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Editor's Preface

"Thinking About Thinking" was the theme for the 1986 Annual Meeting of theSouith Atlantie Philosophy of Education Soddy and is cr_luly reflected in thepags that follov4 It is entirely, appropride that phil osophers of educationbe 7:involved with this topic, for they can bring to it a gemaneral perspective notoftn found in other disciplines in the field of educatio.nal studies. This isnot to 'disparage the contributions of other Wick; rather, it is to affirm thevitamility of the contributions that
come fromphilosophy of=2. education.

Over the years the Sodiety has enjoyed many noteworhy keynote speakers,but pewhaps none has focused attention on the meeting thameme so_completely asdid tNe 1986 speaker, Professor John McPect. The major pmoint of his address--that critical thinking is best achieved in education thrc:Dugh understanding of"thet broad domains of human experience Aid we call tffle disciplines"--runsconrary to what meny- popular proponents of the oritic=a1 think:fin skills
movemment _advocate today. Thus, McPeck sounded an iconociastic note, for rather
them- denigrating the necessity of a foundation of factsm; and information infavo.v- of thinking skills independent of any particular cc=)intent, he urged that
we s3;hould _be- emphasizing content foundations in the eTT. ementary school asprerquisites.for later, !higher order" thinicing at the semE=ondary school level.

In his response to McPeck's address, PrOfessor KingsMey Price agreed thatcrit-ical thinking as an isolated skill is iwpropriate t=o introduce to youngchilidren, for what makes critical thinking critical is tt;hat "the person whothim ks, thinks about his thinking," and this involves it certain degree of
inte7ilectual maturity. Price qualified this to include --the proposition that
younsg children can be taught certain subjects, such as tl.fte social studies, inways that limit an uncritical acceptance of utionalistic sentiments. In onescris.te, then, he argued that some criticial skill,; can perhaps be taught;howeurer, in another sense we can no more teuth humans te=D think than we canteach' fish to swim, for thinking is to humans as swimming', is to fish: it ispart of their natural vocation.

Mese brief summative .statements give an indication =of the philosophical
interchange that typified the annual meeting, for concurremIt sessions were wellattenicted and the discussions lively. As is the case in eEalternate years, themeetf rig had the added attraction of the Presidential =ddress, this yeardelivered by President Jeanne Pietig, "On Wing the Edlucation of TeachersIntellectually Sound." The attractive setting and genial welcome afforded bythe 1Loyola campus and comfortable accommodations mactie the meeting mostenjorable. All members of the Society will mtainly look forward to a return
to Lo,;201a College and Baltimore "on the shores of the Chesaspeake Bay."

Samuel M. Clwever, Editor
February, 1G)87
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ABSTRACT

TEACHING CRITICAL THINKING THROUGH THE DISCIPLINES:

CONTENT VERSUS PROCESS

John E. McPeck
University of Western Ontario

In brie this paper argues that the only efficacious route to teaching

effective critical thinking_i! through, and within, the standard disciplines.

This may seem to some to be a very traditional, if
not reactionary, position to

take on the question of how to teach critical thinking. But the grounds for

this view reside in what I will call a Wittgensteinian view about the ways in

which thought is intimately connected to language, if not actually composed of

language, and that sophisticated thought (and critical thinking is a subset of
this) requires the sophisticated use of language. And insofar as the

disciplines are composed of different "language games" (a la Wittgenstein), and

the disciplines represent the broadest domains of human experiencethat we

know, then learning the language of disciplines is _he major prerequisite for

sophisticated thought in these broad domains.

The socalled "thinking skills movement" argues that you can teach certain

intellectual "skills that are independent of any particular content (e.g.,

like being able to type is a general skill which is independent of content);

and that these skills can and will transfer across domains, rypical examples

of these general skills are to be found in the use of logic, both formal and

informal, and also in certain general "problem solving" skills,

The major point of my paper is to expose the several confusions which this

view rests upon, and to demonstrate the ways in which the ability to think,

Correspondence: 5choóloEducaion, iiniversity of este_n Onrarià, on.on,Ontario, Canada
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even in the applications of logic, is contingent upon understanding the

complexities of the domain-specific language wherein the problem resides.

Thus, tNe major prerequisite, if not the 'only prerequisite, of critical

thinking is coming to understand, and to think and to speak in terms of, the

language of the broad domains of human experience which we call the

disciplines. Along the way, and toward the end of the paper, I make several

pedagogical observations, and suggestions, for how we might better prepare

students to be the autonomous thinkers which we all desire. Among these is the

observation that straight-forward receptive learning of facts and information

is often denigrated by educators and researchers alike (e.g., Benjamin Bloom

however, I argue that,this is to render a serious disservice to this kind of

learning because it is not only the major building block of knowledge, but

facts are complex things which have connections and logical implications which

reach beyond themselves. And the mental weaving -f these connections is what

education and critical thinking is fundamentally about. Indeed, so-called

"higher order" learning is itself predicated on having this b oader

understanding of how certain facts and information are connected or related to

something else. With this as background, I suggest that it is premature to

introduce "critical thinking", as such, into the early grades of schooling, and

to wait until high school before we begin the process of getting students to

criticize and seriously question their own, or other's, point of view. You

don't race a pony until its legs are ready for it.



ON CRITICAL THINKING:

RESPONSE TO PROFESSOR McPECK

Kingsley Price
The Johns Hopkins Univer ity

I. Thinking Movement in Mental Acts.

What is critical thinking? Well, first, what is thinking, unqualified?Clearly, it is something done. Not by atoms or molecules as such, nor by stones ortrees as such, nor by the lower animals at least to any remarkable degree. Whereverthere is thinking, we may always ask, "who does it"; the reply that ic is done by athing of one of the kinds mentioned would be unintelligible. Thinking is done,rather, by human beings, disembodied spirits, and God; the reply that it is done bya thing of one of these kinds would not suffer from that difficulty.

What human beings and other thinkers do in thinking is to engage in movement.Not the movement that is thrust upon a thing from without like the movement ofstones rolling down a slope, of trees pushed against by wind, of living humanbodies twitching from electric shock or dodging missiles thrown. Thinking is,rather, movement that the moving thing takes part in as Socrates takes part intalking with Euthyphro, Plato takes part in the movement of writing the Euthyphro,Picasso takes part in the painting of the Guernica, Horowitz in the playing ofthe Polanaise Militaire, ---as any of us takes part in the movement of reading theEuthyphro, appreciating the Guernica and the Polanaise, of worshipping, buying,selling, voting, and complaining about the weather. Thinking is bodily movementthat expresses the conscioesnecs of the thing that moves. It is also purelymencal movement like the movement from one image to another in dreams of thenight, the musing movement from one part of a daydream to another, of freeassociation from one idea to another, or the movement from one thought to anotherin an argument. Thinking is movement of consciousness---bodily like reading andwriting, or pure like dreaming and reasoning.

What? Is one not thinking, then, unless he moves from one thing to anoth ---if, say, he is uninterruptedly and stationarily aware of just one thing alone? Astone does not move from awareness of one thing to that of another; but if, in thevery center, it should become uninterruptedly and stationarily aware of the earth'spressing on it from every side, if it should become aware of just this one sur-rounding pressure, would it not become a thinking stone? Let us agree that aware-ness of just one thing is a case of thinking; and let us show the consistency ofthis view with what goes before by pointing out that the awareness of just one thThgis not simply thrust upon a person who is aware, but is one way of his moving toparticipate in the world---a view that lies at the bottom, perhaps, of the philo-sophical vocabulary that speaks of acts of thinking and of consciousness. A mentalact is a person's being aware of some object, purely or with the help of somebodily movement; and thinking, in the broadest sense of the term, is a person'sengaging in a mental act or moving from one to another.

II. Critical Thinking, Not Found in Single Acts.

Is critical thinking, then, critical acts of awareness or critical movementfrom one to another? Perhaps one could say that, but doing so would be quiteunhelpful. It would not tell us what critical thiaking is because it would nottell us what 'critical is, nor what it is in thinking that is critical---the actof awareness that a person directs toward an object, the object he directs it

Correspondence: Department of Philosophy, The Johns Hopkins University,Baltimore, Maryland 21218



toward, or the person, himself, who directs his awareness toward an object.We must look into the matter more deeply.

Could a single act of awarenest, be critical? I mean by "a single act" anact whose awareness is bounded by a beginning and an end, and quite
uninterrupted in between. To think of Julius Caesar now, and then again iaa minute, is to engage in two different acts of awareness though they are ofone and the same object, not in a single act of awareness of that object. Asingle act of awareness is any act like the awareness of this particular redpatch, or of this particular dominant seventh on G, or this particular
awareness of the proposition that Julius Caesar was the first emperor of Rome,or this particular awareness of the proposition that Julius Caesar was thefirst emperor of Rome because he secured control of the army and the provinces.
Could such an act be critical wholly within itself, in total isolation fromany other act of thinking? Surely not. If it were, the awareness of anobject would be just the same awareness of it as the critical awareness of it;if it were, thinking would be the same thing as critical thinking. Thatwould be, as the philosophers say, absurd. To be aware of a red patch, ofthe dominant seventh on G, of the proposition that Julius Caesar was the firstemperor of Rome, or of the proposition that he was so because he controlledthe army and the provinces---to be aware of each of these objects in a singleact of awareness is not to be critically aware of it, not even in the lastcase where the cause (or part of it) of Caesar's being the first emperor isrevealed.

III. Not in Complexes of Successive Acts.

If a bit of thinking is critical, it must be composed of severalsuccessive acts. They must be acts of the same person of course; if they werenot, they would not make one bit of thinking, but as many bits as there are
persons directing awareness toward objects, or as many, even, as there are actsdirected toward them.

Consider one person who is sleeping. His dream is made of several
successive acts, but these several successive acts cannot make up a bit ofcritical thinking. The dreams of the chief butler, of the chief baker, andof the Pharaoh, himself, could not be critical in themselves, but had to find
their criticism in a quite separate act---Joseph's act of interpreting them.That psychoanalysts dream that they analyze their own dreams-7-a tale one
sometimes hears---cannot show that their dreams are critical in themselves,but only that analysts dream that they are so. Nor, for a reason of the samesort, can the daydreamer's daydream, however complex, be critical of itself.The daydream of the actor from the daydream capital of the universe, Hollywood--that he goes into politics, secures the presidency, and protects his nationfrom its evil and conniving emenies with a computelectricolasernuclea-
tiptiptoploftical heavenly shield---cannot be critical of itself, but can,at best, only daydream that it is. Undirected thinking, in itself, is notcritical thinking.

But directed thinking, in itself, is not either. Trains of acts in free
association are directed by characteristics of the objects thought of, andthe trains of awareness that follow the path laid out from premises to
conclusion are directed by the premisses toward_what they necessitate. Stillone can tun from 'all men are mortal', through 'Socrates is a man' to 'Socratesis mortal' quite as_uncritically as one can move from 'seashells' through
'sailing ships' to 'islands in tropical seas'; and this last movement, in



itself,:is altogether uncritical. But unless "critical" anedirec==ted"'aretaken-to mean just the same thing, these directed trains ofots oior awarenessare no more critical than those that lack direction as do dreams, bz'othsleeping and waking. Critical thinking cannot be found inangle esacts ofawareness-, nor in complexes of successive acts as such, undiNcted ordirected.

IV. Not in Acts of Awareness, and Not in Their Objec

Still, critical thinking is surely thinking that is itome wamy directed.Where, in critical thinking, might this directedness be foxindi Not in theacts of awareness it contains. These acts, in themseives, 01014 no
characteristics whatever. Engaging in them consists In nothtl raore thanpresenting ourselves:with objects---this patch, that chord 001 am.od such aproposition.' Possessing no internal characteristics,'none athese acts canbeconnected With another by virtue of its own nature; andonsequomently,none is directed toward another. They have relations to onemothemar ofcourse. They occur at certain times, and so precede and succeed ones?. another.But since no act-has a.characteristic that could distinguishit frormn anotheract as such, we cannot Fay that any one act is directed towadthis act ratherthan toward that act, and hence, that it is directed towerdany act whatever.So, directedness and hence the criticalness of thinking canmtstem from thefact that it is made up of acts of awareness.

Nor can the objects that stand forth in acts of awareneemake thinkingcritical by directing its movement from one of its constituatacts to another.Consider the painter's initial strokes. Do not they direct Ma thinwilking tothose that will complete his picture? And is not critical parting, paintingthat moves from the painter's awareness of his initial strokein thr_e directionof the final strokes they indicate? Or consider the proposithms itt_ anargument. Do not some of the propositions the thinker is awaeof dArect hisawareness toward another? And is not critical thinking, thinking tht movesfrom the awareness of premisses in the direction of their concillsioltZ Theanswer to both sets of questions must be 'No'. The painter andthe .zmarguer
may think in a thoroughly mechanical or spontaneous way. Thepainter out oflong practice may be painting just one more scene of The GrandCanal or ofThe Inner Harbor; and the arguer may be thinking quite spontaneously-- Andmechanical, and spontaneous thinking must be opposed to crittal thir=mking.
Besides, critical thinking may go awry. Dr. Johnson who neverwss, mighthave been mistaken none the less; and lesser critics are mistaken wit=h greatfrequency. But thinking that is directed by relations of itsobjectssg.---
aesthetic, logical, or other---would always follow the right pah on= ofnecessity.

V. But in The Thinker's Intention to Direct the Movement of Sons Person'sThinking, Well.

The directedness of critical thinking cannot consist in the dire .ctednessof some of its acts toward others; there can be no such directeariess. Nor doesit consist in the fact that the succession of its acts oonformto th.wa.
relations of its objects---not in the fact, as Spinoza might have put Itthat the movement from one act to another parallels the relattnof tikaeir
objects; rather, the directedness of critical thinking dependspon tIffae factthat the person who thinks, thinks about his thinking, i.e., about whasat he isdoing. This attention, though required, is not enough however, OPe =mightattend to his own thinking without directing it as does the wideawake= andcareful observer of his own free association. What makes thecriticallE thinker
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critical is that he attends to what he is doing in order ._ do it well, notill. And he does it well where the transitions from one mental act to
another yield an awareness of a complex object that is good, not bad.
Schubert wrote some of his songs without thinking about his writing them--spontaneously, not cTitically. Most of us, most of the time, vote withoutattending to our voting---out of habit, not critically. And most of us
infer that Socrates is mortal from 'All men are and he is one' mechanically,not critically. But Brahms pondered over his writing of his first symphony,off and on, for Menty years. Some of Us, somettmes, ask about our votingwhether it might lead to a better community than would voting differently.And a few of us, occasionally try 'Socrates is a Greek' to show ourselvesthe validity of our usual inference. Schubert did not try to think well inwriting some of his songs; he simply wrote them well. Brahms thought well,also, in the writing of his first symphony; but the thinking he engaged inwas full of effort to improve upon earlier stages. And a few of us think
well and critically when we check the validity of the famous inference aboutSocrates by trying one that Is invalid. To think critically about thinking isto examine what we are aware of from one ;Aloe to another with a view toreplacing this or that object with another where the replacement appears topresent a better whole to our awareness.

Well, no; not quite. That view makes critical thinking always directed
toward improving the thinking of the critic. And of course, that is notright. Socrates, a critical thinker par excellence, was concerned with the
clarity, the validity, and the truth of other people's thinking--- at leastin principle. It was Euthyphro's thinking about piety that he wms stilltrying to make into a better whole when Euthyphro remembered that he was ina hurry and must depart. And so, the debater tries to improve the thinking
of his opponent, the art critic that of the painter, the music critic that of
the musician, etc. etc.. Let us say, then, that critical thinking is thinking
about somebody's thinking in order to discover how one part should be
connected with another in such a way as to make the whole of the objects
revealed in awareness as good a whole as possibleas useful, as beautiful,
as right, as probable. or true, as consistent as it can be.

VI. No Such Thing as Critical Thinking in General, or it's Skill, only inParticular.

Notice an interesting corollary. Critical thinking need not be goodthinking. It must be thinking that the thinker tries to do well. But tryingneed not succeed, and critical thinking need not be thinking well. Thestudent of composition may think critically in writing his exercise in fugue.
Still, his fugue, in the harkening to it, will almost certainly fall fax shortof all of Bach's, many of which, almost as certainly, were written without asingle moment's self-conscious self-direction. The earnest student of history
may show great critical care In writing his term essay; but, all the same,
the evidence for his thesis may be inadequate or marshalled without clarity.The critic of Darwin's thinking may examine his data in minute detail, butstill be mistaken in his judgement of the propositions Darwin found them tosupport.

A second corollary is that critical thinking differs enormously from
one context to another. To try to think well about melodies, chords, and
transitions is to try to bring into one's awareness a good musical composition.To try tO think well about the coming election is to try to find a good wayto vote. To try to think well about propositions describing the transition
from republic to empire is to try to bring into one's awareness a good

13



description of that segment of Roman history. And to try to think well
about the positive integers is to try to bring into one's mind a good set
of propositions about them. But the goodness of a musical composition is
quite unlike the goodness of voting which is it's obligatoriness; the
goodness of voting is quite unlike the goodness of an historical essay which
is the truth or probability its theses borrow from their evidence; and the
goodness of an historical essay is quite unlike the goodness of a theory of
the positive integers which is its cohelcercewith its postulates and primitive
ideas like 'zero', 'successor of', etc.

A third corollary is that there can be no such thing as critical thinking
as such, or in general. The goodness that the critic aims at in his thinking
differs with the kinds of objects he would make a whole of; and the
criticalness of his thinking from one kind to another can be the same only in
the trivial aense'that the same word, "critical", is used for its description.
How clearly mistaken it is then, as Professor McPeck has pointed out, to
identify critical thinking with one of its disparate epiphanies like the
clarification of the meaning of words and sentences, the correct assessment
of statements, or even (what is slightly less mistaken) the effort to clarify
or to assess correctly!

A fourth corrollary is, perhaps, the most important for our purposes.
There can be no such thing as the skill ofILLzrilly. A skill is
an ability to do something well like the skill of watch repair, of adding
numbers, and of analyzing arguments. Now, an ability can be understood only
in terms of its doing; there is no way to distinguish one ability from any
other except by reference to what it is the ability to do. There is no sense
to the notion of an ability except what is borrowed from the notion of its
exercise. Consequently, there is no sense to the notion of an ability to do
something well that does not depend upon the notion of what is done---and
done well or ill. And the skill of critical Chinking can be nothing more
than the ability to think well about thinking---musically, morally,
historically, mathematically, etc.. And since these are different abilities,
each from the others, there can be no such thing as the skill of thinking
critically taken generally, in abstraction from all the various good wholes
that thinking would construct. And even if there were, its exercise could
not guarantee success since critical thinking, itself, like thinking
unqualified, might always go astray.

VII. A Difficulty in McPeck's Argument For This View.

And so, I have come to one of Professor McPeck's theses: that there is
no such thing as critical thinking in general. He comes to this view through
the Wittgensteinian analogy of language with games, and the assumption that
thinking and language are identical or parallel.

The analogy, I believe, runs like this. A game is an activity of using
toys, defined by its rules, to achieve an objective understood also in terms

those rules. Chess is the activity of using pawns, knights, etc.--
defined by the rules for moving them---to achieve checkmate, understood in
terms of the rule-governed moves that precede it. But there are many games,
each with its own set of rules, its own toys, and its own objective to be
accomplished by using them. One cannot play one game, therefore, by using
the toys of a second. To set up rules and toys for playing a game in general
would be nothing more than to establish another game with its own rules, toys,
and objective. Now language is like a set of games. It is a set of

14



activities, each consisting in the use of words, sentences, etc. (it's toys)i
determined by a certain set of rules, to achieve an objective also determinedby those rules for using those words, sentences, etc.. The historian useshis words for achieving his objective, an historical record; the physicist,his words for realizing a description of the physical world; the theologianhis, for achieving a theology, etc.. And the historian could no more writein the language of physics than could the physicist in the language oftheology. And a language for talking in general like a game for playing ingeneral would be just another language alongside history, physics, and therest; or it would be nothing at all.

But thinking is identical with, or parallel to language; and so, whilethere are many separate ways of thinking or subjects to think about, thereis no way of thinking in general, or general thinking about any subject
whatever. And since there is no way of thinking in general, there is no such
thing as critical thinking in general---no such thing as critical thinking,
applicable in all contexts.

The analogy, 'language-game', is widely influential; and if there is
not an identity, there surely seems to be a parallelism between language andthinking. Still, I think the concept, 'language-game', really does not helpmuch in talking about thinking because the concept, 'game', on Wittgenstein'sview, is quite unbounded. No finite list of characteristics can give us the
characteristics that are necessary for an activity's being a game; and if
that is so, to say that speaking or language is like playing a game cannottell us very much about what language is. And if that is so, insisting that
thinking is identical, or parallel with language cannot give us much
information either.

To reach the thesis about no critical thinking in general, by the shorter
route of noticing the different kinds of goodness toward which critical
thinking directs itself is to expose one's argument, I believe, to fewer
possible attacks.

VIII. Teaching to Think Critically Should Start Early in Some Cases.

Can the schools teach people to think critically? Clearly not if
teaching them to think critically is to 'eszch them to think critically in
general, since there can be no such thinking.

But what about teaching them to think critically abciut particular subjects?
Professor McPeck argues that the schools can and should; but only after they
have laid a good basis for the student's non-critical thinking in his
knowledge of established subjects---what he calls "normal rational thinking".
Students should be taught something of the fine arts, morality, the social,
natural, and mathematical sciences, etc.. without a view to criticism of
them in order that they should have some material to think critically about;
and teaching students to think critically about these subjects is not teaching
them logic which is just another subject---the subject, perhaps, of abstract
possibilities. Rather, it is encouraging them to consider one established
subject or another to see how its parts might be altered to make a better
whole, or whether they already form a whole that cannot be improved upon.

I would qualify this late introduction of encouraging critical thinking.The purpose of teaching in the schools is to transmit culture from one
generation to another with a view toward improving human life. For this
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purpose some subjects should not be taught critically at an early age because
there is little questioning of them at that age, because there is little room
for correction in them, and because they are useful in improving human life.To encourage fourth graders to consider the question whether three comes
after two, or three times two is six, would be absurd although similar
questions might well occupy the thought of mature logicians; and it would be
un-useful because it might bring them to confusion and doubt about what they
need to know in order to live well.

Other subjects, the student should be encouraged to be critical about from
the very beginning. In almost every lower school in almost every nation, the
social_ studies present that nation's culture as the best, that nation's wars
as holy, that nation's military leaders as paragons of virtue, and, though not
so often, that nation's art as supremely good. Established early, these
nationalistic beliefs are never corrected in most cases. They deceive the
believer into welcoming every war in prospect, and into justifying it after
the fact. They form a good part of the basis for the enormous enterprise of
multi-national or universal destruction and preparation for it that
preoccupies almost all the human race in these latter days. Such nationalistic
sentiments, established in school subjects, cannot be dis-established by mature
reflection except in unusual circumstances. And the subjects of art, history,
literature, sociology, career planning, etc. into which such injurious beliefs
enter should surely be taught critically from the very beginning.

IX. Interpreted in one way, it might succeed.

Let me add a casual observation on the literature of teaching critical
thinking. Those who advocate it often seem to me to have something quite
different in mind from what Professor McPeck and I have in mind when we use
the phrase, "critical thinking". Far Professor McPeck, critical thinking
is thinking about the thinking about a subject in a skeptical way---looking
toward improvement in the thinking about it if possible. For me, critical
thinking is thinking about the thinking about a subject with a view toward
making it as good a whole of thinking as possible. I believe we have much
the same thing in mind-

Now, many psychologists and educationists mean by "critical thinking"
nothing more than good thinking; and by the "skill of critical thinking" not
the ability to do good thinking well---a redundancy if not a solecism, but
the ability of arranging well the circumstances within which people of a
given sort learn most, or most thoroughly, or most quickly, or something
like that. So, the skill of critical thinking sometimes refers to the ability
of arranging a social context well, e.g., of arranging students in groups to
work'at solving problems, or the ability of arranging the elements of
individual psyches well, e.g., of re-qligning or altering attitudes toward
a subject, toward learning it, etc.. For many psychologists and educationists,
teaching a skill of critical thinking is teaching people to arrange their lives
so that they will contain those circumstances, both social and personal,
within which good thinking may occur. This teaching, of course, consists in
establishing such circumstances in the classroom in order that the student,
having found them there, may carry them from it into his life in general.
Whether there can be teaching of a skill of critical thinking in this sense
of "skill" is an empirical matter. There may well be circumstances within
which students of a given sort think better about war or history or physics
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than they do outside them. We may hope fervently that there are, that
psychologists will discover them, that they will be brought into our
classrooms, and that students will carry them thence into their lives in
general.

Still, even if our teaching should be thus reformed, we could not teach
people to think or to think critically in an important sense of "teach". To
think, i.e., to engage in mental acts and to move from one to another in the
ways that are appropriate to different kinds of thoughtful wholes---
aesthetic, moral, cognitive, logical, etc.---to think is an ability we have
by nature if we have it at all. Teaching might arrange circumstances that
encourage its exercise, but it cannot produce the ability whose exercise it
might thus promote. Swimming is an ability men do not have by nature; and,
consequently, one may teach it to another by producing it in him---by bringing
him to engage in the movements that compose it. Fie.t the fish swim by nature,
and nothing can produce the ability in them since they possess it on their
own. It makes no sense, therefore, to speak of teaching them to swim in the
way in which it makes no sense to teach the tides to roll. It is nonsense
of the same kind to speak of teaching the ability to think or to think
critically. As John Locke might have remarked, God did not make men bipeds,
and leave it to psychologists and educationists to make them thinkers or
even critical thinkers. Those movements mark their natural vocation.
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PHILOSOPHY FOR CHILDREN AND THE CRITICAL THINKING MOVEMENT

Robert J. Mulvaney
University of South Carolina

Like a great sea, critical thinking has in recent years washed over educational
theory and practice in this country and abroad, threatening to engulf all our fondest
fashions and fads. Not since basic skills burst on the scene have we been so threat-
ened. In fact the jargon is suspiciously similar. We have known for years thatJohnny can't read, write or count. Now we have learned to our horror that he can'tthink either. The response has been predictably massive. Vast national and interna-
tional conferences have convened from Harvard to Sonoma. Huge, neatly packagedcourses have been developed to assist the harried teacher in the latest of her
responsibilities. Computers lag not far behind and soft-ware packages sprout like
the proverbial asparagus in May. One I saw recently promised a "Socratic dialogue"
between student and his user-friendly program. One wonders what one-on-one metallic
irony lies below the surface of that one!

Of course, like all such perceived crises, the Crit Think crisis has its grain
of truth too. And there is sufficient evidence that students these days lack rudi-
mentary conceptual and inferential skills. They also seem less creative and indepen-
dent than we would like them to be. An imbalance in the pursuit of valid educational
objectives has led to too great stress on testing, the right answer and memorization
in the past fifteen years or so. Back to the basics itself, admirably designed to
counteract some of the unstructured experiments of the sixties, has gone too far, and
the gains made in literacy and numeracy have led us away from other equally praise-
worthy goals, among them following gl train of argument to the right answer, as well
as knowing the right answer.

Hut as a number of philosophers and psychologists have observed before the
pendulum swings once again too far, policy makers, administrators and teachers had
better take a close look at thinking skills and raise some fundamental questions
about what the term means and how it is to be applied in the day-to-day experience of
the classroom. I want to examine today three worthy individuals who think critically
about critical thinking. They are John McPeck whose Critical Thinking and Education
has raised our consciousness co9iderably about this issue, Robert Sternberg, whose
recent Phi Delta Kerman articles add a further dimension to doubts about the useful-
ness of many critical thinking materials, and finally the indefatigable and apparent-
ly deathless Mortimer Adler who recently delivered himself o a brief but elegant
broadside against the movement in the pages of Education Week.

At the same time I hope to show that the major criticisms these men make against
critical thinking programs fail to score against one of them, the Philosophy forChildren program developed by Matthew Lipman, with which I have been working in
schools in South Carolina for the past few years. In a meetin4 of SAPES two years
ago, I introduced this program and described it in some detail. I shall be briefer
today, hoping that most of you will know something about the program. Basically,
Philosophy for Children is an integrated program in reasoning skills and philosophi-
cal inquiry designed for children in the elementary, middle and 111.gh schools. It was
developed some fifteen years ago by Prof. Lipman (and thus interestingly antedates
the current hysteria over thinking skills) and has been implemented in some form or
other in over 4000 schools nationwide and abroad. It consists of a series of novels,
written at grade-apprnpriate reading levels, in which children dialogue among
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themselves and with various constituencies of adults c.bout basic philosophical is-sues, the nature of humanity, issues in the theory of knowledge, ethics and evcnquestions of ultimate destiny, such as the existence of God and life after death. Inthe course of their discussions, they discover and master certain reasoning skillsincluding formal and informal inference, classification skills, concept developmentand definitional skills amonEt them. I shall argue that this program satisfies manyof the demands of critical thirAing enthusiasts, but as philosophy, it avoids many ofthe criticisms levelled against critical thinking programs in general.

Let me turn first of all to McPeck. I shall concentrate in this paper on the
skillful summary of his major objections to Grit Think Sound in his article "Critical
Thinking and the 'Trivial Pursuit' Theory of Knowledge" In this article ha presents
us with three demurrers: (1) Thinking is never found in isolation and should not beso taught. It is always about something, and should be taught rooted in some object,some content. As he says in his article:

I thought it important to point out that thiriAlK, let alone
critical thinking, is always about some particular thing or
subject (let us call this thing X), and that it therefore makes
little or no sense to say "I teach thinking simpliciter" or "I
teach thinking in general but notebout anything in particular."
All such talk is literal nonsense.

(2) A second objection conceims the possibility of formulating and teaching "generic"thinking skills. McPeck, observing the wide variety of types of thinking found infields as disparate as poetry and the sciences, insists that thinking is subject-specific, and that the skills necessary for success in one field are not necessarily
adequate for thinking well in others. He wr tes:

...an effective thinker in one area is not necessarily an
effective thinker in all other areas. For example, while Einstein
could communicate remariwbly in physics he was rather inept at
poetry. I have suggested that this is because the knowledge and
skills required for the one activity are quite different from the
knowledge and skills required for the other.

This objection has important ramifications in the area of skill transfer. McPeckargues that studies have demonstrated little carryover of skills from one subjectarea to another. The danger is that courses in thinking will make children better at
courses in thinking, and not at courses in thinking about history or mathematics. (3)
A final objection (and one apparently that will form the content of McPeck's paper atthis conference) concerns the possibility that we may, like critical thinking Mon-sieur Jourdains, have been teaching critical thinking all along without knowing it.When we analyze the concept of good thinking we find a kind of independence ofthought, a healthy "reflective skepticism", and the relevant knowledge to supportthese habits of mind. And this entails, McPeck thinks, the major ingredients of agood liberal education. Thus training in the classic subject areas of the liberil
arts will produce the critical thinker, and no courses in Crit Think can or ought to
be designed to produce these desiderata.

I find the major thrust of this critique persuasive. Since getting into Philo-sophy for Children, I have observed a paralyzing surfeit of critical thinking mate-rials. (For those of you interested, some of the best of these are descgibed and
analyzed in recent volumes by Paul Chance, and Raymond S. Nickerson et al. ) I findin moSt-of them a hit or miss abstractness in the choice of skills and the exercises
to reinforce them, a hodgepodge of topics, including everything from vocabulary
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building to chapters suspiciously resembling SAT coaching courses. Claims are re-
peatedly made that these programs will make the student a better thinker in general,
and the subject areas are chosen as a result from problems in geometry to problems in
driver education. I am also appalled at the misinformation found in the areas of
formal logic and many odd characterizations of the range of rhetorical devices in-
cluded within treatments of informal fallacies. Since textbooks tend to plagiarize
other textbooks, I wonder if false information in these areas will be so well learned
by the time kids get to college than your job and mine will be considerably more
difficult within the next ten years or so.

At the same time I have reservations particularly as these objections are
applied to programs like the Philosophy for Children program. Let me examine each in
turn from this peculiar perspective. First of all, to the claim that thinking is
always about something, and is never found in isolation, it is notable that reflec-
tive thinking is thinking about thinking. In an important sense this is a unlque
reflexive subject matter, distinguishable from such things as thinking about thinking
about history, or thinking about thinking about literature. In one sense such think-
ing is generic and content free. In another sense it is specific, thinking about a
certain object, namely thinking itself. More interestingly, thinking about thinking
is a stock way of characterizing philosophical thinking, or at least some of it. And
McFeck's objection surely misfires here. Whatever one may say about the emptiness of
critical thinking, such programs as Philosophy for Children involve a clear delimit-
able subject area, namely philosophy. The range of problems traditionally claimed by
philosophy, problems about the existence and nature of God, humanity and the physical
universe, are the special content of this program. In the course of such instruction
a wide range of thinking skills is covered. But, clearly, silch thinking is not
"thinking simpliciter," whatever that could mean. It is thinking about some X, where
this X is philosophy. Of course, one of the unique properties o" philosophical
discourse is that one tends to run into it in virtually every other area of human
discourse. Philosophical problems pop up in the arts and sciences, in everyday life.
It follows, then, that philosophical inquiry can effectively be done with any experi-
ential input, and can consequently be "plugged in" to any curricular area, wherever a
given teacher finds it useful and convenient. Philosophy for Children finds itself,
like many thinking skills programs, applicable across the curricular board, not be-
cause it is simply thinking, but because every aspect of the curriculum has a foun-
dation in philosophy.

McPeck's second major point involves the existence of generic thinking skills.
If there were such a thing as thinking in general, it would likely follow that there
are generic thinking skills as well, universally applicable to any and all subject
areas. McPeck doubts there are such things. Since thinking is always about some
object, the skills involved will vary, he insists, with the object under scrutiny.
Thinking in the sciences then will demand a different set of skills from those
involved in thinking about the arts. Here again it is likely that his objection is
sound. But it can be carried to extremes and lead to some rather embarrassing and
absurd conclusions. Surely he would not wish to maintain, for instance, that every
particular act of thinking carries its own set of rules. They wouldn't be rules
under those circumstances. But it is frequently difficult to see that a given act of
thought is subsumable under a given type of thinking analogous enough with it to
warrant using a certain rule or set of rules. And even where we might agree, for
instance, that a given thought belongs within poetry or physics, and is therefore
subject to the thinking skills of poetry or physics, the possibility of unworkable
crowds of discrete subject areas still exists. To put the point another way, aren't
the skills involved in biology close enough to those involved in physics to warrant
the development of a single set of thinking skills for these two areas? Similarly,
if poetry and the other fine a ts share certain thinking skills, can't we describe
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these as at least relatively generic? Or must we say that the skills involved in
chemistry are as different from those involved in the other sciences as all of them
are different from the skills involved in drivers ed. or P.E.? Surely this is only
to a degree less chaotic than the specter of a skill for each act of thinking. It
seems to me that there are families of thinking skills, some of which are of very
broad application, some of more narrow application. Broadly applicable thinking
skills would include formal, deductive logic and perhaps much of inductive inference.
So-called informal logical skills are considerably more content specific. Some, like
the argument from authority, are radically subject area dependent. Others, like the
ad hominem, are less so. Certain other types of thinking probably have no rules at
all, such as the imaginative beginnings of creative processes, or brainstorming. In
general I think McPeck overstates his case at this point, and his relative indiffer-
ence toward formal logic, while seemingly part of his argument and derivable from it,
actually points to a major counterexample. Formal logical operations are applicable
across a wide area of subject areas. Surely for this reason they ought to be part of
the curriculum somewhere. Philosophy for Children claims that the best place for
them is in philosophy, where they originated in a formal way anyway and where a vast
number of useful examples cf their application are found.

Let me mention at this point that, although McPeck may be familiar with a great
number of studies indicating that transfer of skills from one subject area to another
has been notoriously undemonstrated, I am familiar with some studies which show that
Philosophy for Children supports the development of skills in mathematics and lin-
guistic skills. Reading comprehension, in particular, seems to enjoy marked improve-
ment where supplemented by this particular thinking skills program. On the other
hand we seem to have taken it for granted that subjects such as mathematics turn
out good thinkers and have effects across the curriculum. But, indeed, this seems
not to have been tested all that convincingly. Of course the thinking skills phe-
nomenon is too young to have been tested adequately, and I for one am somewhat
suspicious of existing studies. But I think we should maintain a wait and see
attitude here. Theoretically some skills are more applicable to wide areas of knowl-
edge than others, and it seems that the habits of close reading and argumentation so
much part of traditional philosophy should have salutary results in most curricular
areas. The whole area of transfer is a difficult one, and should be studied closely.

McPeck's third point, that critical thinking, whatever it is supposed to mean
and whatever it is supposed to deliver, is and ought to be part of the traditional
liberal arts course of studies, both as found in its fullness in colleges and univer-
sities, and as anticipated in elementary and secondary programs of instruction. And
here I find myself in full agreement with him. A program involving philosophy as a
conspicuous feature, moreover, is clearly likely to induce the habit of "reflective
skepticism" so close to what we certainly include within any well-developed concept
of critical thinking. Again I look forward to his developiaent of this point in his
address later on today. But, in the meantime, my only additional point would be that
philosophy is unjustifiably restricted to higher education. I think this has been
our practice because of a set of philosophical and psychological dogmas as old as
Plato, a set of Baconian idols concerning the likelihood that only old men, supremely
well-trained and working alone, can be much good at philosophical inquiry. Philoso-
phy has always been treated as an elite discipline, accessible to only a few chosen
Brahmins of learning. I think all of this is simply false. Philosophy can be and
ought to be anticipated in the earliest moments of a person's education. limner's
bold claim that "...any subject can be taught effecpvely in some intellectually
honest form to any child at any stage of development," is to the point here. Devel-
opmentally, growth has been conceptualized on the model of stages or ladders. But
Dewey (and to a degree Piaget after him) preferred the metaphor of the spiral, where
educational development revolves around a fixed point, returning to its original
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position, but always more profoundly and with greater richness. Philosophy too ought
to be modelled on the spiral, with a child's philosophical training beginning as soon
as she can use the word "whs" and as soon as she seeks to fulfill her basic instincts
to a rich, full and happy life. And this is certainly long before late adolescence
and adulthood.

McPeck is intriguingly silent about the Philosophy for Children program anddirects his criticism to such relatively small game as CoRT and the informal logic
movement. But he does have one or two things to say about Phiilosophy for Children
in his book and I want to consider them at this point, before passing on to some
briefer remarks about Sternberg and Adler. Towards the/end of his book, he makes two
claims relevant to the Philosophy for Children program. The first is that, even if
developmental psychology points to the possibility that young children can be exposed
to critical thinking skills and philosophical inquiry, it by no means follows that
they ought so to be introduced. This rather straightforward application of the
problem of fact/value inference is unobjectionable. Certainly the facts of psycho-
logical study do not by themselves constitute a sufficient justification of curricu-
lar content. I suppose small, supercharged automobiles could be developed, manipu-
lable by toddlers. But it would not follow that they should therefore be exposed to
interstate driving conditions. At the same time, such developmental study ought to
be part of the story. Small children are in fact capable of rather sophisticated
logical operations. It may be the case that the burden of procf lies on those who
argue such skills should be ignored in the schools rather than on those who claim
they should be added to the curriculum. Similarly, small children raise questions of
"ultimate concern". Should they be told that they shouldn't ask such questions? It
seems to me this resr.- se is as much in need of warrant as the contrary response of
the Philosophy for Zhildren program that such questions do belong in the regular
educational program. Moreover it is difficult to know how else we might justify a
particular curricular content than by appealing to the powers of children to learn
such things, on the one hand, and to a set of value considerations on the other.
Since philosophy is a valuable thing, then, and since young children can discourse
philosophically, it surely has a prima facie claim to being included in any rich
elementary or secondary school curriculum. McPeck also makes a curious analogy
between thinking skills and penmanship, pointing to an Oregon study supporting the
claim that training in good handwriting improved students' overall grade averages. I
guess this could be interpreted as suggesting that penmanship should be reintroduced
into the schools in a formal way, a goal we might all applaud. (It is certainly not
novel to claim an intimate relationship between the development of hand and mind.)
Surely if Philosophy for Children improves children's scholastic .performance it
should be considered for implementation in the schools, along with penmanship and
lots of other things too.

I can be briefer about Sternberg and Adler, since Sternberg's objections are
clearly directed against thinking skills programs other than the Philosophy for
Children program, and because the main thrust of Adler's critique resembles so much
points made by McPeck. Problem-solving is the focus of many thinking skills pro-
grams, and is appropriately an ingredient of all of them. But there are problems and
there are problems. Every fifth-grader fears the notorious word problems which
somehow demonstrate the applicability of abstract mathematical principles. But the
same fifth-grader finds herself oddly attracted to the many paradoxes and puzzles
that mathematics generates, even when these paradoxes are expressed in natural lan-
guage. Perhaps the most disturbing feature of problem-solving approaches to thinking
skills lies in their remoteness not from other curricular areas (a difficulty in
itself) but in their irrelevance to the real-life problems the child faces at home
and in society. Additionally, many features of the problem solving experience go
unexamined in m ny critical thinking programs. Problems are presented to the child
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for her solution rather than emerge from her genuine personal concerns. Sternberg is
concerned with this complex of issues in his two articles. He argues that critical
thinking skills are not ordered to real-life problems, nor do they faithfully repli-
cate the way in which problematic situations emerge in our :xperience. Unless we
include in our problem-solving courses issues of problem-recognition and definition,
the reformulation of ill-structured problems, and the likelihood that the vast ma-jority of truly serious problems will admit of manifold solutions, our thinkingskills programs will be useless, abstract exercises, having no carry-over to the
important skills (let's call them the art) of living. Philosophy for Children (a
program that Sternberg applauds) takes this issue very seriously. The problem parry
Stottlemeier faces in the first chapter of the book carrying his name is one that
emerges out of his lived experience as a sixth-grader. It is a problem of embarrass-
ment and confusion which is resolved by a deft combination of logical discovery and
the assistance of a good friend. By encouraging free response to Harry's problem in
the classroom, the philosophy teacher stimulates the discovery and formulation of the
children's own problems, and their cooperative resolution in a dialoguing community.
Where philosophy is taught in the elementary school, parents report, much to my
satisfaction, that for the first time their children are bringing school home to
them. Teachsrs report that philosophical issues are discussed at lunch, in rides
back from basketball games. These anecdotes suggest that Philosophy for Children is
no merely academic exercise, but touches youngsters' lives closely and intimately.
Thinking skills should be embedded in the curriculum. They should also be related
to real-life problems- Philosophy for Children entertains both these goals.

Mortimer Adler, in his little piece "Why 'Critical Thinking' Programs Won't
Work", expresses economically much of the uneasiness felt by all of us when consider-
ing this new direction in basic education. His first point, that thinking is always
thinking about something is the same point made by John McPeck, and we need not
consider it further. But he makes one or two other interesting remarks worth con-
sidering here. For one thing he notices how poorly attention is paid to formal logic
in most thinking skills programs. This has also startled me, as it must anyone with
much philosophical training. But, Adler insists, even if it were more deeply devel-
oped, it is not clear that formal logical training has much carryover effect in the
rest of the curriculum. Here, of course, critical thinking programs are usually more
than courses in elementary logic, but, if the logical material seems to have no
applicability, isn't is precisely because it is not embedded in curricular content to
begin with? Here too I think we have said enough about this issue. Adler's practi-
cal suggestion is that thinking skills ought to be the object of specialized coaching
within determinate subject areas, bringing to mind the orientation of his Paideia
program. But coaching is not enough to encourage the child to see the basic connec-
tions between what she does in her other courses and the thinking skills emphasized
in a thinking skills program. Here Sternberg's remarks are a useful corrective.
Problems are messy, ragged, ill-structured things. Raising, formulating and resolv-
ing them depends as much on extensive, open discussion as i- does on coaching (al-
though we would all agree, I think, that a lecture course in thinking skills will
accomplish little). In other words, the third prong of the Paideia program, the
discussion/dialogue, is as important in a thinking skills program as the coaching
prong. But this raises the likelihood that the form and rhetoric of philosophical
discourse will dominate our thinking skills programs, if not the philosophical con-
tent. Many people ask me how Philosophy for Children relates to the Paideia program.
I think it supplies an important complement to it. Adler, conformably with his
Aristotelianism, thinks small children should be coached and trained. He does not
think they can be participants in philosophical dialogue. They lack the years and
the experience. But this is - piece of dogma, surely, one incidentally quite at
variance with the philosophical inspiration of some of-his putative philosophical
heroes, such as Comenius and Dewey. The Paideia program is a fine instrument for the
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development of critical thinking skills, but it needs a coirective, one provided by
programs like Philosophy for Children. Philosophy for Children recognizes that child-
ren are people too, that they are open, curious and wondering, that they seek ful-
fillment and happiness. The satisfaction of these needs must not be delayed by some
arbitrary developmental and pedagogical theory that they are not "grown-y?" enoughfor such experiences. They should not be relegated to the "waiting-list" as Deweyput it. They should be encouraged, rather, to the articulation and rational defense
oi the full range of their opinions from day one. Philosophy for Children is a
thinking skills program, but it is also one designed to make small children thought-
ful. And this iS perhaps a higher aim, because, if we want our adult population to
be thoughtful and reflective, we cannot prevent our children from being thoughtful
and reflective. A program of instruction that, for whatever reasons, lays stress on
rote memory and the "mastery" of material, will produce a population qualified to
recall information and obey orders. I suggest more is called for in the education of
a democratic society.

I want to conclude with a somewl-at different kind of observation, one especially
diret,:ed to philosophers of education and teacher trainers. Whatever our preference
for this or that thinking program, it strikes me that effective preparation for its
teachers necessarily involves introduction to philosophical inquiry. This is so
because philosophy includes the general theory of critical thinking. Philosophy
examines the concept of thinking, the criteria enabling us to listinguish good frombad thinking, the usefulness and application of thinking skills in ordinary lived
experience. Logical, psychological and axiological questions are all implied in the
term "critical thinking". If these questions are not attended to, we will turn out
teachers insufficiently grounded and thereby unqualified to administer any thinking
skills program. A number of programs provide trainers and consultants promising to
retool teachers in a weekend workshop. This is surely snake oil. If such training
programs were presented in mathematics or English, we would all be shocked. But
thinking is as "basic" a skill as any of these, perhaps more so. Thus the training
of teachers of thinking skills must include extensive philosophical preparation. In
the Philosophy for Children program the need for extensive teacher training is clear-
ly recognized. In fact it is a feature, depressingly, ttat frequently turns teachers
and administrators away. But, if the critical thinking movement evaporates into the
thick history book of educational fads, my suspicion is that the chief reason will
not be that the needs were unreal, but that the means of dealing with them were
insufficiently realized. And these include extensive teacher training, and grounding
in the basic philosophical disciplines.
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PHILOSOPHY FOR CHILDREN AND THE CRITIaAL

THINKING MOVEMENT: REPLY TO MULVANEY

John B. Haynes
James Madison University

To begin, let me express my sincere respect for the various contrjbutionsmade during previous years by Professor Robert J. Mulvaney, who is a past presidentof this society. While wearing the hat of respondent this afternoon, my chief aimis to recognize Mulvaney's paper as a stimulating and informative extension of the1984 SAMS addresses with Dr, James M. Ward (also from the University of SouthCarolina). These previous presentations described the experimental "Philosophy forChildren Program" (PFC) originally devised by Matthew Lipman et al. at MontclairState College, New Jersey, and the ongoing progress of the various activites in theParticipating South Carolina schools, It would appear that I must play dual rolestoday, both child advocate as well as devil's advocate, in analyzing these claims.

The response delivered by Dr. Harold Franz (1984) was also effective as a partof the conference meeting since he raised some key questions, including the alter-native approachOf integrating philosophy into the cUrnicula within other disciplinesas opposed to favoring a single course.: The rationale utilized the principle ofcontinuity. More importantly in terme of Mulvaney's chosen topic this year, Franzreferred to Professor John MeEtck's (our keynote speaker from the University ofWestern Ontario) argument that teaching "Critical Thinking" (CT) as a process hasto be contextualized. One might ask if this perceptive comment earlier served tostimulate Mulvaney to write a follow-up synthesis of the relevant literature for aninteresting contrast within the ITC framework. CT, as a necessary aspect of educat-ing, according to these popular views, must be developed in an integrated fashion.
The current investigation by Mulvaney attempts to deal directly with such concerns.He argues that the basic rationale for PFC includes the focus on philosophy as ahighly effective vehicle for teaching CT because of its nature as a discipline. Inthis way, the program features are thought to avoid the limitations of other wellknown approaches which assune that CT "skills" ean be isolated and taught, Also,the dialogue sessions and written exercises with unique novels are designed to bemeaningful and appropriate means of achieving both affective and cognitive goalsacross all grade levels Of schooling in a spirit of open inquiry.

As an outsider who has not personally experienced such a program, I would liketo observe that MUlvaney's views seem to be based upon the assumption of inherentmerit of this experimental program which interprets the discipline of philosophyfor children in our schools. It is apparent, however, that not all professionals inthe ielated fields share this same degree of enthusiasm or belief that young pupilsare "ready to do philosophW On the other hand, he suggests that the burden ofproof lies on those who argue such logical skills or queetions of "ultimate concern"
should be excluded rather than on those desiring philosophy in.the curriculum, asa real possibility for warranted inquiry. At the very least, this prograJonatic ideadeserves carefUl attention and study. We are indebted to Professor Mulvaney forhis analytic review of the recent CT literature as lieked to the existing critiques
and the subject area of philosophy. I want to follow the same sequence in respond-
ing to his comments on various theorists' writings which outline the defense for PFC.

orrespondences College of Education and Human Services, James Madison Universi
Harrisonburg, Virginia 22607
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Since philosophy is certainly concerned- with the process of thinkirclt isintending to note that we are now trying tocp think critically about thevarioustroXissof John McPeck, Robert Sternberg, and ISPlortimer Adler, who as individualespesSohave also been critically thinking or= reasoning about the critioalthink-ing present itself! In this sense, a follow-v.-up response paper then addhafourthdisesion or perhaps a kind of "critical zone's" which hopefully will be a=pkace oflighgud awakening to the issues at hand. Oath= 1986 SATES conference tisesheret Zscla University, "Thinking About Thinkingasg," seems to have led us tothie case.
loking at the problem under consideratio,Jon from an historical perspective, IwosLdlike to mention Vat John Dewey's Iwo:a-taut book, entitled Mow Vie lank,fIrtstappeared in the year 1910, based upon ttilhe practical work conducted withinth0 laboratory School in Chicago between 1896 and 1903 and reported litezi Asall of you are aware: Dewey's method, called "" "reflective thinking" or iztelligent_oVi-orsas to be appided to all life situatiomms recognizing that no sepanation

exi-e-ta batsmen such action and appreciation in= husan experience. This exyrinentalthenni resolves the schooling conflict of the dichotomy of "process" and "product"as an integrated approach which attempts, to otrisannel the child's natural inulsetwand logical order. This reflective proces. 1.stsed upon individual interests andsociel needs in a specific situation represenizas a combining of the scientific modeof isiguiry with a naturalistic view as a way cx=e dealing with ethical matters, Ifconcepts are taught in an isolated minter or rt-xiiles are inculcated in a fors1 way,the insults would be boredom and inattention wresearned Dewey. Bather, genuine prob-less arising from the student's social needs a-e-nd individual interests shbuli bethe groper focus for vital and creative learnt:Jag to take place,
as Dewey also pointed out in Tla_W..es_t_rzear_q-r xrt-rta , the idea of usiq thexpariwental approach in entters of personal az.md social conduct seems to suggest

Isak of stanthards and authority.2 In the rea:lm of values and moral reason*,
sone eight argue that this potentially could. beee a crucial weakness of pia , andcouldirepresent a very definite obstacle to optiotirel results with elereenta-sage
chili:en, Sufficient experience would sees to be lacking for such investigations,
and We entire process of open-ended inquiry tlishrough novels and talks coaald proveto bft unsettling, especially if such adult toptslos as nuclear warfare, humane orappOosite punishment at crimimls, sexual behaw-mior, or drug abuse are inoluded.refs Lndeed, children my raise such issusa bart can they handle them philosophically?
At amsnate, "critical thinking" should. emichasL=Ize reflection upon last exgerience
as *ease taking into account future consequer=noes as suggested by John Dewey ifthe le/Valls of logical positivism are to be esesvoided. This view also repneeents a
proome of verification which is broader than msimpky utilizing -the formal rules of

ani is more rigorous than the approach immvolving "informl lcgic" wdth "real-
life ashlems" and borrowed techniques. Does WWC meet these criteria in iractioe?

Concerning the methodology of Mulvaney's pc:vapor, the basic approach employed
withim his 'total amlysis is sound. By striotlily staying innide the theoretical
paranenrs defined by PFG, each of the authaelties cited are shown to be relevant.The assailant is strengthened by recognising theme validity of prevailing critiques.WC, Mswever, is found to bs safe basically . fr---mvm these negative claims because itinvolve philosophy. This discipline could be viewed as an exemplar due to thevery retire of its subject matter, as well se Iseneing a subject area, not a skillsclass or discrete course with vague objectives. But in risr opinion the relativeresolution of this issue appears to hinge on theme viability or acceptance related
to offer* courses in philosophy at an early aazge, Further, what about vA-.lidityqnestEss due to the speculative, normative, &road analytical functions or the field?
Certstaly, the stakes involved in these issues fsse.re high because of the Zoom on ouryouth" "Children are the world's Most valuable resouree", as John F. Kennedy said.
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This dialogue nerv-ess to provoke an excha.:-rge of thoughts among us since ProfessorMulvaney drawn upcmis such valuable col:loop-vets as Dewey's "spiral" view of curricu3aractivities and add=iesses -the timely emphwassis on promoting thinking skills withinour schools, bre importantay, m are crilallenged by Mulvaney's rather insistentclaim for railompiny as one of the beat ielde (the role of such studies as theexposure to a. foreA.gn language or readiraegs in literature is recognized also) toaccomplish the desA-ved CT retsulte in a cl.".rect way.

From an i'llant.etwn" perspective, after= having recently returned from a. sixthtrip to India, blef comment oig omovide a different kind of insight. One ofthe great spiritual- leaders or ILL time, Avatar Meher Baba, has indicated that thenature of 13hilosopheacal thinlargoan ever= be interpreted as a kind of "generalmeditation" vhioh r-CoCuses on the rroblearen of the rature of life and the universe.Although philosoph4cal meditation often Meade to coalicting systems or views, itcan provide nett onXy knowledge, but can eaalso give the individual a sense of intel-lectual discipline .as a foundation for la-a.ter spiritual development.3
The tasic ttua=t of Mulva.oly's argar=ent is that the major criticisms cited byauthorities against CT programslail to score" when applied to WC, The specificobjections rade by PftPeck, Sternberg, EtorLi Adler are carefully summarized. Variouscounter-examples arlie effectively introductzed taken from the premises and format ofPFC. we should not4o here that Mulvaney t-ends to agree with many of the reserva-tions raised comisicely by Moiled, such az .= the inconsistent quality and availabilityof instructional reserials and the empleasm:_is on sets of isolated skills. Does heseem to beg the queomt-tion, however, by clat:Aming that 'thinking about thildciag," asa philosophic stook activity, offers a isnaution to the problem created by the factthat of course we =mat think about sornetli=ng? Yes, philosophy as a field of studyor discipline on biere clearly defined. Eiu*t Mulvaney also states that every aspectof the currioulum lame a foundation in phi=osophy. For example, I teach classes inthe philoaophy of ex:port, includirg ethical:3. issues, persoral meaning in sport, self-knowledge thromh he_anan performance, and Eu.esthetic concerns, This philosophicdimension certainly kas ourrieular implicamtions for all subject areas.

The second poir=rt related to the exisence of "generic thinking skills" andthe transfer of oki=1._.18 issue is examined Lan a fairly balanced wanner with a callfor further study, 2 have no 9.1=1 witi=1 this portion of the paper. The thirdpoint in support of -the traditional libers.a.l arts avenue as a more valid means ofdevelopirg CT ant timer habit of "reflective:le skepticism" is endorsed by Mulvaney.However, he "builds a- case for ofering theiese studies, pe.rticularly the disciplineof philosophy, ouch iftarlier durirg the pro4scess of schooling. On the basis of theprevious Rnesentaticsrus with Ward in 1984 a nd today's description, it still is notclear to what extol*. EPC program focus on...a elementary, middle school, or olderstudent target grapes in terms of actual frield sites and public acceptance. Yes,a link (if dooramentega) which could show a. rlatzhip between WC and total schoolachievement or grade perfornance sight helra) the cause for expansion but again thearea of teaching values is definitely a dii=fficult issue, As a practical example,you will enjoy readi3mg a current azine sr:report on whose values should be taughtin the classroozin m'esponse to politicalholcalls for ethics in the schools. Thearticle is ertited, "Morals Mine Field." Also, my 1975 SANS paper was on "CT."
McPeck's writinwe, including argument against the "trivial pursuit" theoryof knowledge and'qui-ck-fix" eolutions to t&he CT problem, are dramatic and useful.He rightly obeerrea -W-kat the disciplines w/Mthin the liberal arts also are con-cerned with what Ism" been called in the lii_terature, "everyckay problems," but itis clear that thy sS-mnply examine these 1:ircsmblems one aspect at a. time. CT criteriaare not external but determined ty the dis=iplines themselves .5
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Although a "retrozz)dial role" aight seve as a valid rationale for CT or skillsoriented prqgrams, IlPck ceszliders th- e . approach as a kind of "rearguard action"with little innovatiumere appeal. He arguee that introducing such classes would bean unwelcome additiormm to an AlIMV over---crowed curriculum, EVen though MeEck'sanalysis is not extemusive, Vara onents the relative merits of PFC and valuejudgments invated sen to be algificant As previously discussed, Mulvaney dealswith this problem by 4 qtaestiorag which sim4le must bear the burden of proof.

Concerming Eterrerg's position, PB1C as an educational venture would appearto be in good shape ce childon resolvme problems through cooperative dialogue,and parepts are rsper.-dly tmleromd with the excitement generated by these inter-action00° One can on=ly wonder. M the othtmer hand, if all the outcomes of certaindiscussions involving sensitive Wawa art-=e positive in terms of their feelings.

The analysis of "Actler's coulee reascm>ns "why CT programs won't work" is clearand instructive. Yesm "coachirOs teceEmsary but it would not seem to be enough.The different dialogue actirittee are destagned to connect these new thinking skillsto other curricula.? Ams Mulvaney las obser=ved, whether or not Dewey would supportteaching philosophy SEES a disti.not subject Is debatable using existing writings, Ido think that the poir=at is wen taken that= children can be helped to think in areflective fashion as a necesSap conditiomcn within a democratic society.

Mulvaney's final iena.rice really do etz-rike the Dark conce7cning the issue ofeffective teacher triad ning gd.ven the limit--ed purposes and scope evident in briefworkshops for CT progatris. AO s case exainTle, I enjoyed
reading Pritchard's pieceon PFC in a public litawarary slimethe actuaLi dialogues reported illustrate how theCT materials must be c=e.refully vied in the context of philosophic inquiry, ratherthan a means of simply-- onsterine a set Of kills, Concepts such as fairness andthe nature of thoughts. - and feeldrge were tcught without introducing jargon.8 Myown personal positien ZIkiere is ttatteachems interested in promoting CT must alsocreate a positive climate of trot and car mg for their students to achieve aims.

In conclusion, wIltAle the rehtive merilLts of the "Philosophy for Children" (NC)program and current imigmet can to debated, Professor Mulvaney has delivered a soliddefense of this innovallItive progon by anew-ma:ring the outstanding critics of the CTmovement. Am I still Immkeptical at this poMmt? Let me just say that at present weall have a much better uriderstandis of these issues to be faced in teaching the fieldof philosophy to childmvera. NCO, o look fcmxrward to continuing this dialogue when weattend the keynote setatzion with oirguest smapeaker, Dr, John McPeck, from Canada

John Dewey, HOTA Wes Thiric (aateway 11=3it1on, Chicago I Henry egnerY,1933,1971)
John Dewey, ',rho _quest Tor:Certainty* (New Yorki Minton and Balch, 1929),p.273.3, C. B. Pardoz, Gamed to rattan to_CaGod a The Dicouxses of Meher Baba (London IVictor Gollancz Ltd., 1---955), pp . 105

4, Eloise Salholz, Renee ?soul, and Pant Wingert, "Morals Mine Field," Newsweek(October 13, 1986),
5. John McPeck, rt-Ivhical Thiging and tat he 'Trivial Pursuit' Them, of Knowledge,"TeachingThilocophy VI:pianism 8 (Ootober 1985) pp.295-308.6. Robert J. Sternb.werg, Criti=a1 Thinking, Part ii Are V. Making Crit-ical Mistakes?" and 21 Possible SolutilLons," Phi Delta jppn (November andDecember 1985), pp. 194 - -198 and pp, 277-280.7, See Mulvaney's zeza.per for Einaplete IffiLIIILlyelie of Mortimer J. Adler's commentaryin Education Week entit=ed, "lihy (=hinking' Programs Won't Work."8, M. S. Pritcharl, HPFC in eb, hblic L.11=rarY," Te_LEAsLzli 6 (July 1983).



THEORETIC EDUCATION

Virgil S. Ward
versity of Virginia. Emeritus Professor of Education

Thesi s

The argument here is.that gi yen the generally understood nature of theory inscience and in tIi academic disci plines, and the practical consequentiality thereof,theory ir the di iplineof education, constituting bodies of thought incorporatingempirical observat_ ion, _reason and reflective imagination shaped toward explanatoryends, is also of runctional consquence; that education centering directly upon andamong theoretic co-ritent,,process and form_constitutes in and of itself a type oflearning experiencme arguably more fruitful and generaVve than the acquisition ofobserved facts, decriptive concepts and principles which are the stuff of conven-tional instruction z that the prorni se of this theoretic education bears productivelyupon inst tutional service and leadership; and that it is especially critical intransforming the fc=pcus of contemporary reform initiatives from their pragmatic in-tent and oharacter, problematical as_ to kind, and demonstrably ineffectual as topower, to the theoretic context Of philosophic analysis and scientific _imaginationwithin whi ch nrilieLA the social construction of real ity takes place, and upon whichplane of discourse the essential r-econstruction of existing educational phenomenacan but 1)gin.

Following thi summary (a), the paper is comprised of sections (b) a discus-sion of the nature and role of thory at large among the arts, the sciences and theprofessions; (c) a depiction of the concept of theoretic education, mainly in theform of pr-opositioneal expressions; (d) certain ad hoc, heuristic applications ofthis concept, illus -trating the transformation of "practical" problems and issues asordinari ly parcel ve-4:1 into the abs-tract (conceptual ) 1 anguage of "theory" ; andfinally, ( e) a proj-,ection toward Oroader potential changes, immediate and longrange, env-isioned sa-iould the proposed concept take root among the conventions andestablished institu--t.ions through which American education is practited.
Theoy Sc ence and Practi cal Affairs

Whereas theory as an idealized end is the virtual ikon of inquiry in the em-pirical sciences, hs become increasingly valued as the social sciences have gainedstrength, and holds a special nich in the literature of the arts (aesthetics,1 i-terary cr-iticism, theory of art) efforts to conceptual uze in general terms whatit is, prove meanings to be elusiv , complex and anything but consistent among in-terpretations and a=ross

A dictionary o ordinary languagel offers useful elementary meanings in thecontext of a contra-t between theor-y and ractice, thus:
Theor (n) (2) The analysis or a set of facts in their ideal relations toone ariother; as essays in theory. 3. The general or abstract principlesof ant body of -facts; pure, as distinguished from applied, science or art;

Corr spond ce: Kent Road Cha ottesville, Virgini a 22
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as, the thwy of music or of medicirrrie. Cf. PRACTICE, 1. 4. A more or
less plaaftfle or scientifically acceoeptable general principle offered to
explain phenomena. 5. Loosely, a Nonypothesis: a guess. 6. Math. A
body of theorems presenting a clear, rounded and systematic vieW of a
subject:a the theory of equations. Syn. See HYPOTHESIS.

And a dictionaryof philosophy at hand2 pr-resents the following:

Theory.. theoria, "a beholdino, "a looking at," "viewing").
1. An appmnension of.things in thel ir universal and ideal relationships
to one mother. Opposite to practice and/or to factual existence. 2. An
abstractogeneral principle within a body of knowledge that presents a
clear andsystematic view of some of its subject matter, as in a "theory"
of art orthe atomic "theory." 3. Aak general, abstract, idealized prin-
ciple ormodel used to explain phenornomena, as in the "theory" of natural
selectiom 4. A hypothesis, supposi- tion, or construct assumed to be
true andathe basis of which phenornwsena can be predicted and/or explained
and'from which further empirical know ledge can be deduced.

To move Niymid basic meaning, toward 7-the functionality of matter which can bereasonably idetified as theoretic,.and fonrr the moment to take the liberty of eq-at-ing the processof philosophizing with the process of theorizing, George Newsome-
interprets thequest for abstractions whici-th Apresent and subsume the concrete
particularitieW immediate experience in terms of contemporary "game theory,"
observing that:

...Philosoph-y as a discipline is a l_titerature, a stibject matter; but
philosophyas an activity is like a gaElme played according to rules.

When the gme is played with the subjesect matter of philosophy as a
discipline, mr with the subject matter-- of other disciplines, playing
the game results in a revision of langiguage and concepts of a discipline.

But this isziri essay on Simgijmi_mljsii, and accordingly a substantial body
of scholarly Might -- Marc Bel-th, Jeremy Bernstein, Gerald Holton, Michael
Polanyi -- bearing upon the nature and role e of theory and philosophic inquiry in
science and practical affairs at large_must perforce be bypassed. The present
thesis, as represmted in the propositional expressions that follow, is in fact
but one of a sequence of developments in theze author's own educational thought,with main concotration over the years in tn-he restricted but generative figid to
which he has applied the term Differential H Education for the Gifted (DEG).'
Apart from his ownefforts toward the consturruction of theory in this specialized
problem area, theradical aversion which ext-ists between theory and practice in
thought pertainingto school affairs, has seweemed to make necessary appeals (via
lecture, confemne papers, research proposeals) less for substantive advancements
in theory such aeixists, and more in exhortrtation that theory is something other
than ethereal andronoved discourse; that ititt _does something, rather than being in-
effectual or inconsequential; that it is, armalogously, to school practice like aroad ma to travel; and that it is in fact tithe ver intelli ence of educational rac-tice.

Two prior lines of argument_ one towardt1 the positive impact of philosophic
analysis upon.thistheoretically deficient azerena of professional thought and
action, and thelther a statement markedly poof negative import, appraising what the
aversion'to andneglect of theoretic foundet=ions has allowed by way of erosion of

3 :1
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the logic and the language which characterized the historic beginnings of the move-ment, now at a peak of national and international interest, in the psychological
sciences and educational thought of the American nation.

In the instance of deficit theory, a condition, that is, where beyond the .e_tneeds out of which the initiative first emerged in the earlier decades of the pre-sent century, theory sufficient to sustain consistent and fruitful _practice hasnever evolved, such that the emergence of unwarranted practices and provisionsloosely heralding as pie real thing might have and in fact has occurred,_the writerhas proposed research° -- in the manner of Newsome's "playing the game of philo-sophy." In this work, existing practice, subsumed under five main modalities
(policy, educand, curriculum, educator, program).would be disciplined throughreference to four main philosophical modalities (metaphysical, axiological,logical, epistemological). The anticipated end would be a body of thought, com-
prehensive in scope, rigorously re-developed in this appropriate manner, such thatit would constitute a scientifically (and philosophically) respectable theoreticfoundation for DEG, rudimentary of course at the hands of a single research con-
structivist, but fit in form and plane of discourse for collective advance there-after.

In the second instance, there is exemplified, in a still more stark fashion how
an arena of thought and action (DEG) can so radically depart from its original
scientific justification, and common sense warrant, that corrective efforts likethose just indicated would be working, not from a position of general deficiency,but against substantially developed and pervasive powers "below ground zero" as itwere. This dysgenic condition, ranges from relatively naive and uninformed positionsAtheoretic in nature, through those arguably supported by luasf-theory,_as in the
current proliferation of "systems and models of creative, gifted and talented
educationr and still further to those where it seems that unacceptable and irre-sponsible uses of reason and imagination can but be termed antf-theoretic innature. Such it is feared is the regrettable state of affairs in DEG that has
emerged during the 1970s, and which, despite a few welcome signs of incipient re-volt, appears to prevail across:the nation today. Centering in the loose and am-biguous notion of enrichment, curricular and program, which concept was discredited
in professional circles as early as the 1940s and 19505, it has re-surfaced today
in militantly aggressive forms which have virtually stifled reference and recourse
to the educational wisdom which passes muster among the wider and wider_ranges of
shared experience which John Dewey has instructed us to be necessary in-the attain-
ment and advancement of sound understanding.

Indeed_it is in the light of these indications as to the consequentiality
theory, positive and negative, in the practice of education, that one of.JohnDewey's trenchant observations appears signally appropriate as a conclusion tothis segment of the argument for theoretic education. He states:

There is a kind of idle theory which is antithetical to practice; but
genuinely scientific theory falls within practice ... as the agency of
its expansiond its direction to new possibilities. Science, by its
very nature, réresents the office of intelligence.6

The Conce t o Theoretic Education

Considerations as 0 #11p meanings and_functlons. of theory in science at large,
and of its consequentia ity 14-1 authenticating the educational thought from which
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educational practice ensues, or in the better case should ensue, may now give way to
the central emphasis of the paper, namely that direct instruction and learningcentering in the processes and products of theory serves as a mitigating force
against the spontaneous evasion of theoretical constructions which, as I have argued,prevail within the restricted arena of extraordinary education for positively extra-ordinary youth (DEG). An important question occurs, however: Do, the stark defici-
encies in theory-less thought and activity in the delimited area extend into the
thought and practice of American education at large?

Though for many readers an affirmative answer to this question scarcely needs
belaboring, it appears useful briefly at least to suggest in what ways it does seemto be true. As viewed from the perspective of the same subdivisions within philo-sophical inquiry which were employed above, and extending the analysis beyond themere naming of the divisions and toward applications of each, it is submitted thatflaws of these kinds can readily and frequently be observed in discourse involving
problems and issues commonly experienced in school and community life, thus:

1. Metaphy5ical, bases are typically inexplicit, and often confused and
contraifictory, as may be observed in contemporary discussions_pertaining
to issues like secular humanism, the right to life, and creationism as
opposed to biological evolution as an explanation of the origin of the
human species;

2. Axiological confusions abound, as may be witnessed in the arguments
over the ceiltral purposes of schools in a democratic nation, and the end-
less re-emergence of issues like the corporal punishment of children, and
(more recently) tobacco smoking as a health issue, and drug abuse as a
social issue;

3. Logical flaws are prevalent, as may be noted in the frequent admixtures
of eXpediency and feasibility with educational rationale per se in argu-
ments for or against interscholastic athletics in school and college pro-
grams; and in the massive conflicts of the past two decades over the
achievement of racial balances among school populations; and

4. Epistemological naivete and ignorance flourish, as in the perennially
unrestil-Ved-ies as to the form and nature of the school curriculum at
various eavelopmental ages.

Thus it is argued, and one believes with reason, that consciously inducing a
greater disposition toward reflective analysis as distinct from impromptu and im-
pressionistic discourse, and providing systematic experience, even if but_elementary,
in philosophic analysis and other types of theoretic discourse, would ameliorate by
indeterminate but significant degrees the erroneous tendencies and deleterious re-
sultants noted.

It was some four years ago (Spring term, 1981-82), pursuant upon transfer fromthe department of Foundations of Education to that of Educational Research and Evalu-
ation, that this writer's concerns and deepening frustration with the unchanging
state of affairs inside his immediate academic environ and at large in the litera-ture of the day, prompted the formulation of a graduate course intended to serve the
ends here proposed. Certain de facto excerpts,from the course prospectus (initially
entitled "Theoretic Foundatibns of Education")i should help to flesh out the intent
and nature of this initiative, thus:
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Rationale. and Pur ose. Theoretic work in the life and social sciences,ind ih educational thought and practice which draw support from them,
may be considered both as formal in nature, i.e., language and logicrelating to the general attributes of symbolic formulations within
specified areas of understanding and inquiry (biology, sociology; ad-ministration, counseling, curriculum); and as substantive, i.e., ob-servations and inquiries relating to the internal structures and func-tions of given disciplines or problems, and the external relationsthereof. In the tracing of theory, explorations occur into the con-
ceptual undergirdings of psychology (perception, cognition, affect,
conation) and of philosophy (logic, epistemology).

The purpose of the course, involving responsible initiative and inter-action on the parts both of the instructor and of reflective studentsin advanced stages of their respective studies, is to provide occasion
for exercise among these forms of thought 'and expression.

Ojectives. To identify theoretic matter (comparative analyses,
originalConstructions in idea or action, models, propositional sets,schools of thought) in given areas of social and intellectual experi-ence, and to examine these phenomena in the light of general meaningsand criterial referents for theory as such; and (2) to provide func-
tional experience in the conceptual analysis (language, logic; know-ledge; value) of educational phenomena as represented in contemporaryliterature and institutional practice.

It may scarcely need saying for most of those of us who labor in the vineyardsof a school of education, my own by observable counts having as yet to reach itsmajority in the caliber of student and program which would be prideful, courseofferings of this kind, entailing exercises, some set up as a challenge to the in-
structor himself and others requiring investigation, probing thought and explora-tory writing for students in keeping with the course conception, were perceived inadvance as stressful simply by virtue of their unaccustomed nature.

Taking then theoretic analysis and constructed realities to constitute a sortof intellectual purification_of the raw substance of typical educational mentalityflourishing among the journals and books of the contemporary era, certain practical
assertions in support of the central thesis at hand will formalize and focalize thematter such that reflective examination may be more explicit._ Three such formalobservations are submitted in the convenient form of propositions.

Respecting the existence and meaning of the concept "theory":

Pro osition 1. The Realit- of Theor , That theory, or theoretic matter,n and of given_epistemelogical_realtris,
inclusive of that representing

the arts and sciences of education, is realizable (definable, substan-
tial), consequential and subject to direct examination as to its nature,
role and function in practical affairs; and that forthe .purposes ofeducation, it may be usefully construed to mean and embrace the pro-cesses and the products of

reasoning,_understanding, imagination and
judgment in the acts of analysis, explanation, evaluation, construc-tion, and the like, within and among the various bodies of knowledge
in their current state of development.
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Respecting the value of theoretic knoiledge in professional training:

flmosition_2: The _Stud-- of Them' --rheoretic Education) in theProfessions. That the study of them in titie practicing professions
fgrTEiiEiire, business, education, medicine 3 conduces toward the de-
velopment of the aptitude potentialsW theEa work at hand by deepening
the individuals insights toward the theoret-lc knowledge of his field
requisite to personal autonomy in profess.km-lai service and leadership.

And respecting the import of intellectual dEEavelopment, _.e.,the capabilityfor
constructive management of abstract knowlmige, fc:)r a democratic citizenry:

Pro-osition TheGaneric Value of Demft eEd Intelli ence in Human
Affairs T at in the course o: deVelommmitagt1 schboling for citizenry
in dc-iaties that are free and framed withira the democratic precept
and practice, during and beyond the period owir adolescence (secondary
school, college, life span), and in whatever- epistemological realm
(aesthetics, life_sciences, mathematics, phi losophy, religion), the
study of abstractions underlying and OVerlyi lig the immediate appre-
hension of natural and social conditimis res pectively represented

the theory of the given discip1Me-- is a proper end; and that
this end iS requisite to the fulfillment of -the human intellectual
potential and to contributory and productive service to self, to the
immediate community and, however modest od =-emoved ordinary actions
may be, ultimately to the world community of humankind in its entirety.

In anticipation that the third of theseorwc:Dsitions, more than the other No,
might raise more serious immediate doubts,onthe score of feasibility one wouldtrust rather than desirability,one may hearko bac=k by a quarter of a century toakindred understanding, for what it is worth._ In_IL.he Foreword of a 1961 statement,
The Central Pur_o5e of American Education° the Edi_icational Policies Commission of
the National- Education Atso-ciatiOn of the United S;tates submits the following state-ment, relating of course to the education ofall c=lhildren, and yet in an unequival
way holding by way of general education muchof-Wr-mat is in this essay ambitiously
held to be. of "central" importance.

A crucial issue in this document is the roaning and use of the
word central. Does a central_ purpose m.an art. exclusive purpose?
Does its use imply a rigid hierarchy of purpc,ses,-With the develop-
ment of the rational powers of man alms at the pinnacle?

We do not so interpret eentral purpme. Vrm(R use the term not to
mark other educational purpo-Sei as subcmdhiatime but rather to convey
the idea that it is the thinking personwho cn bring all valid
purposes into an integrated whole. Rationali-lty is a means as well
as an end.

Education must be interfused wl h tileprocem!ss of thinking and
the attitude of thoughtfulness. ...

We most ephatically reject the idea thata few should be educated
and that the majority should be trained, We Ea;ay, on the contrary, that
all have latent, unrealized powers of crativiF ty. Our emphasis on
thinking as a central outcome of education stresses the pervasiveness
of rationality in all the purposes of educatiezon.
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Both the ensuing sections of thi s paper should serve clari fy detail amongthese closely phrased assertions. It is necessary, howevev-- , at this point to takenote of at least two usages lest the proposi ti ons appear rne_ire than otherwise incon-sistent or untenable. First, the reference to the developmriental period of adoles-cence invokes the inference that general education prior t(=) (i.e., childhood) andsubsequent to thi s devel opmental del i neation .e adul th=)od , life span) i s cate-gorical ly or essentially different; and second, the irripl ic-E t but dogged severanceof general education from other legitimate categories of -larning, here especial lythose tTihi ch may be thought of as specialized technical , vcz,cational or even "pro-fessional" in a widely employed sense, invokes the notion lhat there exist effectivedi fferences between the two experi ent i al med a . IR the aulhor s still devel opi ngtheory of "Lifetime Education: Theory and Sy tem,"' these cai stinctions are funda-mental And here it is respectfully submitted thatfailurs forcefully and per-vasively to distinguish among these several semantic uses e nd the operations whichfol low thereupon, contribute, and one believes substantial l y so, to the ideationalconfusi ow; which render schools and educators so very subjet to critici sm and toperennial cal Is for reform even on the part cf those who ha ye not a great deal tooffer by way of rel iable knowledge or though-t as to what cownprises either error orthe rectification thereof.

Heuri stic Apj1 i cations

Thus far I have brought into_ play certal n considerati erns as to the role oftheory in science and in practical affairs where knowledge various kinds is re-quired; offered certain observations relating to the positiu.te val ues of educationaltheory where it is I inked to ongoing .educational thought anc=1 action, and the nega-tive import where the two, theory and practice, are split arid disconnected; andhave detailed in gross outl ine at least the meanings submi ted here underthe notion of theoretic education through whi ch it is propoed that the prevail ingantipathy can be amel iorated and turned to positi ve account firstthrough the modification of teacher education programs and '=hen eventually throughthe constructive transformation of the school and college omrri cul um and programrequirements for individuals at large in the pursuitof gnral education.
In these developments, both the processes of theorizing and the products havebeen indicated as inherent in the pursuit of 1 earnings on a transformed plane ofrepresentation of the phenomena of education. But what, th,n, do these transforma-tions look 1 ike, such that those who might wish to employ th e idea within theirown academic setting can have suggestions at 1 east from whic Ji to develop theirown way of implementing the values indicated? I shall provi .sde first, in tabularform, the ad hoc illustrations which evolved I n the course 0f development of thispresentation, limited examples of how I see practicalconditions, problems andissues being thus positively moved to the level of subsumptive resource construc-tions and disciplines; and then I shall make lorief reference to certain publ shedresources , considerably more exempl ary, of theoreti c work ac=ompl i shed at thehands of recognized scholars and thinkers .
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The Trans-orrnation of Ppactical Condit_ions,

Problem Area

Policy

Student

Curriculum

Teacher

School Organization
and Operation

F=Droblems in iic Abstr actions

Practi cal Considerati on and
Action

State agencymgulations
school boardpolicies; haRand-
books for tuchers and
students

Ability forschool work;
problem kidsmd parents;z
progress repts; punish
ment and regds

School subjects as offerd;
graduation mirements;
curricular tucks; colleg-ze
admissions

Certi fi cati on requirement s ;

degree programs; admini-
strators; salary; burn-ou-t

Grade and school divisions
in the locality; ungraded
school; ethhicbalance

ssues and

Conceptual Consideration
ifor lanniLl.21

Democratic ideology; psy-
chological, sociological
theory; economics, politics,
law

Nature and organization of
mind; educability of groups;
nature-nurture issues

Epistemological realms;
developmental stages;
learning theories

Experience and instruction;
cognition, motivation; in-
dividual differences;
personal growth; profes-
sional organizations

Sociology of organiza-
tions; democratic gover-
nance; public relations;
personnel management

Among existing works, -lohich by intentofthe author-- and character of the result-ing product comprise exempl-ary illustratiomof thQ typEns of sources and modelsheralded here as "theoreticI" in nature, th011owing ar--e submitted:

t. Jerome Bruner JbwiEarel a_ Theor- of Ostruction_C 1968Y. 1° In this
small book folloWing ealgler Prodss.of Educalt.ion Ahis brililantlyreflective student of 171uman.intelligekein the pm.c(ss of formative
development offers penca4trating observems on the "nature of intellec-
tual growth and its relMation to theoriesof learnin-g and methods ofteaching."

2. Abraham Ka lan- TheE Conduct of 964).1-1 Kaplan brings his
philosophic mind to a .5;tudy of metho pes employcls°d in the social and
behavioral sciences, armsd thus deepens uryday perccaption through theeduction and construct:ion of a more generic languac;ge for the behavioralsciences.

3. Jonas F. Solti "Own the Nature Wdocational F7esearch" (1984).12
Here the aut or search for c arity amog the "difWerent languages andlogics of educational i---esearch," and eitotually fincis their roots amongcertain 20th century ph llosophical tradidons.

3 7
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letama ical Themes: luestinu for the
In this commanding meta-

sr-scientific and artistic studies," this not-
deeply penetrating study of the structures

rein man's quest for understanding nature and

S. PAruce Raus et 1 a The Imirovement of Practical Intelli ence:
The Central ask Of EciiJezation T-e "Raup Group" ô1frs a work
hoth'pioneering and -initive" which draws upon fields such as
"decision theory, comMUanity development, socialization process,
leadethip, symbolism" tLo eventuate in a powerful synthesis relating
educution to the attack t upon social problems in the practical interestof cmmnity betterment.

Wherithe_student (graluat te, in-service, pre-professional, prospective teacher,librarian,principal) is pUt into the task, as in the tabular depiction above, ofreconstructMg the language oti= the schools as it tends to occur into relevant andsubsumptiviligher order coneeeptual elements and frameworks, he or she is learningto_think hterms and at levelrls through which the development of policy and the
solution ofmrricular probleinws are more authentic and more stable, and thus whereautonomousjudgments on all ilrihe particularities of everyday institutional routinesare likeljtobe.less probleftsatical -- less wasteful, that is, erroneous, injurious
to the sysix and to the per5=ns associated therewith.

Nherethe individual, derweloped for the profession of teaching through the.thought oilhervers who praadtice, and this ably, the reconstruction of experienceas it_oceco, as with the authrlors and works cited, changes in the character of his
training rulimen.occur, and 5tz:ill more importantly, changes occur in the character
(affectiveicognitive predis000sition; purposive habituation) of the person whoqualifies hrthe course. Col lectively these transformations promise to produce
a core of professionals, aoci it-n effect a profession itself, recognizably differentand betterwited to the educa-itional guidance of children than what appears to havebeen the cOe, en masse and maosder spontaneous conditions and dynamics, over thebetter parte the present cearitury.

...schne never has beer or can be popular. Close reasoning is
an arduous task for whia few have the opportunity, the equipment
and theinclination. Moremeover, the will to illusion is a powerful
and alllervasive factor. Unless we realize the pleasant character
of illusion, as similar imio that of intoxicating liquors, fumes, or
physidgyrations, we carninot understand the course of human history.
Morrisg, Cohen, A PrefaC=P, to Lo ic.15

Now CeNiVs injunction i not to be taken lightly, and it surely must temper
overweeningsgicipations; yet at the same time, abjectly to yield to it is
fatalistic,md the whole idea of progress is thereby reduced to chance. Thoughwe are not Nre in position to argue the case under examination on grounds of past_
history anddistant future, it

1 bears reminding that not all idealists are completelyout of tae Nairn of reality. 69obert,Hutchins, for instance, who headed a great
American unirarsity .(Chicagg) cliffuring certain of its peak years of_achievement and
influence hmargued for and mra-ged upon us "A Learning Society,"16 in which work,
according tokBoston Globe revleper, he submits that: "In the Twenty-first
Century, eduuation may at last o come into its own."
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But it is not necessary thus to conclude this moment only 0-4on a ray of dis-tant hope, however meritorious_that ideal may be. Rider, my own sense of theerratic and uncertain nature of social change compoundswith a_corniviction sharedwith historians, poets and philosophers alike, that ethation is 11;h-indeed man'sultimate salvation, and_leads to the closing perspective inherent in the proposi-tions above, through which the concept of theoretic edy:ation wa5 explicated, thisbeing: (a) that, as in the second formal asSertion-,-the immediatse appeal to those.of us who have assumed the mantle of higher echxiatJon,where educwation for theteaching profession is undertaken, puts the challengeytcisely wNriere it belongsin the first instance; and (b) that, as in the thirdassiertion, tNnere will even-tuate in the ensuing waves of change thus brought abutby teachers of children whoare to be the mothers and the fathers, the educators ud the minis_zters, thescholars and the statesmen of tomorrow, further degmof progres zs, indeterminateof course as to magnitude, similar to those which wenow enjoy. 0 One may, in sup-port of the feasibility of this earthly and human faith, see about him theactualities of international travel and space expl_oration second ()molly in instantaneityto electronic communication and report via the mediaofsatellite:: relay and printoutthereof; vast natural resources still not squandered,along with tiVhe wealth offavored nations subject to still more constructive re-employment: sand the will ofnational leaders which in the final analysis can but bemalleable eiand subject tosome forms of human reason if alone for survival of thepecies.

A more immediate focus, however, of application tette practic=a1 affairs ofstate and nation, lies in the arena, now very live_andwy urgent, of reform ofthe American schools. There is of course a compellingurgency to tlithis social needfor institutional reconstruction, and in that informedcritics are pointing out theperennial nature of such impulses, some force and dynamictlifferent.lt from thefamiliar rearrangements of institutional furniture" pruiously fmaund wanting,appears to be indicated. It is the infrastructure ofthe educatiOnwial highway, notmerely its potholes, which needs to be rebuilt. And this is likely-v to occur onlywhen we resort, almost as theugh beyond ourselves, todeeper, more subsumptive andmore forceful levels in the uses of human understandimreason and 11 imaginationthan those to which we are accustomed. The call sketchily formula-Ited in the presentessay is intended toward no less than this end, that thewy percepption of publicinstruction -- beyond current reform and into the fare.- be tranz:sformed from theimmediately utilitarian plane (pragmatic only in the num sense)_- to educationaldiscourse and action comprised of the sturdier stuff eideas which we have termedthe theoretic. The practical affairs of education, thisimbued at %-the foundationswich scientific understanding and theoretic knowledge wears to firt, one is pleasedto note, both with the Greek appreciation for the ideaaieminently practical(praktikos), and with.the concept which the modern social theorist5 cited above,Raup and his associates, refer to as ractical intelli me the cerlritral task ofeducation.

Webster'_s New Colleuiate _ictionar- (Springfield,Ilass.: G. C. MerriamCompany, Publishers, 1959

2. Peter A. Angeles, Iliction9aof Philesogla (Newlrork: Harpe Row, Pub-lishers, 1981).

3, George L. Newsome, Jr., "Philosophical Analysis asColiceptual Revision: AnAnaly5is of Two Theories of Meaning." Philoso- h- of Educeion, 1970 Proceedingsof the Twenty-sixth Annual Meeting of the Philosophy ofEucation Seco.ciety (HaroldB. Dunkel, Ed.). (Edwardsville, Illinois: The Society,1970). 20.
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4. Virgil S. Ward, DtfferentiAl Education_for the Gifted (Ventura, California:Superintendent of Schools, 1980. 20--.) Driginally, "Principles of Education forintellectually Superior individuals" (Dissertation, Ph. D. degree in Education,
University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, 1952; subsequently published, withediting and style changes, as Blucatingthe Gifted: An Axiomatic A oach (Colum-bus, Ohio: Charles E. Merrill Books, Inc., 4961

5. Virgil S. Ward, "The Philosophic Analysis of Differential Education for theGifted: A Research Proposal." Unpublished manuscript, 1980; available via com-munication with the author.
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THEORETIC EDUCATION: A RESPONSE TO VIRGIL WARD

Ernest Marshall
East Carolina University

Although I find myself to be basically in agreement with Professor Ward,in what follows I shall differ with him somewhat on a few points and expand
in my own way upon others. As I understand his paper, it presents us with the
general claim that theory is an indispensably valuable part of education,
indeed so much so that the enterprise of education ought to be approached
in terms of a concept of "theoretic education". I take it that he maintains
this view both with respect to the importance of theory within the field of
education (both as to the creation and criticism of theoretical framewords
and as to their role in the education of future educators) and with respect
to educating students in any field of study. In what follows I shall consider
mainly the latter, more comprehensive, version of his view, i.e., that we
ought to teach our students to "think about thinking", to reflect upon the
theoretical constituents of their field of study, whatever that field mightbe.

This thesis in turn comprises or presupposes five further propositions1
which perhaps can be stated as follows: (1) Theory is a "real or effectualform of human understanding", Which is to say, a genuine way of knowing, or
accurately and adequately apprehending reality. (2) Education centered upon
theory, e.g., learning theories and the conceptual skills involvecUin analyz-
ing, comparing, and criticizing theories, is something which the human mind
is quite capable of and Ndlich contributes substantially to its growth. Inother words, thinking on a theoretical level is within the intellectual reachof the typical learner,and is an important part of human cognitive development.(3) The development of theory for a professional discipline and its applica-
tion to its practices undergirds and illuminates that practice and gives
coherence and credibility to the discipline as a whole. (4) Technical educa-
tion, e.e., "education" which lacks a theoretical focus or emphasis, is less
than genuine education. (5) "Theoretic education", or education with a theoretical
focus, is- indispensible to professional education.

I think the first of these propositions is sufficiently warranted if
correctly understood, i.e., in the manner indicated by the quotation from
John Dewey given in Professor Wards' paper, viz.: 4'There is a kind of idle
theory which is antithetical to practice; but genuinely scientific theory fallsvithin practice . 1'2 In our zeal to defend the apistemic importance of
,..aeory, the importance of Its role in our knowledge of the world,. We commonly
portrayA.t ase self-sufficient means of knowledge, and thus as a consequence,
as dissociated from that which is necessary for its origination and validation,
viz., experience and practice. The pragmatist Wiliiam James described the
logical plight of idealists such as F.H. Bradley in terms of the Aesop fable
of:Ythe dog that.lost its bone in the water by letting it drop from its mouth,
while attempting to capture its very reflection.3 In a similar manner we are
likely to lose what makes theories epistemically valuable in an overzealous
attempt to seek more of the same. Or in sImple logical terms, it seems a case
of confusing necessary and sufficient conditions. Theoretical considerations
are indispensable to knowledge, to its discovery and understanding, and are

Correspondence: Department of Philosophy, East Caro ina University, GreenvilleNC 27858
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thus of the highest importance to it, but they are not alone adequate. Anumber of other but related things are also necessary, such as its application
to practice in diverse situations.

In order to forestall another common confusion I should point out that theview that I endorse here, that correct theory is not alone sufficient to know-
ledge, does not imply that the study of theory in its own right is not a valid
and worthwhile part of education. To hold otherwise, is as if to argue that
there is no point in studying carburetors in an auto mechanics course becausea car will not run with only a carburetor. On the hand, this does not deny
that at some juncture in the auto mechanics course the student must obtain
a more holistic understanding of how carburetor, distributor, transmission,and the remaining parts function interactively, nor that education must also
include a study of theory within its contexts of application.

Following Professor. Ward's lead, perhaps it is helpful to refer to the
dictionary regarding this point. It distinguishes four basic meanings thatare in common usage: (1) a belief, policy, or procedure proposed or followed
as the basis of action; (2) the body of generalizations and principles developedin association with practice in a field of activity and forming its content
as an intellectual discipline; (3) a judgment, conception, proposition, or
formula formed by speculation, deduction, or by abstraction and generalization
from facts; and (4) an unproved assumption or conjecture. It is, I think,
primarily the last two meanings that give theory and theory-centered educa-
tion their bad press. An unproved assumption or conjecture is of course not
knowledge. If guessing were knowing, we could all break the bank at a Las
Vegas casino. Nor as I have said above, is what is derived by any method
such as speculation or deduction which divorces theory from experience andpractice knowledge. These two meanings also are related in that theory
acquired and validated apart from practice is basically just unproved assump-
tion, whereas theory properly validated is an essential component of knowledge.
The second of the dictionary meanings is that in terms of which I think a view
of theoretic education is most defensible, that according to which theory is
developed in conjunction with practice within the conteltt of a discipline,
field, or profession, but also itself an important part vf its content.

The second of the five propositions that I take to be essential to
Professor Ward's concept of "theoretic education" is, as stated above, that
thinking on a theoretical level is within the reach of the typical learner
and is an important part of human cognitive development. I think this is
the other side of the same coin I have already used to purchase a few points.
Just as theory is an essential constituent of knowledge, such that we cannot
be said to know on the basis of raw data or unorganized information apart
from its ordering and explanation, there is no complete cognitive development
without a theoretical component. Various cognitive skills, such as those of
conceptual analysis and evaluation, are best developed, and probably only
fully developed in connection with intellectually mastering theories of
some sort. And given that theories differ in their complexity, theoretical
comprehension, on at:least some level, is surely accessible to most learners.
For example, although most high school students probably cannot understand
Einstein's general theory of relativity, most probably can understand the
kinetic theory of gases, and probably all can understand the basic theory of
the internal combustion engine. Furthermore, theories not only differ in
difficulty, but theories can be approached at different levels of difficulty.
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For example, a student may comprehend how the rapid burning of fuel withinthe engine cylinders powers the vehicle, and yet not understand, for example,
the theory involved in explaining how combustion occurs. Or to take an examplefrom my own area of teaching, I anticipate that any of my philosophy of artstudents who make the attempt can grasp the basic difference between mimeticand expressionistic theories of painting, music, etc., i.e., the difference
between saying that a work of art represents something in life or nature
versus saying it expresses some psychological state such as an emotion, without
their understanding the intricacies of various versions of these theories anddebates that have raged about them from Plato to Dickie and Danto.

The third of Professor Ward's propositions, as I have paraphrased it.is that the development of theory for a professional discipline and itsapplication to its practices undergirds and illuminates that practice andgives coherence and credibility to the discipline as a whole. This is the
proposition of his with which I think I most fully agree. If as I have thusfar claimed in this paper, theory is a necessary condition or component ofknowledge, and further as I shall now assert, knowledge is a necessary con-dition to professional practice of whatever kind, it is to be concluded that
a profession cannot be without its theoretical underpinnings. I think thatthe three most important criteria identifying a profession, be it medical,
educational, or what have you, are the following: (1) the possession and
application of special knowledge and skills, (2) a rather considerable degreeof professional autonomy or self-regulation, and (3) the pursuit of some primary
goal regarded by society at large as being a fundamental good.4 I will notgo so far as to claim that these three characterizations together constitutesa sufficient set. I think there is probably a fourth or a fifth necessary to
characterizing at least some professions. Nor shall I even claim each is a
necessary condition; for if, for example, the medical profession lost virtuallyall of its professional autonomy under some so-called system of socialized
medicine, I think we would still be disinclined to say that it had thereby
ceased to be a profession, and also if our culture somehow reversed its cur ent
trend and ceased to regard health care as being a fundamental good, again I
think that we could continue to regard physicians and nurses as having a
professional status. On the first criterion, however, I shall stand firm,
that is, I shall insist that the possession and application of special know-ledge and skills is a necessary condition for something being a profession.
Thus if we were to discover somehow that physicians had no special knowledge
regarding matters of health and disease, I think we would conclude that their
possessing the title and status of a profession was undeserved. (And I would
of course draw the same conclusion with respect to the teaching profession.
i.e., if they could do what they do without knowledge and skills with respect
to what and how to teach, the appellation of "profession" would be inappropriate.

A consideration corroborating my claim that special knowledge and skills
are a necessary condition for an occupation or practice to be a profession is
that the recognition of new professions has occurred in a manner closely
corresponding to the appearance and growth of appropriate fields of knowledge.
Conversely, we regard the ascription of the term "profession" to occupationsof unskilled labor as misplaced. Since the words "profession" and "professional"
carry a positive connotation, attempts naturally will be made by occupational
groups to have it incorporated into the expressions commonly used to designate
them, but such usages have not been generally adopted, or if so only in the
manner of a euphemism. Thus it is with such expressions as it is with, for
example, "permanent floral arrangements which either reverts to something



like "plastic flowers" or is said somewhat tongue in the cheek. Accordingly,
a term such as "the janitorial_profession" has not become common usage,
but "the accounting profession" has. And if my view is correct this is at
least primarily because of the amount of knowledge, including theory, that
has come to be necessary to the practice of the latter but not the former.
And it of course follows from my above argument that the field of education
or any portion of it is not a genuine profession unless it incorporates theoreti-
cal knowledge.

Regarding the last two of Professor Ward's propositions, I do not think
that I fully agree. I take him to be saying in the fifth proposition that
it is not merely education in some special knowledge or skills that is in-
dispensible to a professional education but one that is "theoretic" or strongly
centered on theory. I am inclined to argue that not just knowledge and skills
but knowledge with a considerable theoretical component is a necessary con-
dition for professional practice. And thus we might speak of automotive
engineering as a profession but not automotive mechanics, for the reason that
the former requires a considerable amount of theory but not the latter. And
I have also argued above that some theory is a necessary condition for know-
ledge, and thereby a necessary condition for professional practice. However,
I am not sure that my view goes far enough in its emphasis upon the role of
theory in professional education to be "theoretic education" in Professor
Ward's sense of the term.

As to his fourth proposition that technical "education" or one that is
not "theoretic" is not genuine education, my inclination instead is to distin-
guish between professional education that must be theoretic at least to some
considerable degree, and non-professional education, which need not be.
agree with him only to the extent that any so-called education that is totally
lacking in any theoretical content is not genuine education, since my above
argument commits me to saying that some theory at least is necessary to know-
ledge; and education, in order to deserve this term, must surely have knowledge
as its aim and content.

1. These five propositions come from an earlier version af Professor Ward's
paper. However, we both believe that they remain important to the thesis and
arguments of his present paper.

2. I offer no metatheory in this paper either as to what I take the domain
and definition of "theory" to be (what the different types of theories might be,
what constitutes being a theory as opposed to an hypothesis, description, etc.)
or what the specific grounds for validation of theories consists in, consider-
ing such to be beyond the scope of this response.

3. William James, "The Thing and Its Relations", Essays in Radical Empiricism
(New York: Longmans, Green and Company, 1958), pp. 120-121.

4. Paul Camenisch, grald4ng_TE2lessional Ethics_in a Pluralistic_Sositty
(New York: New Haven Publications, 1983) is a source which suggested these
three characteristics of a profession.
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A CASE FOR TEACHING STUDENTS

TO THINK CRITICALLY IN THE DISCIPLINES

Neale H. Mucklo
University of Richmond

1. Introduction I believe that critical thinking should be taught,
not just in courses in formal and informal logic housed in philosophy departments,but in the regular or ordinary courses in other departments. Perhaps indeed itshould be taught in most courses, including the introductory level courses, inmost or all other departments.

The grounds I have for this belief about teaching critical thinking "in
the disciplines" may be reduced to three. (i) Much of critical thinking is notthe same from one discipline to the next, especially if the disciplines are indifferent groups. Indeed, critical thinking is importantly different in different
disciplines. (ii) Every student upon graduating will need to be able to do
some critical thinking, when, for instance, she (or he) is confronted with anew area and needs to know whether some formula she has learned from an
authoritative source holds there, or needs to know how some statement she
accepts and has already applied in familiar areas relates to this new area. Toknow this she will need to know something of what's behind the formulation.
Sometimes she will need to know not only something of the reasons behind it but
in particular something of, say, the standards of evidence those reasons havebeen held to, or what perspectives the discipline's traditions ignore as
out-of-bounds, or what sorts of experience the discipline's methods screen offas not counting. (iii) Our society needs persons who can think critically.
In particular it needs citizens -- individual citizens if possible, but citizenscollectively where not -- who know enough of what it is to think critically in
a wide range of disciplines to be able to tell the convincers from the members
of a discipline, the frauds from the competent members, and where possible the
competent from the expert. It would also be desirable if our society had
citizens who when experts disagree knew enough to have some judgment as to why,
or to recognize that this time they can have no judgment.

These latter two grounds, about several things persons who can think
critically will be able to do in our society, I lack space to present in thispaper. As to the ground I will present and maintain, I have no "demonstration"
that critical thinking is importantly different in different disciplines, and can"point out" no facts which can only be accounted for given it. But I do have some
"argumentation" for this ground. This paper will "point up" or highlight certainfacts, and it will take up certain objections (in section 4.) as if I were
attempting a demonstration. It is intended to convince. The "facts" I point
up are about the variety of the methodological norms used in the disciplines
(section 3.), the primacy of research in a discipline (section 4.), and the
relevance of what a discipline is to what should be taught in it (section 4.).

I will begin (in section 2.) with some remarks intended to locate critical
thinking, though not to define it, and then continue (in section -) with a more
natural description of what thinking critically is like.

Correspondence: PhIlosophy Department, UnIversity of Richmond, Richmond, VA 23173
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2. Critical thinking located. I want to specify (in nine small steps
one or two central cases of critical thinking.

(i) When we engage in critical thinking, we are often thinking aboutothers. Self-criticism may be at least as desirable, and surely one aim we have
in teaching critical thinking is for our students to develop a capacity for
self-criticism -- some proficiency in thinking critically about their own viewsand reasons and a strong propensity to use that ability. Nonetheless critical
thinking about others normally comes first, and has a certain priority.

(ii) When we engage in critical thinking, we often focus on the thinkyll of
others -- their views and reasons. Or at least those of us who have been somewhat
trained in critical thinking, well or poorly, so focus. We in the academy may
sometimes focus on or at least pay attention to others conduct. For their
conduct may suggest some consequences of their views, or help reveal their viewsand reasons. But ordinarily we do not pay attention to the others' actions,
nor to.their loyalties, motivations, or character, even though these may well be
more important, outside the academic world, than are views and reasons. Nonethelesscritical thinking focussed on thinking has proven enormously useful.

Such critical thinking is "about" thinking in the sense of being focussed
on it, primarily and in the first instance. Critical thinking "about" thinking
has proven possible whatever the focussed-on thinking be about, hence whatever bethe subject-matter. Where the concern is with guidance for one's own conduct,
critical thinking "about" one's own reasons, whatever they be about, has proven
useful, when' given a chance. Where the concern is with knowledge purely, critical
thinking "about" thinking, whatever the discipline, has helped create progress.
Especially has it done so when the views and reasons focussed on are those of our
leading predecessors or (if the natural sciences be different in this respect) at
least when the thinking is that of others currently in the discipline. Such
focussing is also useful pedagogically. It is a means to our students- thinking
critically (and often an instance of their doing so). Students develop their
ability to think critically by cutting their teeth on worthwhile views and reasons
while focussing on them. (This is not to say that the views of students, or even
their reasons, are never worthwhile. To the contrary, frequently a student's
paper, especially towards the end of the courae, is worth focussing on. A differentpoint is that the criticisms students make in class, even towards the beginningof a course, are often worth transferring to the blackboard.)

(iii) When we engage in such critical thinking -7 critical thinking about
the thinking of others, which is "about" their thinking in the sense that we
focus on it, primarily and in the first instance -- we are thinkingabout whatthey are thinking about. In most cases we are thinking &bout what their thinking
is about i.e. about the subject-matter (the subject-matter of their thinking)._

In most cases wfa think about the subject-matter throngh thinking about the others
thinking about It. Mill, for example, thinks about p1easure -- that's his
subject-matter -- and I think about pleasure by thinking about Mill's views andarguments. If I think about them critically, and all goes well, I learn something
about pleasure, not just about Mill. In such cases we have "dual-attention" (I
am inclined to put it). We focus on the others' thinking and at the same time
attend to the subject-matter of their thinking (whether we be focussing and attending
simultaneously or alternatively: 'at the same time' covers both). This is inmost cases.

(iv) But in some critical thinking in which we focus on the views andreasons of others, we end up thinking only about the others' thinking, and not
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about the subject-matter of their thinking. Either we abstract from that
subject-matter completely or we are aware of it only incidentally--aware of itas, e.g., what happens to be the content of this pattern of reasons. In thesecases we focus only on the pattern there in the other's reasons, or only on the
opposition between the other-s view and some other view that is voiced.

In these cases we begin to get into logic, either the logic of this otherpersen-s thinking or logic more generally. Since norms of logic now familiar
were once only Outlicit in good practice, or in what appeared to be good practice,quite as most tetnOtblogical norms are now, recall how logical norms become
explicit (tracic r. tie process in moderate detail, treating historical accuracy asincidental). 1.epetition of the above-mentioned opposition or pattern,
someone's notic_Ing the repetition in several discussions, say (or in several
debates or diaZogues), that person-s and others- sense of good and bad practicein discussion (or even in thought), their desire to learn what makes good practicegood, their and their successors potential to pin down a bit what that is whichmakes good practice good, and their desire to communicate what that is, together
lead towards logic. For all that leads (perhaps due to certain activities already
present in the society) to attempts to pin down wenat makes good practice good,
to write it down as a norm rather than as an example, indeed to formulate it as a
universal norm, and to formulate that norm completely enough, in sufficientdetail, and with precision so that it can be put to use with confidence. Further,the attempts do succeed, with the help of such focussing as is only on the others'
thinking and is on the opposition of views or the pattern of reasons there. So,in sum, all this leads to logic. Further, all this, if coupled with the notionof a variable,' leads more specifically to formal logic. All this leads, for
example, to the formulating of a square of opposition, and to writing as formulae
patterns of syllogistic inference then divided into valid and invalid. Thus wehave some explicit norms, some of which are formal norms, with which to judge the
consistency of others- views or the validity of others' reasons -- in short,
norms for determining how others thinking hangs together.

(v) At this point it is easy to go astray as to what is covered by -criticalthinking°. most importantly, it is easy, especially for a logician, to supposethat in thinking critically we are judging _only how the others' thinking hangstogether, and not how it squares with the world i.e. not at all how the others-
views and reasons square with the subject-matter. But when in reading we object
that the author hasn't got the facts straight or that the information stated isfalse, aren't we thinking critically? not ever? Thus while some critical thinking
concerns itself only with consistency and validity, some concerns itself withtruth as well.

Some explicit norms, especially formal ones, we can in time apply mechani-cally. Someone might go astray in the opposite direction, contending that it isnot critical thinking when we evaluate another's thinking by applying a norm of
logic and our way of applying it is "routine" subsumption rather than an "appli-
cation" which "is in setae degree problematic."1 But does every instance of think-
ing critically have to be exciting, or even mildly hard work? In many a disciplineand not just in logic, one or another norm implicit in good practice has been
formulated fully and precisely enough so that in a wide range of cases its appli-
cation is a matter of routine; this holds for some of the "methodological" normswhich, I shall, be arguing, are central to critical thinking in a discipline.
Also, what is a matter of routine for the seasoned member of the discipline is
not so for the beginning student. Further, that same matter may well have presented
great challenge to the predecessors who worked out the norm (as did Parmenides,
some of the sophists, Socrates, Plato, Aristotle and other predecessors at the
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founding of logic and, I think, -ritical thinking). Basically, logic and criticalthinking are closely related, so that employing elementary logic, whether in aroutine way or not, is thinking critically, often enough.

(vi) When we engage in critical thinking by focussing on the views and rea-sons of others, we criticize those views and reasons at least in the sense thatwe evaluate them. We place them on the stand as it were for a favorable orunfavorable verdict. Further, often we criticize them in this sense by criticizingthem i.e. by making an unfavorable judgment about_them, or about something in orabout them. In other cases, when we do not "make" such an objection (i.e. do nothonestly assert it as being a good objection), often we evaluate the views and
reasons by "raising" an objection, or at least by proposing tentatively an initiallyplausible objection. To cover all these cases, let's say that most often criticalthinking involves "lodging an objection." This is not to deny that on occasionwe might search for an objection yet fail to find even an initially plausibleone. Even on such an occasion, be it noted, we regard the others views andreasons as subject to judgment pro or con. But most often in critical thinkingwe lodge objections,.

(vii) Over time, it is worth noting, engaging in critical thinking createsa disposition to look for objections. It creates a frame of mind in an individual,and a mental ethos in the academy if not in the rest of society, strongly disposed
to look pctively _for objections. Such a mental culture is useful. But thespirit in which objections are lodged is important. If the concern is with truthand more specifically if the aim is truth-seeking, that's one thing. But (to gostraight to the other extreme) when a person lodges objections in order to "scorepoints," or to downgrade the other as lacking in expected ability, learning, oracumen, is that raising of objections an instance of critical thinking? When astudent does it in class (and it's not a formal debate), perhaps he or she is
thinking critically, or is taking steps towards critical thinking, or into it.Perhaps. When a member of the discipline or of the profession does it in ameeting, we may or may not admire the exhibited skill, but would we say he or sheis then engaged in critical thinking? We need not attempt to decide. One-clearcase of what is not critical thinking is pointed.out by Passmore. " [C]riticismhas to be distinguished from cavilling -- even if ... it is only too easy ... ina particular case to dismiss as cavilling what is in fact a serious criticism.
Cavilling consists in raising objections, making criticisms, in a manner which
suggests that some very minor weakness ... constitutes a fatal flaw. ... Thecaviller ... seizes upon an incautious concession ... without looking at the
general purport of what is being said or done. ... The caviller does not try to
understand; he is intent only upon raising objections."2 The caviller's aim,likely enough, is not truth-seeking, but only win-seeking. Raising objectionswith the latter aim receives ample encouragement from much of the rest of our
society outside the walls of the academy, and the attitude which win-seeking thus
encouraged creates over time is not so useful a disposition or mental culture asthe one created by engaging in critical thinking. In any event, cavilling is not
critical thinking, and no doubt there are other cases in which because of the
manner or attitude or spirit involved lodging objections is not critical thinking.

Three further points will suffice to locate critical thinking. (viii) Asseems implied above, critical thinking involves reflection. It involves "bendingback" from something, having some uncertainty about it, fixing attention on it soas to hold it there and, in-sum, standing at a distance from it. In particular,we "fix" attention on something even though in "our" critical thinking "we" inthe acadeMy (see "(ii)," above) are at the name time "focussing" on somethingelse, namely, on some views or reasons about it; we have dual attention., Indeed,



dual attending may be what's meant by the common philosophical remark that inreflection one is "distancing" oneself. Of course that talk of "distancing" mayhe literally about space when we are reflecting on, say, the just-now glimpsedlook on another's face, or on some present situation such as the newly noticedabsence of bounce in a friend's stride. Also, in saying that critical thinkinginvolves reflection, I am not saying that critical thinking is the only kind ofreflective thinking.

(ix) Critical thinking is not the best kind of thinking there is. Higherthan it because more difficult, sophisticated and challenging, and also betterthan it because more fruitful when successful and in the long run more useful tosociety, is "imaginative" thinking, as Passmore now calls it. Frequently imaginativethinking in a disaipline involves seeing a possibility. Sometimes novel imaginativethinking in a discipline involves inventing a perspective (whether the perspectivebe within the discipline or about it at another level). But taaginative thinkingin a discipline also involves lodging objections. Critical thinking is preparation
for imaginative thinking in a discipline. It also is part and parcel of it, whenthe imaginative thinking is successful or even promising. Indeed, imaginative
thinking Passmore at first called "critico-creative" thinking (a "barbarous"hyphenated term, yes, but accurate).

This suffices to specify two central cases of critical thinking. In both wefocus on another's views and reasons, in one we at the same time attend to the
subject-matter the other is thinking about. There are other central cases,including ones in which students focus first and primarily on the subject-m ter.

(x) Finally, as a way of bringing together some of the above points, thefollowing: on the whole and in various ways, critical thinking builds upon logic,
information, methodology, and a truth-seeking spirit, and in turn is built intobut surpassed by imaginative thinking. Critical thinking centrally involvesmaking criticisms or otherwise lodging objections.

3. Critical thinking described, using examples_ of norms which vary widely.I now turn to a more natural description of critical thinking, of what it is iiketo think in a critical manner, reminding us of this "from the inside" as it were.This gives more attention to the "methodological norms" barely mentioned so far.It distinguishes three situations in which critical thinking occurs, namely, when"applying" such a norm i.e. when applying it in a straight-forward manner, whenbringing such a norm to bear on a not-ao-neat case where deductive subsumption isout of the question, and when evaluating the norm itself.

Those of us in higher education (and of course many other professionals)
think critically, in our disciplines. For one thing, we read in a critical

_manner -- putting, in imagination or in graphite, a "/ Aover against a '-fact" orfigure we disbelieve, an "I" where the writer's perspective is unconscionably
out-of-date, or simply a "7" near what we have doubts about, or, in the other
direction, a "yes" by what we believe and see as important.

This critical manner of reading is grounded in the methodology of rly,-
particular discipline in Which we have been trained. It is not simply that we
know our facts, as if we had performed prodigious feats of sheer memorization of"information", (particular facts, verified laws, stock criticisms, etc.). Rather,because we know our buainess, we not only know our facts but also the "methodology"of our discipline -- its basic "rules" or guidelines, its methodical "methods" orgeneral procedures or processes of a comparatively catch-as-catch can sort, its
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standard tactics and routine dodges. Because we know this, we are alert, whenwe read, to likely sources of error, and to heretofore-fruitful kinds of moves.

We are similarly alert when we do our own independent research. We haveabsorbed examples of good thinking; if not formulated rules for it. More particu-larly, we have absorbed examples of controlled thinking, thinking controlled by(Among other things, but first among the other things) the making of criticisms.We have absorbed this from reading texts or doing experiments. So we have the skillto apply the established "norms" (the standard methodology) of our discipline toold questions and new, and the propensity to do so.

For instance, some of us are in the literary culture, the second of C. P.Snow's two cultures of twenty-five years ago (and remember, Snow himself soonpredicted that the social disciplines would be "a third culture" and, more impor-
tant, realized from the start that "the number 2" provides "a good deal less thana cultural map").3 More specifically, if we are irt, for instance, classics andare studying, say, the Greeks valueS, then we are alert to the errors which come,
not simply from relying on a translation, but from translating the key value-wordsat all. We know the classicists' norm, "Transliterate the value-terms." Weare aware that translating adikos, say, is a source of error whether it be uni-formly translated as "unjuser-ii-be variously translated according to "the meaning"it "has" in the given context.4 We apply that norm. Similarly, if ye are in
Snow's scientific culture in, for instance, chemistry, we know to attend carefully
to that part of the journal article which reports, not just the results, but howthe experiments themselves were conducted. And thereby we know to re-read our
own reports with care, hence to write them:up accurately, hence to carry out or
oversee our experiments conscientiously, hence in the first place to design thoseevents with foresight, foreseeing criticism. Somewhat similarly, in a social
science, say, developmental psychology, we know_the norm, "Attend to what the
circumstances of the series of interviews were." Again, we know how to apply
statistics, with its standard rules of inference and tests of signif cance, tothe reported or apparent results.

Further_ our critical manner of reading, planning, executing, te ting,
writing, checking--in ahort, our critical manner of thinking--is exhibited in rwareas, and in dealing with new questions and old, where we cannot "apply" the
standard methodology so much as "bring it to bear." For a familiar if non-academic
instance, think bf a senior judge on the appellate-level, confronted in court andin his chambers with a rather novel case on which he must somehow come to somedetermination. The judge will cope, and often well. Similarly, so may the ancient
historian, when confronted with encroachment into her field by, say, anthropolo-gists, who bring with them ways of looking at the "society" of Romer's heroeswhich are new to her. So may the physicist, when confronted with a male under-
graduate throwing a plate in the air in the Cornell cafeteria -- what are the
equations of that wobble? In such instances, we need somehow to "bring to bear"
on the question the standard methodology of our discipline and our accumulated
information, and some other things. These other things include our own lived
experience in the discipline, our own increasing sophistication about our discipline's
vocabulary and concepts with the attendant increase in our ability to use those
concepts in controlled yet flexible ways, and, say, a colleague's rather-novel
research strategy. Usually we will cope, and often well. In such instances,
too, our critical thinking is grounded in the norms, the "methodology," of thediscipline in which we were trained.

In addition to the :oatinuum along which we "apply" our dis ipline's sten-
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dard rules and routines and sometimes "bring to bear," like the judge our own
discipline-grounded intellectual power to cope with the not-so-neat, there is a-nother situation of critical thinking. Here the questions are about the methodsand rules, the procedures and guidelines, the processes and tactics now standardor acceptable in our discipline. I suppose not all of us are lucky enough to comeupon a first-order question which forces us to think in a critical manner about
some established norm we've been following, or about the grounds underlying itand related norms, or about the current strengths of our discipline and the
attendant self-imposed limitations (limitations of scope, "relevance," and thelike). But surely all of us are, in Passmore's words, "alert to the possibilitythat the established norms themselves ought to be rejected, that the rules ought
to be changed, [i.e.] the criteria used in judging performances modified."5 Or,beyond this, that one of the values embodied in the established norms needs to beabandoned. For instance, need philosophy aspire to the rigor achieved only bydeductive arguments, and reject as without value anything "less"? what aim isthus served? what questions are thereby ruled off-limits? Moreover, many of usdo have occasion to try to evaluate the standard methodology and the embodied
values Of our discipline, and are willing to do so whatever be the outcome --whether it be to reject or to modify or to accept with greater confidence the
ways and means in which we have been trained. Further, we do have the capacity
if not skill to do so, to question and evaluate those norms and values. To bethus alert, willing and capable is certainly Lo have, at least in one's own
discipline (as distinct from elsewhere in one's life), what Fassmore dubs "thecritical spirit."

Further, this third sort of thinking in a critical manner, too, involves thestandard methodology. Such thinking is not simply "about" that methodology. Itis not (or is rarely?) to evaluate the established norms "externally," from some
totally independent viewpoint, some so-alien perspective. In general, to think
about an established norm in a critical manner is always (?) in part to use
some other part of the discipline's methodology, some other norms of the disci-
pline, in order to help evaluate the norm in question. This (even if not always
so) makes it doubly appropriate to say that in this situation we "reflect on" ourdiscipline's methodology -- "reflect on," as distinct from "straight-forwardly
apply" and "bring to bear."

So much.for what thinking critically is.

Clearly, the norms used when thinking critically are different for differentdisciplines. That classicists norm couldn't be used by the chemist. Nor thatchemists' norm by the classicist. More systematically, within the natural sciencessix rather different "varieties of scientific methods ... may be distinguished,"
the six involving postulation, experiment, analogical models, taxonomy, statistics,and genetic development. Incidentally A. C. Crombie, who distinguishes these six"methods" or "styles of ... thinking," stresses their emergence from the "general"
growth in late medieval and early modern European "society" of "a research mental-ity," as he calls it, a mentality or mental culture disposed to "look actively for
problems" rather than aim "for an accepted consensus without argument."6 Withinthe humanities, obviously the styles of thinking, and so the particular methodological
norms used, are different for different disciplines. Examples need not be multiplied.Granted, again, some methodological norms are similar or the same within a groupof disciplines. Also, I would grant that some methodological norms are similaror the same across most or all the disciplines when the norms are formulated inhighly general terms. For a plausible example, consider the norm, "Look for
negative evidence, for exceptions to prove--i.e. to probe, to test--the rule, forcounter-examples to the hypothesis." But to think of a discipline or its methodology
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in terms of such a highly general norm does not do i_ justice; the characterizationis too general. When formulated on a proper and useful level of generality,
methodological norms differ across the disciplines.

Such norms are among those invoked when a member of a discipline makes acriticism of what another member has said or done, or is self-critical. Makingcriticisms, or trying to, is central to critical thinking. Hence critical thinkingis different for different disciplines.

4. Objections considered and the argumentation completed. (0 It will beobjectectthat other norms presupposed in making criticisms are the same acrossthe disciplines. I agree that some are. Norms of logic, including formal logic,for determining consistency of views and validity of reasons have been noted.
Also the same across the disciplines, perhaps, are certain norms of character,such as intellectual honesty.? Seemingly the same, although perhaps so primarilyin name, are some "canona of workmanship" (Gerald Holton's phrase), such as"Exercise care." Apparently different, although still to be distinguished from
methodological norms, are norms of writing, the implicit norms exhibited by
often-obvious differences in disciplinary style -- differences as to explicitnessof organization, straight-forwardness of presentation, fullness of argumentation,and the like. As for norms in so-called informal logic, such as "Avoid the straw
man -fallacy'" and "Avoid equivocation," many of these may be the same across thedisciplines although applying them often requires having information from the
particular discipline, including knowing the meanings of some of its technicalterms. But whatever the sameness of such other norms across the disciplines,this is relatively unimportant. For the methodological norms are more import

(ii) Someone may respond that this is arbitrary. But there is reason forthinking methodological norms are more important. Such norms are the primary
norms used in research, and research is the home base of any discipline. Theresearch done in a discipline -- the results of that research, yes, but especiallythe manner in which the research is done, the methods used, its style of thinking
-- makes a discipline what it is. This activity over the years does much to
sustain and modify the form of life in which members of the discipline participate.The institution thus created of course has other roles, some quite vitally impor-tant, which its members fill; two of these, besides researcher, are instructor(which involves building into the student some of the discipline) and consultant.
But how it engages in research is conceptually primary to what a discipline is.
So among the norms used in the discipline those primary in research are the most
definitive of the discipline (and are so whether they be distinctive of it i.e.peculiar to itt as I am in effect arguing they tend to be, or not). The
methodological norms are more important.

(iii) It will be objected,. "What a discipline is doesn't determine what
s: uld be taught in it. So what has been argued doesn't determine the conclusion
drawn; that is, even if critical thinking is importantly different in different
disciplines, that doesn't determine that students should be taught to thinkcritically in the disciplines." The objection, as thus stated, has a key phrase,"doesn't determine", which is unquantified. The phrase may mean "doesn't completelydetermine," or it may mean "doesn't at all determine." I agree that what a
discipline is doesn't completely determine what should be taught. Dewey andHirst are both right in much of- what they say in this area. Pedagogical andespecially educational reasons are relevant as well. But'I disagree with theobjection if it be understood in the other way (which is the way needed to prove
my argumentation fallacious). Surely what a discipline is is relevant to whatshould be taught in it. If argument be needed here, note that what information a
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discipline contains at present is taken by everyone to be relevant to what shouldbe taught in it.

(iv) Still, why, positively, is what a discipline is relevant to whatshould be taught in it? in particular, even if a discipline is shaped over theyears and its core identity created by the methodological norms used in researchso that its research methods partly define what it is, why should this make adifference to what should be taught? One reason, I think is this: What a disciplineis is relevant "by itself" to what should be taught in it because presenting adiscipline as it is has value. Its showing integrity has value. Now, this ofcourse needs explaining. Further, this reason this "reason in itself," myclaim about some value of integrity in presentation making what a discipline is"relevant by itself" -- is needed to complete the ground presented in this paper.Yet I can only start to get clear on it. So it may turn out in the end that theother two sorts of ground mentioned at the beginning of this paper provide theonly satisfactory argumentation. It raa be that the relevance of "is" to "should"comes here only from the things which a person who knows what it is to think
critically in a discipline can do -- things such as telling the competent membersof a discipline from others, and not automatically relying on "what" one haslearned when confronted with a new area. Those are reasons of the means-end
sort, the sort familiar to all. Nonetheless also operating here is a sort ofreason no longer much heard in our society, and this old-fashioned reason, Ithink, is a good reason, one which does show the relevance of "is" to "should"positively. Towards getting clear on this reason, I offer the following.

From what point of view does a discipline presenting itself as it i_ havevalue? Not, or not only, from the point of view of the academy, in its pride in_ ,
itself. Nor from the vantage point of a status hierarchy which would imagineresearch to be of greater importance than instruction. The point of view fromwhich a discipline's presenting itself as it is has value is not merely that ofthe discipline itself. Nor, finally, is it a point of view motivated at bottomby the psychic need of one or another curmudgeon-like professor for a self-imageto sustain the confinement of his activities to those narrowly focussed on scholarshipor lab and perhaps a few promising graduate_students (or, as he may be heard toput it, to "my research" or "The Discipline"). However, I suspect that some suchprofessors are aware of the point of view from which preaenting a discipline asit is has value. What point of view is this? Consider some other cases. Theintegrity of a p2rson is worth showing when it's been questioned, but even whenit is not in question we admire a person for his (or her) integrity. In Sophocles'drama, for instance, we appreciate the hero, the heroic temper; we appreciate,say, Ajax, once he realizes what he has done when temporarily out of his mind,for the integrity he then shows and manifestly has. The integrity of a profespion
we also respond to as having value. For instance, the remarks of senior C.B.S.
newsmen recently, upon what seemed to them release from a regime too much takenwith the quantity of money earned and too little concerned with the quality ofthe news produced, struck a responsive chord in many of us. The integrity of acraft was very important historically, I suspect, especially to the Greeks, and
even today some of us in the academy and elsewhere in the "upper" reaches ofsociety can still appreciate a craftman's adherence to the canons of good workmanship.Similarly, as with Ajax's character and the newsman's profession and a sculptor's
or furniture-maker's craft, the integrity of a discipline we also respond to ashaving value. The point of view from which we thus respond to a discipline is,
as the other cases show, not one confined to a mere discipline, but a point ofview from which showing integrity has value generally. What this general pointof vie4 is may be further clarified by considering other cases of opposite sorts.Even if a,person be a coward, say, still, if he is not hypocritical about it, we
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grudgingly respect his being what he is i.e. his conduct matching his charac-er.A profession which requires deception, on the other hand, we feel to be lacking.Prostitution is the classic example.

Is this a legitimate point of view? The fact that we do not appreciateall that has value from it is no argument against the point of view. Nor is thefact that an institution, group or embodied idea has ceased to have such value.
The integrity of a tribe, historically first though the celebration of its ethosmay have been, we do not appreciate, and arguably it no longer has value. 'Further,I would suggest that in theology some have maintained the legitimacy of the
general point of view from which in various cases showing integrity has value,and have further explored what the point of view is. At any rate and finally,
the legitimacy of this point of view is highlighted, I suggest, by a further
remark, one which points to context rather than to means-ends: the remark that
even a discipline's being what it is -- showing itself as it is -- has value in asociety in which too often we call on others to tell us what we want to hear, and
too often respond to such calls by meeting the want. The contrast highlights thelegitimacy. Bringing out in this way the value of a discipline-s presentingitself in teaching or instruction as it is does not, I would suppose, increasethat value, or literally heighten it, but only reveals and so confirms it. Forthus to point to context for a contrast is effective, it would seem, because whatthe context is in contrast to (in our case, a discipline) already has value from
a legitimate point of view.

(v) I have said nothing directly about the compatibility of teaching
students to think critically with teaching one's discipline. Futther, if the
implications of what I have said for that be put aside, I have said nothing aboutthe feasibiliy of professors in the various disciplines teaching critical thinking.

1. Frederick L. Will, "Rules and Subsumption: Mutative Aspects of Logical
Processes," American Philosophical, Quarterly 22 (1985): 144 This is a worthwhilearticle.

2. John Passmore, The Philosophy of Teaching (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard
U.P., 1980), 173, order mine.

3. C. P. Snow, The TWo Culturea and the Scientific Revolution 2nd ed. (London:Cambridge U.P., 1963719590707:710
4. This norm, about transliterating value-words, is due to Arthur W. H.Adkins) a classicist now part of the Committee on Social Thought at the Univers tyof Chicago who, we can say, invented the sub-specialty of Greek Values with hisfirst book twenty-five years ago. Adkins has begun each of his three books on

Greek values with, in effect, the same first chapter. That chapter explains anddefends the methodology.
5. Passmore, The Philosophy of Teaching, 170
6. A. C. Crombie,-uPhilosophical

Presuppositions and Shifting Interpretations
of Galileo," in Theory Change, Ancient_ Axiomatics, and Galileo's Methodology, ed.Jaako Hintikka, David Gruender, and Evandrei-Agazzi Tardrecht: D. Reidel, 1981),vol. I, 283-284.

7. Relevant in this area is Michael Stocker, "Intellectual Desire, Emotion,and Action," in Ex laining Emotions, ed. Amelie Oksenberg Rorty (Berkeley: U. ofCalifornia P., 1980 , 324-338.
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WHAT DOES "TEACHING STUDENTS TO THINK CRITICALLY" ACTUALLY MEAN?

Roderic L. Owen
Mary Baldwin College

In 1977 Howard Bowen, one of the leading researchers in higher education,compiled a "catalogue" of the goals of colleges and universities across theUnited States goals that were identified in over one-thousand statements ofeducational mission by noted philosophers and educational critics, reports ofcommissions and faculty educators committees, and public pronouncements of leadingeducators. One of the "top ten" cognitive goals is "Rationality" defined asi) ability to think logically on the basis of useful assumptions, ii) capacityto see facts and events objectively - distinguishing the normative, ideological,and emotive from the positive and factual, iii) disposition to weigh evidence,evaluate facts and ideas critically, and to think independently, and iv) abilityto analyze and synthesize. Although there ore nine other cognitive goals, and manyother non-cognitive goals, listed in this comprehensive survey of college missions,it is clear that in the past several decades college educators have placed highestvalue on the development of thinking skills. This emphasis on reasoning has surpassedsuch other intellectual goals as developing esthetic sensibility and creativity or eventhe accumulation of substantive knowledge and certainly is considered far more import-ant than the moral, emotional, personal, or physical development of the individual."Development of the whole person" may be the leading catalogue mission statement butteaching skills in critical thinking is the most important goal.

In his paper Neale Muck low has made the case that critical thinking should betaught through the traditional disciplines and departments and not relegated tospecific philosophy courses in logic or "principles of reasoning". In thisreaction paper I am, in a sense, taking several steps backwards -- not for the sakeof digression nor to muddy the intellectual waters but to examine this pedagogicalconcern from a wider, or at least, different perspective. Muck low's paper, for me,raised several questions: what, exactly, is critical thinking at least, how is itbest understood as an educational goal? Secondly, why are we now so widely concernedabout critical thinking? There have been, of late, numerous conferences, books, andmeetings ort the topic. Is it that we're not teaching it properly anymore? Or, that wedon't know what it is? And, thirdly, as directly addressed in Neale Muck low's paper,where, and also how, should it be taught in the undergraduate curriculum? Is it mosteffectively taught through traditional disciplinary courses?

Let us turn to the second question initially; whatever exactly it is, why arewe hearing and reading so much about the need to infuse undergraduate learningwith critical thinking? It is already a widely and readily acclaimed goal of highereducation. Are we to understand that we are failing to reach critical thinking?Allow me to briefly play the role of social commentator, drawing upon informal discuss-ions with colleagues across the liberal arts as well as periodic reading in such nationalpublications on higher education as "The Chronicle", "Change", "Liberal Education",ond"Teachers College Record". A listing follows of some quite pejorative, and in someinstances paranoid, responses to these questions.

espondence: A. 1 P. , Mary Baldwin óllege, StountonVà. 24401
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The first explanation is entitled, "let's beat down the disciplines." Themove to teach faculty how to teach critical thinking is a means of slipping in
programs of faculty development through the front door. It is, at best, an attempt
to improve faculty teaching skills and, at worst, an effort to weaken the tight gripof the overly specialized disciplinary bosses and introduce interdisciplinary coursework.

The second is labeled, "why, it's just a liberal education". Critical thinking
is - when you get right down to it - almost synonymous with becoming liberally
educated. Moreover, critical thinking is a broad catch-all phrase that offends
no one. It is a value free skill, so it is a goal everyone can agree on.

Third, "offer all the intellect is most critical." This is a movement to re-
assert the primary mission of American higher education: intellectual development.
Colleges, undergraduate curriculae, are not the place to be overly concerned with
physical, moral, or affective development - nor even professional and career train-ing. Intellect is primary.

The fourth explanation is entitled, "those sneaky social scientists". There isa growing sense that we in higher education need to make effective use of the recentresearch in the social sciences - especially psychology. We now understand better
than ever how people learn, the !lest ways to motivate students, and what teachers
can do to effectively teach. Instructors trained in traditional content-area
doctoral programs, however, are wary of diluting their teaching, weakening the
passing-on of disciplinary knowledge, methods, and mores by using teaching strategies
and materials that draw upon pycho-social research on student learning. In other
words, the teaching of critical thinking may be a means of introducing some degree
of pedagogical awareness and sensivity to the hardened, disciplinary-oriented
faculty member.

Fifth, "let the philosophers do it". Critical thinking is what is taught in
such philosophy department courses as "logic" or."principles of reasoning". Let
them take care of it. Neale MUcklow successfully argues against this specific,
limited understanding of the expression.

And, finally, Hwhy all the fuss?" Like most of the overt goals of higher
education, critical thinking is nevertheless taci. tly learned through the experience
of disciplinary learning in many different classes with many different faculty
over a period of time. There is no need to become any more explicit or any moreconcerned.

By offering these interpretations, I do not intend to discount the
principled and, indeed, for us at least, enjoyable process of pure and dis-
interested analysis of "critical thinking" as an educational concept. However,
without suggesting which, if any, of these popular interpretations is most occur te,I trust this summary helps establish a context or backdrop for our dialogue.

To return to the first question, what is critical thinking? There are many,
many sources to turn to for extended, detailed definitions and analyse& In thisreaction paper, I will refrain from citing epistemological studies on human reason
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and, rather, turn to other quite specific and concrete definitions developed foreducational practioners -- for day-to-day use. This first example was presentedby Arthur Cohn in his book on developing objectives for college courses. He out-lines the following objectives requiring increasing levels of intellectual competence:I) knowledge 2) comprehension 3) application 4) analysis 5) synthesis and6) evaluation. The second listing is extracted from a mundane, but ubiquitous,force in our lifes: The United States government. Its updated Dictionary ofOccu ational Titles includes sections on skills in working with people, t ingi,and data. Data is considered synonymous with information ... and with knowledge.Data, according to the manual, is intangible and includes numbers, words, symbols,ideas and concepts. Another hierarchical listing in ascending order of intellect-ual complexity follows: I) comparing 2) copying 3) computing 4) compiling5) analyzing 6) coordinating and 7) synthezing.

Finally, to draw upon a source known to all of us, Bloom's Taxonomy of Educational212jectives, this again is a hierarchical listing -- moving from the lower, simpler, moreconcrete skills to the higher, complex, abstract intellectual abilities.
I) comprehension
2) basic computation
3) transcription
4) simple comparison/contrast
5) compilation of information.
6) ability to translate
7) interpretation & extrapolation
8) application of concepts and rules
9) analysis of elements, relationships & organization principlek10) synthesis

II) evaluation and judgement
12) creativity

Although these lists vary in detail and vocabulary, I believe they are repre-sentative of our general understanding of what is meant by "critical thinking".Skills in critical thinking build upon, but are not fully contained within, basiccomprehension; compiling, sorting, or memorizing information; acquiring facts anddata; and translating or transcribing. It is not until we reach the level of suchabilities as analysis, interpretation, evaluation, and application that we begin tofeel comfortable and readily assert: yes, that is critical thinking.

The teaching of such skills is important; indeed it is critical. Nevertheless,critical thinking, thus defined, is not an end in itself nor is it the highestachievable educational goal. There are intellectual skills and attitudes (or,perhaps, qualities would serve as a more accurate term) that build upon andsurpass "critical thinking"; they are generally higher in intellectual valueand complexity. Neale is careful to point this out in his paper on his discussionof imagination. I would add synthesis (the conceptual integration of knowledgeto discover new facts or develop new concepts, theories, or interpretations;to view data and ideas in a connected manner); intellectual integrity(understanding the idea of truth and its contingent nature. A disposition toseek and speak the truth and be conscientious in inquiry); intellectual tolerance(freedom of mind. Openess to new ideas. Willingness to question orthodoxy. Afull appreciation of intellectual and cultural diversity); ethical judgement(an informed, critical intellect capable of recognizing and making humane and
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discriminatory moral choices sensitive to the limits of rationality in theface of moral dilemma) and creativity. No single instructor, course, discipline,ar four-year college curriculum could, or even should, realistically expect toreach these, the highest goals although we should try, and at least lay thefoundation for an individual lifetime of seeking to fulfill these high ideals.
Critical thinking, on the other hand, probably cannot be taught in CI single classor discipline, or by a single instructor, but it is achievable -- and, to somedegree, measurable within the four year undergraduate program. Whether or notit is taught in interdisciplinary classes, traditional liberal arts courses,advanced disciplinary courses or selected philosophy courses it is a more
manageable, tangible and attainable goal. It lends itself well to quantative
forms of measurement and data accumulation. Arguments to state legislative bodiesand others to the effect that higher education is worthwhile can be defended withhard data. The danger, of course, is that we may become overly enamoured with thegeneric, value-free skill of critical thinking at the expense of other, at leastequally, important (if more problematic) pedagogical objectives.

While acknowledging that there is more to education than teaching criticalthinking -- then, the disciplines the best place to teach the skill? To
close with one final twist in perspective, perhaps placement in the curricuimmis a largely irrelevant criterion. The issue may revolve around exposure to
effective teaching. Perhaps it is those who work with instructors who generateenthusiasm to learn; dexterously guide students in comprehending and analyzing
concepts, theories and principles; teach students how and why to think critically
and independently; and maintain personal respect and genuine concern for students'intellectual growth those are the lucky individuals who emerge with strong skillsin critical thinking no matter which discipline or what particular array of courseshas been taken.

I. H. R. Bowen, Investment in Learnin The Individual and Social Value ofAmerican Hi her Education SanFrancisco: Jossey-Buss, 1977 .
2. D. Sloan, "Teaching of Ethics in the American Undergraduate Curriculum",1876-1976 The Hastings Center Re.ort 1979, 9 (61): 2141.
3. Vide: C. Meyers TeachingAtudents to Think Criticallx:A Guide for Faculty

in All Disciplines (San Francisca: Jossey-B-as, 198 6-37
4. A. Cohn Objectives for Colleg Courses (Beverley Hills, Calif: Glencoe Press,1970).
5. U. S. Department of Labor The Dictionar of Occu ational Titles (WashingtonD.C. U. S., Government Printing Of ice, 1977, 4th ed
6. B. Bloom (Ed) Taxonomof Educational Objectyes (New York: David McKayCo., Inc., 1956).



THE PARABOLIC CRITIQUE

Thomas O. Buford
Furman University

in a paper I presented at the 1982 annual meeting of SAFES, "Rabbits, Learning,and Virtue," I asked what view of persons is sufficient for the most coherent under-standing of "X is learning to be Y" where X is any particular person and Y is anyvirtue. I contended that story or narrative along with context and the intentionsof person are the sufficient conditions for the most coherent understanding oflearning. Professor West in his response argued if we adopt a narrative view ofself there is no way to determine within story alone why we ought to adopt one storyover another. I want to respond to his critique by contending that story can beevaluated by story without turning to philosophy to do so. Our disagreement is onemore in the long conflict between poetry and philosophy. In that quarrel the philo-sopher argues as follows:
1) Myths (story) cannot be evaluated and must be simply believed or notbelieved.
2) Only through reason (philosophy) can stories be evaluated.3) We must evaluate our stories. Therefore, we must rely on reason or'philosophy to evaluate our stories.

I claim that the second premise_is false, and that the conclusion is thereforenot justified. How can I make out this argument? The position I want to support isthat certain types of story can be_evaluated-by parable. To do so I shall discussthe following topics: (1) story, (2) parable, and (3) a parable of Jesus. Now letus turn to story.

Plato, in his contribution to the old quarrel between the philosopher and thepoet, attempted to lead us from the signless dessert of myth and into the wellcharted_regions of reason and philosophy. We can get a good idea of what storymeans if we understand_ what Plato was attacking. At the outset an important dis-tinction must be made between story and myth. I am using story in the sense of nar-'rative form. It is an imaginative construction rooted in image and metaphor in con-trast to a logical construction_rooted in experience, concepts and relations. Mythis one type of story. _Stephen Crites in an interesting article, "The NarrativeQuality of Experience," published in the JournAl.pf_the American Academ of Reli ionin 1971, clarifies the nature of story an- myth. He contends that mYths are notsimply consciously created fictions of imagination. They lie too deeply in our con-sciousness for that; "... they form censciousness rather than being among the ob-jects of which_it is directly aware."I Myths form the horizons of people, "Peoplelive in them."2 In addition, mythopoeic stories are also "anonymous and communal.'Finally, no telling exhausts these stories. They are not directly told. However,these deep seated, fundamental forms of consciousness, are recited by_people throughstories of their own creation. These recitations are the creations of peoples andare formed by their social, cultural, historical situation or context. Each recita-tion created finds its roots in the deeper, underlying myths of its horizon. Critesplaces myths and the created stories under two separate headings: sacred storiesand mundane stories, respectively. If people "awaken to a sacred_story" that "formsthe very- consciousness that projects a total world horizon, and therefore informsthe intentions by which actions are projected into that world," then mundane stories

Correspondence: Department of Philosophy, Furman University, Greenville, SC 2961
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are the created, objectified images of a people in their attempt to understand thehorizon in which they live.4 These mundane stories may carry the authority ofscripture for these people. And in so doing some mundane stories take deeper sound-ings than other. Through such mundane stories the sacred stories resonate.

To illustrate this distinction between sacred stories and mundane stories con-sider its implications for the identity of persons. Persons living in a cultural,historical, social, physical context, and within the horizon of their sacred story,form a practical/moral identity. Their telling mundane stories which resonate thesacred stories forms the basis of their own personal identity. The identity of aparticular person living in a particular environment is not only the practical/moralidentity of a person who is a farmer, but of that person who is, for instance, aChristian farmer. This would result from his retelling for himself the mundanestories of the New Testament and Old Iestament which themselves are the attempts ofa people to understand their horizon. With this view of story and something of itsnature and complexity in mind we can gain a better understanding of what Plato isrejecting in his quarrel-with the poets.

Plato focused attention on mundane stories, those told by Homer and Hesiod.believed that they cannot be evaluated and must be either simply believed or notbelieved. And given his view of the unpredictable, excessive behavior of the Olym-pian gods as portrayed in Homer's Ilim_elujimgy and Hesiod's Thengony and Workand Dayi, we can see why he rejected them and searched human reason and experiiiafer the life that is truly virtuous. The virtuous life must rest on something otherthan the authority of the sacred scripture, the mundane stories of-Homer and Hesiod.Thus he sought to evaluate what is valuable, in these stories by turning to reason orto philosophy. I contend however that we do not need to turn to philosophy in orderto evaluate stories. Rather, we can turn to a device that is born of story itself,the parable. Let us now turn to the nature of parable and particularly the functionof parable as critique of story. As we do so, however, we must turn to biblicalscholars, specifically those who have studied the teachings of Jesus. What they sayapplies to parable form tn generalAnd not simply to the parables Jesus told. Forclarity I shall attend to an important parable of Jesus in making out my argument.

First, what is a parable? It is not an allegory. Following Julicher, Dodd inThe Parables of the Kin:dom contended, "In all allegory, ... each detail is a sepa-rate metaphor, with a-significance of its own .... To take a biblical example, inPaul's allegory of the Christian warrior_the girdle is Truth, the breastplateRighteousness, the §hoes Peace, the shield Faith, the helmet, Salvation, and thesword Word of God."? In contrast a parable whether it is a "simple metaphor, or amore elaborate_similitude, or a full 'length story, presents one single point of com-parison. The details are not_intended to have independent significance."' Also, incontrast to allegories with their hidden meanings, parables are simple, vividstories whose meaning is simple and self-evident to thehearer or reader. Ifparables are not allegories, how do they function? Dodd, again following Julicher,argued that the parables as literary devices have one central function and that isinstruction. But about what do they give instruction? They give moral and
spiritual instruction about living in the kingdom of God. We should not look in theparables for hidden meanings and correspondences with the whole Christian story.The parables reveaLto us the moral structure of the universe, and once we know itwe can conduct our lives in terms, of it. Through the parables we can learn what Godwants us to do in his kingdom even though we cannot learn much about how we fit intothe cosmic scheme of things. It is that moral .structure that we share with ancientman. Dodd's view of the nature of parables has been genevIlly held until quite
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recently.

Recently, however, some students of parables contend that parables are rhetori-cal devices for self-confrontation. The parables are sticks of dynamite that ex-plode our self-created world, make us confront ourselves, and in the act of choosingcreate ourselves. Scholars such as Jeremias, Bultmann, and John Dominic Crossan (astructuralist) developed this view. Jeremias says that, "...each of them was ut-tered in an actual situation in the life of Jesus and a particular and often unfore-seen crisis .... They were preponderantly concerned with
a situation of conflict,they correct, reprove, attack: for the greater part though not not exclusively, theparables are weapons of warfere."8 In taking this position Jeremias and Crossanare rejecting both the allegorical view of parable and the moral view of parable,the view that each parable teaches one distinct moral lesson. They do so, particu-larly Crossan, because of their understanding of the literary structure of myth andparable. The approach I take here then depends upon the work of literary critics,but it goes beyond them. Textual and historical criticism are of inestimable valuein understanding and interprtting parables. We have learned to distinguish parableand allegory and to treat the parable as "a metaphor or simile drawn.from nature orcommon life, arresting the hearer by its vividness or strangeness, and leaving themind in smfficient doubt about its precise application to tease it into activethought."1 And we now understand that the parables function as "weapons of war-fare," weapons that Jesus used in his controversial dialogues with his hearers. Theparables are metaphors that function to subvert our mundane stories. Andin thatsubversion they allow us to see and hear what those stories obscured. One more im-portant point must be made about our view of parables.

Biblical scholars who take the historical-critical approach overemphasize thesayings of Jesus, the intent of the writer (such as Matthew or Mark), and the timeof writing. They seem to ignore the hearer of the sayings of Jesus. It will bedifficult to understand why Jesus spokifiii way he did if we do not understand howhis hearers are likely to take what he has to say. For example, only if we under-stand how a scribe usually thinks will we understand how the parable functions inresponse to their questions, that is, why Jesus tells the parable of the GoodSamaritan just the way he did. If a scribe thinks and lives on the basis of (1) ahorizon,. .(4 interpretations_ofthe,
mundane stories, told within-that-horizon, and(3) an identity created within that framework, then we must understand his societyand culture. Textual, literary, and historical critics tend to ignore that thescribe brought a social, cultural background to the situations in which Jesus talkedand listened and do not do an adequate job of connecting his parable to the scribesto whom he talked. Thus, the interpreter of Jesus' parables must examine them ihtheir lived situation of dialogue. To our interpretation of the parable, in thiscase those of Jesus, we must listen not just to the historical and literary criticbut also to the cultural anthropologist. Cultural anthropology iS of inestimablevalue in connecting the lives of people to their deepest narratives. This approachto the parable can be called dialogical hermeneutics.

Diilogical hermeneutics arises from_ the inadequacies of historical and literarycriticism. It is, rooted in the belief that persons everywhere make choices, thosechoices are based on beliefs, and those beliefs have the persuasive power they dobecause of the authority of the beliefs they live by. As an example, the beliefs ofthe Jewish people of_Jesus' day are their stories of God's shepherding his people.When conflict or difficulties occur someone arises to interpret the new situation inlight of the sacred and mundane stories and in light of the new situation. Jesuswas part of this tradition. He confronted people who had isolated a portion of that
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narrative tradition and had hardened it into the full truth about God and his king-dom. They accepted only what fit into their mundane_stories, their recitation ofthe Way. To attack this hardened recitation, or idols of the_kingdom, Jesus usedparables. He sought to subvert the narrower horizons of his hearers, their idols,so that they could hear God. And in hearing and being God's people they live in HisKingdom now and in the future_. With this view of the nature_and function of parablein mind, particularly set within the context of a larger dialogical hermeneutics, wecan now turn to the structure of parable.

Crossan has analyzed the structur -f the literary form we call parable anyparable and not only those of Jesus).1- Depending upon Roland'Barthes and AlOrdasJulien Greimas, French structuralist, Crossan outlines the structure of the parable.His argument is that "there is in every parabolic situation a battle of basic struc-tures. There is the structure of expectation on the part of the hearer, and thereis the structural expression_on the part of the speaker. The structures are in di-ametrical opposition, and this opposition is the heart of the parabolic event. Thatis, the hearer expects that_a certain_Object (0+) will be given by a certain Giver(GI-) to a certain Receiver (14) and that the opposite Object (0-) may also be givenby a certain other Giver (G-) to a certain_opposite Receiver (R-). What actuallyhappens in the parable _is the reverse_of what the hearer_expects. The two pos-sibilities are outlined in Figure 7."11 Crossan's view helps us clarify the view-point of dialogical hermeneutics. The parable functions in a relationship_betweentwo or more persons_in which one person through story,is attacking the mundane orsacred stories of .the hearer. And in so'doing is attempting to lead that person tobecome aware of_ not only their story, but also the limitations of that story,whether it be their sacred story (their horizon) or their mundane stories.

Now.let's illustrate this view_of parables with one Jesus told, as recorded inLuke 10, The Good Samaritan._ According to Luke, Jesus and his disciples weretraveling to Jerusalem. Hp had been teaching in the area of Galilee for sometimeand "he-set his face resolutely towards Jerusalem."12 After sending out the seventyto prepare his way, they_returned telling of many wondrous events. (It is possiblethat Jesus was followed by seventy or eighty people.) During their journey theywere sitting listening to_Jesus, and a scribe stood up to ask Jesus a question. Hewas not hostile; he showed courtesy by standing:_and_addressing
Jesus as teacher.But it was his-way-as a Icribe to-ask-pointed-And-penetrating

questions. To thosesitting around who were unlearned, who were not masters of the Torah, the questionsand the manner may have seemed hair-splitting and testy. But that is a misun-derstanding of the scribe. Who were the scribes, and what was this man expectingfrom Jesus?

Scribes were associated with the interpretation and protection of the Law. (Inthe New Testament "Scribe" is_used interchangeably with_ "Pharisee.")1,5 Their originis unknown, but by the time of Jesus a scribe_was a truly powerful person in Israel.Scribes were respected because of one thing, their knowledge. Education began at anearly age, and sometimes by the age of fourteen they had mastered the interpretationof the Law. Their education continued under the tutelage of a scribe. Upon learn-ing all the traditional matprial_and methods of interpretation they became competentto make judgments on questions of punishments for
. crimes_ and legislation governingreligious, observances. They then became non-ordained scholars. At the age of fortythey, could.be ordained a scribe with full rights and privileges. As rabbis theydevoted their lives to three tasks: "to make...decisions on matters of religiouslegislation and of ritual, to act as judge in criminal proceedings, and _to pajudgment in civil cases either as a member of the court or as an individual."14
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These men were not necessarily priests. They held positions in Israel all the wayfrom the priesthood to merchants and tentmakers such as Paul.

But it is the scribe's way of thinking and what he was likely to expect ofJesus that interests us. Scribes believed that_God made a covenant with his people.The covenant is a contract between parties in which each is mutually bound. Godexpressed in the written and oral law given to Moses what he requires of his people.Transmitted from Moses through Joshua, the elders, the prophets, the men of theGreat Synagogue, the law became entrusted to the scholars, thescribes. Threestatements summarize the_teaching of the scribes: "(1)_God, the Father, so lovedthe individual that (2) he revealed his twofold law to Israel,_so that (3) each in-dividual who internalized this twofold_law and obeyedthe teachings of the scholarclass could anticipate that after death his soul would enjoy life in the world tocome, alongside God the Father, and.that in the distant future his soul would berestored to his resurrected body._"1* To_live in the Kingdom, God's people must ob-serve the Law conscientiously andliterally. God is obliged to reward them accord-ing to their faithfulness to the Law. Rewards corresponded to the_services ren-dered. If a person or a nation acts according to the Law, God is duty bound to re-ward them. If they do not he will punish them. There is a correspondence to God'sreward/punishment and man's services lack of services.

If the religious and moral lifedepends on observance of theLaw it is neces-sary for persons to know the Law. The Divine Law is the Torah, what is written inthe Pentateuch, and the oral law. This includes the commands of God that must beobeyed, the judgments made by judges in court cases that are sanctioned by God, thestatutes enacted by a_lawgiver, and the precepts that apply to the various circum-stances in which people find themselves.

Because matters of life and death were at stake, scribes spent enormous energyand time mastering the intricacies and complexity of the Law. They needed twothings: a prodigious memory and a keen analytic mind. They needed the memory be-cause they must commit to memory both the written law and oral law. (It was forbid-den to write down oral law.) Scribes must also be able to think analytically. TheHebrew word for understanding is bin; this means to separate, to dismember. Fromthis word comes "binah--'understaRffng,
comprehension, discernment, insight'. TheHebrew separates the non-essential and -external from the essential and important inorder to find the heart of the matter, and, once 'having found it, to express it asbriefly and pointedly as possible."16 When a difficult case comes before the courtthe judge may ask advice from a scribe. Since the views of only one scribe cannotbe taken as standard, several would meet and discuss the issue in question. Stu-dents. were often invited to listen to the discussion. Defining the issue caref41lyrequired the ability to make fine, oftentimes abstruse distinctions; clarity camethrough careful definition of the issue. Once the question was defined the relevantpoints of Law were discussed to determine which were applicable and which took pre-cedence over others. Once the issue and relevant precedents were cited a formulawas worked out to answer the request of the judge. These formulas became part ofthe unwritten law and required accurate memorization. Clearly the scribe's author -ty to teach and to decide legal questions was dependent on his mastery of the law..

What was the scribe expecting of Jesus? Jesus was a Jew and he was teachingabout God and how to live godly lives. Since this required a mastery of the Law,the scribe asked Jesus a question expecting an answer based on the law. Simply putthe scribe expected a rational answer based on_the Law. The scribe expected Jesusto engage him on the same assumptions the scribe held: the place of the Law in

63
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Jewish life, obedience to the Law, mastery of fits contents, keen analytical think-ing, and an extraordinary memory. In other words, the scribe expected Jesus to actlike a scribe. Let's return to the discussion between Jesus and the scribe.

The scribe asked a question scribes discussed over and over without a resolu-tion: "what shall I do to inherit eternal life?" Meeting him on his own groundJesqs responded with a question: "What do you, a devoted student of the Law, graspto be the essence of the Law on this question?" The scribe's answer penetrates theheart of the matter drawing on Deutemomy 6:5, 10:12 and Leviticus 19:18. (Here isan example of the analytical, raintive mind of the scribe.) Jesu-s-' response wassimple: "You are correct. Do that and you will have eternal life." Such a suc-cinct discussion that settled an age old question made the scribe seem foolish, orat least he seemed to think so. The text says, "But he, desiring to justify him-self..." He probably felt that his authority rested in his skill in handling dif-ficult questions, and his quick give and take with Jesus on one of the most dif-ficult issues made it seem that little or no skill was involved. That can unsettlea person who prides himself in getting the betterin a discussion of the law. Herean unlearned, relatively young man, had made quick work of him. Thus, he quibbledover a word in,the answer he gave. "And who is my neighbor?"

The scribe probably knew of a debate that centered on the interpretatiorrofLeviticus 19:18, "You, shall not take vengeance or bear any grudge against the sonsof your own people, but you shaT1 love your neighbor as yourself: I am the Lord."The key issue is who is included in "own people." Pharisees excluded all non-Pharisees and Essenes all "sons of darkness"; renegades, informers, and hereticswere to be pushed into the ditch. The view stated in Matthew 5:43 was widespread:"You have heard that it was said, You shall love your neighbor and hate your enemy."The essence of the issue is this: according to the Torah whom must I love and whomnot? This was a point of law, and the scribe was ready to debate it. Jesus under-staod the scribe and took up the challenge. Buthe did not continue the discussionby debating the Law. Instead he told him a story.

The details of the story or parable were_familiar to the scribe and those lis-tening. .A man was traveling the long, descending road from Jerusalem to Jericho.He was attacked by robbers who easily lay in:wait in one of the many caves close tothe road. They took his belongings and clothing, beat him into submission, and lefthim in a serious condition. A priest, traveling from Jerusalem to Jericho, saw theman and avoided him by passing on the opposite side of the road. Probably afterfulfilling his responsibilities in helping conduct Temple worship for the week as-signed to him, the Priest was on_his way home. His life is regulated by the Law, heobeyed the command of God, "Speak to the priests...that none of them shall defilehimself for the dead_among his people." (Leviticus 21:1) Likewise the Levite passedthe man staying on the opposite side of the road. Possibly he was on the way to theTemple and must nut be defiled by a dead man. The Levites' job in the Temple was tobe a musician, a janitor, or a policeman. On the grounds of the Law both the priestand the Levite justifiably ignored the_man_and went on to perform their religiousduties. Then a Samaritan passed by and helped the man. After tending to his woundshe put the man on his own donkey and paid an innkeeper to care for him. The priestand levite were close to the top of the social_ladder in Israel, but the Samaritanwas at the.very bottom. If you were not a_full blooded Israelite you could be a_social outcast- and have a place in a social system descending_from those who worked_at despised trades, Jewish slaves, Israelites with a slight blemish, Israelites with
a grave blemish, Gentile slaves, and Samaritans. The_ descendants of those who re-mained in Judah during the exile and intermarried with the people in the land werenot trusted even that* Jews would trade with them. Jews had no social or friendly
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relations with Samaritans. _They did not eat in the same room with them and did notuse dishes in common. To the Jew the Samaritan did not live according to the Law- and received the judgment of God. Any right thinking Jew who understood the placeof the law in his life simply imitated what he believed to be the attitude of Godtoward the Samaritan.

When he completed the story Jesus_asked the lawyer to draw a conclusion regard-ing who is my "neighbor." On the scribe's own interpretation of the Law he must seethe act of the Samaritan as fulfilling the law. To his credit the scribe was con-sistent with his own interpretation. "Neighbor" means fellow countryman and allother persons as well.

To interpret this saying on the level of historical analysis makes the storyonly a useful device for driving home a moral point and ignores its literary func-tion. We have seen that a parable is an extended metaphor that functions in part asa weapon of warfare in the hands of Jesus. He used them to attack and subvert themundane stories of the kingdom held by some Jews of his day. How does this storysubvert the stor held by the scribe?

When the scribe makes choices and crea...
_ 1M-structure for himself he doesso on the basis of some deeply held.theological beliefs. He believes that the cove-nant is a contract between God and man and that the Law is what man must do to ful-fill his side of the agreement.. In his mercy God has made a contract with us andthe Law has been given. There is nothing more for God to say to us. It is up to usto obey God's commands. If we live according to the Law God will benefit us, and ifwe do not God's wrath will come upon us. When a problem arises in daily livingabout what he ought to do the scribe appeals to the Law and depends on his abilityto think analytically. Once he has rationally settled the question he acts in ac-cordance with his knowledge of the Law._ Jesus is not attacking the scribe's commit-ment to the Law and to sound thinking; he_is attacking the _scribe's belief that"rational deliberation over the Law" is all_ we need to guide our life in thekingdom.

How doeS_the parable function to subvert that "obviously" correct belief? Inthe mind of the scribe, and possibly those listening to Jesus, Priests and Levitesdo that which is right; they act according to the Law and inherit eternal life. Butthe Samaritans. do that_which is wrong; they do not act according te the Law and willnot inherit eternal life. Given the beliefs of the scribe that is the way he ex-pects Priests, Levites, and Samaritans to behave; no other conclusion can be drawn.Yet on the basis of his_own interpretation of the law the scribe must draw a conclu-sion_contradictory to the_expected one; the priest and Levite do not follow the lawand do not inherit eternal life, but the Samaritan does! What Jesus does throughstory or parable form is force the_scribe to draw a conclusion that is a contradic-tion of his own beliefs. How can he believe that his whole way of thinking isfalse? it's false, but it can't be false. What Jesus is attacking is the scribe'scommitment to the belief that the only way to understand God and how we should liveis through his understanding of the meaning of rational deliberation over the law.This way of thinking defines a scribe; Jesus is attacking the man's definition ofhimself. That definition arises from the mundane story Jesus is attempting to sub-vert; that way of life has hardened into_certainty and Jesus is turning it_up sidedown. But Jesus is also aiding the scribe to hear, to see. God is not only a Godof judgment; He is also a God of love. That love cannot be contained_within the
scribes' narrow conception .of "rational deliberation over the Law." Jesus is notsaying that acting in a reasonable manner is not part of the Kingdom way. But thescribe's view of reasonableness must expand to include seeing and hearing as well as
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17..hinking and doing. Jesus was asking himto take abmader view of tt-e Torah,ir-ekindied by the sacred story, to the epiphany of Yahweh.

Now that .we have looked at thenature, structumend function olF parable andhmave one clear example, we are in a positicm to dramthe
conclusion tkaat the secondppr.lemise in a Platonic type argument, thatonly throohreason (philosc>phy) canstories be evaluated, is false. They can be evaluated, at least in orle sense ofthat word, by means of parable. We have seen that theparable of the Good Samaritanubverts the narrow interpretation of the scribe's horizon; it undercuts the narra-t lye, in this case his mundane story. It seeks to draw the hearer out: of his narrowh.orizon to see another possibility. In the parable mhave story evat uating story.okild if this analysis of the nature, structure, and fttion of parable is correcttreen we do not have to turn to philosophy to evaluamour stories.

While I believe I have made MY point, I want toaM a short epilcolgue to thisd-iscussion. One implication of the analysis I have demloped is that ithe paraboleraltAacks story, and that story is something that can beadopted by pers4pris who arealt;tempting to understand the nature of reliOon. Thhleaves the sepaaration of po-ery and philosophy intact. It can be said that theparaboler can attQack storywPaile the skeptic can attack philosophy. Each form cfcritique is borri of its ownprents. An interesting topic that shouldte dealt 0 is whether or not parablecam attack philosophy. 'But to show that requires a discussion of how Rhilosophy isul timately rooted in metaphor and how metapiMw is thenot of story. But that isaraother paper, a paper on the philosophy of Giambatthta Vico.

1. Stephen Crites, "The Narrative Quality of Expei ce," Journal oolF AmericanAsg5lqlty of Eglig_ign, vol. 29, no. 3 (September, 1971) 295.2. Ibid.
3. Ibid.
4. Ibid., p. 296.
5. ETTi Wiesel in Messengprs of God (New York: Smog Book, 1976) Rias done thisfox-- many Old Testament stories.
6. C. H. Dodd, The Parables of the (irorIn (New York: Charles Scrik'ner's Sons,19(51), p. 7, 8.
7. Ibid., p. 7.
S. Joachim Jeremias, The Parables of Jesus (London: SCM Press, Ltd..., 1955)19._
9. Dodd, Parables, p. 5.

1_0. John Dominic Crossan in The Dark Interval (Alle,Texas: Argus C:ommunica-Moores, 1975), pp. 64-67, analyzes the parable in the following figures.

Figure 4

Giver G) Object (0)---,Receiver (R)

Helper (H) --* Subject (S) -Oppcnent (Op)

6 6



Figure 5

Insurance
(Giver)

-61

-WV Stolen Merchandise
(Object)

Private Detective ''s -+ Private De ective
friend himself
(Helper) (Subject)

Figure 6

Figure 7

04 =PR*

0

Owner-Insurer
of Meahndise
(Racipia)

The Thiff

(The Opponent)

tructure of structureoftructure of
speaker_ hearer speaker
expressiom

j
expectation expressiion

ei ther or

11. Ibid., p. 66.
12 . hew gnaw_t 034, Luke 10:51.
13. E. Rivkin, "fngt-iseir The Interpreter's OictiorlaY of the Bible--!qpialmatAry. Volume eth CriF(ed.). (Nashvtlle: A imgE Press,-1976 ), p.660.
-14. Joachim Jeremim,4erosalem in the Time of Jesus (Philadelphia: FortressPress, 1969), p. 236,

. 15. Rivkin, interete s Dictionary, p. 660.
16. Thorlief Boman, ebr-OW Thought Com ared with Greek (hiladelphia: TheWestminster Press, 1960),p. 203.

67



GEUIRDER ThL1ThC AND INTUITWE LXPERIENCE

itrarren Strandberg
Virginia Girsonvealth University

I grow tat reasimgly unsett -led over the mounting call for the use ofcomputers in th _e development of 1-aigher-order chinking. The concern is not thatstudents will tass cosspOters as an tde in the development of certain low-levelthinking abilit tea, mreven to reach or model a very limited kind of problem-solving skills. Rathecit is that computers will be used as a primary means ofnur tur ing highe=--ordee thinking. That could result in a very restrictive notionof higher-order r--hinkimgand in ts-m-n limit what teachers do to cultivate thatdimension of thOsaght toi students

The problem= la aggravated b the excitement generated over the developmentof nes,/ elith-genratiora computers ystems, "capable of operating intelligently ina mannet eorneWhe lik,e that of t t--ze human brain."' Excitement is also fueled byitems sound in he poplar liteeture such as the account of a short storywritten by a cn-0.1apu re end -publ I_ shed in Omni Magazine.2 Even responsiblescholars are qnie7-1c to nAte that "pr-ioperly designed [computers] can allow studentsto formulate NI-potheAes, test them, analyze results, and refine theirconception. !do: renver,they can pbrovide the student with a record of the courseof hie other invstigationa, pertat tting greater self-awareness of thinking andlearning.° Se.111 advccacy is n.co r, by itself, bad. The problem arises onlywhen the thinking nurtuod by the .tomputer is viewed as the primary or exclusivekind of higher--oloorder thinking or- when the use of che computer inhibits thedeveloptaentof otM-ter kimds of think-Lng of a higher-order.

ThispresenWt threat ts not Moe dissimilar from that faced by a previousgenerstionin wicb science was seen as the paradigm of institutionalizedrationality. But that linited paradigm of rationality, as Newton-Smith observes,
"embodied untenalaKe asaunptions corlerning the objectivity of truth, s;he role of
evidence and the invaciance of sn.anings."4 Success in science has certainlyled to thesdoptit=sn of redlutionistc notions of rationality. Likewise, presentsuccess with the comPtaser and the promise of artificial intelligence may sechieeus into acceptirsm4 a very limite d. notion of higher-order thinking. Thisredactionist movfm-e couLdlead to view of the human mind as an informationprocessingroachia=ale in which highder-order thinking is seen primarily as allinterrelationship of facts and rulem

One of the biomes t kown advoca=es of the use of the computer in the teaching
of Chinking ia Se sAnur Papert. In b.to book, Mindstorms, Papert actively promoteS
the value of this=king like a couracynter program, a program that "proceeds in astep-by-tstep lttral, mehanical fashion."5 Not only does learning how to
program tbecomputt..er ourtme high-or-der thinking, but, in Papert's mind it alsohelps young peoPttLe Vita refleNre understanding of their own thinking. The
problem is that yourAing peole, in thiriking about their own thinking, could become
seduced into believing est all hitg-ber-order thinking is machine-like and can becharacterised sufft--ictentjyby metapl-r.ars drawn from computer technology. I anialarmed by that pamssibillity.

,orr psndence: ShOl fEducatLón,. Virginta Commonwealth University Richmond,
VA 23284,
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I want to move in a different direction and affirm that the human mind issomething more than an information processing machtne and that higher-orderthinking extends beyond the mere interrelationship of knowledge and algorithms toreach a solution to a problem. The concern is not that students use the computerto develop a narrow range of logical thought; rather, it is that another mode ofintelligent thought and behavior, not encompassed by the computer, willbeneglected or trivialized by students and teachers who have become enamored by thepower of the computer.

That other mode of thought is an element in one's own lived-experience thatdoes not easily fit the analytic and procedural model represented by recenttechnological advances. That mode of thought is intuition. However, using thisconcept to describe a fundamental element of one's higher-order thLnking processmakes one quite vulnerable, for tt opens the user to the accusation that hisintuition is nothing more than imprecise thinking. Siegfried and Theresa
Engleman, for example, claim that the feeling.of intuition is only a by-productof a very sloppy learning situation which could be very easily cleared up andimproved by being modeled after the computer. That feeling is "induced merely bypresenting a concept in such a way that the learner must spend an unnecessary
amount of time trying to learn it."6 The Englemans believe that any referenee tointuition can be eliminated merely by improving the logical order in which
material is presented to the learner. Presumably, that gets rid of unnecessaryfeelings of intuition and also reduces the amount of time necessary for learning.Even though that argument maybe rejected, one is still faced with the thought
that intuition is merely an accelerated, or even unconscious version of analyticthinking or perhaps "a mere speeding up of the analytic processes in which the
steps become blurred and difficult to identify . . because of the speeditself."7

Even though the above objections, may be overcome, one still faces the task
of being clear about what intuitive thinking is. Because of the difficulty of
that task it may be easier to accept the computer as a root metaphor for
characterizing higher-order thinking and a useful tool in its achievement. But
the price of doing that is high. It means discarding an element of human thoughtwhich has been credited over the years with making significant contributions tothe world of learning. I am not prepared to pay that price!

The consequences of eliminating intuition from our conception of
higher-order thinking is clearly illustrated in the recent National Society forthe Study of Education Yearbook on Microcompnters_ and _Education. Janice
Patterson and Marshall Smith, in their articie:"The Role of Cow Aters in Higher-
Order Thinking,"8 have discarded "intuition" as an integral eiement of higher-order thinking. Their enthusiasm for using the computer in teaching higher-order
thinking has entrapped them in a reductionistic view of higher-order thinking.
For them, higher-order thinking is that which occurs when a person is engaged in14ctive and sustained cognitive effort directed at solving a complex problem.
Problem solving is identified with-those activities "such as integrating And
synthesizing different bodies of information, making critical judgments, and
developing and testing hypothesis."9 Expanding upon this definition, their
implied conception of the human mind takes on the character of an information
processing machine comprised primarily of data and the application of rules.From their perspective, a person who concisely, deliberately and with cognitive
effort proceeds through a linear series of problem solving steps is thinking at ahigher level. With the right amount of knowledge and the proper schema, they
belieVe thai; any problem 'can be solved algorithmically. In fact, they try to
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convince the reader that higher-order thinking primarily involves new ways of
riterrelating knowledge and algorithms. For example, to encourage higher-orderthinking among students, they advocate that teachers give "considerable attention

. . . early in the curriculum to the interrelation among facts and rules."10
The rules that Patterson & Smith refer to are those heuristic strategies or
generalizable techniques which artificial intelligence advocates believe can beprogrammed into computers. The presumption is that these heuristic strategies
can be taught through the use of the computer and that these learned formulas oralgorithms, as they call them, can then be applied to other domains of learning.

Students can learn problem solving heuristics and that, if
they use these strategies, they are more effective problem
solvers . . Research on expert and novice problem
solvers shows the importance of a solid information base
that is easily retrieved in a problem solving environment.
The problem solver should beable to retrieve facts and
algorithms automatically . .

11

The main purpose of the Patterson and Smith article is to promote those
computer activities which they believe will contribute to the development of
ht6her-order intellectual activity. Significant for the development of
higher-order thinking are the heuristic tutorial programs which they claim are
"specifically designed to teach problem solving strategies . . . [They create]
game-lik,,, environment for training and practice in the use of specific
heuristLcs."12 Computer programs mentioned in this regard are such classics as
"Wumpus" which is designed to teaching the rules of reasoning contained in logic,
probability, detision analysis and geometry. They conclude that these types of
programs "are successful-in teaching students to use apecific problem solving
heuristics within the limited program environments."13 But, surprisingly, they
then proceed to question whether these programs have any effects that generalize
to other settings, particularly those where the problems are more complex or less
vell-structured. Hardly a recommendation for developing higher-ordet7 thinking in
real-life settings!

Another type of software identified by Patterson and Smith as developing
higher-order thinking skills are problem-solving simulation programs. Their
examples come from so-called "microworlds" which are sufficiently narrow and
whic have a rich knowledge base and accepted rules. Such so-called expert
syr AS have received much publicity lately with the development of so-called
fiirh generation comnntnrs. Their developers even claim that these computer
ayst,tms have r- -er. In the eyes of their promoters, all suchsystams need have like experts are those general rules whichcapture the L expert and lots of very specific knowledge in that
limited doma, : of the example Patterson and Smith give, it is a
great deal c; il,owledge about the human body, its diseases and their
manifestatione heuristic knowledge, i.e., knowledge of good practice
and good judgment tn the field of infectious diseases. But how do such expert
systems cultivate higher-order thinking in the computer program user? As far as
I can determine, they simply teach the user a sophisticated set of facts
and rulea. That seems to occur, for example, with the economics simulation
program "South Dakota." Through its use, the student is exposed to those
variables which affect a farmer's success. The student makes decisions which
determine whether the student-as-farmer will make a profit. The student
presUmably gains some understanding of the heuristic knowledge or rules of good
practice and judgment of expert farmers. But gaining such knowledge and rules
does little to nurture a fundamental dimension of higher-order thinking. For
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that to happen, we would have to be able to claim that this program teaches
students to think like expert farmers. Hut thinking like expert farmers involves
significantly more than algorithmic reasoning or procedural thinking grounded in
data and rules.

For Patterson and Smith, any person who is thinking at a higher-order level,
will consciously, deliberately and with sustained cognitive effor- proceed
through a linear series of problem solving steps. The novice and the k.,A)ert both
undergo the same mental process. Each draws on the same information base which
is retrieved and used algorithemically. The only difference between novice and
expert is that the novice must "deal with problems that require organizing
information in new ways." 14 ForPatterson and Smith, the novice is thinking;
the expert is not. "An expert who very quickly reaches the correct solution to a
problem that to others might be complex would not be engaged inn higher-order
thinking."I5 Thus, an expert who is able to "short-circuit" the heavily
analytic and procedural process which a novice must undergo, would not, from
Patterson and Smith's perspective, even be engaged in higher-order thinking. For
them,'doing something unconsciously is nothing more than %routine processing.
However, I have difficulty accepting their argument that the highly skilled
performer is not thinking at a nigher level, or even thinking at all, simply
because his behavior is not the product of any deliberate conscious computer-like
act.

It is important not only to distinguish between wha novice and expert do,
hut also to affirm that most expert mental activit, is not just routine
processing but a valued form of higher-order thinking, it is hard to believe
that the expert is engaged in the same kind of deliberate analytical and
procedural activity that challenges a beginner. In fact, such deliberate kind of
thinking, represented by the novice, could actually be counterproductive for the
expert who I believe is operating on a more intuitive level. And it is this
latter mode of intellectual operation which I believe is at a higher-cognitive
level than the computer-like problem solving ability characteristic of the
novice. Would a master chess player, for-example, playing multiple games
simultaneously, and moving every few seconds, be said to, be engaged in
higher-level thinking? Under such conditions, the chess expert would simply have
no time to collect data, apply rules or even engage in any serious conscious
analysis of alternatives. it seems grossly inaccurate to say that the chess
master who is exhibiting & high degree of intuitive skill is not engaged in
higher-order thinking." But that is the only conclusion Patterson and Smith
can reach by limiting higher-order thinking to algorithmic reasoning or
procedural thinking.

Patte son and Smith would have us bel. eve that the expert, when he is
thinking, is doing so with deliberate conscious effort and with precise recipes
for solving problems. But as Hubert and Stuart Dryfus point out, an "expert
performer, except of course during moments of breakdown, understands, acts and
learns from results without any conscious effort of the process. . . . An
expert's skill has become so much a part of him that he need be no more aware of
it than he is of his own body."I7 The expert is not engaged in some high-speed.
theorizing characterized by analytical and procedural problem solving. In fact
such activity may act as a series barrier to problem solving.

Conceiving higher-order thinking as similar to that of a computer may be
use ul in helping 'young people at the beginning stages of their learning in a
particular domain.. However, it can become inhibiting as they move toward
expertise in ndomain. In most domains, expertise is possible only if the
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"student can quiet the analytical mind and act intuitively . . . In otherdomains, one cannot even begin to learn if one thinks of oneself as aninformation processor and tries to program the computer . . by extracting arule that describes the structure of the domain."8 But Patterson and Smith
totally neglect this intuitive dimension of higher-order thinking in favor ofcultivating lower-order problem solving. That neglect is harmful to a richconception of higher-order thinking. It also encourages a conception of thehuman mind as an information processing machine comprised primarily of data andthe application of rules.

What then is the best direction to take in affirming the role of intuitionin higher-order thinking? One would be to focus on testimonies about intuitionfrom well known individuals who have made significant intellectual contributions.
However, such comments provide little perspective about intuition itself. Another
route would be to attempt a formal definition and description of intuition. That
approach is well represented by the work of Ned Noddings and Paul Shore. Whilethe Noddings and Shore effort is worthy of consideration by these who already
affirm intuition as an element of higher-order thinking, their esoteric analysis
would hardly convince those who are presently inclined to link higher-order
thinking with computers. For example, they define intuition as

an object oriented capacity, one that organizes the material of inner
and outer perception into representation for both reason and Will. It
is driven by Will's quest for meaning. It is2 in a deep and poetic
sense, the eyes, ears, and fingers of the sou1.19

While they believe that the Will's quest for meaning is central to the
initiation, there is little Noddings and Shore have to say about it. That is
because "Will is in itself unanalyzable because it is the driving force behind
all analysis. n20 Likewise, with intuition. It too is unanalyzable "because it
is the immediate apprehension and organization of material in response to the
Will's quest for meaning ,e21 But if that is the case, then the only attractive
alternative may be simply to examine intuition as a phenomenon which we
experience as part of everyday tasks we undertake.

Hubert and Stuart Dryfus, in their book on human intuition and exper ise,22
establish a more healthy balance between calculative reasoning and intuition by
linking intuition with that sort of ability people use all the time as they go
about their everyday tasks. They argue persuasively that intuition or expert
kind of know-how is not capable of being duplicated by a new geueration of
computers and thus cannot be reduced or decomposed into machine-like activities.
They begin their attractive argument by examining the qualitat.ively different
stages that persons go through as they move from rule-guided, "knowing-that"
novices to the experience-based, "know-how" of experts and conclude that many of
the abilities we develop, as we proceed from beginner to expert, are simply not
accessible in the form of facts and rules. It is these abilities or "know-how"
which they link to intuition. They acknowledge that beginning learners,
"decompose" subject matter into context-free features. Beginners are given rules
for determining their actions just like a computer following a program. They
characterize this "manipulation of unambigurously defined context-free elements
by precise rules"23 by the novice as a form of information processing. But as
persons gain some experience in dealing with real situations, they become awareof many situational aspects. -The many features of these real situations can
become overwhelming. So in order to cope with this information exploaion,
individuals adopt some plan to identify and examine only a limited set of
factors that are most important for improving. perfnrmance. At this stage of
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competence the learners engage in a kind of detached planning, includingidentification of the significant factors that are relevant_to their plans andthen follow with an analytical, rule-guided plan of action.24

tt is this middle stage of "competence" which Patterson and Smith appearto be describing when characterizing higher-order thinking as problem solving.For it is at this stage that individuals establish goals and search forappropriate strategies. Specifically they search for ways to transform certain
facts by rule-like procedures into configurations that assilit them in achievingtheir goals. There is nothing wrong with developing this kind of competence aslong as it is seen as merely a stage along the way toward expertise. However,
Patterson and Smith, along with others, want to stop at this point and claim thatthis kind of problet-solving is all there ts to higher-order thinking. But Ihave to agree with the Dryfuses, who argue that higher-order thinking consists ofintellectual activities which go significantly beyond problem solving, and
include the "rapid, fluid kind of behavior that bears no apparent similarity tothe slow detached reasoning of the problem solving process."25 They associate
this kind of behavior with expertise. It represents a kind of know-how which canbe readily identified as intuif.ion.

As people approach proficiency and expertise in a domain, ehey begins to"see" present situations as similar to previous ones. Spontaneity in choosing an
appropriate plan of action becomes more prevalent. There are longer periods
where action is not interrupted by detached conscious planning. Naturally, there
will be interruptions of this intuitive seeing. The proficient person will, at
times, have to regroup and take a more analytical look. But in the movement
toward expertise, the person 4L11 experience longer intervals of suatained
intuitive understanding which become so great that the expert simply "sees" what
needs to be done and does it. The skill is so much apart of the person that one .is not even conscious of what is being done. Dryfus and Dryfus argue
persuasively that the expert does not, like the beginner simply use "facts andrules as a heuristically programmed computer does ,"26 but rather intuitively
sees what to do without applying rules. This description of skilled practice
effectively challenges Patterson and Smith's argument that expertise is not only
unconscious that expert performance is not only unconscious but analytical and
procedural as well.

The significance of the Dryfus argument is that it helps exp1ai why
computer-assisted instruction works well for drill-type activities engaged in by
the novice and even for problem solving activities associated with achieving
competence in a domain. But, if we want our young people to become more like
experts, to think like them and to value that mode of thought, then the computer
may indeed become a very dangeroua companion in the classroom. That is because
analytical thinking actually may be counterproductive in developing the
higher-order thinking capabilities of the proficient and expert performer.

While thinking of ones lf as a computer acquiring features
and procedures might well accelerate the passage from
beginner to advanced-beginner stage, and can still be a
useful metaphor in passing from beginner to competence, it
follows from our model of skill acquisition that thinking
like a computer will retard passage to proficiency and
expertise.27

The computer has become a powerful tool ta our society and education is
under increasing pressure to incorporate this technological revolution into the
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classroom. In the face of this swelling momentum to integrate this newtechnology into our schools, we need to exhibit extreme care. I do not deny thatthe computer can be a useful tool in schools. But we need to be very aware ofthe purposes for which we use the computers and the assumptions we make aroundthose purposes. In this paper I have focused on one chosen use of the computer,
i.e., to teach higher-order thinking. I have argued that our enthusiasm for
teaching higher-order thinking by means_of the computer may actually lead to a
"minimal vision of cognitive competence."28 Our success in using the computer to
nurture problem solving skills may actually dull our sensitivities to the moreelusive dimensicons of higher-order thinking. Naturally our vision of things isshaped by our modes of access to those things. To the degree that our primary
access te, higher-order thinking is through the computer, then our vision of it
will shrink. Over L. period of time, intuition will be no more, simply because it
ts not achievable by means of the computer-like thinking.
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HIGHER ORDER YHINKING AND INTUITIVE EXPERIENCE:

A RESPONSE TO STRANDBERG

Samuel M. Craver
Virginia Commonwealth University

Professor Strandberg has chosen a timely topic, for there are many who are
sympathetic to his concern over the increasing use of computers in attempts to develophigher order thinking. There is, truly, an inexorable difference between human beingsand computers, and many advocates of the computer model of human thinking claim toomuch too hastily in the way they compare computer logic to human thinking processes.
However, I must disagree with Professor Strandberg in how he attacks the problem, forhe goes in a direction that obscures as much as it explains.

Basically, Strandberg affirms that the human mind "is something more than an
information processing machine and that higher order thinking goes beyond the mere
interrelationship of knowledge and algorithms to reach a solution to a problem." He isconcerned that other modes of intelligent behavior will be trivialized in the rush ofthe computer advocates. He mentions that element of "lived experience that does notseem to fit the analytic and procedural model presented by our recent technological
advances." He offers intuition as his prime example, but admits some discomfort intaking this approach, for he believes he will be open to the charge that he is
advocating nothing more then finprecise thinking.

First of all, I wish to critique Professor Strandberg's paper on what may be an
unfair ground, for an author should be free to choose his sources and analyze a problemin any reasonable way he sees fit. However, Strandberg's paper would have been
stronger had he linked his commentary with sources from philosophers who stand out fortheir work on intuition and higher order thinking. Second, he never clearly
distinguishes the relationship between intuition and higher order thinking, althoughhis paper contains some apparent assumptions about such relationships. For example, isintuition a feeling process or a higher order thinking process? Are intuition andhigher order thinking the same, or are they different? And, if different, do theyoverlap and intermingle? Strandberg never makes these distinctions. Finally, the
terms "intuition" and "higher order thinking" are fuzzy, to be sure, but it is possible
to clarify better the nature of that fuzziness by at least a cursory analysis of theterms and their usage in the literature, an analysis which Professor Strandberg nevermakes. He does refer to psychologist Jerome Bruner's observation to the effect that,"I am not clear what intuitive thinking is even though I know I have it." But thiswill not suffice, for it does not clarify what intuitive thinking is as a term or in
regard to its usage.

Professor Strandberg relies on a recent issue of the National Society for theStudy of Education Yearbook, Microcomouters_and Education, which he believes clearly
illustrates the cost of eliminating intuition from consideration in higher order
thinking. While a clarification of this cost is not forthcoming in his subsequent
comments, he does present a critique of some of the more important articles. He
charges that some authors in the Yearbook, such as Patterson and Smith, portray the
human mind in the character "of an information processing machine comprised primarily
of data and the application of rules." He takes these authors to task for equating
computer drill and practice with the development of higher order thinking, and for

Correspondence: Division of Educational Studies, P.O. Box 2020, Virginia Commonwealth
University, Richmond, VA 23284-0001.
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their claim that higher order thinking for both novice and expert is developed withdeliberate and sustained cognitive effort which "proceeds through a linear series ofproblem solving steps.... The novice and expert both undergo the same mental process."The only difference is that the novice is thinking and the expert is not. Strandberglocates his major objection here, for he maintains that an expert is able to " 'shortcircuit' a heavily analytic and procedural process which a novice must undergo," and heconfesses difficulty accepting Patterson's and Smith's argument, particularly where"the skilled performer is not thinking at a higher level, or even not thinking at all,simply because his behavior is not the product of any deliberate conscious computer-like ace." Strandberg then states, "Rather, I would claim that the expert is operatingat an intuitive level and that this mode of intellectual operation is at a highercognitive level than the computer-like problem solving ability characteristic of thenovice."

Now, it seems that there may be several kinds of human activity being discussed byProfessor Strandberg: there is, first, the deliberate step-by-step thinking of thenovice; second, the short circuit thinking of the expert; and third what seems to mecan only be called habitual behavior. The major criticism I have to offer is on thelatter point, for Strandberg too quickly equates short circuit thinking withPatterson's and Smith's view of habitual "thinking" 1 on the part of the expert. Inshort, Strandberg confuses habitual "thinking" with what he claims is the higher orderintuitive short circuit thinking of the expert. Indeed, what Patterson and Smith aretalking about is habitual activity, habitual because the expert is so versed in theprocedure, so trained and accommodated to it that he or she can do it without thinking.Furthermore, the proof, so to speak, is found when Strandberg quotes Dryfus and Dryfusapprovingly: "An expert's skill has become so much a part of him that he need be nomore aware of it than he is of his own body."

It could be argued that short circuit thinking would not be habitual behavior, butthe kind of thinking that jumps the customary and habitual, that blows away the chaffobstructing the novice or uninitiated, and that goes to the heart of the problematicsituation. It may even be called "creative thinking" or perhaps "intuitive thinking",for it may be more an instance of creative insight or intuition than of habit, unlessProfessor Strandberg means that intuition is on the level of habitual behavior. If thelatter is the case, then how can intuition be equated with higher order thinking,particularly where there is not even any awareness? This simply does not mesh. Me arehampered in understanding because Professor Strandberg does not explain clearly what hemeans by short circuit thinking, intuition, or higher order thinking.

Here we would do well to go to philosophers who are clearly recognized for theircontribution to the problems of thinking. One who comes easily to mind is John Dewey.In Human Nature and Conduct, Dewey states that, "Habits by themselves are too,,organized, too insistent and determinate to need to indulge in inquiry or imagination."6Or again, "Knowledge which is not projected against the black unknown lives in themuscles,3not in consciousness. We may, indeed, be said to know how by means of ourhabits."

It seems to me a good argument could be made that higher order thinking is thethinking "projected against the black unknown." It is not the habitual "know how" thatlives in our muscles; rather, it is thinking that is typified by heightened awarenessand that is forced to be creative and higher order (or intuitive, if you will) justbecause it treads unfamiliar ground. This is when we must break out of the force ofhabit and engage in inquiry, and according to Dewey, "Inquiry is the controlled ordirected transformation of an indeterminate situation into one that is so determinatein its constituent distinctions and rel tions as to convert the elements of theoriginal situation into a unified whole." If, then, we get to higher order thinking
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when we enter into serious inquiry, it is a "controlled or directed transformation"from indeterminate to dei.,erminate. It surely will employ hunches, short circuitthinking, intuition, and even some habitual activity, but it will also involve logic,procedure, and rules. This means that public rules and guidelines as well as privateinternal soliloquy and intuition will play important roles.

In summary, Professor Strandberg has chosen a topic of concern to many educatorsand philosophers, but his discussion of the issue would be better served, first, byconnecting it to pertinent philosophical literature and, second, by some judiciousclarification of terms. Finally, he should consider whether he has confused themeanings he seems to apply to these terms with what Dewey, for example, called habitualactivity.

1. I enclose the word "thinking" in apostrophes iv this case because habitualbehavior involves little, if any, cons _hought.
2. John Dewey, Human Nature and duct (New York: The Modern Library, RandomHouse, 1957), 167.
3. Ibid.
4. John Dewey, Loi_g_TheThee:_iy of Inqula (New York: Holt, Rinehart, andWinston, 1938), 104-105. It should be noted that, for Dewey, inquiry and reflectivethought were the same thing, but he used the term inquiry to prevent confusing it withpreexisting definitions of thought. (See ibid., 21).
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THE BUBER IVDEL RECONSIDERED, REINTERPRETED. AND RECREATED

John R. Scudder, Jr.
Lynchburg College

A sure sign of old age is reflecting on one's past work and career.
last SAPES paper, "Excellence Reconsidered Is This Where I Came In7
reflected on the meaning of the "new" excellence movement by contrasting it
with the reform movement in the late 50's and early 60'5 through which I
became involved in education and specifically in the philosophy of education.
At that time SAPES was such a small organization that it was difficult for
me to find and join. Since no one in our present society was a member atthat time, I claim to be the oldest member. That reason alone should
legitimate my reminiscing about my first paper delivered to SAFES twenty
years ago.

In that paper2. I developed a Buber model for education in which the
teacher and student engaged in a mutual examination of central issues in a
subject. In this dialogue, the teacher would contribute his expert
understanding of the issue and the student her interpretation of the issue
drawn from her experience. This paper as revised later was my most
successful one judged by the conventions of academic communities. The
Buber model was included in Education Digest and in two anthologies.
criticized in three separate articles, and according to some of my colleagues
in education was often cited in pedagogical journals. Certainly, the paper
was cussed and discussed.

The cussing and discussing of the Buber model led me to reconsider it
many times. The results of these reexaminations form the heart of the book I
recently wrote with Algis Mickunas, entitled, Meaning, Dialogue and
Enculturation: Phenomenological Philosophy of Education3 One
purpose of this paper is to acquaint you with that book but in an unusual way.
I want to share with you how this society and the more inclusive Philosophy
of Education Society has helped to clarify and generate my thinking.

As an "old-timer" subjected to much criticism over the years, I have
found that the value of most criticism is indirect and comes from fostering
criticism of your own work which eventuates in refocusing and recreating

Correspondence: Department of Philosophy, Lynchburg College, Lynchburg,
Virginia 24501
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that work. For example, when I finished reading the paper on the Buber model
at Old Dominion University in 1966, I thought that Sam Holton would never
stop asking me questions. In all honesty, I cannot remember any of Sam's
questions, although I do remember my response to all the questions. I tried to
illustrate Buber's interpretation of dialogue by saying that I could respond toSam as a critic whom I wanted to put down or silence, thus making our
relationship an I-It one, or 1 could respond to him as a fellow seeker of truth
who was helping me better understand some perplexing issues in education,
thus fostering an I-Thou relationship between us. Perhaps that response
failed, because it silenced Sam, thus implying we had entered an I-It
relationship. Seriously, Sam's questions forced me to reexamine the purpoe
of my paper. His questions made clear to me the unclarity of the paper I had
read. When I reflected on the paper, I discovered that it addressed two
questions which had been major concerns of mine for years and had, in fact,inititated the thought leading to the Buber model. Sam's questioning led meto bring those issues to consciousness. They were "how a teacher whose
authority is based on expertise in a discipline can exercise that authority
without violating the integrity of the student" and "how one could insure that
the I-It theoretical basis for the teacher's authority would not reduce the
teacher-student relationship to an impersonal one."4 Since the foregoing
statements of those issues is quoted directly from my recent book, it is
evident that those issues have remained major concerns of mine through the
years.

The next criticisms of the Buber model which evoked major
reconsideration came from members of the Philosophy of Education Society. I

remember reading that the next issue of Educational Theory would contain
criticism of pseudo-existentialists in education. I eagerly awaited that long
over-due critique until I discovered that I was one of the four
pseudo-existentialists attacked in the article. But that was not all; in the
same issue a whole article was devoted to showing that Buber himself would
not endorse my Buber model. fly response to these criticisms along with an
earlier more positive treatment of my model5 was long in coming. In fact,
one of my colleagues introduced me at a SAPES meeting as some one who had
restrained himself from immediate criticism In order to savor and strengthen
his attack on his critics. Responding immediately to their initial criticisms
would have been easy. First, since I was not an existentialist at the time of
the writing of the paper, my critic had to transform my work into that of an
existentialist, so that I could be labelled a pseudo-existentialist. Second, it
was certainly true that Buber would not endorse my Buber model because
Buber was not in the business of endorsing, but of dialoging. But actually, I
did not make these responses Immediately because my critics had once again
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led me to reconsider my own work. By then I already knew that their primary
criticism, though not well developed, was well-founded. I had not adequately
explicated Buber's interpretation of dialogue. As one critic put it, I had
missed the ontological dimension of Bubers thought. However, my critic was
not at all clear concerning the meaning of ontological as it related to Buber's
thought. Had he said that by ontological he meant a human way of being in the
world, I would not have delayed so long in responding to him. Later I realizedthat I had misinterpreted Bubers ontology by mistaking his I-Thou
relationship for what in our book we called an I-It (Thou) relationship. In our
book we contended that sound education requires both relationships but not
I-It relationships.

Although my critics did not initially lead me to make that major
criticism of the Buber model, they did force me to deal with an issue I
already recognized but needed to face. If I had not explicated Buber
adequately in the Buber model, what had I done? Actually, my article had not
claimed to be an explication of Bubers treatment of dialogue, but, instead, a
model in Schefflers sense of model--namely, the use of a philosopher's
thought to clarify an educational process. However, I don't think that
Schefflers contention that a model need not fully or even accurately
articulate a philosopher's thought would justify the way that I misused
Bubers interpretation of I-Thou relationships. When I reflected on what I had
done with Bubers thought, I came to the conclusion that his thought had
generated much of the creative thought that led me to the creation of a
dialogical model; thus, I had called it a Buber model. This process of how
generative spirit can be evoked by the work of_philosophers was described in
a paper I read at one of our annual meetings!) This process is initiated by
concern about an issue or problem in education to which some philosopher
speaks in a way which generates creative thinking concerning it. Thus, rather
than explicating the thought of a philosopher and applying it to zn educational
issue, creative interpretation and/or resolution of an educational issue is
evoked by the work of a philosopher. Thus, if the title of my article had
described it accurately, it would have been called, "My Dialogical Model
Generated by Buber." This approach to creative work is also developed in my
recent book.

Obviously, bringing to consciousness the generative approach to
creative work was an indirect result of responding to my critics. The
development of the concept of an I-It (Thou) relationship, however, was much
more direct. One of my critics had contended that I did not understand the
full implications of Bubers treatment of I-It relationships. He contended
that Buber believed that I-It relationships were required in impersonal
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situations such as the study of science. Therefore, my use of Buber's
philosophy to attack the impersonal relationships advocated by much of
modern educational theory and practice was misdirected. Although Buber didbelieve that I-It relationships were appropriate in impersonal settings, healso was very much concerned about the modern tendency to replace truly
personal relationships with impersonal ories. But what Buber did not develop
was an impersonal relationship which prohibited the treatment of persons
like things. My Buber model actually implicitly developed this missing
ingredient in Buber's thought which later in our book I called an I-It (Thou)
relationship, The I-It (Thou) relationship recognizes that other people must
be treated impersonally in many situations but that in those situations one
should not forget that the relationship is with a person and not with a thing.

I-It (Thou) relationships are very important in education. Positively,
they recognize "the student's right to have opinions and to have those opinions
acknowledged, the right to question and discuss the grading policy, the right
to share in the privileges given to the other members of the class, the right
to be graded impartially, and most importantly, the right to be free from
humiliation and abuse at the hands of the powerful teacher."8 As important
as I-It (Thou) relationships are to the protection of students' rights, they can
not substitute for I-Thou relationships because I-Thou relationships are
relationships which affirm the worth of each concrete person and initiate
them "into the communion between persons which is necessary to find
fulfillment."9 Thus, both types of relationships are required in education
because teachers must both respect the rights of studepts as persons and
must relate to them as the particular persons they are.

Recognition that both relationships are needed does not, however, tell
us how to resolve the tension between the two different relationships. All
teachers and parents face this tension; every child wants equal treatment and
attention, but at the same time they want to be related to as the unique
person they are. For example, when a teacher responds to a student who
becomes excited by an idea developed in class, the other students label that
the student as the teacher's pet. Students want attention when they are
distraught or troubled, but they also want equal time from the teacher.
Taachers who develop strong personal relationships with particular students
know the tension of having to give those students low grades as a result of
testing and grading impartially. One disturbing consequence of
phenomenological descriptions of ways of being in the world Is that one often
encounters such tragic situations In which irreconcilable tensions result
from two goods. But, in this case, that tension is preferable to the clear
choice between relating to persons as persons or as things as implied in
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Buber's dictomy between I-Thou and I-It. I-It relationships with the world
are required by science and technology. But, how does a teacher help studentsrelate to the world impersonally and not foster I-It relationships between
herself and her students. This cannot be accomplished in I-It (Thou)
relationships within a dyadic dialogue but it can within a triadic dialogue.

My major reinterpretation of the Buber model incorporated I-It (Thou)
relationships and I-Thou relationships within a triadic interpretation of
dialogue. One inadequacy of Buber's dyadic dialogue for education was first
made evident to me by my graduate students in education, most of whom were
practicing teachers. They had difficulty understanding how the various
teaching methods they needed to teach students various lessons could be
incorporated into the Buber model. At first I attempted to side-step this
issue by making dialogue into a principle within which the basic methods
functioned. But this proved to be a cumbersome way of articulating teaching

Another shortcoming of dyadic dialogue was made evident to me by a
reconsideration of my criticism of Scheffler. The Buber model appeared in an
anthology opposed to Scheffler's rule model of teaching. When I followed the
suggestion of the editor of the anthology113 in which they appeared, it became
clear to me that Scheffler and I were talking about different aspects of
education. In a paper read at the annual meeting of the Philosopy of Education
Society (1971)11, I pointed out that Scheffler, in contending that teachers
thould teach their students those principles which were binding.on them as
experts In a discipline, actually was not talking about teaching, but about
what should be taught or curriculum, while I was treating the relationship of
the teacher and student or teaching. But I failed to svcify that this
relationship becomes a teaching-learning one when it is constituted by a
transfer of discipline from the teacher to the student. The transfer of
discipline can not be a goal of Buber's dyadic dialogue because it presupposes
personal relationships like those of friends and lovers which have no end
beyond themselves.

My search for a more adequate conception of dialogue took a new
d rection when my co-author, Algis Mickunas, shared with me some of his
writing concerning dialogue. He had developed a triadic conception of
dialogue based on the Husserlian interpretation of intentionality. According to
Husserl, human consciousness Is always a consiousness of something in a
horizon of meaning which is intersubjectively developed and shared. This
triad formed between man, world, and man Initiated the thought that led to
our formulation of the-triadic interpretation of dialogue which we regard as
one of the major contributions of our book. In addition, since the triadic
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conception of dialogue resolves most of the difficulties
I encountered in

developing the Buber model, I am including the following extnsive quotation
from our book which treats it..

Triadic dialogue focuses on some object or everupt in the
world. The signifying of the oibject or event by on -= of the
partners establishes the relatioqnship with the other partner.

Triadic dialogue does not begin ve ith face-to-face enccl_nter but
is concerned with the meaning of ornething. For exarnpl e, a four

year old child storms up to her father asserting that soM---eone has
stolen her puddle. It had been ther-e yesterday. She had r=alayed in
it, and now it is gone. If her father were to respond to h-er needs
as some educators suggest, he wo,kild simply make a nevoid puddle.
After all, she regards the puddle s a missing plaything. On the
other hand, he could resignify the missing plaything, caM ling the
child's attention to the process apf evaporation By e=plaining
evaporation on the child's level he- would be Introducing __her to a
theoretical way of being-in-theworld. She Would 1=)egin to
understand that some events in thle world can be underwtood by
scientific explanation. During the re-significatision and

explanation, he would be a tear4cher of science engged as
Scheffler suggests in transmitting traditional princles of
rational thought. This transmission would take place through
triadic dialogue concerned with thie meaning of sornethin in the
world.

The triadic structure appeared when the father respompnded to

his daughters concern about the mising puddle. The first step in
the dialogue was to point to the significance orrneaning of this
event by considering it as an example of the proc-ess of
evaporation. Second, by signifying Ithe meaning of the ever-Itthe
missing puddle--he oriented his daughter to the pro=ess of
evaporation as a learner. Third, as he explained to his dughter
the process of evaporation by disctssing the role of the =Ain, the

formation of clouds and the cause of rain, she responded by asking
questions. "Will the clouds in the ky make me another pi_Jddle?"
Thus, she was able to designate tk-ie puddle as the resuillt or a
natural process as well as signifyinQ it as a plaything. Foumrth, by
answering her questions, the father s-elated to her as teachmer and,
by asking questions and attempting to appropriate his ariwers,
she related to him as student.

The above example makes apprent the triadic strucure of
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dialogue. The little girl addressed her father about the
missing puddle and the father responded to her by designating
the puddle as an example of evaporation. Addressing someone
about something and having that person respond to the address
is the fundamental structure of all triadic dialogue. In a
formal sense, triadic dialogue consists of four interrelated
components: (1) A subject Is oriented to an object or a state of
affairs. By being oriented toward and relating to a thing or a
state of affairs, the subject "means" or designates it in a
specific way. (2) Inv so doing, the subject calls upon another
person to attend to the object or state of affairs in the way
designated. The other person is addressed, not as an object, but
as a subject capable of grasping meaning. (3) To the address,
the other person responds as a person who has already
designated that wivich Is addressed in one way and is
attempting to grasp its meaning in a new way. (4) In this
exchange each partner becomes aware of himself in relation to
that which is addressed and to the other.

Triadic dialogue is educational when one of the
partners is an 'authority," in that he or she better understands
what is addressed than the other, and the other is attempting
to appropriate that unpderstanding. In the foregoing example the
father recognizes tit mself as teaching his daughter about
evaporation. When szhe tires of being a student, she might
request and receive a slew puddle. Then the triad formed by the
teacher and student focusing on the process of evaporation
would end. She would leave an educational way of being
with her father to return to her usual playful way of being with
him.12

The triadic dialogue is more adequate than dyadic dialogue for teaching
because it focuses the dialogue on what is to be taught while retaining a
personal relationship betwewn teacher and student. Teaching is a relationship
between teacher and student,, the purpose of which is learning about the world
and self in relation to the -world Triadic dialogue focuses directly on the
world rather than through the other person to the world, as In dyadic dialogue.
Thus, teachers can use the various methodspresentation, group discussion,
peer group learning, and selfdirected learning--appropriate to what is being
learned. Further, these methods can be personal or impersonal because the
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method of learning does not dictate the way in which the kelt and teacher
are related as in dyadic dialogue. For example, a teaeir can inititate a
student to the world through theoretical, abstract (I -it) kaics and at the
same time relate to the student in an I-Thou or 1-It (Thou )armer. Thus, the
teacher can initiate students into Scheffler's irnper0111 Principles of
science and at the same time relate to the student persomq krid when the
occasion calls for it the teacher can refocus from the worlio tile student to
give her encouragement. Also, triadic dialogue foster's the transfer of
discipline from teacher to student, whereas in dyadic d011ogue the teacher
merely shares the results of discipline inquiry with ,he stAnt. Further, the
disciplines which are transferred from teacher to stiON cam be either
theoretical academic disciplines or the everyday disciplirAof thee commonly
shared world Triadic dialogue does away with the old Ochotorny between
subject and student. In triadic dialogue the teacher neithoute0cries subject
matter nor students but initiates students into the Vorld through the
disciplined ways of knowing and acting in the world whiolare their cultural
legacy

Obviously. I have learned much from my critics, Fign, I have learned
that well-intended criticism which does not lead to real dIAgue often means
that the purpose or focus of a paper is unclear, as my restat to Sam Holton
illustrates. Second, somewhat misdirected criticism& Ilke those that
appeared in forucationa/ Theory can be very valuable wr11the1 encourage
you to bring to consciousness the way in which you think Oterhing certain
issues. ln addition, they can evoke criticism of your own WAll(whiich can lead
you to see its failings more deeply than your critics did 101, criticisms of
practitioners of philosophical and theoretical work elk/Ale taken very
seriously by educational philosophers because teaching is, aitir all , primarily
a practice. Fourth, when your work is opposed to strong yiloSochers, like
Scheffler, let their thought criticize your work because that will make you
think harder and evoke critical and creative thinking on y011(11rt, Fifth, seek
out and listen to the criticism and helpful suggestion0 of friends and
colleagues; they give not only encouragement but positive directi on to your
thought. In summary, be thankful for good critics, listen to and respond
to them for they will stimulate and improve your thought. M do not take
their criticisms at fare value or respond to them imniedlotelyr; Instead,
search out their deeper meaning for your work, and from try, learn how to
reconsider, reinterpret, and recreate your own thought.
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Our discussion today stertz froiri chv fact tba _t when John Scudder and AlgisMickunas were working on a Philo,_osop y of education they realized, of course, thatthey had to deal with teacher--a-7 tudeat reLatione. czt. One philosopher who had madethat relation central in his irio. ea of eduatlon was Martin Buber, so they chose
his focus on "dialogue" as orie 0..n.f the mate (eature in their book. They did notadopt the Buberian view; Insteamold they usdBuber a a foil. Buber placed thI-Thou relationship as primary nd cencralbecause his educational views wererooted in his view of human raatire En Z rid Thou he held that, "In the
beginning is relation."1 "A peton makes his appeat:szance by entering into relation
with other persons,"2 an I-Thck relations-hip and, 'This I lived continually in
the relation with man which is 1=T=)odied fox.. thin diailaogue."3

In sharp contrast, Seutider and Micluoas address dialogue in the context of
pedagogical assumptions. They =Dut it as a questio=-1 . how can the teacherexercise the authority required by soland education and at the same time respect
the personal integrity of their studenta end relat to them as persons? We
attempt resolution of this dilati=una by offering a nownvel interpretation of teachingas dialogue."4

In developing that novel interpretotion" trift--.Y approach educational issues
from a phenomenological persPea 1t=ive. TI1edtscUs intersubjectivity, horizon,and lived-world, but their deeling with teacher-stu_v4ent relations is built aroundtheir interpretation of inten.H.o.imnality they note Husserl's point that to thinkis always to think about somettli_r1g, and t.easfer to the teacher role sothat to teach is to teach abour something Teacher z-s may use various methods
but all involve students lookinig at the wolid with a teacher who has "the under-
standing and procedures necesser==y to magita8 the worL1 ld more intelligih1e."5
Seudents "learn from listening to o and apPeopdating his (teacher's) superior
understanding of the world anci ha_dow to coomoioate airbout it. This understanding
sets him apart from his stL:dents and fortaw the hasi for his authority as a
teacher."6

Say Scudder and Mickunes, teaiia--student elation is constituted by
being directed at the world. 5t is intent final. TMerefore, it requires a tr
structure."7 By contending that the subjetmatter or disciplines are a thir
element in a triadic relation thtmiley see% t inply tht the educating act is a
process of transmission of conterat

adic

In this I see somewhat thA same as545qtion th.-.t Scudder and Mickunas seem
to make about phenomenology. A.2in and a,.sin they h.awrite of what "phenomenology
does . . ", "phenomenology draws . ", fiplisornetiolccpgy allows . ", "phenome
nology avoids . . " and so forth.-- They gees' to gjiT a parallel reification to
"disciplines" as though they tver= indepeOrient actor sitting at the three-
sided seminar tables of academia.

The problem as I see that wh

Correspondence: 911 Ridgecre r

Scudder and Mickunas give considerable
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attention to teaching as making it possible for students to appropriate into theirlived-world the deposit of their predecessors' experiences, they do not giveequal attention to the way in which subject matter or disciplines are alreadyincorporated into a teacher's livedworld. What is a teacher's role in relationto content?

For a closer look at that issue Alfred Schutz may be of help. In TheStructures of the Life-World Schutz deals extensively with the acquisition ofthe "social stock of knowledge" in relation to one's "subjective stock of know-ledge." Several of his points are relevant here. One is that the structureof the social stock of knowledge "depends, first, on the characteristic featuresof intersubjectivity, namely, on the conditions of communication -- that is, ofthe objectivation and interpretation, of knowledge,"8 for "the transference ofsocially relevant knowledge is anchored in the social structure . . binding thetransference of knowledge to social roles."9

These statements say to me that inherent to being a teaeher is that thesocial stock of knowledge to be transf erred becomes a subjective stock of know-ledge to be interpreted. Schutz describes intersubjective relation of theteacher and student this way: "He who transmits his subjective stock of knowledgeto Others assumes on the basis of his knowledge about a certain Other or abouttypical Others that the element of knowledge in question is, or will be, just asrelevant for them or their typical problems as it was for him."10 It isintersubjectivity that makes transfer possible. What happens for a student in aneducational occasion (formal or non formal) had previously happened for theteacher for2 in Schutz' view, "the life-world is intersubjective from thebeginning"il

If the sedimentation we have jut picked up from Schutzian reflections isrelevant, it substantiates my contentl_on that what a teacher does with subjectmatter cannot be viewed as the transfer- of baggage from one container to another,no matter how intricate the appropriation. What a learner confronts at thatSeminar table is a teacher attempting to share his or her interpretation of socialstock of knowledge made subjective stack of knowledge in such a way that it maybe valid and relevant for the student' s processes of appropriation. An addedfillip here is Schutz' contention that while the social stock of knowledge istypified its transference can never be standardized.

Now we can reexamine Buber's view of the teacher-student relationshipsee how he deals with a teacher's responsibility for subject matter.

Wllen in 1952 I bought a new priating of his 1937 work, I and Thou, I wasentranced by the personal dimension of his extended analysis of two basic"attitudes" expressed in the combined words, I-Thou and I-It. As I go back toit now and review the way he distinguished erience from relation, I alsorealize that to him both were necessary, primal, expressions of human existence.They can be distinguished as two perspectives, but they cannot be separated.Buber's thinking about dialogue did not end in 1937. He returned to it again andagain and the concept expanded. In his book, Israel and the World: Essays fora Time of Crisis I 1948 he speaks directly to our question about the relationof teacher to subject.
"We have already indicated that in our case teaching is inseparablybound up with doing. Here, if anywhere, it is impossible to teach or
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to learo vithout The teachings mu _ not be treated as aoollectiorldknoWelb :Le material; they resist such treatment. Eitherthe teachtsPlive I.:7= the life of a responsible human being, or theyare not alive at ell _1112

While not tieing "livamed-world" language this passage makes clear theassumption that object mater becomes integral to the teaching role, and that"teacher" and "Pemm" caut=Lot he separated.

In 1966 OUbees The ..-.1-Zay of Aesponse appeared and in this work there seemsto be a modificatbmof wilLt we had considered a sharp, permanent separationbeteen I-Thou analqt, whn he urrites,
"In my thoughts about.-- the life of dialogue . . . We do not find meaning
lying in tbicp nor alo we put it into things, but between us andthings it mnhappen..-1'13

But Buber''eccst expl_Acit statement about the relation of subject matterto dialogue is inccessay on "Elements of the Interhuman" in the book, The
gnowledee of bIen, 1965,

if gemine diOlogue is to arise, everyone who takes part in itmust bring bhuelf n to it. And that also means that he must be
willing on adoceas:==Lon to sa- what is really in his mind about thesubject of the converatthn."1

What an IAtevestng clalallenge to a teacher!

It seems tu Othat tEtlese passages all refer to what Scudder and Mickunascould call the 11Ned-vorid c=Df a teacher, and all undercut any idea that subjectmatter or discipilOccan hese seen as somehow separate, a third element, in a
teaching occasion. If that element were to stand outside the lived-world ofthe teacher, woulditnot .s.ELso stand outside the student's lived world? Andwould not the logic0 the eacrgemat lead to a "quadratic dialogue." Ah, di,tri,'quad!

What then is the funcion of education? For Scudder and Mickunas thefunction of dialoguchas tO do with a product -- with a student's "incorpo-
rating experiences and vievm= of his predecessors and this expands the student's
understanding towatdhis prdecessors."15 For_Buber dialogue emphasizes relation,openness to the otber,whi,ch yields a "person".

In the end eanuot 7i1,e sure whether the third element in the triadicidea has to do w4t1nanhurit=1V, with subject matter, with the transfer of meanings,or with the very Wacal d=tLfficulty every teacher has in trying to 6_%stablisha personal (BuberiaM relet=Ann with each of the 25 -- or 140 -- students ina classroom.

Scudder and Damias innaply by the way they set up problems that this iswhere a_philosophY deducatiff.on begins, with the very practical questions of ateacher's authority,with exectations of teachers in the existing socialworld, and with theclaims disciplines. Perhaps Trom one point of view thisexpresses a pbenomeslogieal concern for "back to the things themselves." Butfor me it raiseu mctequesti.t=sus than answers.
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Nevertheless, we do see that having begun where they did may have kept them
from seeing that in some ways Buber's views were closer to theirs than they
realized.

Whatever our own views of these matters, Scudder and Mickunas have prompted
continued philosophic1 discussion, and in terms of the theme of this conference,
their work is a stimulus to further thinking about thinking.
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ON MAKING THE EDUCATION

OF TEACHERS INTELLECTUALLY SOUND

Jeanne Pietig
Utah State University

The title of my presentation is taken from a recently published documentcalled Tomorrow's Teachers: A_Re.olt ofthe_Holmes_Gr u-. In fact, "making theeducation of teachers intellectually sound" is one of five major goals_ listed inthe report. In my remarks this evening, I would like to explore this topic,especially as it pertains to the undergraduate preparation of prospective teachers.As many of you already know, the Holmes Group has stirred up a hornet's nest ofcontroversy by recommending that _the undergraduate degree in education beeliminated. Members of the Holmes Group believe majoring in_a core discipline isthe best initial preparation for a career in teaching at either the elementary orsecondary_level. Are they correct? Should a liberal arts degree be required ofall candidates in teacher education programs? What problems would this pose? Howdoes the Holmes Group justify this sweeping change in teacher education?. And what,exactly, are the hallmarks of a liberal education? _These are some of the issues Iwill address tonight. But first I think it will be helpful to ask a more
fundamental question, namely, "What is the Holmes Group?" I will begin, then, byproviding some background_ information on the Holmes Group Report. I ask those_of
you already familiar with the report to bear with me as I summarize its majorinsights and recommendations.

OVERVIEW

The Holmes Group is_ a consortium of deans of education from major researchuniversities. "Selective" is the best word to describe the group, as membership isby invitation only. Original _members were _drawn primarily from thirtv-eight
.research universities, _while members responsible for writing the report naturally

represent an even smaller number of institutions. Presently the Holmes Group isseeking to expand'its membership and funding base--just this year.123 universities-were invited to become .charter members. In addition to paying_first-year fees. of$4,000, participating institutions are expected to submit descriptions of_how theywill proceed in implementing the report. Despite recent efforts to enlarge itsmembership base, the Holmes Group still consists _of deans of education from majorresearch institutions. The Holmes Group, thep, does not represent the full rangeof institutions involved in teacher education.1

If "selective" is the best word to describe the Holmes Group, then "bold" isprobably the best word to describe the group's report, which was.published justthis spring after nearly three years of deliberation. Certainly, the Holmes Group
cannot be accused of advocating piecemeal reform--they call for dramatic changes in
teacher preparation and licensure. Judith E. Lanier, dean of education at Michigan
State University and acting chair of the Holmes Group, remarked that from the very
beginning members called their agenda for reform "Mission Impossible." And what,precisely, is their agenda? Like their namesake, Henry W. Holmes, dean. of
Harvard's School of Education in the 1920's, they hope to improve the professional
status of teaching and teacher education.

Correspondence: Deparfment of Secondary Education, Utah State University, Logan,UT 84322-2815
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Now, on to some of the particulars. Here are the five goals listed in thereport:

To make the education of teachers intellectually more solid.

To recognize differences in teachers' knowledge, skill, and
commitment, in their education, certification, and work.

To_create standards of entry to the profession--examinations
and educational requirements--that are professionally relevant
and intellectually defensible.

To connect our institutions to schools.

To make schools better places for teachers to work, and tolearn.'

Laudable geals. At _least, I cannot imagine anyone (including_ the mostrecalcitrant philosopher of education) objecting too strenuously to them. Notsurprisingly, it is the Tecommendations of the report, not the goals, that havesparked _controversy. As I have mentioned earlier, the most controversialrecommendation is the elimination of the undergraduate education degree. TheHolmes Group believes mastery in_ the liberal arts is an essential ingredient in thepreparation of teachers. Besides implementing more rigorous standards for entryinto the teaching profession, the Holmes Group espouses a three-tier system of
licensing.. The first rank, that of instructor, is temporary; the other two ranks,that of Professional Teacher and Career Professional, require graduate degrees ineducationonly these two ranks carry the possibility of tenure. Finally, thedeans caT1 for the establishment of Professional Development Schools. Reminiscentof Dewey's Laboratory School, these demonstration sites are aimed at involvingnovice teachers in model programs rather than merely acclimating them to theeducational status quo.

This, then, is a brief overview of the Holmes Group Report. If I had toidentifj its greatest strength, I would say it is its comprehensiveness. TheHolmes. Group provides us with a thorough and often biting critique of teachereducaticn programs as they now exist._ And the analysis is not limited to
undergraduate_courses in education; it embraces liberal arts courses as well. Morethan _that,_ the deans _look .beyond the colleges and universities to the public
ser..00ls, which typically fail to ensure that newly hired teachers have meaningful
apprenticeship experiences: trial_ and error learning, not collaborations withveteran teachers, is_ the rule7of-thumb. The Holmes Group Report thus fixes _ourattintion on the full gamut of experiences_faced by prospective teachers. Afterreading the report, I do not think it will be possible for anyone to equate reform
in tel:cher education with a mere tinkering around with the content and sequence ofeducation courses.. Much more is called for.

Undoubtedly, the Holmes Group Report will set the agenda for debates onteaching and teacher education for years to come. Despite' its importance, itshould not be viewed as a panacea for the educational ills currently besetting us.With this in mind, I would like to call attention to some of the problems attending
the most controversial recommendation: abolishing the undergraduate education
degree. I Jbelieve three objectives must be met before this recommendation isendorsed. First, I will argue that the language in the Holmes Group Report is
unnecessarily conftsing. Second, : will argue that the report overemphasizes
knowledge acquisition as an aim of education. And third, I will argue that the
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Holmes Group wrongly assumes that there should be only one model of teachereducation. Let me elaborate on each of these, beginning with the first objective.

FIRST OBJECTION

A major source of confusion in_the Holmes Group Report is a failure to definekey terms. The following passage illustrates this:

The undergraduate education major must be abolished in ouruniversities. For elementary teachers, this degree has too often
become a substitute for learning any academic subject deeply enoughto teach it well . .

We emphasize that no teachers, even the temporary Instructors,should be allowed to teach subjects that they have not studied deeply.
Professionally certified teachers should teach only subjects theytioth know well and can teach well. Eliminating the undergraduate
major is therefore only a beginning toward improving the quality ofteacher education.

Here the terms "subject" and "academic subject" reoccur, but their exactmeanings are not_ supplied anywhere in the report. The same holds true for"discipline" and "core discipline," which are used in other sections of the report.Are these terms interchalgeable? The Holmes Group Report offers us no answer; as aresult, it is impossible to evaluate the policy implications of itsrecommendations. For example, consider business education, a major in secondaryeducation that would be disallowed if the Holmes Group Report were implemented.Should business education students be encouraged to major in business instead?After all, one could argue that business is the "parent discipline" or the "corediscipline" of business education. Or is a major in business off limits sincebusiness is a professional field of study, rather than an "academic discipline?"The Holmes Report is unclear on these points. Philosophy is another problematicmajor. Though clearly an "academic discipline," philosophy is not nowcertifiable major in most states since it is rarely taught in high schools. Wheredoes the Holmes Group stand on this issue? I do not know. Until these matters areclarified, it is impossible to assess the full impact the Holmes Group Report wouldhave on secondary education.

The matter is equally_confusing when _we turn to elementary education. Howseriously are we to take the Holmes Greup's suggestion that all teachers shouldbecome subject matter _specialists? if this principle is pushed to an extreme,elementary schools would have to be converted into miniature high schools, withstudents taking classes from a variety of specialists rather than just one or twogeneralists. Is this desirable? Is this what the Holmes Group has in mind? Thereport is silent on these issues, even though its recommendation to eliminate.the
education major would, in fact, have the greatest impact on elementary education.All in all, I think the Holmes Group overrates the value of the traditionalacademic major, especially for elementary teachers. I agree that_these teachersshould have more content area coursework, but I believe they would be far betterserved by an interdisciplinary major. Unfortunately, the Holmes Group does noteven consider this option.
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SE=OND OBJECTION

Tbe second objection I wish to raise concerns the value of a liberaleducation. Although the deans in the Holmes Group want to replace theundergraduate education rnajorwith 4ea strong liberal arts education, they do so forthe wrong reasons. In a nutshe-ell, they err by overemphasizing knowledgeacquisition. Consider:

The Holmes Group roognizetts the central importance of a strong
liberal-arts educationinthe etcreparation of teachers. Of_all
professions,_teaching should be grounded on a core of knowledge
because tephing is abolthe deavelopment and transmission ofknowledge.4

There is_a profound irony here._ On the one hand, the deans pay tr bute to astrong liberal-arts educatice; and cr.pn the other hand, they equate this educationwith "a core of knowledge." ht surenaly the hallmark of a liberally educated personis not mastery of a core of Mowled.50?. It_is discernment. Or critical-mindedness.Or Paideia. Or wisdom. Whatever *eve call this attribute, it involves more thanmere learning or knowledge aquisilttion. On this issue, the Holmes Group hastotally missed the mark.

Let me quote one more passage, _664hich I believe further-underscores the deans'preoccupation with knowledgeacquisit _ion:

Taking and even Passirg_col- lege and university courses is no
guarantee that the material has been learned. Thus, all Instructors
should also pass a writtonjest in each subject they will teach,prior to certification the examm should test for their understandingof the basic structure ofthe_di!=scipline, and tenets of a broad
liberal education. Theyshould wadditionally pass a general test
of their reading and writthg abirlity, and a test of the rudimentsof pedagogy._ These testsould:esassess reasoning as well as
specialized knowledge, pleral ir-riformation, and memory. They shouldbe su ficiently difficultse thAtS. many college graduates could notpass.-

There are many troubleom feats' ures in this paragraph. I will mention butone. In their quest for accountabilly,_ the deans have adopted a redectionist viewof education. They have lostsight of= the overriding goals_of the liberal arts andinstead have focused on whetheor nOrt-= "material was learned in the courses taken."it seems that the tenets .ofa liOalelral education are no longer guideposts forlearning and living; rather- the tenets of a liberal education have beentransformed into test items!

Ironically, the concept d a libw4eral education presented in the Holmes GroupReport is at variance with the Imaiews presented in two other reports onundergraduate education, whid the alleans _themselves cite. For example, in To
ReelOrri v(poigy, sponsored hythe Na--.tional Endowment for the Humanities, WilliasBennett points out that develojing a wicommob curriculum with the humanities at thecore is no easy task. More,thanthat) he acknowledges that no single curriculum isappropriate for all places.° h contrast, the Holmes Group casually refers to the"historic tenets of liberal ohcatiOn en as if these tenets were a body of fixedideas.
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By far the best ad most comPwrehensive report on liberal education is
sponsoreW by the Association of American Colleges.This document provides ennless supportt for the Holmes Group:

We do not believe thtconcern for coverage and factual knowledge iswhere the construction of a curric=ulum should begin. We propose aminimum required prom of_study for all students, consisting ofintellectual, aesthetlt, and philrElosophic experiences that shouldenter into the livu of men and woMen engaged in baccalaureateeducation. We do not believe that the road to a cOherentundergraduate educatim can be cfrwstructed from a set of requiredsubjects or academicdisciplines

The above quotation hintsgayiew of 1 iberal education that is much more generousthan that reflected in the ikOmes Group.° Report. It is unfortunate that the deansin the Holmes Group did not_build on tHUhe ideas already developed in_joimmULLiathe_Colle e Curriculum. Had they done so, their assessment of the benefits of aliberal education for prospective teacher rs would have been vastly improved.

THIRP CNOBJECTION

The third and last objective I wthish to raise is this: the Holmes Groupassumes there should be but. one Momodel of teacher preparation, a .model,incidentally, that is best_wited for maljor research universities. This finding ispredictable, given the selective _membership of the Holmes Group. As Edward H. -Berman points out in a recent article, the composition and sponsorship of studygroups often determine th parameter5 within which discussions of educationalreform take place.° Had theHolmes Grolkip reflected the full range of institutionsinvolved in teacher educgicm, I suspec=t an entirely different set_of proposalswould have emerged. I also suspeit that the decision to eliminate theundergraduate degree in ducation wall NA have been more keenty. debated. Andprobably rejected.

Given the prevailing dhos of the Holmes Group, we should not be surprisedthat its recommendations would spawn nuft=mrous benefits for colleges and schools ofeducation in major research institutionLis, eSpecially since tenure, professionalcertification, and advancemot_in a_puLt,lic School career would be inextricablylinked to the attainment ofgrauete dero-ees in education. Let me state the matterdifferently: eliminating OR undergradOamate degree in education has _the net effectof drastically reducing thenwaber of insttituttons involved in certifYing teachers.This reduction, in turn, would insure Ithat the remaining cadre of _institutionswould be in a better poition to coftz;olidate power, enforce standards, exertinfluence, and repel threatsof external control. §ince these activities are someof the_identifying characteristics of 10,--oftssions,0 I am willing to concede thatthe Holmes Report may go a long way L.Lo increasing the professional status ofteaching

But we must not confuustatus with esaxcellence.

I think it premature toembrace one irrmdel of teacher education. Surely thereis something to be said ftra diversity woof high quality programs in a variety of
higher education institutios. The key .7-1to reform in teacher education should bethe improvement and enrichment of these Phorograms, not their wholesale elimination.
Several arguments can be mgeto support Irthis view, let me sketch out two. First,there is the issue of eqnflty. Limittkino teacher education programs to major
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research universities will probably result in a decline in enrollments from poor,working class, and minority students, who typically attend other types of highereduCation institutions in -greater numbers.._ Are- the benefits to be gained byimpletenting the..Holmet-. -Group Report- worth the _restricted access to teaching that
-Second,:there is the isstie of excellence. I am not aware of any bodyofresearch suggetting that maimr research institutions de a better job preparingteacher§ than do.otherAnstitutions. Moreover,.I think we should not overlook someofthe .exemplary _programs in teacher education that are housed in_ four-yearcolleges.: Though lacking graduate. programs, these institutions have other

. qualities that cannot be replicated by their_ much larger sister institutions. Itis foolhardy,:l.think, to move-to one model of teacher education when we do_not yetknow enough about the respective advantages and disadvantages of other models.

CONCLUSION

Despite.the criticisms I have detailed this evening, I nevertheless recommendthe Holmes Group Report. It is a provocative document. Whether or not the membersof the Holmes Group succeed,in their plans to overhaul teacher education, they haveat least _madeteaching teachers more respectable. And this is no small matter. AsJudith. Lanier points out in her lucid review of the literature on research inteacher education,1 one of the chief obstacles to reform is the low status accordedthe field. Very .few professorsare willing to answer "Yes" to the questions: "Areyou a teacher edUcator?". Even though prospective teachers take most of theircoursework outside Of education, liberal arts professors do not identify themselvesas being the primary teachers of teachers. Instead, they shift the responsibility
to education4orofessors, perhaps not realizing that in large universities mosteducation profesaors do not teach undergraduates at all. Worse than that, many ofthe education -professors who -actually do teach prospective teachers .tend to denytheir role as teacher educators. As Lanier astutely observes, foundationsprofessors identify primarily With their disciplines-and believe those yho teach
methods: courses -are the real teachers of teachers. But most of the faculty
teaching 'methods cotarses identify with the school subjects of their expertise:
they are mathematics edutators or reading educators. Who is lE t? Only a handfulof faculty members, many of whom supervise field work in the schools, are willingto publicly' identify theMselves as teacher educators. A bleak picture indeed.
Lanier concludes: "The literature suggests that finding and keeping academically
strong and committed teachers of teaching is possi0 y even more problematic than
finding and keeping qualified itudents of teaching.11

Perhaps the greatest promise held out by the Holmes Group is that theirreport, along with other reports on the declining quality of undergraduateeducation, may possibly signal a change in the reward system in institutions ofhigher education. For surely the first step to improving the professional status
of teaching and teacher education is to accord teaching more status in colleges andschools of education. If this is accomplished and if more professors, includingall of us in this room, are willing to make teacher education a major part of their
professional identity, then we may well be on our way to reform in teachereducation.

Thank you!
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LIBERAL EDUCATION MID MACMER EDUCATION:

MAT SHOULD 7HE LIBERAL ARM CONTELIB= '10

TEACHM MUCATICINI?

J. Don Reeves
Wake FOrest University

The question posed to our panel "What Should the Liberal Arbs Contribute to
Teacher Education?" raises three prior questions: (1) What are the Liberal Arts?,(2) What is teacher education?, and (3) Can any meaningful relationship exist
between our answers to the first two questions?

The difficulty of discovering a definitive answer to the first question 'Whatare the Liberal Arts?" or "What is Liberal Education?" is amply demonstrated by
Bruce'Rimball in his recently published book Orators and Philoso ers: A History ofthe Idea of Liberal Education.1 Kimball's basic point is that "liberal education'
embodies in its past two quite distinct traditions and points of view. There is thetradition of the ilosophers and tradition of the orators. Both are ideal types
abstracted from the positions taken by proponents of each over the centuries-Briefly,
the oratorical tradition (artes l' ales) seeks to train the gocd citizen to leadsociety. This is attained through the prescribing of values and standards for charac-ter development and proper conduct and a commitment to the prescribed values andstandards which are identified through a study of classical texts. From such study,an elite emerges T;g-ho achieve merit by adopting the virtues expressed in the texts.
Since truth can be known, the task of liberal education is to inform students aboutthe virtues rather than teaching them how to search for them. Education becomes an

in itself, one dc. ietoe oneself according to standards of excellence for thesake of that developrent.

The paiilosoiica1 tradition (liberal-free ideal) enhasizes freedam,especially
from a priori structures and standards, intellect and rationality, a critical skepti-
cism, tolerance, egalitarianism, individnAT volition rather than community obligation,and the pursuit of knowledge as an end in itself.3

At present, the liberal-free ideal stresses the development of critical intelli-
gence through specialization in an academic discipline while the liberal arts ideal
prescribes the reading of classical texts primarily in order to develop critical
intellect-4 The tension that might exist between the search for truth and the ex-
pression of truth in practical affairs is absent. The present dominance of the
liberal-free idea and the liberal axts accommodation to that idea means that liber-
al education today is not building a cammunity where matters pertaining to the good
life lived in the good society can be discused and where men and wanen can be
educated to become creators of that life.

The second question nWhat is tacher education?" is answered by implication
when the first question is answered. In other words, teachers are those prepared
professionally to do the work of liberally educating. When we get the first ques-
tion answered satisfactorily, the second is answered. As noted above, the contem-
porary emphasis in liberal education is on development of critical intelligence to
exclusion of the developnent of character and virtue- Consequently, current
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proposals for the improvement of teacitner education are restricted to the improve-ment of the teacher's critical. intellgenoe through an academic major, attainmentof an advanced degree, and tredning icra those methodologies which will enableteachers to enhance their students'
ia=tellectual development. Absent are proposalswhich would leadboyeking sch.cxas inttmo communities where citizenship is fostered.

The thirdTestion reqaxding a rneanirtgful relationship between liberal artsand teacher education can be armmered succinctly. Each without the other is lost.The liberal artswiless taught disappar and teaching which ignores the artsbecomes only =tam

We returntothe original quest-ion "What should the Liberal Arts contributeto teacher education?"
l<arnination of- the history of liberal education suggeststhat both traditions, the pursuit of t-mtluth and the development of citizenship, needto be cultivatedin

teacher education. Since, at this time, the arts curriculum isneglecting the latter, those of us in lameacher education programs should not beblind to this anission. What 'tile lihers=a1 arts are not contributing may signal whatteacher educatiomnust
emphasize, natneWy, the development of teachers who canexpress the trathweoan and do know taco a younger generation for the explicitpurpose of enabling than to build a bet=mter life and society.. Let us turn to ourpanel neuters foxtheir anmers tothis question.

1. Bruce A. Lika11, Orators ers: A HisEducation (New York: Teachers (ollege 4..Vress,1986)2. Mid., 37-38.
3. Ibid., 119-122.
4. mid. , 219.
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I. BEIM EDUCATION AND THE TEbtakCHER

Samuel M. Craver
Virginia Commonwealth Univert:Isity

Back in.196S, Paul_Hirst obsermdthat the term "'liberal education" had becomea slogan taking on different meaMngs according to the immediate -;ontext: "Itusually labels a. form of education ofwhich the
authw,ar approves, but beyond thatits meaning is often entirely negatively derivec=1. Whatever else a liberaleducation i, it is not vocational education, ...or miot a specialist education inany sense."1- If one examines the manycriticisms of t.-eacher education today, he orshe: will likely come away with the iommssion that Hiurrst's observation is still anaccurate one. Like Hirst." I would alsm like to take c=xception with the negativelyderived view of liberal education, particularly as it aapplies to the preparation ofteachers, for liberal education is anotremely important part of the professionalpreparation of teachers even as it may also be irthe heart of their culturaleducation. By liberal education,- I donot mean simplIcy the derivatives of the oldtrivium and auadrivium, although libemal education certainly has its roots in thatancient curricn1um4 rather, I _mean those arts and scierrices which enable students togain knowledge of valuable cultural t.raditions and theme social and physicaT world.Thus, there should be ample liberal dication for teac=hers, but it is insufficientto leave the matter to that recommenkticm alone.

Ever so often one reads a book that covers familniar ground, but in coveringthat ground the reader gains understandings not posse=ssed before. Such was thecase for me upon reading Bruce limball's Orators and. Philoso hers: A Histor:- ofthe .Idea of Liberal Education. According toKiMbeAmll, the hisbary of liberale ucation As t e story of a debate between orators aa.nd philosophers, but' in thetwentieth century the philosophers sem to be _securely- possession of the upperhand. The oratorical tradition--the artes Tiberales----emphasizes investigation ofthe best of tradition and_the publicexOression of Wflhat is good and true. Thephilosophical tradition--the "libere" ideal--ernEtpraces the unbridled searchfor knowledge that liberates the intelled. As Kimball views it, liberal educationtoday is characterized by a confused mixture of the ar-1!-tes liberales ideal and theliberal-free ideal, but with the liberal-free ideal, now characterized by thescientific view_entrenched in the grotremearch univertzsities, clearly the dominantinterest. Perhaps that should put elose of the liber--al-free persuasion somewhatat ease, but such is not the case if Ktball's argumenitt is followed. What is lostin embracfng the liberal-free view is an anchor seculorely fixed in studying theWestern cultural tradition and publicepression. a l'Insmening that is, according toKimball, having grave consequences intent's of cultu, chaos.

This conclusion can be argued with.a great ..41eal of force. as Kimballdemonstrates, for he_offers a fairly =Fuelling case tithat the liberal-free idealhas, indeed, resulted in cultural confusion, even anarc,:hy. Yet, many people thinkthat what we need is more liberal educeticm, particularity for prospective teachers,and they assume that more liberal education will help solve contemporary problemsof cultural confusion. In short, they believe that mmwore liberal education is agood thing, without ever questioning the history of theme justifications of liberaleducation or showing any comprehension_ of the confuusion .reigning in highereducation curriculum. The calls today for scrapping te;the undergraduate educationdegree in favor of a liberal arts degramis but one examumple. Another equally

Correspondence: DiviSion of Educatiorml Studies, _. Box 2020, VirginiaCommonwealth University, Richmond, VA 23284-0001
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telling develmmenthwhere traditionatilists cry for a -of_ in moraltraditions both reltims and cultural 4s an antidotn1 t- "1-:-cularhumanists" and libenl-free moral reasohrhing advoc&J-s. lowL'e. -- one followsKimball's analysls,a host of problemees adheres L, any int- ,,ased immersion ofprospective teachersth liberal educatiomrl, if the ,vPw.., st nor accompanied bycareful analysis and needed clarificatic=n. Thu5. ;;. reovivemens in liberaleducation are boostdfor prospective teemachers, we wOLCid L] wo71 to examine thenature of that confusion.

Kimball's cdntegthn is that each rtideal has Wuabie oits in its behalf.The artes liberales ideal concentrates on cultural .1-ad1t-ie..15 zut it runs the riskof becominTWITiTif adof producing only a backwerm on selected past. Theliberal-free ideal Fontes cherished fre=medom of z-hoLght, but it likewise has aweakness in prodacinp heedless pursuit of knowiew ioajt connecting with thepast. As Kimball pubiL

The contemporeryproblem, then, of eduGatiOn lies in the paradoxthat the strength of its ideal are-e also the source of its greatestliabilities.... The efforts of many academicians to deny the paradox andto recover Otestrengths of eithlher ideal without the attendant
liabilities coOrIbute to the confs-usion in current discussions aboutliberal educat1 o0

.Kimball v1ews4odDewey as one who hewelped shape the contemporary liberal-freeideal and, consequen4 ,ane of those reemponsible for the current imbalance andconfUsion. Yet, liTown reading of Dotewey leads me to believe that while he
vigorously attackesti the tendency tow4r=d tunnel vision of the artes liberalestradition, his_treatniotof the paradox NOV-Led by Kimball makes him a ready ally in .dealing with the proldel. For example, D&Teawey claimed that the school has no moralend or aim apart froparticipation in = social life. He maintained that alleducation which_deVetho the pciwer to shaAmre effectively In social life is moral.Furthermore, while peey castigated a Om ngieled adherence to traditimalculture because it idWizes the past and 1 makes the present seem sordid, he alsonoted_that the subjettmOter of education provides the meanings which give presentsocial life its oantet4 There has to be continuity between the past and present,he argUed,_ and, "The .mtinuity of social life means that many of these meaningsare_contributed to icasent activity by pai.ast collective experience." What wasneeded was "...4 vidding and deepening of conscious life--a more intense,disciplined, and eXba6ig realization of meanings." Speaking of the kind ofsplit in liberal eduction addressed by Kilimball, Dewey stated: "There is on theone side, a body of troth, ready-made, and on the other, a ready-made mind equipped
with the faculty of Socially, the distinction has to do:with the partof life wtlich is debedmt upon authority and that where individuals are free toadvance."' Dewey saw Hsown view of philoensophy being characterized by continuity;thus, the thing to dods to view the opp=sitions in continuity: "What makes itcontinuous, consecutiveior concentrated is = that each earlier act prepares the wayfor later acts, whilEthese take account . sof or reckon with the results already
att a i ad--th2_1211,11-9hil_nsaaamikililt.

1"

These statements 4Dewey do not total ily relieve him of Kimball's charge thathe was one of the OW architects of t[Ilhe current imbalance between the artesliberales anc( liberd-free ideals, but it does indicate that Dewey was eversensitive to this kirde dualism. Cert&Jainly he was vigilant about the social
responsibility of edudom.. In "My Pedago4ogic Creed," he eloquently spoke of the
responsibility of the Weber "...as a soci4cal servant set apart for the maintenance
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of proper social order and the wuring of riggiht social growth," for in this waythe teacher " is the prophet of the true Gc=nd and the usherer in of the truekingdom of God.49 -That this interpretation of Dewey 1 s views is not too farfetchedis bolstered by Lawrence Cremin's otnervation onma this latter passage from Dewey:

The millenialist tone of these phrase- s has always left me a bituncomfortable, but the insight is nonethe7-1ess profound. Prophesy: inits root meaning, the callingof a people., via criticism and affirmation,to their noblest traditions and aspiration 'is. Prophesy, I would submit,10is the essential public fum:tim of the edu-Tcator in a democratic society.-

My point is this: Teachers need a great de.al of liberal education, and in theartes liberales, else how can they help their ggpupils to criticize and affirm thecUltbre's noblest traditions? But there is theme other side of Kimball's paradox,and this is the liberal-free ideal, else how can pupils come to realize theiraspirations? The paradox or thmlism must nommt be forgotten. for according toKimball,

...problems have arisen whumver one ida=nal of liberal education has
become preeminent and the dialectical balan-4ce between the two ideals hasbeen lost. The balance is to be preserved because it lies in the natureof things so to speak--it arises" rm the crlihstinction between reason andspeech, between ratio and orado14

Yet, a polarity remains that makes it too easy tz.o go all one way or the other. Itsuggests that ratio and °ratio cumot touch or o-overiap, that reason and speech canhave no intercourse. Peiharis Dewey has pointemed to a way out: the sallagitybetween past and present must be studiously sou-hEiet.

1. Paul Hirst, "Liberal Education and the Nature of Knowledge," ThePhilos° of Education, edited byR.S. Peters C7London: Oxford University Press,19_

2. Bruce A. Kimball, Oratm and Philosa -hers4 Histor of lie IdeaLiberal Education (New York: leachers College Prs, 1986

4. jOhil Dewey, Moral Princi hm in Educatiamn (Carbondale: Southern IllinoisUniversity Press, ArciTAT;S Books Ediilon, 19:5 , 11; and Democracy and Education(New York: The MacMillan Company, Paperback Editon, 1961), 360.
5. Dewey, Democracy And_Educ4-Itionv 192.
6. Ibid., 359.
7. Ibid., 335,
8. MU., 337.. Italics addedfor emphasis.
9. 7TYFin Dewey, "My Pedagogic Creed," CE3e e on Education: Selections,Classics in Education, No. 3, edited by Martin S. Dworkin NeW York: TeachersCollege Press, 1959), 32.

10. Lawrence A. Cremin, PublicEducation (Ne_. York: Basic Books, 1976), 77.11. Kimball, Orators and P-hilosoPhers 239.
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LIBERNtAL EDUCATION AND TEACHER EDUCATION:

WHATMULD L__IBERAL ARTS CONTRIBUTE TO TEACHER EDUCATION?

Roderic L. Owen
ry Baldwin College

One certainlyould as--k if there is anythial that the liberal arts haveto con-tribute to programsof teactlher education. In theory, at least, teacher educationcould beco,;.a-almostexclusimvely
a professional area of study throughout bothunder-graduate and gradUate curriulae. Indeed, there are some teachers' trainingthat have come quiteclose 171:o excluding the traditional liberal arts. In mch pro-grams the-liberalorgenereEal, education of the student takes place only within thecontext-and,parameters of tiMle overarching professional/occupational missiondTeacher_Edudation. Mose illiberal arts requirements that are_mandated--eitiwbyexternal agencies.erby the institution's Own curricular

guidelines--are sometimesfulfilled with sudicourses as "Children's Literature" (English course requirment),"Philosophy of Education" (F=Milosophy or Religion course requirement), "Artfor the_Normal or Exceptionl Chilelm, (Art requirement), or "Teaching Social StudfeelSocialSciences requiremea If t=ky "liberal arts" we refer to those non-professionalcourses in the undergraduatme
.curriculum that do not fall_under the purview ,andcon-trol of Education deans and faculty, then for reasons relating more to politicalpower and,expediencyes weir _as professional control and identity it may bepmc-tidal, even sensible, to at least limit if not entirely exclude "liberal artefromthe prospective teacher's coNwurse of study.

The initial question co:4u1d, however, be framed quite differently. We mightask: How can facultyand prooegrams of Teacher Education build upon a solid yumdingin liberal arts? Or,even, Ltsow can teacher educators contribute to the liberaleducation of the studemts? Waiven the current American- political climate--presentlypot healthy for
largeprofesetsionally-oriented education programs and majors-these,perhaps,-are .the questions wemeshould pose ,and atteMpt to answer. In numerousstates,including Virginiaitis,noubq possible and Indeed, in some quarters_encoura0, tobypass many state-mdated

umedergraduate education courses and receive,teachereerti-fication,on the basisof a ilaberal arts degree, several years of teaching onaproba-tionary_dertificate the- successful completion of a much-reduced selectionofprofessional educationclessemas (presumably offered in the evening). The Universityof Virginia_has redmtly adop2ted a system in which there is almost no courseoric inprofessionel educationclasseEes at an undergraduate, Bachelor's level; rather,ft-dents complete-a traditional ,.. non-professional liberal arts degree and then etendayear consisting.entirfly of gmraduate-level education coursework leading to theM.Ed.degree and teacher cen,ificat=ion. The-overuhelming plethora of 1980's reportsopAmerican edocationldfer a moride variety of proposals for change but are almostunited in their geneal recomornendation that elementary and high school studentsaswell as college students of emodocation return to basics, to traditional content-areacoursework. In therealm.ef undergraduate teacher preparation a "return to basics"is most often equated'with a,:return to a primary emphasis on a traditional liberalarts education and areject'ioten of an education major and technical, skill-oriededcourses.- In short, Oday thelarejs an uneasy, if not antagonistic,
relationshipbetween the liberal ans and --teacher

education programs--certainly in a programa-- tic, organizational smse and perhaps,-in a philosophical, mission sense wall.
Correspondence: A. ary Baldwin Col ege, Staunton, VA 24401



sKill-oriented, sterile and potentially inhumane;
Educatiuviewed solely amisanother competing academic discipline is over-specializedand

burdened with asense of second-class citizenship; Education as a contributhg fabric iN tme lib-eral arts mosaic is connected to a broader, overarching eduntional misioo thatcould inspire, or at least encourage, skills in intellectual judgement; di5=:iplin-ary depth of knowledge; critical appreciation of the ways westructure,and apply knowledge and information; heightened avareness ofsocial and indilividualmoral challenges; and sensitivity ard tolerance of diversecultures and more--s.
We return, then, to the reformulated

question posed earner: How can t--eachereducation contribute to the liberal education of the studeg? First, most c.==ertain-ly, not by abandoning all undergraduate teaching and beconNexclusively a "gradu-ate-TiTiel" profession;that is a model perhaps appropriate forlaw and medicil ne--butnot for education. Given the limits of time, and space, abdef listing fol- lows ofthe ways in which teacher educators and teacher education urses could contt_ributeto the liberal education of the student:

--by helping students and teachers alike critically undestand the educesationalenterprise: What are the underlying
assumptions, theultimate gea1s, theimportant values, the accepted structures of knowledge, etc.?

--by teaching the numerous forms and levels of criticallthinking throUOTihoffering instruction in teaching methods and skills. As in the old Atlage:there is no better way to learn than to teach others,

--by breaking down perceived barriers between the traditional liberal atsdisciplines and all other areas of knowledge.
Whiteheacl once referredll tothe "seamless web of learning," making the point thatsome areas of knisadwl-edge traditionally viewed as liberal arts could be taught quite illiberallyand that other newer areas (such as Education) may betaught in such amanner as to contribute to the liberal education of the student.5 In t short,liberal education cannot, nor should not, be definedsolely in terms 0-1 aselect nuMber of designated disciplines; attitude, cutext, and pedagoo-gicalprocess also help define liberal education.

--by illustrating the strengths of interdisciplinary
appnaches to knowlemedgeand helping bridge the ever-wide gap between educational theory and acOrtualpractice.

- by providing examples of fruitful
connections betweendisciplinaly exp&-ftrtise, skilled teaching, and psychosocial knowledge ofthe student andhis/her approach to learning.

To conclude, we who are teachers of the history and philmmphy of educatiionwith concern for "recognizing social, ethical, and Tegal dinusions of edueatilidnalpolicy," "evaluating educational aims in the,context of humomideals and snci42,1goods," "appreciating the_religious and cultural diversity ofjOerican society,w,"and "analyzing educational problems from a. global perspectivepare, at least- interms.of philosophical kinship,_the natural leaders for healing the wounds andbridging the wide gaps between liberal arts and teacher educgion. In both a i per-sonal and profesSional context we are most likely to have SaleaCteSS to bothrealms. Let us make full use of this opportunity
now, whilethe clarion cells fora return to liberal arts (whatever that might actually mean)am loudest and Oceost
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persistent.
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1. National Education Association, "Studying the Studies" (N.E.A. BackgroundPaper on Instruction and Professional Development, October, 1983).2. Vide: E. J. McGrath, General Education and the Pli ht of Modern Man(Indianapolis, Ind.: The Lily Endowment, Inc., 97D. Riesman and C. Jencks, The Academic Revol (Chicago: The Univ.Chicago Press, 1968).
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TEACHER EDUCATION AND THE LIBERAL ARTS

Peter F._ Carbone, Jr.
Duke University

Let me begin by adding yet another endorsement to the idea that a strongliberal arts background is_indispensable not just for prospective teachers butfor students generally, whatever career plans they may harbor. A liberaleducation, to- underline the obvious, is one that develops students' rationalabilities, _their cognitive skills, the qualities of their mindS. It is aneducation devoted to the cultivation of the intellect, in other words, and itis pursued for its own sake. Its products--knowledge, understanding,intellectual abilities--are good not merely in an instrumental sense for thesake of other values to which they might lead, but good in themselves,intrinsically good.

Knowledge and understanding are also extrinsically or instrumentally good,of course, in :that they_are.means to other values such as freedom, Thus, theclaim that a liberal education should liberate is more than a play on words.As Paul Hirst has observed, it has long been a fundamental Western educationaltenet:

Here, _then the Greeks attained the concept of an education
that was "liberal" not simply_because it was the education of free
men rather than slaves, but also because they saw it as freeing themind to function according to its true nature, freeing., reason from
error and illusion and freeing man's conduct from wrong.1

In addition to freeing the mind from error and illusion, a liberaleducation might be expected to loosen the intellectual constraints imposed bydogmatism and prejudice, and to foster in its recipients the disposition to acton the basis of reflection rather than on impulse. For as John Dewey haspointed out, a person whose conduct is controlled by whim and impulse "has atmost_ only the-illusion of, fraedom. Actually he is directed by forces overwhich he-has no command." 4 Here, as in so many- of his writings, D6vey also
distinguishes between negative and positive freedom.

For freedom from restriction, _the negative side, is to beprized only as a mmans to a freedom which is power: power to frame
purposes, to judge wisely, to evaluate desires by the consequenceswhich will result from acting upon them; power to select and order
means to carry chosen ends into operation.

This relationship between knowledge and positive freedom takes_on addedsignificance in a society that purports to be democratic, for as R._ S._Petershas, stated, the term "democracy" refers to more than a system of politicalinstitutions and processes. It also suggests a social system in which people
.
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are committednto the determination of public policy on the basis of reasoned
deliberation,4 and such a commitment presuppcses an enlightened citizenry, (apresupposition not far _removed from the Jeffersonian dictum that a nationcannot expect to remain both free and ignorant

The case for liberal education thus far advanced pertains, of course, toall students, not just to prospective teachers. I have touched on theintrinsic value of a liberal_education for people simply as rational beings,and on_the extrinsic value of liberal studies as a means of preparing membersof a free society to discharge their civic responsibilities. These tiesbetween liberal education, knowledge, and citizenship are doubly important forteachers, however, since the dissemination of knowledge, after all, is one ofthe teacher's prime responsibilities. And certainly the fostering of goodcitlzenship is a legitimate_ goal of schooling, at least to the extent of
developing the capacity for deliberation that is required of free citizens.

In_ addition, the general knowledge and specific intellectual toolsfurnished by liberal studies are a vital supplement to a_ teacher's
methodological_ skills, and expertise in his _or her specialized subject area.Arthur Bestor has noted in this connection that a professional's real value ismeasurable n4 so much by what he learns on the:job. but by what he brings tohis vocation.°_ Equally important is the contribution that liberal studies maketo the teacher's capacity to put his or her everyday professional_activitiesinto some_sort of perspective in terms of long-range educational aims andvalues. All too frequently our teacher-preparation program are preoccupiedwith what is practical and immediately relevant to occupational requirements.Such concerns are perfectly reasonable and appropriate,'of course, but theyneed to be balanced with equal emphasis on the theoretical, more abstractcontent of liberal_studies in order to avoid professional and intellectualparochialism. As Mark_ Van Doren has argued, teachers need a liberal artsbackground in order to fully understand what they are- teaching and why they areteaching it. Wtthout that understanding, Van Doren thinks, they are notcomplete teachers.°

Van Doren's comment implies that teachers who cannot explain the basis fortheir practice might be competent technicians but not professionals, and thisis a useful distinction. Professional status in most fields is derived inlarge part from the extent to which practice is related to scholarship andtheory in the arts and sciences, thereby enabling the practitioner tounderstand and explain the theoretical basis of his methodology. If Bestor andVan Doren are correct, it is clear that a teacher needs to be concerned with
more than her subject and her ability to transmit that subject to her students.

If we take seriously the task of producing professional teachem we needto equip them not only to "know that" and "know how" but also to "know why."That is to say, they should know why they are using the methods they haveselected. When something goes wrong in the teaching-learning process,_ aprofessional ought to be able to diagnose the cause or causes of the difficultywith reasonable accuracy and to prescribe measures of dealing with the problemthat are more likely than mere trial and error to lead to a satisfactorysolution.
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Needless, to say, this is a tall order, and I do not wish to suggest thatit can be met simply by a thorough grounding in the liberal arts. I do think,however, that the right combination of liberal_studies and educationalfoundations (educational psychology, history of education, philosophy ofeducation, social foundations of education, etc.) together with somemethodological instruction and internship experience might prove equal to thetask. If not, it may be difficult to avoid the conclusion that we will have tosettle for a technical training for teachers that falls somewhat short ofprofessional preparation.

1. Paul H. Hirst, "Liberal Education and the Nature of Knowledge," inPhiloso hical Anal s-s and Educe ion, ed. Reginald D. Archambault (New York:he umanities ress, 19 115.
2. John Dewey, Experience and Education (New York: Collier Books, 1963).65. (First published by Kappa Delta Pi, 1938).
3. Ibid., 63-64.
4, R. S. Peters, Ethics

Unwin, 1970), 298-299.
5. Arthur E. Bestor, "Liberal Education and a Liberal Nation." The AmericanScholar 21 (Spring, 1952), 142.
6. Mark Van Doren, Liberal Education (Boston: Beacon Press, 1959). 175-176.

and Education, 2nd ed. (London: George Allen &
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ARE THERE LIMITS TO MORAL EDUCATION?

Tom Hawkins
University of South Carolina at Spartanburg

Many laymen and philosophers have asked: What does it mean to be
moral (or immoral, for that matter)? Can a dog, an infant, or a
profoundly retarded person perpetrate a moral or immoral act?
Doubtless most would say, probably not. Why? Simply because none
possesses sufficient intelligence to consider the consequences of his
actions; he cannot act deliberately and hence we cannot hold him
responsible for what he does because he does not and cannot "know
better." We see then that whatever other criteria are required of
moral/immoral acts, suCh acts require at least some substantial
degree of knowledge and intelligence to guide them--or put even more
succinctly, moral agents must be able to act "intentionally."1

Suppport for this position is lent by G. Simpson who allows that:
"The concept of ethics is meaningless unless the following conditions
exist: (a) there are alternative modes of action; (b) man is capable of
judging, the alternatives in ethical terms: (c) he is free to choose what
he judges to be ethically good."2 But even more, R: Straughan informs
us that any truly moral decision which becomes an action must meet
the following criteria: (1) It must emanate from free choice; (2) . must
be intentional, from independent judgment; (3) must be uncoerced by
another agent; (4) the reasoning behind the decisions must be of a
general or disinterested kind (i.e., logical, not emotional); (5) reasons
must be expressible in terms of rules or principles which the individual
is prepared to apply to other situations; and (6) the agent must undergo
some degree of caring enough about the consequences to act upon the
decision.

So if the above criteria are sound, we see that moral decisions
leading to moral actions must be intelligently and logically
(cognitively) connected to outcomes; they must be based on some
degree of emotional involvement and caring (affectively); and obviously
they must have tome tangible affect on another person, positive or
negative so they also have a social component, as well.)4
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Now, setting aside the affective and social ramifications ofmoral/ethical decisions for the time-being, I'd like to pursue thiscognitive aspect and discuss its relevance to moral education and bringin some research which has a clear bearing on policies and practicesvis-a-vis moral education. About two decades ago Lawrence Kohlbergindicated that moral decisions were in part cognitive anddevelopmental in nature, and that like Piaget before him, suchdecisions could be categorized into a hierarchy of invariant statesbeginning with relatively simple reasoning and progressing to evermore complex reasoning. That is, whatever else is required of moraldecision-making, Kohlberg found that it was absolutely necessary topossess certain cognitive powers prior to making progressively morecomplex moral decisions. But it should be pointed out that even thoughcognitive development is necessary for moral development, it is notfog" lacto_. sufficient for it.6 Of course, anyone familiar with thisposition knows that it was nothing new, for Piaget had said the samething earlier, but he had only a scant empirical base upon which toground his theory and he failed to elaborate upon the scope and varietyof moral stages, at least to the extent to which Kohlberg was able todo.6

But both Kohlberg and Piaget agree that moral conduct, in itshighest sense, requires rather complex, abstract, more mature,"formal" cognition; and without such cognition, an individual is not andcannot become morally autonomous, and a lack of such autonomous
decision-making ability would indicate a failure to meet the pivitolcriteria of Simpson and Straughan.7 This raises a serious question for
both curriculum and instruction with respect to moral education:namely, since research informs us that most elementary level and atleast half of the secondary level students have not advanced to the"formal operational" or abstract level thinking that full moral tnoughtand action requires, and that moral development tends to lag behindcognitive development, can we teach children and adolescents to befully moral--or at least to reason that way? I contend that given what
research has found on cognitive development of children and
adolescents in the USA, for a vast majorityprobably at !east 90% of
children at the elementary level and for at least 75% at the secondary
level--we cannotel Again we cannot simply because in order to become
fully moral (in our previously noted sense), a child or adolescentrequires not only a rather complex, abstract reasoning capability, butalso sufficient experiences at working through, and exchanging ideas
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about, moral dilemmas--experiences which require time, effort, and
patience on the part of not only the student, but of the teacher as
wel1.9

Now some whom I would refer to as "educational optimists" would
tend to eigher ignore or discount the research in this area and argue
that the moral education of children and adolescents in our schools
simply requires time, technique, and perseverence, and then virtually
ail students could be brought to the highest levels of moral thinking.
But if the research is valid, it would appear that even if instruction
were "adequate" to the task, it would be futile unless the student were
"ready" and such readiness requires minimally a rather sophisticated
level of cognitive complexity: furthermore other evidence shows that
such readiness and complexity appear to be as much, or more, a matter
of maturation of the_ central nervous system as it is a matter of
experience or training.10 In the same vein, additional research informs
us that unfortunately some children and adolescents appear not to
acquire such requisite cognitive complexity, no matter what we provide
for them in instructional experiences.11 In fact, what the problem of
moral instruction poses is not necessarily what the schools and
teachers do or fail to do, it is at least in part what the problem of
human intelligence poses: fundamentally, it is the perennial question
of why are some human beings (at all ages) more able to learn
cognitively-oriented subject matter than are others?12

Although this is an extremely controversial subject, socially,
politically, economically, and for a host of other reasons too numerous
to mention here, and one that probably many researchers may have an
interest in but for ,"personal/professionar reasons steer clear of,

-nonetheless, considerable research has been conducted on this subject
for the past half century or so the findings of which are interesting,
indeed. I am referring to the research of A. Jensen, H.J. Eysenck, R.
Hernstein, and many others Who have found through a review of a host
of studies and through the use of highly refined statistical procedures
that an hypothesis which states that hereditary (primarily genetic)
variables seem to outweigh those of the environment when it comes to
explaining why it is that children and adolescents perform well, or
poorly, in school; and why it is that they also perform correspondingly
well, or poorly, on both academic aptitude tests and on achievement
tests as well. Put differently the research on human intelligence and
especially the kind of cognitive learning aptitude and ability required
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in our schools--at all levelshas tended to show that schools,
teachers, or varied "experiences" cannot do very much if anything toboost cognitive learning ability, even though rather heroic attempts
have been made to do so.73 The findings of such research reveal that
probably hereditary factors play a stronger role in the development of
human cognition than do environmental factors.14 In other words, therate and degree of cognitive development in human beings tends torespond less to environmental intervention and more to simple
maturation; and the cognitive development both Piaget and Kohlberg
told us was required to teach the higher stages of moral development
may not be amenable to instruction, no matter how intensive or
sophisticated.

Of course we could simply ignore the heredity hypothesis altogether.
But to do so, I think, condemns us to that age old, rather worn, and

even delusory, ideological notion that all_kainuz--_thlag2
no matter how subtle or complexincluding moral principles and their
applicationsand that all we need to do is find the right kind of
instructional techniques to bring these learners up to our expectations,
moral or otherwise.

The reality of the matter and few would argue with it is that most
theoreticians interested in the subject of human cognitive ability
admit that human cognitive learning ability and its various correlates
is a result of both hereditary and environmental factors, and that from
a scientific standpoint what is at stake is what orceritage each plays
in human learning and behavior.15 Now on this score not only Jensen,
but many other educational psychologists have determined that from at
least half to as much as 90% of the variance in cognitive ability is
attributable to hereditary variables.16 Jensen in fact claims that
about from 75 to 80% is closer to the mark.17

Of course there is a host of other thinkers from varied backgrounds
who not only disagree with the work of the so-called hereditarians, but
they even_ claim that they are either misguided, unscientific, racist, or
all threela But in reading the criticism, I find that a good deal of
their criticism hinges much more on _ideology than on careful analyses
of the research and its methodology.19 For example, S. Gould in his
book, THE MISMEASURE OF MAN, perpetrates the age-old "bad seed"
fallacy by claiming that because the research of a century or so ago
was unscientific, misguided, and largely political in nature, so
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therefore the research which came after WWII must also follow thesame pattern.20 It simply doesn't meet the criteria of sound logicalreasoning.
data and
assertions.
since

The rules of the scientific game require criticism of both
method in order to demonstrate invalidity of conclusionsAnd in readino a good deal of the literature on this subject

1960, I see no 6ata or arguements which discredit Jensen,
Eysenck, or Herrnstein; and much more to support their findings.

In any case, what can we conclude from all this? It's difficult tosay, given the on-going research in the area of the "causes" of human
cognitive ability and the hereditary and environmental factors whichbear on its development. However, regarding policies and practicesconcerning the "teaching" for moral development there are two thingswe ought to consider: First, and probably foremost, we must recognize
that teaching (or instruction) is, and can only be, an enyironmemal
phenomenon. That is, the process of teaching is chiefly one of
manipulation of that part of an organism's (the student's, in our case)
environment which has as its goal to produce learning in said organism.And this places the teacher in the role, like it or not, of the "practicalenvironmentalist," since the teacher, qua teacher, can do utterlynothing about a student's hereditary make-up, but has at his/herdisposal only the environment with which to work to produce any kindof learning in the studentcognitive or otherwise. But perhaps equallyimportant for the long term, the second consideration we might want to
suggest is that perhaps due to individual differences in cognitivelearning ability--which may in fact be due in large measure tohereditary differences not all, perhaps not even a majority of studentsin our schools can be taught to be fully autonomous moral agents. Butif not fully moral, what? I would suggest that moral train!ng be aimed
at lemt at the Kohlbergian stage IV or HLaw and Order" orientation.Why? For at least two salutory reasons: (a) because here evidence
shows that a vast majority of our students, especially at the secondary
level, can and do become fully "concrete operational" in their thinking
and hence are therefore able to reason morally at the Kohlbergian level
IV or "law and order" level , and (b) this cognitive/moral orientationwould imbue the student with at least a sense that "People ought toobey the law." Think about it. If we could instill such an orientation in
a large majority of our students and fellow citizens, we would
encounter what I believe would be a vast improvement over what we
are witnessing in the modern day in many quarters of our society--
namely a deplorable increase of serious crimes against people and
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property and a general disregard for the law, rendering many of ourhomes, streets, neighborhoods, and schools increasingly precariousplaces to be.

To put the above in diffeent words, I am saying that the "causes" ofhuman cognitive learning ability notwithstanding, our curricula andinstruction in our schools ought to be focused on an all out attampt toprovide those experiences for a students which will bring them up tothe highest moral developmental level possible. But after making suchheroic attempts we ought not be too surprised if only a few students
reach the complex moral level described by Simpson and Straughan.And who knows, perhaps the scientific engine will someday provide uswith some magic chemical injection, electrical stimulus, or surgical
procedure, or some other biological, chemical, or physical techniquewhich will make every student fully, autonomously "morally educable"buy bringing him/her up to a full functioning Piagetian "formal
operational" cognitive level. For if we could do this, then, and onlythen, could we begin to aim at that lofty ideal of teaching "all men and
women to become fully moral men and women," moral in the very
highest and best sense.
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RESPONSE TO

ANE THErE LIMITS TO MORAL EDUCATION?

John U. Davis
Bethany College

It seems to me that papers like the one just presented by Dr. Hawkins are veryimportant to the philosophy of education. The paper strikes me as being veryprovocative. It ,:eals with serious issues that are not part of our everyday dis-course. I am particularly interested in the fact that educational philosophersare looking at psychology, the progeny so many years ago of philosophy.

This respondent certainly does not intend to disagree with the analysis of
the components of moral reasoning presented here. In fact, I argued at this meetinglast year that reason was not only a key component of moral education but that itwas the one component with which the school, the public's school, should be concerned.I will still contend that reasoning, thinking if you prefer, is the main businessof the school.

Dr. Hawkins, it seems to me, raises two main issues in this paper. First hecontends that most people do not reach the higher stages of reasoning described byLawrence Kohlberg. The higher stages of reasoning require what Piaget called
hypothetico deductive thinking, usually referred to as formal thought. While
concrete thinking limits the person to seeing an issue as black or white, right or
wrong, formal thought gives One the ability to look at many aspects, the various
ramifications of each and to view the outcome from various perspectives. These
skills are necessary for what Kolberg called post conventional or autonomousreasoning. This reasoning may well have at its base the law and order perspective
of an earlier stage but it recognizes that laws are enacted with a purpose. Whenthat purpose is not being achieved by the law citizens should work to change thelaw. This reasoning chain requires the ability to keep several aspects of an
issue in mind at once. That's formal thought. On the other hand, the adult who
claims to he scrupulously fair because he treats everyone equally and insists on
absolute equality without consideration of Intention, size, age or any otherfactors is demonstrating concrete rather than formal thought.

Second, he contends that the reason that most people are not able to think
conceptually is genetic and not amenable to change through the environmental in-fluence of the school. In less elegant terms one might say, "You can't make a
silk purse out of a sow's ear."

I really doubt that either of these premises would get much of an argument
from a teacher of mathematics. The calculus is not attainable by all. Because they
cannot think conceptually in mathematics some adults surreptitiously count on their
fingers when they attempt to do the subtraction in their check book. The history
teacher also recognizes that not all students think conceptually in his subject whenhe asks them to identify similarities between two different historical events. The
concrete thinker sits with pencil ready to write THE right answer and may become
quite irritated if none is forthcoming.

This situation exists. Many people are not able to think conceptually while
they are in the charge of the public school. In fact the work of William Perry -t
Harvard suggests that the situation may be even worse than stated in this paper.

Correspondence: Box 91 thany, WV 26032
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He found that verv few of the seniors at that institution were using what we mightcall mature conceptual thought. My concern then is not with the thesis of thispaper, not with the research cited to document the contentions. My concern is withthe implied conclusion which seems to me to be unnecessarily psssimistic, almostnihilistic, and with the presentation itself.

The presentation of the two main points, that not everyone reasons conceptuallyand that the reason for that lack has a strong genetic base, carries an overtone
that approaches author bias rather than reasoned inquiry. He suggests that
"educational optimists" ignore the data, ie., his "conclusions," and that this is an
"extremely controversial subject," one that many professionals will "steer clearof" for "personal and professional reasons." I cannot_imagine that. Should I
have checked the audience before the session began? Should I now ask that the
doors be locked? There is only one way that these two basic points can be
controversial, and that is if they are misapplied.

I.do remember being offended by Jensen's 1969 article in the Harvard
Educational Review.2 I was astounded when talking with Kevin Marjoribanks in
the early seventies About his research showing that IQ subscores varied by race or
ethnic background even when socioeconomic status was accounted for.3 I remember
thinking that the old saw that the Chinese were good with numbers now had some
empirical validity. But neither of these people suggested then or now that ALL
people in that race or ethnic group were the same. When that research is cited to
support compensatory education or preferential treatment on the basis of race or
ethnicity there is and wall should be controversy. But that is not the case here.
Hawkins is not suggesting that we should lump people by race, that we should
stereotype and not look for what has come to be called a normal curve. He is
simply suggesting that schools cannot make a silk purse out of a sow's ear. The
implication that there is something sinister and dangerous about these ideas, in
this application, bothered me.

For the purpose of this response, let me accept _he contention that ninety
percent of measured (predicted) aptitude and ninety Percent of measured IQ come
from a genetic base. Does that suggest that we should give up the effort to
stimulate conceptual thought entirely? If it is not possible to stimulate moral
reasoning I must wonder where the last generation of moral reasoners came from,
where indeed you came from.

There seems to be a shift in the language of the paper at this point. The
author never defined the term education but this last section implies that we are
to indoctrinate. The author calls for, "moral training," not moral reasoning and
suggests that we "instilI"an orientation to a certain concrete rule that, "People
ought to obey the law." If I am correct that the language chosen indicates the
intent, and it indicates that we are simply to tell young people the right answer,
then I must wonder where the next generation of moral reasoners will get the help
it needs in this crucial work.

Let me return to the teacher of mathematics mentioned earlier - the one I
suggested would not be surprised that not all students will be able to achieve at
a high conceptual level in mathematics. Thau teacher has many colleagues who
gave up trying to help students see the beauty and organization of mathematics.
Rather than saying, "My that's an interesting way to represent long division, can
we think of some other ways to represent what is happening when we divide?", the
teacher complains, "Tell your Father that's not the way we do it here." Many
teachers have given up on teaching conceptual understanding. They may believe in
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in their heart of hearts but only right answers will count when the achievementtests are graded. I would suggest that many history teachers also see their jobas teaching the facts. Doing history, investigating primary documents, developingthinking skills are nice diversions but teaching the rule, the shibboleth answerto historical questions is the proper goal, and success will be measured on thetest. I would suggest that this paper puts us in that same position in terms ofmoral education. Education which involves reasoning is difficult. Not all studentswill achieve at the same level at a given time. Some may never manage the calculusor Kohlberg's stage five. But I cannot stand idly by and allow moral education
to abandon the goal of raising conceptual understanding. Remembered right answerswill not suffice.

When the student does not grow in conceptual understanding it's not the geneswhich are at fault. Despite the fact that not all students will reach thesame
height, physical skill or conceptual level; despite the fact that we -n the school
control only ten percent of the variable in measured achievement, the school stillhas a charge to do its job. The school should still take children where they areand facilitate conceptual development. It may be that Mr. Hawkins felt he
anticipated this argument in his paper when he referred to the "educational
optimists" who feel that "time, technique and perseverence" are all that isneeded to bring all students to the highest levels of thinking. I doubt it,however. The proposal most like that, in my experience, is Mor'imer Adler'sPaideia proposal. Adler simply argues, as I do, that the proper goal of the
school is to stimulate thinking in the populace, not to indoctrinate certain
current right answers or rules. All students will not achieve the highestlevels of thinking. They should, however, be given a chance to develop somefacility.

I feel at this point like Socrates., in MEMO,
4

as he argues that there are
different goals of education and that they require different procedures. If ourgoal is to turn out a uniform product with a uniform set of beliefs then there is
no need to design educational strategies which will foster growth from where thestudent is to more mature conceptual positions. No need o work to find ways to
help students consider alternatives, consequences, develop principles. It isenough to tell them that the law is there and it must be obeyed. I have no
doubt that most Americans think the goal of education is to get higher scores
than the Russian children do on achievement tests. What I am referring to as
moral education may not be possible in American schools to-day. Thinking doestake time, technique, and perseverence as Mr. Hawkins suggested the "educationaloptimist" would report. That time can be better spent if our goal is simply the
raising of test scores. But also like Plato, as he develops the argument inMEND, I am convinced that rules and other externalities are les_9 important than
the awakening of the inner capacities of man. Virtue is not learned and remembered.
Virtue is constructed.

I agree that few of my students will achieve the complex moral level that
Hawkins began his paper with. I am often amazed though with the ability young
people have to jump steps that it took me years to go though. I find young
people in their late teens who have achieved an insight that I and my peers did
not recognize until a much older age. I do not share the negative tone of Dr.
Hawkins paper. I am his optimist, maybe. But if we fail to facilitate the
conceptual growth of young people, if we continue to accept the realist notion
that all knowledge must be reflected in the score of an achievement test-and that
other school activities are frills, if we continue to speak of the basics without
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recognizing thinking as the most basic of them all, I will place the blame onour faulty conception of the educational enterprise, not as Mr. Hawkins seemsto, on our genes.
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