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PREFACE

In our letter inviting prospective participants'to-attend

this conference, we asked for help in analyzing the ‘curtrent

absence of a value ‘conserisus in American life and 1n é&amldlng

p0551b1e grounds for a new c0nsensus. We added that we wished to

explore the contribution of educatlon to the shaping of values

and of the media to their dlssemlnatlon‘ These broad topics were -

presented, first through four thoughtful formal pgpers, .each
focu91ng on one strain of the larger subject; each was responded
to by individual conference members. The papers and responses

then serusd

gckground and catalyst for the stimulating

discussion that folld and that is here summarlzed .

to Beth Greenfeld for her skills
as rapporteur and editor. “We are especially grateful also to

Once again we are grate

John D. Maguire and Harry E. Sy%th president and ‘secretary

‘respectlvely of the Society for Values in Higher Education, who

helped to initiate and organize this conference.

\
.

\

September 1978 Joel Colton
The Rockefeller Foundation Director for the Humanities
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- least orderings of some sort pnoduced by processes of human"

THE PROBLEM OF CONSENSUS IN AMERICAN SQCIETY,
A Kenneth E. Boulding .-
, A N\

It is ‘a truism, though surpr151ngly unrecognized, that/;;l

'values by which human beings evaluate things are human values, at

valuation. Whatever are the larger values of nature and the

~ universe, we can only approach these through our- own processes of

valuation. - This does mot mean, however, that human values are -
‘either ‘arbitrary, meaningless, or incapable" of criticism and
‘change. Ther{ is a "real world" of "fact" which constantly

criticizes and challenges our images @Qf it, and introduces a bias
ih the change in our .images, so that %ﬁere'is a constant pressure
te eliminate error by processes of testing and te approximate
trnth,by processes of search. In the field of human valuee,

7~
‘there are similar "asymmetries of changg. The critique of values

and their selection under this imnact, as well as the creation of
new values by processes of social mutation, produce,an evolution-
ary pattern which is neither wholly random nor completely deter-
minant, but which has a prejudice in its dynamic deriving fra}
something that at least by analogy we could call the real world

of values.

The dynamic pfocesses by which human valuations change are
profoundly affectea by the fact that the valuations of different
persons differ. They differ because they are very largely
learned in the process of indiviaual"gfowth, development, and

education. There is.little doubt that even human values have a

‘certain biogenetic base built into the structure of our nervous
system by the genes. Thus, from the moment of birth, we display

certain values - liking milk, mother, warmth,~$ecu}ity; and

‘disliking loud noises if we are girls, or bright lights if we are
boys, cold, insecurity, and so on. From the moment of birth,

d

. 1:.?‘{ «
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’
however , build on this genetlc base, and by the time we dre
adults, these foundations are largely obscured by the vast super~

‘'structure of learned values. Because every individual "has a

different experience, all these superstructures are differeht,’
though in many cases the differénce$ are oniyfih det3jl. Some-

‘_t1mes, however, the ‘differences can be quite large, s1mply

>

because ‘of the great diversity of human cultures and the strong
tendency for' individuals growing up w1th1n a-particular culture

to conform to its values. lefepentlatlon occurs also because a

‘few people break out from “the cultures in whlch they have grown

up and adopt a different set'of values. They become radicals and

N Y -
.’ conservatives, or whatever it is that the culture is, not. There

may ‘even he something like a tuo—generation ¢ycle, with the.chil~
dren revolting against (fheir parents back to the position of
their grandparents, against whom their parents rewolted. Some
cultures,” on the other hand, are extremely stable, transmitting
their values almost uncbanged for many generations, like the Hopi
or the Amish.

~ Values are ooordinateo by processes which do not necessarily
involve consensus; that is, agreement about values. I'have dis~

tinguished three major methods of coordination of values in

< 4
_sokiety, which I have called the three p's - priceg Eglicemen%

and(greachments. Prices, of course,‘is the market, which has the

virtue that it coordinates different preferences by supplying
different goods,\amd hence economizes on agreement. The market
can accommodate teetotalers, vegetarians, drunkards, rock fans,
and Mozartdians, s1mply because any effectlve demand - effectlve
in the monetary sense - has a high probability .of produc1ng a'
supply. Hence, the market can satlsfy a wide variety of 1ndl-
vidual tastes without any necessity of agreement. There does
have to be'agreemént, however, about the institution of the

market.itselft- If that loses legitimacy, it cannot be sustained.

~ ’



Pollcemen refers to the pOlltlcal order, which is the order
of legitimated threat. Political decisions emerge out of a d}-
versity of values by an enormously complex process which differs
greatl? from society to society, varying from tyranny, in which

the preferences of the tyraht are imposed on the society, through

various forms of ollgarchy, to various forms of democracy,:which

include the enormously *Complex processes of election, voting,

" majority rule, m1nor1t veto logrolling, political batgaining,
Y {

.. and so on. Here agaln, there has to be an agreement of some

' sort, at least . tacib ‘agreement, on the constitutional forms and

~on the 1eglt;macy of the political processes that are used.-

G
.

N

The third form'of coordinatioh, which -I have cailed_Ereach-

ments, .is the moral order itself, particularly as it is reflected .

‘1n the dynamlcs of legltlmacy Every subculture is defined by,
produces, and perpetuates an ethos; that is, a set of preferences
to which it expects its members to conform. A nonconformist re-
ceives criticism either in the form of the raised eyebrow, or the
sllght edge to the voice, or the thunderlng denunciations of the
preacher, edging off into the sanctlons of the polLtlcal system
éhd the stocks, the gallows,-and the auto—da—fé ¢ Individuyals who
pers1st ‘in nonconformity .will elther be ellmlnated expelled, or
will leave a part;cular:subculture, The larger society further
criticize_.the.subcultures Qf which it is made; some of them may
be driveoigj

nonconformists from their subcultures is one of the great  sources
of humaﬁ“spreao and migration, -from the Exodus, to the Pilgrim

Y .

Fathers, to modern Israel.
{

In these processes- of change, the role of the prgphet‘who'

. creates¥§ "value mutation" is crucial. This is the charismatic

figure who propounds a new set of values which competes with the

old, criticizes the old, .and sometimes transforms the old (al-:

though the valles rarely survive in the form whlch the prophet

. _‘a - ,A-_;_ -

ut and some‘forced to conform. ;Indeed; the flight of
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gave them). These prophetic-figures are value entrepreneurs who

often create organizations which per tuate some version of the

;yalues of" the "founder - through subtle;combinations of persuasion,

threat, and the simple selective Jalué of truth. - : J,

¢ It will be observed that these Ehree methods of coordination
A involve a consensus at two quite dLgferent levels; wh1ch mlght be
called constitutional consensus ahd de0151onal consensus. Consti~

tutional consensus is agreement’ a?out the rules of the game,
about the legitimacy of the processes by which differing values
_ate coordinated. If consensus is withdrawn, the processes cannot

. _ - oper ate. /We see this even in the market, the legitimacy of which
. P

- " has always bDeen a little precarious. It may begin in such phe~ -

3 nomena as "Silent trade," in which two tribes which Cannot even
5 | meet wi thout fighting- develop .a téchnique of trade w1thout meet-
‘e ing. At the other end of the scale, certain types of markets
lose the1r legitimacy, like slavery in the nineteenth century and
capltal markets in the communist world in the twentieth century.,

" The old stock exchange in Ienlngrad is ‘now a Palace of Culture

‘ and Rest because of the loss of legitimacy “of th1s partlcular

¢ form of market; that is, a. loss of the constitutional consensus

which underlay it. Even thqugh the market economizés agreement

a const1tut10nal consensus, w1thout wh1ch it cannot really
operate, and.this can be threatened by polltlcal processes or by
processes in the moral’ order. It is quite easy for the market to
develop an illegitimacy which can be regarded as pathological,

simply because both the political and the moral order tend to

( appeal to heroic value, systems which despise the :commonplace,
“whereas the macket is incurably commonplace. '

4

The political order, whatever form it takes, clearly demands
a constitutional consensus, whether this is acceptance of the

N ’ divine right of kings, the leadership of a charismatic dictator,

&

and does not require much dec1510nal consensus, 1t ‘still requlres _

L
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'majorlty rule, Robert's Rules of Order, electoral procedures,
party 1oya1t1es, political bargaining, - and the like. : When "a

constltutlonal consensus breaks down, the process breaks down,
even though almost any political process is probably better
than none}j In the absence of political process, the threat
system tends to get out of hand, and leads to the Hobbesian war
of all against all, in which the life of man is nasty, brutish,
and short. Terrorism representsw'a' profound breakdown of the
constitutional consensus toward the Hobbesian nightmare, but the
strength of the political consensus is seen in the relatlve
impotence of terrorism and the fact that if it is to succeed, it
) almost has to become constitutional. The political consensus is
apt to be consensus about procedure rather than about results.
It does not necessarily result in a decisional consensus, al-
"though by cohtrast with the market, in political life there\must
be more agreement about decisions, even if it is only an agree-
ment to dlsagree But decisional consensus 1s not necessary as
long as a constltutlonal consensus remains, as'long as we accept

the king's right, the rule of law, majority voting, and so on.

, In the moral order, distinction between constitutional and
decisional consensus is perhaps less clear. But, even here, a
decision to remain in a culture is a sort of constitutional con~
sensus which may involve the suppression of decision ~ putting on
a front, telling lies, conforming outwardly to hide an inward
nonconformity. Within a particular subculture, a decisional con-
sensus', or at Imast the appearance of it, tends to be important,
although there is\an interesting problem here in the development
of subcultures of toleration, in which diversity of individual
values can be tolerated because the culture itself includes
diversity as a value and has some overriding value that defines
the subculture in a narrow range of "essentials," which then

permits a wide diversity in what is regarded as "nonessentials."



Here culture and subcultures are edging ,toward the market
solution, as, for instaﬁce, in the separation of Church and
>Stéte, which implies the.identification of religious belief is a
marketable cpmmodity in thch a person can buy what he chooses
without threatening the underlying unity of the society. I
recall the masthead of a'Philadelphia Quaker journal that said:
"In essentials, unity; in nonessentials, liberty; in all things,

charity."

It is possible to trace a long, historic movement with

many ups and downs toward reducing the preferences that are

regarded as essential and increasing the range of those in which

w; have liberty, which are regarded as nonessential. This is a
movement toward heterogeneity in culture. It is at least a rough
generalization that the more primitive a culture, the more homo-
geneous it tends to be and the less tolerant it is of diversity
and nonconformity. We should not necessarily, therefore, view an
increase in toleration as evidence of a lack of consensus. It may
represent the development of a largerzponstitutional consensus
about what diversities are tolerable. Thus, we see a movement
from enforced uniformity in religion and established Churches to
free competition. We see this now in sexual' behavior, with gay
liberation '‘and so on - attempts to legitimate diversities which
previously have been regarded as unacceptable. We see it also in
a shift of the traditional rqle of the sexes, opening up to each
sex patterns of behavior and culture which previously were un-
acceptable, all within the larger constitutional consensus. On
the other hand, there always remain the essentials in which unity
is necessary, and there are subcultures, like the Weathermen and
terrorists, who are excluded from toleration because they do not
conform to the constitutional consensus, in which the rejection
of violence 1is almost universally important, except as it is

applied to foreigners. Even within organizations - for instance,
J

b}

<



2
c .
’ - .

within individual Churches, within corporatfons, within univer-
sities, even perhaps within the American Legion ~ we find a
greater tolerance of diversity developing as the constitutional

consensus becomes more secure.

~ As we now look at the history of the United States in the
light of the above considerations, we can see, I think, that the
constitutional consensus has been remarkably tough in terms ‘of
the political congtitution and even the political subculture. It
‘is not only that the American Constitution has lasted a long time -
- the United States is now about the eleventh oldest country in
the world in ‘terms of operat&ng under a continuous constltut{on :
or even political subculture - but this Constltutlon has surv1ved
some spectacular changes and some very grave threats: it survived”
the ‘enormous Westward expansion; it survived the rise of the .
'corporation and the, transformation of*the economic system from a
system of small firms and independent craftsmen to one of enor-
mous corporations and a large organized labor movement; it
survived the Great Depression, when unemployment rose to 25
percent, corporate proflts were negatlve for two years, and it
looked as if the whole economic system was on the point of
dlslntegrat;on. Yet we' passed through this without any consti-
tutional change, except the repeal of the‘Eighteenth Amend-
ment (Prohibition), without any fundamental change in the party
structure, without any substantial change in the politiéal cul-
ture. The New Deal represented no change in the constitutional
consensus; it represented a very small change in the actual

organization of society.

Constitutional stability and continuity have marked the
history of the Emglish-speaking societies in North America from
the very beginning. Even the American Revolution led to very few
changes in the actual 1nst1tut10ns of the socigty: the economic
institutions were practically unaffected; there was some expan-

R
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sion, though not very much, in the proportion of time and effort
devoted to political institutions. But even from the point of
view of the political institutions it created, the American Revo-
lution was extfaopdinafily British. It is one of the ironies in-
deed that the American Revolution created a much more monarchical
society in the United States and a more republican society in
those British countries that preserved the monarchy. = Certainly,
George IIT would have considered his wildest dreams realized if
he had had the powers of the American President, even in the
eighteenth century. The differences in the underlying political
culture between §he United States and the other English-speaking
countries are not ealiy very great, and the pblitical cUlture'is'
far more important than the constitutional differences. Because
of our monarchical constitution, i; is more troublesome in the ’
United States to get rid~of a Presideng, like President Nixon,
than it would be to get rid of a similar prime minister 1in the
countries of cabinet government. A political culture that will
tolerate rascality only up to a certain point, that will rise to
an ockasion and transcend personal interest when the national
interest seems to demand it, and that prefers argument and
persuasion to threat, even while it holds that in reserve, is a
common legacy of all the English-speaking societies, and of some,
though by no means all, of the British Commonwealth cbuntries.
The recent political experience of India, for instance, is
remarkably reminiscent of Watergate, and is again a legacy of the
type of political culture which originated in Locke's-England.

It is at least a reasonable hypothesis that this "Lockean"
political culture is stronger in the United States today than
at any other time in the last 150 years. The Civil War, of
course, saw a massive breakdown of this political culture; its
iegacy still persists, but it is dying. The integration of the
South into the political and economic life of the United States

L
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is ‘'one of the most striking, but perhapg one of the least.noticed
phenomeﬁa of the last fifty years} Atlanta, that great symbol of

// , "\

Séuthefn resistance and Northern imperialism, is now unequivocal -
ly an American city. Per capita incomes in the South have
trebled while per capita incomes in the North have doubled in the

last forty years or so.

The various .socialist and communist movements of the
"twenti&th century are 'far less of a threat to American political
culture than was the plantation culture of the South. Thére was
a moment perhaps in the'thirties ~ the communists were brganiziqg '
the Congress of Industrial Organizations .(CIO), dominated a dozen
or more of the labor unions, and had obtained a kind of radical
chic,in literary and artistic circles - when it looked as if, had
the Depression persisted, we might+have slid-down into a central-
. 1y planned. economy. Thé failure of the,communists, and even of
the socialists, to attract any substantial following, however, is
an extraordinary tribute to thevconétitptional consensus in the
Unitéd States. Part of this ﬁndoubtedly was their own folly and
political ineptitude, and the destruction of that personal trust
and simple friendship relation which is a high value in American
culture; but part of it also was a widespread feeling that no
matter how difficult our problems, we did Have-a way to get out
of them in terms of the existing constitutional consensus, The
rise of the labor movement, as perhaps the most conservative and
nationalistic element in American life, . and the failure of
unorganized workers (who are a considerable majority of the
American labor force) to develop any effective political organi-
zation or structure, in spite of the fact that they are unques-
g;anably ifdjured by the existence of organized labor, are
again striking testimony to the widespread belief in the existing
constitutional consensus. Activities that are truly revolution-

ary in the United States have been confined to an almost infini-
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tesimally small group .of people, numberéd“in'tens rather than in’
hundYeds, even thdough they have been' visible beyoﬁg their num=
bers. Even those most critical of the American eéonomic systen,
like Eugene Debs and Norman Thomas, remained within the consti-
tutional consensus and, from their own point of view, profitably
so. Within that consensus, they had mugp more influenc¢e on
actual political decisions than they would have, had they remain-
ed out of it. Ofted~in the American political‘systen,ithose
who take the bomb:;eriéh by the bomb, and theréby tenq‘fo rein—

force the very values which they despise and criticize.

In spite of'the stability of the constitutional gonsensus,
thete have been long, secular changes in what‘this consenSus
means in terms , of, decisions, legislation, toleration, and the
national image. The most striking of these changes has been the
steadf decline in the legitimacy of war and the corresponding
decline in the leyitimacy of the national state and of those
political institutions which organize war. The measurement of
legitimacy, of course, is difficult. It is something which is
deep, underlyiné, and may not even appear in response to a
questionnaire. My two major candidates for social indicators in
the case of legitimacy would be popular songs and mail-order
catalogs. These tend tq reflect the underlying valueg of a-

3

. . , 2
society through a market mechanism in a way that neither surveys,@
»

voting, nor newspaper editorials can quite catch up with. The
evidence from popular songs is overwhelming: The First World
War, although a relatively minor operation for the United States,
produced a crop of hearty war songs, which quickly swallowed up
puny efforts like "I Didn't‘Raise My Boy to Be a Soldier." The
Second World War produced practically no war songs - it was seen
not as a glorious opportunity for valor and excitement, but as a -
dirty necessity. The vietnam war produced nothing but antiwar

songs, like "Where Have All the Flowers Gone?" ¢

\ o 10
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The Sears Roebuck catalog ' for 1900 exhibits stereopticon

, lecture‘sets from the Spanish-American wWar, books with titles

like The Story of American Heroism, Makers of Millions, or the.

Marvelous Success of America's Self-made Man, Indian Horrors, or

Massacres.by the Red Men, Heroic Deeds in Our War with Spain,:and
so on. Poetry, drama, and the movies tell the same tale. No mod-

ern poet could conceivably write "The Charge of the Light Bri-

gade." Even Tolstoy's War and Peace challenged the institution
of war, as did All Quiet on the Western Front. The Birth of a

Nation is a fantastically different movie from Star Wars, with

the first being unquestionably heroic, and the ‘latter popular

precisely because it is absurd - even the heroes are deliberately

papler-mache. For the most part, the campus protests of the’

Sixties were not against the constitutional consensus, nor even

agalnst capitalism, but were-essentially against the Vietnam war,

‘and once that was over the protests virtually disappeared.

There are two sets of reasons for this decline in the legit-

. imacy of war: one lies in the logic of human valuations them-

selves, and the fact that war represents a fundamentally incon-
Eistent set of taboos between the ingroup and the outgroup and
between the alternating conditions of peace and,  war. Peace,
whether within the ingroup or between groups, is a, situation in
which there are strong taboos on violence and even\malevolence.
War répresents a sudden shift of these taboos, an endrmous shift
othards, as it-were, of the "taboo line," so that tbings which
were previously taboo are no longer sd, and are now even encour=
aged. This 1is an internal 1ncon51stency in the value system
which is a long-run threat to it, even though the short run

5ynamlcs of the system continue to perpetuate it.

The other major factor is the change in the technology of

war itself, which has enormously increased its costs to everyone

and has tremendously diminished its benefits, particularly the

-
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begéfits of victoryi It becomes clear that a war's losers often
do bettérygéonomically than the victors, and when the things that
are gaiheﬁ by war in-a positive sense, like empire,,turn out
to be costs rather than penefits to the victotious imperial
powers, the institution of war is deeply -threatened. This has
come about partly by a changé in the technology of war itself,
partly by change in the technology of civilian production.
It has become clear in the last 150 years that exploitation of
other humans is an extraordinarily inefficient way of getting
rich, and that imperialism diminishes the rate of economic growth
of the imperial powers. Then, the technolégy of war itself has
continually increased the range of the deadly missile, which
has effectively destroyed what I have called "unconditional
viability" in the threat system. This has turned all civilian
populations into mere hostages of the military, not really
defended by them. It has created a system which has a positive
probability of almost inconceivable disaster, which could weil be
irrecoverable. Essentially this means that national defense is
now an unworkable institution and can only lead to catastrophe.
It only persists, indeed, through the myth of stable deterrence
which people cling to in a desperate attempt to justify a system
to which they visualize no alternative, although it can be shown
that deterrence cannot conceivably be stable in the long run. If
it were, it would cease to deter, and the historical evidence

that all systems of deterr have eventually broken down is

overwhelming. We'‘are living under an illusion, and this is

dangerous to all forms of legitimacy.

The collapse of one legitimacy, however, can be very danger-
ous unless there is another legitimacy to take its place. The
collapse of the legitiﬁacy of war could be deeply threatenin? to
the human race unless a substitute legithnacy is found. And up
to-fow it must be confessed this has eluded us. We are indeed in

¥
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a limbo where both peace and war are illegitimate, and unless a
political image can be discovered and a national image created
which leads clearly to stéble peéce« the very illegitimacy of
war may, bring it on, and even accelerate the destruction that we
~ all fear. Up to now, at any rate, the declining legitimacy of
war does not seem to have threatened the basic constitutional |
consensus in the United States. People on the whole still
] believe that if peace is to be achieved, it will be achieved
4 ‘ through&h\e established constitutional methods; not by either
withdrawal\.from socieﬁy or by trying to overthrow it. Whether.
this would survive a nuclear war is an unanswerable question. At
least there seems to be a reasonable probability thap‘it\would
not, and that of all events that are conceivgble in the next 100
years, a nuclear war would represent theﬁéreatest threat to the~
‘ constitutional consensus of all countries, especially that of the .
superpowers. Nevertheless, the political culture of the United
States, with its strong tradition of civilian control over the
military, offers considerable hope of change. Perhaps the great-
est threat here would be the collapse of the morale and internal
legitimacy of military personnel themselves, for their self-doubt
is perhaps the one thing that could lead to a military takeover
in” the United States. Even though the probability of this is

low, it is not zero.

Another area where quite noticeable changes seem to be tak-
ing place is in the institution of the fgmily and the relations
of the sexes. The old taboos of "fiving Eogether" (what used to
be called "living in sin") and the taboos against divorce have .
declined very sharply. Part of this, again, may be the result of
a technical Chénge, this time in médicine. There has been a very
marked decline in infant mortality in the last hundred, even
seventy, years, coupled with easier methods of birth control,

1

and perhaps increased costs of having children both economically
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and psychologically. After the "bulge" of the fifties, we have
had a precipitous decline in fert111ty up to “the point where
" native-born Americans are now an endangered spec1e$/and are not
reproducing themselves, though they will take a very long time to
die out at present rates. The feeling that the country. is close
to, or perhaps even beyond, its optimum populatioq on many
different standards is not o6ften.clearly expressed, but it may
underlie some of the changes in attitudes and values. By no means
is all of this bad. There is greater freedom in sex roles, and
there is a tendency for fathers to take a larger role both in the
birth and in the raising of children than shey may have done in
the past. At the other end of the scale, however, we do seem to
have an increase in child abuse, though it is not wholly certain
that this isn't 51mply\due to better records and the increase in
sexual freedom among adolescents is causing very serious concern
in terms of teenage pregnanc1es and an increase in venereal
disease, as well as in the more subtle psychological effects
which may be 1ntroduced by a decllne in the sense of sacredness
of sex and in the value of self-control.

All liberation has costs, and the critiEal questions are:
How great are they? Are they worth the gains? It is often very
hard to estimate. It is most important to ascertain just how
these changes will‘effect the values and personalities of the
children wQP are now beiné born. Here again, the pattern is
mixed but by no means wholly adverse. If fewer children are born
who are not wanted by their parents, if more attention is paid to
"natural” childbirth and to bonding, a new generation may grow up
psychologically healthier than the old. The most adverse effect
may be a diminished willingness to tolerate partners in marriage,
and the compulsive search for new experience could easily be
adverse to human welfare. Clearly, there is an optimum amount of

"putting up with things." Under the old taboos, people may have
o :
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put up with too much, and the new libegpties may mean that we put
‘up with too little.

Perhaps the ‘most important social chénge in the last twenty-

five years has been the development of television. FrighteningA

statistics about the number of hours‘spent‘fh front , of the TV,
especially by children, suggest that very new learnlng processes
are being loosed on the. society, -and it is perhaps too early
to say what the effect will be. One sees this most dramaticélly

in a society like Quebec, where television destroyed an old

equlllbrlum of culture which lasted for almost three hundred
years and created a new and very unstable situation. On the
p051t1ve side, television broadens the experience beyond the
family. It is a great window on the world which spectacularly
increasee thi:ihﬁormatioh input.q}On the negative side, it. isra

highly distonting window, and the claim that the search for drama

loosens the taboos on v1olence is not to be taken lightly. Wwhat

the overall ‘balance sheet 1s, I must confess I do not know.

Looklng at possible future strains on the 5001ety that
might threaten the constitutional consensus, one looks at the
possibility of a very mQéor slowdown in economic growth In the
last forty years, per capita real incomes in the United States
have slightly more than doubled. At the same time, there has
been practically no change in thelproportion of distribution of
income by income classes, which has been quite Wemarkably stable.
For instance, the lower 20 percent have been getting about 5 per—
cent of the income, the upper 5 percent about 18 percent of the
1ncome ®tc. This means that we have about halted the amount of
poverty in the United States in this period, but only because
everybody got fwice as rich, so that as the-poor got twice as
rich we halwv the amount of poverty. At the same t}me, the

middle class got twice as rich and the’rich got twice as rich.

Projecting trends is extraordinarily dangerous. The
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principal property of the future is unceftéinfy. Neverthe1é254
the probability that we are in for a gonsiderable slowdown in the
rate of getting richer ‘seems very high. zpe main reason for this
is that- increased per capita real income only comes out of in-
creased person-hour -productivity, and this is. p0551ble only in
certain sectors of the economy -~ most notlceably in agrlculture,
where it has been running 5 os 6 percent per annum; a llttle less
so in the manufacturlng 1ndustry, where it runs from 2 to 3 per-
cent per annum; and not at all in 1ndUstr1es like education, gov-
ernment, or medicine, where, . 1f anyth1ng,(product1v1ty is either
stationary or declining.. Howaver, increasing productivity in
the‘"progressive industries" - agr1culture and manufacturlng

results in a shift of resources out of these industries into the
nonprogressive industries of educatldn, government, and health

Agriculture is a partlculagly spectacular case: because of the

extraordinary increase in productivity, we now produge all the
fodd

_we need, and gven a little surplaé, with less than 4 percent
of the labor force, whereas in 1890 labor was 50 percent, and
in 1776 almost 90 percent. However, we do not eat very much more
per capita, although the expense of our diet has increased as we
eat more meat. The maih result of this increase in productivity
has been the spectacular shift out of agricultur$,ingo other
occupations ‘- this amounted to some th;rty’lﬂllllon people in
the last éenerat}on alone. %bls has helped to create the urban
problem, which to a very large extent consists of displaced rural
people who do not have the skilﬁs for city living. It has also
“providethhe labor force, however, for the expansion of produc-
“tion of consumer goods which has constituted. much of the rise in
real incomes. Now this is over. Not only is it likely that
agricultural productivity will nof, rise much in tBe next genera-
tion, it may even decline with increasing scarcities of energy
and ecological difficulties.’ Even if it were to double in the

4
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5next‘genération, it would only release ZNbercent of the labor
force for other things. In manufacturing, similarly, increase
in productivity seems t6 be trailing off. Cojgrary to ekpesta-
tions, automation appears to have made very little difference in
overall productivity. Even the impact of computers on the over-
all economy has really beenr quite small, manifested in things
like easy airline reservatibns or continuous compound interest at '’
banks. Up to now, at any raﬁe, only minor increases in overall
productivity can be imputed to the computer. As the nonprégres- .
sive industries continue to expand, therefore, and even as the
technolégical impulser which gave rise to the increased produc-
tivity “@n agriculture and manufacturing declines, we may expect

a con51derable decline in the rate of growth of real incomes.

I will be extremely surprised if they doubie in the next genera-
tion, for there comes a point at which the growth of real incomes
has to trail off. One thing that we are sure about is that
growth at constant rates cannot go on for very long, qﬁd that all .
%rowth processes eventually slow down, even to zero. When we
add the fact that cheap energy in:the shape of oil and gas will
almost certainly be exhausted 1n fifty years,‘and that all
the (substitutes seem more expen51ve\Tp0551bly more polluting and
more dangerous), and that a four-fold rise in the price of energy
is by no means improbable in the next generation, énd add to this
the possibility of increasing scarcities of certain' materials
(even of water), we see that the outlook for continued rapid

~ growth is very poor.

The "great slowdown," as I have called it, may have two
political consequences: it may make the control of inflation
much more difficult. simply because inflation is-a prime way of

fooling people into thinking that incomes are continuiné to rise.

. Politically, inflation stems from the fact that everybody wants

to have more than there is, and the only way to pretend to do

-~
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this is to ;ng;eas€1the humber of dollars without increasing the

number of Fhings; that is; by inflation. The other principal

consequenhce is that there may be much more pressure for relative’

redistribution among the, income classes, songiething that we
have not had to face hithetto. 1f we are to reduce poverty/ﬁ;
"half in the next generation -~ which 'seems to. be a reaéonaBle
objective for any decent society, in fact a very modest one =
there will almost have to be actual redistributions'away from
‘both the middle classﬂand the rich. This may be b&liticélly
very difficult, and the political strains of redigtribution may
become quite severe. I doubt that they will,become‘severe enough
to threaten the constitutional consensus, in light of the enor-
mous strains which the United States has surviveddin the past.
That we should be prepared for increased stfain seems very

reasonable. A way of escaping this, of course, at least tem-

porarily, QoUld be a real move toward disarmament, which would

:elease7part of the 6 or 7 percent of the GNP that goes to
the military; we would then be able to expand civilian incomes
for a considerably longer period of time than otherwise would be
possible. This would involve, hdwever, a considerable change in
the national image in the United States. It is important to
realize that the national interest is a variable .of the system,
not a constant, for the national interest is what the nation is
interested in and this can change radically, as it has many
times in the past. The change would have to be towardlﬁgdésty,
the abandonment of the "great power" complex,  even the repogni—

tion that being top dog is a very painful and insecure position.

AN
P

My general conclusion is that of modest optimism. We may
have a slightly harder road ahead, but with a reasonable com-
bination of'good luck and good management, we should be able to
avoid the cliffs, survive, and indeed even profit from’the

challenges which the future almost certainly holds for us.
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GROUNDS FOR A VALUE CORSENSUS IN AMERICA

Robert N. Bellah

"I have argued (most fully in The Broken: Covenant, 1975; most
. r&ently m“ Rehglon and the Legltlmatlon of the American Repub-
lic," gggletl Magazine, forthcoming) that the legitimating

ideologies that have provided the source of American values have
) neveg been completely harmonious even at the beginning of the
rep Ac, and therefore that the traditional "consensus" has
covered over 1mp11c1t and sometlmes explicit contradictions and
tensions.. ‘For convenlence, I have singled out three competing
ideolOgies:‘ biblical religion, republicanism, and liberalism.-

LM

“In the case of biblical religion, I have emphasized the
early Protestant collective vision of America as the New Israel,
with the utopian millennial obligation to build God's kingdom
on earth. This vision is strongly social, with a stress on
solidarity and collective responsibility. John Winthrop's 1630
sermon, "A Model of Christian Charity," is a kind of charter for
the biblical understanding of the American experience:

For this end we must be- kn1t together in this work as

one man, we must entertain each other in brotherly

affection, we must be willing to abridge ourselves of

;}superflultles for the supply of others' necessi-
es, we must uphold a familiar commerce together in

all meekness, gentleness, patience and liberality, we

must delight in each other, make others' conditions our

own, rejoice together, mourn together, labor and suffer

together always having before our eyes our commission

and community in the work our community as members of

the same body.. :

To some degree, the Protestant sects pushed in the direction
of a radical individualism that was compatible with the liberal-
ism I will describe in a moment, but the main Protestant church

bodies have never lost their social vision. When Catholicism
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became a significant movement in America, it reinforced this
social vision with'its own central conceptions of natural law and
L
the common good. . L

~Republicanism was rooted in ideas inherited from the ancient
world, from Greece, but particularly for the founders of our re-
public from the Rome of Cicero, whom they all had read extensive-
ly. The ancient republican tfadition was supplemented by the
thought of Machiavelli, Harrington, the radical Whigs_and
Montesquieu. The republican stress was on the voluntarylsgltici—
pation of a relatively equal,funcorrupt, and virtuous citizenry
in the political life of the community. Ever since Aristotle,
republicanism had been seen as requiring a strong middle class
with relatively few very rich or very poor. Jefferson's ideal
farmer citizen, economically independent but active in the
political life of his 1ocai community, is a gobd example of the
influence of republicah thought in America. Republicanism had a
strong sense of the common good, of the need for public-spirited
citizens ready to sacrifice their own interests for the community
if necessary. The republican tradition viewed the state as
having an educational and ethical role, for a republic will
survive only so long as it reproduces republican customs and

republican citizens.

_ Lib€ralism, which I would identify with much of modern

English social thought, beginning with Hobbes and Locke, was
related to the republican tradition but was rooted in funda-
mentally different assumptions about human nature. Whereas .
republicanism followed Aristotle in viéwing men as by nature
social and political and deriving the full expression of human
individuality from participation in the common life, liberalism
started with the biological individual seen as reaching rational
maturity essentially prior to the formation of political society.

In particular, property, very broadly understood to include life

- oy
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and liberty as well as physical possessions, was Sseen as an
attribute of individuals prior to their entering into society.
Indeed, as Locke said:

The great and chief end therefdre, of mens uniting into

commonweal ths, and putting themselves under gdovernment,
‘is the preservation of their property.

And again:

- A

The commonwealth seems to me to be a society of men
constituted only for the procuring, preserving, and
advancing of their own civil interests.

Civil interests I call life, liberty, health, and
indolency of body; and the possession of outward '
things, such as money, lands, houges, furniture, and

the like. ’ -

“

Iocke, in contradiction to traditional natural-law teaching,
found the chief obligation of natural law to lie in self-preser-
vation. There was also an obligation to preserve other members
of the species "when niE inconvenient,” but that latter -obliga-
tion was too often breached to bu1ld a society on. Rather,
political society was seen as that rationally chosen mechanism
whereby the interests of individuals in the preservation of their
"property (including, of course, life and liberty) could be, so
far as poesible, guaranteed. Locke's society depended on the
, tacit assumption of the natural harmony of individual interests.
Locke' s assumptlons could never Justlfy Winthrop's biblical
1njunct10ns "Ye ought to lay down your lives for the brethren"
(1 John, 3:10) or "Bear ye one another's burdens" (Galatians -
6:2) any more than they could the republican ideal of the citizen
sacrificing his own interests for the common good (perhaps sym¥
bolized at the extreme in Machiavelli's remark that he would risk
losing his soul for the preservation of Florence). The liberal
ideal was closely linked td what Louis Dumont has recently called
"the genesis and triumph of economic ideology" (subtitle of From
Mandeville to Marx, Chicago, 1977) and its attendant assumption
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that the general pursuit of economic self-interest will result in
a péaceable and free society. Liberalism thus tacitly rejectea
both the biblical idea that society is knit together with the
ligaments of love (Winthrop) and -the republican idea that society
has an ethical and educational responsibility to create public-
spirited'citizens. Rather, political society was seen as having
the restricted and minimalist obligati.ion to guarantee the natural
‘rights of individuals. The common good, which could be nothing
more than the sum of the interests of individuals, would take
care of itself.

while all three tra&itions can in some meaningful sense of
the word be said to exempiify "individualism," the biblical and
republican traditions viewed the individual as emg’rging from a
fruitful dialectic with society. Individual and society were
not seen as negating each other but as fulfilling ;nd completing
each other. Liberalism, on the other hapd, gave an ontological
priority to the individual, and treated society és having a
merely derived reality, one that could be justified only as a
mechanism to the fulfillment of (rarﬁm) individual ends. During
the expansive stage of capitalism, which has in America lasted
almost to our own day, the contradictions between these positions
have not clearly emerged. A rapidly rising general standard of
living (though rising less rapidly for some groups than for
others) has seemed to take care of the problem :of the general
good, and liberal individualism and capitalism, its economic
e)ZE;essidn, have been justified with rhetoric drawn loosely from
the biblical and republican traditions.

Nonetheless, over time, with the increasing domination of
much of our public and private life by the commercial nexus,
liberal individualism has gradually assumed a dominance in our
public life that it did not have at the time of the founding; and
the biblical and republican traditions of public discourse have

—
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been pushed ever more to the periphery, even though events like
Watergate brought them once again to the center of the public

stage. : ‘ .

At the moment, the ideology of liberal individualism seems.
to dominate most of our political life from the radical left to
the reac¢tionary right. &he right narrows the traditional liberal
concern for property to material possessions; the left emphasizes
the equally trgditional-elements of life and liberty (the ifberty
to do what you list,,as Winthrop would have said, not the liberty
to do the just and the good). Both can appeal to nothing higher
in justification than the interests of individuals. As Sanford~™
Levinson pointed out in Harper's last May, this way of thinking:
utterly vitiates the fine phrases about "the rule of law" that we
were treated to in the Watergate crisis. For if law is only the
expression of the interests of individuals, it is (and the legal
realists and positivists have said this for a long time) merely
the rule of the stronger. When the natural harmony of interests
has proven to be illusory, and the conflict of interest groups no
guarantee &f-justice in a society where there are great dispari~
ties of wealth and power, then liberai individualism can itself
be nothing but a rationalization for the rule of the stronger.
The most extreme emphasis on individual rights becomes a justifi~ .
cation for tyranny and the ultimate individual right the right to

commit suicide.

The victory of liberalism over its two competing traditions
has been the result not only of the victory of corporate capital-~
ism as the domlnant force in our publlc and private life, but has
also proflted greatly from the rise of pluralism as a problem and
an issue. - Racial, ‘religious, linguistic, and ethnic diversity
have all played significantly into the hands of liberalism. Any - -
substantive pattern of value commitments can Pe acoused of
"ethnocentrism," and the biblical and republican traditions in

~




America have often been identified with "nativism.” As a point
of leverage to attack what were undoubtejdiy often oOppregsive
cultural tendencies-or the part of the_%arly Protestant and
Angl?—Saxon republican majdfity, religious‘and ethnic miﬁori;ies
have appealéd to the radical indiviauélism of liberalism. Since
the state is not a school of virtue nor.an educator of citizeds
from the point of view'of liberalism, but merely a neutral
nightwatchman guaranteeing the rights of individuals, liberalism
could. be used as a justification for removing the biblical ande
republlcan tradltldﬁs from the public stage and thus leav1ng the

plural communities to cultivate their own unique values.

America as a virtual empty space in which a variety of
communities could pursue thei; separaté cultural identities, or,
perhaps better, America as a sort.of>benign "prisonhouse of
nations,” was the model.here. But the recognition'of the more
oppressive side of the long dominancg of the WASP tréditioni

should not blind us to the problems raised by the recent rise
of cultusal pluralism as an alternative model. For when the
religious and ethnic communities have embraced l?beralism as fh?\\
ideology that would guarantee their cultural integrity, they have
discovered that their newly found bride has crushed them to death
just as effectively'és itihas the dominant strands of old Ameri-
can culture. Where everything is to be sacrlflced at the altar of .
individual 1nterests, there is no more basis for community soBL—
vdarlty than for national solidarity. The mass commerc1al_culture
of corporate capitalism plays to the desires and fears of indi-
viduals and erodes the specifities of all cultural traditions
with admirable neutrality.. The result of liberalism is not a
“"community of communitiés,“ but, to quote Frank Coleman, "y
society of hermetic individﬁaiS‘ioosely presided over by police
authority." . ’

One might ‘ask whether some of the newer ideological trends
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might alter the rather bleak p\icture of the growing dominance of
" liberal individualism that I have been drawing. Unfortunately, I
do not think 'they do. Social science haspl‘ayed a('gro'wing role.
in the justifications Americans use in publi¢ decisions, in spite
~of its alleged neutrality. But though there are a variety of
. strands in American social science, some of which, particularly’
the tradition of Durkhei.rﬁian_sociology, would warn against the
~ dangerous. erosion of 'con'nnon values and concern for the public
. good, the most popularly influential strands of social science
only reinforce the liberal trend, for they share its assumptions.
A basic utilitarianism that takes the- 1nterests of 1nd1v1duals as
"the ultimately real is not merely a feature of our popular cul-
ture. In soph1st1cated form it 1s the basic assumption of ‘our’
economics, and much of our pol1t1cal sc1ence, soc1ology, psychol—
gy, and(anthropology Nor is it ®hallenged by the increasing
popularity of. sevgral k1nds of Marxism 1n at:ademla. ‘ Marx1sm is
itself a product of that genes1s and tr 1umph of -economic’ 1deology .
that Dumont descrfbes, it turns out to be not the deadl%pponent
of liberalism but only its slightly quarrelsome younger brother
when 1t comes to basic assumpt1ons about human naturé.

_ The kind of popular psychology that reaches 'ﬁ‘iill‘ions
‘through .the . "human- potent1al movement" appears to be. ma1nly a
psychological form of 11beral1sm The self and its needs are at
the center of attentiony and anyth1ng that inhibits "personal
growth" such as spouses, ch1ldren, etc , are to be Jett1soned as
~ soon as conven1ent "You don t meet my needs," is the culturally
sanctioned way of spl1tt1ng from one relat1onsh1p and returnmg
"to. the endless search for someone who does. Naturally, the.
problems of fellow citiZens never even reach consc1ousn‘ess in
th1s realm of discourse." , '_ .
| Wh1le in their true religious r‘ad1cal1sm Buddh1sm and other o

Or1entaL rellg1ous traditions reJect every one of the assumpt1ons

I.
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of American liberal individualiSm, they have been reformulated
for mass consumption in such a way that they reinforce the
message of "humanistic" social science. Indeed! some training in
Zen Buddhism or Sufism or the like would seem to+be de rigueur for
any self—respecting ';ngdv'Jth center." Of coutse, the capacity of
psychological liberalism to absorb and ‘qo-opt religious tradi~
tions is nothing new in America. - The psychologization of Chris~
tianity into a technique of self-help has been going on at least
since thé mid-nineteenth century, and psychological\d'xristiani'ty i
is still a major phenomenon on the Amerlcan scene. Whilé EST,
with its touch of Zen and 1ts dash of Gestalt psychology, might
seem to be more sophisticated ‘than "the power of positive think~.
1ng," the basic strand of what I am callmg psychological liber-~
alism remains the same. -

If all were well at home and abroad, perhaps the regnant
liberalism could go on its merry, triumphant way. But serious
'signs of strain have been detected by the vigilant,- sir;nificant
inabilities to make the hard degisions that reality eeems to be -
'forc1ng on us, and a lac!k of cultural and moral resourtes which
might guide us in those decisions. - These 51gns are not only .
visible to..the intelligentsia. Large sectors of the American
population have sensed that all is not well for some time. When
the usual American |answer to all serlous questlons about the
system, the rising standard of living, seems no longer to be
rising; or[ rising more uncertainly, and the costs of further
rise, ecological and sociological, at home and abroad, seem
- suddenly to be very great, then: there- is an unusual opportumty
to ask about alternativés. The power of the liberal_ juggernaut
is so great that even if we detect that it is leading us to
. ‘destruction, {:: may be strong enongh to carry'ns all along with ‘

it. But in the'face of grave reality problems, it may be possible
to explore other answers to the questlon of the meanmg of human



existenc:zand other principles'upbn which to organize a sbciety-

The

seeln to beli%ve that liberalism is so entrenched as our dominépt

are those who, like John Rawls and Lawrence Kohlberg,

ethos that only a humanizing and tempering of it can provide us
with the necessary common values and ethical guidance. I am not
' impressed with their results, which seem to me to suffer from the
same defects as the less sophisticatedegarden variety of liberal
individualism. Rather I would attempt to revive those other
once—central components of our culture, the biblical and repub-
11can tradltlons, which are, after all, not wholly antithetical
to some aspects of 11beral 1nd5v1duallsn though they hdve not
shared "its pathologi hypostatization of the isolated individ-
ual. 'ley traditiorjfll

real as individuals and that ground our values in ethical and

that take society to be as ontologlcally

sp1r1tual insights that transcend the 1nterests of 1nd1v1duals,

that have a conception of the common/good not just of the’ natlonﬁ;,

but of the human race, can begin to give us the coherente and -
direction that we”negd. While I believe the biblicé} and re-
publican traditions need to be enlightened and enriched through -
exposure to recent advances in the social sciences and the
insights of the great‘non—Weétern traditions, it seems to me that
only they are viable alternatives to liberalism. Only they are
deeply and broadly enough rooted in our sééiety and our history
to be likely to command enough popular support to serve as
effective supplements to’the errors of liberalism. Of course, we
should not forget the dangerous proclivitigs of those strands in
our tradittion eithel - no powerful religious or ethical tradition
is without its pathology. If I séeak of,a‘reappropriation of
“aspects of our past that have been for a time less influential
than before, it is of a critical reappropriation that I speak,

not some new fokm of fundamentalism.

If we seek a revival of the biblical and republican tradi-

[



.tions as sources of direction for our public life, where might we
turn for help? 1In the case of axe biblical tradition, it seems
obvious to turn to the religious communities themselves. Here
the récent revival of "political theology" is promising, though
some of it seems too infeched with liberal assumptions to provide
an adequate critique of them. Perhaps most useful here would be
some dialectic between the American ciyil vreligion awn‘&‘what

Martin Marty has called “public theology." Civil religion, |
abstract and marginal though it is, has prtovided a core of common -
values and commitments drawn from the biblical and republican
traditigns that liberalism has never been able to entirely elimi-
nate, though that bastion-of liberalism, the ACLU has valiantly
tried to do so. The civil religion, however, remains largely
empty if not fleshed out, developed and criticized by the public
theologies qf/t:he various religious commimions. 1In this realm,
there is, fSrtmately, no public orthodoxy. Discussion and per-
suasion ca%ry the day. But without the active effort of the
religious communities to apply their insights‘ to commor; problems,
there are no public theologies and no conscious contribution of
the churches to the formation of a common conscience.

.Unfortunately, some of the communities that might.have much-
to teach us remain so inwardly turned that f:hey do not concern
_ themselves with the common plight. Mormonism, for example, is a
great and truly American effort to build the holy community.
Brigham Young was a genuine nineteenth~century John Winthrop.
‘But though Mormons remain strongly social in their concern for ‘
their own commumity, in the course of their- twentieth—éqntury
accommod‘ation to capitalis:p, they have’ become externally the
proponents of a peculiarly inveterate form of liberalism, namely
conservative Republicanism (with a capital R). Many of the
conservative evangelical churches have been similarly solidary
within and liberal in their social teachings (though they would
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not understand "liberal” the way I a& ueimg'itj. Nevertheless,
several of the major Protesﬁant denominations and ‘the Roman
" Catholics remain among the;strongest exponents of an understand—
ing of american. life different from the regnant libéralien, an
& understanding that would place a social and religious conceptlon'
of the common good, expressed through the criteria of love and

justice, at the center of our. public concern.

The discussion of "public theology" leads naturially to thew"
_question of whether there is any "public philosophy" that cotld
articulate the republican tradition in a guise releVenEXto our’
present need. Though relatively isolated'figures such as Sheldon;
Wolin or Harry Jaffa core to mind, it can hafdly be said that
there are any strong or coherent schools -of publlc phllOSOphﬁ ;
active in America today. The un1ver51t1es ‘might seem to be the.

A natural foci for such "schools, but the universities are affected
by their own particular brand of intellectual liberalism. Here
the "free market of ideas" has produced a specialization and a
professionalization that largely preclude concern Qith problems
.of the magnltude wr;h which this paper is concerned The dom1nant
‘positivism of much of our soc1al science assumes the prlmacy of

_ . . individual self-interest in the explanatlon of human behavior and
so is ill~-suited to provide any critical leverage on the same
assumption as.a dominant ideological belief in our culture. The
most Sophisticated of our liberal intellectuals, such as Rawls
and Kohlberg,'mehtiohed.above,Acontinue a long tradition that
goes back through Madison to;iocke and ultimately Hobhes in
believing that self-interest can, through certain formal-rational
.devices, be educated into some quasi~concern for the common good.
These higher ethical insights, however, remain largely empty of

o ahy positivebmoral content, and ‘it is difficult to see how they
can provide either common values or ethicaf guidance in the

making of difficult decisions. )
- /
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Perhaps the most fruitful develoi:ment which can be seen
p tentatiyely emerging in several 'fields, from philosophy to
anthropology, is a concern with the hermeneutics of tradition.
Following Paul Ricoeur, th¥s tendency réjects both positivist

abstraction and liberal formalism. :It is rooted.in the givenness:
of, the traditions that :it seeks to clarify. -It tends to *rust

the wisdom of human experience when subjected to continuous
conscious, rational inspection. But it is modest with respect
to its contribution, deeply aware of the abyss over . which all
human traditions are perched, and has yet hardly moved beyond the
relatively restricted circles of a. few academic intellectuals.
It is, needless to say, the premise of my -own work (see Sullivan
and Rabinow, Interpretive Soc1al Science, Univer31ty of Califor-

Ria Press, for thcommg)

Af_‘

Often before in America? hist,ory it has been political

leaders rather than religious or secular intellectuals who have
discerned and articulated the common concerns and the common .

commitments. ‘One thinks of the entire generation of the founders
of the republic, and nearly a century later of Lincoln. Lincoln
remains the archetype of the political leader as teacher, and no
one more effectively tempered our dominant liberal ethos with -so
powerful an application of insights/drawn from the biblical and

republican traditions. It was hi‘s task to reform and refound the

republic, but the . revolution that He sought to renew remains
1ncomplete to .the present. day. o

<

Barbara Jordan and Andrew Young have spoken eloquently and
’authentically out of the biblical and republican strands of our
tradition, and the incumbent President has said some of the
right words. But a political leader who understands our history
and our institutions and who could teach us how to correct the
one-sidedness of our recent past does not seem to be presently

visible. .Politicial leaders, however, emerge suddenly and, as it

-
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' we;e;_byléééidént. A Rosa Parks refuses to move back in a bus

vas 1

ghd a Martin Luther King comes forth for a few brief years
articqlating the implicafions of the biblical tradition for our
common life'with magnificent insistence. But the problem now is
to keep alive even a hazy y of those strands of our tradi-
tion other than liberalism’ that might some day be embodied

effectively in a leader or a movement that could direct American

society toward a more humane and hopeful course.

—
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(flicty" .or “chaos." During the Eisenh

THE ACADEMIC ETHIC AND VALUE CONSENSUS

Marvin Bressler : .4

~ “Consensus," no more than "dlssensus,“ has a prima facie ficie
claim on our s011c1tude. Such is. the plasticity of SOC1al
interpretation that both terms have been endowed with an array
of favo;;tle and pe jorative mean1ngs. Consensus conveys a
comfortable sense of\ "solidarity," "sharlng, and "community,"
but it also connotes "tribalism;“-Freglmentat1on,ﬁ and "indoc~
trination." ’ Similarly, dissensus may suggest‘“diversity,“»
"pluralism," and "freedaﬁ?“ or alternativel

y’m "COD‘
r era, colleges were
regularly chided for educat1ng a "silent g eration” of conform~
ist "other~d1reoted personalltles" and "orgpnization men," while-
in the aftermath of Vietnam and Watergate, espite the propen51ty‘

of students in unnatural numbers to occupy libraries for .purposes ' :

of study rather than protest, many now worry that the collegiatef’

population exhibits no common sense of social purpose or shared
: conceptlons of the good llfe.l As with all complex issues, every-
" thing depends on balance and attention to nuance, and it does not

much advance our understanding to treat tradition and change,
conformity and deviation, affirmation and‘dissent, solidarity and
conflict, as antagonistic and irreconcilable concepts.'Both'tefms
in each of.these couplets describe necessary aspects'of‘soclal,'
intellectual, and moral life, and colleges owe'stuéents and
society not only the solace and cohes1veness which result from
‘shared values, buf also the recognition of doubt and amb1gu1ty

which are.the condqtlons of criticism and renewal. b

Nevertheless, f sober vo1ces in the faculty club now dis~
miss the Americ’ Century and ‘the Great Society with irony or.
despair, inc as}ngly allude to Weimaf and the Third Repub11o,3*¥
and have océﬁiion/fo refer to Hobbes, Gibbon, ano Spenglgq,‘th?sé
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anxieties should not be dismissed as paranoiac musings by minds
too finely tuned to catastrophe. The 1960's, surély one of the
. most terrible and exhilarating decades of our history, have left
a doctrinal residue which has called into question a series of
.fundamental assumptions‘which had previously served as unifying
sources of social .ethics and persbnal-morality:2 [1] the emer-
gence of a more restrained conception of the proper uses of
American power has raised daubts about the interventionist
impulse which has informed the foreign policy of the United
States since World War II; [2] the recognition that finite
resources and potential damage to the ecosystem impose rigorous
constraints on the long-term rate of economic growth has discon-
certed socialists and capitalists alike, since both have regarded
abundance as an indispensable requisite for social justice and
stability; [3] the insistence on their own worth and distinctive-
ness by previously "invisible" racial, ethnic, and religious
minorities, women, and homosexuals has resulted in pluralistic
modes of cultural expression and challenged the metaphor of the
* "melting pot," which supposes a single, uniformly acceptable
"american way of life"; [4] the theory of "equal results for all

social groups" rather thar¥ "equal opportunity for all individ-

uals" has provoked intense controversy as to the legitimate basis:

of access .to possessions,-power, and prestige; and [5] the
widespread diffusion of a pleasure ethic, the quest for "self-
actualization" and the claimed right "to do my own thing," has

collided with older notions of Calvinist sobriety, restrictive

sex and monogamous marriage, and the redemptive power of work.

These novel assaults on previously unassailable collective

beliefs are significant beyond their capacity to generate dis- :

putes about issues that routinely occupy citizens in any free
™ [

nation~ They are divisive in a more fundamental sense. Taken

together, they represent a comprehensive critique of the under- -
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.lying standards by which Americans have judged their society,
their careers, and their lives. The defenders of the status quo
and its enemies as well as oerhaps the larger numbers who are
merely confused and ambivalent are mainly unified only by, the:
shared conviction that the social universe is awry and tNat
indiyidual lives are without compass. It is no wonder, then,
that in the present historical context, alarmed observers have
yearned for some measure of harmony and consensus and have
i-meached colleges and universities, in the words of W.H. Auden,
tor "lecturing on navigation while the ship is going down." A
passage from a recent monograph by Earl McGrath typifies this
call to the collegiate sense of duty. |

If a reconstituted and generally acceptable value
system is to be conceived and disseminated among the
members of society, the centers of learning must take a
large part of the responsibility for doing so. Why then
should scholars not place this matter high in the list
of priorities among the purposes of their research and
teaching activities? The exclusion of the very aspects
of life which give meaning to an individual's or a
*society's existence is one of the most difficult
features to understand in the evolution of higher
education in Western culture. What we believe in and
what we stand for and the validity of our convictions
in terms of personal happiness and national well-being
ought to be the central subject of research and teach-
ing in the entire educational system. The institutions
of higher education have the greatest responsibility in
this area of learning because they alone are able to
put the whale apparatus of scholarship to work in
studying our value commitments and evaluating theig
wvalidity in relation to conditions of life today!
.

. vh_it is not altogether clear from this appeal or others of its

bgenre if undergréduate institutions are asked to: [l] place more
emphasis on. the study of personal and social values; [2j encour-
age students to prefer some general values over others; or [3]

bind students to specific derivations of more abstract value

standards. These approaches represent a movement from moral

»

I
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™ .
neutrality to advocacy, and from principle to application, and it
may be helpful to explore the implications of each alternative

1

for developing a value consensus among students.

. Coliéges have never neglected "values education," if all
: ‘that is meant by this term is the analysis of moral issues. In-
deed, every branch of study - arts, letters, and the sciences -

~ purpdsively‘ or unwittingly éomments on the adequacy of moral
aspirétion and reasoning. A student who is engaged in the
"purely academic" study of the grandeur and folly of human
history, or of the world's artistic and literary treasures, or of
“the competing claims of the great religions and philosophical
systems is inescapably confronted by the desperate Kantian
questions "What can I know? What ought I to do? What may I
hope?" ' And since ideals are not the same as fantasies, he is
invited to consult the sciences the better to decide if what is
known about nature and human nature encourages or deflates the

extravagance of his dreams.

Value analysis, so conceived, requires the student and not
the institution to decide what ethical principles he can support.
He is exposed to a spectrum of competing views delivered from the
podium and in forums outside the classroom, andneven those
faculty who are“pot willing to endorse particular moral goals are
prepared to examine their internal consistency, estimate the
probability that they can be attained, comment on the appropri-
ateness of the mégns, and indicate what costs would be incurred
in achieving the desired end. It istuzzling_how a consensus on
a "generally acceptable value system" would result from embracing
this sort of value analysis except on the devout rationalist
assumption;that principles capable of dispelling moral Qissensus
are "out there" if only more people consented to think more
energetically more of the time. In the middle of the nineteenth
century, students at the OUniversity of Pennsylvania who were

5
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guilty of disciplinary infractions were treated with special
severity if they had been exposed to a course in philosophy and
were thus presumed to,know right from wrong. Innocence once lost
is lost forever, and for the modern sensibility, value analysis
is inherently a subversive undertaking which is more likeiy to
have the effect of converting certainties into problems. If John
Rawls and Robert Nozic‘k are at odds over the most fundamental
meanings of distributive jus‘tice, SO may be‘sophomores.‘! ‘

r

Nor is there much reason to believe that the recent revival
of interest in "general education," for all of its salutary.
implications for curricular reform and'moral "consciousness-
raising," has significant consequences for developing a values
consensus. Critics may be justified in asserting that the
ascendance of the graduate school, disciplinary insula:i.ty, and
excessive specialization have virtually eliminated the "Big
Issue" from cbnsideration in the classroom, and that common
exposure to the grand tradition of Western and world cultures is

the sine qua non for serious exploration of social and personal
values. But a shared universe of discourse is at best a neces-
safy but insufficient condition for sha_red convictions. , A
community of student-philosophers which broods about the timeless
mysteries of truth, beauty, and ethics will be unified by the
brooding and separated by the diverse responses of its members.

Value consensus becomes a meaningful ideal only when a
coliege is willing to proceed beyond anal:-i:; and is prepared to
state its corporate preference for parti~ular values. It can
then try to recruit students who are already convinced or per=
suade the unconverted to accept its specific moral stance. A
whole series of converging circumstances both*outside and within
.the academy have discouraged any such practice by all except a
relatively small number of mainly church-supported institutions.

Most other colleges have been reluctant to adopt similar prac-
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tices because: [1] internal consensus gained through- religious or
secular sectariaﬁism at the institutional level might further
exacerbate div}sions in the nation at large; [2] society provides
generods support for higher education partly in the anticipation.
that free inquiry and disinterested advocacy yield sociai bene-
fits that would be sériously diminished if each qoilege acted as
a special interest’group with tendentious purposes of its own;

and, perhaps most important [3] the dominant metaphor of ‘col-
legiate instruction, "the marketplace of ideas," impresses many
as‘inconsistent with any ‘fixed institutional position on moral
issues. Since all ideas must compete with the doctrines of the
past and the yet unimagined formulations of the future, it would
be philosophically arrogant to "settle" questions, to arrive it
"final" solutions, to "dispose" of ethical issues. If the his

tory of ethical inquiry has been marked by cyclical enthusiasms,

it is altogether likely that today's invincible conviction Will‘

become tomorrow's regret.

These general considerations of policy,. prudence,‘and
scholarly reticencq\which often restrict institutional pronounce-
ments on values to‘'banalities of catalogue prose are reenforced
by uncertainties about the definition and prospecté of "success-
ful" instruction in the values domain. Specifically, several
crucial questions still await definitive responses: [1}]  Can
higher education exert an appreciable influence on the develop-
ment of any values among undergraduates? [2] What comparative
advantages, if any, do universities and colleges enjoy in
transmitting particular values among all those who might plau-
sibly claim universal assent? [3] Are the tenets of the academic
ethic, thus specified, suffiéiently powerful and inclusive to
constitute a significant contribution to an American value

consensus?

The answer to the first of these questions is only moderate-

i
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1y reassuring. The empirical,findings on college impaeus as -

'reVealed in the standard compendia which have appeared.dufing the”"
last fifteen,years ~ Sanford; Felduan and Newcoinb; Clark’eg‘al.;
and Solmon and Taubman - have been remarkably stable and may be

3 [1] undergraduate studentS»

brlefly summarlzed as follows:
acquire C0n51derable 1nformat10n about the nature of value
Choices and moral issues, but 1t is not known how much' of this
knowledge is retained; [2] college attendance is modestly related
to marital stability, mental health, pelitical participation,
economic conservatiSm, commitment to libertarian values, racial
and ethnic tolerance, and lawful behavior; [3] authoritarianism,
dogmatism, and prejudice decline, and attitudes toward public
issues become progressively more liberal from the freshman to the
senior vyear, but the magnitude of the changes is slight; '[4]
studenbs concentratlng in the social sc1ences ‘are more unconven—\
- tional 1n the1r personal - values and less orthodox polltlcally
than majors in the humanities and the natural sc1ences; [§] the
collegiate impact on values is somewhat more pronounced in small
four¥year residential colleges which "provide opportunities for
significant intetaction among students and informal contacts with
professors;'faculty, as such, do not appear to be influential
except in such settings; [6] values of students who have complet-
ed courses in ethics or citizenship do not differ appreciably
from those who have not been exposed to such offerings; and [7]
research designs which have controlled for confounding variables
and selective factors reveal that the charactéristics of the
studenés such as SAT scores, social class, sex, and ethnicity
account for a substantial part of the observed variance in

ethical outcomes.

These findings may sadden but should not astonish those ‘E.l
hope that college has a significant influence in the ethical
domain. Schooling is not the same as education, and by the

\
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college years, the cumulative impact of other socialization’

agencies such as the family, the church, and the mass media may
have significantly reduced «he area that is subject to change.
Nevertheless,»ln view of the relatlvely pr1m1t1ve state of the
art in measur ing subtle outcomes, it would be. premature to
dismiss the possibility that values could be significantly
altered during the college years without detection by currently
available research instruments. This caveat , seems especially
-warranted since existing findihgs seem to contradict collective
experience. When so'many testify in print and Canereation that
college has signiﬁicantly influenced their moral development,

{
this too must be reckoned as evidence.

N

In .any event, it can hardly be saiduthat we have exhausted
the opportunities for influencing moral developmeht either
through modification of the campus environmeht or classroom
techniques.. The most fundamental pedagdgical issues remain
unresolved. Should value$ ‘instruction be confined to spec1al
courses or introduced throughout the currrculum, required or

optional , taught by individual profesSorEﬁlunder depar tmental

auspices or by interdisciplinary teams,  wholly campus—bésed or .-

k)
include a "field" component? Perhaps the most striking recent
change involves the transfer to students of powers formerly held

in loco parentis and their increased participation in every major

aspect of 1nst1tut10nal existence. The purpose'of inviting
students to share in decisions affecting corporate relationships,
- educational programs and 1nternal ordér rests on the assumption
that such participation is, so to speak, laboratory instruction
in the processes of moral choice, and it is hoped that students
will emerge from this experience less dogmatic and doctrinaire,
and more tolerant and receptive to different points of view.
The transformation of academic COmmunitiés, some the size of

small cities, into parliamentary republics engaged in- garrulous
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debate and delicate maneuver'oVer’spheres of influence, appor-
tionment, rites of due process,’ institutional policy, and the
like, may entail unyanted costs, but this untidy process may,
nevertheless, teach students much about tge nature of democratic

values. There is no norm that is more worth transmitting than

the procedural principle thay the losers having lost will consent

<
to lose, while the winners having won are content to permit their-

vanquishaé opponents to. try again.

The increased visibility of the corporate behavior of
educatiohai'iﬁ%titutions as employers, landlords, and investors,
however, entails the danger that students may be introduced to
ethical practices that are at odds with standardé that are
professed in the classroom. This hidden curriculum is inescap-
ably, if unwittingly, part of values instruction and is therefore

inseparable from other teaching functions. Similarly, prqfessors‘

who engage in rancorous personal rivalries, elevate their own
self-interests to universal philosophies, and distinguish between
their "work" and teaching, nevertpeless teach more than they

intend. . q
h ‘

But even if corpdrate ethics were sublime and the faculty a
community of saints, we would still be obliged to decide to which
values, if any, universities and colleges wish to bind all
students in the face of the pervasive ethical relativism that is
characteristic of our‘time and circumstance. The moral agnosti-
cism of the Zeitgeist is reflected by the academy and fortified
by specific intellectual perspectives which are incorporated in

disciplines. Thus, for example, since some social determinists

deny any agency to the will, they are at a loss to find any basis
“for co?demning transgressions against legal and moral norms. The
basic conceptual categories of psychoanalysis likewise confer
moral immunity. As we proceed from "normality" through "neuro-
sis" to "psychosis," a default of obligation ceases to be a
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grasped only half subliminally.

N

)

character defect and becomes.a pardonable illness. Nor is moral
certainty'fostered‘by Death-of~God theologians or by positivist

n thilqsophers who regard value propositions as "emotive" expres-

sions or interesting only as subjects for linguistic analysis.
These formulations are'surely antagonistic to efforts to achieve
a consensus on values, but students could not be protected from
these and kindred heresies without depriving them of some of éhe
most pervagive, influential, and stimulating ideas of twentieth-

century thought.

‘

. BEthical neutrality, then, arises not out of glad conviction
but as a reluctant concession to ambiguity. Neutralists contend
that since the academy has e;hibited no superior gifts
adjudicating value conflicts, .a facplty's special claim to .a
hearing rests solely on its professional expertise. Professors
are thus not entitled to borrow institutional authority to regale
a captive population with their own personal or collective moral
truths. V ' '

This display of moral reticence ¢ the part of ethical

neutralists conceals their own unacknowledged, and perhaps

" unrecognized, commitment to a system of values whose claims are

as impe;iohé as any. Educators may remain aloof from all other
declarations of moral choice, but they may not refuse to honor
the ethical structure that sustains schdlarsh}p and teaching. If
the:heutralists were to concede as much, and the activists were
to ihsist on no more, then colleges couldéhope to build a consen-
sus around values that all could share. It would be necessary
first to identify both the élements of the academic ethic and

their extensions in order to make explicit what is sometimes

Jacob Bronowski, Eric Ashby, and Robert Merton have more
than most sought to understand the culture of scholarly investi-

gation, and a sampling of their perceptions of its value com—-
N
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ponents may assist us to decide if these also adequately define -
7
the moral functions of undergraduate education.6

fntegrity:
Scholars "do not cheat" (J. B.) ‘
and have "reverence for truth." (E. A.)

Balance:
Scholars do not "make wild claims."
The suspension of judgment...and the detached scrutiny
of beliefs...have perlodlcally involved science in
conflict with other institutions." (R. M.)

Civility:

Scholarly "disputes are fairly decorous" and "they
listen patiently to the young and to the old who both
know everything." (J. B.)

,,43 Open~m1ndedness
Scholars "appeal neither to pre]udlce nor to author-

ity" (J. B.)
and "moral authority in universities, therefore, can be
an authority which avoids dogma." (E. A.)

Humility: . .
Scholars "are often quite frank about:their ignorarice"
(J.B.) and their awareness that "all truth may be con~
taminated by error. ..generates humility.” (E. A.)

" Respect.for the Past: '

The "recognition by scientists of their dependence upon
a cultural heritage..." yields "a sense of indebted-
ness....The humility of scientific genius is not simply
culturally appropriate but results from the realization
that scientific advance involves the collaboratlon of
past and present generatlons " (R. M.)

Universalism:
The acceptance or rejection of claims entering the
X lists of science is not to depend on the personal or

social attributes of their protagonist; his race,
rationality, religion, class and personal qualltles
are, as such, irrelevant." (R. M. L

Internationalism:
"It is immaterial whether a scholar's theory is upset
s by one of his countrymen or by an enemy...lt is upset
’ all the same." (E. A.) .
ualit

There 1s "equallty for any scholar, however junior, who
advances knowledge" and he "has his place in the guild
of learning." (E. A.) |
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‘ Communalism:
"The scientist's claim to 'his' intellectual 'property’
is limited to recognition and esteem ‘which, if the
institution functions with a modicum of efficiency, is
roughly commensurate with the significance of incre-
ments brought to a common fund of knowledge." (R.' M.)

Accountability:

"The translation of the norm of disinterestedness into
practice is effectively supported by the ultimate ac-
countability of scientists to their compeers." (R. M.)

This description of some elements of the scholarly ethos is
hardly exhaustive but, even as it stands, it tends to explain why
according to Merton there has been a "virtual absence of fraud ir
the annals of science"7 and to substantiate Bronowski's claim
that. "by the worldly standards of public life, all scholars and
their work are of course oddly virtuous."8 A college's commit-
ment to this particular array of values seems -advantageous on a
number of grounds: [1l] they are applicable to a variety of per-
sonal, occupational, and social contexts; [2] they can be di-
rectly assimilated to the basic functions of all institutions of
higher learning, i.e., the §£§serVation, trg%ém;ssion, and
\Eiégtioh of knowledge; [3] they are idéally communicated in every
class and not merely in connection with specific disciplines,
courses, or topics; [4] they can be transmitted by teachers who
do not possess extraordinary perQOnal qualities so long as they
obey their own professional codes; and [5] they are closely
linked to the values of a democratic society, which among all
political systems provides the most felicitous context for
science, scholarship, and instruction.

. As Henry E. Sigerist has observed, "It is impossible to
~ establish a simple causal® relationship between democracy and
science and to state that democratic society alone can furnish
the soil suited for the development of science. It cannot be a
mere coincidence, however, that science actually has flourished
in democratic periods."9 There can be no doubt that whatever
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is the case in the natural.sciences, productive work in the

social sciences and the humanities is seriously damaggd when it~

is respon51ve to government ukase and, the official, party line of

,totalltarlan societies. Colleggs are thus lelged to endorse the

4

values of a democratic societY'because,,to reverse a celebrated
dictum, what is good for the country is 'good for education.
Accordingly, they would violate the artlcles of their own charter
if they fglled to convey to students their own strong commitment

to the master terms.of the democratic fradition: - "security,"

"liberty," “"fraternit® " "equality," and "justice." These
quresent the 'aspirations to be safe from external attack or
domestic threat, to exercise,political freedoms, to live wi&h
one's fellows in solidarity and comradeship, and to enjoy similar

amenities, rights, and obligations as ail other citizens.

There are at least twoﬂpérticularly troublesome objections
thét might be advanced against the conception that colleges
should seek a consensus based on explicit or implicit “extrap-
olations of their own values: [1] the ethical tenets underly-
ing scholarship and teaching are not sufficiently inclusive
especially as they relate to problems. of pérsonal identity; and
[2] academic values are highly abstract and, as such, are either

. wholly vacuous or insufficiently restrictive.:f.-

It is undeniably true that the major acadeniic values such
as truth, universalism, disinterestedness, etc., have greater

hnﬁlications_for defining responsibilities and obligations, i.e.,

- for the dévelopment of "character," and are less relevant as

guides for personality enhancement and "self-actualization."
This does not appear to be a crucial flaw?{n view of the
restricted soveréignty that a college should exercise in the
purely personal sphere. The institution's 'regponsibility is
properly limited to providing an environment and a wide range of
curriculay experiences which assist the student to discover who .
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he is, what he wishes to become, and his conceptioné of the goéd
“life. It has no warrant for plaCing jts imprimatur, fot example,
on the values of safety or adventure, asceticism or acquisition,
- premarital. chastity or sexual exﬁerience, unless, as_in the case
of illegdl drug use or excessive.consumption of alcohol, some
forms of behavior disable the student and entail undesirable
consequences for tge %ommunity. For the most part, young adults
should be at liberty to confront their most profouna existential
problems without requiring.the épproval‘or incurring the censure
of corporaté orthodoxy. At the same time, students should
recognize that a college is an intellectual anhd not é'therapeutic

community, and while they may expect help in "finding them-

selves," they Will be obliged - to conduct the search mostly ﬁn_

their own time.

evts

The abstract nature of academic and democratic values poses

greater difficulties. A student speaking in the name of "justice"

might, for example, support or oppose affirmative action pro—‘?

grams, endorse or reject proposals for'thg eliminatiod dfxghe oil
depletion allowance, of approve  or disapprove of increasing
social security benefits. It might appear that a.value [{e}
generously laden with meaning can commandayniversal assent mainly

bgéause it yields no consequenges. This indéctment is too

severe. A general moral standard will seldom eliminate all

_degrees of freedom and permit one and only one specific deriva-
tion; its utility must be measured by the more modest criterion
of its capacdity to narrow the~rénge of choices>by identifying a
 substantial number of options as falling outside the lynitsyof
ethically permissible behavior. The concept of justice and other
elements of the democratic ethic stands vindicated when judged in
this fashion.10 It excludes, for example, genocide, socialism
for the rich and capitalism for the poor, unequal expenditures

for public education on the basis of district property wealth,

W
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the denial of good grades to able but intellectually obstreperous
students, calllng fouls on rookie centers and excu51ng Kareem

. Abdul~-Jabbar - and the list could be 1ndef1n1tely.expanded

{ The debate on the proper role of cozlééehin the valu
spnere, then, is not *a dispute between moral nlhlllsts and the
ethically committed, but rather a controversy over, the approprl—
ate scope and coerciveness of value standards.. Consensus which

is achieved by mobilizing the institutional authority of colleges

on oehalf of highly specific coqgeptions of proper individual

conduct and correct social policy at some point ceases to be
education and dlssolves 1nto partlsanshlp As. in every other
political organization, orthodoxy is enforced and heretics must-
be punished. Herbert Marcuse regards the openness of univer-
sities to dissent as an ingenious bourgeots stratagem which he
labels "repressive toleration.” We may be certain that his
Marxist followers would feel no compulsion to resort to this
partlcu&ar form of low cunnlng. . /

From another perspective, a recent pjgce by W1111am F.

Buckley reaffirms a thesis which he first advanced a quarter of a

11

century earlier .in his God and Man at Yale. According to

Buckley, there is a substantiap gap between the determinedly

conservative values of the Yale trustees, alumni, and parents who

' support the university and the 1deologles that are dlssemlnated

by the faculty. Thus, for example, 1nstead of rellglon, moral

absolutes lalssez—falre, the hedonlstlc calculus, 50c1a1 Darwin-

1sm, and the natural superiority of the glite, the faculty seems
to favor gecularism, cultural relativism, Keynes, Freud, environ-
mental determinism, and the welfare state. The usual claim that
academic freedom guarantees that the piper may sing any tune is
rejected by Buckley on the grounds that professors have special
immunities only in the natural sciences, where dlsputes can be‘

resolved by incontrovertible evidence. Elsewhere, shared valuéb
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are a major and unavoidable component in the evaluafion of ..

competence. The English Department will not engage a‘pfofessor
who prefers Joyce Kilmer - tq_31’§ Eliot, nor will SOC1ology
appoint scholars who advocate the use of the whipping post as a
deterrent to crime. Since values and taste are not subject to
proof! Buckléy concludes thap Yale professors, like other loyal
employees, are obliged to expound the views of their employers.
Any social class or, political group in a democratic society is
at liberty to engage a public relatlons firm to promote its
ideological wares, but it 1& difficult to 1maglne by what defin-
ition of education we could resolve intellectual disputes by
recourse to a poll of the Yale alumni. '

The s EES' grace of all éducation, general or speéialized
resides ne1ther in specific questions nor answers but rather in
the 1ntegr1ty of the process which brings them 1nto alignment.

Academic values. are thus compatible with any organization of the'
curriculum ‘and are sovereign wherever men and women pursue

learning as a serious calling. The academic ethic is imperfectly
représented by its exemplars, incompletely absorbed by its
beneficiaries, applicable to a very limited sector of the moral

_universe, and constrained by counterinfluences, but if the norms

that inform the teacher's art and the scholar's craft are*nof

enough, these are, alas, the on{zjvalues colleges may offer ag

0_\“ ’

distinctively their own.

: : i

) Notes e :

1. Some of the issues raised in this paper have been treated in
my previous work, and several passages from these earlier
writings are here included in revised form. See Marvin
Bressler, "Sociology and Collegiate General Education,” in

" Paul F. Lazarsfeld, William H. Sewell, and Harold L. Wilen-
sky, The Uses of Sociology, New York, Basic Books, 1967, pp.
46-62; "The American College: Some Prospects and Choices,"
The Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social

Sciences, 396, July, 1971, pp. 57-69; [with Judith Higgins]
Student Activism:The Radical Decades, United States Office
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~ of/Education, 1972; P"The Liberal Synthesis in American Higher

Education," The Anhals of the American Academy of Political
and Social Sciences, 404, November, 1972, pp. 183-193; [with

Paul Benaceraff et al.] Report of the Commission on the Fu-- -

ture of the College, Princeton University, 19733 "Kohlberg’

and the Resolution*of Moral Conflict," New York University
Education Quarterly, 7, Winter, 1976, pp. 2-8; and "The

Ethicality of Scholarship," Princeton Alumni Weekly, _77, 

November- 21, 1977, p. 15.

In technical usage, "ethics" is customarily employed as a
generic term which includes both "values" and "morals"; the
former refers to general standards defining the nature of the
good in the personal domain, while the latter refers to
principles dgoverning right conduct in social relationships.

These terms are often used interchangeably in nontechnical |

discussions, a practice that’ has been followed ‘in this
paper. ’

Earl ~J._ McGrath, -Values, Liberal Education, and Natibnai

Destiny, Indianapolis, The Lilly Endowment, Inc., June, 1975,
p. 19. 7} _ : - ;

John Rawls, A Théory of Justice, Cambridge, Harvard Univer-

sity Press, 1971; Robert.-Nozick, Anarchy, State and Utopia, |

New York, 1974.

Nevitt Sanford, ed., The American Collegé, New -York, Wiley,

1862; Kenneth A..Feldman and Theodore M. Newcomb, The Impact -

of College on Students, San- Francisco, Jossey-Bass, 1969;
Burton R. Clark et al., Students and Colleges: Interaction

and Change, Berkeley, Center for Research and Development in’

‘Higher Education, 1972; and Lewis Solmon and Paul J. Taubman,

eds., . Does College Matter: Some Evidence on the Impacts of,
Higher Education, New York, Academic Press, 1973. :

Jacob Bronowski, Science and Human Values, New York, Julian

Messner, 1956, pp..  56-57; Robert K. Merton, "Science and
Democratic: Social Structure," in Robert K. Merton, Social -
Theory.and ‘Social Structure, rev. ed. Glencoe, Free Press,
' 1957; and Eric Ashby, Adapting Universities to a Techno-

logical Society, San Frandisco, ' Jossey-Bass, 1974, p. 86.

The citations from Merton appear in the following sequence:
p. 560, 557-558, 553, 556, 559.

Bronowski , p. 56. !

Mertén, p. 559.
&

48

-



9.

10.

'Henry'E. Sigerist, "Science and Democracy," Science and

Society, 1938, 2, p. 291.

A'someﬁhat more restrictive view of this matter. appears in
Bressler, "Kohlberg and the Resolution of Moral Conflict."
My current position has been influenced by critical reactions

' to this piece.

11.

William F. Buckley, Jr., God and Man at Yale, Chicago, H.
Regnery, 1951; "Giving Yale to Connecticut," Harper's,
November., 1977,. pp. 44-56. For an illustration of a
corporate commitment by a college to conservative values, see
"The Rockford College Institute. Why?" and "Appendix." For
example, "At the policy level, we have recognized that as a
prlvate college, our future is inextricably bound to the
success of private enterprise if students and their families

" are to be able to pay the tuition we must charge to sustain

our private status, and if there is to be sufficient capital
surplus to permit the private philanthropy on which we
depend. - Therefore, it is incumbent upon us to help all our
students understand the productive genius of our economic.
system and encourage them to make our implementation of that
system stronger and wiser rather than working to circumscribe
or destroy that system," n.p.
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TELEVISION POWER QMERICAN VALUES
/\ .
William Miller
— \§ ;
I am as old as‘radio; our oldest child is as old as tele-~

 vision. She and her younger siblings have a hard time imagining

a world, a home, an evening, in which there is no television. It

- = is even a little hard for me to remember life before telev1s1on.
Stephen Leacock wrote that he had long years of experlence in the

banklng field - as a depositor. I have an analogous experience

:1n the telev1s1on field, from watching M11ton Berle to watching
‘“Saturday Night Live"; fiom finding a bar with a TV set in

Chicago to watch Murrow's program on Joseph McCarthy t@ taping

Walter Cronkite's interview with Miss Lillian.

The\interpretation of American television at the most
: general level 1s like that of other “advances" of modern technol-
| { ogy, the so~called_"progress since the Industrial ReVolutlon.
) These adVagces are accompanied by enormous costs and dangers. '
And of course the full effect is not that of one invention alone
but of the complex whole; television is,inextricably interwoven

with the rest of modern technological society.

But telev1s1on, like modern teéhnologicai society, is not

the total monster that some, partly in reaction to the opposite

" view, see it to be: writers like Jacques Ellul, agrarian roman-

tics, returners to the soil. With all of the costs; these

developments in industrial productivity, in transportatisn, and

: g in communication represent net gains in the .life of the broad
| .populace. Modern techhology, particularly television, has values

that are pecullafiy difficult for the artlculate to appreciate

and dangers that are pecullarly difficult ‘for the general publlc

. : to rcelve. ’ . R
pe BN

bs to the artlculate classes, we dictate our denunc1at10ns
of "impersonal," "dehumanizing" modern technology onto trane
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séribing machines; they are typed on electric typewriters; they
re "pﬁblished” by the earliest' of the decisive techhblogical
~advances, the printing press; they are tranémitted'(tO'the
allegedly alienated public) by modern means of transportation
and communication. We will discuss our books denouncinditelg-p
vision on television talk shows, if -any one will invite us to
appear on them. Jacques Ellul's excoriation of technology is
available in paperback in smdll Midwestern citiés; to bringvabout

_that result requires a whole series of uges g?‘the technology the

book denounces.

More important, the daily life of the ordinary man is
coﬁcretely improvzﬂ in mundane ways. People ih'what used to be
called the underdeveloped countries are busily sfrivihg'ﬁg attain
what literati in the advanced nations busily denounce. Tele-
vision shares to some extent, ambiguously, in that mundane
improvement in the daily life of millions that is more obvibus in
other technological advances - central heating, motor cars,
penicillin, modern p;umb;ng, the telephone. These are not what
. poets sing about, but they are what people latch onto. The
justification of mass television 1s not, first of all,‘the
occasional "good" program but just the addltlon to the life of
the ordinary person of another, more complete and accessible and
varied source of entertainment and'information than had hitherto
been available. Prop081t10n. Life is more nterestlng for the.
elderly poor, for people 11v1ng‘alone, for patients in hospltals
(you walk down the corridor and quickly learn what is on all
three networks), for residents of Gnaw Bone, Indiana, and Sky-
line, Wyoming, for working class and poor people, the forest of
TV aerials over whose homes the'critics used to deplore - life is
‘more interesting for the broa& public, and especially for the '
.poorer, and more remote, the disabled, disconnected, and dis-
advantaged, than it was before the advent of television. I was,
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- ~8truck by this aside in_Kennetthynan's'article on johnny Carson

in The New Yorker: "Between April and September, the numbers dip,
but this reflects a seasonal pattern by which all TV shows are
afifected. A*tOp'NBC executive explained to‘me, with heartless

candor , 'People who can afford vacations go away in the Summer .

It's only the poor people who watch us all the year roun

"I wasn' t poor, but I never saw Hank Luisetti shoot a jump
shot nor did’ I know what.Art Tatum looked like, much as I admlred
them, in. my’ culturally deprived youth before teiev151on. My son’
has seen Julius Erv1ng, Walt Fra21er, and Blll Walton of the NBA

on CBS. The defense Testsg ’

Neither unambiguous progress nor monster, tele3}51on is not
"neutral” either. Telev151on, like technology generally, is not
simply an instrument or tool.which extends human powers, to be
used accordlng to one's choice for good or for evil. The giant

Yevers of npdernltx have a partlcularly powerful shape - each -

one, and the collectlon of all of them.: Taken together,.they
‘make the simultaneous centripetal and centflfugal forces that
Mannhelm descrlbed great new centers of poweri(30 Rock, hard
rock, Black' Rock, Fred Silverman) combined with ‘wider and wider
"mass democratization" (99 percent of households with a set; 78
percent. color sets; 46 percent more than one set; on an "average"
Sunday night - the biggest night - 97 million viewers; on other
nights, 80 million,” 30 million and more watching the same pro-
gram; 104 million watching Super Bowl XII; 111 million watching
Nixon'ebresignation; 75 millﬁon.watching at least part of the
Carter—Ford'debates) : ' ' ‘

As the automobile e11m1nated the Sunday—nlght church service
and the use of the parlor for qpurtlng and helped to create the
suburb, so television will have its own string of unintend®X side
effects in the shaping of a social order.. Television, like tech-

nology, is neither an unequivocal good nor an unequivocal evil,
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nor yet simply neutral, but an enormously powerful phenomenon_

~with q.ute partlcular trdlts, about which the society needs to

make conscious social decisions, recognizing the mamnoth dangers N

Yo

-
and kinds of damage those tl:a.1ts can represent.

Television is a conditlon of ‘our- present social 11«fe, 1r- ‘

rever31b1e, it is an aspect aof the perennlal human struggle to

; live together well, which struggl‘e never ends. Obviously, it was
‘*an efiormous mistake that th1s potent instrument was allowedr

simply to grow out of radlo and gi\ien ovet therefore to com-
mercial control. It did not’ require the’ sponsorshlp of Maxwell

House coffee or the billion~dollar annual revenues for three'y

commercial networks in order for llfe to be a little. more ’

"interesting in Gnaw Bone. g

x e (* *

The f1rst of the ev1dent traits of Aperican TV, upon wh1ch Y

the others rest, ‘acquired w1th stunning rap1d1ty in my- -adult

11fet1me, is the pervas1veness, ublqultyr 1nescapab111ty that the
figures 1 cited’ above 1ndlcate. There"s no h1d1ng place down

here. A friend of m1ne,»d1sturbed that his sson recited tele-
vision commercials, ban1shed the set. fromﬁs house. He wrote an
article about the nnpact(of, television on our values which drew; a
large response and was reprinted in the- 'Reader's Digest -'with,

interestingly, the paragraph condeﬁung advertising omitted. He

mentioned in the article the, TV-less condltlon of his\home, and
when he appeared on radio discussion programs incredulous inter-

viewers asked how his children could survive without a television:

set - how they could learn about President Nixon standlng by the
China Wall, " an event of the tune,‘for ‘example. He calmly ex-
plained that there were perfectly good photographs of the Presi-

dent looking at the Chfna Wall on the front page of The New York

'Tlmes, wh1ch ought to suffice. o e

But his wife had to  cope w1th the chlldren s compuls1on t}o
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it go next door "to watch "Sesame Street" and other programs: that are
not "Sesame Street." And this man sometimes s1mply couldn't" I
B fol low the politlcs that he’ needqd to, follow without a television ', -
r N set.. I had thq; game experlencé in a ﬁtlle effort at abstemous— ,_\
ness durmg a year in Callforfua in 1960-61 No teleW.s10n set,
L sa1d -The chlldren would have to get along mthout one. Then
came the Nixon-Kennedy debates; and 1t was Daddy who went Jbu‘t and
rather sheeplshly brought home.a’ used set. So w1th my telev1s1on- .
cr1t1c1zang friend, in whose den a v set now gives out 1th
9 . '

nlghtly dose of d1storted values. ;

-

Even if you don t have one, or even 1f as the teleV1sion
. 'people are always saymg you <an do, you turn off the knob or
v " never.’ turn it on,. sf:lll you live in a society in which everybody
' else has a set and everybody else has it turned on. (I remember "
nlghtly walks 1n Princeton, early in the TV days, in which we
o passed house after dark house in wh1ch we would be:. startled to.
see the blue-white gllmmerlngs of a TV set.) . Man is a soc1alv-,_
annnal If you don't know who Starsk_y and Hutch or who Laverne '
A ,and Sh1rley are - with some nimble footwork I do not - your -
? ' chlldren do, your students do, your co-workers do, Time maga21ne .

y does, and you will. I will. . : FEA 3«; "
I read in an article while I was preparing to write these o
paragraphs that there are two actors who play parts called
""pride" and "Price" in advertisements for the A§.P', ‘and that they
_are better known than was John F. Kennedy. They are asked for
" their autographs, and dutifully sign "Pride" and "Price." I had
never heard of them, but in the end I found'out about them. And
SO wi“llhyou, whether your sets are on or not. The numbérs for
television are so huge, crossing/ all lines of society, and the
time spent is so great - six and a half hours 'a day on the aver-
age, eight hours in households with children - as to make tele-

vision an unavoidable given condition whether we like it or not.
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~ It Sets conditions for other iM#titutions. The current'

-.President was careful to. schedule his. State of the Union message

on an evening that/bould avoid competition ‘with, or the supplante
ing of, the aforesaid Starski" and Hutch; the two previous Pres-ir

 dents were careful to avoid 1nterference with telecast sporting
| events' t\elev1sion critics enjoy telling abodt the Milton Berle -
Effect from the early*days, the Senator Montoya Effect during the
e ’teiecast of the- Erv1q Committee he#ings in 1973, each of which
effect',s has to do with abrupt changes< in water pressure in major -
"cities at certain moments (during Berle S program at the com-~

mercials) 'I'hese ‘are but symbols, of course, of deeper effects;

" and displacements, A pair cif bbolg publishers ‘talk to their new
: 'author and look him over carefullf in order to assess not his
boolc but h1s presence for the purpose of TV talk" shows, by which
. books. are sold. :

Teléiusmn not only takes over as the primary qelebrity-
maker, but also accelerates the celebrity focus in the soc1ety.
The -star system of Hdllymod is augmented ‘and mye; gven emptier.
Here's Roone Arledge explaining the superiority of. boxing to
football for tele\iisxon purposes. (1t will surprise many, no ‘doubt,

" to learn that pro football 1s not regarded as the apex, or nadir,

of te1ev151on) "Boxing is great telev1s1on," Arledge says‘ "It

~has all the elements of every lgnd of television that féscmates

peopl_e. The small ring - not a'big playing space-like a basebal 1
diamond. The primitive, simple act of it, so easy to Linderstand

"And then there is the fact that in boxing you have people_

who are not only not in the1 k1nd of big, am}nymoh’s auniforms that
football players wear, but in- ﬁaqt their bodies, their faces,
almost everythinc ~t.~ them 1is vi51ble, and right there in your"
11_v1ng* room. Y< , to know them' as people. You fight with
them, you get in . ¥ : - “

" [
"It's made for te_leviSion."
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~continuity of.1living. "

‘four quotatlons' s

"~ As with sports, so with politics, and 1life: you get in .
tglose, it's made for television. TV. seeks the simple set with
a single person, in a conflict, dramatized, not the complex
arrangement with many people, in the undramatic, unresolved
* "\. * o *

T

My 1nterpretat1on of television has been built arc'lnd these

)

A

Walter L1ppmann' "The larger the number of people,.the

srmpler the communication must be."

‘A television execlutiye: "There's no highbrow in- the |
lowbrow, but there's a little lowbrow in éverybody." 4

Fred Friendly in Due ‘to Circumstances Beyond Our Control:

"Because telev1s1on can make so much money doing its worst, it

cannot afford to do its best." vy

'Llppmann' again: TV ‘attempts to "attract "the attention.
without engaging the mind."

It seeks the focus of the eyeballs, this bubble gum for the
eyes * without requiring. 1ntellectual effort. When the pomt is
to get the largest possible. number - huge numbers - then the
point is also to make it as easy as possible,” as catcﬁy as pos—
sible, as riskless as possible, because every elesneat of dif-

"~ ficulty, of controvers{, of risk causes a certain drop-off in
. the huge percentage of the population one tries’ to catch.

Friendly, of course - to go back to his que‘fation - was -
recountmg his experience with CBS's famous rerun of "I Love
Lucy" during the Fulbright Committee" hearlngs on Vietnam.
Fr1endly wrote: "If we had to interrupt the“progr_:am for a news

,bulletin, deletion of a commercial should be the last resort.

The standard“procedure was to sacrifice the plot, not revenue."
Those quotations repr'esent the obvious defining charac-

S
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\tenstxcs‘ of American commercial telev1s1on- enormous nunbers

of viewers, attracted for the purpose of marketing products, at a

great profit, ‘under fiercely competitive conditions. This last’
.of course is very important: what counts is the share of total

viewers one 'takes away from the opposition. 1f Fred Silverman

" can ra1se NBC's Nielsen raglngs one point, it will be worth

twenty—flve mJ,lllon dollars to. the network.

'Ihere 1s\, therefore, an enormous struggle fo . ttlat'alldience,
a high-powered, expensive, r?arket-researched ?'ffp(rt ‘to find .the
ways to get and to keep the prime-time audienqé. - Ohe measures
one' rk not by external standards, but by‘Ni'elsen ratings in

‘competition with the others. &An American television program can

be watched by twenty million people and judged a failure. From
this underlylng economic imperative -~ ‘this “cost per thousand"

battle of billion-dollar empires -~ cames the stereotypes, s1m-
p11c1t1es, and formulae of the programs, the "'Beverly H111~‘v
billies" and the program about the talking horse. ”'I'ney zékercno_

Lre

drafts on thought, conscience, or truth." R
: * * Cw ' :

- The industry defends itself by an appeal to democracy and
to free enterprise. But American ‘television fits the moral ideal

of nelther K

The 1ndustry is OllgOpOllStlc at the Sixth Avenue top, and
ollgopollstlc with a federal llcense at the local level ~"the FCC

,mdustry - the alleged free enterprisers - has fought the pos—

s1b111t1es for free entry or wider competition: -pay TV, cable’
'I‘Vﬁ public TV as a genuine fourth: network. As has been known to

happen elsewhere, it's "free" enterprise only for those who have
already captured a powerful position.

o r .
As to "democracy" - ~the industry uses the prestige of

‘

enormous numbers, of majorities, of the common people, to embar-

' 11cense to pr1nt money . 'I‘h1nk with what frerce res1stance the -



'raSS democratic“critics if m1ll1ons of ord1nary gglk 11ke it,
- ‘ who are you, you hlghbrow, to say it's lousy? &he1£ﬁﬁkrnat1ve
(it is regularly said)” is an "elite"’ 1mpos1ng the1r Eastes, or
the govermment imposing its will. But obv1ou§lY{thoselaren't the _
only alternatives, as the network battles to retaln their power:

attest\

And the numbers they S0 desperately agsemble do not make'
their enterprise in any . meaningful sense "democratic."” - Demo- -
cratic counting of heads assumee that the heads have been used
for Judgment and thought The action of vot1ng is 1ntended to be
a consc1ous, deliberate act, gu1ded by ome notion of the soelal

. .good, and sometimes it is that. The th theory matters. It imputes
to the voter deliberate, rational choice and even choice that
considers the common good. Go to a swearing-in of naturalized
citizens to see what democratic _voting means. NobOdy pretends
. that turn1ng on the knob of a telev;s;on set ,is such an act.

_ Cbunt1ng the number of "knobs turned is no democrat1c procedure.
o . It has.no her1tage of: 1ntprpretat1on to accompany 1t-'1t has no .
fegal status nor: any ‘political ph1losophy justifying it. If
large numbers of people gather to ‘watch a _gory acc1dent or gawk
-, at a man stand1ng on the ledge of a high building, such gather-
ings do not have any of the moral author1ty of properly , assembled

&7
>
N

e ‘ .ma]or1t1es in a democracy. A television audience® is not a'
| consc1ous public but a pecul1ar kind of crowd -~ almost ‘the
sedentary, separated qu1escent equ1Valent of a mob because 1t';
has been assembled by deliberate - calculat1onsaabout and man1pu—
lat1ons of, its emotions and nonrat1onal drlves.

In each of us there are many d1fferent attr1butes, 1mpulses
and capac1t1es, at many levels - h1gher, lower, and in between.
’ll.{7] . We do gaze at gory accidents, br1ght lights, pretty g1rls,.

' ."freag » oddities. But doing that in large numbers is making no
political judgment and has no moral authority.

¥ * * *
J




‘or her part. Radio requ1red a use of the i
Fibber McGee's closet. Television will show you. Visual radio”
Wwdds sight to the sound of radio; adds nnvement to the stlll,
pictures of photography, adds the transmission of an event as - it
happens to £ilm. (Aldous Huxley pictured a future means of eom—‘
munication that added the sense of touch and smell, and. there'5

mass culture on folk culture de Tocquev1lle S ﬁ%rase about a

S 2
, . . .

..“‘ - | r- - - --i?if\§

But this new instrument does have power - not only the power
repreSented by’ those numbers, but also the power 1nherent in the
medium. It does more-for the recipient withr-less effort on his

;ﬁggination to picture

were jokes ih the early days of ™V espeC1ally about the latter.

Henry Morgan said he'd hate to follow an animal act.) TV adds
o accessfﬁillty to the cinema; the. V1ewer does not need to 1eave
" home to get ‘himself to the Bluebird Theatre. Each one of these

additions is an increase in communication power. Each is cor-

espondingly a decrease in the demands put upon the recipient..
f

A professor of comparatlve llterature, argu1ng agalnst

colleagues hostlle to television because they th1nk 1t encourages(L-

pass1v1ty"'on the part of viewers, wrote "surely watchlhg

‘television is no more passive than reading a novel. Television

can -stimulate thought,? he went on, "as easily as a painting in a

' museum, or music in a concert hall, or :n:jlm in a theatre." His

comment stimulated thought on my‘part, “the thought is that he
is wrong. A novel requires the ability to absorb the meaning of
a printed page and to create 1n one's -own m1nd 1mages that the

~words are 1ntended to convey: Eﬁere is Wuthering Heights, here 1s

Heathcliffn Television provides the sight and sound of all that

;Eonayou, w1th Heathcllff loo®ing all wrong. The experience in

's AL

*" the immedlate moment of communlcatlon at least is more pdssive on

the part of the recipient, with more power in the instruments of
the communicator. Richard Hoggart's fine book,,. The Usgs of

Literacy, weaves 1nto its careful examination of phe 1mpact of

v
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monally empty "democracy" that "s1lently unbends the springs of

actlon."_
T % * *

o

Let me. make compar isons between commerc1al telev1s1on and (
- three other 1nst1tut1ons which it has in part supplanted and
" which it resembles in its culture—shaplng chukch, school,
newspaper. They are “secondary" 1nst1tut1ons that pump the1r

Coa e e stufﬁ rnto 1nd1v1duals, face~to-face groups, fam111es, c1rc1es of .
. , 1.
fr1ends, and hence 1nto the culture. . . RS
oo T S "Each . of these others has in some way a content antecedent -to A

its effort to reach the people¢ whlch content has _some authorlty,-
places some 11m1t, and makes some clalmb Churches have their .
mesgages out of the rel1g1ous traditions. The schools have‘
subyect matter that is to be taught even though students do not
‘understapd it or do mot want to learn'lt. ‘Newspapers have a norm%?71ts"]

AN
bes1des that of making money -~ to present news and opinion.

Commerc1al telev1s1on has no such given.’ 'I‘he gre%t dif- .-
ference between telev1s1on and . these others' is- that they have
a content antecedent_to the1r seeklng an aud1ence, TV ‘does not.

ERIEY
s . , Cw <

The overr1d1ng claim on Amer1can commerc1al telev151on

is the delivery of audiences .to advertlsers for the sale oi..
products, in order to make money. Churches, schoolsp and new§~*ﬁ ég-._“
papers have a dual claim - both ofgghe content pf wh1ch they are. R
the bearers and at the same time of the publléﬁto uhlch they; ’
should bring it. But telev1s1on seeks a public w1th nothlng but " 3

' ‘avarice in its heart.  When the 1ndustry people say, defensively, ' .
Y“We give the public what it wants," one makes two replies. -The o
first is, no, you don't; ghe public wants what -it gets. You
entice and habituate, for'your purposes - you do control it,
despite your effort to deny your respons1b111ty. The other'reply“
is more damning. You give the publ1c what it "wants"? Yes, yqu
do, in a sense, and that is your self-condemnation. =

* * *

60
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Each of the other thrée 1nst1mtfion§‘§1 have ‘mentioned 'has
its traditional vocation, with estaplished norms. The priesthood

is an authoritative, indelible Qfﬁicé, even to the point of being.

valid independent of the‘charactériéf;the priest; as we know from

* the novels of Graham Greene, a sacrament is valid even if the

celebrant is a bad priest;.a mass is valid even if no congrega-
tions pa;gicibate in o}‘hnderstand it. The priest stands in an
apostolic . succession that is authoritative prior to any charac-
teristics, behavior, -attitudes, or votes of believers (or noh-

believersf. ™ Though other religious traditions do not have as

"sharply defined an authority as the Roman Catholic Church, they

have some priest, preacher, rabbi, whose calling is defined by
norms out of a tradition not dependent on the passing daily

crowd.” ‘The teacher has an obligation to subject matter, and a

heritage "bequeathed of Socrates," as a teacher of mine used to

say. Obviously, good teachers have to listen, to pay attention
to the student's state of mind and receptivity, but teachers have

a dual responsibility, to the integrity of the subject as well as

)

to the mina of the student. i , e

K

Thoﬁgh the newsperson has no such longevity of tradition,

5ﬁbf such clarity of professional definition, as the priest and

the teacher, he has nevertheless develo@gd an ethic that does
make its claims upon him - ‘factual reporting of the news - as
many current cases attest.

- * * *

Commercial TV has no norms, no tradition,. no established
vocation with its disciplines. Perhaps it shculd be compared not
to the high institutions listed above but to popular entertain-
ment - to‘thé”circuses that went with,the_bread, to the music

“.the movies. Even with such comparisons, there are

Y differences. These activities at their higher levels
7fiheir inclination toward ar%%: that is, toward ful-

a
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fil ingfaesthetic criteria wki?ﬁhin the limits of popular appeal.
In commerc1al television, the aesthetlc possibilities are stunted
because the prime principle is not just sufficient popular appeal
to keep the show going but the delivery of the attention of the
immense mob of isolated viewers to the sellers of products. In
other words, the mixture of box office -and broad acclaim that is
the test of popular entertainment - the Music Hall, say,'or'
movies - is not quite the determining criterion of commerc1al V.
That cr1ter10n 1si"cos§@per—thousand" - the attention of huge
multltudes of viewers when a commercial is shown. The entertaln-
ment is not the substance of the transaction but an 1nstrument of
the real transaction. And SO the irony that some commercﬁals
have aesthetic- p0551b111t1es the programs - the §ame shows‘and
sit-coms - don't. As Egs Brown, wrote: "In day-to-day commerce
television is not so much interested in the business of communi-
cations as in the business of delivering people to advertisers.
People .are th& merchandise,-not the shows. The shows are merely
the bait." ' h

The content of programs is a by-product of this central

purpose, and is therefore less likely to take on an artistic llfe

of its own and is under more severe cofstraints in doing so. It
is an artifact menufactured by a collective to respond to market
research. Charlie Chaplin didn't wor! that way.
* N ) * .
Now come,some of the ex::ptions and gualifications. ‘I
don't want toﬁmention the "man; 7ood tifings" on commercial TV -

actually "Eleanor and Franklin" shows are few, measur ed by the

hours and hours of telecasting, (Public telev151on with MacNell/

Lehrer and BBC serles, is of c\o}‘xrse another matter.) I want

instead to make one small poinp gna discuss one exception. "

It isn't quite true that TV seeks the lowest common denomi-~
nator, as people often say. It does not deliberately seek or

[
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reflect the worst shared interests, but rather the widest; in the
books, they talk now about the "least objectionable program": the
program that won't make viewers, who are already watching tele-
'ﬂ_v1s!‘on, switch to another channel. Least obJectlonableness is
different from lowest, J{owever uninteresting the distinction may
be to the serious critic' of the higher arts. Therg is a bench-
mark or’ m1n1mum allowable effect in mass television that has its
own madest worth It isn't our absolute worst you see - there.
Blacks:, though still stereotyped and carefuﬂ——ubordlnated, are
~in better shape in American television .commercials than in
’ American white attitudes and American life. Or.in movies in the
. thirties, full of Stepin, Fetchit. TV marks a minimum achieve-

ment . § A
= PR t

BN

Now tt}e lzst and most important p01nt- naws and public
A3

.,l affalrs. ,;/gere .
oblfgatlon,»howewér inadequately it fulfills it.

.81v1s1on of ™V that es recognize a moral -

\

\ chhal(red a meeting at which’ a professor of cultural
& ,?J ‘ééé;:ct,s ‘at MIT.-defended the recent “docu-dramas & like ABC's
"Washlgqton. Behind Closed Doors," and Fred Fr1endly strongly
protested To the MIT' professor, it did not matter whether
presentatlons - "stories" - involving actual historical figures
were or were not accurate. For Friendly, accurate presentation

of the news, of factual reality, is an overriding norm.

Whatever the limitations of the American press, there is as.
traditional obligation to truthful presentation of factual

™ material, inciuding unpleasané ‘material - some news the public
does notwantto 'hear. Television :taken as a whole has no such
obligat)ion. The news divisions within television have fought

u&‘nill a‘ijainst the ndency of the institution of which they are

a part - uphill as Friendly's own experience would indicate. The
development of "happy talk" news and the use of market consul-

tants to shape TV. news programs 'wx‘sa further indication of the

i - o ' '
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underlying current. Ron Powers tells in his book The Newscasters -
the terrible story of happy talk and market gonsultants beginning
to carry the day, on behatf of the upstart competitor ABC,

aga%pst the older normative content of'journa}ism.
* * *

In 1952, I made my way to a Denver hotel where sellers of TV
sets had set up several sets on which the general publlc could
watch the two conventions (a marked contrast in the cqnstltu—
encies for Ike-GOP and for the Democrats) . In the spring of
1953, we all watched the Army—McCarthy hearings, later Frank
Costello's hands in the Kefauver hearlngs- in 1956, the two. ﬂei'

w7y ,"w )
Furness programs (i.e., the two conventlons).' There {%k ,

~ wrong with TV's coverage of conventions, campalgns, -
tions, greatly due * 1ose characteristics already stated- wet
it ' is in the coverage of publlc events that telev1s10n juStlfleS )
itself (just1f1es itself because it fulfilld a genuin€ eXternal;”y
nonn) On the great occasions, it 1s approprlate that we gather |

as one people to watch, to part1c1pate in, the: same event - per—h ;-f"

haps ‘most powerfully to this day in the assassmnatlon and funeraf'
vof John F. Kennedy. We saw Pres1dent Kennedy 1naugurated, w1th
Robert Frost's dlfflculty reading his poem and Card1nal Cushing* sg
endless grayetr. ' We saw Martin Luther Kinhg' s uy Have a- Eféam“
speech ;%ithe Lincoln Memorial and Lyndon-Johnson, saylng that ‘'we
shall overcome. I called my daughter to come and watch,-in_Mareh ‘
1967, because of a suggestion that something important was Eeming
in another Johnson speech. The:Cnicago convention? Well, the
whole world is watching. My son has not only seen Kareem Abdul-
Jabbar; he has also seen Senatorggrvin, Sam Dash, Haldeman-
Ehrlichman, and the House Jud1c1a¥§ Committee. Wlth the.tall
ships of the Bicentennial, TV carried a natlonax.publlc ritual of
another kind. The service to the commoa@ggod of all that sharing

in publlc llfe justifies a lot df _quiz shows.
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DISCUSSION SUMMARY

In his welcoming remarks to the conference participants,
Dr. John H. Knowles mentioned the Foundation's continuing "inter-
*3  est in problems of contemporary values. "We do not live in an
age of literacy," said Dr. Knowles, "and the idea that there
might ‘be some value in 1i_ter'acy, or in an exposition of vailues,'

has fled the scene." Dr. Knowles described the widesp ‘

est in ,a discussion held six years ago among Hannah Ar'
Freund Irving Kristol, and Hans Morgenthau at the
Foundation, a discussion that was published as a Working Paper
entitled "Values in Contemporary Society" in which the'c_';roup
examlned "current cultural and ethical dilemmas." There is today

- perhaps even more anxiety about the general drift of the country,

- and Dr. Knowles expressed his gratitude to the assembled guests -

for their w1111ngness to jom in a symposmm concerned w1th .
prevailing. humanistic concerns, in this case, "T'he Search for a .

Value Consensus" m Amer ican soc1ety

John Magu1re, pre51d1ng over the first of the foui"? ‘n-i"i;};."‘ )

conv1ct10n that things are better when there is a consensus 1f'1,:.éi

soc1ety about values. Decrying the breakdown in éonsensus sabout ™,

values and discussing competing value claims has for generations
been a kind of European-American academic 'cottage industry.'
Within the last few years, not omly academics have become con-
cerned with the apparent absence of the val'ne‘-;cénsensus, the ;
parochialism and open conflicts that mark our ‘e%tion. - We
have bequn to ask, 'Are there no essentials on which unity is
possible? If so, where are they to be found?'

'fThe design of our symposium is a bit like a four-part
drama. First, we shall examine and discuss the problems of

consensus itself, along with some of the factors that have -

by o
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- o . contributei'to the decline of consensus, the extent to which

E v’there is an absence of consensus and the particular human orders
- p011t1cal economic, moral - in which some consensus is needed.
The - second se551on w1ll'udent1fy elements and strategies that
might contribute to ‘an increase in consensus, especially to the
recovery.of a.shared sense of the common good. The third session

"+ will analyze the role of education, partlcularly hlgher educa-
tlon, in contr1but1ng to a value consensus, and the final session .
will focus on the role of the media, preem1nently television, in
forming and shaping personal and soc1al convictlons, and in dls—

sem1nat1ng points of v1ew i -

<

"Our effort throughout the symposium will be to reexaminef””

and reinterpret contemporary experience - especially the American
) ' experience —~ with the sense of-a world grown more intimate,

Cat interdependent, and full of contending values."

The first three red%ondents spoke not only to specific
points in Professor Boulding's paper, but also interpreted sever-
al of the main conference themes from their own perspectives.
All three, as John Maguire subsequently pointed out, "highlighted
certain changesﬁin our current situatton, and the possibility of
a recovery of concern for the publfc citizen." In addition, all
three speakers touched spec1f1cally on changes in the world s

economies, w1th ensuing changes in natlonal expectatlons.

7hmw.. wllllan“May took an historical approach to the 1nterlocking
o themes, and to the search for a value' consensus. Dr. May pointed
out: "The quest for a value consensus is not a new entérprise in .
the West. Philosophers and theologianewof the 'Middle A&Es felt
that they had 1dent1f1ed a common basis for civilization in’the
concept of natural law. It seemed to provide the West with a
_ cofnprehensive set of aims and purposes that men and women could
-f,{" v - share:irrespective of religious faith and that could shape at
“hka.r'-b onceflega* traditions, institutional goals, and underlying moral

'
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convictions. Attacks from a number of quarters undercut the
power of natural law to prov1de an:inclusive value system for the

West. Tﬁe religious reformers ‘of the sixteenth century reverted '

to thq partlcularltles of a revelatory tradicion, as opposed to

R

- the generalltles of nature....The Remaissance celegratedte-freedom

and creativity that stood outside. natufial law....Nztionalists gave
precedence to the positive law of the - countr.. and social

scientists from the nineteenth century forward det-ched the law

_altogethef from moral ideal. Degaltraditione 5Lill remained in
ff&force, but they lacked the moral authorlty of laws derived from

nature, nature' s God or human nature. Value consensus fades and

the law demands subm1551on with moral persuasion. The privileged
hire talent to manipulate the system; revolutionaries repudiate

it; -and ordinary folk tolerate it but without conviction.

"If a civilization would endure, the problem of value con-
sensus remains. If it is impossible to achieve broad agreement
about goals, then one solution is to shift the area of agreement
to procedures. The sourées of unity in a society shift from
content to form, from ends‘to means, from destination to the mode

of travel."

Dr. May mainteined that Professor Boulding did not "solve
the probiem of consensus by identifying substantive aims and
purposes which all Americans share." Rather, Dr. May stated, Dr.
Boulding identified three institutional mechanisms that managed
to accommodate the incredibly diverse value choices found among
the population. Dr. May contrasted Dr. Boulding's conclusion -
that, despite stressful change, the institutional mechanlsms will
continue to function successfully in American society = w1th that
of Robert Bellah. Dr. May observed that "Bellah sees the Lockean
tradition. in a somewhat darker hue than Boulding seems to: its
individualism deteriorating into privatism and its pluraliam into

corrosive self-interest. The genius of the market, according to
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Boulding, is that it provides a mechanism ‘for a remarkable array
of‘Choiqes, maximizing libeﬁ}y and hgterogeneity ih the culture
so long as there is some consensus about the legitimacy of the
market itself. But this luxuriant decision-making has its

disturbing limits."

~ In Dr. May's view, the result of the "consumerism" described
by Dr. Boulding "encourages the . decision-maker to think of him~
self privatively, that is, as the diminished, merélyj private
self.". In contemplating the two approaches, Dr. Mayﬁﬁpuld"not
choose between "tempered optimism" or "qualified pessimisa" in
deciding which course American society might take in the future.

The effect of change on our economy and the resultant effect

that these changes could have on our society, as described by
. Dr. Boulding, provided the springboard for John Caron's comments.
In Mr. Caron's opinion, we are faced with "the prospect:-of a
deciining economy, with profound effects on the way.péoplé-yiew
their lives, and especially their work. My feelingiisnﬁhat:
the next era will be the 'people' era, accelerated’bffall thé '

- economic factors mentioned by Kenneth Boulding.

"Abe Maslow, an. industrial psychologist of some note,
described the hierarchy*of needs that people have,ﬁ-Mr. Cafon
continued. "A need is a motivator only until it is filled, and
then the next higher need becomes the motivator. The first need
is sufvival; then food, clothing, and shelter; then'Security.
Most Americans are beyond those three need levels. The next need
is one of belonging, unity, participation in decision-making,
self-actualization. This is where most Americans and Western
Europeans are now, and this is something that American business
must cope with more and more. ‘'Quality of life' is an ex ession
very seldom heard a few years ago. Any manager, whether n-busi-
ness or education. or government, is involved in the marketplace
of recruitinb, retaining, and motivating. people. To do this

eoe
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- effectively; there must-be—-an understanding of the values people
have and what motivates them.

"Th1s is where the universities have a contribution to
make. The managers in today's world must be more aware of and
’ respohs1Ve to changing values of the people working with them if
,they are‘to be effective. This is a great opportunity because an

emphasis upon values has now become a pragmatic need.”

" Alice Ilchman varied Boulding's argument slightly as
she described two important changes that in her opinion would
profoundly affect the way people think about themselves. First,
the "decline in the gap between the very rich and the medium-
‘poor countries.” Increase in energy costs, competition among
manufacturlng nathons, and general economic slowdown were cited
- as reasons for Amerlcans to think of themselves as possessing

less security.

.Second, Dr. Ilchman suggested that there might be a decline - .

- in_ the perception of the superiority of the status of men. She
observed that these changes might "force people to  think about
themselves and what really counts in their lives." Dr. Ilchman
.speculated that the promise of the social sciences might be
somewtiat .replaced by the humanities - by literature, philosophy,
religioqs thought. And perhaps the change in status of world
powers might foree a more cosmopolitan view of the curriculum.
We may become :more concerned with character, said Dr. Ilchman,

and she discussed how one might prepare women for such changes.

"Little attention has been paid to the ethical ggnter of
gravity - the technical skills and the asser tiveness t&fhse them
that equality would allow." Dr. Ilchman indicated that she would
like to see "some discussion of the role of women as the keepers
of culture and private morallty and the role of men with: power as
the keepers of public morality."” She raised the question of the
degree of commitment that a student ought to have to an idea or a
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mode of behav1or ’Déday, continued Dr. Ilehman, there ‘is "a E
, ','f/‘r ,' ' ~ great support for neutrality. All 'majors' have the same value,
a;»&u _ each student 'i‘sv'_’entit»:led to hle;?[' her belief.  I'd like to“r,v_"
suggest that insBitutions should not be so totally tolerant of

2
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‘all values. Perhaps they should reach an intellectual and
ethlcal matur ity by making p051t1ve commitments to programs and
values which they believe are worthwhile for students to 11ve by.
Perhaps a commifment to the respon51b111t1es of the generatlons .
for each other - or a’ comm1tment to the creative and frultful

tensions between equity, and talent."

N

During the gen'eral discussion that followed, concluding
Session I, Daniel Callahan said that "people live not only in the
larger, national system, but they also live in a number of prlvate"
worlds, and that's where they see signs of real problems." ' Com=
ments then range‘d f.rom analyses of the "maéﬁ;{ro"- differences
&/\ between Boulding's and Bellah's papers and their world views - to,
the "micro"- specific elements of culture change or problems that

1nterested the individuals attendlng the conference |
{ Marv1n Bressler saw the- ideas of Bouldlng and Bellah ag
exénples of two classical philosophical posuﬁor_ls. "objective
reality on the one hand, and priyatism on the other," w_ith.Dr.
Bellah objecting to excessive privatism and Dr. Boulding's stand ..
being rather more optimistic. John Maguire also amplified the
differences between the twc; papers by referring to Dr. Boulding's
stress on the remarkable resilience of the American political
. order, with its enormous diversity and adaptability. From Dr.
Bellah's point of view, he noted, if the "liberal® society
contlnues to follow its natural course, we would eventually see

t,he:‘ dissolution of Dr. Boulding's political order.

Responding to some of ‘the general points made in the
discussion, Dr. Boulding reiterated his thesis by pointing out

that "society is a construct," and that "the only place where
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there are any human values is in the human mind. All the values*
that we know about are the result of human valuation.”

Some commentators re]ected this idea of Dr. Boulding's as
artificial, unreallstlc, and overly optimistic, but Dr. Boulding
persisted: "The dynamics of legftlmacy dominate all social
systems," he said, and argued that these dynamlcs lead to a
structure that allows for great diversity in society, w1th

ensuing resiliency and longevity of social institutions.

Dr. Bellah observed that although the differences betweenl
hlmself and Dr.- Bouldmg were more practical than theoretical,
Dr. Bouldlng was, he felt, more confldent that "procedural struc-
tures are going- to weather our storm, while I am more worr ied

that the erosion of substantive ‘Val_ues has gone very far."

The "private worlds" mentioned by Dr. Callahan, in which
individuals are more apt to see. problems, were the subject of
extended discussion., Although all of the speakers had their own
examples, it was generally agreed that 1ncreas1ngly rapid social
change exerts’ educatlonal and social influences: on. childrén and
adults alike, leading to new, perhaps confus1ng, values that do
not cohere. = and hence do r‘t replace the more highly organlzed
a}ue systems of the past. ‘Several participants agreed. .

/,/’ Daniel Callahan: “wWhat 'are you supposed to pass on to Your

chlldren”...What are they supposed to do with their lives? How
are our chlldren to telate to the larger society?...I find
enormous anxiety among parents. They're not sure of their own
values....We are an i'ncreasingly litigious society....We don't
find that we have cammon moral codes."

Dav1d Halberst:am ‘F?‘;People feel vulnerable. Things we grew
up w1th are gone....There is a new rootlessnesg."

Marvin Bressler: "There are two big ideas in the last few
years: .Qequallty and pluralism. If you look into both of those,

e
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U respect to 1deals or- usexual rel: \1\on 3 People sepse" that
N . &l
‘ they ve lost control " S TR . -

.

how do. you then stop -it with

at’ the openlng of Session II, Dr. Colton contlnued the theme
of" "The e-Search for- a value- Consensus" by asklng the questlon.

"We speek ARgut a value consensus in the present, but can there

be a consensus about the values of the ---past?" H1stor1ans,' he
affirmed, would find 1t 1mp0s51ble -to agree on swh a consensus,
and went on to suggest that there would 1nev1tab1y be wide dis~ .
‘agreement over the values of the- pregpent. "hhen we ate concerned-‘:-
about 'lost’ values,'" he noted, "we are really concerned -about
shifting values in a rapidly changing society."

2

The nature of our changlng society was addreSsed by varlous

. re ndents, none of whom accepted Dr. Bellah' s theoretlcal

structure without amendation. In general, they not only dis-
agreed with his generally pessmustlc conclus&onsv
that, cultural elerients ex1sted or wege ‘-‘,.&, :
that ould ald in restructurlng values. | _.- . "‘!\4 »..\"

Alison Berpstein spoke first: "Professd}: ‘Bellah is"con-
cerned that ours is a soc1ety 1nywh1ch the 1deol ‘of sipdividual
self~interest, which he ‘labels 11berallsm, is running w ld in the
streets. He .does not fully explain or explore the hegemony ofw
liberalism. When did it overtake 'the other two competing ideol-

\og-i;es? - Was this only a twentieth—cent'\;iry"=phenomenon or did it

arise in the nineteenth century with early American industrial~

ization? " His ambiguous association of liberalism and capital ism

needs further elaboration. Furthermore, Bellah appears to see

the emergence of both biblical religion an-d_’republicanism as
’ ‘ ©

3
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'disembodied® movements,* unconnected to ~h15torlcal context or

economic realities. Flnally, Bellah m&sses the most lmportant
connection of all. He falls to- explore the rellglous roots of

" liberalism itself. If he did, he, mlght have found that early
Christianity not only contained a sense of communlty, but also
the Seeds of 1nd1v1duallsm, with 1ts empha51s on.1nd1v1dual, not

group, salvation. In short, Chrlstlanlty may have harbored the
seeds of its own destruction. It didn' t take liberalism to

e

undermlne it.

"We must ask also whether he has correctly 1dent1f1ed the
villain? 'I'd argue that all has not been well for a long tlme,
perhaps as long as 200 years, and that at least the plurallstlc
aspects of liberalism have helped us isolate the country' é
socioeconomic diseases of which sexism and racism are the most
pernicious. Bellah only: identified those so~called competing
ideologies which trouble a highly elite smokers', club of male

’intellectuals. He does not/even address the tensions®which

gnawedvat the rest of colonial society, or the-countle$§ trade-
offs and limitatiof® on individual freedom which were being le-

- gitimized as thesé men legitimized their ‘own personal republic."

Not only did Ms. Bernstein believe that Professor Bellah's
description was historically incomplete, but she wondered why -
"Bellah seems unable to identify those new CGommunities that are

_creatihg their own futures. In a way I am strangely”éympathetio

to, Bellah's dilemma arid that of countless other white males as
they watch women and Third World people %strive to build their own

,Sense of community. Some may participate, but they cannot take
it over. If they watch closely, they will see m1rac1es occur

before their very eyes, like the one that happened last fall in
HoUston, or the 122 miracles whereby male-dominated profe551onal
associations have voted to boycott anti-ERA states. -Bellah might
figd that these people are forgimg a synthesis of his three
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competlng 1deologles u1 a language which everyone understands,
which is at once splrltual, democratic, and, most lmportantly,

nonpatrlarchal "

' Y

Herman Blake also maintalned that Dr. Bellah's synth?_v"

was too limited, and voiced the complaint that "in ] academic
symposium, we engade 1n an exchange about the ideas which are an
end result ‘of our experlences, but rarely do we discuss our
experiences - thereby giving shape, substance, and depth to our

convictions. While .such an approach is necessary, 1t is also

.unfortunate, because it deprives us of an in-depth understand—

ing of each major assertion; they become more pedantic than

persuasive. This is particularly unfortunate when discussing

values, and even more when discussing the grounds for a value

consensus, for values are the central essence of our experience;
' they are at the very heart of our being. To reach some profound
understagding, to Achieve any real agreement and synthesis, will

. Fequire much more than an 1ntellectual synthesis."

‘\M‘ N
Echoing Alison Bernstein's idea that Dr. Bellah's three-

pronged analysis was too simplistic, Dr. Blake said, "In my view,
Bellah's paper shows™ an exce551ve concern apout 11beral 1nd1v1d—
uallsm. I am always troubled when so many of our problems or
ills are attributed to such a limited range of causes. " Too
little explalns far tobo much for me. There may be knowledge
here, ‘but there is little ‘understanding. Ideologies are the
consequence of social experiences, and it is the understanding of

those social experiences which we seek, yet Bellah provides us

‘with no understanding." -

s

Dr. Blake declared that the key to under standing, thch Dr.
Bellah's paper lacked/ in hlS view, should be based on personal
exper ience: "1 would suggest we go fur ther and investigate care-
fully those social experiences which create the kind of values

we can support as essential ‘to our -continued existence. We
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! aﬂ“ﬁ&sl'nuld focus on ways to perpetuate these meanings through new

e ;v o and more creative sqp1al experlences Bellah jdentifies san&
. * incipient strains in American society which could have,_a profound, “F*'b
‘ 1mpact ori our society in tHe future. It seemscto me that if 3

these strains are imminent, weé can move forward if we beg1n to

ra

show how these stra1ns and the consequent ‘struggles have led us
to focuslon the _common good in a creat1ve way in the past. Ihose
_hlStﬂ#qeal lessons could help light “the paths into our future."

gl ’{fffllqm Sloane Coff1n continued the analys1s of Bellah's
_ . 't:;zfs. In agreement with many of Dr. Bellah's p01nts, Mr. Coffin

ked “that perhaps some of the ideas could be amp11f1ed. For ,
“example, there was Dr. Bellah's. p01n€ that modern institutions d&L, . 2
not servegghe common good and . that just1ce is often neglected.f ‘

Mr. Coffin agreed: - "We are properly accused of hav1ng a vestqu o
- . - interest ‘in unjust structures. We're sympathetlc, let's say, to’ \\\ﬁ e
' a %}uc1f1ed Christ, but we remiin loyal to the institutions which 'ﬁkﬂ\:ﬁ
did the cruc1fy1ng."‘ In add1t10n, "That 15 why our foreign ‘ii
’Jpolxcy is such a d1saster, because fore1gn policy reflects ‘
domest1c attitudes." - \/'

After dlscuss1ng otheg*of society' s def1c1enc1es that had

‘not been referred to in the paper,.Mr. Coffin mentioned Dr.
Bellah's secona“loSt.strain - biblical religion - and suggested

Eéhat'it was a’ subject that could have -been expahded further..
: ?klndeed; he believed'thatv“one of the most important values that
“" the b1bl1cal rellg1on has to offer the world today is the under-

standlng that évery s1ngle one ‘of us on this jplanet belongs one
to another.“‘ Mr. Coffin.talked about human un1ty, pointing out o
:how humankind was not called upon by God to- create this unity:: §

"It s only someth1ng we've been called'oh to recognize. Every
,single.major problem in the.world is both internatidnals and- “

interrelated. The only .possible future the glohe has is a’'global f |

future."
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Belllah's- defln'

" -of other higtorjcal 1n}\nénces that thew profyssed to be of
. impor tance exc& to the- thrée straips of ‘D Be].lah\ RN .

~ o

o ’

] v #
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ey 4 Robert Bellah defended his paper, remammg faithful to his_
-7 text, and mentloned the difficulties in compressmg a oomplex .

theme -into a few pages- "I would like to point out a. few thlngs
about t;he cdpac1ty of 11berallsm, ‘and here I use 'llberallsm' to
-1nd1_cate- an ideology, but also to 1nd1cate ‘a social @and even an

is-"a complicated set of factors.that interact §with social and

economic realities. It is more, let us say, an indicator than a

cause. But the capac1ty of liberalism to corrode, corrupt, ard

exploit every so~-called llberat‘lon movement is to me one of the

e

econo(nic'_order_. I don't think ideology is.a c?e{‘rthink it

most str1k1ng features of recent I-\mérl(can history." Lo

"In. opposltlon to those conference members who felt that new

support networks are being created in various ways throughout the

natlon, ‘Pr.. Bellah responded: ‘“Liberalism 1s§. 1deology of"- the'_'

strong.. leerallsm in a sense liberates -the ‘#%rong, and when we~
look at what. has happened in the last ten or fifteén years, what
we see is that for certain privileged ethnic minorities thlngs
have gotten very str1k1ngly better. For the great majority of

blacks in America, the relative difference has not 1mproved, and

indeed has perhaps gotten slightly worse. That rhetoric of

change and improvement has, I think, for a largé..part of the
black comnunlty, only- ”deepened the - cyn1c15m, &cause the gap
between asplratlon and reallty%ls greater *than ever. It would
require supportlve structurespazd ga»genume soc1al respons1b1l-
1ty, and a genulne sense of

‘1ntermed1ate structures that would prov1de the’ suppor;; .For"people
who are not especially strong as 1nd1v1dua1s to take advantage - -of
opportunities.* 7%’*‘? o e . Co

'The conference @iCipants 1nterested in clar1fy1ng Dr.

g llberallsm, continued to- ‘c1te examples
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ticipation in a whole ser1es of .
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Sydney Ahlstrom, ,for example, talked of the “im ce' of
e b
“the Puritan revolut ;i

;Q?;h "flrst rea]l“ gocial overti ng m St
Western c1v1llzat10n,t' and W1111am Miller also savg "11m1tat10n . '
. "i’,r):: K3

in the alternatives offered to us as the 1deol‘1cal streams in L

‘theghlstory of American values." Dr. May descrlbed the varlety ’ "lg
. _' of “social reforms - socialism, popullsm, other n;neteenth-century
' | movements - that left: Strong re51dues 1n Amerlcan hlstory. Also
wishing that Dr. Bellah ‘had expanded some of his ideas a 11ttle
further was Richarg Rubenstein, who "did, however, support -the ° }
3, papq; by saymg, Jo come down as hea,vuy as’ some of us have done }
w} on Bob'@pllgh S deeply sen51t1ve and I would say classical
';/;;s&efletti@”fjjythe limitations of liberalism is to mlsread his
% "But Dr.. Rubensteln also believed that an important "dis
“ﬂ'p01nt had - Been. overlooked “Quoting Max Weber, Dr. Rubensteln
t”'p01nted out that "1deas had un1ntent10na1 conseguences. Bellah

doe- stress the fact that ‘the. biblical rellglon that’he was

talklng about ‘was deeply sectarian ‘and therefore it“divided the .
world 1nto ‘the elect and tH% damned, so ‘that hurnan values had a = o
rather llmfte'drdlstrlbution in this- fratnework and* not only that, _ _‘ s
one of ghe’ un1ntended consequences of thi's' d1v1siqq of. the world . "
A;Lnto the elect and the damned 1s soc1al Darw1n1sm, gnd the sur - i
v v1val ©of the f1ttest. Aot onl oes thls"‘kmd of blbllcal

'relrglon lead to mdlv‘lduallsm, but» I think Weber has establlshed

%

9'4 ..very well that ie leads to tie ‘kind of ratlonailﬂtlon of con- - C N\
B \ ‘scwusness ift which a practlcal ratldnBR)Qproceeds on the: ba51s
R e end you wish to atta«{\n, y)d you attain 1t 1rrespec\we of _
g any human soc1§1 consequences. Le . remember that we ar.%-where T ]
we are because we are the helrs o g ’a unintended soc1al conse-
iL quences of the b1b11cal rellql,gﬁ , pec1811y 1ts secular—
o ization’ and ratlonallzatlon of ‘eonsciousn ss.“ ’
o Although these hlstorlcal themes‘ were at. t ent r of
— ' h of the conversatlon durmg this ses”s"fon, a fe
: ﬁ-'.\ - L Yao- » ' -
VT s — g N

- T Yo S ’
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ac?d‘&e\ﬁed’ﬁby theF or, . rather than- by the r1ch divesting them~
- .selves of theéu: r1c;hes and. power J— . _ ) Eid

part1c1pants talked about some of the possmle areas of change. |
. ) -
How a social revolutlon might really come about was a ques-

o

“tion 19 the minds of some. - Proféssor Bouldlng, for example,
askeq,ug Coffin, "m you think world justlce can be ach1eved
only b?‘ ‘the trlumph of canmmlsm?" '

o meplled Mp. Coffin. "But [ do think it will be .,

% :
. 4

Dr.; Bouldlng seemed to dlsagree-v "The poor w1ll never
ach1eve an’thlng dhtl], they  get rich." And, in-. addltlon, Dr.

Bou],dr‘lg asé‘%rted, "The greatest enemy of the poor are the

- -

. rad1caI“s. These are the people who want to substlt;,ute the

. caﬂcentratlon «oﬁ power . for the concentratlon of wenlth ThlS 1s

(,ie’i'ence members who be@e*d that a self—help conimgnallty was
_pgiSs:ble- n var ioysg;- strata of SOc1ety.@ Allson Bernsteln, for

‘attention to community and individOgl. freedom If y
" that phenomenon, you will. not/ qu:ckly come to the

.betweqn young men ‘and young women, and between men and women in

" not the way to helfﬁi%he pobrs” T v K '.

DR

Her!ﬁ'_ Blake dlsmrged aHe dld not 'lélleve that the "poor
are necésﬁaraly the salva., "of‘ll:{% soc1ety, or “of any other o
persons or groups, ,'bu o ' there;(-\gere cornmon kinds of . -

experxenc:evthat needed e iys 1S
. NG »

’I’ne mos,t optumstl,c straif was formulated b?thOSe %fr—

Ty 5"'/

instance, saw in the’ women's moveméht the presence ocf’ "supportl\?e .

©

.structurgg, and there is in the experiefu:e of women both the

looiﬁ at e

that it is merely the fragmentatlon of 1nd1v1_duals wi
effort to create consensus and community."

Var:o‘alterat;ons in society, were‘apparent also to Dav1d
Halberstam, .who saw ‘that "th1ngs"EDave changed - the- balam\l;'

(4

- general." Seem]ngly su{’)erflmal changes in man&rs and customs,- -

SO ‘e : S \J S N
. . . \ LA
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"des1re to examine ‘gne's place ° 1n the icontemporary world.

- ¥
,

]

]

@ - ' » :
Mr. Halberstam believed, would in time lead to real c@g‘ es in
the structure of society. ' . v

1f David Halberstam saw real transform;tlons in- future‘
soc1ety, John Caron was’ concerned w:,ﬁ.h the world of today, 1n‘
wh1ch he noted a yearn1ng for d1fferent values or at ‘Y Bt

y.
busmessmen, he belleved,s have - a need for d1rect10n 1n the1r
lives once Su&e% has- beengg

ch

ms. - .

1eved and msh to turn the1r,

F 2 ’

attention to l@ore hmxanlslhc c
n J
Willlam May' proceeded 'to~ari—_

about the suCcess, or” lack of it, 19

modern soc1gty "Bill Coffirr, ih a. v@;y interestmg point, sug-

gested that yalues are recOgnlzed, not’ neally created; they're

.dlscovered and acknowledged,,and h1s 1llustrat10n ‘was that the,_'
4
unity of the human " race is scxnethlng ®hat people are called to

recognize; they do not invent it. Now, I th1nk when one talks
about the status of values, we must .recognlze that values and

- freedom are locked together. They re linked' together, and at's
what allows one to descr1be valles as 1nvented apd create@c But -

values ‘&'e also rece1ved, d1scov’ered¢‘r reqognlzed, and responded

' to. It_qis a funct‘ion of_ h@nisti’cp_ irguﬁ.‘y not simply ,‘tb’.
cover. and_,_art1cul‘ate the yalue conségsus that is among -us and to’"

go out and execute ’it d1rectly, but” also .to. recqver . “the hnk

between value and fre Jom, txiadltlon _and " possibility,  and ‘that .
‘seems ,to*me wifat we' re' about ‘in the course of this COW

‘ @,ﬁ As n h1stor1,cal aside, and 1n the coﬁext of a: search for,_

a value consensus, Lawrende Cremim described .tihe views of John

o

‘Dewef;:r "I think all three of the :adytions Bob %ellah d1scussed‘
~in his pape{ K:Cfound in John Dewey, sk{owent’t latter part

the prosiem Bellah poses.. e,

of h1§ areer aboat a

liberal

’ Yt
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an\d made them suitable ‘for a democratic sogciety. He sought to
find what he called the ecllpsed public, and found that he could
o ' find only pubhcs, but in the search for publics, he was 1nvolved
' ' in* oﬂi’ sear\ch for value consensuses, in other words, not an
overal?A value consensus, but increasing levels of consengus. He
said- that democracy is more than a form of government, it's a
form of conjoint commumcated experlence. And the experience
that you have as- 1nd1v1dua1, and that you have in the various
groups of uhich' u are -a member, that is the stuff of which.

R 'publlcs are made, of which public values are made." B *

‘Dr. Bellah ended the sess1or\w1th a rebuttal to his.critics,
retalnlm h]S pess1mlsm to some extent, but interjecting some
- hope for‘bthe future. "I thln{WE‘ do have a consensus. in Amer1ca,

‘a very unfortunate oﬁe, a conse"‘f 5 around an ideology wh1ch can
} - center that will hold, but a
Y consensus that is deeper than much of the- alleqed conflicts and

‘}outcome of which cou d be. positive 'if the social institutions
, that would support the positive dmeyxsmns develop ‘Otherwise I
‘v am . gloomy about the real beneflts as opposed to .the very real
*in muag of ,American society today M

.« " ‘ '“},;,-_:;-_ RO <* s *

.,ques’tlons concerning valués¥-— and, as@xpressed by Adele

ether there should even be a consensus - and moved"towa
transmission of values. o N N

PR =

- The discussion /centered' on a/few ma'ﬁiaipoints. Most par-t'ici—
‘pantsf agreed that students on campuses today ’fe quite different
of'the sixties, but what -do e dlfferences
And

o - from,' say, tho

ok megn- from the erspective of the& education af

in dj ssmg hat educatlon, what )ought to
ersi Wuld it commit 1tself to
e - : . N - v : . W)

.
N . 3 L . -
. H- N a L
s . Y .

- . - N . : R on " . V 3 / .

the student?\ \/
e Ith{,attitud}of\."
it might believe™

®

»

‘* : ;dl'SsenSUS that we haved heard. We~are in a great upheavai the

The focus of Sesan I‘II moved somewhat away from btoader.
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to be certain moral truths? And beyond the Question of specifics
ethical judgments.to be absorbed 6r not in a university setting,. ;
59 was it even possible, considering the complex intereSts of the g

- university itself today, to think of imparting such judgme_nts?f

William Bennett spoke first, noting that Dr. Bressler had
. questioned the usefulness of an undergraduate educafion and also
;~ whefher it was possible, in any event.)?:'to articulate values.. Dr. )
. Bennett suggested that his pessimism’ was m1splaced pointing out /
Pthat "f1rst as a matter-of fact, many Amerlcans can and do speak \/)
, of ,Amerlca as a great soc1ety, and they do so without either
irony or despair. 3 ny Amer icans beliave their lives do ha\;e | e
compass." Dr. Bennett listed many grounds for sgpnsensus o
Amerfans, asking, "Among whom are ye searchmg for a values 3
, consensus? If you are looklng for value consensug ~‘1n afphilos- - '*
S . ophy department, you -may not f1nd 1f‘a&often ‘as yov,gnay find it . »’
in .qther marketplaces % Bennett spoke to the questlon of the

1nst1tut10n)s comm1tznenj; "I don't much. believe in a posturesof 2 ‘o
: ethlcal neutral1ty. Certa1nly"§nthere are 1ssues to which con—é; '

: s1derat10ns & ethics don't apply, but I thlhk 1n general a pos= .

P

ﬁeﬂ R ture of ethical’ neutrallty is not to be reconmended. 'Ihere are - i

A7

o too unany 1ssues on whlctl one should ‘not be ethlcally neutral "

et

_' e Secondly, ye the pract1cal oBservatlon that desp1te st
] q;sagreer%pt abdut comm1tment or no,ts, the méthod of transn;ttal_ '

L was not always erfect: "On ] egr1ty of the academic
. P .

B -

B : 2 ,
s : { process and values, I would say the integri af the academtlc s ‘

. o prOCess is a pr?tnlse31t is not always a fact
. ‘ .

)., Harr1et Sherldan agreed on this point, and then ¢ centrated o

“on the’ experlen ~—of students and ‘thei complex regnshlp ‘to

\ =, the educatlonal enviromment. "Ju/st as students do not arrive on
°- campus :i.anoc\m\iof values, but come to us exhibiting the effects

“of eassive 1nfus1ons of W, of thelr own subculture, and of a
f:kgf other influences,\ some of which ma/y /en be home an_d

wekt

- .
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-/ v rellgion, g0 students do not simply go to class to, study, but go
' to class to speak and be spoken to to act and be acted upon.
“%

- ("The 1ssue I’olOlJld llke to center on is the need for® a rv Sy
values consensus that\"\(%lblts '1 ZQ}N{(“ mstmutlonﬁl behav1o‘~ " R
as it is broadl“% defined. Those teachers and administxators .who-
listen to students, who bend or walve i rutable regulat;ons for

© particular needs, who care -less abou Judngﬁthd\more abou’t\ﬁ
growth, who themselves perfectly observe the most exqulslte o ‘\
standards of academc rigor and actively help students attain . -
~such stagdards, thereby freeing students from their own lack of : "
tonfldénce s& that they can help otheris in’ need of help, those

A teaghers an‘d adm1n1strators are exponents of values.

o t values af'i‘e 1nherer\t41n the %ntellec,tual processes ‘the
1“2@.-_ academy conducts 1s obv1ous. That they are also 1nherent in the
cjonduct of ese pr‘ocesses is less remarked upon. That the

':-i”“process of dlscrlmlnatlon aﬁtongst values can be taught, thereby
3¢ merely allowmg stud&s biit tatrher enc0uraglng then timake

is the rele that ﬁ:eachlng playa
hav1,or w1th respect to these as-‘, ’

chomes,\ is also assmﬁhd

i and that in the past has most often rece1ved the closefi:,
atte tion, yet seems* in “these timeg to. be rece1v1ng much less." —

¢« _.*

N ) S
A e "Students eome e, frelghted ‘with '}!alues, _some . of which
: ‘will - bear ‘;hem down. Ere skudents and. they are learnlng, .
_-and they w1ll learn o be o Jectlve aboﬂ%:jevﬁence a.nd to give -

4,

credlt where credlt 1s due w1th pro r guidance in

‘their own commumty, llke3 it or' nq}
o change, and they look..to ‘the new aca c soCiety for help 1n the
evolutlo? pf 3 whole fe‘son s ethica] andards " N

v
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. John Snith also addressed the question of teaching ethiqs,
but bel1eved that most important of all is the . teaching of Judg-
ment- "In all casés where dectisions must be made, Jjudgment 1;

. . eqd{r\id, and that is an art to ke develope% ~ which cannot ﬁe

done bya presentmg students w1th auohor1tat1ve3dec1"€1ons already

‘h-,f‘\,“‘%‘ma‘de." . Dr. Smith-argued that a distinction ought to be- W
between - "some Sqft of 1nst1tut10nal commitment to ’5art1cular
forms of values, q;d the comrmment of 1nd1v1dual teachers," and,

p 4 u“T

in addition, he pleaded for a mIddle way th be taken by the B
educational community. He asked, -"Is there nothing between
endless openness, which.is ult1mately Aggesponsible, because it
seeks to avoid the unafoidable risk of Jﬁent, and thg absolute”

solutions, which terminate the discussion?" - S

Dr. Smith found he had only one serious d1sagreement with .
Dr. Bressler - the questmn oﬁ the unacknowledged -values of &

teachers and the1r pethaps witting transference to- students-

n{u“ mr

‘the difference between® Wwhat i

said theoretically and what is
‘made clea{through actions or implicit cue,s: "There is no field
of intellectual endeavor where a teacher can avoid indicating
value choices‘of decisions of all sorts.. I want to emphasize the
danger lurk1ng in tl’@étgachmg of someone who has largely un— .,(5;;: -
value standards and aSsumptmns ' hr

’

_ ‘ same t1me the’ teacher .is cla1m1ng

be neut al " Bs Dr.‘,C’quun not |, Dewey-wds—gight. "\ Valug - f

unt1l&all involved adgux | "

on is no easy road to a value " RLE

consensus, but it is the very. leas he acknowled ent o_f thes: -’
st demanding val e?all, and, ene W[lch is so ofg:n. lacking“,/

:m;ely, honesty." ; N -

ferencés cannot even be dis N -
@ ‘ .

. the1r existence.. Th1s adm1s

. \_v
in agréed with Joh%amth s last’ po1nt,lsaymg, * A
impressed by’ t;he fact that values are }nuch mOre Y (;‘ﬁ

s :
caught th#An taught.” " } oAV » o ;_'__. ) .
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Robert Bellah) developing the idea, agreed that values
are transmitted unconsciously, but added: "We do it in the

context'of a tradition of doing so. The more we make that clear,
and the more we teach students the sense of the traditions =~ w1th".

their problems and their difficulties as well as the1r 1ns1ghts -

we aré transmitting somethlng more than .the norms of scholarly_

research. . We are transm1tt1ng to them certa1n things that have a

‘substant1ve quality." o '
TWo_lmportant themes recurred. ;First,_participants strested

the need- for students to broaden their experience both on and off .

campus, in some cases to help counteract confusion caused by the
disharity found within thé university between the‘academic ideal
and reality. Dr. Callahan, along with seueral others,’believed
that "virtues suitable for _the academic scholarly life are riot

nbcessar:ly sources for moral lives or individual dec1sxd5%mak—-
ing." Harriet Sher]dan also echoed th1s sentuhent "SchoIars,'

trained in graduate schools and brought 1nto a classroom, do not

"m1raculously become teachers who are the art1culators of the

values by which th; ordinary student goes out to llve in the
world." , e . o ﬂ

“ . Thi debate turned* from qudstions of what’ values should be

t sm1tted and by what method, to-the nature of the transmltter
e}ﬁ the university . ’ . P
B ) , 2 : ,
Marvin Bressler, although .recognizing the Iimited effect
of "the university, rindisted that the ucational process had
positive Jmpact "what can the university do within that range

“and in the recogn1t1on of its relatlvely lJmlted modegt 1mpact9

-
My answer is that the lmpact comes from what we a1nly our

)

strong and. pa5s1onat_-c5mmixment to the *ethical’ Sydtem that
'fﬁolarshlp and ‘teachi

sustains 'the, process of\

Q, Other part1csgants stressed dyg; negatlve aspects of our

D ' R ‘ & porr? e !
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edugational institutions as they now exist. Johin Snith;\ for . v
example, noted that ruthless competﬂ:weness" is generally

Others mentloned ,‘oanpetlng cla1ms,}of schla'rship and budget,,'
v . hypocr1sy t:al maneuvermg‘ cademic departments,
x( the idea of publl or perish, th_e'_ 2 professor umnterest-‘;,
' ed in undergraduate teaching. vmguire summed up: "hhat
, strikes me most h"bout colleges and unl aities as I see them in
Faoo "operatlon is not the ‘exercise of tlgse vir:

Rs of scholarsh1p and
teaching which you enumerate, but the activity tha we think  of
as power, which v1rtually makes a mockery of the very V1rtues'

“that this trad1t10n of thé isolated scholar-teacher celebrates."

* L% * .
o ) >

The dissemination’ of values through a spec1fic medium -~ g
telev1s1on - was the theme of Session IV, as the conference moved
from the' general to the specific. What are the effects of 'IV,;""’_' _
and has it, as a powerful medium, added to the atomlzatlon of

, values? Each respondent referred o William” Miller's papef -
there was a general agreement that he was, in the words of Sue-
Cott, "amblvalent toward telev1s1on" 7, and then expanded sore ‘

. point of partlcular peﬁ
" Sue Cott (who =% e -

I -

Q \9,- . "

she was v01c1ng her"
f \1 h she works),, tdok
a pragmatlc stand as she“"éoncentrated on ¢ ”rcial tele\ﬁsion .
She felt t’h&ﬁt, in general, too much power is attributed to tele-~ .

‘ vision's ability to mold opinion, particularly aleng lines ap~ ]

' p;o/ed" by the networks. She disai;reed with the "television ”%/
’ as devil" theory, 'which sees the med1um bomba'fdlng Amerlcan
' audlences with propaganda of var io sQrts }'Amerlcans are not o ‘

) empty vegsels," £id wms. Oott and altho%h she' ‘agreed that ™
has enormous Jnflge'hce ory - 1ts ?ud'rens& there is "no emp1r1cal

&
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j-’ ev:ldence t.o sugqest tha't ,,telev151on is changmg values. _ Rll‘ma"l- '

o s '1sxn is still thrivmq, , said Ms, Cott, the idea of nwupula-
" _#ion of the liulhons 1s absurd. "In her view, the audierice is

" s%n who thus cannot pOSsibly be

cqmposed of i'solated voyem:
‘exploited as if they were a mdb. ‘% "My own view," added Ms. Cott{,
"is that telev151on just relnforcﬁs preconceptlons. I/t ‘i
mirror of publlc values." s . Y ‘

. 0T ' ;
There is no’ quest‘ion"; __a'gnreed Ms. Cott, that~enormous
_ amounts of tel®vision are- watched, but perhaps the ed im is
e watched casuafly, used'as' a trénqui],izer, as company, asw ‘relief
o from daily life. "Television is reél.ly the ultimate home femedy.
: Is television really to blame. because people watch it? What's
really sad is that they need to watch 1t because th€ir lives are

so barren." : oy : ,
Coe pg' e xl'\",j

: m ) Sue Cott pointed dut We "lwe ‘in a capltahstic economy,}
1 and malntalned that - the Ktltm of cormnerc1al statlons was,
‘\ in her op1n10n, far more de51rab1e than dhe prospect q§ govern—

ment control. “"What bothers most.,' ";Ve about TV is rlts com=

merc1al nagure - that's what cr1t1__ 3

"+ is’ the showcaseof capltallsm, tha

&

‘anrea’llstlc to 'expect 1t to be
audience is a’ good ko umer v It' »
statlon} glve ..up the. basic value &

" Oon’ the uestlon of quallty of network output Ms. Cott
Ve fended it by saying, "I th1nk one of the basic problems: w1th
U cr1t1c15m of {elevmlon is somethmg ’I call romantic ideal.
N-( T;lev1smn does not live up to- certain moral mns and aesthew,,.
o'f,Jquallty do .ex1st, ‘in i

S ic purposes.” - Bug, still, prog""
'éssence, aéﬁ)rdlv ‘to Ms. Qott, ¢ r 1a1 'I'V, whlch has men\ and
< women o‘% g™ coRscienge klng .in

“ieng 't, does the best it~ cfaB
itaEiQBs."v;f,f> t o ae

. RN .
v D?wd Halbérst disagreed véhemently. ' Ifi his*view, téle-
L ’

. t{w\e\ RN :

s

w1th1n donmencyél 1
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vis1on, the most 1nfluent1al force in soc1ety, s no valuej 3
system of its own and is utterly subject to tihe demands of the

commercial networks. AS production costs contifiue to rise, sadd

Mr. Halber_stam, "some kind of balance, some kind of mixture, some
kind of plufﬁlism, has been overrun by the new contempor.ary'gr
of the rating system. Anythjing experimental is gone, and programs
- no longer have any relationship‘to real lives." . ‘ /

-

In sum, the netWorks only concarn is to look to thelr £i~
nances, with the result that, accordmg to Mr. Halberstam, tele~
v151on "is. a relentless, carnlvorous beast. 'Ihere was a time._ - L

when the financial part of the broadcastmg empire was really an ‘' ‘ .
~ay e e ﬂ

exten31on of the, entertamment but now entertalnment is an \\ ‘;

extension of fmance. ' ‘ W

_‘ Specifically, on the level of values, Mr. Halbegst;n believ—~

- -ed that values transmltted were almost totally materlallstlc and

g- lackmg in social concern. ‘ ’Ihe way the series characters llve,'

‘ 'vthelr preoccupatloh with «goods, compounded by the constant .
.'barrage of advertisements, the plast1c1tj of herdes, and the lack . = <%
of reality shown in- plots - all this suyesses, in: ovért and -
covert ways, the materlahstxc tegest of the networks- ~"All is - . 3 -

v o -, : v

o

affected by the accountant § men alf'&y‘ " «é’;ga- Ceat L

Patr1c1a’ Carb1ne, %v next respondent, asked about the rela-
t10nsh1p of womén -to television and’ how this- mlght.gbe symlapllc o)
their place v1s—a—v1s other soc1eta1 institutions., Ms. Gatb’l "

g

agreed with Dr, Miller's view that television -is an enormdusly
powerful fnedium, - and mentﬁed the Jterr1fy1ng Challenge to

&~

academics £6 try to counteract the 1nfluence Qf TV - the average
Amer ican home has tht TV set turned on 2 400 hours a year.

Ryl

' . Because of its per‘<')a51veness, television has had an over-.

whelming influenge on women' s v1ews of themselves, and "there “is, 7‘5"-"’-? e
evidence that many women fe?l offended by much of what they see )on

television." They are prese nted 1n an unreallstu: way, the nnage

* ]

0 L ’




of women is one-d, erfador Ly, and hence hanmful to the develppmt

- of a waman's pd{en‘ T g

."'o I . -' ‘:’ '
s g o
. '~ "4’_
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Telev1s1on 1s s1m1lar to other 1nst1tut nsf, said- Ms
Carbme, in how 1t chooses its leaders. It tengos to “eliminate
women and other ‘mmorltles, leaving soc1ety w1th a leadersh1p
pool of only about% 'S perceént of ‘the populat1on. Indeed, al~
though women - consgﬁute between 25 to 35 percent of all people
working in med1a, only 5 percent have reached the pollcy-makmg
level. “If we're in trouble," observed MS. C‘@rbme, "perhaps. we ‘

are not generous: enough in looking ‘at the talent avallable.

~.What 1is the response of women'? "It is to challenge the -

power of the institution,” in whatever ways' avallable - l?)bbymg /
class—act1on suits, econom1c boycotts.

. What women are ’%lly saying to the 1nst1tut1ons that affect *o

A

tWr 11ves, telev.1s1on mcluded, sa1d Ms. Carb,me,"'ls that we

. . really are aslgmg for part1c1pat10n as well as accuracy. "It s
.‘_ " not. so much uthat trad1t1onal values are pemg questioned,. but.
4‘ t that women feel, tl’;esﬁvalrJes v,"are not being transm1tted because
o they're not be1ng honored by those who' p;pfess Yo holé them

dear." : v, R Loal o 0
' o ’ ’ ol s
Ms, Carbme believed that consensus 1nvolve§ the” "comlng

o
‘.

e ) together thé hearing out, of op1n10ns of -all the const1tuenc1es g
'represented in a body." “This appl1es to all groups,” nﬁ%&st .

.:1“

°, wodw'. "We do not want %o destroy the best that has beérd it ,”
' declared Ms. Cott, "but we' are ingfsting th& we participate in
the dec1s1ons -that. affect our l1ves-.-)§We come down to a value

- . that I, th1nk is transcendent, and it is, very slmpl)} the golden
' : . _'.‘."rule. What outgroups are asking for - demanding -~ is that we. .do

_l

- unto othe@ that which we would have done unto ou?rvselves.

.~ . Robert Bellahu in d1sagreemen1': with Pat &rbme 's thesis,
¢ +
'd that. the real problems in A¥erican soc1ety did not have

3 to do with, men and. women, the ingroup and the outgroup, but
o, L o

!.4"‘”‘

wy o
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rathet- with the increasing tendéncy of society to apply aneco—
nomic valuation to é}"l structures. This is, according to Bellah,
"the absolutely central problem of soc1ety - more important than
wanen and minorities.

~

i In _countering Dr. ’B‘éllah's ideas, sever A"c’lliscussants
elaborated on the need for.change'in the power struckure. Robert
- Abernethy, while warning agalnst the tendency to give too much

~power to those appearlng on televis1on, agreed that change was
- needed. He believed that at bottom there was a problem ‘with
basit organlzation, but perhaps a problem that was not’ n@smble
to solve. ."On the ione hand, you have. the extreme of, dapltaiisnf' _
on the other, the problem-of polltlcal control " Abernethy then

suggested a m1ddle ground - an exper].mental ‘idea being tried 1n“
Los Angeles; the award of licenses to nonprofit organlzatlons.
This would perhaps not substitute a new group for the 1ngroub

but' it might at least eliminate some of the problems of com— .

mercialism.

On the subject of ingroups and outgroups.and the value of
possible interchange; Alison Bernstein and Patricia"Carbine
clarified their ideas. Each explained that it was not so much a
question of substituting one group for the other, but rather that
the introduction of new elements would lead to internal change in
the power structure. "It will be something new," said‘Ms.
Bernstein; and Ms. Carblne agreed "It is clear that once the
'outs' insist on' part1c1pat1ng with the 'ins,' what is 'in' will
not be the same.  The . puts don't want to exchange places they
want change of a pns1tive sort Unless we can restore human
values, it will not hav:fbeen worth it."

All the partlclpangg were not totally critical of television

as it exists now, and frdm time to time a positive note of praise
was heard. William pennett observed that Americans do indeed
'way with what they see on television - 1n.

1dent1fy in a pos1t1v‘

5 u-:.-_,...ar.
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Sue Cott's point that' there are indeed
~in telev1slon. . Dr..Miller singled out e} Beporters for

that sanct ions ‘accuracy.

.medium because o,f his area's relatlve isolation.

_one could know exactly what the future holds,

plufalism that might make many of the controver

R,

N . G

., . , . - B [N
. P \ . . ' “‘ 1Y

il . 5 . . _' \;c,,’n‘g \l o
?drama"and sports., partlcularly - and wlll A Wi th

particular. praise, believing that there is'§ N da' ﬁ"aditt';ion

%

become. :Dr. Rubenstein described the variety o
able, the w1de use of v1deotape machlnes, the

Rubenstem, but . a new "video plurallsm +is almo
hither to obsolete. T ‘v .
Lrs ‘/n'. Lo
Is it possmle to see such a search for a value dane !
in terms of coalescing ideas? ~John Maguire, now that the deClls-j‘\'k »';'

\ . bt JE
sion had run its course, commented on the emergence of a pattem% Ty
"We've identified .dissensus throughout in polar terms = rich, Y
poor; male, female. And so .I take it, that if one were a Jrate- _-_’.-5'{ '

' R A

gist for a movement toward. value consensus, one would '’ try to .

establish conditions ‘that permltted conversatlon between those
who ate at the present time not in genuine conversation with each_
other. What we are really searching for when we talk about the
searoh for a value consensus is some set of circumetances that

“permit human exchange. .

Dr. Colton, in closing the conference, elaborated on the
idea of "conversation" and the search \f/or a value consensus: "We

“need to interpret the humanities in the sense of a continuing

dialoque, a continuing dialogue on the human condition in térms .
* ’ ' \.‘
of everything that has been said and done about it in the past,

190
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and everythfng ghat is new in the’ present. " . Thankjing thew’

partic1pants, Pr. Colton ‘said that - m so many ways th1s con~
' fetence had reinforced- that: def1n1t10n of the hunan1t1e9, MEven’
’“if we have not yet reached agreement, we hav/ at least broadened

the dialogue. " . _ &/
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