origins.
It is the very nature of life to strive to continue in
being. Since this continuance can be secured only by
constant renewals, life is a self-renewing process. What
nutrition and reproduction are to physiological life,
education is to social life. This education consists mainly
in transmission through communication (Dewey, 1917: 11).
Education -involves the tranefornation of the .quality of‘
experience, bringing it intoxconsonance with the experience of

the dominant society in which it takes place. The individual
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must be led, through the intermediary of the environment, to
develop certain prppensities for action that fit the aims and
purposes of the society that fosters them. The interaction takes
place within a natural and'soci;l gnvirohmeﬁf with which the
individual must harmonize. The natural egvironmént consists of
"the things with which a man ﬁarigs-. e (Dewey, 1917} 13); in
the sense of change and evolution, the natural environmeht
consists of the‘fhings to which ﬁan édapté and addresses his
technical expertise. On the other hand, the social environment

. . consists of.all thg activities of fellow béings that are
bound up in the carrying on of the‘activities of any one of its
members" (Dewey, 1917: 26). To the extent that the individual
becomes part of the social activities of his environment, he
appropriates the benefits and respopsibilities of such
interaction. The individua; makes them hié own, internalizes
them, warrants them. In less sanguine times, one might say the
individual, through participation or‘acquiescence in the
activities of his social environment, becomes implicated in them,
but Dewey is not, at £his point, interested in social
responsibility as such, merely in developing the ground for
education in a democratic society. ‘Nevertheless, he recognizes
the implications of socialization for the unreflected
consciousness, and states clearly that tﬁose habits which lie
beneath the level of reflection are those acquired in the course
of life in an associated community\(ﬁéwey,_19l7: 22). The

function of the school in such a community is threefold: 1) To
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p£ovide a simplified environment for the systematic assimilation
of a complex civilization; 2) To pro;ide a "pufified medium of
action;" i.e. to cull from the history of experience and
possiblilty only those elements consonant with the dominant
vision of a "better future society"™; 3) To facilitate thé
democratic principle of social mobility (Dgwey, 1917: 24).

There is fundamental tension between native impulses and the
customs and cultures.of the social groups of which they are a
part. Dewey is aware of the tension, and seeks to améiiorate the
authoritarian aspects of social control by ingiétingvon a
democratic social order that makes-a diétinction between control
and compulsion. There is no doubt fhat imﬁﬁlsivé activity needs
social direction or it might be destruétive or Qasteful,'but
direction is accomplished by "centeriné the impulseé acting at
any one time upon some séecific end and in intréducing a# order
of continuity into the sequence of acts" (Dewey, 1917: 47).
Since every stimulﬁs directs activity, Dewey_a;gues, and since
every activity is directed by a stimuius, the stimulus becomes
the condition for the realization of the proper function of the
organism (1917: 29). - Control in this‘senée is_merely the
assistance needed to realize what is potential in every organism
as it interacts with its social and natural environﬁent. fhg_
commonly u;ed philosophical illustration of the point is
perception. The organs of sight depend upon the stimulation of
light for the realization of their pfbper function-~-sight. What

" sight means, the determination of the content of any particular
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act of vision, is socially conditioned to enable the organism to
harmonize itself with its environment. Tqrélevate the analogy to
the level of social interaction, Dewey argues that the young
accommodate themsel&es to the action éf others in such a manner
that their actions become interactions; they have a socially
useful content,. |

The net outcome of the discussion is that the fundamental
means of control is not personal but intellectual. It is
not ‘moral’ in the sense that a person is moved by direct
personal appeal from others, important as is this method at
critical junctures. It consists in the habits of .
understanding, which are set up in using objects in
correspondence with others, whether by way of cooperation
and assistance or rivalry and competition. Mind; as a
concrete thing is precisely the power to understand things
in terms of the use made of them; a socialized mind is the
power to understand them in terms of the use to which they
are turned in joint or shared situations. And mind in this
sense is the.method of social control (Dewey, 1917: 39, 40).

This is not to say that there is no such thing as external
compulsion;.of course there is. But for.Dewey compulsién is not
the purpose or the method of éducation.{‘jnternal control that
brings the individual into consonaﬁce with thé social environment
is accomplished through cultivating a coﬁmon understanding of the
means and ends of social action, and this is thé business of
education. Democracy is the form of socialergapization that
most efficiently réalizes this interna}i;ation. '

Dewey’s notion of democracy involves a realizatiop of the
social nature of man, of maﬂ;s dependence and interdependence
upon and with his social ehvironmeﬁt. In order to be fully human,
one must be fuily social. Civil privatism, the malaise of the

twentieth century, is "an unnamed form of insanity which is
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responsible for a large part of the remediable suffering of the
world"™ (Dewey, 1917: 52). The ";ugged individualist" is neither
rugged nor solitary, but inextricably involved with others in
ways that define his powers. This is obvious, Dewey argues,
because we are never concerned with changing the whole
environment in which we exist, but Qﬁly certain specific parts of
it--the rest is assumed, taken for granted, and forms the social
background against which all our activities take place. The
habitual behaviors which are based on this background consensus
are rarely subjected to any kind of critique, at least as long as
they are instrumentally valid. The active readjustment to-
specific circumstances in the environment involves another kind
of habit, intelligence. Intelligeﬁcefinvdlvés flexibility,
plasticity, the ability to change and modify one’s relationship
to any situation in ways that promote_the interests of the
organism at any point in time (Dewey,‘1933: 100). This kind of
active habit is what Dewey means by growth, and growth is the
defining characteristic of life itself. It does not have an end,
it is the end.
Habits take the form both of habituation, or a general and
persistent balance of organic activities with the ‘
surroundings, and of active capacities to readjust activity
to meet new conditions. The former furnishes the background
of growth; the latter constitute growing. Active habits ’
involve thought, invention, and initiative in applying
capacities to new aims. They are opposed to routine which
marks an arrest of growth. Since growth is the ,
characteristic of life, education is all one with growing;
it has no end beyond itself (Dewey, 1917: 62).

The educational process has no end beyond itself; it is a

constant process of renewal, transformation, reorganization and
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reconstruction. The purpose of the school as a social
institution, is to ensure th§£ the individual continues to grow
not only while in the institution, but throughout life. Thus a
major purpose of education is to facilitate "life-long learning."

The educative activity begins in blind and impﬁlsive form in
that it does not recogniée itself in relation to other lifé
activities. Once an impulsivé activity becomes enmeshed in thg
vast array of consequences which attend to it, it takes on
meaning and can then become part.ofjan intentional acf! This
definition of education is instrumental, but it is instruﬁental
in a different sense than the ordinary. fhe utility to be
derived by education.is riot merely manipqlative control, but
growth defined as an end in itself. . ihere is a sense in which
what ever promotes the forces of life (Qrowth) is good both
morally and practically, and that which destroys or retards life
(growtﬁ)_is detrimental morally and practically. As we shall
see, this naive natﬁralism qistinguishes Dewéy’Sthilosophy from
the more critical philosophies of the "post-Holocaust era."

Dewey establishes the criteria for judging a society, and ﬁy
implication the educational éractice of particular societies, by
discussing democracy as the fofm of sécial ofganization mést
likely to promote the‘grohth of its members. >Hé makes it clear
that he wants to avoid setting up an "ideal" society as the
measure because to do so would be té invite chafges of

- impracticality. ‘A good society is one in which'ghere are many

interests consciously communicated and shared; and there are
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varied and free points of contact with other modes of association
(Dewey, 1917: 97). |

The democratic society he has in mind, of course, is the
capitalist society of North America and Europe in the early
twentieth éentury, and that éontext implies some social
relationships that militate against human freedom in the
interests of economic efficiency; Deﬁéy does not shy away from
these difficult issues, but atteﬁpts tq address them by arguing
that those who sacrifice their lives to mechanical routine must

do so for the proper motives (Dewey, 1917: 99). To accept as

one’s own the purposes and interests of another, without

subjecting those purposes and interests to critical analysis
(that is without understanding the socially useful and necessary .
dimensions of those interests), is the Aristotlean definition of
slavery. Technical efficiency may'demand the diviéion of labor
but it ddes not logically demand i£s alienation. Education
supplies the means by which society might overcome the alienatiqn
of the industrial workplace, and‘ameliorate the "distortions‘of
emotional life"™ that accompany it. Science can illuminate both
the methods of efficient operation and the relations of workers'
to their work and to one anotﬁer. It is én illegitimate
narrowing of science to'restrict it.to £he former énly.

The democrafic society Dewey has in mind»is one in which
communication plays the dominan£ role. "It is not primarily a
form of governmeqt; but a method of.interactiop tyat Fakes as

primary the dignity of the socially .constituted individual.
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A democracy is more than a form of government; it is

primarily a mode of associated living, of conjoint

communicated experience. The extension in space of the
number of individuals who participate in an interest so that
each has to refer his own action to that of others, and to
consider the action of others to give point and direction to
his own, is equivalent to the breaking down of those
barriers of class, race, and national territory which kept
men from perceiving the full import of their activity

(Dewey, 1917: 101).

The criteria for measuring the. value of a particuler form of
social organization involve a measure of the extent to which
interests are commonly held by all, and the extent to which
various viewpoints and interests can be effectively and freely
communicated. Theé free interaction of all the competing groups
in society ensures a varied and vital experience for their
members. The more varied the experience, the more intelligence
is exercised to account for it and to endow it with meaning.
Diversity of opinion is essential to the health and continued.
growth of any society, but especially of technological societies.

The aim of education, at least in the democratic context, is
that which stimulates the capacity for continued growth. .Dewey
is quite aware of the political implications of educational
philosophies which impose social aims on individuals and classes
of individuals, thereby robbing them of their essential natures.
Since ‘human consciousness is interested, there is always the
danger that one interest will predominate-fo the exclusion of
others:

Wherever social control means subordination of individual

activities to class authority, there is danger that
industrial educatlon will be domlnated by. acceptance of the
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status quo. Differences of economic opportunity then

dictate what the future callings of individuals are to be

(Dewey, 1917: 140).

For Dewey, there can be no single aim of education in a
democratic society;'all particular aimé represent the interests
of the moment, generally dictated by the imperatives of scaréity
and need. The society that best serves the diversity of needs
and interests is the society that recognizes the essentially
political nature of modern life, and the need for continued
associated growth. That society will demand some kind.of social
return from each of its members, while at the same time providing
opportunities for the development of distinctive capacities
(Dewey, 1917: 142). Educational aims are rooted in both
individual capacities and soci;l need. Social need, in turn, is
culturally determined where culture is undérstood as "the
capacity for constantly exﬁanding the'range and, accuracy of one’s
perception of meanings" (Dewey,‘;917:145). Individuals have no
meaniné apart from their meanings as social béings, and this
socially amplified meaning transcends the dictates of mere social
efficiency.

Educatiénal aims imply both the interests which focus them,
and the disciplines which actuate them. Dewey defines‘interesﬁs
as identification with "the objects which défihe thé activity and
which furnish the means and obétacles to its realization" (Pewey,
1917: 161). To have an interest is to recognize'the continﬁity
of experience as involving a process'withla beginning, a middle

and an end, and to relate the intermediate steps as part of this




64
teleology. This requires "continuity of attention and endurance"
which is what Dewey means by will or discipline (Dewey, 1917:
162). The significance of these descriptions of interest, will,
and discipline are ontological and epistemological: ontologically
Dewey seeks to implode the dualism between minds that know and
bodies that are known by showing that there is no real
distinction between thought and action or engagement;
epistemologically he seeks to collapse the distinction between
the subject matter of learning and its objects by shbwipg that
both are infused with meaning by human intentionality.
The significance of this doctrine for the theory of
education is twofold. On the one hand it protects us from
the notion that mind and mental states are something
complete in themselves, -which then happen to be applied to
some ready-made objects and topics so that knowledge ‘
results. It shows that mind and intelligent or purposeful
engagement in a course of action into which things enter are
identical. Hence to develop and train mind is to provide an
environment which indpces such an activity. On the other
side’'. . . it shows that subject matter of learning is
identical with all the objects, ideas, and principles which
enter as resources or obstacles into the continuous

intentional .pursuit of a course of action (Dewey, 1917:
162) . : ‘ o

Human experience is reciprocal; it invélves both
intentionality, which is the active ipgredient‘in human
consciousness, ;nd what Dewéy calls "undergoing", tﬁe passive
element (Dewey, 1917: 165). Dewey, like the phenéménoiogists,
e.g., Merleau-Ponty, (1962), is concerned with carefﬁlly
articulating the ‘dynamic and ééntinﬁous relationéhib bétween-‘
human consciousness and the wo;ld_such #haﬁ neifher can gxist
without the other, and such that neither is primary. When we ;ét

in the world, the world in turn acts upon us, and we endure the
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consequences of our initial action. When we integrate the
cénsequences of our actions into the fabric of our total
intentions, it may be said that we are éngaged in "experience" as
opposed to mere activity. ' But experience is not primarily or
exclusively cognitive, rather it is reciprocally active and
passive. Its meaniné, its value, consists in the‘péréeption of
its interconnectednesé with other intentions, experiendés and
activities. When education focuseslexclusiQely on the
acquisitive and cognitive elémént of experience, it‘denudes
exéerience of its vitality b? making it abstract and passive, by
creating the illusion that one can learn about experiehcé without .
being iﬁplicated in it. This perpefuafes a false ontology and a
false epistemology and leads to aﬁ anemic pedagogy.

Knowlédée cannot be injected into students’ minds without
introducing them to'the‘intentiéns that produced i£ in the first
. place. The cries of irrelevancy that greeted theAclassical
curriculum in the middle of the nineteenth ceﬁtury and general
education in the 1960s were legitimate insofar as tﬁe content of
the curriculum had come unhooked from the train of intentions
that originally informed them. In such an atmospbere knowledge
becomes sométhing that is acquired,-something quite apart from
"thinking, " something passive and utterly forgetable. This
should come as no surprise, Dewéy argues, whén the nature of
human éhought is reckoned: .

Thoughti or reflection . . . is the discernmept of the

relation between what we try to do and what happens in

consequence. No experience having a meaning is possible
without some element of thought . .’ . . Thinking is thus
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equivalent to an explicit rendering of the intelligent )

element in our experience. It makes it possible to act w1th

an end in’'view. It is the condition of our having aims.

(Dewey, 1917: 169-171)

The mere registerihg of information, its agqui§ition and storage,
is not thinking. The illusion that this activiﬁy is thinking, is
pervasiye and pernicious. All genuine thinking in&olves the
relationship between what is and what might or ought to be at
sometime in the future; all thinking ié interested, intentional.

Thinking occurs when things are not as they shquld 5e{ when
things are "going on" that arejpfeple#ing and require intentionai-
acfion for their resolutiop. ?robiematic situations elicit S
thoughtful inquiry that usually takeé the follohing forﬁ: a)
formulation of a preliminary interpretation of the sitgation; a
preiiminary hypothesis; 5) investigation'pf the problem with a
view to a solution; c¢) the formulation of a formal hypothesis;.
and d) the testing of the hypo£hesis,'which involves committment
and action (Dewey, 1917}‘176). For Dewey, all though£ is
original research, and ought to be encouraged by educational
institutions charged with the preparation of students for life in
an uncertain world '(Dewey, 1917: 174;.178).

The.essential educative experience must be rooted in the
students’ life processes such thaf it has immediate and
continuing meaning for them, i.e., it must be a.real problem that
develops within the .students’ frame of intentioné. The problem
then stimulates thought in conformity with the processes
enumerated above, provided thg étddentsuhave the proper attitudes

of straightforwardneés, flexibility, integritf of purpose and
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open-mindedness requisite to the task. Such thought, since it is

not isolated ffom action, also reéuires a willingness to accept
the social consequences that issue from it and give it its
essential meaning (Dewey, 1917: 193-211). The écceptance of
these pedagogical conditions reduces the chances that égucators
will conceive the;r tasks ip abstracted“énd irrelevant ways that
perpetuate the false dichotomies Dewey;s philosophy intends to
ove¥c0me (Dewey, 1917: 226).

The abstractions of academics are to some extent justified

by the extraordinarily complex and varied nature of human

experience, which experience cannot be had in its fullness by any

single individual. If principlés of vaiue are taught directly to
' thé-young;'unmediated by experience, thefe is the risk that
students will learn fo parrot the values thus imparfed while
secretly harboring different, often contradictory, sets of values
by thch.they condﬁct theméelves; This is often done
unéonsciousiy, and it cfeates a haﬁit of mind that is at home
with valuational and aesthetic contradiction. For example;
students might learn to publically-espouge the virtues of
Christian morality while privately acting in-accordance.with some
other, léss altruistic code of condﬁct; or they ﬁight learﬁ to
publically "appreciate" Mozart while privately prefgrring some
other form of musical expression more.close;y represeﬁtative of
their experience. Nevertheless, it is necessary té représent
exéeriénces distant from the immediate in order to ensure a sense

of continuity, of.history; of the diversity and openness of human
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civilization and experience. The real danger is that the
representation gf experience can become a substitute for
experience itself, resulting in an academic "bookishness" that is
contrary to the true nature of experience. Such an attitude
easily facilitates a breach between theory and pracfice.

The relative value of any particuiar course of study, an
academic discipline, is fixed by the situation into which it
enters. This situational ethic inAregards tﬁe valuation of
academic disciplines ﬁeans that aparf’from somevspecific social
context in which a cheice must be made, all subjects are to be
valued equally. This does not,'for‘Dewey, mean that there is a
general devaluatioa of all courses of sfudy, because there ia no
consciousness at all apart from a situation in which choices must
be made;ehe is simply arguing that "Insefar as any study has a
unique or irreplaceable funetion in experience, insofar as it
marks a characteristic enrlchment of life, its worth is_intrgnsic
or incomparable" (Dewey, 1917: 281) " So it makes no sense to
value the intrinsic over the insfrumental (o£ vice versa), since
all contribute‘to the total human experience, and sinee all will
be valued according to the dictates of a”specific social- '
situation. | |

The tendency to assign separate values to each study and to

regard the curriculum in its entirety as a kind of composite

made by the aggregation of segregated values is a result of
the isolation of social groups and classes. Hence it is the
business -of education in a democratic social group to
struggle against this 1solat10n in order that the various

interests may reenforce and play into one another (Dewey,
1917: 292) :
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The divisions of labor in the industrial economy are represented
in education as the divisions of academic labor and training;
The isolation attendant to economic divisions of. labor is
paralleled in the educational system and imported into academic
life at all levels. The problem for a-theofy‘of educationaln
valuation is to reconcile these competing and dive?se interests
into an integfal unity that illuminates and enriches exéerienqe
in a democratic society (Dewey, i917: 291), without destroying
‘the‘diversity that makes life inte%esting and growth possible.

The original social division that gave‘rise to a supporting
educational philoéophy was the social division iﬁ Greek society
between freeman and slave, which fostérea'the educational |
distinction‘bétweén culture and utility. This distinction, while
perv;sive, is neither ébsolute nor necessary. Thé necgssity ﬁot
labor for material subsistence is part of the human condition,
but the existence of a slave class that concerned itself
exclusively with this function ghd facilitated a leisured class
with the material and temporal caﬁit?l necessary to create (aﬁd
consume) culture is an historical pheﬁomenon. In Greek socigty
this social division was legitimated by an epistemology -that
divided human activity into the lower, menial and utilitarian
realms, and the higher, intellectual and rational realms. Social
classes legitimized themselves by an appeal to human nature,
which presumably was immutabie, and which di?ided humanity on the
one hand intoé those for whom rational thought was péésible, and

for whom self—deﬁermiqation was desirable, aﬁdron the.other those
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ruled by the passions, for whom self—dete;mination was neither
desirable nor possible. To the extent western society has
perpetuated these divisions it has remaingd a class society, and
to that extent is not democratic?

If the opportunities for both productive labor ;nd
cultivated leisure were equaliy distributed within and throughout
a society, there would be no be no conflict between doing and
knowing, between practice and theorx,'betﬁeen desire and reason
(bewey, 1917: 293). Educational theory wouldlthen be éohcerned
with magimizing £he interrelations of eéch for the benefit of

all.

Only when a division of these interests coincides with a
division of an inferior and a superior social class will
preparation for useful work be looked down upon with
contempt as an unworthy thing: a fact which prepares one for
the conclusion that the rigid identification of work with
material interests, and leisure with ideal interests is
itself a social product (Dewey, 1917: 294).
The problem for education in a democratic society is to abolish
the dualism, both epistemologically and politically, and to
allocate social capital in ways that facilitate free
communication among all "classes," and interests in the society
(Dewey, 1917: 292).

Dewey is concerned to demonstrate his opposition to
philosophical dualisms by showing that they are essentially
aristocratic and anti-democratic, and that they unwittingly
perpetuate a claés-antagonism that is utterly hostile to the kind

of democracy to which the progressive movement was committed.

The supremacy of reason over the passions in the thought of Plato
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and Aristotle, has been imported into modern consciousness as a
contempt for both experience as a form of doing and for
experience as interegted. The first form the prejudice takes is
the predisposition for logical coherence; the second, the
penchant for'disinterésted obser?ation. But, on the one hand
Dewey argues that logical coherence has no meanipg'apart frém its
engagement in the world, and on the other th;t pércéption is not
passive and disinterested but active and intentional. The
business of the school, therefore, is not to innoculate students
with the knowledge of the past as if that were enough to ensure
proper action in the future, but to enable the studeﬂts to select
activities from their past and from their cultural inheritance,
as well as from their present environment that wi;l inform their
future intenfions as social intenfioﬁs, and as intentions
consonant with the dictates of lifé in a ;ruiy democratic
society. In other wofds, scientific "progress" carnnot be
considered apart from ggigg; i.e., apart f;om actipn in the
world; and action in the world implies sociéi and political
cohsequences tha£ mu;t be part of the initiai intention (Dewey,
1917: 3219 . |

The individual is isolated andyaufonoméﬁs in neither the
epistemological nor in the political seﬁée. A sdciety tha£ is
legitimated by cusﬁom and tradition will encourage its members .to
define thé limits of their individuaiity within ﬁhe limits of
behavior and thought prescribed by'the e#tant culéure, and such a

society will place a premium on uniformity.and stability, whether
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or not that society makes a claim to being democratic. A

progressive society, on the other hand, has a direcﬁ interest in

promoting a variety of perspectives énd intentions among its
members, since this variety is what makes the social experience
fertile enough to promote growth. If education is an end in
itself when it promotes growth, and if experience requires
diversity as a condition for the. development of intelligent
behavior, then a democratic society which encourages-and
facilitates the individual differences of its members, and an
educational system which encourages both preservation and
diversification of cultural products, are s&mbiotic. Siﬁce the
educational process is never neutral, democratic societies seek
their own preservation as educational societies in which growth
is the ultimate value.
The theory of the method of knowing which is advanced
. may be termed pragmatic. Its essential feature is to
maintain the continuity of knowing with an activity which
purposely modifies the environment . . . . since democracy
' stands in principle for free interchange, for social
continuity, it must develop a theory of knowledge which sees
in knowledge the method by which one experience is made
available in giving direction and meaning to another. The
recent advances in physiology, biology, and the logic of the
experimental sciences supply the specific intellectual
instrumentalities demanded to work out and formulate such a
theory. Their educational equivalent is the connection of
the acquisition of knowledge in the schools with activities,
or occupations, carried on in a medium of associated life.
(Dewey, 1917: 400-401)
Dewey’s philosophy is everywhere concerned with the .
destruction of the dualisms that have piagued western thought.

No where is this more evident ‘than in his théory of morality for

the democratic society. Where epistemological dualismé,beéome
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ethical dualisms, and sanction the diremptibn of motives and
deeds, interests and principles,lthe separation between thoﬁghy
and action results in a political environment where critical
thought is never translated into action; where the status quo is
legitimated by epistemologicél considerations. The fetreat is‘to
a realm of pure thought, pure reason; and the ;esult ig a narrow

morality with which ordinary knowledge and everyday thought has

nothing to do, in which ". .. . conscience is thought of as
. something radically different from consciousness" (Dewey, 1917:
N | :
411) .

But morals are not so narrowly conceiveq; rather, they
embrace all of our relationships with others,‘the intentions
which inform them and the consequences which issue from them. We
are accustomed to speaking about morals with reference to
specific virtues (such as honesty, loyalty, courage), but morals
really concern all of our interreiationships with our social and
natural environments:

Morals cdncefn nothing less than the whéle character, and

the whole character is identical with the man in all his

concrete make-up and manifestations. To possess virtue does
not signify to have cultivated a few nameable and exclusive
traits; it means to be fully and adequately what one is
capable of becoming through association with others in all

the offices of life (Dewey, 1917: 415).

Social interactions and intentions frame the parameters of
what is morally acceptable at any given time. Moral education
reflects these social intentions in their historical and .

ecological complexity. In order to do this effectively, the

educational institution must be an adequate reflection of the
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social environment insofar as it embodies the principles of
democratically associated iiving, and it must connect'with‘the
larger social milieu of which it is an integral part. Schools,
and by implication universities, must promoté the growth”of tﬁeir
members and the enlargement pf their experience in a communal
context characterized by opennes to the variety of percéptions of
the past and intentions for the future, for to be conscious is

continually to begin afreéh (Dewey, 1917: 417). 1In this sense

education is thoroughly moral.

Principles and Assumptibns of Dewey'’s Progressivism

1. The dualisms that have plagued western philosophy are
rooted in a quest for certainty which is a résult of the material
insecurity seen as the existential fate of man. The appafatus of
civilizations is generatéd from the o%iginal impulse to survive.

2. In its queét for certainty, weétern-culture has
derogated the practical and‘apotheosized the theoretical,
resulfing in problematic epistemologies, ontologies, and ethics.

3. The major philosophicalfprobiem.for modern man is the
relationship betwéen the iqstruméntal and the mqrai; be;ween
science and ethics. _: ' . |

4. All thinking is interested thinkipg; The quest fof
certainty that informs traditionai ebistemolégies occludes the
reality of experignce, its.reciprocal apd.histopical natu¥e.

5. Truth is neither a maﬁter of FQe correspon@gnce of

thoughts with their objects, nor is it a matter of coherence of
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thoughts with themselves, but.rather a matter of the
correspondence of interests with fﬁe cbnsequencés of behavior.

6. Intelligénce is an acquired habit; reflective £hodght an
educétional aim. | -

7. The continuity of civilized 1life depénds upon the
effective communication 6f proven techniques for survival.
Sodiety, for better or worse, exists in tﬁis communication and
transmission. |

8. The relation between knowledge and practical life is
both reciprocal and intimate. '

9. Educﬁtion involves the transformation of the quality of
éxpe;ience, through the interactibns of individuals with their
natufal and social environments.

10. The educational proéess has no endlbeyond itself; it is
a constant proéess of renewal, trénsfo;mation,.reorganization and
recoﬁstruction. The purpose of the ééhobl (and tﬁe university) is
to ensure growth. .

11. Democracy is the form of political drganization most-
likely to promote the growfh of its‘members, since it encourageé
the consciéus communication of a variety of perspectives and
intentions, and it facilitates free contact with other mpdes of
associated life.

12, 1Individuals have no meaning apart from ;heir meaning as

social beings. Civil privatism is a modern form of insanity.
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13. The essential educative experience must connect to ;he
students’ life such that it has‘immediate and con£inuing meaning
for them.,
14. The relative value of any particular course of study is
fixed by the situation into which it enters. Apart from-the
situation, all courses are to be valued equally.

15. Education which develops the capacities for .associated

‘'living is by definition moral.

Essentialism

Historical Background

Of the four approaches to genergi education, Essentialism is
pgrhaps the most familiar, the most celebrated and the most
misunderstood. Its major proponent and auﬁhor is the mércuriél
Robert Maynard Hutchins, who argued pa;sionatély for the Great
Books program at the University of Chicago iﬁ the 193OS:and 1940s
while he was president of that institution.' Hutchins’ concern
was the aépareht diiution of the American undergraduate
curriculum 5y the advocates of pf&feésionalism and vocationalism
who had gained control of the cﬁrricglum sinée the end of the
first world war. He saw the cu?ricﬁla of higher education as
confused, without any particular uniinng pfinciples, and adrift
in a sea of consumerism énd anti—infellectuélism. HiS'sométimes
vituperative languége was directed at those for whom the
traditional liberal education had become irrelevant t§

contemporary life, and for whom éducation meant training for
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eﬁployment in a modern technological state. His criticism was at
times strident, at times even h&sterical, but it was justified by
the rise of world fascism and the éleaf danger that tﬁé
institutions of democratic society were threatened not only from -
without by.militarism and tdtalitarianiém, but aiso from within
by apathy and greed (Hutchins, 1947: 39). | |
| Essentialism is similar to Idealiém in that it recognizes
cultural diversity insofar as divérse cqlturgs might have general
education programs that differ substantially’from one anothé? in
their specific conteﬁti Essentialist general educafion is not a
survey of the common learning of all cultﬁres, but an intensive
immersion in the esse#tial expressions of one of them--in our
case, western civilization. Idealism, oﬁ the other hand{ is much
bfoader, more inclusive, and addresées all cultures in their
ideal nature as having the same truths kthat afe pre-existent
rafher than emeréent) that exist iﬁ all cultﬁres and at all tiﬁes
in recognizable and ideal forms. Idealism is hiétoricélly‘prior
to Essentialism, and is the product of a much less cosmopolitan
culture. Essentialism is, t§ that extenf at least, a modern
expression of Idéalist sentiment; it was born in the age of'tqtal
war and emerged as a counterjweight'to faséism. |

Essentialists claim to know Qhat is essential, whereas
Idealists claim only that there is gﬁ idealltruth that expresses
itself differently:in various cuitures and at differeht times/
but is nevertﬁeless eternal and_unchaﬁging., Essentialists may be

idealists, but they are idealists of a more culturally diverse
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and epistemologically unsettled world--a world qhere the
consequences of moral relativism are much more immediately
evident than the'consequences of aq‘intellectual
authqritarianism. If from the perSpective of fért& years hisu
writings seem curiously authoritarian, it is well to remember
that Hutchins was writing in the shadow of European fascism, and
largely in response to what he perceivéd to be the malaise of

American democracy: materialism and intellectual apathy.

Hutchins’ Lament

-Hutchins saw the higher learning iﬁ‘America beset by three
dilemmas: professionalism and vocationalism;‘isolationism; aﬁd
anti-intellectualism. These dilemmas were, in turn, the
unfortunate side-effects of'g commodity culture in which the love
of money was the chief motivating factor (Hutghins, 1936) .. .The'
lack of fipancial resources for hiéhgr education put the’
institutions of highef legrning in the posi£ion of having to
market themselves, of having to emter into compromising
relationships with-bﬁsiness_and government, and of traininé its
students for specific, nar?ow and often vocational careers. This
depeﬂdent on public support producea instiﬁutioné entirely too
willing to compromise their standarﬁs, their missions, énd their
students”’ Qe1fare t§ the demands pf'a shért éighted markef
economy. The result is.the "service station" cohcept:of“the
university in which every conceivabie_mgnifestation.éf the éublic
interest becomes legitimized by cogrsé offeriﬁgs and degrees aﬁd‘

suitable academic credentialing (Hutchins, 1936: 5, 6). For
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Hutchins there was nb longer any cohe;ence, no unifying purpose
to American higher education other than fhat which was supplied
by a whimsical and apparently unstable economy (Hutchins, 1947:
40) . |

A confused notion of democracy and the role of higher
education in a democratic society further complicates the issue.
Hutchins argued that democracy had been illegitimately &sed>to
justify an unproductive and ultimately undemocfatic relationship
between institutions of higher education‘and the. society which
they were supposed to serve. If anyone-can be admitted to any.
course of study at any time for any feason, the quality'of higher
education suffers. The notion that a democratic society demands
equal educational opportunity for éveryone, regérdless of
ability( preparation, ér motivation, is based on the mistaken
assumption that higher education exists‘p;imarily to érovide
access to the vast system of economic rewards that a democratic
and capitalis£ society provides (Hutchiné, 1936: 145. That is
not the case. In.fact, Hutchins argues; the contrary is the
case: the university can make its contribution to a democrétic
socie£y only if it is allowed to become‘the'hdme qf independent‘
intellectual work, and that means intellectual work that is not
solely the expression of instrumental intentions. The curriéulum
that mustlbe open to everyoﬁe”is £he general education
curricuium,'the curriqulum he proposes to replace the last tw§
years.of high school and the firs.twé years.of college, and that

ends with the B.A. degree. The ¢Qntent of this general education
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is not immediately evident, Hutchins argues, because we have lost
the notion of a common cultural heritage that is the basis for
all that follows. We have lost it, ‘-because we have become
immersed in the pursuit of the trivial.

The general eduéation curriculum also serves the function of
protecting the university from the'college and vice versa; a
university that attempts to do college work either does a poor
job of being a university'or a poor job of%being'g college, but
it cannot do a good job of both (Hutchins, 1936: 8, 9). This is
because in order to stimulate enrollments, a upivérsity must
attract students, and in order to atfrapt étﬁdenté it must offer
courses, programs and services that lead to the kinds of li?es
that society has come to expect fdr its young;l To the degree
that an'institution fulfills these expectatiops, it attracts
students; but these functions are not the'functions that an
essential general education addreéseé.. Genéral education,
Hufchihs argues, is.not a marketabie'éducational commodity.

All that is wronglwith Emerican higher education centers on
an erroneous notion of progress. fIf ﬁrog;ess is defined in
material terms, if it is defined quantifatively as the
acquisition of more information, more techpo;oéical expertise,
more control over thé environment, tﬁen it‘stands to reason that
the general education that Hutchins deems essenfial is reaily‘
irrelevant. It is concerned with quality‘in a world gone é:azy

with quantity.
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Our notion of progress is that everything is getting better
and must be getting better from age to age. Our information
is increasing. Our scientific knowledge is expanding. - Qur
technological equipment in its range and excellence is far
superior to what our fathers or even our older brothers knew
In intellectual fields, therefore, we have no
hesitancy in breaking completely with the past; the ancients’
did not know the things we know; they had never seen steam
engines, or aeroplanes, or radios, and seem to have had
little appreciation of the possibilities of the factory
system. Since these are among the central facts in our
lives, how can the ancients have anything to do with us?

. We begin, then, with a notion of progress and end with
an anti-intellectualism which denies, in effect, that man is
a rational animal . . . . the idea that his education should
consist of the cultivation of his intellect is, of course,
ridiculous. What it must consists of is surveys, ﬁore or
less detailed, of the modern industrial, technological,
financial, political and social situation so that he can fit
himself into it with a minimum of discomfort to himself and
to his fellow men. Thus the modern temper produces that
strangest of modern phenomena, an anti-intellectual
university (Hutchins, 1936: 24-27). ’

The problem is much more sgrious than.it first appears,
‘because Hutchins is convinced that the health of the nation, the
vitality of democracy itself, is dependent on the intégrity of
highér education, while the integrity ofthighér educatibh.is in
its turn depenaent on the health of fhe democratic society that
gives it life. The two institutions ;re mutually dependent-on
one anotﬁer, and serve one another'; most eééen£ial interésts,
But for Hutchins, it is the ﬁniversiﬁy.and thé college that must
overcome the circulari;y of dependency.and dévgte thehselves to
the advapqement of knowledge,. and to thé cultivation of the
intellectual virtues.

This is not to be an easy task, Hutchins fears, largely
because of the‘frégmentation'of the eurficulum_céusedhby a

professionalism that~degenerates‘inEO'vocationalism and
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encourages an .intellectual territoriality that 1nh1b1ts
communlcatlon across disciplinary lines and encourages anti-
intellectualism in American academic life. The un1vers1ty has
been too quick to respond to the needs and whims of the society
it mirrors, and consequently it can no longer authenticate the
content of the professional curricula. 'Hutchins fears that this
trend will expand, and infect all of the academic disciplines,
for nearly all of them are associated with some sort of
professional training. Yet each of the professions has a rich
intellectual heritage that ought to be the focus of its
curriculum. The progressive spirit, in its more excessive
expressions, has denigrated this heritage in favor of a more
"practical" professional education that is more immediately tied
to the current needs. of society. This, Hutchins argues, is
lamentable,

If each of the learned professions were to recapture its
intellectual heritage, and focus on.it as the essential object of
its inquiry, many of the confusions.sﬁrrounding the university
curriculum could be overcome (Hutchins, 1935: 56).

the unifying principle of a university is the pursuit
of truth for its own sake. So far as professional
departments adopt this principle as their own they take
their place in the university’s communlty of scholars. If
the number of professional groups can.-be limited to those
that have intellectual content; if they and all other
departments can conduct their work in the same spirit; if we
can develop general education so that all advanced study
will rest on a common body of knowledge, we may succeed in

making our universities true communities of true scholars -
(Hutchins, 1936: 57). .
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Hutchins was acutely aware of the consequences of anti-
intellectualism in democratic societies. He watched with horror
as the Fascists wiped clean the moral horizons of Europe, and
implicated the universities in their efforts. Hutchins had an
"abiding faith in the highest powers of mankind" and wanted them
held constantly before the American public during these dark and

dangerous years.

General Education: The Great Books Piogram

Hutchins saw the need for a common ground from which
intellectual dialogue on the pressing issues of modern
civilization might emerge; without a common ground, specialists
in the university could never talk to one another, and their
stﬁdents were doomed to the same social and intellectual
alienation.

Unless students and professors (and particularly professors) .

have a common intellectual training, a university must

remain a series of disparate schools and departments, united
by nothing except the fact that they have the same president
and board of trustees. Professors cannot talk to one
another, not at least about anything important. They cannot
hope to understand one another.(Hutchips, 1936: 59). '
The danger in this situation is one Hutchins does not di;ectly
address. The common assumption working in an educational system
that has no general education component is that there is no need
to discuss the traditions that hold us together because they are
clear and obvious. The rise of fascism showed the world how
dangerous this attitude can be. .

The general education system Hutchins envisioned was based

on the Great Books of western civilization, and involved the
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study of these common texts between the junior year of high
school and the sophomore year of college. Everyone who could
learn from boéks was to have this education, without exception.
qu'most, fhe end of the sophomore féar would mark the end'of
their formalteducation and would be signified by the B.A. degree.
Higher education would be limited to those with the ability to ao
what amounted to graduate level work_in the university., _Thosé
who could not learn from books raiséd special pedagQgical
problems, but they were fo be inclﬁded iq the educational
experience and resources were to be dedicated to solving théir
spécial difficulties.

At‘the heart of Hutchins’ notion of general education was
his éonviction that general education ought to be for everyone,
regardless of whether they go on to higher education, and o
regardless of any.partiéular practicél value it might have. It
iﬁvolves the training and cultivation of the "intellectuél
virtues,"™ by which Hutcpins means the Aristotlean virtues as
refined and systematized by Thomas Aquinas. These intellectual
powers are to be trained and disciplined in order that the
intellect might be properly habituatea‘to work well in any field
(Hutchiﬁs( 1936: 63). This is hardly a new insight in the
history of American higher education, the same arguments were
made for the preservation of a different curricﬁium by the
authors of the Yale Report of 1828 (Hofstadter and Smith, ed.;
1961: 275-291). The notion that properly trained intellectual

virtues are equally applicable to any intellectual endeavor was
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not a notion hospitaﬁle to brevailing pr;ctices of progressivist
education, howevef. 'The focus of eduéation in the 1930s was on
the immediate, the practical, and the instruméntal. The critical
appreciation of cultural artifacts in.thé_form of careful perusal
of the "Great Booké“ was a notion popular ;nly at the University
of Chicago, and there only under the_éuspices of.Hutchins' strong
personality. 1In fact, many authors argued against Hptchins’
prescriptions because they saw them as authoritarign'and to some
extent arbitrary (Gideonse; 1937: 6410)..

A strange and erréneous notion of progress was responsible
for the death of the liberal arts and the sﬁbsequént fragﬁented
and trivial college curricula. Scientific progress had as its
price the division of scientific labor, tﬁe specialization of
scientific and technological disciplines, and the extension of
the scientific method into allnsphere of human intelleétual
actiyity. It also meant a society in which change wés more
evident than stability, and where old traditions andltruths were
seen as fetters on the development of scientific possibilities.
In such an environment it is no wonder that educational
authorities saw the need to educate for a changing world, and to
pfepare students to 1live in such a world by making them. |
adaptable. But, as Hutchins points out, adéptability is not
without political and moral consequences, and one function éf
education addresses these consequences: | o

One purpose of education is to araw out the.glements‘of our

common humari nature. These elements are the same in any .-

time or place. The notion of educating a man to live in any
particular time or place, to adjust him to any particular
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environment, is therefore foreign to a true conception of
education.

Education implies teaching. Teaching implies knowledge.

Knowledge is truth. The truth is everywhere the same.

Hence education should be .everywhere the same. I do not

overlook the possibilities of differences in organization,

in administration, in local habits and customs. These are
detalls I suggest that the heart of any course of study
de51gned for the whole people will be, if education is
rightly understood, the same at any time, in any place,
under any political, social, or economic conditions.

(Hutchins, 1935: 66).

When education is rightly understood, it is the cultivation of
the intellect according to the metéphysical principles of
Aristotle and Aquinas in order to insure "correct thinking"
(Hutchins, 1936: 67).

But it is characteristic of the time, Hutchins argues, to
ask the schools to do things other.social institutions are better
prepared. and positioned to do. Public school educators sometimes
act as though no other social institutions have an educative
function, and in doing so coax from their proper context social
processes that would better remain in dhurches,,families,'cities,
newspapers, movies, or other social institutions. It is not
necessary to make an academic discipline out of all social
phenomena; on the contrary,"™. . . [Ilt is a good principle of
educational administration that a college or university should do
nothing that another agency can do as well . . ." (Hutchins,
1936: 70). That means that general education, rather than

substituting for some other social institution in preparing the

student for life, should be restricted to its proper. function:
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intellectual training, regardless of whether the students think
such training is valuable or relevant.

The consent of general education is not subject to the
preferences of faculty or students; it is dictated by the
necessities of history and good judgment, and it inheres in our
intellectual traditions as those traditions are.revealed to us
through the Great Books. Hutchins was utterly opposed to the
educational practice that allowed undergraduates to choose their
courses and plan their education with no organizing principle in
mind other than their personal preferences:

The free elective system as Mr. Eliot introduced it at

Harvard and as Progressive Education adapted it to lower

levels amounted to a denial that there was content to

education. Since there was no content to education, we
might as well let students follow their own bent

This overlooks the fact that the aim of education is to

connect man with man, to connect the present with the past,

and to advance the thinking of the race. If this is the aim
of education, it cannot be left to the sporadic, spontaneous
interests of children or even of undergraduates (Hutchins,

1936: 71). ’

General education is concerned with what human beings have in
common, with what can be referred to as our species-being, rather
than with what makes each of us, within a given cultural context,
individuals (individual-being). Those matters relevant to our .
particular situation are, or at least may be, irrelevant to our
situation as members of the speéies, as extensions of the
cultural traditions of the west. Such matters as technology,

current events, body and character Building are equﬁded from the

general education curricula, not because they are unimportant to
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us as individuals, but because they are irrelevant to the task of
articulating our common nature (Hutghiné} 1936: 74,‘75). |

General education can be had only‘by examining the original-
texts, by struggling through what great thinkeré of western
culture have though£ abut the human‘conditioﬁ. Hutchins
distrusts textbooks because they dilute‘the content of the
classics in their misguided attempt to make theﬁ:"acceSSible."
The content of general education must be kept pgre, because the
course of study thus established is the‘répository of our
inheritance: |

We have then for general education a course of study
consisting of the greatest books of the western world and
the arts of reading, writing, thlnklng, and speaking,
together with mathematics, the best exemplar of the
processes of human reason. If our hope has been to frame a
curriculum which educes the elements of our common human _
nature, this program should realize our hope. If we wish to
prepare the young for intelligent action, this course of
study should assist us; for they will have learned what- has-
been done in the past, and what the greatest men have
thought. They will have learned how to think themselves.

If we wish to lay a basis for advanced study, that basis is
provided. If we wish to secure true universities, we may
look forward to them, because students and professors may
acquire through this course of study a common stock of ideas
and common methods of dealing with them (Hutchlns, 1936:
85) .

Beyond General Education: The Higher Learning

The higher learning takes place after the sophomore year gf
college, énd includes the upper division-ugdergraduate, graduate,
and professional curricula. Hutchiﬁs considefs the university'’s
primary fuﬁction teagﬁing (i.e., it is an educational
inétitu£ion); he considers the re;earch function ancillary aqa of

considerably less importance, and in some instances a threat to
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the mission of the university. This is a far cry from the
educational reality of the day, and it remains a distant
illusion, even at the University of Chicago, where the
undergraduate curriculum is protected by the spirit of Hutchiné’
Great Books program. The research function of the university has
clearly come to enjoy an exalted status in the second half of the
twentieth century, but it is a status Hutchins would have
deplored, at least insofar as research fails to elaborate,
develop and refine principles, and engages instead in the
unprincipled, and apparéntly random, collection of data
(Hutchins, 1936: 90).

The aim of higher education, as one might expect, builds on
general education, and to that extent it is an extension of it.
"The aim of higher education is wisdom. -Wisdom is knowledge of
principles and causes. Metaphysics deals with the highest
principles and causes. Therefore metaphysics is the highest
wisdom" (Hutchins, 1936: 98). Wisdom, the product of
metaphysics, is not what the universities of Hutchins’ day were
about, on the contrary, they were about the practice and
elucidation of instrumental reason.

Whether we can understand the world or not, we can seek to

master it. That is a useful and a popular thing to do.. But

its educational and scientific consequences are
vocationalism, empiricism, and disorder; and its moral
consequences are.an immoral morality .-. . . We believe

. that if we can gather enough information about the
world we can master it. Since we do not know precisely.
which facts will prove to be helpful, we gather them all and
hope for the best. This is what is called the scientific
spirit. From our study of man and nature this notion has

extended to our study of man and man. Power becomes ‘the
great word inlpolitical science; and the prediction of what
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the courts will do takes the place of justice as the object

of the lawyer and the 1ega; scholar (Hutchins, 1936: 100,

101). . .
The pursuit of instrﬁmental reason requires the scientific
method, which in turnvappears to require a kind of objectivity
that would be hostile to metaphysics. But. as Hutchiﬁsnpoints
out, metaphysics does not exis£ in some nether realm; rathér, it
is what holds our world together and p%ovides the basis from
which scientific inquiry becémes possible iﬂ the:first place
(ﬁutchins, 1947: 22-26) . To deny the fundamental human interesfs'
in wisdom, goodness, and the good life, is to‘make‘a metabhysical
argument. To assume a posture of neutrality, of objectivity, of-
detachment toward nature and toward other human beings as
components of. nature is to assume a metaphysical pésitipn which
has as its ultimate value thehcontrol and mastery of nature. And
that is the contemporary predicament. Society is efficient but
not "good," even though it is good to be efficient. This
definition of good, in Hutchins’ view, was a materialist
conception that had devastating consequences for modern man.

The notion that a jgst and equitable diétribution of gopds

will be achieved by the advance of technology or that by its

aid we shall put material goods in their proper relation to

all others is reduced to absurdity by the coincidence of the

zenith of technology arid the nadir of moral and political

life (Hutchins, 1947: 40) .

Metaphysics is what holas the world together, its
denigration is the denigrétion of the world. In 1947, the recent
experiences of economic depression, moral decay, and world war

told Hutchins that much. His prescription for a healthy society

may have sounded extreme and authoritarian to some of his-
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contemporaries (Gideonse, 1937), but his p;escription for a
healthy university, and its relation to a‘deﬁocratic society have
been taken éeriously by advocates -of genéral education ever
since. ' |

For Hutchins the standards by which fhe modern university
ought to be judgéd were set by the extent to which it clearly and
critically addressed the central iésues‘of the‘day. Whenever
societies lose their common cultural ideals, theyllose the
ability to ground criticél thought on anything but exPédieﬁcy apd
instrumentalism (Hutchins, 1§47: 105). The followers of John
Déwey,.the so called "progressives," had lost £he common grounq,
had abdicated it .in favor of a facile pedagogiéal instrumentalism
and moral situationalism in which moral commitmeﬁt and cultural
vision was impossible. John Dewey would never have condoned such
thorough going materialism, and woulq not have recognized his own

philosophy in it.

Principles and Assumptions of Hutchins’ Essentialism

1. There is an objective standard for truth, goodness, ‘and
right and those standards are discoverable by man through the use
of his reasbn, even though they may not be objectively or
scientifically verifiable (Hutchins, 1947: 86).

2. The end o% man is the full develépment of his
intellectual powers (Hutchins, 1947: 87).. "

3. Mén’s full intellectual powers may best be developed,

and the freedom of his mind bestxguaranteed by a disciplihe which
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forms habits that enable the mind to operate well (Hutbhins,
1947: 91).

4. Education, rightly understood, is the cultivation of the
intellect according Eo the metaphysical principles of Afistotle
and Aquinas, which will ensure righ; thinkihg (Hutchiné, 1936:
67) . |

5. Democracy is the best form of.politicél organization to
ensure that the ends of man can be pursue& by all (Hutchins,
1947: 93). | |

6. Universities should be judged by the extent to which
they engage in critical thinking about the'funQamental issues of
our time (Hutchins, 1947: 101),>their‘uhifying principle ié the
pursuit of truth for its own saﬁe: |

’7. General education is for everyone, regardless of any
particular instrumentallvalue it.might have, and regardless of
the student’s iﬁtellectual ability. Special methods of deiivery
may need to be developed for those who ean not learn from the

Great Books.

Pragmatism

Historical Background

Clark Kerr’s revised version of The Uses of the University
(1982), is a response to the chaqged:circumstandes of American
higher education in the post>ﬁorldlwar II era, an.era marked #y
increasing involvement by the fede?él governmeét ip higher

education through grants for research into problems related to
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defense, scientific and technical progress and health (Kerr,
1982: 54). This federal inyolvemept created an eduéational
environment unlike anything the world has seen, an environment in
which huge quantities of resources are expénded to‘meet a tqt;liy
new array of possibilities the univeérsity never before conceived. '
Kerr's is a descriptive study, at least in its thruét, aﬁd not a
prescription for, nor necessarily én endofsement.of, the status
quo. In the "Postscript--1972" Kerr laments the misunder-
standings provoked by the book immediatgly aftér its publicatioﬁ'
in 1963, but takeé his detraétors té‘task for misintgréreting,
and misrepresenting his intentions: |
Yét some people have taken analysis to be approval and
description to be defense, and to assume or to claim that
every act of every multiversity was both approved and
defended in these lectures:. Thus I learned how easily some
persons who call themselves scholars can turn a descriptive
"is" into a prescriptive "should be" and then attack the
false "should be" (Kerr, 1982: 147).
We may take it, then, that Kerr's aﬁalyéis is primarily
descriptive, but descripti&e of a realiﬁy thaf calls forth
different reéponses from those in the reality that gave rise to
Newman’s Idealism, Dewey’s Progressivism and certainl§ Hutchins’
Essentialism. If there is‘prescfiption in Kerr’s.desc;ipfion; it~
is in what he cﬁooses to describe, and the manner in whiéh he
describes it. Tﬁe description reveals a.social and cultural
enQironmentlqualitative;y different from the'prewa; environmeﬁt
of Hutchins et al. His deséription implies a éolitiéal:and moral
flexibiiify that Hutchins, for one, would find ahemic, and an

adaptability that Dewey would find ambiguous at best. Newman’s
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Idealism, Kerr frequently points out, is utterly incompatible
with the educational milieu of the mid twentieth century.
Perhaps he is right, but occasionally his analysis goes beyond
description, despite his protestations.

Nevertheless, Kerr’s book attempts to redefine the
contemporary American university in a way that sets it ‘apart from
other universities, and from its own history.'AHis analysis takes
into account such imbortant educational watersheds as the land
grant movement and the federal incursions into,educational
policy, and describes the resultlng pluralism of. the modern
research university, which he dubs the "multiversity."

The multiversity is an inconsistent'institution. It is not e

one community but several--the community of the

undergraduate and ‘the community of the social scientist, and
the community of the scientist; the communities of the
professional schools; the community of all the nonacademic

personnel; the community of theé administrators « . . . A

community, like the medieval communities of masters and

students, should have common interests; in the multiversity,
they are quite varied, even conflicting: A community should
have a soul, a single animating principle; and the

multiversity has several--some of them quite good, although

.there is much debate on whlch souls really deserve salvatlon

(Kerr, 1982: 18, 19).

Kerr means by the term "multiversity" an institution no
longer animated by one ideal or essential notion or body of
notions, but rather a pluralistic institution that has’ several
purposes, several centers of power, clienteles, communities and
gods. It is an institution which reflects the society that
sponsors it, a society so pluralistic that no single, unifying

body of khowledge can adequately'reflect its.diversity, nor

satiefy its constituents. (Kerr, 1982: 136, 1375. The
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multiversity is the research university in all its complexity, in
all its bewildering contradictions, in all its conflicting and
interested politics. It has no absolute center,. and there is no
single principle thaﬁlﬁotivates itsvﬁany players. 1In féct, it is |
characterized more by conflicf than consensus, tﬁough consensus
is what its effective leaders pu?sue (Kerr, 1982: 129), more by
flux and dynamic change than by the eternal.truths of a less
complex day,- more by contiguity than coberence.

In short, the multiversity is not analogous to the villagé
community with its priests, but to the modern city in all its
'infinige variety (Kerr, 1982: 41). The apélégy is appropriéte,
it would seem, at least in the sensenthat individuals find‘
themselﬁes.within oﬁe of the many "éubculturés" of the large
research institution, rather than within some central organ of
the whole. The multiversity is too large to ﬁe compréﬁended in
its entirety, too various to étiflé.indigiduai7creativity:no
matter how eccentric:

As against the'village and the fown, the “city“ is more like

the totality of civilization as it has evolved and more an

integral part of it; and movement to and from the

surrounding .society has been greatly accelerated. As in a

city, there are many separate endeavors under a single rulg

of law (Kerr, 1982: 41). : :

What constifutes this single rule of law? Kerr is unclear
on the point, but he seems. to mean the administfafive
organization of campus life; such matters as barkiné and housing,
rather than any organic conéeption of the law;" He may also mean

the law of the academic market.place where students choose the

courses and services they want and need, and thereby determine
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the curricular direction of the institution in ways that directly

mirror economic choices in the American society.

The Fall From Unity

The university started as a single community--a community of
masters and students. It may even be said to have had a
soul in the sense of a central animating principle (Kerr,
1982: 1). ‘

The original unity described and advocated by Cardina;
Newman has been lost, according to Kerr, 1érgely as a consequence
of the loss of the same unity in the largér society that sustainé
the university. The original univeréity, b? which Kerr-means the
medieval university, was indeed a community of scholars and
students with a commonly held body of assumptions about the
nature of the worla and about the value of their educational
endeavors, assumptions often held in the face of indifference and
hostilify from the uninitiated who lived their lives outside the
academic cloister. Newman abhorred the utilitarian and
instrumental attitudes that were becoming current even in his own
day, and saw Philosophy as the end of.the university: fhé
connected view of the world that comes from the egercise.of
thought or reason upon knowledge (Newman, 1912: 139, orig. 1841).
This attitude apotheosized the English model oé Oxford, where
teaching in an intellectual community wasathe prober end of the
university, good for its own sake regﬁrdless of aﬁy benefits that
might redound to the society. |

‘But even as Cardinal Newman wrote, the German universities

were becoming the model for educational and scientific innovation
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in the United States. The emphasis on graduate research became
the hallmark of Joﬁns Hopkins University under Daniel Coit-
Gilman, and by the end of the 19th century, graduate sch;ols and
graduate eduéation had come to America Q;fh a vengeance,
By 1852, when Newman wrote, the Gergan unive?sities’were
becoming the new model. The democratic and industrial and
scientific revolutions were all well underway in the western.
world. The gentleman "at home in any society" was soon to
be at home in none. Science was beginning to take the place
of moral philosophy, research the place of teaching (Kerr,
1982: 3, 4). - -
Kerr’s historical descriptiop of the development of the
American university in thé 19th cen£ury eonfqrms to historical
convention. The English coilege gave to the'American
institutions the model for undergraduate teachihg, while thg
German universities gave them the model for‘gréduate research.
The problems arose'whenlthe former Qaé neglected in oxrder that
the later might flourish. The emphasis on gradﬁatg researéh,
particulériy among undergradgate facuity, mafked the ?ise 6f
instrumental reason in the flow of eyénts that eventually
resulted in the ;dvent of the multiversity. .The new iesearéh
oriented university was obligedvto associate with new
constituencies in order £o fin& necessary finaﬁéial and political
sustenance. This fésearch 1gd to objecpions.by tﬁose who
deplored the resulting "service statiqn" concept of the
university (a term coined by Abraham fiexnei), as being a vulgar -
and cheapened version of what the true‘ﬁniversity w;s ali §b§ﬁt

(Kerr, 1982: 4-6).
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The fragmentation of kndwledgé in the modern world was
caused by a combination of factors, aé kerr acknowledges, but its
instantiation in the American uhiversity can be traced to two:
the industrial revolution that gave birth to the German model,
and the land grant movement that gave birth to the uniquelf
American notion of sérvice. The Lhree funcfions of the‘modern
university-—teaching{ résearch and service--were wgll eétablished
by 1930, according to Kerr, and the reéulting confusion
concerning the true nature'of highér education in America was as
much a function of the fragment;tidn of.knowledgé in moderﬁ
society as it was a matter of the fragmeﬁtation of'college'
" curricula. In any case, Newman’s ﬁni?ersél man was gohe forever,
and in his place was the specialist; the gechnologist, the man of
singular puréose operating in a society 6f efficient consumers.
Tﬁe university became, in the 1ést half of ﬁhe fwentieth ceﬁtury,
all things to all people, a mqitifpurpose institution wiﬁh many

missions and many more constituencies.

Characteristics of the Multiversity

The twentieth qentury American university has not been-
wifhout its critics, paturally, and éome of,the more tfenchant
have been those who long for the curricula;lcoherénCe of the
past, or for a new coherence that would give a'sense'of purpose
to the present and vision for the future. But in Kerr’s view,
they have not been Qisionary enough £o satisfy both.the demands
forlcohefence on the one'hand, and for”fiexibility in a rapidly

changing world on the other. Out of all the conflicting strands

N
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of history emerges the unlikely consensus of the modern American-
"multiversity": 1) The English college as the model for
undergraduate life; 2) The German university as the model for
graduate research; and 3) The land grant service institution as
the model for public involvement in higher education (Kerr, 1982:
18). The new institution is more than the sum of its constituent
parts, yet it is hardly an organic conception:

In an organism, the parts and the whole are inextricably

bound together. Not so the multiversity--many parts can be

added and subtracted with little effect on the whole or even

little notice taken or any blood spilled. It is more a

mechanism--a series of processes producing a series of

results--a mechanism held together by administrative rules
and powered by money ." . . . I have sometimes thought of it
as a series of individual faculty entrepreneurs held '

together by a common grievance over parking (Kerr, 1982:

20) . : '

Nevertheless the multiversity remains one of the central
institutions in our democratic society, in part because of the
national conviction that "new knowledge is the most important
factor in economic and social growth"™ (Kerr, 1982: wviii), but
.also because "political and cultural change,s in part, .originate
within it" (Rerr, 1982: 129). It is the diversity of the
multiversity that allows it to serve the range of interests that
a pluralistic society produces, and consequently it is somewhat
of a misnomer to refer to The Multiversity, as if it were an
identifiable prototype; The multiversity is best viewed as a
continuum along which a diversity of human interests are served
(Kerr, 1982: 140), and within which human interests are generated .

and ‘focused. The multiversity does not merely reflect the

sociefy in which it is situated, it helps criticize it and




100
thereby helps form its essential interests. In that respect it
plays a dual and cénflicting role. - '

Largely because of this conflicting mission, the
multiveréity is bes£ governed’by a précafious and delicate
consensus built painstakingly by adroit academic‘and-
administrative leadership. The diverse and conflicting
communities that make up the mﬁltiversity each have leéitimate
interests served by conservatiye facultyvhho may or may not sée
the institution in its dynamic complexity. The multiversity can
easily become a "Tower of ﬁabei.partially falling gpartAratﬁer
than being held loosely together™" (Kefr, 1982: 129). In éuéh
cirqumstances the neéd for consensus ahd tolerance become
abundantly evident. Such a delicéte balance is best pfeéerved,
Kerf argués, when the "moderateé" are in control, and when the

"extremists" are consequently neutralized.: The experiencés‘of

the decade between 1963, when The Uses of the University was
first published, and 1972 when the first postécript was written,
showed just how delicate this balance was--even if it gid not
show how to reestablish it. |

Kerr’s call for effective and vigorous academic leadership
is largely historica;; he éees the major periods_of.academic
reform coming during times when thefe were “éiaﬁts" at thé helms
of Ameriéa’s universities. “Administrators,“ rather £han
"giants" have ruled during times of felative stapility,.and they
have ruled during the rise of faculty power‘in the twéntieth

century. Kerr saw the American eduqational'éstablishment perched
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on the verge of cataclysmic change in 1972, change that required
for its effective consummation, 1eadershi§ from the top and from
the outside.

The influence of the federal government on higher
educational policy has increased inexorably since the end of the
Second World War, and pafticularly since the early 1960s. That
influence, Kerr argues, has been both positive ;nd neéatiye, but
in the 1970s it beqame pervasive, invading all-institutiops of
higher learning, not 5ust the selected research uni&ersities.'
Along with the intrusion of the federal government into higher
education has come a concomitant demand that the univérsitieg
serve urban interests as they have rural interests in the past -
(Kerr, 1982: 132). That pressure inQolves the universities in
the formation of public policy, a role with which they are not
always comfortable, and a role whigh‘fuither invblves them in
questions of access. The distribﬁtion of federal iargess brought
with it demands for a more equitable distribution of existing
educational opportunity, as well as demands for expanded programs
within the pale of higher education; The demand for a wider
variety of educational programs has put pressure on . universities
to define their general edqcation offerings more carefully in
order to create a more unified intellectual worid (Kerr, 1982:
119, 132-133). |

The "improvement of undergréduate instruction™ is now a

lively and even abrasive subject on many ‘campuses. The need

to create "a more unified intellectual world"™ that looks at
society broadly, rather than through the eyes of the narrow

specialist, has now become the.insistent demand of students
for relevance. The need "to solve the whole range of
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- governmental problems within the-university" is now

recognized as the battle over governance. "How to preserve

a margin for excellence" in an increasingly egalitarian

society has become a most intense issue (Kerr, 1982: 132,

133). ' '
These issues have a familiar ring to the student of the history
of American higher education.

The student revolts of the 1960s and early 1970s strained
the delicate consensus that had made campus life idyllic in the
post war period. But while Kerr recognizes the campus revolts in
passing (Kerf, 1982: 132—135),'he does not connect them to the
larger national traumas of the Vietnam War, the civil rights
movement and the women’s movement. He does not addresé the issue
of whether the universities ought to be agents of social
criticism, and if ‘so, where their moral and intellectual
responsibilities might give way to other educational missions.
These are difficult questions, and while Kerr's analysis is
primarily descriptive, his description is not always neutral.
Consider the following passage:

An almost ideal location for a modern university is to be ’

sandwiched between a middle-class district on its way to

becoming a slum and an ultramodern industrial park--so that
the students may live in the one and the faculty consult in
the other. M.I.T. finds itself happily ensconced between
the decaying sections of Cambridge and Techriology Square

(Kerr, 1982: 89). ‘ '
Slum dwellers may not be quite as sanguine about the presence of
the university under such circumstances.

Id.the face of overwhelming change during ﬁhe past twenty

years, the multiversity has remained remarkably.stable. Its
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stability can be attributed to a number of factors, each of which
is an essential characteristic of thé American multive;sity.

Sources of Stability

The fact that there is no national system of higher
education in‘the United States has meant £hat institutions have
been free to change‘independently of one another, thereby
retaining both singularity of institutibnél mission and diversity
of student body . The_incrgased demand for highe¥ education
during the past twenty years.has ﬁot.had the detrimepta; effect
og the elite research universities that was originally feared.
The elite have remained elite; enroilments have been absorbed by
community colleées and by expanded céﬁagities of existing
colleges which have become‘more compfehensivel(Kerr,'l982:'154).
‘'What was feared as a great leveling of academic quality in thg
face of demands for universai access on the one hapd, and thé
demands of student and faculty activiéts ;n the éther has not
occurred--quality and diversity have been preserved while access
has.been expanded. |

Similarly, the multiversities have a‘var;ety of funding
sources. This has enabled‘théﬁ to off-set lossés in one source
with increases in another. It has alsb required them, in some
cases, to seek funding that they might not otherwise seek,
thereby eroding some of the control over the long-range planning
processes. Nevertheless, the imporfance of techniqal expertise

and the expanding knowledge base have remaiﬁed parémount to
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American society generally, and the academic community has
benefited thereby (Kerr, 1982: 155, 156) .

Finally, according to Kerr, the faculties have retained
substantial control_ovér the multiversitie§ (1982: 156), and fhe&
have been a conservative force in matters cdncerning.their own
interests. Since they exert substéntial influence over matters
such as curricular planning and research grants, they ha&e ténded
to preserve the balance of power in their favor, espécially

during periods of unrest.

Principles and Assumptions of Kerr’s Pragmatism

1. The American multiversity is a unique combination of the
English college, the German university and the iand grant service
institution. These functions are contiguous, but not nedessarily
coherent. |

| 2. The multiversity is a mechénism, not an organism; it is
"held together by administrative fules and powered by money"
(Kerr, 1982: 20).

3. The multiversity is a central institution in our
dehocratic'society, primarily because the production of new
knowledge is the single most important factor in economic and
social growth, but also because political and cultural chéﬁges
frequehtly‘originate within it.

4. The multiversity is pluralistic rather than monistic,
and serves diverse ahd often conflictipg fields of interésts that
are balance through the skillfpl queration of administratng

leadership.
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5. The multiversity has intimate connections to thé federal
government . Thege connections are both financial and political
and concern matteré of public poliqy as well as scientific |
: ;esearch and techﬁoloéical innovation.

6. The lack of ihtellecfual unity is'an acknowledged
problem among multivefsity communities.

7. The absenge of a nétional system of higher gducation in

the United States has facilitated the develofment of diversé

institutions with diverse missions; this has allowed elite '

institutions to remain elite (Kerr, 1982; 98) .
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THE CRITICAL THEORY OF JURGEN HABERMAS

The four approaches to general education that have
characterized American curricuiar reform have failed to produce
any lasting models of general education and have left us without
any clearly defined sense of whgt, if anythigb, general education
ought to do. Existing general education programs run the gamut
from Essentialist required core programs on the one hand to
Pragmatic distribution requirements on the other. Some are
integrative, some distributi#e, most combine elements from each
approach in an attempt to satisfy'compefing:interesté within the
university or college community. What appears éxiomatic to an
Essentiélist'appears dogmatic and arbitrary to a Pragmatist,
wrong headed to an Idealist and artificial to a Progressiie, The
problem is not so muéh that the four approaches conflict with one
another as that they are infinitely elastic in'their application
to specific instances of curricular reform. They evidence the
degree to which the gulf between fﬁéory‘and practice, between
value aﬂd fact, between what ought to bg and what is ppséible,
infects and distorts our understanding of the educative process
generally, and the relation of the university to that process
specifically. . |

‘ The problem of curricular reform is an instance of the

larger problem of social reform, and like the larger problems of
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social reform, will admit of iﬁstrumental solutions only in the
very sho&t run, and only within the contex£ of larger value
decisions that may or may not have been consciously ﬁade. The
problems of curriculér';eform must be seen within the larger
context of a societ& in which instru@eﬁtal reason has come to
dominate all instantiations of reason, and in which only those
problems which admit of instrumental solutions are recognized as
problems.

There is yet another way to an understanding of the problems
of general education, one that takes in£o aécounﬁ the larger
social context of curricular reform. It is an approach that has
its historical roots in the philosophicai thinking of the
Frankfurt School and igs followers, most notably Jurgen Habermas
(Jay, 1973). The Frankfurt School philosophers were interested in
addressing a problem a?ticulated in‘1936 by Edmund Hﬁsserl in
"Philosophy and the Crisis of European Man" (Huéserl, 1965).. In
that work Husserl argues that scienée has lost its.significance
for human life 1argel§ because it cannot sustain anylconnection
between the truths of science and the truths of "practical life."
The science world, while replete with truths éf an absolqtelaﬁd
eternal character, canhot address man in his hum;n Lebénsweltv(or
life-world) because thé perspective of.sciencé is objective and
value.free while the perspective of man is subjective and vaiué
laden. .The result is én uncertain relationship between human
scientific éctivity-and human activity in the pursuit of

practical interests. It also résults in the devaluation of the
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human-subjective realm of the Lebenswelt because that realm
cannot yield nomological knowledge. The epistémological
presumption of science is that scientific knowledge is.absolutely
certain; however, thét very certainty preclﬁdes science from
contributing anything to the valuationg and judgments typically
made in the uncertain world in which scientists live. As William
Leiss, a student of the Frankfurt School has said: "With respect
to the contr§1 of both men and nafure we find ourselves in
possession of ever more efficient means for the accémplishment of
ever more obscure ends" (Leiss, 1972: 132). |

The philosophers of the Frankfurt School were openly hostile
to the positivistic conception of science that characterized so
much of European intellectuai life in the years immédiately prior
to the Second World War. .They saw with‘increasing forboding
where the scientistic interpretation of human behavior was
léading, and they lamented the derogation of theory to the
one-dimensionality of instrumentalism. ‘The éositivistic
understanding of the social sciences ignored the normative
dimensions of human life that .were its historic content and
substitutea for theﬁ the illusion of a controlled‘ahd ménéggd
social order. From the point'of view ofvcritiéal thgdry a "value
free" science was.itself the prodgct of a vaiue: the control and
doﬁination of the natural world (Horkheimer, 1972 & 1974). They
accept from thefphenomepologists the notion that consciéuSness i§
intentional and rooted iﬁ the imﬁediate world of human desires

and expectations, in shoft; in the world'of human values. The
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central tenet of the Frankfurt School was the notion that there
were inescapable epistemological conqections between knowledge
and human intentions and interests and further, that those
connections ought td be thematized and subjected to critical
scrutiny.

The successes of modern science and especially of modern
technologf have, in the view of suéh FrankfurtAsChoél fhinkers as
Horkheimer (1972) and Marcuse (1964),_tended to o&erwhelm human
reason with the possibiiities of an unparalleled mastery of
nature. Such ié the éower of instrumental reason that it can
extinguish Eritical reason, and thﬁs establish itself as the sole
standérd for rationality. Any intentions tha£ c§n£ravene
instrumental reason, or that present pdssibilities that do not
admit of.instrumenﬁél sglution, are outéide‘reason itself and
reiegated to the realm of "subjective bpinion.“ In this
atmosphere, it becomes difficult tovﬁind‘a éround from which.fb
launch a critique of the established ratioﬁality. The Frankfurt
School and especially Jurgen.Habermas soﬁght such a ground in tﬁé
_connection between knowledge and human interests. Critical
theory therefore differs from more traditional iﬁstrumental
theory in,that‘it is not external to that which-it‘examipes:in
the way that the laws of science are exté:nél to objeqtifiéd
.nature; rather, critical theory is openly and adamantly
interested theory. As Richard Bernstein, philosopher and student

of social theory has said:
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Critical theory aspires to bring the subjects themselves to
full self-consciousness of the contradictions implicit in
their material existence, to penetrate the" ideological
mystifications and forms of false consciousnéss that destroy
the meaning of existing social conditions. Critical
theorists see the distinction between theory and action
which is accepted by advocates of traditional theory, as
itself an ideological reflection of a society in which
"theory" only serves to foster the status quo.”  (Bernstein,
1978: 182) '
Habermas addresses the task of grounding a critical theory
of society in Knowledge and Human Interests (Habermas, 1971).
However, his work has recently taken other directions which make
him perhaps the most sysﬁematic social theorist of his
generation. While his work is 'largely programmatic in nature, it
is suggestive of directions for further research. This study

will examine the implications of his theory of human interests

and his theory of communication for curricular reform.

The Ground for a Critical Theory of Society

If it is true, as one Haﬁermas‘schqiar has argued, that the
distinction between éritical and.tfaditional theory hinges onythe
explicit fecognition of the intimate relationship of knowledge
and human'interests} then £his‘rélationship mus£ be clearly
explained (Bernstein, 1978: 180) . The relationship in éuestipn
is the ancient one between what we can knoQ of sociél life as i£
exists in the imperfection of the ﬁoment, and what we can imagine
it to be under more ide;lvcbnditioﬁs. If traditional theory is
concerned with doing things iight—-i.e., with proper technique--
then criticai theory is concernéd with dding'fhg ;ight things——‘

i.e., with an interest in improving the quality of human life.
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Critical theory has, in short, a fundamental interest in bringing
to explicit consciousness the tension between what is and what
ought to be. At first it might appear that this is a
pseudo-distinction in as much as the quality of modern human life
is bound up with the technical prowess of the species, but -
technical prowess is dependent on value neutral methodologies
whose power resides in disinterested observations and the
"judicious application of the scientific method. As ﬁabermas
explains:.
The progressive "rationalization" of society is linked to
the institutionalization of scientific and technical
development. To the extent that technology and science
permeate social institutions and thus transform them, old
legitimations are destroyed. The secularization and
"disenchantment" of action-orienting worldviews, of cultural
tradition as'a whole, is the obverse of the growing

"rationality" of social action (Habermas, 1970: 81).

Much of the argument of Theory and Practice (Habermas, 1973)

hinges on an understanding of the distance that social
self-understanding has traveledlfrom Aristotle to Hobbes, and the
confusion that is consequent to that changed understanding.
Politics, for Aristotle and for the Greeks of the golden age of
Athens, was intimately tied to the notion of the Eglii,_to the
understanding that human being.was constituted by and in the
poiis. The most extreme form of punishment in that épntext was
ostracism, which stripped the individual of.his humanity by
denying him access to politics. Human being was incoqceivable
outside the state, and politics was the means thréugh which human
being was articulated and realized in the individual through the

practice of the good and just iifeT In that sense.poiitiés_was
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an extension of ethics; and subject to the same epistemological
limitations: it could not yield nomological and empirically
verifiable knowledge.

But for Hobbes, and for the modern understanding of social
theory, the situation is quite different. There are natural laws
of human behavior that are empirically verifiable, immutable, and
technically applicable to all situations and at all times. It is
the task of social theory to discover these principles and apply'
them in technically appropriate fashion to the problems of the
modern state. Ethical considerations are appropriate neither to
thelprocess of discovery nor to the process of technical
application, which is largely a matter of devising human
institutions which are consonant with the mechanical laws of
nature (Habermas, 1973: -42). Modern social science has this
Hobbesian orientation, though in a much more sophisticated form.
The confusion between the Greek and'modern coﬁcéptions of social
and political reality define the parameters of the task for
critical theory:

. . how can the promise of practical politics--namely, of
providing practical [i.e., ethical] orientation about what
is right and just in a given situation--be redeemed without
relinquishing, on the one hand, the rigor of scientific
knowledge, which modern social philosophy demands in
contrast to the practical philosophy of classicism? And on
the other, how can the promise of social philosophy to .
furnish an analysis of the interrelationships of social
life, be redeemed without relinquishing the practical
orientation of classical politics? . (Habermas, 1973: 44)

The problem of finding ground for a critical theory of

society must address this conflict between the classical and

modern conceptions of social theory. Richard Bernstein has
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discussed this matter at length in The Restructuring of Social

and Political Theory (1978) in which he traces the historical

development of different conceptions of social theory, including
that of the Frankfuft School. His argument, which has been
partially recounted above, makes much of the confusién between
the practical and the technical in the language of politics. The
practical has come to mean the "expedient" or:the technically
possible, wheréas for Habermas the practical always refers to the
processes of interaction within a normative order, and as such is
synonymous with the etﬁical and the.political. The confusion is
rooted in the disappearance of critical reason and the supremacy
of technical reason and the 1ogi; of efficiency. We can see the
phenomena clearly in the American Progressive Movement of the
early twentieﬁh century, of which ﬁohn Dewey was the priméry
educationaltspokésman. Historians disagree as to wﬁether
progressivism as a political pfoéram was designed to restructﬁfe
American society along lines more ameﬁéblé td,anhequitable |
redistributipn of.economic and political opportunity, or whether
it Qas rather a program designgd to solidify inequipies by
scientifically managing some of the more $ocially explosive
crisés in the system. The normative assumptions that ground
social scientific methodologies have been overshadowed by the
successful management of political crises and remain‘largely
unquestiqned by the practitionérs of social sciences and by those
in whose name such crises are managed. Habermas states if

plainly:
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Yet even a civilization that has been rendered scientific is
not granted dispensation from practical questions: therefore
a peculiar danger arises when the process.of scientification
transgresses the limit of technical questions; without,
however, departing from the level of reflection of a
rationality confined to the technological horizon. For then
no attempt at all is made to attain a rational consensus on
the part of citizens concerned with the practical control of
their destiny. 1Its place-is taken by the attempt to attain
technical control over history by perfecting the
administration of society, an attempt that is just as
impractical as it is unhistorical (Habermas, 1973: 255).

- To the extent that education is a social science, it is
clearly subject to the same caveats as other social sciences in
this regard. It is significant that the rapid spread of public
school education is contemporary with the Progressive Era and
with the scientific administration of virtually all areas of
public life. It is also significant that the central tenet of
Dewey’s philosophy, that personal growth is the goal of edﬁcation
and of all of life, is overshadowed by the gains in pedagogical
mastery that his insights made possible. The insight that
students tend to learn more readily when the content of their
learning is directly related to their immediate experience may or
may not be used to further the goals of personal growth. The
pedagogical techniques that increase learning rates can be ripped
from their normative context and be used to accomplish “socially .
useful" but persénally destructive ends. To the extent that
Dewey’s thought does not recognize this possibility, it must bé
judged naive and utopian. To the extent that science is seen as
the epistemological standard by which all'othér'forms of

knowledge are measured, the practical human interest is either

extinguished or deformed.

el |,
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In Knowledge and Human Interests (1971), Habermas seeks to

ground the critical theroy of society in the human cognitive
interests. (For a discussion of how Habermas develops the
cognitive interests see Chapter One: Investigative Methods.) It
is important to note that Habermas is not denigrating the
knoWledgé claims of any 'of the human interests. He is simply
arguing that the claims of the empirical-analytical sciences are
not the only claims that have legitimacy, and that they ought not
be considered as the models for all other kinds of knowledge.
The distinction between what he calls.work or
"purposive~-rational" action and interaction or "communicative"
action is a critical one. The claims of the empirical—analytical
sciences are validated through the scientific method and all of
the technical rules that the scientific method implies, while the
claims of the historical~ hermeneutic sciences are validated .
-through the consensual agreement. of intersubjective norms. . He
says:
By "work" or purposive-rational action I understand either
instrumental action or rational choice or their conjunction.
" Instrumental action is governed by technical rules based on
- empirical knowledge . . . . By "interaction," on the other
hand, I understand communicative action, symbolic
interaction. . It is governed by binding consensual norms,
which define reciprocal expectations about behavior and °
which must be understood and recognized by at least two
acting subjects. Social norms are enforced through
sanctions. Their meaning is objectified in ordinary language
communication. While the validity of technical rules and
strategies depends on that of empirically true ox
analytically correct propositions, the validity of social
norms is grounded only in the intersubjectivity of the

mutual understanding of intentions and secured by the
general recognition of obligations (Habermas, 1970: 92)-
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Each of the human interests that Habermas develops in

Knowledge and Human Interesté is grounded in one dimension of
human social existence. Wherever we find human beings, we find
them systematically engaging these interests in the reproduction
and self-realization of the species. This is perhaps the most
problematic part of his theory, and one that has been critically
received by Hans-Georg Gadamer and others (Mendelsbn, 1979). The
problem, which is beyond the scope of the present sfudy,'centers
on the epistemological status of thg human interests; a status
Habermas argues is "quasi-transcendental" (Habermés, 1971: 197).
In any case, his critical theory moves from a consideration of
the human interests to a conside;ation'éf communicative action,
where his philosophical system has reached its most mature phase.
His théory of'communiéative action has substantial implications
for c6re qurriculum Qevelopment and for the development of a

critical theory of education.

The Theory of Communicative Action

Habermas has established the need for free and open
communication as a necessary condition for the realiiation of all
of the human interests. The successful descriptién of reality
from the point of view of work and.the,technical interests that
guide it, requires that a symboiic universe be established in
which there are no systematic constréints’on qommunication._ In
the academic community these conditions are maintaiped by the-

traditions of academic freedom and the intersubjectively
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established norms for scientific inquiry and hypothesis
vgrification; The same may bé said for the historical-
hermeneutic sciences, where the verification procedu?es depend on
the ability of the parfibipants to articulate coﬁsensuél norms
(generally through the interpretation éf texts) in a
self-critical fashion that frees the understanding from
ideological distortions. The process of freeing the
understanding from ideological distortions is the purpose of the
emancipatory knowledge-constitutive interest, which is an
interest that runs through all knowledge-constitutive'interésts
insofar as their sucCessful'réalizatign‘requires free inquiry.

The emancipatory interest can be realized only in.a social
context in which self-understanding is attained through dialogue
with others who are striving for the same kind oﬁ understanding.
Bernstein suggests fhat this form of understanding‘is Socratic:

| We éan aléo grasp what Habermas is up to by.appealing to a
much older model in.philosophy, the Socratic model of
self-knowledge whereby, through a process of dialogue, the
participants achieve self-knowledge and self-reflection
which are therapeutic and effect a cognitivg, affective, and
practical transformation involving a movement toward

autonomy (Mundigkeit) and ;esponsibility (Bernstein, 1978:

199). ‘

As Bernstein further points out, Habermas is drgwing an
analogy between psychoanalysis and critical theory, suggesting
that the égme forms of self-analysis are involved in each
(Berpstein, 1978: 200-205). Of-coﬁrse it is not always the case
‘that this kind of dialogue is'possible’as a‘matter of historical

fact. Distorted communication is far more common than authentic

dialogue, and the kinds of institutions that permit authentic
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dialogue are present only rarely in societies characterized by
social relations of domination. But there are sources of
historical legitimacy for institutions that séonser free speech,
particularly in. the United States and Western Europe. These
institutions themselves have, in recent memory, beep captuted by
forces that would extinguish them. Yet a ground from which to
break the fettere on free and unconstrained commueication was
found, and it was found within the neture of communication
itself.

It is the central tenet of Habermas’ critical theory as well
as his theory of communicative cempetence that within the speech
act itself are'enticipated the conditions for life free of
unnecessary domination. Every speech act presupposes the

possibility of authentic communication--even distorted speech

acts and strategic communications designed to deceive. In the

essay "What Is Universal Pragmatics," Habermas seeks to show that
speech acts as well as language are capable of being "rationally
reconstructed" in formal and universal terms. This means that

his 1nvest1gat10n will focus on what he calls communicative

competence as distinct from the linguistic competence that forms

the content of the investigations of such llngulstlclans as
Chomsky, Austin and Searle, ane others (Habermas; 1979: 1-68). It
is important to make the distinction between linguistic and
communicative competenee clear: Habermas is argping that speech .
acts, the most elementary units of communicetion, have certain

universalizable rules, assumptions and objectives that obtain in
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all communications, regardless of their linguistic form or
ideological intent.

The basic universal-pragmatic intention of speech-act theory
is expressed in the fact that it thematizes the elementary
units of speech (utterances) in an attitude similar to that
in which linguistics does the units of language (sentences).
The goal of reconstructive language analysis is an explicit
description of the rules that a competent speaker must
master in order to form grammatical sentences and to utter
them in an acceptable way. . . . A general theory of speech
actions would thus describe exactly that fundamental system
of rules that adult subjects master to the extent that they
can fulfill the conditions for a happy employment of sences
in utterances, no matter to which particular language the
sentences may belong and in which accidental contexts the
utterances may be embedded (Habermas, 1979: 26).

The competent speaker must produce linguistically
comprehensible sentences, but in addition he must also “fulfill
presuppositions of communication" (Habermas, 1979: 27) that
cannot be fulfilled by grammatical formulations alone. This
communicative competence inclﬁdes the following abilities:

The -speaker must choose a comprehensible {verstandlich}

expression so that speaker and hearer can understand one

another. The speaker must have the intention of

communicating a true {wahr} proposition (or a propositional-
content, the existential presuppositions of which are

satisfied) so that the hearer can share the knowledge of the.

speaker. The speaker must want to express his intentions
truthfully {wahrhaftig} so that the hearer can believe the
utterance of the speaker (can trust him). Finally, the
speaker must choose an utterance that is right {richtig} so
that the hearer can accept the utterance and speaker and
hearer can agree with one another in the utterance with
respect to a recognized normative background. Moreover,
communicative action can continue undisturbed only as long
as participants suppose that the validity claims they
reciprocally raise are justified (Habermas, 1979: 2-3).

’
)

In other words, the statements are made in relation to external
reality (i.e. the statements claim to be true), internal reality

(i.e., the speaker claims to be truthful), and normative
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intersubjective reality (i.e., the speaker claims that the
statements made are right.and‘appropiiate aécordinggto the
intersubjective norms of the éiven speech situation.) Thomas

McCarthy points out the various lines of résearch these validity

claims suggest and indicates the direction in which Habermas’ own

research iS‘taking him, the establishment of inferpersonal
relations and the theory of social aétion (1978: 281-282).
Every speech act takes place on iwo lgvels: thé immediate
level of interaction within an already achieved consénsus
(communicative action), in which the communication is
comprehensible and assumés truth, truthfulneés, and rightness,
and on a deeper level on which this background consensus can be
thematized and questioned (communicative'discourse;. In all

cases; the implicit assumption in speech acts is that an

.Qndérstanding is poésible. For Habermas, this is absolutely

fundamental: the act‘of speech itéelf presupposes tﬁe possibility
of ;nderstanding and consensﬁs, and is aimed at producing such
understanding énd'COnéensus. "What raises us out of nature is
the only thing whose nafure we can knéw: language. Through its
structufe; autonomy and résponsibility are posited for ﬁs. Ou;
first sentence expresses unequivbcally the intention of ﬁniversal
and unconstrained.consensus" (Habérmas, 1971: 314). That this
unconstrained consensus is not ;lways‘present inbhuman
interaction, does not obviate the universal certainty of its
possibility. All communicative.inter;étion‘evénA"strategic“

interaction that is explicitly designed to decievé and occlude
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the truth has as its necessary presumption some manner of
understanding——ﬁowever impoverished it may in fact turn out to
be. Much human communicafion is systématically distogted; either
by external constraints or by internal paﬁhologies, but Habermas
holds open the possibility that these situations can be rectifiga
through communicative discourse designed to restore the defecfive
background consensus.

The conditioné for communication free of systematic and
internal-distortioné are precisely the same conditions for the
true and good life.. |

However, only in an emancipated society, whose members’

autonomy and responsibility had been realized, would

communication have developed into the non-authoritarian and
universally practiced dialogue from which both our model of
reciprocally constituted ego identity and our idea of true

consensus are always implicitly derived. To this extent the
truth of statements is based on anticipating the realization

of the good life (Habermas, 1971: 314).

Habermas attempts té oyercome the sepa;ation of thg true and the
good that is characteristic of our technological and‘instrumentél
age, by showing that the conditions for each are identical. One
might well speculate about the nature of science and education in
closed sociéties and conclude that -in essential respects they can
only be retarded by fhe deformea chéracter of commﬁnicaﬁive
action they-sponsor. It is undeniably true, as Thomas McCarthy
has pointed out (1978: 288—289), that the'four validity claims
enumerated above can be viewed as the dimensions in which
communicative interacfion might break down or become disturbed.

In that respect they serve a kind of normative function that

keeps communication vital'and oﬁen to its participants. In the
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event of a breakdown in communication, the parties to the speech
act.have certain.recourses that depgnd upbﬁ_sécial rela&ioﬂs for
their vitality. | |

Whén the truth of a statement:is called into question, the
speaker may employ several strafegies of clarificatioﬁ and
persuasion within the context of nérﬁal interacfion. HoWeve;, as
is often the case, what is challenged may be so fundamental as to
threaten the communication itself. When that happens, Habermas
argues, commuﬁication may be broken.off or it’may be continued at
a different and more radical level, the level of theoretical
discourse in which the rival truth claims afe subjected to the
force of rational argument. When a norm as the bésis for

communicative action is called into question, the matter can be

settled at the level of practical discourse. Similarly the
other validity claims can be redeemea through communicativé
discourses of various kinds.

It is crucial for the development of any educational theory,
-particularly the devélopment of a "critical" educational theory,
that the nature and basis for the background consensus of'
consensual speech be thematized. Programs of general education
have typically attempted to establish this‘background coﬁsensus,
although they have not necessarily attempted to provide a
critical understandiﬁg of it. frerams of liberal education have
often attempted a critiéal analysis of. this backgrouﬁd éonseﬁsﬁs
at one level’or another, but rarely have'they established the

conditions for free speech, much less for the good. life. Core
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curricula have tended to span the spectrum from those primarily
interested in the transmiséion of inhérited cultural valués and
the inculcation of basic skills, to those that attempt to
reestablish the conditions for the just and éood,life within the
college community of schoiars. In aﬁy c;se, thére is always a
background consensus against which education take; place, whether
or not this consensus is critically embraced. Habermas
estéblishes the general conditions for truth and mo?ality by
making a distinction between two forms of communication;
communicative action (interaction),aﬁd communicative discourse.
Communicative action takes place at the level of an assumed
background consensus; coﬁmunicative discourse establishes the
background consensus. There are two kinds of commﬁhicative
discourse: theoretical discourse, which establishes trutﬁ'
claims, and practical discourse which establishes normative
claims. One deals with epiéteﬁological questiqns, the other wifb
ethigal or moral questions. Before considering'the implications
of Habermas’ theory for a criﬁical théory of general education,
it is necessary to flesh out his éonceptions of theorétiéal
discourse and practicél discourse, énd to examine his consensus
theory of truth and its implicatioﬁs for the Ideal Speech Act.

Communicative discourse differs from other kinds of
discourse in that the participants in communicative diséourse
agree to put aside all métives othér than those concerned with
coming to a grounded agreement. The eséential aséumption

operative in discourse is that it is possible to come to




124
agreement, that all other constraints to communication are
temporarily set aside in favor of coming to agreement, aﬁd that
all participants to the discourse geﬁuinely seek to agree on the
basis of the better“érgument, and not merely.conséquent to the |
accidental circumétaﬁces of tﬁeir éarticipation. ‘In.their'

fundamental structures, theoretical discourse, which aims at

validating truth claims, and practical discourse, which aims At
validating problematic norms, are similar. Furthermore, though
tied to certain human cognitive.intéresté, the proéedureé by
which truth claims are validated éfe universal and are grounded
in the natufe of speech. |

Habermas develops'a consensus theory of trutﬁ for
theoretical‘discourée, in which ;ruth ié determined solely by the
force of thé better érgument. He'f;cuses Qﬁ the ﬁropoéitional
content of the utterance and argues that a true statement is oﬁé,
in which iﬁtersubjectiyi;y playé théldetermining fole. ﬁcCarthy

translates the following passage from "Wéhrheitstheorien,“

(Wirklichkeit und Reflexion: Festschrift fur Walter Schulz,
Pfullingen, 1973):

I may ascribe a predicate to an object if and only if every
other person who could enter into a dialogue with me would
ascribe the same predicate to the same object. 1In order to
distinguish true from false statements, I make reference to
the judgment of others--in fact to the judgment of all
others with whom I could ever hold a dialogue (among whom I
counterfactually include all the dialogue partners I could
find if my.life history were coextensive with the history of
mankind) . The condition of the truth of statements is the
potential agreement of all others (McCarthy, 1978: 299).

The propositiéﬁal content of an assertion by itself is not

enough to warrant’ its truth. One might well make a statement
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that is true without being able to p;ovi@e any logical or
rational justification for its truth. In sﬁch cases,'thé
statement is unwarranted or groundless. Some might argue, for
example, that this is the case of the Essentialists who argue for
the truth of a given text without being able to warrant that
truth on any ground other than a subjective bias or an historicall
prejudiée. ‘It would seem for Habermas that the mere éssertion of
what seems to be self-evident does not necessarily éonstitute'a
warranted truth claim. Only when that claim is placed in the
context of the universal rational ;pgument can .it 5e called true. -
In other words, Habérmaé-claims that we cannot separate the
criteria for the truth of a statement from the criteria for the
warranted assertability of the é;atemeﬁt. 6ne may be certain of
something without ever bringing that certainty before the
tribunal of collective consciousness; but to claim that a
statement is true in the sense of being valid, one must invoke
intersubjective corroboration (McCarthy, 1978: 300). The
Essentialist must abandon a dogmatic position with regq?d to the
great texts, and then legitimate those texts in communicative
discourse (of both the theorétiéal and practical type)\with
otheré similarly situated. ‘

A rationally motivated consensus can be reached énly where
there is the possibility of incre#singly deeper analyéis on
increasingly more fundamental levels of reflection. All
conceptual framewarks must in principle be open to question when

the need arises. This openness is almost certainly counterfactual
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in most instances, as is amply evidenced in the arguments of
Thomas Kuhn (1970) for example. But it must be theoretically
possible to examine the conflicting claims of different |
conceptual frameworks, if the possiblity of true consensus is not
to bé foreclosed. Any agreement based on less -than complete
examination of the possible conceptual.frameworks is contingent
on the particular conceptual framework in which it is stated.
Needless to say, this is where the cutting edge of human
consciousness resides, and if theofetical frameworks are to be
adjusted to méet the anémalies of experiential science, the
freedom to question them is essential.

The act of speech itself presupposes the possibility of
consensus. Central to Habermas’ theory of communicative
compétenée and to his epistemology is the notion of the ideal

speech situation, perhaps the clearest articulation of which

occurs in McCarthy’s introduction to Legitimation Crisis:

This absence of constraint, this exélusion of systematically
distorted communication . . . can be characterized formally,
that is in terms of the pragmatic structure of communication
. the structure is free from constraint only when for
all participants there is a symmetrical distribution of
chances to select and employ speech acts, when there is an
effective equality of chances to assume dialogue roles. In
particular, all participants must have the same chance to
initiate and perpetuate discourse, to put forward, call into
question, and give reasons for or against statements,
explanations, interpretations, and justifications.
Furthermore, they must have the same chance to express
attitudes, feelings, intentions and the like, and to
command, to oppose, to permit, and to forbid, etc. . . . In
other words, the conditions of the ideal speech situation -
must insure not only unlimited discussion but also
discussion which is free from all constraints of domination,
whether their source be conscious strategic behavior or
comminication barriers secured in ideology and neurosis.
Thus, the conditions for ideal discourse are connected with
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conditions for an ideal form of life; they include

linguistic conceptualizations of the traditional ideas of

freedom and justice. ‘Truth,’ therefore, cannot be analyzed

independently of ’freedom’ and ’justice’ (Habermas, 1975:

xvi-xvii).

These conditions may appear to be ut;pian, particularly in
the context of a thinker as pragmatically oriented as Habermas.
His argument is not that these conditions necessgri;y obtain in
every speech situation, though they might appear at any time, but
rather that they are the "unavoidable suppositions"™ of discourse
(McCarthy, 1978: 309). Unless we make these suppositions,.
discourse itself is pointless. When we do make these
suppositions, it becomes appérent that £he éoal of criticél
theory . (i.e., the emancipated life) is inherent in Habermas’
notion of truth since it is anticibated in every act of
communication whether reklected or not. Critical theory is thus
grounded in languége, in thé very notion of truth itself: the
true énd the good, instrumental reason and critical reason are
reunited.

Habermas’ analysis of practical discourse is essentially
paraliel to his treatment of theoretical discogrse, as ﬁight be
expected from his conclusions regarding the ideal speech
situation. His primgry concern is to establish that moral
ques?ions can be decided discursively and‘rationaiiy, and that
they! are not merely the result of subjective bias on the one
hand, or instrumental necessity on the other. Again, the most:

accessible sources for his treatment of practical discourse occur

in the essay "Wahrheitstheorien" (Habermas, 1973b), as translated
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and interpreted by Thomas McCarthy (McCarthy, 1978). He argues
that while there are differences between theoretical and
practical . discourse, the differences do not exclude from rational
discussion matters of practical importance. He argues that'tﬁere
is a rational'will‘which is capable of deciding matters of moral
and political importance according to the force of the better. -
(more rational) argument. Furthermore, there is a moral
background consensus against which practical speech acts take
place, and it is possible to thematize that background consensus
in much the same way that it is possible to thematize the
background consensus in theoretical discourse, i.e., by pushing
to' increasingly more reflected (or “radicaiized“) levels of
discourse.

The same presuppositions of freedom from constraint also
apply to practical discourse: there must be symmetry and
equality and the general freedom from constraints on
communication that are necessary for theoretical discourse. But
the evidence necessary to support the conflicting claims differs
from theoretical discourse:

We are dealing here with the pragmatic modality of cogency

and not with the logical modality of necessity: casuistic

evidence, in the form of cogent arguments, provides good
reasons or grounds for accepting a proposed explanation or
justification. In theoretical discourse the logical gap -
between evidence and hypothesis is bridged by various canons
" of induction. The corresponding function in practical
discourse is filled by the principle of universalizability:

"only those norms are permitted which can find general

recognition in their domain of application. The principle

serves to exclude, as not admitting of consensus, all norms

whose content and range of validity are particular"
(McCarthy, 1978: 313). .
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The argument takes an interesting turn.at this point, one which
makes it possible for Habermas to ground morality in the
intersubjective structures of communication. He argues that
while practical interests can be subjective and particular, they
can also be generaiizable through.the same processes that all
interests can be generalizéble. Just as there is a distinction
between sense certainty and validity, thére is a corresponding
diétinction between personal desires and generalizéble interests.
Only the latter become socially binding norms and standards for
conduct, bgcaﬁse only the latter céﬁ be generalized through the
principle of universalizability..

The final step in Habermas’ argument brings'theoretical and
practical reason together at the level where what we should want
depends on what we can know. | |

Whereas the critique of knowledge required a thematization

of the interests underlying different forms of inquiry, the

critique of moral-practical consciousness requires asking
what we should want to know, and this depends in turn on
what we can know. Theoretical and practical reason are
inextricably linked; they are moments of a comprehensive
rationality whose coherent development signifies the

development of a rational will (McCarthy, 1978: 317).

The coherent development.of the rational will cannot be
acheived in isolation by a solitary reasoning cqnsciqusness.since
the very possibility of réason implies intersubjectivity. The
rational will is not "out there," waiting for the mind of Man to
uncover it, nor is it dwelling within in nascent ané contingént
form waiting for the right his;orical moment; Ratﬁer, it is

brought into explicit consciousness through the mutual and

reciprocal processes. of communication of which Habermas speaks.




130

The possibility of the rational will is inherent in human

interests, but becomes rational as it becomes univérsalized. The
rational will is realized in theoretical and practical discourse,
the aim of which is to come to consensus concerning which human
interests are generalizable. Not all human interests are
generalizable, of course, because not all hﬁman interests are
rational. Insofar as they are rational, they are affirmable as
components of the rational will. The process through which.
interests are universalized is called discursive will formation,
and that process is essential to the human project. For
Habermas, the human ‘species has a moral history just as it has a
scientific history:

the moral system can no more simply erase the memory
of a collectively attaingd state of moral consciousness,

‘once practical discourses have been permitted, than the.

scientific system can retreat behind an attained state of

cumulative knowledge or block theoretical progress once
theoretical discourses have been institutionalized. If the
moral and scientific systems follow inner logics, as I-am
supposing they do, the evolution of morality, like the

evolution of science, is dependent on truth (Habermas, 1975:

87-88). .

Each proposed interest represents a need that competes for
recognition and legitimation within the process of discursive
will formation, though certainly not all needs are generalizable.
In the ideal speech situation, only those interests that are
truly generalizable will gain assent, but the ideal speech
situation is rare, to say the least. Therefore, since the needs
arise in a specific historical situation and can be neither

proposed nor affirmed by a disembodied consciousness residing

outside of history, the content of any specific generalizable
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interest will be shaped by the possibilities of that time and
place (Habermas, 1975: 95-102). Aé;in the argument seeﬁs to run
against those who would'postulate moral absolutism, since those
who are affected by the generalizable interest must perbetually
reaffirm it in discursive will formation that approximates the
ideal speech situation. This point is particularly important for
democracies who may tend to find in their'form of poiitical
organization the embodiment of some transcendegtal and immutable
principle of truth. Such for Habermas is-nof the case. ﬁe makes -
a distinction betgeeﬁ the legitimatihg grounds of-a political
_ordgr and the accidental circumétances of any particular
political institutions, such thét extant institutions are merely
the means through which interests are legitimately.accommodated
(McCarth&, 1978: 331). This statement has far reaching
impl%cations for the development and implementation of curricular
reform in institutions of‘higﬁer education. |

In order to bette% understand the significance of discursive
will formation for core curriculum reform, a brief aiscussion of

the central argument of Legitimation Crisis (Habermas, 1975) is

essential. For it is in Legitimation Crisis that Habermas

describes the mechanisms thrqugh which advanced capitalist
societies ground their undersfandingsof themselves.

His argument éan be succiﬁctly statea; In modern capitalist
democracies there is a radical breach between the actions of the
government that are necessary to the preservation of the economic

order and the discursively grounded principles upon which the
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political order is based. To use the language of Habermas, the
generalizable interests that may have been rationally grounded'in
communicative discourse have been suppressed by treating them as
particular (Habérmas, 1975: 111-117). _Thié amounts to £he
private appropriation of'public wealth by governmental
institutions charged with the administration of the "general
welfare." Their actions would never gain assent in the ideal
speech situation--i.e., in a communicative environment wheré the
best interests of all concerned could be actively solicitéd. In

this respect Legitimation Crisis is a Marxist analysis of

contemporary capitalism. Habermas, however, does not find the
crisis tendencies of modern capitalism solely, or even primarily,
within the economic sphere, as does Marx, but, rather, within the
sociocultural sphere where the orgapizational-principles of
society do not allow for the rational'solution to problems
critical to society’s continued existence.  For purposes of this
study, one place such crisis tendencies appear is within the
university generally, and within the afea of curricular reform
particularly, e.g., the consensual establishment of a. core
curriculum is always problematic, and generally treated as a
special problem with an instruﬁental solution. Nowhere is the
private appropriation of public reéources better served than in
the training of the industrial and tecﬁnical and professional
workforce, and in the intimate conneétions betweeﬁ industry and

public education. It is no accident .that accrediting
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institutions often play large roles in the establishment and
implementation of new core curricula. |

Administrative control of the economié crises that
periodically occur in capitalist (and othéf) economies is limited
by the boundary conditions of existing yalue systems, and when
admlnlstratlve control is lost or threatened from w1th1n, there
is a "rationality c¥131s“ (Habermas, 1975 61- 68) Ratlonality
‘crises threaten the administrative system by qugstioning its
technical mastery. Legitiﬁation crises, on the other hand,. o
threaten the administrative system by calling into question their

consonance with existing generalizable interests: it is an

identity crisis, and as such calls into question the legitimacy
of existing modes of social organization. Legitimation crises
are "managed" in the following manner:

The arrangement of formal democratic institutions and
procedures permits administrative decisions to be made
"largely independently of specific motives of the citizens.
This takes place through a legitimation process that elicits
generalized motives--that is, diffuse mass loyalty--but
avoids participation. This structural alteration of the
bourgeois public realm . . . provides for application.of
institutions and procedures that are democratic in form,
while the citizenry, in the midst of an objectively’ (an
sich) political society, enjoy the status of passive
citizens with only the right to w1thold acclamation
(Habermas, 1975: 36-37).

This system is the best of both worlds in that it promotes
mass loyalty wﬁile at the same:time ensuring a high degree ;f
administrative independence from those not "technically -
qualified" to make decisions. Of course, discursive will
formation threatens this system'since this system ié dependént on

a high degree of civil privaﬁism (one might also suggest a high

N
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degree of miscommunication). That we no longer "find ourselves"™
in the public realm is a truism lamented by no less a |
conservative philosopher than Allan Bloom (1987), and describes é
pervasive attitude toﬁérd politics that has predominated at least
since the Watergate era. But Habermas points out that.the
compromise begins to break down as the demands of tﬁe
administrative system encroach upon the‘Sanctity of £he private‘
domain--as government becomes increaéingly intrusive in areas
previously delimited by the normé of civil privatism. This
intrusion weakens sécial aﬁd cultural traditions and calls-for a
new relation to them.

A rationality deficit in public administration means that
-the state apparatus cannot, under given boundary '
conditions, adequately steer the economic system. A
legitimation deficit means that it is not possible by
administrative means to maintain or establish effective
normative structures to the extent required. During the
course of capitalist development, the political system
shifts its boundaries not ‘only into the economic system but
also into the socio-cultural system. While organizational
rationality spreads, cultural traditions are undermined and
weakened. The residue of the tradition must, however,
escape the administrative grasp, for traditions important
for legitimation cannot be regenerated administratively.
Furthermore, administrative manipulation of cultural matters
has the unintended side effect of causing meanings and norms
previously fixed by tradition and belonging to the boundary
conditions of the political system to be publicly
thematized. In this way, the scope of discursive
will-formation expands--a process that shakes the structures
of the depoliticized realm so important for the continued
existence of the system (Habermas, 1975: 47-48).

This legitimation crisis has obvious and extensive
implications for education, especially for core curricula. As
the private realm undergoes its historical transformations, the

educational system is called upon to maintain the stability of
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the "depoliticized public realm" by either transmitting existing
cultural values or by positing new ones that conform more readily
to changing cultural circumstances. But as Habermas points out,
"traditions important for legitimation cannot be regenerated
adm{nistratively," and in fact they cannot be maintained at all
without becoming ideological justifications for the status quo.
The task of education is to serve these needs, not necessarily to
legitimize them.
Familial¥vocational privatism complements .civil privatism.
It consists in a family orientation with developed interests
in consumption -and leisure on the one hand, and in a career
orientation suitable to status competition on the other.
This privatism thus corresponds to the structures of
educational and occupational systems that are regulated by
competition through achievement (Habermas, 1975: 75).
Perhaps more than any other aspect of curricular reform,
core curriculum reform addresses the needs of a political system
in crisis. It is no accident that the move to abandon core
curricﬁla took piace during a period when there was an inordinate
amount of social dissention. The period from 1968 to 1974 was a

Legitimation Crisis in American democracy, and in American higher

education.

Principles of Habermas'’ Critical Theoxry

1. The centr;l tenet of the Frankfurt School’s critical
theory is that £here are inescapagle epistemological connections
between knowledge and human interests, between facts and value;,
between practices and theories. Those connections ought to be

thematized and subjected to critical scrutiny.
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2. Critical theory has a fundamental interest in bringing
to explicit consciousness the tensioﬂ-between what is and what
ought to be. It is fu@damentaily interested theory,‘and ag such
seeks to restore the.pormative dimensions of social\theéry
excluded by positivism. |

3. The empirical-analytical sciences are but one of the
ways of conneéting humah interests to knowledge: they ougﬁt not
be considered the model for all other kinds of knowledgé.

4. The central tenet of Habermas’ theory of communicative
competence is that the speech act antigipates the conditions of
the emancipated life and hence of‘critical theory.

5. Speech acts, the most elementary units of linguistic
communication, have univeré#lizable rules, assumptions and
objectives that obtain in all communications, regardléss of their
1ingﬁi§tic form or'ideoiogiéai.inténtt The ekplicgtion of these
rules, assumptions and oﬁjectives is the goal of récdnstructive
language analysis.

6. Among these universalizable rules are the four validity
claims: comprehensibility; truth, frutﬁfulness,‘and | |
appropriateness. |

7. Every speech act takes place on two levels: the
immedi;te level pf‘interaction-withip an already achieved
consensus (coﬁmﬁnicative action), and a deeper levei on which
thié background‘qonsensus is thematized, questiohed, énd

reestablished (communicative discourse).
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8. The conditions for the ideal speech act are identical
with the conditions for the ideal life. They can bé formally
characterized in terms of the pragmatic structure of
communic&tion. Truth cannot be separated from freedom and
justice.

9. Truth is the product of a consensus achieved under the
conditions of free speech. The truth of a
statement depends upon the pgtentiai ;g;gement of all others.

10. There are two kinds of communicative discourse:
theoretical diéqourse, which aims at clarifying truth claims; and
practical discourse which‘aims at clarifying'ﬁormative claims.
The two merge in the formatioﬁ of the rationai will,

“11. The goal of critical theory, the emancipated life, is
inherentﬂip ;he‘notioﬁ of truth éince it is.anticipated in every
act of communication.

12. The process tﬁrough which interests are universaliéed
is called discursive will formation. The formation of thié
rational will is ap'ongoing procéss.

13. In modern capitalist deﬁdcracies there is legitimation
crisis: a potential cbntradictiqn between ;he actipns.gf the
government that are_necessary té the presérvation of‘éhe econqmic
order and the discursively grounded principles upon which tha£
order is based. |

;4. The 1egitiﬁation érisis is a crisis in the

socio-cultural sphere'where education plays an important role.
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A CRITICAL THEORY OF GENERAL EDUCATION

Introduction

It remains to judge the e#£ent to which the four approaches
to general education outlined in Chapter Two are vitiated or
confirmed by the critical theory of Jurgep Habermas, and to
develop his theory in terms of a specific critical theory of
general education. It would certainly seem that the special
problems of highef education presenfed'by the post Vietnam era
are unique in the history of higher education, insofar as they
present pfoblems and bossiblities unanticipated.by the founders
of those four schools, including and maybe even especially Clark
Kerr’s déscriptive analysis of the status quo. The description
of the modern multiversity as "a meqhanism held togethef by
administrative rules and powered by money . . . . a series of
individual faculty entrepreneurs held together by a cémmon
grievance over parking" (Kerr, 1982: 20), certainly would be
foreign to Cardinal Newman, if not the others. Yet that may well
be an accurate description of many of the large research |
"universities in this country todaf.

If it is an accurate description, and I believe that it is,
then the problems of'curricular reform are even more urgent than

ever. General education reform continues four years after the
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publication of Gaff’s study (Gaff, 1983), as is evidenced by the
unexpected popularity of Allan Bloom's recent treatment of thé
undergraduate experience, which is the most recent of the many
Essentialist diatribes against the dilution of £he liberal
learning (Bloom, 1987). His description of the problem is
startlingly accurate, even if his analysis of ité causes is not.
The fact remains that none of the four philosophical approaches
to education is adéquate to the changed circumstances of this'
generation of curricular issués, becaﬁse this generation of
curricular issues is framed in the context of one of the most
pervasive legitimation crises of American history. In order to
"re-legitimate™ or authenticate the institutions which comprise
the background consensus of American higher education, and of
Americén life itself, a different approach is clearly needed.
The solution to the present legitimation crisis may well bé found
in the universities, and within the‘univérsities, in core

curricula programs and all that they inspire.

Approaches to General Education: An Assessment

The four approaches to gené£al'education almost never occur
in pure form, and when they do occur iﬁ pure form it is almost
always under extraordinary conditioﬁs——suEh as Newman fouﬂdiﬁg
the Irish Univeréity; or Hutchins instituting tﬁe Great Books
Program at the University of Chiéaéo. Yet in various ways,-these

assumptions have currency within general education programs:
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within their structure; within their pedagogy: within the
attitudes of the professoriate engagéd in them; within the
variouély structured . implementation and oversight committees.
Exisﬁing programs are justified (iegitimatgd)'on the basis of the
principles enumerated in Chapter Two. Before discussing how ﬁhe
critical theory of Jurgen Habermas can serve as a critical theory
of géneral éducation, a comparative evaluatiog of the salient
philosophical orientations of each of the four approaches is
appropriate. |

The distinction bethen Idealism, as forﬁglated by Newman,
and Essentialism as formulated by Hutchins is often not appérent‘
in convefsations involving core curricula and general education
programs. It is possible to advocate a éreat books curriculﬁm,
and to therefore be considered an Essentialist in the Hutching
mold, and éimultaneously postulate an ideal conception of man
based on natural law, a conception transparent to human reaéoﬁ
(Bloom, 1987). And while it is undeniably true that there are
many similarities between Idealism and Essentialism, fheir
differences are also significant.

The idealist approach to general education is dominated by
an episfemological assumptioh concerning both fhe source of truth
and thé conditions for its validation. Its source.is
transcendental, or a£ 1eést beyqnd the clutches of mundane
temporality, and the conditions for its validation tend to be

based on an ideal coherence. Logical coherence is the final
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arbiter of the truth of all propositions for the Idealist, and is
independent of human judgment inséfar as it is a conditibn for
human judgment. The human mind is restless, it probes and prieﬁ
at nature, ana as it does so it discovers truths that yield -
instrumental value. But the acquisition of those instrumental
values never suffices to justify the‘inquiry: knowledge is not
power, or at. least its value is not instrumental. Since all
knowledge is hierarcﬁical, and since the human mind cénnot
embrace ali that can be known in‘an intuitive leap, the additive
process of accumulating knowledgé'tends to have a certain
ent:opic effect, i.e., the combination of the desire for
inst;umental control and the limited nature of the human mind-
conspire to fragment knowledge and_tb give a false sense of
security. . Such excessive épecialization leads to the
impoveriéhment of the understanding and to the perversion of the
ends of life, whicﬁ is philosopﬁical (unified) knéwledge.

There is a sense in which the university as an institution
requires what no individual can ever do, for while it might be
possible to have a unified view of kngwledge from an |
institutional perspective, no single mind cényevef emcompass that
much. The demands of Idealism are unreaiistiéfto the pragmatic
sophisticate of the twentieth century. They are especially ideal
when housed in the 19th century Eﬁglish college, envisioned as a
community of scholars dedicated to the diffusion and |

dissemination of philosophical’and_integrated knowledge, a
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community which is supported by a society of dive;se interests
all of which place demands on the 20th century University to be
all things to all people. Nowhere is the contrast between the
ninefeénth century and the twentieth more stark than in the
contrast between Cardinal Newman and Clark Kerr.

Simiiarly for the Essentialist there is an objective
standard for truth that is accessible to human reason. The
capacity for reasoning can be developed and facilitated through
the proper exercise of the understanding. Essentialism is als§
similar to Idealism iﬁsofar.as the Essentialist.sees the end of
man in the full development of intelleétual power, though for
Hutchins that meant formation of mental habits consonant with the
metaphysics of Aristotle and Aquinés. The notion that there is a
specific content to the best possible education is peculiar to
Essentialism and the Great Books éroéram. The Essentialists also
held that the unifying principle of thexuniversity is tﬁe pursuit
of truth for its own sake, but at the same time they thought
universities should be judged by the exteqt to which they engaged
in critical thinking abéut the fundamental issues of their time.
Essentialism is a good deal less “ideal“ insofar as it recognizes
‘the inescapable realities of the society in whichiit is set.
Hutchins’ curricular reforms were a reaction aéainst both
dominant trends in American higher educafion, trends which tended
toward an instrumentally elective curriculum, and against the

rising tide of European fascism that represented the destruction
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of rational coherence and moral unity. The fundamental and

inescapable difference between Idealism and Essentialism is that -

the Essentialists felt the university served a sociaily aidactiq
function and the I&ed;ists did ﬁot.

Dewey recognized in Newman the "quest for certainty" which
was both the existential fate of man, apd ;lsé the source of the
derogation of the pracfical innfavor of the_theoreticai; Dewey
did not share the disdain for the.practicai that charapterized
both Idealiém-and Essentialism, but he did recogni;e the- central

problem of modern man as the reconciliation of the instrumental

and the moral, the scientific and the ethical. In this he was in-

good company, as we have seen, but unlike Habermas, Dewey located
the problem'in the derogation of tﬁe practical (the mundane) by
the theoretical (the sacred), and saw the origins of the class
society, for example, in the‘perpetuation of the distinction
between thinking and doing. Habermas and the Frankfurt School
locates the pféblem elséwhere, in the'exten£ to which
instrumental thinking has overwhelmed all thought, especially
critical thought. It haé.done this'in the interests of the class
in whose name liberal thought was origiﬁally sanctified;.
Nevertheless, Dewey aléo heéld £hat all thinking was
interested thinking, gnd was therefore a reciprocal matter in
which the world had its'say as weil aé'man. Truth was neither a
matter of the correspondence of though£s with tﬁeir objects, nor:

was it a matter of the coherence of thoughts with themselves, but
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rather a matter of the correépondence of interests with the
consequences of behavior. In this theory of interests, Dewey 1is
very close to the later formulations of Habermas.

Dewey is also close to-Habermas insofar as he recognizes
that communicatipn is the fundamental activiﬁy of.soéiety, the
abfivity in which society can truly be said to exist. Education
plays the cgntral role in this process siﬁce it involves the
transformation of the quality of experience through the
interactions of indi&iduals with their natural and social
environments. All-of the appréaches to general education st;ess
that education plays a central role in our‘sécial organization,
but Idealism, Essentialism and Progressivism all argue kin'
;lightly different ways) that edﬁcation ié both an eﬁd in i;self,
and the end of man.

As its name suggests, Progressivism was and continues to be
a philosophy with an agenda for social change. As an approach to
general education, it implies that the content of the curriculum
ought to serve the students’ legitimate interests as members of a
democratic society. -The connection between t#e institutions of
democracy and the pedagogy of Progrgssivism are_exélicit in’maﬂy'
places in Dewey’s éhilosophy, but nowhere as explicit as in

Democracy and Education (1916), where he argues cogently that

individuals have no meaning apart from their socially
communicated and articulated meaning, and that democracy best

promotes the kinds of interactions that are likely to lead to
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growth. Education which develops the-capaéities for a;sociated
living is by definition moral.

While Idealism gnd Essentialism are similar in many
respects, and while Dewey’s philosophy in some ways anticipates
Habermas, Pragmatism scarcely quaiifies as a philosophy at all.
Tt is much more a description of the status quo in the throes of
a legitimation crisis than a'philosopﬂy that recommends solutions
to critical issues. At least that much may be argued about the
Pragmatism of Clark Kerr, who explicitly .disavows any”
prescriptive intent in the 1972'"Po$tscript" to his book (Kerr,
1982: 147). The university Kerr.describes is the university that
is now -in the process of addreésiﬁg the problems of curricular
reform; the university that is more mechénism than organism,
pluralism than monism, and ié leéitimately connected to fhg
mundane affairs of business and government. While Kerr qoes not
prescribe; his description is élearly selective, and his
attitudes toward thap which he.describes are ambivalent, yet
generally approving.

If one principle of Pragmatism can be culled from the work
of people like Kerr (1982) and Rieémgn (1981) i; is that chagge
in complex social institutions like the multiversity, comes

slowly and incrementally, and usually as the result of adroit

administrative leadership rather than as a consequence of any
manner of. discursively formulated'cbnSEnsus-—i.e., it is more the
result of the instrumental manipulation than critical thought.

Wholesale reforms of the kind proposed by Newman, Hutchins, and
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the Progressives are unlikely to be successful because of the
inertia of the institution itself, but also becauée of its
diverse constituencies. Like it or not, the multiversity is here
to stay, in all its pluralistic chaos, and it is unlikely tﬁatkwe
have the instrumental whereﬁithal to control it. Xerr seems to
be saying that érqblems that are not amenable to instrumental
solutions are not realiy problems at all, but must be accepted as
components of a changed reality.  His instrumentalism is'of a
fundamentally different kind than Dewey’s insofar as it is
ideologicaily grounded_in the uncritically accepted values of
western technocrécy.

The four philosophical approaches to general edﬁcation fail
to establish a ground from which they might be self-reflective.
Idealism and Essentialism both legitimate themselvés by recourse
to'trangceﬁdental sources of truth and morality, and conéequeptly
have a distressing flavor of authoritarianism about them. There
is little room in which to reéonstitute the sources from which‘
the authority flows, since the authority itself is encased in the
ideology of the existing cultural value apparatus. frogréssivism
grounds itself in Dewey'’s naturalism, in his theory of instincts,
habits and intelligence, which translates itself uncritically
into the acquiéitive and instrumentally oriented ideology of
growth. There is no point in Dewey’s thgught from.which we can
determine the difference betweeﬂtérowfh:ﬁnd decay. In that
respect he is naively optimistic éoncerﬁing‘the fortunes of human

development in the 20th-cen£uryr Finally, Pragmatism is little
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help because it fails utterly at being a philosophy at all. It is
grounded firmly in the instrumental values of the present, a

bewildered drum major in search of a parade.

A Critical Theory of Education

The Philosophical'Grounds

The problem of finding a.ground for a critical theory of
general education is'similar to the'problem of findin§ a ground
for a eritical theory of society: the insights that point tﬁé way
to the critical fheory are embedded in that which isytg be
criticized. If general educ#tion serves.as the background
consensus for the undergraduate curriculum, the undergraduate
curriculum serves, however adequately or inadequately, as the the
highest expression of the background consensus of the dominant
society that supports it. When it f;ils in that mission, the
legitimacy of the university itself is calleq into question.

This is not to say that the background consensus éupplied by the
undergraduate curriculum is shared by all the diverse interests
of society, nor perhaps by all the divefse interests of the
university community itséif, but éucq‘an undersfanding is. shared
to some extent by the interests Qho both serve and are served by
the university. Geﬁeral education, at }east potentially, brings
within the purview .of critical réason the unexamined elements of
individﬁal and colléctive consciousness éhat constifute, fhrough

daily application, the fabric of our cultural lives.
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It is no secret that inétrumental considerations of
curricular planning have the potential to distort the
communicative processes necessary for the formulation of a
critical theory of géneral education. There are all kinds of
constraints on the kind of unlimited aﬁd_free communic#ﬁion that
Habermas suggests is essential to the ideal speéch situation.'
Such constraints are unavoidable in this imperfect worla of
enrollment driven budgets, endowments; and b§ards of governors.
To the extent that these constraints, admittedly external to the
educational process itéelf, are intgrnalized in the educational
process, the instrumentally pdssiblélhas usurped the critically
desirable fér the student in the classroom--a student who has no
particular sensitivity for the fihér points of management by
objectives., -

Much of the lite;ature on general education has suggested
that higher educafion in the'United States has'lost its way, and
that one possible solution to the lack'of unity and purpose
evidenced in undergraduate curricula is a return to general
education programs. Those suggesting such a return are usually
of a generation‘edgcated in one or another 6f the four approaches
outlined in Chapter Two of this study, and their experiehces are
so colored. For almost any generation educapéd in the twentieth
century, however, the basic sﬁggesfions of John Dewey ha&e_a ring
of’familiarity. The function of the school, he said, was |
threefold: 1) To provide a simplified envirénment for the

systematic assimilation of a complex civilization; 2) To provide
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a "purified medium of action", i.e., to cull from the history of
experience énd possibility only those elements consonant with tﬁe
dominant vision of a better future society; and 3) To facilitate
the Aemocratic principle.of social ﬁobility (Dewey, 1917: 24);
One can hear within these functions of the school the human'
cognitive interests of~Jurgen Habermas: the technical interest
corresponding to the first function;-the practicél interest
corresponding to the second function; and the emancipatory
‘interest corresponding to the third %uncfi&n. bewey did not
develop a philosophy based on thése,functions because the
problems that focused Habermas did not yet speak to the
pre-Fascist world in which Dewey was wriﬁing. Now ‘that the world
has experienced Fascism (perhaps the most'pathological |
disturbanée of communicafive processes‘inlthe history of human
speech), the philosophy of Habermés has a compelling urgency.

It has been an assumption of tﬁis study from the outset that
education serves an emancipatory funétion,‘at least in the
historical sense of "liberal education," but’algo in the more
specifically political sense of a‘ciitique of ideology. ifl
education maintains the tension between what is and what ought to
be in the broad sense of Dewey’s three functions,'general
education must be especially'attentive to this possiblity in
regards to the third function; to facilitaée the democratic
principle of social mobility..The diffgrence between Dewey and
Habermas in this respect is that whilg Dewey assumes the

legitimacy of the prinéipleiof~socia1 mobility, Habermas grounds .
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that principle itself in the fundamental nature of the only thiﬁg
whose nature we can realiy know--lanéuage.

Similarly, this study grounds the critical theory of general
education in the coﬁmunicative procesé'itself; By applying
Habermas’ theory of communicative competence to the communicative
processes that articulate general education, this study provides
a philosophical basis beyond the immediateiy ideological from
which such programs can be judged. There are three levels of .
application for Habermas'’ theoryﬁ the initial level of |
conceptualization and plaﬂning, during which the particular
general education program is articulated; the implementatién and
maintenance level througﬂ which the generai education plan is
actuated and adapted to the unfdrseeh circumstances of academic
life; and the pedagogiéal level in which the program is delivered
to the student in the classroom. .Ihe tﬁeory of communicative
competence applies to all three levels of application, and the
extent to which communication at all three levels meet the
criteria of Habermas’ theory measures the éxtent td which the
programs thus concei&ed aré>legitimaté; |

The profoundly critical nature of Habermas’ theory of
communicati&e competence can perhaps best be seen by fleshing out
the analogy between psychoanalyéié and critique. In Knowledge

and Human Interests (1971: 214-245), Habermas draws a very

selective analogy between critical theory and psychoanalysis in
which he seeks to show that the goal of each is

self-understanding through self-reflection. The psychoanalet
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seeks not only to penetrate the patient's self-understanding, but
to move the patient to recollect and recdnstruct hisAown
self-understanding. This the analyst cannot do for the patient
any more than the patient can do it for himself by attending
lectures and reading books about psychoanalysis. It is not
enough to describe the distorted self—unqerstanding, the éatient
must internalize éhe insights by instituting and perpetuating a

process of self-reflection. The patient is "cured" to the extent

that he maintains the Habits of such a self-reflection and
carries them on through his future éxpériencgé. The purpose of
this analogy.is to show how a critique of ideology depends upon
such a self-reflective pfocess. Thé same analogy is ;pplicable
to general education at all three levels of application. |
During times of legitimation crisis thé curriculum is
undérstood in the context of distorted communication. The ground
from which it can be refo¥med'cannot be found externally to those
who constitute and perpetﬁate it. It can on}y be found through-a
self-reflective process in which the "patient" seeks to
understand the nature of the‘distortions.and to acquire the
wherewithal to reéétablish connections to the sourcés of
curricular authority. Where is the analyst in this situation?
Who has the undistorted and clear vision required to lead the way
out of the dark wood of error? for Habefmas the critical
theorist plays an aﬁalogous role £o the ﬁsychoaqalyst, and as we
have seen, fipdé visual acuity in thé theory of communicative

competence.
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The Articulation and Planning Phase

Free and open communication is a'necessary condition for the
realization of all the human interestsi Within the undergraduate
curriculum, the human interests are‘represented in systematic
form, and such free and open communication as Habermas describes
is at a premium. This is partly due to the nature.of the
disciplines themselves; many courses taught in the undergraduate
curriculum do not lend themselves to commpnicative interaction at
all, much less free and open communicative interaction. But it
is also due to the structure of the .institution within which
power relationships distort communi@ation aé readily as any other
workplace in a complex society (one hears the words of  Clark kerr:
describing the university being held together by a common
grievance over parking). Nevertheless, in every communicétion,.
digtorted or not, there is a supposition that agreement is
poésible, and £hat the relations of authentic commuﬁication,
though usually counterfactual, are ﬁithin the grasp of
participants to the speech act. When this suppositon is not
present, communication becomes strategic,\i.e., people dissehble
and manipulate the éommunicative process,fbr communicafion.breaks
off. Both are real poésibilities within the curriculum plaﬁning
process.

The surprising popularity of Bloom’s recent book on the
undergraduate curriculum underlines the willingness of the
genéral populace to consider.the seriousness of the current

legitimation crisis in higher education. In a chapter entitled
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"The Student and the University" Bloom states the problem
sﬁccinctly:

_+ . . the crisis of liberal education is a reflection of a

crisis at the peaks of learning, an incoherence and

incompatibility among the first principles with which we
interpret the world, an intellectual crisis of the greatest
magintude, which constitutes the crisis of our civilization.

But perhaps it would be true to say that the crisis consists

not so much in this incoherence but in our incapacity to

discuss or even recognize it (Bloom, 1987: 346).

This inability to discuss or recognize curricular incoherence is
a problem Habermas’ theory of communicative competence is
peculiarly suited to address. When the existence of a
communication crisisléf this magnitude becomes part of the
popular public consciousness, the time has come to address it
systematically.

The question is not how to structure the undergraduate
curriculum so much as it is how to structure the communicative
context in which the undergraduate curriculum is to be addressed.
If the problem is a matter of communicative dissonance, i.e., if
the problem stems from pathologically disturbed communication
processes, then the critical theory of general education must
address those processes in much the same manner as psychoahalysis
addresses the disturbed personality: The analogy is selective,
of course, and is only appropriate insofar as it Aindicates the
degree to which the'recovery of the patient is dependent upon
increasingly reflective self-understandings that continue beyond

the immediate solutions proposed. In that respect, the

initiation of the process of curricular reform must be carefully
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conceived, or the procesé will reproduce thg dissonances it was
designed to overcome. - | h

The impulse té redesign existing core curricula or to
initiate a core program where none previously existed arises ou£
of an assumption that théfe is some co@mon ground out of which
the educational experience ought to grow. The'brocess of
afticulating and planning a'general.eduéation program is the
single most important problem facing institutions of higher
education today, beéause it-amounts-to an‘artiqulatiﬁn of the
purposes of the university and the purposes of the society of
which it is a most essential expreséion. If the university itself
cannot find a backgraund COnsénsus_from which to address the
technical, practical and critical interests of the species, then
communication itself is éndangered, and:so is democratic life as
we know it. |

Hébefmaé has argued that every séeech act takes place on two
levels:.the immediate level of inferaction within an already'
achieved consensus .(communicative %ction), and on a deeper levél
on which this achieved consensus can be themétized and questioned
(communicative discéurse). The impulse to reférm‘gene;al
education, an impulse that often reinstitutes prograhs abo;ished
in the 1960s, reflects the breakdown of the backgfound con;ensus
which not only integrates thé underéraduate curriculum, but which
makes speech itéélf possib;e. .fhe early stages of the -
articulation and planning process are typically characterized by

misunderstandings, accusations, recriminations, and the entire
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repertoire of strategic behaviors. Faculty members talk past one
another, struggle to find somefhing upon which théy can agiee,‘so
that they can unify themselves and protect what they perceive to
be threats to their autonomy--an autonomy characterized by the'
dictates of instrumental reason and.the specialized interests of
the society they are empowered to serve. Administrators conspire
to find ways to budget for new programs that will leave existing
programs intact and not require incrgased fﬁnding. Meetings |
designed to reach agreement are often frustrating and confusing
displays of administrative and facﬁ;ty impotence; neither side
able to coﬁmunicate effectively with the other because there is a
funaameptal lack of trust.

These communicative distortions are addressed by a serious
consideration of Habermas’ communicative theory. Communicatiﬁe
competence requireé that statements made by both sides to the
diépute are comprehensible, true, truthful, and apﬁropriéte. All
four of these conditions must Qe met before there can be
authentic communicatién. The speech-act assumes that it is
possible to meet these requirements in general, even though suéh
requirements may not be mgt in any particu1§r speech-act, and
when distortions occur, they can be rectified in communicative
discourse. The initial stages of the process of curricular
reform are particularly susceptible to distorted communication
because the participants in the feform process have different

agendas proposed by different constituencies, and each recognizes
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legitimacy only within a very narrow sphere of poﬁer and
interest.

The renewed interest_in geﬁeral.eduqation is a reform
movement, even when it is aimed at.thevcre;tion of a new
constellafion of educational experiehceéﬂ éome general educatioh
program is always oﬁerative as a baékgroﬁnd consensus to any—
communication system. Where there is no:self-reflective program,
the assumptions of the backgrouﬁd consensus are uncriticélly
adcepted as legitimate. This is the dogma'of instrumenta;
reason, of Pragmatism, in the contemporary ﬁultiversity. The
problems of general education then become iargely administrative
- matters--the allocation of teaching assignmehts within the-
various academic deparfmeﬁts, the,alloca£ion of distribution
requirements among the various administrafive units of the
college, the application of transfer credits fromxother
instifutions, and other similar iﬁétfumental concerhs. These are
certainly iﬁportant questions that ﬂeed to be addressed
reflectively, but they are also questions that assume affirmative
answers to other more fundamental questions that may not have
been asked.

Habe;mas's theory of communicat;ve competence suggests ways
in which the more fundamental quéstions might be set. When it is
no longer obvioué what an ﬁnderéraduate ought to know and how he
ought to know it, the—background consensus of the academic
community has been called into~questioﬁ, i.e., there is no longer .

any consensus about ‘what the operative background to speech-acts
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(to education) megns. A cohsensus can be reached only where
there is the possibility of radica;izing the discussioh, i.e., of
pushing the discuss;on to incfeasingly more reflecti#e levels of

understanding. This means, as Habermas has argued, that all

conceptual frameworks must in principle be open to quesfion,
reflection and discﬁssion.- The possiblit& of true consensus is
not foreclosed as long as the‘question‘has been announced.

The announcement can come - from any one of several éources—-
academic, administrative, political ana even from the studeﬁts
themselves. It often comes from all of these directions
simultaneousiy in the form of a generalized dissatisfaction with
the "quality" of undergraduate educgtion; The way the quesfion
is framed is crucially important for future discussiéns, and is
more than a mere practicai mattgr. Speciél caie must be taken to
ensure that the problem is understood as a criéicél issue in
curricular planning, énd not a probiém capable of mérely
administrative or instrumental solution. -The problem posing
stage of curricular planning is an area fhat begs further
research. .

Once the problem has been articulated as a matter for
communicative discourse, in which all parties to the discourse
agree to suspend all motivations other than those that will lead
to consensus, ahd to,éet'aside all constraints to comﬁunicétion
in fayor'oflcoming to agreement on the basis of the'fprce of the
better argument,:the serious‘di$cussion'of what geneiai'educatign

ought to be can begin. We can judge‘ﬁhis stage of the process by
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the extent to which it meets these conditions, by the extent to.
which it stimulates the conditions for free and open discourse on
the matter of what the undergraduate ought to know.' Again, this
assumes that there‘is something that the undergra&uate ought £o
know, and that we can agree on what it is, through the process-of
rational discourse.

In this regard, Habermas’ consensus theory:of truth
indicates that the standards for judging one proposal>better than
another is a matter of intersubjective agreement, but |
intersubjective with a difference: the céntent.of the specific
proposal by itself is not enough to.warrant its truth--merely
uttering apparentiy self-evident propositions does not péss for
truth in this context. It is precisely because £hese |
self-evident truths have been uncritically accepted that the
probiem of curricular reform arose in the first pléce. It is not

enough, for example, to assert as self-evidently true that all

undergraduates ought to readeing Léar, or The Odyssey, or that
they all ought to have a course in the History of Civilization,
or Calculus. It may be that all wou;d agree to these
propositions, but curricular reform is a matter of reestablishing
for ourselves, the participants in the process of reform; the
reasons for inclusion of theée great texts and ésseﬁtiél
experiences. The mere assertion of their greatness does not
warrant their truth. The reason The Odyssey is a great text, for
example,lis because what Homer says about the human condition is

fundamentally true, and that truth must be rediscovered in the
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process of curricula? reform. In other words, the process of
curricular reform needs to address matters of specific content
and their cpnceptual frameworks in a radically discursive
fashion. ‘

The process of rediscovering the truth of great texts, while
but one of many problems that need to be addregsed by any
a;ticulation and planning group, may be seen as a metaphor for
the process of cufricular reform. kIt may not‘bé too outlandish
to propose that there is a metaphorical donnection between the
process of curricular reform and The Odzésey itself, insofar as
each is a’'process of "coming home" that is fraught with danéer
and cohfﬁsion, and which dependé upon a listening posture toward
the world.) Whatever mechanism is devised talarticulate the
general education program it ought to be judged by the standards
articulated by Habermas’ ideal speech situation, which have
already been articulated in Chapter Threé. In order to fulfiil
the symmetry requirement, the articulation mechanism (committee)
must be structured such as to ensure that each member has an
equal chgnce to initiate and.pe;petuate discourse, i.e., to force
the dialogue to ever more reflqcﬁed léﬁels whenever the need
arises. This means that there must pe a possibility for
unlimited discussion of each proposal made, and:for discussion at
levels that will result in resplgtiqn through.the fsrce of the
better,afgumént at whatever level is necéssary. In some casés
this may héan that individual parﬁicipants to the probess Qill

need to be educated to the special problems of discursive will
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formation--the process of curricular reform is itself an
educational process.

The dictates of the ideal speech 'situation also imply that
each participant will have the samg-oppo££unitiesvto express |
opinions, to vent frustrations, to command, forbid, opposé, etc.
The committee must be structured such that the external power
relations brought fo the discussion from the pniﬁergity coﬁmunity:
do not interfere with ‘the pfocess.of‘free speech. :This may be
the most difficult of all_the requirements, and may be the point
aﬁlwhich the entire project fails. Unless the participants to-
the speech-act agree to suspend their special powef relatiohships
in the process of reaching consensus.on the fundamental nature of
truth, they cannot expect té have a general education program
that does ahything more than perpetuate the distortions of the
current educational experience. To this extent, it may be unwise
to apéoint high—ranking administrative pfficials_to chair the
comﬁittee, i,.e., it may be unﬁiSe ﬁo transport into'the process
of curricular reform the very structures that make the reform
necessary. The tendency is to adopt a committee stfucture that
parallels the structure ofithe uni&ersity, which is theoretically
hierarchical (and which parallels the administrative organization
of the industrial apparatus it supports), but such a tendency
should be resisted unless it can meet fhesé stringent
requirements of s&mmetry and free ;péech.' |

In the final analeis, as Habgrmas argues, the conditions

for ideal discourse are identical with the conditions for the
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ideal form of life, and the conditions for ideal curricular
reform are identical with the conditions for effective teaching
and learning within the context of genergl education, ;. . . they
inciude linguistié conceptualizations of the traditional ideas of
freedom and justice. "Truth,’ therefore, cannot be analyzed
independently of ’freedom’ and 'justicef" (Habermas, 1975: xvii).
In other words, the articulation committee mqét create amoﬁg_
themselves the very environmentAthey hépe_to extend_to the rest
of the university--if they cannot do that, the reform project
will certainly fail. It may Be that there are those on this
committee that want it to fail, of course, and if that is thé
case, they must be converted or neutralized by the force of
rational consensus.

The conditions for the ideal speech-act are the "unavoidable
suppositions"™ of discourse (McCarthy, .1978: 399). They may not
be explicit at every stage of the artipulation process, but they
are implicit at every stage becﬁuse if they Qere not,
communication would break off. When the assumptions are made
explicit by employing them as stapdards by which to judge the
authenticity of the diécourse, the goal of c;iticai theory and
the goal of a critical theory of education ﬁetge: .the
emancipated life is the reflected life. The goal of general
education is to explore the conditions of truth, freedom and
justice--the background conéensus'for the ﬁgood life."

Communicative discourse is either theoretical o} practical,

either oriented toward matters of truth or matters of morality.
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‘The conditions for each are the same, and the implications for
each in the formulation of a genefal education program are the
same. . The same presuppositions of free speech apply to practical
discourse: there must be symmetry and equality and general
freedom from constraints on communication.- Bﬁt when
communicative discoursg is practical, the principle of
universalizability comes into play. Since mgtters of practical
interest are not reducible to.£he canonsg of logic, they must be
submitted to the fqrce of intersubjective validation. Not all
practical intérests are genéralizable, only those are
generalizable which can stand the scrutiny of discursive will
formation. Since the human speéies has a moral history just as
it ﬁas a scientific history, the interests that arise in any
particular historicél situatién can be generalized only by £he
possibilities of that time and place. This means that the
pfocess of curriculum planning,’ ;specially general education
curriculum planning, is an ongoing process that can never rest
secure in any given set of courses 6; texts. Moral absolutism is
neither a theoretical nor a practical possibility since those who
are affected by a general educatiqn program, which recommends a
set of generalizable interests béfh theoretiéal and practical,
must perpetually reaffirm it in discursive will formation that
approximates the ideal speech situétion. ‘

Each institution has particular needs andzresource
limitations that must be recognized in the plénning stages.

Such limitations as library resoufcés, student-faculty ratios,
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institutional type and studeﬁt body composition, all.contributé
to the horizon of limitations and possibilities. The
articulation phase amounts to a reconside;ation of the role of
the institution iﬂ relation to the constitﬁencies that comprise
it and support it. . Insofar as the process regoghizes and
maintainé the ideal speech situatioﬁ in its deliperations, the
conflicting interests of each conspituency may be rationalized
and universalized in a general education program that is grounded

in the reconciliation of instrumental and critical reason.

The Implementation and Maintenance Phase

In the case of a'new program,‘there must be a mechanism for
implementation. In the case of a reformed program, there must be
a mechanism tﬁat ensures that the reforms are carried out under
conditions that will promote free and open communication
according‘to the principles.of the ;ationaliy formed consensusl
This stage of general education reform presupposes that the éiior
stage was carried out properly according fo the principles of |
communicative competence. If that stage was not so articulated,
it is doubtful that the implémentétion phéée can correct it.l But
if the articulation phase was properly executed, the
implementation éhasé continues its;work and acts as the central
academié instifution of the univefsity by continuing to execute
the critical theory of general eéucation. For this reason it is
critically important tha£ thére.be-con£inuity bét@éen the two

stages of the process.
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The critical functions of this stage of curricular reform
are two: 1) to oversee the implementation of the articulatéd
general education program; gnd 2) to serve as liaison between'the
faculty in the géneral education classroqm and the rést of the
institution. There are other administrative and personnel
functions that are adjunctive to these fwo major functions, but
they are beyond the séope of this phiiosophical study. If is
inconceivable, however, that any administrative function would
fall outside the dictates of the theéry of communicative
competence. |

The implementation phase is, from the point 6f view of
critical theory, the continuation of the process of discursive
will formation, and the analogy between psychotherapy.and
critical theory is nowhere more appropriate than here. The
implementation process is the process of continued self-
reflection by which the univefsity heals itself. It is not
enough ﬁhat the disorder be diaénosed, the comﬁonents of its
recovery must be lived out in thé process of qfitiéal reflection.
Specific questions concerning such issueé as faculty recruitment,
course selection and review, evgluatjon of faculty performance
and course‘conteﬁt, are all matters Ehat enliven the process of
creatiﬁg a university, and ought to_be-central to the life of the
institution. That such functions havé been viewed as
administrative éhqres is indic;tive of the extent to which
instrumental reason has qverﬁhe;mg@lcriﬁical reason. Matters of

faculty récruitment and selection for the general education
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program, for example, are not matters for administrative
decision, but rather go the the heart of the issue of edﬁcational

practice,

The Delivery Phase

The delivery phase focuses on the most visiblé aspect of
general eduéation: the classroom experience. However, to‘bgéin
the process of general education reform by looking at the
~classroom is to misunderstand the dynamics‘of the educative
process; The students in general education programs are not
being asked to form the background consensus against which the
univefsity understands itself, for tﬂat consensus has already
been formed without them. They are coming into a langﬁage
universe that existed before them énd will ﬁo doubt‘exist éfter
they are gone regardless of whethef, as individuals, théy embrace
it or noé.- But if general education programs are to be
understood as authentic educational expériences, experiences in
which thére is a mutual transformation éf éonsciousﬁess on both
sides of the communicgtive exchange, fhe ideal speech sitqation
must also be fecreated in the classroom--at least té the extent
that the force of the better a;gument éan prevail.

There are obvious inequalities-in the rélations between
studenté and teachers that do not exist in the relations among
faculty. But tb the extent that education is communiéatiqn,
there is nevertheless the preéumptibn that‘agreement is possible,
thgt.if the student, could equalize himself in all other respéqts,‘

he ‘would also assent to the propositions of the general education
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program. And much like the patient in therapy, the student mﬁst
not assume a passive role in thé process, but rather muét
actively engage his education. To that extent at leaét, the
requirements of the‘ideal speech situatioﬁ (for free and
unlimited discussion) obtain in the classroom as well. VThose
courses that are not amenable to discourse, are not>proper1y‘
general education courses, e.g.,'basic Skillé courses are not‘
general education courses, and neither are introductory surveys
intended to provide instrumental skills for the beginning ﬁajor.
There may be all kinds of reasons for including these'coursés in
a general education program, bu# none.of them would survive the
test of generalizability, which‘is to say they are reflections of
pafticular iﬁte;ests however cherished. |

It is not necessafy to examine the content of any particular
geperal education program to articulate the standards by which
thét content might be critically assessed. The primary cfiteria
of assessment for courses that seek to communicate, investigate
and articulate the background consensus of the university is that
they 5e taught in such a way that they lead to the realization of
the conditions fo; the just aﬁd good life. They must actively
involve the student in the pursuit of truth, unde?stood as
consensus. The primary distinction here is befween training and
education, between what Paulo Freire calls the "banking concept
of education" and "problem—posing‘edﬁcation" (Ffeire, 1970:
57F74). The tegcher is not fhé narrating subject who "possesses"

what the listening objects must dutifully accept, attractive as




167
this fiction might.seem to certéin Essentialist commentators on
the subject (Blooﬁ,_1987). The students afe not mere passive,
receptacles into which deposits are madg for later withdraw;l..
Nor are their minds some sort of muscle that needs discipline and
training. The students have inherent qignity, they have the same
rights to the free speech-act as any other participant in |
communicative discourse, and they frequently make important
contributions to the prngss of discqrsive will formation. Sinée
each generation must reaffirm the coﬁnections to the true and the
just, and since‘each ggneration of college student seems to be
more heterogeneous than the last, general education mus? be seen
as a valuable contribution to this process.

The salvation of the university lies in the communicative
interaction among students and the faculty of general education
éourses. The university can remain a vital and critical part of4
sqéiety only if free'and open-comﬁunicatioﬁs are encour;ged and
facilitated. If general education ié viewed as the process of
inculcating future generations with the values, beliefs, and
practices of the dominant society¥—even if that soéiety is
formally democratic--the receiéients of such an education will pe
unable to generate the new communicati&e relations necessary to
sustain democracy, and legitimation crises are therefore
unavoidable. If values are presented as received truths, rather
than as the consequences of arduous critical thinking by
particular people struggling with timeless questions of human

existence, those upon whom' such truths are-béstpwed certainly
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will become "value illiterate"; they will be unable to “read" the

signs and symbols of their times.

Directions for Further Research

1. There is a need for further philosophical research into
the nature of the differences between John Dewgy énd Jurgen\
HabermasAconcerning commﬁnication theory and the Qrounding of truth
claims.

2. More empirical research is needed into the communication
prqcesées of implementation and mainténance committees, to see if
common problems can be‘isolated and structures devised té avoid
them. Implementation and maintenance.committees are the residence
of the critical theory of education, and special problems in
communication need to be addrgssed.

3. Both empirical and herméneﬁtic investigations into the
kinds and meanings of various announcement'procedures is necessary.
Such research would investigate the'va;ibus ways to articulate the
problem of curricular reform that would open the possibility for
discursive will formation.

4, There are no evaluation procedpres for measuring the
degree to which the criteria of open and free communication have
been met. Such evaluation procedurés are necessary to measure the
extent to which general education pfégrams have met the dgmands of
critical theory.

5. Some research into ;he advisability of organizing general

education programs into the three areas of the human cognitive
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interests is necessary: i.e., organizing the curriculum into the
investigations of the technical, he;meneutic ;nd critical
interests.
6. There is clearly a need for empirical and critical
research into pedagogical strategies for general education in which
there is a demand for significantiy more dynamic student—teachef

relationships.
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