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Editor's Preface

, "Thinking About Thinking" was the theme for the 1986 Annual Meeting of the
Souxh Atlantic Philosophy of Education Society and is =duly reflected in the
page>s that follow. It is entirely. appropriate that phil osophers of education
be Fnvolved with this topic, for they can bring to it a gemneral perspective not
ofteen found 1in other disciplines in the field of educatio~nal studies. This is
not to disparage the contributions of other fields; rather—, it is to affirm the
viteality of the contributions that come from philosophy of= education.

Over the years the Society has enjoyed many notewor—thy keynote speakers,
but perhaps none has focused attention on the meeting trmeme so completely as
did the 1986 speaker, Professor John McPeck. The major meoint of his address—
that= critical thinking 1s best achieved 1in education threough understanding of
"the= broad domains of human experience which we call tEFe disciplines"—runs
cont_rary to what many popular proponents of the critic—al thinking skills
movement advocate today. Thus, McPeck sounded an iconoclazstic note, for rather
thar * denigrating the necessity of a foundation of facts= and information in
favo> of thinking skills independent of any particular ccontent, he urged that
we should be emphasizing content foundations in the eT?ementary school as
prers=quisites for luter, "higher order" thinking at the seecondary school level.

In_his response to McPeck's address, Professor KingsE ey Price agreed that
crit=ical thinking as an isolated skill is inappropriate t=o introduce to young
children, for what makes criticai thinking critical is t=hat "the person who
thin ks, thinks about his thinking,” and this involves a certain degree of
inted Tectual maturity. Price qualified this to include —the proposition that
youneg children can be taught certain subjects, such as thmme social studies, in
ways that limit an uncritical acceptance of nationalistic sentiments. In one
sens=, then, he argued that some critical skiil: can perhaps be taught;
howewrer, in another sense we can no more teach humans teo think than we can
teacka fish to swim, for thinking 1s to humans as swimming@ 1is to fish: it is
part of their natural vocation.

These brief summative statements give an indication eof the philosophical
inter=change that typified the annual meeting, for concurremst sessions were well
attermded and the discussions lively. As 1is the case inh =alternate years, the
meet¥ ng had the added attraction of the Presidential AAddress, this year
deliv-ered by President Jeanne Pietig, "On Making the Ed:wucation of Teachers
Intel Tectually Scund." The attractive setting and genfial welcome afforded by
the ¥ oyola campus and comfortable accommodations macie the meeting most
enjoy-able. A1l members of the Society will certainly look forward to a return
to Loyola College and Baltimore "on the shores of the Chesaggoeake Bay,"

Samuel M, Cwx~aver, Editor
February, 1987
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ABSTRACT

TEACHING CRITICAL THINKING THROUGH THE DISCIPLINES:
CONTENT VERSUS PROCESS

Jdohn E, McPeck
University of Western Ontarie

In brief, this paper argues that the only efficacious route to teaching
effective critical thihking_jg through, and within, the standard disciplines.
This may seeﬁ 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 abéut the'ways in
which thought is intimately ccnnected>tc language, if nect actualiy composed of
language, and that sophisticated thought (and critical thinking is a sub-set of
this) requires the saph%sticated use of Tanguage. And insofar as the
disciplines are composed of different 'Tanguage games" (a la Wittgenstein), and
the disciplines répresent the broadest domains of human experience that we
know, then learning the language of disciplines is the major prerequisite for
sophisticated thought in these broad domains.

The sa—caT]ed'"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 s <independent of content);
and that these skills can and will transfer across domains. fypical examples
of these general skills are to be found in the use of logic, bath formal and
informal, and also in certa1n general "problem solving" skills.

The major point of my paper is to expose the several confusions wh}ch this

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

Correspondence:  School of Education, University of Western Ontario, London.
Ontario, Canada

-3




even in the applications of logic, is contingent upon understanding the

complexities of the domain-specific 1angua§é wherein the prebTem resides,
Thus, the 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 pﬁepara
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 of these connections is what
education and critical thinking 1is fundamentally about. Indeed, so-called
"higher order" learning is itself predicated on having this broader
understanding of how certain facts and information are connected or related to
something else. With this as background, 1 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 University

I. Thinking Movement in Méntal'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 or
trees as such, nor by the lower animals at least to any remarkable degree. Wherever
there is thinking, we may always ask, "who does it"; the reply that it is done by a
thing 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 by
2 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 of
stones rolling down a slope, of trees pushed against by wind, of living human
bodies twitching from electric shock or dodging missiles thrown. Thinking is,
rather, movement that the moving thing takes part in as Socrates takes part in-
talking 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 of
the Polanaise Militaire, ~--as any of us takes part in the movement of reading the
Euthyphro, appreciating the Guernica and the Polanaise, of worshipping, buying,
selling, voting, and complaining about the weather, Thinking is bodily movement
that expresses the congclovanazz of the thing that moves. . It is also purely
méncal movement like the movement from one image to another in dreams of the
night, the musing movement from one part of a daydream to another, of free
dassociation from one idea to another, or the movement from one thought to another
in an argument, Thinking is movement of consciousness~-—bodily like reading and
writing, or pure like dreaming and reasoning.

What? Is one not thinking, then, unless he moves from one thing to another—-—-
if, say, he is uninterruptedly and stationarily aware of just one thing alone? A
Stone does not move from awareness of one thing to that of another; but if, in the
vVery center, it should become uninterruptedly and stationarily aware of the earth's
pressing 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 of
this view with what goes before by pointing out that the awareness of just one thing
"is not simply thrust upon a person who is aware, but is one way of his moving to
participate 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 mental
act is a parson's being aware of some object, purely or with the help of some
bodily movement; and thinking, in the broadest sense of the term, is a person's
engaging in a mental act or moving from one to another.

II. Critical Thinking, Not Found in Single Acts.

Is critical thinking, then, eritical acts of awareness or critical movement
from one to another? Perhaps one eould say that, but doing so would be quite
unhelpful. It would not tell us what critical thiaking is because it would not
tell us what ‘eritical 1s, nor what it is in thinking that is critical--~the act
of awareness that a person directs toward an object, the object he directs it

Corréép@ndeﬂéeé ﬁepértmen:'afrPHilgéaphy; The Johns HﬁpkihérﬁniVErgity;
Baltimore, Maryland 2121§
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e person, himself, who directs his awareness toward an object.
into the matter more deeply.

h

toward, or t
We must look

Could a single act of awareness be critical? I mean by "a singl
act whose awareness is bounded by a beginning and an end, and quite
uninterrupted in between. To think of Julius Caesar now, and then again ia
a minute, is to engage in two different acts of awareness though they are of
one and the same object, not in a single act of awareness of that object. A
single act of awareness is any act like the awareness of this particular red
patch, 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 the
first emperor of Rome because he secured control of the army and the provinces.
ly within itself, in total isolation from

Could such an act be eritical whol
urely not. If it were, the awareness of an
r

e
m

act" an

b

w
=

any other act of thinking? U 3

object 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. That
would be, as the philosophers say, absurd. To be aware of a red patch, of

the dominant seventh on G, of the proposition that Julius Caesar was the first
emperor of Rome, or of the proposition that he was sc because he controlled
the army and the provinces---to be aware of each of these objects in a single
act of awareness is not to be critically aware of it, not even in the last
case where the cause (or part of it) of Caesar's being the first emperor is
revealed.

H

ITI. Not in Complexes of Successive Acts.

If a bit of thinking is critical, it must be composed of several
successive acts. They must be ts ol the same person of course; if they were
not, they would not make one bit o
persons directing awareness toward object
directed toward them.

of] h
f thinking, but as many bits as there are
ts, or as many, even, as there are acts

Consider ome person who is sleeping. His dream is made of several
successive acts, but these several successive acts cannot make up a bit of
critical thinking. The dreams of the chief butler, of the chief baker, and
of 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---a tale one
sometimes hears—--cannot show that their dreams are critieal in themselves,
but only that analysts dream that they are so. Nor, for a reason of the same

Oort, can the daydreamer's daydream, however complex, be eritical 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 nation
from its evil and conniving emenles with a computelectricolasernuclea-
tiptiptoploftical heavenly shield--—cannot be critical of itself, but can,

at best, only daydream that it is. Undirected thinking, in itself, 1is not
critical thinking.

=]
I

But directed thinking, in itself, is not either. Trains of acts in free
ssociation are directed by characteristics of the objects thought of, and

a

the trains of awareness that follow the path laid out from premises to
conclusion are directed by the premisses toward what they necessitate. Still
one can run from 'all men are mortal’, through 'Socrates is a man' to 'Socrates
is mortal' quite as uncritically as one can move from 'seashells' through
'sailing ships' to 'islands in tropical seas'; and this last movement, in

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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itself, is altogether uncritical. But unless "critical" an'direc—ted" ‘are
taken to mean just the same thing, these directed trains oficts o3 awareness
are no more eritical than those that lack direction as do dreams , E=>oth
sleeping and waking. Critical thinking cannoct be found inngle =acts of

awareness, nor in complexes of successive acts as such, undirected or
directed. . :

IV. Not in Acts of Awareness, and Not In Their Objects.

5tiil, critiecal thinking is surely thinking that is inwne vae=v directed.
Where, in critical thinking, might this directedness be foud! Not= in the
acts of awareness it contains. ‘These acts, in themselves, giw no
chazacteristics'whatEVEf. Engaging in them consists in nothllg mor-« than
presenting ourselves with objects---this patch, that chord, sich anes such a
proposition.- Possessing no internal characteristics, none o these acts can
be connected with another by virtue of its own nature; andusequeently,
none is directed toward another. They have relations to ometothe=x of
course. They occur at certain times, and so precedz and suuted one= another.
But since no act has a characteristic that could distinguishit fror=m another
act as such, we cannot say that any one act is directed towad this act rather
than toward that act, and hence, that it is directed towardmy act whatever.
So, directedness and hence the criticalness of thinking canmtstem from the
fact that it is made up of acts of awareness.

Nor can the objects that stand forth in acts of awarenesmake thinking
critical by directing its movement from one of its constituetacts to another.
Consider the painter's initial strokes. Do not they direct fis thirmeking to
those that will complete his Picture? And is not critical pinting, painting
that moves from the painter's awareness of his initial stroksin th-e direction
of the final strokes they indicate? Or consider the propositims ir_ an
argument. Do not some of the propositions the thinker is awit of d_-<rect his
awareness toward another? And is not critical thinking, thiking theat moves
from the awareness of premisses in the direction of their conlusion=2  The
answer to both sets of questions must be 'No'. The painter wl the =arguer
may think in a thoroughly mechanical or spontaneous way. Thepinte=a out of
long practice may be painting just one more scene of The Granlanal or of
The Inner Harbor; and the arguer may be thinking quite spontmously —— And
mechanical, and spontaneous thinking must be opposed to critiul thirmking.
Besides, critical thinking may go awry. Dr. Johnson who new was, might
have been mistaken none the less; and lesser critics are mist#en wit—h great
frequency., But thinking that is directed by relations of itghjecte=s———
aesthetic, logical, or other---would always follow the right pth out—= of
necessity.

V. But in The Thinker's Intention to Direct the Movement of $me Per—son's
Thinking, Well.

The directedness of critical thinking cannot consist in tie dire- ctedness
of some of its acts toward others; there can be no such diractiness, Nor does
it consist in the fact that the succession of its acts conformto thee
relations of its objects——-not in the fact, as Spinoza might hwe put dit———
that the movement from one act to another parallels the relatinm of tEheir
objects; rather, the directedness of critieal thinking dependsipon tEne fact
that the person who thinks, thinks about his thinking, i.e., sfwut wh==at he is
doing. This attention, though required, is not enough however, One c=iight
attend to his own thinking without directing it as does the wikt awake= and
careful observer of his own free associlation. What makes the witica® thinker

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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critical is that ke attends tec what he is deing in order to dn it well, not
1ll. 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 crtitically. Most of us, most of the time, vote without
attending 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 twenty years. Some of us, sometimes, ask about our voting
whether it might lead to a better community than would voting differently.
And a few of us, occasionally try 'Socrates is a Greek' to show ourselves
the validity of our usual inference. Schubert did rot try to think well in
writing 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 in
was 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 about
Socrates by trying one that is invalid. To think critically about thinking is
to examine what we are aware of from one i ime to another with a view to
replazing this or that object with another where the replacement appears to
present a better whole to our awareness.

Well, no; not quite. That view makes critical thinking always directed
teward improving the thinking of the critic. And of course, that is not
right. Socrates, a critical thinker par excellence, was concerned with the
clarity, the validity, and the truth of other people's thinking—-- at least
in principle. It was Euthyphro's thinking about piety that he was still
trying to make into a better whole when Euthyphro remembered that he was in
a 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 critiec that of
the musician, etc. etec.. 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 possible-—--as useful, as beautiful,
as right, as probable. or Lrue, as consisteut as it can be.

VI. No Such Thing as Critical Thinking in General, or It's 5kill, enly in
Particular.

Notice an interesting corollary. Critical thinking need not be good
thinking. It must be thinking that the thinker tries to do well. But trying
need not succeed, and critical thinking need not be thinking well. The
student of composition may think critically in writing his exercise in fugue.
5till, his fugue, in the harkening to it, will almost certainly fall far short
of all of Bach's, many of which, almost as certainly, were written without a
single 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 claricy.
The critic of Darwin's thinking may examine his data in minute detail, but

still be mistaken in his judgement of the propesitions Darwin found them to
support,

A second corollary is that eritical 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 way
to vote. To try to think well about propositions describing the transitien
from republic to empire is to try to bring into one's awareness a good

1
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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 historieal 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 coheremce with 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 sense that the same word, "eritiecal", 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 of thinking eritically. 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 nc 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 dome--—and
done well or i1ll. And the skill of critical thinking can be nothing more
than the ability to think well about thinking~---musically, morally,
historically, mathematically, etec.. 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

a
the Wittgensteinian analogy of language with games, and the assumption that
thinking and language are identical or parallel.

ja

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

But thinking is identical with, or parallel to language; and so, while
there are many separate ways of thinking or subjects to think about, there
is 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 and
thinking. Still, I think the concept, 'language-game', really does not help
much in talking about thinking because the concept, 'game', on Wittgenstein's
view, is quite unbounded. No finite list of characteristics can give us the
characteristics that are necessary for an activity's being a game; and irf
that is so, to say that speaking or language is like playing a game cannot
tell 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 eritical
thinking directs itself is to expose one's argument, I believe, to fewer
possible attacks.

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

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

Buriwhat about teaching them to think critically about 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-eritical 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 mathematieal 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 1life.
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 encrmous 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 cifcumstances. 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 gquite
different in mind from what Professor McPeck and I have in mind when we use
the phrase, "critical thinking". For Pr

e
or 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 "eritical 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-aligning or altering attitudes toward
a subject, toward learning it, ete.. 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 "skili" is an empirical matter. There may well be eircumstances 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.

Stili, even if our teaching should be thus reformed, we could not teach
people to think or to thirk critically in an important sense of ''teach”. To
think, i.e., to engage in mental acts and to move from one to anether in the
ways that are appropriate to different kinds of thoughtful wholeg-~--
aesthetic, moral, cognitive, logical, ete.~---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. But the fish swin by nature,
and nothing can produce the ability in them since they pussess 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.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



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 =11 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 that
Johnny can't read, write or count. Now we have learned to our horror that he can't
think either. The response has been predictably massive. Vast national and interna-
tional conferences have convened from Harvard to Sonoma. Huge, neatly packaged
courses 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 "Socratie dialogue"
between student and his user-friendly program. One wonders what one-on-one metallic
irony lies below the surface of that onel

Of course, 1like 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
ocbjectives 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 & train of argument to the right answer, as well
as knowing the right answer.

But, 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 criticall
about critical thinking. They are John McPeck whose Critical Thinking and Education™
has raised our consciousness EQH%idEfably about this issue, Robert Sternberg, whose
recent Phi Delta Kappan 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 @§ 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 for
Children program developed by Matthew Lipman, with which I have been working in
schools in South Carolina for the past few years. In a méeting 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 krow 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 high 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 abroud. It consists of a series of novels,
written at grade-appropriate reading levels, in which children dialogue among
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themselves and with various constituencies of adults zbout basic philosophical is-
sues, the nature of humanity, issues in the theory of knowledge, ethies and even
questions of ultimate destiny, such as the existence of God and life after death. 1In
the course of their discussions, they discover and master certain reasoning skills
including formal and informal inference, classification skills, concept development
and definitional skills amonz them. I shall argue that this program satisfies many
of the demands of eritical thirking enthusiasts, but as philosophy, it avoids many of

the 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 Crit Think found in his article "Critical
Thinking and the 'Trivial Pursuit' Theory of Knowledge" In this article he presents
us with three demurrers: (1) Thinking is never found in isolation and should not be
so 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 thinking, 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 not_about anything in particular."

All such talk is literal nonsense.

(2) A second objection concerns the possibility of formulating and teaching "generic"
thinking skills. McPeck, observing the wide variety of types of thinking found in
fields as disparate as pecetry and the sciences, insists that thinking is subject-
specifie, and that the skills necessary for success in one field are not necesgsarily
adequate for thinking well in others. He writes:

-..an effective thinker in one area is not necessarily an
effective thinker in all other areas. For example, while Einstein
could communicate remarkzbly in physiecs 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. McPeck
argues that studies have demonstrated little carryover of skills from one subject
area 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 at
this conference) concerns the possibility that we may, 1like 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 of
thought, a healthy "reflective skepticism', and the relevant knowledge to support
these habits of mind, And this entails, McPeck thinks, the major ingredients of a
good liberal educatien. Thus training in the classic subject areas of the libersl
arts will produce the c¢ritical 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 eritieal thinking mate-
rials. (For those of you interested, some of the best of these are dascgibed and
analyzed in recent volumes by Paul Chance, and Raymond S. Nickerson et al.” ) I find
in 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 voecabulary
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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 unique
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
McPeck'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, such thinking is not
"thinking simpliciter," whatever thai 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 majcr 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 serutiny.

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 physies to warrant
the development of a single set of thinking skills for these two areas? Similarly,
if poetry and the other fine arts 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 seiences as all of them
are different from the skills involved in drivers ed. or P.E.? Surely this is ornly
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 logie and perhaps much of inductive inference.
So-called informal logical skills are considerably more content specifiec. 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 logiec, 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 notoricusly undemonstrated, I am familiar with some studies which show that
Philoscpliy 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 se
much part of traditional philosophy should have salutary resultz in most curricular
areas. The whole area of transfer is a difficult one, and should be studied closely.

McPeck's third point, that critieal 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 developiment 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. Philose-
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. Bruner's
bold claim that "...any subject can be taught effeagively 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. Philesophy too ought
to be modelled on the spiral, with a child's philosophical training beginning as soon
as she can use the word "wh" and as soon as she seeks to fulfill her basic instinets
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 and
directs 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 thel nd 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 Lo me this resp:-se is as much in need of warrant as the contrary response of
the Philosophy for Children 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 <laim 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.

0]

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 many 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 critiecal
thinking skills are not ordered to real-life problems, nor do they faithfully repli-
cate the way in which problematie situations emerge in »ur uxperience. 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 manifsld solutions, our thinking
skills 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 Farry
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. Teachers report that philosophical issues are discussed at lunch, in rides
back from basketball games. These anecdotes suggest that Philosophy for Children is
né mersly 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 phileosophical 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 determinafte 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 1little). In other words, the third prong of thé& 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 eritical thinking skills, but it needs a corrective, 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 “gfawn=g§" enough
for such experiences. They should not be relegated to the "waiting-list" " as Dewey
put 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 democratiec society.

I want to conclude with a somewkat different kind of observation, one especially
directed 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 -istinguish good from
bad 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, that frequently turns teachers
and administrators away. But, if the eritieal 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.

1. John McPeck, Critical Thinking and Education (New York: 5t. Martin's Press,

1981)

2. Robert J. Sternberg, "Teaching Critical Thinking," Phi Delta Kappan 67(Novem-
ber 1985):194-98, and 67(December 1985):277-80. 7
3 Mortimer J. Adler, "Why 'Critical Thinking' Programs Won't Work," Education

Week (September 17, 1986):28.
4, Robert J. Mulvaney, 'Philosophy for Children - Some Theoretical Considera-
tions," SAPES Proceedings 1984:92-97.

5. John E. McPeck, "Critical Thinking and the 'Trivial Pursuit' Theory of Knowl-
e," Teaching Philosophy 8(October 1985):295-308.
6.
7.

edg T 4
Ibid., 295-96.
Ibid., 29s8.
8. Paul Chance, Thinking .in the Classroom: A Surve: of Programs
Teachers College Press, 1986); Raymond S. Nickerson et al., The Teachin
(Hillsdale, NJ: L. Erlbaum Associates, 1985)

: (New York:
of Thinking

)]
e
5]
<
m

24




- 19 -

9, Jerome Bruner, The Process of Education (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University
Press, 1960), 33.

10. MePeck, Critieal Thinking

11. John Dewey, Democracy and

The Macmillan Co., 1916), 54

25




FHILOSOPHY FCR CHILDREN AND THE CRITICAL
THINKING MOVEMENT: REFLY TC MULVANEY

John B. Haynes
James Madison University

To begin, let me express my slncere respect for the varlous contributions
made during previous years by Professor Robert J. Mulvaney, who is a st president
of this soclety. While wearing the hat of respondent this afternoon, my chief aim
is to recognize Mulvaney's raper as a stimulating and informative extension of the
1984 SAPES addresses with Dr, James M, Ward (also from the University of South
Carolinma). These previous presentations described the experimental "Philosophy for
Children Program" (PFC) originally devised by Matthew Lipman et al, at Montclair
State College, New Jersey, and the ongolng progress of the various activites in the
rarticipating South Carolira schobls. It would appear that I must piay dual roles
today, both child advocate as well as devil's advocate, in apalyzing these clainms,

The response delivered by Dr. Harold Franz (1984) was also effective as a part
of tlie conference meeting since he raised some key questions, including the alter-
ratlive approach of integrating philosophy into the curmicula within cther disciplines
as opposed to favoring a single course, The rationale utilized the frinciple of
contlnuity. More importantly in terms of Mulvaney's chosen topic this Year, Franz
referred to Professor John McPeck's (our keynote speaker from the University of
Western Ontario) argument that teaching "Critical Thinking" (CT) as a process has
to be contextualized., One might ask if this perceptive comment earlier served to
stimulate Mulvaney to write a follow-up synthesis of the relevunt literature for an
interesting contrast within the FFC 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 btasic ratiomale for IFC includes the focus on philosophy as a
highly effective vehicle for teaching CT because of its mature as a discipline, In
this way, the program features are thought to avold the limitations of other well
known approaches which assume that C? "skills" can be isclated and taught, Also,
the dialogue sessions and written exercises Wwith unique novels are designed to be
meaningful and appropriate means of achieving both affective and cognitive goals
acroes all grade levels of schooling in a spirit of open inquiry,

As an outsider who has not personally experienced such a Program, I would like
to observe that Mulvaney's views seem to be based upon the assumption of inherent
merit of this experimental program which interprets the discipline of philosophy
for children in our schools., It is apparent, however, that not all professionzls in
the related fields share this same degree of enthusiasm or belief that young pupils
are "ready to do philosophy.” On the other hand, he suggests that the burden of
rroof lies on those who argue such logical skills or queations of "ultimte concern”
should be excluded rather than on those desiring philosophy in the curriculum, as
a2 real possibility for warranted inquiry, At the very least, +his Programmatic idea
deserves careful attention and study, We are indebted to Professor Mulvaney for
his amlytic review of the recent CT literature as linked to the existing critiques
and the subject area of philosophy, I want to follow the same sequence in respornd=-
ing to his commenis on various theorists' writlngs which outline the defense for FFC,
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fince philosophy is certainly concerned - with the process of thinkiemg it is
intemting to note that we are now trying t0 © think critically about the wricus
¥oXlsiof John McPeck, Robert Sternberg, and MMortiner Adler, who as indiwviiul
expers have also been critically thinking or — reasoning about the critic:lthink-
ing wement itself! In this sense, a follow-w=up response paper then adds: fourth
dimeulon or perhaps a kind of "eritieal zone® =" which hopefully will be a lace of
1ighatid awvakening to the issues at hand, O(wCur 1986 SAFES conference thum here
at Lgla University, "Thinking About Thinkirasg, " seems to have led us to iis case,

lwking at the problem under consideratio.on from an historleal Perspative, I
wouldllke to mention that John Dewey's impors—tant book, entitled How We_ Tk,
firsipeared in the year 1910, based upon tHhe practlical work conducted. ithin
the liratory School in Chicago between 1896 and 1903 and reported latex! as
all dyou are aware, Dewey's method, called ™ “reflective thinking" or imblligent
actlams to be applied to all life situatiorsms recognizing that no sepaxilon
exla-ibletween such action and appreciation imen human experlence, This exjpuinental
theoxjresolves the schooling conflict of the dichotomy of “"process™ and 'roduct"
a8 axitegrated approach which attempts to cx®annel the child's natural dmlse
toweailogical order, This reflective procec== Lused upon individual intemsts and
socl=lmeds in a specific situation representdie a combining of the sclentiiic mode
of imyiry with a naturalistic view as a way ocof dealing with ethical matkas, If
concejls are taught in an 1solated manner ox r—ules are inculcated in a foml way,
the mmlts would be boredom and imttentlion ws-mrned Dewey. Rather, genulyprob-
lens ulsing from the student's social needs s.mnd individual interests shoili be
the Empr focus for vital and creative lesxnl:ing to take place,

hlevey also pointed out in The Quest fo:or Certainty, the ldea of usiy the
experivntal approach in matters of rersonal a:z=nd soclal conduct seems to nggest
a lachof standards and authority.2 In the rea-=1m of values and moral reasilng,
Some iht argue that this potentially could bteee a crucial weakness of FFC, md
could mresent a very definite obstacle to opiotiml results with elementarige
childhm, Sufficient experience would seem to e be lacking for such investiptions,
and thentire process of open-ended inguiry tH:-hrough novels and talks coulipove
to be mettling, especlally i1f such adult topfelcs as nuclear warfare, human or
approite punishment & criminals, sexual behaw-viar, or drug abuse are ipec lid,
Tes Liwd, children may raise such issues but = can they handle them philoajhically?
At amynte, "eritical thinking® should enphasEize reflection upon past exmlence
as we:lis taking into account future consequerznces as suggested by John Dewy if
the Diiills of logical positiviem are to he awvolded, This view also repaments a
procesiof verification which is broader than =sinply utilizing the formal nles of
logic ol is more rigorous than the approach imsnvolving "informal logic" wii) "real-
life qmblems” and borrowed techniques, Does ELFFC meet these criteria in qmtice?

Tmerning the methodology of Mulvaney's F¥paper, the basic approach emjlyed
withimils total amlysis 1s sound, By sirictlily staying inside the theoretiinl
Parsneirs defined by FFC, each of the authoxitEies cited are shown to be idvant .
The amuent is strengthened by recognizing thee validity of revalling criilues,
FFC, Ewwver, is found to be safe basically . fr—om these negative claims beuyse it
involws thilosophy. This discipline could he - viewed as an exemplar due ¥othe
very rilire of its subject matter, as well as koelng a subject area, not a sills
claas ¢discrete course with vague objectives, . But in my opinjon the reluive
resolulim of this issue appears to hinge on theae viability or acceptance xilted
to offuing courses in rhilosophy at an early sa:ge, Further, what about wvalliity
questEw due to the speculative, normtive, anced amlytical functions of Ll fleld?
Certalily, the stakes involved in these issues =mre high because of the focwom our
youth.. 'thildren are the world's most valuable - resource", as John F, Kenneij said,
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This dialogue urves to provokn excha.—nge of thoughts among us since Professor
Mulvaney drawsipom such valuadl concepw=ts as Dewey's “"spiral" view of curricular
activities anlid—resses the tinly emph==asis on promoting thinking skills within
our schools. kre importansily, i are cEhallenged by Mulvaney's rather insistent
claim for philmp¥ay as one of th best =flelde (the role of such studies as the
exposure to a {wefign language o readinases in literature is recognized alaso) to
accomplish thelssXred CT resullsin a d=3irect way.

From an “lstern” pexspacile, afterer having Trecently returned from a sixth
trip to India,: bx=lef comment igl . prowwide a different kind of insight, One of
the great spiriin¥ leadexrs of w time s Avatar Meher Baba, has indicated that the
mature of philwpkaical thinkiyan ever=ma be interpreted as a kind of "general
meditation™ whih £ ocuses on th jroblere== of the nature of life and the universe,
Although philewphX cal meditatinmoften 1Xleads to conflicting systems or views, 1t
can provide noiondy knowledge, it can amlso give the individual a sense of intel-
lectual discipllie as a foundatinm for Jamter spiritual developnent,-

The basicimz=t of Mulva.y's aygurE=ent is that the ma jor eriticisms cited by
authorities agiist CT programs'ail to. score" when applied to FFC., The specific
objections madily PcPeck, Stexikrg, andl ¥ Adler are carefully summarized, Various
counter-exanplt sre effectivel)introduc-=ed taken from the premises and format of
FFC, We shoulimte here that hlvaney te-ends to agree with many of the reserva~
tions raised cwisely by MePech such as = the inconsistent quality and availability
of instructiomlm-terials and i emphas=:1s on setz of isolated skills, Does hs
seen to beg thegesstion, howewir, by cla=4ming that "thinking about thinking,” as
a phllosophic sick activity, offits & sc”Jution to the Problem created by the fact
that of course i meast think abo someth=1ing? Yes, philosophy as a field of study
or discipline i be» clearly deflnd. Buft: Mulvaney also states that every aspect
of the curriculn h=s a foundatinin phiXJosophy, For example, I teach classes in
the philosophy f sort, includig ethica®Xl issues, personal meaning in sport, self=
knowledge throuyh hexman pexformm, and s=esthetic concerns. This Philosophie
dimension certalily has curriculy implica=ations for all subject areas,

The second plrxt related tolle exist*:ence of "generic thinking skills" and
the transfer of hl¥ 1s issue is mmined L@n a fairly balanced manner with a call
for further stuy, I have no quiel wilthea this portion of the maper. The third
point in supporiof the traditicsl 1iberaal arts ‘avenue as a more valid means of
developing CT ai tkze habit of "wflectivess skepticlsn" is endorsed by Mulvaney.
However, he buils & case for offiring theese studies, rarticularly the discipline
of phileosophy, mch earlier durdy the proocess of schooling., On the basis of the
previous rreseniticms with Wardih 1984 a-—nd today's description, it still is not
clear to what et FFC programfscus onm elementary, middle school, or older
student target gnups= in terms ofwtusl f-—1eld sites and public acceptance, Yes,
a link (if documte<d) which coull show a —Telatinship between FFC and total school
achievement or gnde performance dght heli—p the cause for expansion but again the
area of teachingmuluzes is defimitly a dit=Fficult issue, As a practical example,
you will enjoy miimg a current #gazine xxreport on whose values should be taught
in the classroonin xesponse to plitical cxcalls for ethics in the schools, The
article 1s entithd, *Morals MirmsMeld." Also, my 1975 SAPES paper was on "CT,"

McPeck's wriilners, includingmgumente=s against the "trivial pursuit® theory
of knowledge and'ju¥ ck-fix" soliims to tRhe CT problem, are dramatic and useful,
He rightly obserms hat the discjlines wisthin the liberal arts also are con-
cerned with whatliver been called!n the li® terature, "everyday problems," but it
is clear that thy s mply examine these raoblens one aspect at a time., CT criteria
are not externallt determined lythe disc—iplines themselves,




Although a "rese==dial role'ught ser—ve as a valid ratlomale for CT or skills
oriernted programs, Me=Peck consirs thie . approach as a kind of "rear-guard action"
with little innovatiwwe appeal. I argues= that introducing such classes would be
an unwelcome additior= to an almily over-—crowed curriculum, Even though McPeck's
analysis is not extermisive, the uments o-=n the relative merits of FFC and value
Judgments invdved see—=m to be aipificant, As Previocusly discussed, Mulvaney deals
with this problem by - questioniniich siede must bear the burden of proof,

Concerning Stern=berg's posiilon, FFC as an educatioml venture would appear
to be in good shape s=-ince childm resolves= problems through cooperative dialogue,
and parents are repor~—tedly inmbwwed with +the excltement generated by these inter-
- actlons,® One ean on—ly wordeT, n the otkE=aer hand, if all the outcomes of certain
discussions involving sensitivelmes ares positive in terms of their feelinga,

The analysis of sadler's Gonlse reascons "why CT Programe won't work" is eclear
and instructive, Yes., “coachlry'ls neces=ssary but it would not seem to be enough.
The different dialogune= activitiuire desf=gned to connect these new thinking skills
to other curricula,? A= s Mulvaneyhs obser—ved, whether or not Dewey would support
teaching philosophy as= a distio wbject 1a debatable using existing writings, I
do think that the poir—t 1is well liken that— children can be helped to think in a
reflective fashlonas a necesgartonditieen within a democratic soclety, '

Mulvaney's final zxemarks relly do st--xrike the mark concerning the issue of
effective teacher txaf ‘ning glvenile limit-—ed burposes and scope evident in brief
workshops for CT progr——ams. As ause exan_—-ple, I enjoyed reading Pritchard's piece
on FFC in a public libeerary sinceih actus- 1 dialogues reported 1llustrate how the
CT materials must be c==arefully udin the context of philosorhic inquiry, rather
than a means of simply— mastoringiset of ==skills, Concepts such as fairnese and
the nature of thoughts - and feelly vere t==ught without introducing jargon.8 My
own persoral position Ihere is thiteachersss ‘interested in promoting CT must also
create a positive clim=mte of {Twiand car=ing for their students to achieve alms,

In conclusion, wh=1le the reliive mer®S ts of the "Fhilosophy for Chilldren" (IFG)
Program and current imgppect can bidbated, Professor Mulvaney has delivered a solid
defense of this innova®tive Profxubly answe=xring the outstanding critics of the CT
movement, Am I still ==keptical ithis POEEnt? let me just say that at present we
all have a much better undersianily of the= issues to be faced in teaching the field
of philosophy to childx=en, Now, 1 look feoxrward to continuing this dlalogue when we
attend the keynote ses==ion with w guest &speaker, Dr, John McPack, from Camadal
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THEORETIC EDUCATION

L o Virgil 5. Ward
Un T versityof Vir-ginia, feritus Professor of Education

Thesis

The argument here is that g ven the generally understood nature of theory in
science and in the= acadenic discH plines, and the practical consequentiality thereof,
theory irs the disc- ipline of education, costituting bodies of thought incorporating
empirical observat. ion, reason and  reflective imagination shaped toward explanatory
ends, is also of f munction) consequence; that education centering directly upon and
among theoretic comtent, process and forn constitutes in and of itself a type of
learning experiencee arguably more fruitful and generative than the acquisition of
observed facts, de=scriptiw concepts and principles which are the stuff of conven-
tional instruction 3 that the promise of this theoretic education bears productively

=

upon inst itutional service and leadership; and that it is especially critical in
transform+ng the feocus of contemp orary reform initiatives from their pragmatic in-
tent and <haracter—, problematical as to kind, and demonstrably ineffectual as to
power, to the theor—etic cmtext oF philosophic analysis and scientific imagination
within whch milieLs the swial coristructio of reality takes place, and upon which
plane of discourse the essntial T-econstruction of existing educational phenomena
can but begin.

Following this=s summary (a), =he paper is comprised of sections (b) a discus-
sion of the nature and role of thexory at large among the arts, the sciences and the
professioras; (c) a depictim of thie concept of theoretic education, mainly in the

form of pr-oposition: al expressions 3 (d) certain ad hoc, heuristic applications of
this concept, illus tratingthe transformation of "practical® problems and issues as
ordinarily perceive—d into the abstract (conceptual) language of "theory"; and
finally, (e) a proj==ction tward broader ptential changes, immediate and long
range, envisioned sEhould the propo sed concgpt take root among the conventions and
established institu—tions through which American education is practiced.

Theory, Sc i ence and Practical Affairs

Whereas theory as anidealized end is the virtual ikon of inquiry in the em-
pirical sciences, h=as becoe increasingly vilued as the social sciences have gained
strength, and holds a special niche in the literature of the arts (aesthetics,
literary ce=iticism, theoryof art) , effortsto conceptualuze in general terms what
it is, prowe meanincgs to be elusive=, complex and anything but consistent among in-
terpretations and a—ross disciplinees.

A dictionary of ordinary Taﬁggage1 offers useful elementary meanings in the
context of a contras=t betwen theor~y and practice, thus:

Theoryr (n) (2) The amlysis of a set of facts in their ideal relations to
one ammother; as essaysin theory. 3. The general or abstract principles
of any body of -facts; pre, as distingished from applied, science or art;
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as, the teory of music or of medicirrme. Cf. PRACTICE, 1. 4. A more or
less plauwsible or scientifically acceseptable general principle offered to
explain phenomena. 5. Loosely, a hwypothesis; a quess. 6. Math. A
body of theorems presenting a clear, rounded and systematic view of a
subject; & the theory of equations. Syn. See HYPOTHESIS.

And a dictionaty of philosophy at handZ prresents the following:

Theory. (&k., theoria, "a beholding, o " "a Tooking at," "viewing").

1. An aprehension of things in thei Er universal and ideal relationships
Lo one amther. Opposite to practicee= and/or to factual existence. 2. An
abstract or general 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. AA general, abstract, idealized prin-
ciple or mdel used to explain phenom-gena, as in the "theory" of natural
selection. 4. A hypothesis, supposi~ tion, or construct assumed to be

true and m.the basis of which phenome=ena can be predicted and/or explained
and from hich further empiiical know ~ledge can be deduced.

To move beond basic meaning, toward T the functionality of matter which can be
reasonably idenified as theoretic, and fomrr *'e moment to take the liberty of quat!
1ng the processof philosophizing with the process of theorizirig, George Newsome-
interprets the qest for abstractions whicHh répresent and subsume the concrete
particularities of immediate experience in  terms of contemporary "game theory,"
observing that:

--.Phitosqly as a discipline is a litkterature, a subject matter; but

philosophyas an activity is like a deE=ame played according to rules.

When the gme is played with the subje=ct matter of philosophy as a
discipling or with the subject matter— of other disciplines, playing
the game results in a revision of langguage and concepts of a discipline.

But this isan essay on theory in euca mtion, and accordingly a substantial body
of scholarly thught -- Marc BeTth, Jeremy  Bernstein, Gerald Holton, Michael
Polanyi -- bearing upon the nature and roje = of theory and philosophic inquiry in
science and pratical affairs at large must = perforce be bypassed. The present
thesis, as represented in the propositiongl expressions that follow, is in fact
but one of a seqence of developments in the:e author's own educational thought,
with main concentration over the years in tH.he restricted but generative fig?d to
which he has aplied the term Differential B Education for the Gifted (DEG)."

Apart from his on efforts toward the consterruction of theory in this specialized
problem area, thradical aversion which ex¥ ists between theory and practice in
thought pertaining to school affairs, has seseemed to make necessary appeals (via
lecture, conferece papers, research proposs=als) less for substantive advancements

in theory such & exists, and more in exhortitation that theory is something other
than ethereal and removed discourse; that it does something, rather than being in-
effectual or inunsequential; that it is, arrmialogously, to school practice like a
road map to trawl; and that it is in fact tHthe very intelligence of educational prac-
tice. o . - ) o - '

Two prior lies of argument, one towardd the positive impact of philosophic
analysis upon this theoretically deficient amrena of professional thought and
- action, and theother a statement markedly 0Of negative import, appraising what the
aversion to and neglect of theoretic foundat—ions has allowed by way of erosion of
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the Togic 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 felt
needs out of which the initiative first emerged in the earlier decades of the pre-
sent century, theory sufficient to sustain consistent and fruitful practice has
never evolved, such that the emergence of unwarranted practices and provisions
loosely heralding as Ehe real thing might have and in fact has occurred, the writer
has 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 through
reference to four main philosophical modalities (metaphysical, axiological,
Togical, epistemological). The anticipated end would be a body of thought, com-
prehensive in scope, rigorously re-developed in this appropriate manner, such that
it would constitute a scientifically (and philosophically) respectable theoretic
foundation 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 sti1l 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 like
those just indicated would be working, not from a position of general deficiency,
but against substantially developed and pervasive powers "below ground zero" as it
were. This dysgenic condition, ranges from relatively naive and uninformed positions
atheoretic in nature, through those arguably supported by quasi-theory, as in the
current proliferation of "systems and models of creative, gifted and talented
education and still further to those where it seems that unacceptable and irre-
sponsible uses of reason and imagination can but be termed anti-theoretic in
nature. 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 1950s, 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 of
theory, positive and negative, in the practice of education, that one of John
Dewey's trenchant observations appears signally appropriate as a conclusion to
this 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 expansiori and its direction to new possibilities. Science, by its

very nature, répresents the office of intelligence.b

The Concept of Theoretic Education

Considerations as o the meanings and functions of theory in science at 1afge,
and of its consequentiaiity I'n 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 Faper, namely that direct instruction and learning
centering 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 seem
to be true. As viewed from the perspective of the same subdivisions within philo-
sophical inquiry which were employed above, and extending the analysis beyond the
mere naming of the divisions and toward applications of each, it is submitted that
flaws of these kinds can readily and frequently be observed in discourse involving
problems and issues commonly experienced in school and community life, thus:

1. Metaphysical bases are typically inexplicit, and often confused and
contradictory, as may be observed in contemporary discussions pertaining
to issues like secular humanism, the right to 1ife, 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 central 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
unresolved issues as to the form and nature of the school curriculum at
various cavelopmental 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 from
the 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 ex¢erpts7from the course prospectus (initially
entitled "Theoretic Foundations of Education")’ should help to flesh out the intent
and nature of this initiative, thus:




Rationale and Purpose. Theoretic work in the life and social sciences,
and in educational thought and practice which draw support from them,
may be considered both as formal in nature, i.e., language and logic
relating 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 relations
thereof. 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 students

in advanced stages of their respective studies, is to provide occasion
for exercise among these forms of thought ‘and expression.

Objectives. To identify theoretic matter (comparative analyses,
original constructions 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 meanings
and 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 contemporary
Titerature and institutional practice.

It may scarcely need saying for most of those of us who labor in the vineyards
of a school of education, my own by observable counts having as yet to reach its
majority in the caliber of student and program which would be prideful, course
offerings of this kind, entailing exercises, some set up as a challerige 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 in
advance as stressful simply by virtue of their unaccustomed nature.

Taking then theoretic analysis and constructed realities to constitute a sort
of intellectual purification of the raw substance of typical educational mentality
flourishing among the journals and books of the contemporary era, certain practical
assertions in support of the central thesis at hand will formalize and focalize the
matter such that reflective examination may be more explicit. Three such formal
observations are submitted in the convenient form of propositions.

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

Proposition 1: The Reality of Theory. That theory, or theoretic matter,
1n and of given epistemological realms, 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 for the purposes of
education, it may be usefully construed to mean and eémbrace the pro-
cesses and the products of reasoning, understanding, imagination and
Jjudgment 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 knofledge  in professional training:

Proposition 2: The Study of Theory (i.e., ~Theoretic Education) in the
Professions. That the study of theory in t&E1e practicing professions
agriculture, business, education, medicine ) conduces toward the de-
velopment of the aptitude potentials for the= work at hand by deepening
the individuals insights toward the theoret=3 ¢ knowledge of his field
requisite to personal autonomy in professiormal service and leadership.

And respecting the import of intellectual de=velopment, i.e., the capability for
constructive management of abstract knowledge, fcor a democratic citizenry:
Froposition 3: The Generic Value of Develope=d Intelligence in Human
Affairs. 7hat in the course of development==1 schooling for citizenry
in societies that are free and framed Withirm the democratic precept
and practice, during and beyond the period o= f adolescence (secondary
school, college, life span), and in whatever— epistemological realm
(aesthetics, Tife sciences, mathematics, phi Tosophy, religion), the
study of abstractions underlying and overlyi ng the immediate appre-
hension of natural and social conditions res pectively represented --
i.e., the theory of the given discipline -- s 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 and =—emoved ordinary actions
may be, ultimately to the world community of  humankind in its entirety.

In anticipation that the third of these propcositions, more than the other tu,
might raise more serious immediate doubts, on the score of feasibility one would
trust rather than desirability,one may hearken bac—k by a quarter of a century toa
kindred understanding, for what it is worgh., In #he Foreword of a 1961 statement,
The Central Purpose of American Education® the Edi_scational Policies Commission of
the National Education Association of the United States submits the following state-
ment, relating of course to the education of 811 —=hildren, and yet in an unequivocal

way holding by way of general education much of wmat is in this essay ambitiously

held to be of "central" importance.

A crucial issue in this document is the me=aning and use of the
word central. Does a central purpose mean are. exclusive purpose?
Does its use imply a rigid hierarchy of purpe ses, with the develop-
ment of the rational powers of man always at —the pinnacie?

We do not so interpret central purpose. We= use the term not to
mark other educational purposes as subordinate= but rathar to convey
the idea that it is the thinking person who c=an bring all valid
purposes into an integrated whole. Rationali—Ey is a means as well
as an end.

Education must be interfused with the proce=ss of thinking and
the attitude of thoughtfulness. .

We most epihiatically reject the idea thit a few should be educated
and that the majority should be trained. We =ay, on the contrary, that
all have latent, unrealized powers of creativi ty. Our emphasis on
thinking as a central outcome of education str—esses the pervasiveness
of rationality in all the purposes of efucaticsn.
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Both the ensuing sections of this parer~ shouldserve <o clarify detail among
these closely phrased assertions. It is nec essary, however—, at this point to take
note of at least two usages lest the propos¥ tions ipear mcore than otherwise incon-
sistent or untenable. First, the reference +o the tevelopr=iental period of ddoles-
cence invokes the inference that general education pior tc> (i.e., childhood) and
subsequent to this developmental delineitior (i.e.,Wultheood, 1ife span) is cate-
gorically or essentially different; and second, the inplicE t but dogged severance
of general education from other legitimite c ategoris of le=arning, here especially
those which may be thought of as specialized , technical, vemcational or even "pro-
fessional" in a widely employed sense, inok s the mtion t=hat there exist effective
differences between the two experientialmed ia. IB’ the aut=hor's still developing
theory of "Lifetime Education: Theory and Sy stem, "’ these & i stinctions are funda-
mental. And here it is respectfully subnitted thatfiilure=s forcefully and per-
vasively to distinguish among these several semantituses & nd the operations which
follow thereupon, contribute, and one beliecves substmtially so, to the ideational
confusions; which render schools and educitor = S0 very subje—t to criticism and to
perenniail calls for reform even on the prt of thostwho ha ve not a great deal to
offer by way of reliable knowledge or thugh®= as towhat commprises either error or
the rectification thereof.

Heuristic App»1icatios

Thus far I have brought into play certa¥ n consikeratiorms as to the role of
theory in science and in practical affairs wrzere knwledoe — v various kinds is re-
quired; offered certain observations relating to thepositiwe values of educational
theory where it is linked to ongoing edwitional thought an action, and the nega-
tive import where the two, theory and pritice, aresplit ard disconnected; and
have detailed in gross outline at least the meaning submi t-&-ed here under
the notion of theoretic education through whi <h it ispropossed that the prevailing
antipathy can be ameliorated and turned to positive iccount First
through the modification of teacher educition progras and t—hen eventually through
the constructive transformation of the school and cillege ci=mrriculum and program
requirements for individuals at large inthe pursuitof gane=yal education.

In these developments, both the processes of thwrizing~ and the products have
been indicated as inherent in the pursuitof Tearningson a -transformed plane of
representation of the phenomena of education. But wt, the- n, do these transforma-
tions look 1ike, such that those who might wi sh to eploy th € idea within theijr
own academic setting can have suggestionsit T east ftm whic h to develop their
own way of implementing the values indicated? I shall provi«de first, in tabular
form, the ad hoc illustrations which evolied ¥ n the rse o—F development of this
presentation, limited examples of how I se pr-actical condit—ions, problems and
issues being thus positively moved to the levex1 of sisumpti=we resource construc-
tions and disciplines; and then I shall mke brief rference to certain published
resources, considerably more exemplary, of theoretic wrk acc—omplished at the
hands of recognized scholars and thinkers .




The Trans=—=<ormation of Pratical Londit_ions, Issues and

Poroblems into Thoretic Abstr actions

Problem Area

Policy
Student
Curriculum

Teacher

School Organization
and Operation

Practical (mideration . and
. Ation

State agencyreguiations ;
school boardplicies; h=and-
books for twhers and
students

Ability for sthool work;
problem Kidsid parents =
progress repnts; punish—
ment and reids

School subjets as offere=d;
graduation ruirements;
curricular tiks; collegze
admissions

Certificatiarequirement s;
degree progris; admini-
strators; salry; burn-ou—t

Grade and scil divisions=s
in the Tocaliy; ungraded
school ; ethnitbalance

Conceptual Consideration

{for analysis & planning)

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

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, ~which by intentf the author— and character of the result-
ing product comprise exempl ary illustratiomnof the Llype=s of sources and models
heralded here as "theoretic * in nature, thefillowing ar—e submitted:

1. Jerome Bruner, Towsard a_Theory of Istruction ( 41966);10 In this
small book (following Enis earlier Procss of Educat—1ion) this brilliantly
reflective student of Fuman intelligentin the pro=cess of formative
development offers peneatrating observains on the “nature of intellec-
tual growth and its re®ation to theoris of Tearnin- g and methods of
teaching." ,

2. Abraham Kaplan, The= Conduct of Ingiy (1964).' 1 Kaplan brings his
philosophic mind to a ==tudy of metho olyles employe=d in the social and
behavioral sciences, armd thus deeperns wmryday perce=ption through the
eduction and construct=7ion of a more gmric languacge for the behavioral
sciances. ‘

3. Jonas F. Soltis, "O=n the Nature of flicational FResearch" (1984);1Z
Here the author searche.s for clarity amyg the "diffrerent Tanguages and
logics of educational r-esearch," and ewtually fincds their roots among
certain 20th century ph -ilosophical tradtions.

e
T



- 32 -

4- luglas R. Hofstadieser, Metamagical Themas: Questing for the
Essene of Mind and PatStern (1985).19 1In this commanding meta-
analpis of "literary, =scientific and artistic studies," this not-
ablethinker develops a deeply penetrating study of the structures
and ﬁ%esses inherent 1fin man's quest for understanding nature and
himstlf.

5. MBruce Raup, et gl ®., The Improvement of Practical Intelligence:
The (ntral Task of Edut=ation (1943). The "Raup Group™ offers a work
both ioneering and def™=initive" which draws upon fields such as
"decision theory, commun mity development, socialization process,
Teadmhip, symbolism" te=o eventuate in a powerful synthesis relating
educition to the attack e upon social problems in the practical interest
of cumunity betterment.

~ Whentle student (graduatr te, in-service, pre-professional, prospective teacher,
Iibrariaﬁ,wincipa?) 1s put ¥ to the task, as in the tabular depiction above, of
reconstruding the language ofk ¥ the schools as it tends to occur into relevant and
subsumptihigher order conceseptual elements and frameworks, he or she is learning
to thipk interms and at leveW1is through which the development of policy and the
solution dwrricular problewsns are more authentic and more stable, and thus where
autonomous udgments on all thdhe particularities of everyday institutional routines
are Tikelylo be less problemeatical -- less wasteful, that is, erroneous, injurious
to the systn and to the persa—ns associated therewith.

Wherethe individual, dewweloped for the profession of teaching through the
thought ofiservers who practz=ice, and this ably, the reconstruction of experience
as it occus, as with the authrors and works cited, changes in the character of his
training ryinen occur, and st=1i11 more importantly, changes occur in the character
(affective, tognitive predispd osition; purposive habituation) of the person who
qualifies fr the course. Col “lectively these transformations promise to produce
a cere of mfessionals, and it n effect a profession itself, recognizably different
and bettersited to the educa-sztional guidance of children than what appears to have
been the cit, en masse and unhesder spontaneous conditions and dynamics, over the
better partif the present Celrstury.

Potenti_-iality: Broader Consequentiality

-..Scice never has been  or can be popular. Close reasoning is

an ardws task for which few have the opportunity, the equipment
and thinclination. Moreseover, the will to illusion is a powerful
and allpervasive factor. Unless we realize the pleasant character
of illsion, as similar tco that of intoxicating liquors, fumes, or
physicl gyrations, we cammnot understand the course of human history.

Morrish Cohen, A Prefacee to Logic.15

Now Con's injunction i not to be taken Tightly, and it surely must temper
overweeningimticipations; yet at the same time, abjectly to yield to it is _
fatalistic,ud the whole ided of progress is thereby reduced to chance. Though
we are not Wre in position to argue the case under examination on grounds of past
history andfistant future, it ! bears reminding that not all idealists are completely
out of the ralm of reality. ReRobert Hutchins, for instance, who headed a great
American uniersity (Chicago) d:Huring certain of its peak years of achievement and
influence huargued for and ure-~ged upon us "A Learning Society,"16 in which work,
according toi Boston Globe reV-~igwer, he submits that: "In the Twenty-first
Century, ecuwition may at 1ast o come into its own."
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But it is not necessary thus to conclude this argiment only mon a ray of dis-
tant hope, however meritorious that ideal may be. Rather, my Own  sense of the
erratic and uncertain nature of social change compounds with a cormviction shared
with historians, poets and philosophers alike, that efcation is &indeed man's
ultimate salvation, and leads to the closing perspective inherent in the proposi-
tions above, through which the concept of theoretic edication was expiicated, this
being: (a) that, as in the second formal assertion, the Tmmedi ate= appeal to those
0f us who have assumed the mantle of higher education, where educa=ation for the
teaching profession is undertaken, puts the challenge precisely wheere it belongs
in the first instance; and (b) that, as in the third asertion, theere wili even-
tuate in the ensuing waves of change thus brought about by teacher—s of children who
are to be the mothers and the fathers, the educators ad the minis sters, the
scholars and the statesmen of tomorrow, further degress of progres s, indeterminate
of course as to magnitude, similar to those which we nw enjoy. 0 One may, in sup-
port of the feasibility of this earthly and human faith, see about = him the
actualities of international travel and space exploration second Ozenly in instantaneity
to electronic communication and report via the media of satel]ite = relay and printout
thereof; vast natural resources stil] not squandered, idlong with tH.he wealth of
favored nations subject to still more constructive re-eployment; s and the will of
national leaders which in the final analysis can but bemalleable = and subject to
some forms of human reason if alone for survival of the species.

state and nation, lies in the erena, now very live andvery urgent,._, of reform of
the American schools. There is of course a compellingurgency to t=this social need
for institutional reconstruction, and in that informed critics ave pointing out the
perennial nature of such impulses, some force and dynanic different=x from the
familiar "rearrangements of institutional furniture" previously foumand wanting,
dppears to be indicated. It is the infrastructure of the educationmmal highway, not
merely its potholes, which needs to be rebuilt. And this is likely~w to occur only
when we resort, almost as though beyond ourselves, to deeper, more subsumptive and
more forceful levels in the uses of human understanding, reason and B imagination

than those to which we are accustomed. The call sketchily formula-sted in the present
essay is intended toward no less than this end, that the very perceg=ption of public
instruction -- beyond current reform and into the future -- be tran=:sformed from the
immediately utilitarian plane (pragmatic only in the narrow sense) - to educational
discourse and action comprised of the sturdier stuff of ideas which we have termed
the theoretic. The practical affairs of education, thu imbued at =the foundations
wich scientific understanding and theoretic knowledge apears to fimt, one is pleased
to note, both with the Greek appreciation for the idea & eminently  practical
(praktikos), and with the concept which the modern sociil theorists cited above,

Raup and his associates, refer to as practical intellignce, the cermtral task of
education. o - -

A more immediate focus, however, of appiication tothe practiceal affairs of

1. MWebster's New Collegiate Dictionary (Springfield, flass.: 6. &= C. Merriam

Company, Publishers, 19509).

. 2. Peter A. Angeles, Dic;ignaryfcf,Phi1930@hy,(NewYmk: Harper = & Row, Pub-
lishers, 1981). o -

3. George L. Newsome, Jr., "Philosophical Analysis & Conceptual  Revision: An
Analysis of Two Theories of Meaning." Philosophy of Edwastion, 1970 :: Proceedings
cf the Twenty-sixth Annual Meeting of the Philosophy of fucation S0o-ciety (Harold

B. Dunkel, Ed.). (Edwardsville, I1linois: The Society, 1970). 20.
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4. Virgil S. Ward, Differentijal Education for the Gifted (Ventura, California:
Superintendent of Schools, 1980. 20.) Originally, "Principles of Education for
Intellectually Superior Individuals" (Dissertation, Ph. D. degree in Education,
University of North Carolina at Chapel Hil1l, 1952; subsequently published, with
editing and style changes, as Educating the Gifted: An Axiomatic Approachk {(Colum-
bus, Ohio: Charles E. Merrill Books, Inc., 1961). ] S

5. Virgil s. Ward, "The Philosophic Analysis of Differential Education for the
Gifted: A Research Proposal." Unpublished manuscript, 1980; available via com-
munication with the author. '

6. John Dewey, Democracy and Education (New York: The Macmillan Company, 1916)
228.

7. University of Virginia, institutional records (catalogs, course schedules),
available through author or institutional offices.

8. Educational Policies Commission, The Central Purpose of American Education
(Washington, D. C.: National Education Association, 1961).

9. Virgil S. Ward, "LifetimefEducatiqn: Propositions Toward a General Theory
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THEORETIC EDUCATION: A RESPONSE TO VIRGIL WARD

Ernest Marshall
East Caroiina University

Althcugh 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 vwith the
general claim that theory is an indispensably valuable part of education,
indeed s6 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 might
be.

This thesis in turn comprises or presupposes five further propositionsl
which perhaps can be stated as follows: (1) Theory is a "real or effectual
form 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 involved-in analyz-
ing, comparing, and criticizing theories, is something which the human mind
is quite capable of and which contributes substantially to its growth. 1In
other words, thinking on a theoretical level is within the intellectual reach
of 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 profesaional 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.: “There is a kind of idle
theory which is antithetical to practice; but genuinely scientific theory falls
within practice . . ."2 In cur zeal to defend the spistemic importance of
taeory, the importance of its role in our knowledge of the world, we commonly
vortray it as a 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 -the 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
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thus of the highest importance to it, but they are not alone adequate. A
number 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 the
view 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 because
a 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 that
are in common usage: (1) a belief, policy, or procedure proposed or followed
as the basis of action; (2) the body of generalizations and principles developed
in 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 and
practice 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 contest of a discipline,
field, or profession, but also itself am important part of its content.

The second of the five propositions that I take to he 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 ledrner
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 within

the engine cylinders powers the vehicle, and yet not understand, for example,
the theory invelved in explaining how combustion occurs. Or to take an example
from my own area of teaching, I anticipate that any of my philosophy of art
students who make the attempt can grasp the basic difference between mimetic
and 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 and
debates 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 its
application to its practices undergirds and illuminates that practice and
gives 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 thus
far claimed in this paper, theory is a necessary condition or component of
knowledge, 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 that
the 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 degree
of 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 not
g0 so far as to claim that these three characterizations together constitutes
a 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 virtually
all 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 current
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 am 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 occupations
of 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
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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. I
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 of 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 T take the domain
and definition of "theory" to be (what the different types of theories might be,
what constitutes being a theory as oppased to an hypothesis, description, etec.)
or what the specific grounds for validation of theories consists in, consider-
ing such to be beyond the scope of this response.

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

4. Paul Camenisch, Grounding Professional Ethics in a Pluralistic Society
(New York: New Haven Publications, 1983) is a source which suggested these

three characteristics of a profession.

m
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A CASE FOR TEACHING STUDENTS
TO THINK CRITICALLY IN THE DISCIPLINES

Neale H. Mucklow
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 it
should be taught in most courses, including the introductory level courses, in
most 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 ecritical thinking is net
the same from one discipline to the next, especlally if the disciplines are in
different 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 a
new 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. To
know 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 have
been held to, or what perspectives the discipline”s traditions ignore as
out-of-bounds, or what sorts of experience the discipline”s methods screen off
as not counting. (iii) Our society needs persons who can think critically,

In particular it needs citizens -~ individual citizens if possible, but citizens
collectively 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 Jjudgment.

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 this
baper. 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 certain
facts, and it will take up certain objections (in section 4.) as if I were
attempting a demonstration. It 1s intended to convirce. 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 3.) 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.

(1) When we engage in critical thinking, we are often thinking about
others. Self-criticism may be at least as desirable, and surely one aim we have
in teaching critical thinking 1s for our students to develop a capacity for
self-criticism ~- some proficiency in thinking critically about their own views
and reasons and a strong propensity to use that ability. Nonetheless critical
thinking about others normally comes first, and has a certain priority,

(i1) When we engage in critical thinking, we often focus on the thinking of
others =- their views and reasons. Or at least those of us who have been somewhat
trained in critical thinking, well or poorly, so focua. We in the academy may
sometimes focus on or at least pay attention to others” conduet, For their
conduct may suggest some consequences of their views, or help reveal their views
- and 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. Nonetheless
eritical 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 be
the 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 1s 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, especilally towards the end of the course, 1s worth focussing on. A different
point is that the criticisms students make in class, even towards the beginning
of a course, are often worth transferring to the blackboard.)

(iii) When we engage in such critical thinking -- 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 thinking about what
they are thinking about. In most cases we are thinking zbout what their thinking
is about i.e. about the subject-matter (the subject-matter of their thinking).
In most cases w2 think about the subject-matter through thinking about the others~
thinking about it. Mill, for example, thinks about pleasure -~ that”s his
subject-matter —- and I think about pleasure by thinking about Mill”s views and
arguments. 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 in
most cases.

(iv) But in some critical thinking in which we focus on the views and
reasons 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 1t only incidentally--awares of it
as, e.g., what happens to be the content of this pattern of reasons. 1In these
cases we focus only on the pattern there in the other-s reasons, or oualy 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 other
person”s thinking or logic more generally. Since norms of logic now familiar
were once only *#*1icit in good practice, or in what appeared to be good practice,
quite as most =LNOGHlogical norms are now, recall how logical norms become
explicit (tradig rle process in moderate detail, treating historical accuracy as
incidental)., . .epetition of the above-mentioned opposition or pattern,
someone”s noticing the repetition in several discussions, say (or in several
debates or dislogues), that person”s and others~ sense of good and bad practice
in discussion (or even in thought), thelr desire to learn what makes good practice
good, their and their successors” potential to pin down a bit what that is which
makes good practice good, and their desire to communicate what that is, together
lead towards logic. For all that leads (perhapa due to certain activities already
present in the society) to attempts to pin down wnat 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 encugh, in sufficient
detail, 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 notion
of 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 we
have 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 ghort,
norms for determining how others” thinking hangs together.

(v) At this point it is easy to go astray as to what is covered by “critical
thinking”. Most importantly, it is easy, especially for a logician, to suppose
that in thinking critically we are judging only how the others” thinking hangs
together, and not how it squares with the world i.e. not at all how the others”
views and reasons square wlth the subject-matter. But when in reading we object
that the author hasn”t got the facts straight or that the information stated is
false, aren"t we thinking critically? not ever? Thus while some critical thinking
concerns itself only with consistency and validity, some concerns itself with
truth 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 is
not critical thinking when we evaluate another”s thinking by applying a norm of
Togic and our way of applying it is "routine" subsumption rather than an "appli-
cation" which "is in some degree problematic.”l But does every instance of think-
ing critically have to be exciting, or even mildly hard work? In many a discipline
and 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" norms
which, 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, critical thinking). Basically, logic and critiecal
thinking are closely related, so that employing elementary logic, whether in a
routine way or not, is thinking critically, often enough.

(vi) When we engage in eritical thinking by focussing on the views and rea-
sons of others, we criticize those views and reasons at least in the sense that

we evaluate them. We place them on the stand as it were for a favorable or
unfavorable verdict. Further, often we criticize them in this sense by criticizing
them i.e. by making an unfavorable judgment about them, or about something in or
about them. In other cases, when we do not "make" such an objection (i.e. do not
honestly 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 initially
plausible objection. To cover all these cases, let”s say that most often critical
thinking involves "lodging an objection.” This is not to deny that on occasion

we might search for an objection yet fail to find even an initially plausible

one., Even on such an occasion, be it noted, we regard the others” views and

reasons as subject to judgment prc or con. But most often 1in eritical thinking

we lodge objections.

(vii) Over time, it 1s worth noting, engaging in critical thinking creates
a 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 soclety, strongly disposed
to look actively for objections. Such a mental culture is useful. But the
spirit in which objections are lodged is important. If the concern is with truth
and more specifically if the aim is truth-seeking, that“s one thing. But (to go
straight to the other extreme) when a person lodges objections in order to "score
points," or to downgrade the other as lacking in expected ability, learning, or
acumen, is that raising of objections an instance of critical thinking? When a
student 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 a
meeting, we may or may not admire the exhibited skill, but would we say he or sghe
1s then engaged in critical thinking? We need not attempt to decide. One clear
case of what is not critical thinking i{s pointed cut by Passmore. " ess [Clriticism
has to be distinguished from cavilling -- even 1if .,, it is only too easy ... in
a particular case ... to dismiss as cavilling what 1s in fact a serious criticism.
Cavilling consists in raising objections, making criticiems, in a manner which
suggests that some very minor weakness ... constitutes a faral flaw, ... The
caviller ... 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 1is intent only upon raising objé;tions.“g The caviller”s aim,
likely enough, is not truth-seeking, but only win-seeking. Raising objections
with 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-sesking thus
encouraged creates over time is not so useful a disposition or mental culture as
the 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 lécate critical thinking. (viii) As
seems ilmplied above, critical thinking involves reflection. It involves "bending
back" from something, having some uncertainty about it, fixing attention on it so
as 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" in
the academy (see "(i1)," above) are at the game time "focussing" on something
elge, namely, on some views or reasons about it; we have dual attention. Indeed,
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dual attending may be what”s meant by the common philosophical remark that in
reflection one is "distancing” oneself. Of course that talk of "distancing" may
be literally sbout space when we are reflecting on, say, the just-now glimpsed
look on another~”s face, or on some present situation such as the newly noticed
absence of bounce in a friend“s stride. Also, in saying that critical thinking
involves reflection, I am not saying that critical thinking is the only kind of
reflective thinking.

(ix) Critical thinking is not the best kind of thinking there is. Higher
than it because more difficult, sophisticated and challenging, and also better
than it because more fruitful when successful and in the long run more useful to
society, is "imaginative" thinking, as Passmore now calls it. Frequently imaginative
thinking in a diseipline involves seeing a possibility. Sometimes novel imaginative
thinking in a discipline involves inventing a perspective (whether the perspective
be within the discipline or about it at another level). But imaginative thinking
in a discipline also involves lodging objections. Critical thinking is preparation
for imaginative thinking in a discipline. It also is part and parcel of it, when
the imaginative thinking is successful or even promising. Indeed, imaginativs
thinking Passmore at first called "eritico-creative" thinking (a "barbarous"
hyphenated term, yes, but accurate),

This suffices to specify two central cases of eritical thinking. In both we
focus 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-matter.

(%) Finally, as a way of bringing together some of the above points, the
following: on the whole and in various ways, critical thinking builds upon logic,
information, methodology, and a truth-seeking spirit, and in turn is built into
but surpassed by imaginative thinking. Critical thinking centrally involves
making 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 like
to think in a critical manner, reminding us of this “from the inside" as it were,
This gives more attentiom 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, when
bringing such a norm to bear on a not—so—neat case where deductive subsumption is
out 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 digciplines., For one thing, we read in a criticai
manner -— putting, in imagination or in graphite, a "v" over against a "fact" or
figure we disbelieve, an "!" where the writer”s perspective is unconscionably
out-of-date, or simply a "?" 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 tha
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 business, we not only know our facts but also the "methodology"
of our discipline =- its basic "rules" or guidelines, its methodical "methods" or
general procedures or processes of a comparatively catch—as—catch can sort, 1its
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standard tactics and routine dodges. Because we know this, we are alert, when
we 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 have
abgsorbed examples of good thinking, i1f not formulated rules for it. More particu-
larly, we have absorbed examples of controlled thinking, thinking controlled by
famong 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 skill
to apply the established "norms" (the standard methodology) of our discipline to
old 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 soon
predicted 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 than
a cultural map").3 More specifically, if we are in, for instance, classics and
are 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-words
at all. We know the classicists” norm, "Transliterate the value-terms." We
are aware that translating adikos, say, 1s a source of error whether it be uni-
formly translated as "unjustl ﬁf’bé varlously translated according to "the meaning"
it "has" in the given context.! we apply that norm. Similarly, 1f we 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 how
the 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 those
events with foresight, foreseeing criticism. Somewhat similarly, in a social
sclence, say, developmental psychology, we know the norm, "Attend to what the
circumstances of the serles of interviews were." Again, we know how to apply
statistics, with its standard rules of inference and tests of significance, to
the reported or apparent results.

Further, our critical manner of reading, planning, executing, testing,
writing, checking-—in short, our critical manmer of thinking~—1is exhibited in r 2w
areas, and in dealing with new questions and old, where we cannot "apply" the
standard methodology so much as "bring it to besr." For a familiar if non-academic
instance, think of a senior judge on the appellate-level, confronted in court and
in his chambers with a rather novel case on which he must somehow come to some
determination. The judge will cope, and often well. Similarly, so may the ancient
historian, when confronted with encroachment into her field by, say, anthropolo~-
glsts, who bring with them ways of looking at the "society" of Homer”s heroes
which 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 lnstances, 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 discipiine, our own incraasing sophistication about our diseipline”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. Im such instances,
too, our critical thinking is grounded in the norms, the "methodology," of the
discipline in which we were trained.

In addition to the coutinuum along which we "apply" our discipline”s stan-
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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 methods
and rules, the procedures and guidelines, the processes and tactics now standard
or acceptable in our discipline. T suppose not all of us are lucky enough to come
upon 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 it
and related norms, or about the current strengths of our discipline and the
attendant self-imposed limitations (limitations of scope, "relevance," and the
like). But surely all of us are, in Passmore”s words, "alert to the possibility
that the established norms themselves ought to be rejected, that the rules ought
to be changed, [i.e.] the criteria used in Judging performances modified."S or,
beyond this, that one of the values embodied in the established norms needs to be
abandoned. For instance, need philosophy aspire to the rigor achieved only by
deductive arguments, and reject as without value anything "less"? what aim is
thus served? what questions are thereby ruled off-limits? Moreover, many of us
do 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 be
thus alert, willing and capable is certainly to have, at least in one”s own
discipline (as distinct from elsewhere in one”s life), what Passmore dubs "the
critical spiric."”

Further, this third sort of thinking in a critical manner, too, involves the
standard methodology. Such thinking is not simply "about" that methodology. It
is not (or 1s rarely?) to evaluate the established norms "externally," from some
totally independent viewpoint, some so-alien perspective. 1In general, to think
about an established norm in a eritical mznner is always (?) in part to use
some other part of the discipline“s methodology, some other norms of the disei-
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" our
discipline”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 different
disciplines. That classicists” norm couldn”t be used by the chemist, Nor that
chemists” norm by the classicist. More systematically, within the natural sciences
six rather different "varleties of scientific methods ... may be distinguished,"
the six involving postulation, experiment, analogical models, taxonomy, statistics,
and genetic development, Incidentally A. C. Crombie, who distingulshes 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."® Within
the humanities, obviously the etyles of thinking, and so the particular methodological
norms used, are different for differeat disciplines. Examples need not be multiplied.
Granted, again, some methodological norms are similar or the same within a group
of disciplines. Also, I would grant that some methodological norms are similar
or the same across most or all the disciplines when the norms are formulated in
highly 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, for
counter-examples to the hypothesis.," But to think of a discipline or its methodology
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discipline contains at present is taken by everyone to be relevant to what should
be taught in it.

(iv) still, why, positively, is what a disciplina is relevant to what
should be taught in it? 1In particular, even if a diseipline is shaped over the
years and its core identity created by the methodological norms used in research
so that its research methods partly define what 1t is, why should this make 1
difference to what should be taught? One reason, I think is this: What a discipline
is 18 relevant "by itself" to what should be taught in it because presenting a
discipline as it is has value, TIts showing integrity has value. Now, this of
course needs explaining. Further, this reason —— this "reason in itself," my
claim about some value of integrity in presentation making what a discipline is
"relevant by itself" -- ig 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 the
other two sorts of ground mentioned at the beginning of this paper provide the
only satisfactory argumentation. It may be that the relevance of "1s" 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 members
of a discipline from others, and not automatically relying on "what" one has
learned when confronted with i new area. Those are reasons of the means-end
sort, the sort familiar to all, Nounetheless also operating here 1is a sort of
reason no longer much heard in our society, and this old~fashioned reason, I
think, 1s 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 is have
value? Not, or not only, from the point of view of the academy, in its pride in
itself. "Nor from the vantage poilnt of a status hierarchy which would imagine
research to be of greater importance than instruction. The point of view from
which a discipline~s presenting itself as it is has value is not merely that of
the discipline itself. Nor, finally, is it a point of view motivated at bottom
by the psychic need of one or another curmudgeon~like professor for a self-Iimage
to sustain the confinement of his activities to those narrowly focussed on scholarship
or lab and perhaps a few promising graduate students (or, as he may be heard to
put it, to "my research" or "The Discipline”). However, I suspect that some such
professors are aware of the point of view from which presenting a discipline as
it is has value. What point of view is this? Consider some other cases, The
integrity of a person is worth showing when 1t“s been questioned, but even when
it 1is 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 iantegrity of a profession
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 taken
with the quantity of money earned and too little concerned with the quality of
the news produced, struck a responsive chord in many of us. The integrity of a
craft 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 of
soclety 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 as
having 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 of
view from which showing integrity has value generally. What this general point
of view i1s may be further clarified by considering other cases of opposite sorts,
Even if a person be a coward, say, still, if he 18 not hypocritical about it, we
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grudgiogly respect his being what he 1s f.e. his conduct matching his character.
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 neot appreciate
all that has value from it is no argument against the point of view. Nor is the
fact that an Institution, group or embodied idea has ceased to have such value.
The integrity of a tribe, historically first though ttie celebration of its ethos
may 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 tham to means—ends: the remark that
even a discipline”s being what it fg -- showing itself as it is -~ has value in a
society 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 the
legitimacy. Bringing out in this way the value of a discipline”s presenting
itself in teaching or instruction as it is does not, I would suppose, increase
that value, or literally heighten it, but only reveals and so confirms it. For
thus to point to context for a contrast is effective, it would seem, because what
the 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. Further, if the
implications of what I have said for that be put aside, I have said notﬁiﬁg about
the feasibility of professors in the various disciplines teaching critical thinking.,
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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 the
United States - goals that were identified in over one-thousand statements of
educational mission by noted philosophers and educational critics, reports of
commissions and faculty educators committees, and public Pronouncements of leading
educators. One of the "top ten" cognitive goals is "Rationality" defined as
i) ability to think logically on the basis of useful assumptions, ii) capacity
to 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) ability
1o analyze and synthesize. ‘Although there are nine other cognitive goals, and many
other non-cognitive goals, listed in this comprehensive survey of college missions,
it is clear that in the Past several decades college educators have placed highest
value on the development of thinking skills. This emphasis on reasoning has surpassed
such other intellectual goals as developing esthetic sensibility and creativity or even
the 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 but
teaching skills in critical thinking is the most important goal.

In his paper Neale Mucklow has made the case that critical thinking should be

taught through the traditional disciplines and departments and not relegated to
specific philosophy courses in logic or "principles of reasoning". In this

reaction paper | am, in q sense, taking several steps backwards -- not for the sake

of digression nor to muddy the intellectual waters - but to examine this pedagogical
cancern from a wider, or at least, different perspective. Mucklow's paper, for me,
raised several questions: what, exactly, is critical thinking -- at least, how is it

best understood as an educational goal? Secondly, why are we now 50 widely concerned
about critical thinking? There have been, of late, numerous conferences, books, and
meetings on the topic. Is it that we're not teaching it properly anymore? Or, that we
don't know what it js? ‘And, thirdly, as directly addressed in Neale Mucklow's paper,
where, and also how, should it be taught in the undergraduate curriculum? s it most
effectively taught through traditional disciplinary courses?

Let us turn to the second question initially; whatever exactly it is, why are

we hearing and reading so much about the need fo infuse undergraduate learning
with critical thinking? It is already a widely and readily acclaimed goal of higher
education. Are we to understand that we are failing to teach 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 national
publications on higher education as "The Chronicle", "Change", "Liberal Education",and
"Teachers College Record". A listing follows of some quite pejorative, and in some
instances paranoid, responses to these questions,
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The first explanation is entitled, "let's beat down the disciplines." The
move 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 grip
of 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, "after 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 is
a growing sense that we in higher education need to make effective use of the recent
research in the social sciences - especially psychology. We now understand better
than ever how people learn, the hest 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, "why all the fuss?" Like most of the overt goals of higher

education, critical thinking is nevertheless tacitly 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 more
concerned.

By offering these interpretations, | 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 accurate,
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,
Mmany sources to turn to for extended, detailed definitions and analyses. In this
reaction paper, | will refrain from citing epistemological studies on human reason



and, rather, turn to other quite specific and concrete definitions developed for
educational practioners -- for day-to-day use. This first example was presented

by Arthur Cohn in his book on developing objectives for college courses., He out-
lines the following objectives requiring increasing levels of intellectual competence:
1) knowledge 2) comprehension 3) application 4) analysis 5) synthesis and

6) evaluation. The second listing is extracted from q mundane, but ubiquitous,
force in our lifes: The United States government. |ts updated Dictionary of

des sections on skills in working with people, things,

‘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: 1) comparing 2) copying 3) computing 4) compiling

5) analyzing 6) coordinating and 7) synthezing, ,

Finally, to draw upon a source known to all of us, Bloom's Taxonomy of E;lucgﬁa:nulr

Objectives, this again is a hierarchical listing -~ moving from the lower, simpler, more
concrete skills to the higher, complex, abstract intellectual abilities.

l) 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 principles,
10) synthesis

1) evaluation and judgement

12) creativity

Although these lists vary in detail and vocabulary, | beljeve 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, basic
comprehension; compiling, sorting, or memorizing information; acquiring facts and
data; and translating or transcribing. It is not until we reach the level of such
abilities as analysis, interpretation, evaluation, and application that we begin to

feel 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 highest
achievable educational goal. There are intellectual skills and attitudes (or,
Perhaps, qualities would serve as a moré accurate term) that build upon and
surpass "eritical thinking"; they are generally higher in intellectual value

and complexity. Neale is careful to point this out in his Paper on his discussion
of imagination. | would add synthesis (the conceptual integration of knowledge
to discover new facts or develop new concepts, theories, or interpretations;

to view data and ideas in a connected manner); intellectual integrity
(undersfhjnding the idea of truth and its contingent nature. A disposition to
seek and speak the truth and be conscientious in inquiry); intellectual tolerance
(freedom of mind. Openess to new ideas. Willingness to question orthodoxy. A
full appreciation of intellectual and cultural diversity); ethical judgement 7
(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 the

face of moral dilemma) and creativity. No single instructor, course, discipline,

or four-year college curriculum could, or even should, realistically expect to

reach these, the highest goals -- although we should try, and at least lay the
foundation for an individual lifetime of seeking to fulfill these high ideals.

Critical thinking, on the other hand, probably cannot be taught in a single class

or discipline, or by a single instructor, but it is achievable -- and, to some

degree, measurable —- within the four year undergraduate program. Whether or not
it 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 bodies
and others to the effect that higher education is worthwhile can be defended with
hard data. The danger, of course, is that we may become overly enamoured with the
generic, value-free skill of critical thinking at the expense of other, at least

equally, important (if more problematic) pedagogical objectives.

While acknowledging that there is more to education than teaching critical
thinking --- are, then, the disciplines the best place to teach the skill? To

close with one final twist in perspective, perhaps placement in the curriculum

is a largely irrelevant eriterion. The issue may revolve around exposure to
effective teaching. Perhaps it is those who work with instructors who generate
enthusiasm 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 skills
in critical thinking — no matter which discipline or what particular array of courses
has been taken.

. H. R. Bowen, Investment in Learning: The Individual an
American Higher Education (SanFrancisco: Jossey-Bass, 1977).
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THE PARABOLIC CRITIQUE

Thomas 0. Buford
Furman University

In a paper I presented at the 1982 annuai meeting of SAPES, "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 any
virtue. I contended that story or narrative along with context and the intentions
of person are the sufficient conditions for the most coherent understanding of
learning. Professor West in his response argued if we adopt a narrative view of
self there is no way to determine within story alone why we ought to adopt one story
over another. I want to respond to his critique by contending that story can be
evaluated by story without turning to philosophy to do so. Our disagreement is one
more 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 not

believed.

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 therefore

not justified. How can I make out this argument? The position I want to support is
that certain types of story can be evaluated by parable. To do so I shall discuss
the following topics: (1) story, (2) parable, and (3) a parable of Jesus. Now Tet
us turn to story.

Plate, in his contribution to the old quarrel between the philosopher and the
poet, attempted to lead us from the signless dessert of myth and into the well
charted regions of reason and philosophy. We can get a good idea of what story
‘means 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 Togical construction rooted in experience, concepts and relations. Myth
is one type of story. Stephen Crites in an interesting article, "The Narrative
Quality of Experience," published in the Journal of the American Academy of Religion
in 1971, clarifies the nature of story and myth. He contends that myths are not
simply consciously created fictions of imagination. They lie too deeply in our con-
sciousnéss for that; ... they form c?nsciousness rather than being among the ob-
jects of which_it is directly aware."l Myths form the horizons of people, "People
live in them."2 In addition, mythopoeic stories are aiso "anonymous and communal."3
Finally, no telling exhausts these stories. They are not directly told. However,
these deep seated, fundamental forms of consciousness, are recited by people through
stories of their own creation. These recitations are the creations of peoples and
are formed by their social, cultural, historical situation or context. Each recita-
tion created finds its roots in the deeper, underlying myths of its horizon. Crites
places myths and the created stories under two separate headings: sacred stories
and mundane stories, respectively. If people "awaken to a sacred story" that "forms
the very consciousness that projects a total world horizon, and therefore informs
the intentions by which actions are projected into that world," then mundane stories
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are the created, objectified images of a people in their attempt to understand the
horizon in which they live.4 These mundane stories may carry the authority of
scripture 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 storijes 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 the
sacred stories forms the basis of their own personal identity. The identity of a
particular person living in a particular environment is not only the practical/moral
identity of a person who is_a farmer, but of that person who is, for instance, a
Christian farmer. This would result from his retelling for himself the mundane
stories of the New Testament and 01d gestament which themselves are the attempts of
a people to understand their horizon.® With this view of story and something of its
nature and complexity in mind we can gain a better understanding of what Plato is
rejecting in his quarrel with the poets.

Plato focused attention on mundane stories, those told by Homer and Hesiod. He
believed that they cannot be evaluated and must be either simply believed or not
believed. And given his view of the unpredictable, excessive behavior of the 0lym-
Pian gods as portrayed in Homer’s Iliad and Odyssey and Hesiod’s Theogony and Work
and Days, we can see why he rejected them and searched human reason and experience
for the life that is truly virtuous. The virtuous 1ife must rest on something other
than 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 or
to philosophy. 1 contend however that we do not need to turn to philosophy in order
to 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 function
of parable as critique of story. As we do so, however, we must turn to biblical
scholars, specifically those who have studied the teachings of Jesus. What they say
applies to parable form in general .and not simply to the parables Jesus told. For
clarity 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 in
The Parables of the Kingdom contended, "In all allegory,... each detail is a sepa-
rate metaphor, with a significance of its own .... To take a biblical example, in
Paul’s allegory of the Christian warrior the girdie is Truth, the breastplate
Righteousness, the ghoes Peace, the shield Faith, the helmet, Salvation, and the
sword Word of God."® In contrast a parable whether it is a "simple metaphor, or a
more elaborate similitude, or a full length story, presents one single pp;nt of com-
parison. The details are not intended to have independent significance."/ Alse, in
contrast to allegories with their hidden meanings, parables are simple, vivid
stories whose meaning is simple and self-evident to the hearer or reader. If
parables are not allegories, how do they function? Dodd, again following Julicher,
argued that the parables as literary devices have one central function and that is
instruction. 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 the
parables for hidden meanings and correspondences with the whole Christian story.
The parables reveal to us the moral structure of the universe, and once we know it
we can conduct our lives in terms of it. Through the parables we can learn what God
wants us to do in his kingdom even though we cannot learn much about how we fit into
the cosmic scheme of things. It is that moral structure that we share with ancient
man. Dodd’s view of the nature of parables has been generally held until quite

60




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 worid, make us confront ourselves, and in the act of choosing
create ourselves. Scholars such as Jeremias, Bultmann, and John Dominic Crossan (a
structuralist) developed this view. _Jeremias says that, "...each of them was ut-
tered in an actual situation in the 1ife 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, the
parables are weapons of warfare."8 Ip taking this position Jeremias and Crossan
are rejecting both the allegorical view of parable and the moral view of parable,
the view that each parabie teaches one distinct moral Tesson. They do so, particu-
larly Crossan, because of their understanding of the literary structure of myth and
parable. 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 value
in understanding and interpreting parables. We have learned to distinguish parable
and allegory and to treat the parable as "a metaphor or simile drawn . from nature or
common life, arresting the hearer by its vividness or strangeness, and Teaving the
mind in sufficient doubt about its precise application to tease it into active
thought."9 And we now understand that the parables function as "weapons of war-
fare," weapons that Jesus used in his controversial dialogues with his hearers. The
parables are metaphors that function to subvert our mundane stories. And in that
subversion 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 the
sayings of Jesus, the intent of the writer (such as Matthew or Mark), and the time
of writing. They seem to ignore the hearer of the sayings of Jesus. It will be
difficult to understand why Jesus spoke the way he did if we do not understand how
his 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 in
response to tneir questions, that is, why Jesus tells the parable of the Good
Samaritan just the way he did. If a scribe thinks and 1ives on the basis of (1) a
horizon, (2):interpre;ations,af,;he mundane stories told within-that- horizon, and
(3) an identity created within that framework, then we must understand his society
and culture. Textual, literary, and historical critics tend to ignore that the
scribe brought a social, cultural background to the situations in which Jesus talked
and listened and do not do an adequate job of connecting his parable to the scribes
to whom he talked. Thus, the interpreter of Jesus’ parables must examine them in
their lived situation of dialogue. To our interpretation of the parable, in this
case those of Jesus, we must listen not just to the historical and literary critic
but also to the cultural anthropoiogist. Cultural anthropology is of inestimable
value in connecting the lives of people to their deepest narratives. This approach
to the parable can be called dialogical hermeneutics.

Dialogical hermeneutics arises from the inadequacies of historical and Titerary
criticism. It is rooted in the belief that persons everywhere make choices, those
choices are based on beliefs, and those beliefs have the persuasive power they do
because of the authority of the beliefs they 1ive by. As an example, the beliefs of
the Jewish people of Jesus’ day are their stories of God’s shepherding his people.
When conflict or difficuities occur someone arises to interpret the new situation in
Tight of the sacred and mundane stories and in light of the new situation. Jesus
was part of this tradition. He confronted peopie 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 of
the Way. To attack this hardened recitation, or idols of the kingdom, Jesus used
parables. 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 His
Kingdom row and in the future. With this view of the nature and function of parable
in mind, particularly set within the context of a larger dialogical hermeneutics, we
can now turn to the structure of parable,

Crossan has analyzed the structurg of the literary form we call parable (any
parable and not only those of Jesus) .10 Depending upon Roland Barthes and Algirdas
Julien 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 there
is 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. That
is, the hearer expects that a certain Object (0+) will be given by a certain Giver
(G+) tc a certain Recejver (R+) and that the opposite Object (0-) may also be given
by a certain other Giver (G-) to a certain opposite Receiver (R-). What actually
happens in the parable is the Feverse,?F what the hearer expects, The two pos-
sibilities are outlined in Figure 7."1 Crossan’s view helps us clarify the view-
point of dialogical hermeneutics. The parable functions in a relationship between
two or more persons in which one person through story is attacking the mundane or
sacred stories of the hearer. And in so'doing is attempting to lead that person to
become 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 in
Luke 10, The Good Samaritan. According to Luke, Jesus and his disciples were
traveling to Jerusalem. He had been teaching in the area of Galilee for sometime
and "he set his face resolutely towards Jerusalem,"12 After sending out the seventy
to prepare his way, they returned telling of many wondrous events. (It is possible
that Jesus was followed by seventy or eighty people.) During their Journey they
were sitting listening to Jesus, and a scribe stood up to ask Jesus a question. He
was not hostile; he showed courtesy by standing and addressing Jesus as teacher.
But it was his way-as a-scribe to ask“pointéd“éﬁd'penetrating questions. To these
sitting around who were unlearned, who were not masters of the Torah, the questions
and 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 expecting
from Jesus?

Scribes were associated with the interpretation and protecticn,?g the Law. (In
the New Testament "Scribe" is used interchangeably with "Pharisee.")13 Theip origin
is 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 an
early age, and sometimes by the age of fourteen they had mastered the interpretation
of the Law. Their education continued undér the tutelage of a scribe. Upon learn-
ing all the traditional material and methods of interpretation they became competent
to make judgments on questions of punishments for crimes and legislation governing
religious observances. They then became non-ordained scholars. At the age of forty
they could be ordained a scribe with full rights and privileges. As rabbis they
devoted their Tives to three tasks: "to make...decisions on matters of religious
legislation and of ritual, to act as judge in criminal proceedings, and to pafs
Judgment 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 way
from the priesthood to merchants and tentmakers such as Pau]. )

But it is the scribe’s way of thinking and what he was Tikely to expect of
Jesus 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. God
expressed 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 the
Great Synagogue, the law became entrusted to the scholars, the scribes. Three
statements summarize the teaching of the scribes: "(1) God, the Father, so loved

the individual that (2) he revealed his twofold law to Israel, so that (3) each in-
dividual who internalized this twofold law and obeyed the teachings of the scholar
ciass could anticipate that after death his soul would enjoy 1ife in the world to
come, alongside God the Father, and_that in the distant future his soul would be
restored to his resurrected body."15 To Tive in the Kingdom, God’s people must ob-
serve the Law conscientiously and literally. 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’s
reward/punishment and man’s services/lack of services.

If the religious and moral 1ife depends on observance of the Law it is neces-
sary for persons to know the Law. The Divine Law is the Torah, what is written in
the Pentateuch, and the oral Taw. This includes the commands of God that must be
obeyed, the judgments made by judges in court cases that are sanctioned by God, the
statutes enacted by a Tawgiver, and the Precepts that apply to the various circum-
stances in which people find themse]ves.

Because matte:s of Tife and death were at stake, scribes spent enormous energy
and time mastering the intricacies and complexity of the Law. They needed two
things: 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. The
Hebrew word for understanding is bin; this means to separate, to dismember. From
this word comes "binah--‘understanding, comprehension, discernment, insight®. The
Hebrew separates the non-essential and external from the essential and important in
order to find the heart of the matt%r, and, once having found it, to express it as
briefly and pointedly as possible."16" yhen a difficult case comes before the court
the judge may ask advice from a scribe. Since the views of only one scribe cannot
be 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 carefuily
required the ability to make fine, oftentimes abstruse distinctions; clarity came
through careful definition of the issue. Once the question was defined the relevant
points 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 formula
was worked out to answer the request of the judge. These formulas became part of
the unwritten law and required accurate memorization. Clearly the scribe’s authori-
ty to teach and to decide Tegal questions was dependent on his mastery of the law.

What was the scribe expecting of Jesus? Jesus was a Jew and he was teaching
about 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 put
the scribe expected a rational answer based on the Law. The scribe expected Jesus
to engage him on the same assumptions the scribe held: the place of the Law in
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Jewish 1ife, obedience to the Law, mastery of its contents, keen analytical think-
ing, and an extraordinary memory. In other words, the scribe expected Jesus to act
Tike 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 resoly-
tion: "what shall I do to inherit eternal life?" Meeting him on his own ground
Jesus responded with a question: "What do you, a devoted student of the Law, grasp
to be the essence of the Law on this question?" The scribe’s answer penetrates the
heart of the matter drawing on Deuteronomy 6:5, 10:12 and Leviticus 19:18. (Here is
an example of the analytical, retentive mind of the scribe.) ~Jesus’ response was
simple: "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, or
at 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 skili 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 Tittle or no skill was involved. That can unsettle
a person who prides himself in getting the better in a discussion of the law. Here
an unlearned, relatively young man, had made quick work of him. Thus, he quibbled
over a word in the answer he gave. "And who is my neighbor?"

The scribe probably knew of a debate that centerzd on the interpretation of
Leviticus 19:18, "You shall not take vengeance or bear any grudge against the sons
of your own people, but you shall Tove your neighbor as yourself: I am the Lord."
The key issue is who is included in "own People." Pharisees excluded al] non-
Pharisees and Essenes all "sons of darkness"; renegades, informers, and heretics
were 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 Tove and whom
not? This was a point of law, and the scribe was ready to debate it. Jesus under-
stood the scribe and took up the challenge. But_he did not continue the discussion
by 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, descendinig road from Jerusalem to Jericho,
He was attacked by robbers who easily lay in-wait in one of the many caves close to
the road. They took his belongings and clothing, beat him into submission, and left
him in a serious condition. A priest, traveling from Jerusalem to Jericho, saw the
man and avoided him by passing on the opposite side of the road. Probably after
fulfilling his responsibilities in helping conduct Temple worship for the week as-
signed to him, the Priest was on his way home. His 1ife is regulated by the Law, he
obeyed the command of God, "Speak to the priests...that none of them shall defile
himself for the dead among his people.” (Leviticus 21:1) Likewise the Levite passed
the man staying on the opposite side of the road. Possibly he was on the way to the
Temple and must not be defiled by a dead man. The Levites’ job in the Temple was to
be a musician, a janitor, or a policeman. On the grounds of the Law both the priest
and the Levite justifiably ignored the man and went on to perform their religious ,
duties. Then a Samaritan passed by and helped the man. After tending to his wounds
he put the man on his own donkey and paid an innkeeper to care for him. The priest
and levite were close to the top of the social Tadder in Israel, but the Samaritan
was 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 were
not trusted even though Jews would trade with them. Jews had no social or friendly
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use dishes in common. To the Jew the Samaritan did not 1ive according to the Law

- and received the judgment of God. Any right thinking Jew who understood the place
of the law in his 1ife simply imitated what he believed to be the attitude of God

toward the Samaritan.

relations with Samaritans. They did not eat in the same room with them and did not

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 see
the 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 all
other persons as well.

To interpret this saying on the level of historical analysis makes the story
only 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 as
a weapon of warfare in the hands of Jesus. He used them tc attack and subvert the
mundane stories of the kingdom held by some Jews of his day. How does this story
subvert the sto=y held by the scribe?

When the scribe makes choices and creates a }ife-struciure for nimseif he does
50 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. 1In his mercy God has made a contract with us and
the Law has been given. There is nothing more for God to say to us. It is up to us
to obey God’s commands. If we Tive according to the Law God will benefit us, and if
we do not God’s wrath will come upon us. When a problem arises in daily living
about what he ought to do the scribe appeals to the Law and depends on his ability
to 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 the
kingdom.

How does the parable function to subvert that "obviously" correct belijef? In
the mind of the scribe, and possibly those listening to Jesus, Priests and Levites
do that which is right; they act according to the Law and inherit eternal life. But
the Samaritans. do that which js wrong; they do not act according to the Law and will
not inherit eternal l1ife. 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 law
and do not inherit eternal life, but the Samaritan does! What Jesus does through
story 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 is
false? It’s false, but it can’t be false. What Jesus is attacking is the scribe’s
commitment to the belief that the only way to understand God and how we should Tive
is through his understanding of the meaning of rational deliberation over the Taw.
This way of thinking defines a scribe; Jesus is attacking the man’s definition of
himself. 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 side
down. But Jesus is also aiding the scribe to hear, to see. God is not only a God
of judgment; He is also a God of love. That Tove cannot be contained within the
scribes’ narrow conception of "rational deliberation over the Law." Jesus is not
saying that acting in a reasonable manner is not part of the Kingdom way. But the
scribe’s view of reasonableness must expand to include seeing and hearing as well as
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T hinking and doing. Jesus was asking him to take airnader view of tie Torah, to be
r—ekindled by the sacred story, to the epiphany of Yabch.

Now that we have Tooked at the nature, structur, 2nd function 0F parable and
ke ave one clear example, we are in a position to drawthe conclusion thrat the second
P remise in a Platonic type argument, that only throuh reason (philosophy) can
S tories be evaluated, is false. They can be evaluatw, at east in orzxe sense of
t hat word, by means of parable. We have seen that the parable of the Good Samaritan
S ubverts the narrow interpretation of the scribe’s hrizon; it undercixts the narra-
t dve, in this case his mundane story. It seeks to dr the hearer out of his narrow
hrizon to see another possibility. In the parable w have story eval uating story.
Amnd if this analysis of the nature, structure, and fuction of parable 1is correct
t3en we do not have to turn to Prilosophy to evaluatewr stories.

While I believe I have made my point, I want toid a short epilogue to this
d-F scussion. One implication of the analysis I have dweloped is that <*he paraboler
a& tacks story, and that story is something that can bt adopted by perseons who are
a¥Etempting to understand the nature of religion. Thisleaves the sepaw¥-ation of po-
eEry and philosophy intact. It can be said that the praboler can attack story
wFaile the skeptic can attack philosaphy. [Fach form of tritigue is borm of its own
P=xrents. An interesting topic that should be dealt with is whether or not parable

Can attack philosophy. But to show that requires a discussion of how philosophy is

ul timately rooted in metaphor and how metaphor is therot of story. But that is
are other paper, a paper on the philosophy of Giambattista Vico.
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HIGHRENDER THLMIXING AND INTUITIVE EXPERIENCE

Waxren Strandberg
lirginia Coesmonwealth University

I gw ine reasipfly unsett led over the mounting call for the use of
computenin th _e develjment of Iirigher=order thinking. The concern is not that
studentsilll uSe== compults as an .mide in the development of certain low-leve]
thinkingilit 4ies, ofetven to T each or model a very limited kind of problem-
solving dills, Rather it is that computers will be used as a primary means of
nurturinghighé—-order tinking . That could result in a very restrictive notion
of higherorder t=hinkipgind in tu=—n limit what teachers do to cultivate that
dimenslond thowaght imitudents.

The problem= i3 agpavated by the excitement generated over the development
of nev flith-geNe==rar{iow tmputers Systems, "capable of operating intelligently in
a pannerwnevh=at likethat of ttze human brain."l Excitement is also fueled by
itemg fowl in t=—he popiler liter ature such as the account of a short story
written ly a co.emputey ind ‘publi shed in Omni Hagggiﬁneaz Even responsible
8cholars #e quicT-k to not that "properly designed [computers] can allow students
to formulite hyepothess, test them, analyze results, and refine their
concepting, Mo- reéover,they can prxrovide the student with a record of the coursae
of his orkr invesestigatins, permi £ ting greater self-awareness of thinking and
lesrningﬂd Suc—=h advoicy is no £, by itself, bad. The problem arises only
when the thinking nurtuzi by the computer is viewed as the primary or exclusive
kind of Wgher~osrder tinking or when the use of the computer inhibits the

developmert of otEZner Kkipliof think-ing of a higher-order.

Thispesenmex thresls not t=oo dissimilar from that raced by a previous
generatinin wh=ich sclice was =seen as the paradigm of institutionalized
rationaldly, But that YLhited paracdigm of rationality, as Newton-Smith observes,
"embodled utenabM@ e assuntions concerning the objectivity of truth, che role of
evidence nd the lanvagince of me=anings."4 Success in science has certainly
led to thewoptieon of reictionisti e notions of rationality. Likewise, present
succesgs yith the ComPultt and the promise of artificial intelligence may seduce
us Lato weeptimwmg a viy limite<d notion of higher-order thinking. This
reductioniit moveme coulilead to = view of the human mind as an information
processinnachizme in wich higher—-order thinking 1is seen primarily as an
Laterrelatinship of factiand rules .

One of the mmest ko advocat-es of the use of the computer in the teaching
of thipkinis Sey—mour ®aert. In nis book, Mindstorms, Papert actively promotes
the valueo thic=aking lke a computer program, a program that "proceeds in a
step=by=siy lite=ral, mthanical Ffashion."® Not only does learning how to
. progfam thcomputeer purtie high-order thinking, but, in Papert's mind it also

helps youlj peopI® e gainireflexi ve understanding of their own thinking. The

problem 1isthat yom—ung pegjle, in thimnking about their own thinking, could become
seduced imo bellemeving £ht all higher-order thinking is machine-1ike and can be
characteriud suff=4cientljly metaphors drawn from computer technology. I am
alarmed by that poemssibildly

En:résp«:ﬁdﬁhce% “Sc=hogol ollducation » Virginia Commonwealth University Eic:hmaﬁd,
VA 23284, :
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I want to move in a different direction and affirm that the human mind is
something more than an information processing machine and that higher=-order
thinking extends beyond the mere interrelationship of knowledge and algorithms to
reach a solution to a problem. The concern is not that students use the computer
to develop a narrow range of logical thought; rather, it is that another mode of
intelligent thought and behavior, not encompassed by the computer, willbe
neglected or trivialized by students and teachers who have become enamored by the
power of the computer.

That other mode of thought is an element in one‘s own lived-experience that
does not easily fit the analytic and procedural model tepresented by recent
technological advances. That mode of thought is intuition. However, using this
concept to describe a fundamental element of one's higher-order thinking process
makes one quite vulnerable, for it opens the user to the accusation that his
intuition is nothing more than imprecise thinking. Siegfiried and Theresa
Engleman, for example, claim that the feeling of intuition is only a by-product
of a very sloppy learning sgituation which could be very easily cleared up and
iloproved by being modeled after the computer. That feeling is "induced merely by
presenting a concept in such a way that the learner must spend an unnecessary
amount of time trying to learn it."® The Englemans believe that any reference to
intuition can be eliminated merely by improving the logical order in which
material is presented to the learner. Presumably, that gets rid of unnecessary
feelings 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 analytic
thinking or perhaps "a mere speeding up of the analytic processes in whieh the
steps become blurred and difficult to identify . . . because of the speed
itself."’/

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 ag 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 thought
which has been credited over the years with making significant contributions to
the world of learning. 1 am not prepared to pay that price!

The conaequences of eliminating intuition from our conception of
higher-order thinking is clearly illustrated in the recent National Society for
the Study of Education Yearbook on Hic:cgamgu23fs,and,EdugatiQn. Jaanice
Patterson and Marshall Smith, in their article "The Role of Cor .ters in Higher-
Order Thinking,"® have dlscarded "intuition" as an integral eiement of higher-
order thinking. Thelr enthusiasm for using the computer in teaching higher-order
thinking has entrapped them in a reductionistic view of higher-order thinking.
For rhem, higher-order thinking is that which occurs when a8 person is engaged in
uative 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.”? 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 a
higher level. With the right amount of knowledge and the proper schema, they
believe that any problem can be solved aigorithmically. 1In fact, they try to
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convince the reader that higher-order thinking primarily involves new ways of
Interrelating knowledge and algorithms. For example, to encourage higher-order
thinking among students, they advocate that teachers give "considerable attention
- + + early in the curriculum to the interrelation among facts and rules."l0

The rules that Patterson & Smith refer to are those heuristic strategies or
generalizable techniques which artificial intelligence advocates believe can be
programmed into computers. The presumption is that these heuristic strategies
can be taught through the use of the computer and that these learned formulas or
algorithms, 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 1in a problem solving environment,
The problem solver should be able to retrieve facts and
algorithms automatically . . . .11l

The main purpose of the Patterson and Smith article is to promote those
combuter activities which they believe will contribute to the development of
higher-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-11ik: environment for training and practice in the use of specific
heuristics."12 Computer programs mentioned in this regard are such classics as
"Wumpus' which {s designed to teaching the rules of reasoning contained in logic,
probability, decision analysis and geometry. They conclude that these types of
programs "are successful 1in teaching students to use specific problen solving
heuristics within the limited program environments,"l13 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
well-structured. Hardly a recommendation for developing higher—order 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. Suchk so-called expert
8yf a8 have received much publicity lately with the development of so-called
fiich generation commutawrs, Their developers even claim that these computer
syst:me have r * IOWer. In the eyes of their promoters, all such
systamg need ‘i 4 ~~have like experts are those general rules which
capture the :ii* : expert and lots of very specific knowledge in that
limited doma:.=. © ~4sy of the example Patterson and Smith give, it is a
great deal c¢? : 7.t % st.0oWledge about the human body, its diseases and their
mans festatione #: v+ | -+, heuristic knowledge, i.e., knowledge of good practice
and good judgment in 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 rules. That seems to ocecur, for example, with the economics simulation
program "South Dakota." Through its use, the student 1is 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. But 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 consclously, deliberately and with sustained cognitive effor” proceed
through a linear series of problem solving steps. The novice and the ¢ ,ert both
undergo the same mental process. Each draws on the same information buse 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 1in 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 in a higher-order
thinking."!3 Thus, an expert who 1s 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 unconsclously is nothing more than woutine 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 behavicr is not the product of any deliberate conscious computer~like
act.

It is important not only to distinguish between wha novice and expert do,
but 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 beliave
that the expert is engaged in the same kind of deliberate analytical and
procedural activity that challenges a beginner. 1In 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
simultanecuely, and moving every few seconds, be saild 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.!l But that is the only conclusion Patterson and Smith
can reach by limiting higher-order thinking to algorithmic reasoning or
procedural thinking.

Patterson and Smith would have us believe that the expert, when he 1is
thinking, is doing so with deliberate conscious effort and with precise reecipes
for solving problems. But as Hubert aand 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
1t than he is of his own body."!7 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
useful in helping young people at the beginning stages of their learning in a
particular domain. However, Lt can become inhibiting as they move toward
expertise in a domain. In most domains, expertise is possible only 1if the
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"student can quiet the analytical mind and act intuitively . . . . In other
domains, one cannot even begin to learn if one thinks of oneself as an
information processor and tries to program the computer . . . by extracting a
rule that describes the structure of the domain."18 But Patterson and Smith
totally neglect this intuitive dimension of higher-order thinking in favor of
cultivating lower-=corder problem solving. That neglect 18 harmful to a rieh
conception of higher-order thinking. It also ancourages a conception of the
human mind as an information processing machine comprised primarily of data and
the application of rules.

What then is the best direction to take in affirming the role of intuition
in higher-order thinking? One would be to focus on testimonies about intuition
from 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. While
the Noddings and Shore effort is worthy of consideration by thése who already
affirm intuition as an element of higher~order thinking, their esoteric analysis
would hardly convince those whe 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 1is in a deep and poetic
sense, the eyes, ears, and fingers of the s’nulsig

While they believe that the Will's quest for meaning 1s 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."20 Likewise, with intuition. It too is unanalyzable "because it
is the immediate apprehensfon and organization of material in response to the
Will's quest for méa;ning.“ZI But if that is the case, then the only attractive
alternative may be 8imply to examine 1intuition as a phenomenon which we
experience as part of everyday tasks we undertake.

Hubert and Stuart Dryfus, in their book on human intuition and expertise,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 generation of
computers and thus cannot be reduced or decomposed into machine-like activities.
They begin their attractive argument by examining the qualitatively 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 cthat beginning learners,
"decompose" subject matter into context-free features. Beginners are given rules
for determining their actions just 1like 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
persong gain some experience in dealing with real situatiouns, they become aware
of many situational aspects. ' The many features of these real situations can
become overwhelming. So in order to cope with this information explosion,
individuals adopt some plan to identify and examine only a limited set of

factors that are most important for improving performance. A
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competence the learners engage in a kind of detached Planning, including
ldentification of the significant factors that are relevant to their plans and
then follow with an analytical, rule~guided plan of action.Z2%

It is this middle stage of "competence" which Patterson and Smith appear
to be describing when characterizing higher—order thinking as problem solving.
For it is at this stage that individuals establish goals aand sesrch for
appropriate strategies. Specifically they search for ways to transform certain
facts by rule-like procedures into configurations that assizr them 1in achieving
their goals. There 1is nothing wrong with developing this kind of competence as
long as it is seen as merely a stage along the way toward expertise. 7ngever,
Patterson and Smith, along with others, want to stop at this point and claim that
this kind of problem-solving is all there is to higher-order thinking. But I
have to agree with the Dryfuses, who argue that higher-order thinking consists of
lntellectual activities which go significantly beyond problem solving, and
Include the "rapid, fluid kind of behavior that bears no apparent similarity to
the slow detached reasoning of the problem solving process.'23 They associate
this kind of behavior with expertise. 1Tt represents a kind of know-how which can
be readily identified as intuition.

As people approach proficiency and expertise in a domain, they 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 wlll experience longer intervals of sustained
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 1is being done. Dryfus and Dryfus argue
persuasively that the expert does not, like the beginner simply use "facts and
rules 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
unconsclous that expert performance is not only unconscious but analytical and
procedural as well.

The significance of the Dryfus argument 1is that it helps explaia why
computer—-assisted instruction works well for drill-type actlivities engaged in by
the novice and even for praoblem solving activities assoclated with achieving
competence in a domain. But, if we want our young people to bacome more like
experts, to think like them and to value that mode of thought, then the computer
may indeed become a very dangerous 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 oneself as a computer acquiring features
and procedures might well accelerate the passage from
beginner to advanced-beginner stage, aad 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
expertigse.2/

The computer has become a powerful tool in our society and education is
under increasing pressure to incorporate this technological revelution into the
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classroom. In the face of this swelling momentum to integrate this new
technology into our schools, we need to exhibit extreme care. I do not deny that
the computer can be a useful tool in schools. But we need to be very aware of
the purposes for which we use the computers and the assumptions we make around
those purposes. In this paper I have focused on one chosen use of the computer,
i.e., Lo 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
Qurture problem solving skills may actually dull our sensitivities to the more
@lusive dimensioms of higher-order thinking. Naturally our vision of things 1is
shaped by our madi=s of access to those things. To the degree that our primary
access to higher—order thinking is through the computer, then our vision of it
will shrink. Over : period of time, intuition will be no more, simply bacause it
is not achievable by means of the computer—-like thinking.
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HIGHER ORDER THINKING 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 develop
higher order thinking. There is, truly, an inexorable difference between human beings
and computers, and many advocates of the computer model of human thinking claim too
‘much 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, for
he 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 is
concerned that other modes of intelligent behavior will be trivialized in the rush of
the computer advocates. He mentions that element of "lived experience that does not
seem to fit the analytic and procedural model presented by our recent technological
advances." He offers intuition as his prime example, but admits some discomfort in
taking this approach, for he believes he will be open to the charge that he is
advocating nothing more than imprecise 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 problem
in 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 for
their work on intuition and higher order thinking. Second, he never clearly
distinguishes the relationship between intuition and higher order thinking, although
his paper contains some apparent assumptions about such relationships. For example, is
intuition a feeling process or a higher order thinking process? Are intuition and
higher order thinking the same, or are they different? And, if different, do they
overlap 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 the
terms and their usage in the literature, an analysis which Professor Strandberg never
makes. He does refer to psychologist Jerome Brunmer's observation to the effect that,
"I am not clear what intuitive thinking is even though I know I have it." But this
will 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 the
Study of Education Yearbook, Microcomputers and FEducation, 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 with
deliberate and sustained cognitive effort which "proceeds through a linear series of
problem solving steps..., The novice and expert both undergo the same menta]l process."
The only difference is that the novice is thinking and the expert is not. Strandberg
locates his major objection here, for he maintains that an expert is able to " 'short
circuit' a heavily analytic and procedural process which a novice must undergo," and he
confesses difficulty accepting Patterson's and Smith's argument, particulgfly 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 acc." Strandberg then states, "Rather, I would claim that the expert is operating
at an intuitive level and that this mode of intellectual operation is at a higher
cagnitiYe level than the computer-like problem solving ability characteristic of the
novice,'

Now, it seems that there may be several kinds of human activity being discussed by
Professor Strandberg: there is, first, the deliberate step-by-step thinking of the
novice; second, the short circuit thinking of the expert; and third what seems to me
can only be called habitual behavior. The major criticism I have to offer is on the
latter point, for Strandberg too quickly equates short circuit thinking with
Patterson's and Smith's view of habitual "thinking" ! on the part of the expert, In
short, Strandberg confuses habitual "thinking" with what he claims is the higher order
intuitive short circuit thinking of the expert. Indeed, what Patterson and Smith are
talking about is habitual activity, habitual because the expert is so versed in the
procedure, 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 Dryfus
approvingly: "'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.'"

It could be argued that short circuit thinking would not be habitual behavior, but
the kind of thinking that jumps the customary and habitual, that blows away the chaff
obstructing the novice or uninitiated, and that goes to the heart of the problematic
situation. 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, unless
Professor Strandberg means that intuition is on the level of habitual behavior. If the
latter 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. We are
hampered in understanding because Professor Strandberg does not explain clearly what he
means by shoert circuit thinking, intuition, or higher order thinking,

Here we would do well to go to philosophers who are clearly recognized for their
contribution to the problems of thinking. One who comes easily to mind is John Devey.
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."
Or again, "Knowledge which is not projected against the black unknown lives in the
museiés§ not in consciousness. We may, indeed, be said to know how by means of our
habits."”

It seems to me a good argument could be made that higher order thinking is the
thinking "projected against the black unknown." It is not the habitual "know how" that
lives in our muscles; rather, it is thinking that is typified by heightened awareness
and that is forced to be creative and higher order (or intuitive, if you will) just
because it treads unfamiliar ground. This is when we must break out of the force of
habit and engage in inquiry, and according to Dewey, "Inquiry is the controlled or
directed transformation of an indeterminate situation into one that is so determinate
in its constituent distinctions and relgtian,s as to convert the elements of the
original situation into a unified whole."? If, then, we get to higher order thinking
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when we enter inte serious inquiry, it is a "controlled or directed transformation"
from indeterminate to determinate. It surely will employ hunches, short circuit
thinking, intuition, and even some habitual activity, but it will also involve legic,
procedure, and rules. This means that public rules and guidelines as well as private
internal soliloquy and intuition will play important roles.

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

1. I enclose the word "thinking" 4n apostrophes in this case because habitual
behavior involves little, if any, cons zhought. :

2. John Dewey, Human Nature and ~ .duct (New York: The Modern Library, Random
House, 1957), 167. - ' -

3. Ibid.

4. John Dewey, Logic: The Thecry of Inguiry (New York: Holt, Rinehart, and
Winston, 1938), 104-105. It shouid be noted that, for Dewey, inquiry and reflective
thought were the same thing, but he used the term inquiry to prevent confusing it with
preexisting definitions of thought. (See ibid., 21).




THE BUBER MODEL RECONSIDERED, REINTERPRETED, AND RECREATED

John R. Scudder, Jr.
Lynchburg Collzege

A sure sign of old age is reflecting on one's past work and career. H{
last SAPES' paper, “Excellence Reconsidered: Is This Where | Came In?*!
reflected on the meaning of the "new" excellence movement by contrasting it
with the reform movement in the late 50's and early 60's through which |
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 at
that time, | claim to be the oldest member. That reason alone should
legitimate my reminiscing about my first paper deiivered to SAPES twenty
years aqo.

In that I‘JEDEFZ. | 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 Foucation 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 |
recently wrote with Algis Mickunas, entitled, l7eaning, Dialogue and
Encuituration:  Phenomenclogical Philosophy or Education® One
purpose of this paper is to acquaint you with that book but in an unusual way.
| 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, | 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
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that work. For example, when | finished reading the paper on the Buber model
at Old Dominion University in 1966, | thought that Sam Holton would never
stop asking me questions. In all honesty, | cannot remember any of Sam's
questions, although | do remember my response to all the questions. | tried to
illustrate Buber's interpretation of dialogue by saying that | could respond to
Sam as a critic whom | wanted to put down or silence, thus making our
relationship an I-1t one, or I could respond to him as a fellow seeker of truth
who was helping me better understand some perplexing issues in education,
thus fostering an 1-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 purpose
of my paper. His questions made clear to me the unclarity of the paper | had
read. When | reflected on the paper, | 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 me
to 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 Saciety. |
remember reading that the next issue of £qucational 7Theory would contain
criticism of pseudo~existentialists in education. | eagerly awaited that long
over-due critique until | discovered that | 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. My response to these criticisms along with an
earlier more positive treatment of my model® 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 | 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 | 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, |
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 | already knew that their primary
criticism, though not well developed, was well-founded. | had not adequately
explicated Buber's interpretation of dialogue. As one critic put it, 1 had
missed the ontological dimension of Buber's 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, | would not have delayed so long in responding to him. Later I realized
that | had misinterpreted Buber's 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 reiationchips.

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 |
already recognized but needed to face. If | had not explicated Buber
adequately in the Buber model, what had | done? Actually, my article had not
claimed to be an explication of Buber's treatment of dialogue, but, instead, a
model in Scheffler's sense of model--namely, the use of a philosopher's
thought to clarify an educational process. However, | don't think that
Scheffler's contention that a model need not fully or even accurately
articulate a philosopher's thought would Justify the way that | misused
Buber's interpretation of 1-Thou relationships. When | reflected on what | had
done with Buber's thought, | 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, | 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 | read at one of our annual Fr’neetijﬁgah 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 | did not understand the
full implications of Buber's treatment of I-It reiationships. 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 theary and practice was misdirected. Although Buber did
believe that I-It relationships were appropriate in impersonal settings, he
also was very much concerned about the modern tendency to replace truly
personal relationships with impersonal ones. 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 | 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-1t (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-1t (Thou) relationships are to the protection of students' rights, they can
not substitute for i-Thou relationships because |-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
fuifiliment."® Thus, both types of relationships are required in education
because teachers must both respect the rights of students 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.
Teachers who develop strong personal relationships with particular students
krow the tensfon 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 fn 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-1t. |-t relationships with the worlf
are required by science and technology. But, how does a teacher help students
relate to the world impersonally and not foster |-t relationships between
herself and her students. This cannot be accomplished in I~|t (Thou)
relationships within a dyadic dialogue but it can within a triadic dialogue.

My major reinterpretation of the Buber model incorporated I-It (Thau)
relationships and 1-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 wers
practicing teachers. They had difficulty understanding how the various
teaching methods they needed to teach students various lessons could b
incorporated into the Buber model. At first | 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 3
reconsideration of my criticism of Scheffler. The Buber model appeared in an
anthology opposed to Scheffler's rule model of teaching. When | followed the
suggestion of the editor of the anthology 10 in which they appeared, it becams
clear to me that Scheffler and | were talking about different aspects of
education. In a F,EPEF‘ read at the annual meeting of the Philosopy of Education
Society (1971) 1, I pointed out that Scheffler, in contending that teachers
should 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 | was treating the relationship of
the teacher and student or teaching. But | failed to spacify that this
reilationship becomes a teaching-1earning one when it is constituted by a
transfer of discipline from the teacher to the student. The transfer of
discipline can not be a goai 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
direction 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 bsok. In addition, since the triadic
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conception of dialogue resoives most of the diffiulties |  encontered in
developing the Buber model, | am inclzding the follwing exte=nsivequotation
from our book which treats it.

Triadic dialogue focuses orz some object or evenmat in the
world. The signifying of the object or eval by one= of the
partners establishes the relatiosship with {e other partner.
Triadic dialogue does not begin wr ith face-to-fie encel_:nter but
is concerned with the meaning of =omething. frexampl e, a fur
year old child storms up to her fat-her assertingthat som=eone has
stolen her puddle. It had been ther—e yesterday. She had F=>1ayed in
it, and now it is gone. If her fatherr were to resond to h=er news
as some educators suggest, he worauld Simply mke a nees’ pudiie.
After all, she regards the puddie =as a missingplaything. On the
other hand, he could resignify the ‘missing plajting, caE= ling the
child's attention to the process of evaporatin By ex=plainiyg
evaporation on the child's level hee would be intnducing - her toa
theoretical way of being-in-the--world.  She would E>egin to
understand that some events in trze world canbe underssstood by
scientific explanation. Durineg the re-sipificatieson and
explanation, he would be a temcher of scimne eng=3aged
Scheffler suggests in transmittIng traditionl princiggles of
rational thought. This transmiss ion would tie place  throuph
triadic dialogue concerned with the meaning of smethinagg in the
world.

The triadic structure appearecd when the father respossnded to
his daughter's concern about the misssing puddle. The first stepin
the dialogue was to point to the si gnificance armeaning of this
event by considering it as an example of the proc-ess
evaporation. Second, by signifying £he meaning o the ever—t-~the
missing puddle--he oriented his daughter tothe proc—ess
evaporation as a learner. Third, as he explaineito his d=3aughter
the process of evaporation by discuassing the rolof the s=un, the
formation of clouds and the cause of rain, she resunded by asking
questions. "Will the clouds in the ssky make me mother pL_addle?
Thus, she was able to designate tZe puddle asthe resullt of 3
natural process as well as signifyingy it as a playting. Fouserth, by
answering her questions, the father s~elated to hess teachwser anj
by asking questions and attemptingg to appropriie his an=swers;,
she related to him as student.

The above example makes appzarent the triaic stryct=ure o
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dialogue. The littde 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, triadac dialogue consists of four interrelated
components: (1) A sabject is oriented to an ob ject or a state of
affairs, By being or-iented toward and relating to a thing or a
state of affairs, the subject "means” or designates it in a
specific way. (2) I so doing, the subject calls upon another
person to attend to &he object or state of affairs in the way
designated. The othes~ person is addressed, not as an ob ject, but
as a subject capable of grasping meaning. (3) To the address,
the other person responds as a person who has already

* designated that which 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 “"author-ity,” in that he or she better understands
what is addressed than the other, and the other is attempting
to appropriate that understanding. In the f oregoing example the
Father recognizes himself as teaching his daughter about
evaporation. When she tires of being a student, she might
request and receive a ;new puddle. Then the triad formed by the
teacher and student Tocusing on the process of evaporation
would end. She would leave an educational way of being
with' hger father to return to her usual playful way of being with
him.'

The triadic dialogue iss more adequate than dyadic dialogue for teaching
because it focuses the dialogue on what is to be taught while retaining a
personal relationship between teacher and student. Teaching is a relationship
betweens 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 vaarious methods--presentation, group discussion,
beer group learning, and self—directed learning--appropriate to what is being
learned.  Further, these metFods can be personal or impersonal because the
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method of learning does not dictate the way in which the Sint and teacher
are related as in dyadic dialogue. For example, a teacl can inititate a
student to the world through theoretical, abstract (I-it) lysics and at the
same time relate to the student in an I-Thou or I-It (Thoy Jinner. Thus, the
teacher can initiate students into Scheffler's imperglil Perinciples of
science and at the same time relate to the student persodl. And when the
occasion calls for it the teacher can refocus from the worlth thee student to
give her encouragement. Also, triadic dialogue fostersthe transfer of
discipline from teacher to student, whereas in dyadic q#lue the teacher
merely shares the results of discipline inquiry with .he stlint. Further, the
disciplines which are transferred from teacher to stydil cam be either
theoretical academic disciplines or the everyday disciplingil thhe commonly
shared world. Triadic dialogue does away with the old givtormy between
subject and student. In triadic dialogue the teacher neitmpsttac hes subject
matter nor students but initiates students into the vitll Ehrough the
disciplined ways of knowing and acting in the world whict i their cultural
legacy

Obviously, | have learned much from my critics. Figl| have learned
that well-intended criticism which does not lead tc real diglye often means
that the purpose or focus of a paper is unclear, as my respcto Sam Holton
illustrates. Second, somewhat misdirected criticismg lke those that
appeared in £gucational Theory can be very valuable wriiithéyr encourage
you to bring to consciousness the way in which you think giern-ing certain
issues. In addition, they can evoke criticism of your own wetwhich can lead
You to see its failings more deeply than your critics did, Tt criticisms of
practitioners of philosophical and theoretical work shaoylibe taken very
seriously by educational philosophers because teaching is, offirall, primarily
a practice. Fourth, when your work is opposed to strong iisophers, like
Scheffler, let their thought criticize your work because thAl will make you
think harder and evoke critical and creative thinking on yoy“it. Fifth, seek
out and listen to the criticism and helpful suggestiongd friends and
colleagues; they give not only encouragement but positive fection to your
thought. In summary, be thankful for good critics, listen to A, and respond
to them for they will stimulate and improve your thought, it do not take
their criticisms at fare value or respond to them immelitely; instead,
search out their deeper meaning for your work, and from i, 1earn how to
reconsider, reinterpret, and recreate your own thought.
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THE BUB=SER MODEL, MNWONSIDES=RED
A RESPOME
J, Gordogp Clamerlipn

Our discussion today stew:. -s from thelict tha _t when John Scudder and Algis
Mickunas were working on a Phile osophy of #ication . they realized, of couse, that
they had to deal with teacher-—s- tudent reliions. @ One philosopher who had made
that relation central in his fde @a of educin was Martin Buber, so they chose
his focus on "dialogue" as one oof the pagiiaturess in their book. They did not
adopt the Buberian view; insteimd they uSedliber ass a foil. Buber placed the
I-Thou relationship as primary sand centrgllcause his educational vieys were
rooted in his view of human natwsaure. In I ad Thou he held that, "In the
beginning is relation."l "A pere=son makes s appearsrance by entering into relarion
with other persons,"? an I-~Thou relationsMand, ' ®'This I lived continually in
the relation with man which is E¥odied for tiin diakElogue."3

In sharp contrast, Scuddemr and Mitl.iis addresess dialogue 1n the context of
pedagogical assumptions. They zput it as 2Qestior—=a: ". . . how can the teacher
exercise the authority required by sound eltation and at the same time respect
the personal integrity of their students Mirelatee= to them as persons? Ve
attempt resolution of this dilémmmma by offelly a nmovel interpretation of teaching
as dialogue."4 '

In developing that '"movel interpretgtin’ the=y approach educational issues
from a phenomenological perspect—ive. They liscuss intersubjectivity, horizon,
and lived-world, but their degli “ng with tegiler~stusdent relations is built around
their interpretation of intentio.enality. ‘EWnote Husserl's point that to think
is always to think about somethl _ng, and ty#fer th :is to the teacher role so
that to teach is to teach aboyt something_ leacher:-s may use various methods
but all involve students looking - at the wolll with « a teacher who has 'the under-
standing and procedures necessar--y to makiwgthe wor> 1d more intelligible,"
Students "learn from listening te © and apprrating his (teacher's) superior
understanding of the world and he_ow to comyuiate aBbout it, This understanding
sets himapart from his students and formy the basi=s for his authority asa
teacher," =

Sey Scudder and Mickunas, ™ "'A teacher-tudent merelation is constituted by
being directed at the world. It is intent iml. TEEherefore, it requires a triadic
structure."’ By contending that the subje tnattetr or disciplines are a third
element in a triadic relation t:hagéy seeq tg Iply th=sat the educating act isa
process of transmission of contér=t.

In this I see somewhat the same assyftlon thesat Scudder and Mickunas seem
to make sbout phenomenology. Af==ain and ag 2l they wevrite of what "phenomemlogy
does . .", "phenomenology draws . . ", "pZumencles—gy allows . ", "phenome-
nology avoids . . " and so forth._ They sedito givem= a parallel reification to
"disciplines" as though they wete= independgiactorsss sitting at the three-
sided seninar tables of academia._

The problem as I see it {5 that whilgfudder and Mickunas give considerable

— — — — S " S e S e — — — — =
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attention to teaching as making it possible for students to appropriate into their
lived-world the deposit of their predecessors' experiences, they do not give
equal attention to the way in which subject matter or dizeciplines are already
incorporated into a teacher's lived—world. What is a teacher's role in relation
to content?

For a closer look at that issue Alfred Schutz may be of help. 1In The
Structures of the Life-World Schutz deals extensively with the acquisition of
the "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 structure
of the social stock of knowledge "de pends, first, on the characteristic features
of intersubjectivity, nzmely, on the conditions of communication ~- that is, of
the objectivation and interpretation of knowledge,"8 for "the transference of
socially relevant knowledge is anchored in the social structure, . binding the
transference of knowledge to social roles."9

These statements say to me thar inherent to being a teacher is that the
social stock of knowledge to be transferred becomes a subjective stock of know-
ledge to be interpreted. Schutz describes intersubjective relation of the
teacher and student this way: "He who transmits his subjective stock of knowledge
to Others assumes on the basis of his knowledge about a certain Other or about
typical Others that the element of knowledge in question is, or will be, just as
relevant for them or their typical problems as it was for him."l0 It iz
intersubjectivity that makes transfer possible. What happens for a student in an
educational occasion (formal or non formal) had previously happered for the
teacher for, in Schutz' view, "the 11 fe-world is intersubjective from the
beginningi"il

If the sedimentation we have just picked up from Schutzian ref lections is
relevant, it substantiates my contentifon that what a teacher does with subject
matter cannot be viewed as the transfer of baggage from one container to another,
no matter how intricate the appropriatdion. What a learner confronts at that
seminar table is a teacher attempting to share his or her interpretation of social
Stock of knowledge made subjective stock of knowledge in such away that it may
be valid and relevant for the student * s processes of appropriation. An added
fillip here is Schutz' contention that while the social stock of knowledge is
typified its transference can never be standardized.

Now we can reexamine Buber's view of the teacher-student relationship to
see how he deals with a teacher's responsibility for subject matter,

When in 1952 I bought a new printing of his 1937 work, I and Thou, I was
entranced by the personal dimension of his extended analysis of tyo basic
"attitudes" expressed in the combined words, I-Thou and I-It. AsI go back to
it now and review the way he distingui shed experience from relation, I also
realize that to him both were necessary, primal, expressions of human existence.
They can be distinguished as two perspexctives, but they cannot be separated,
Buber's thinking abhout dialogue did not end in 1937. He returned to it again and
again and the concept expanded. In his book, Israel and the World: Essays for
a Time of Crisis, 1948, he speaks directly to our question about the relation
of teacher to subject.

"We have already indicated that in our case teaching is inseparably

bound up with doing. Here, if anywhere, it is impossible to teach or

[ .g]
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to learn withut 1iv—ing, The teachings must not be treated as a
collection o knowab 1le material; they resist such treatment. Either
the teachims live i~m the life of a responsible human being, or they
are not alieat a1l .'"i2

While not wig "livese=d-worid" language this passage makes clear the
assumption that sbject ma=tter becomes integral to the teaching role, and that
"teacher" and "pern" canr=mot be separated.

In 1966 Bupe's The W=Jay of Response appeared and in this work there seems
to be a modificatin of whe=t we had considered a sharp, permanent separation
beteen I-Thou andlit, wvhe=n he writes,
"In my thoygts about= the life of dialogue ., . . We do not find meaning
lying in thiys nor &o we put it intc things, but between us and )
things it cwmhappen.. "13

But Buber'swst expl dcit statement about the relation of subject matter
to dialogue is inmessay on "Elements of the Interhuman" in the book, The
Knowledge of Manm, 195, —

" . < if genie di2l- ogue is to arise, everyone who takes part in it

must bring Hmelf fn +o it. And that also means that he must be

willing on aith occgs-4on to sag what is really in his mind about the
subject of tht conver=sation."1

What an intensting ¢ERallenge to a teacher!

It seems to gt that tEEiese passages all refer to what Scudder and Mickunas
could call the liviworld ef a teacher, and all undercut any idea that subject
matter or disciplim can be= seen as somehow separate, a third element, in a
teaching occasion. If that element were to stand outside the lived-world of
the teacher, would it not aP¥ so stand outside the student's lived world? And
would not the logitof the =argument lead to a "quadratic dialogue," Ah, di,
tri, quad! ’

What then 1sthe funct—don of education? For Scudder and Mickunas the
function of dialoguhas to do with a product -- with a student's "incorpo-
rating experiences mnd views:= of his predecessors and this expands the student's
understanding towarlhis pre-=decessors."l5 For Buber dialogue emphasizes relationm,
openness to the oth, which_. yields a "person'.

In the end omcannot The sure whether the third element in the triadic
idea has to do withuthorit—y, with subject matter, wih the transfer of meanings,
or with the very prutical d—ifficulty every teacher has in trying to establish

personal (Buberial) relat—fon with each of the 25 —- or 140 -- students in
classroom.

[+

Scudder and Mitinas imenply by the way they set up problems that this is
where a philosophy o educatim on begins, with the very practical questions of a
teacher's authority,wth expoectations of teachers in the existing social
world, and with thedaims of= disciplines. Perhaps from one point of view this
expresses a phepomenlogical concern for "back to the things themselves." But
for me it raises mort uesticons than answers.
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Nevertheless, we do see that having begun where they did may have kept them
from seeing that in scme ways Buber's views were closer to theirs than they
realized.

Whatever our own views of these matters, Scudder and Mickunas have prompted
continued philosophical 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 document
called Tomorrow’s Teachers: A Report of the Holmes Group. In fact, "making the
education of teachers intellectually sound" is one of five major goals listed in

the 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 of
controversy by ~recommending that the undergraduate degree 1in education be
eliminated. Members of the Holmes Group believe majoring in a core discipline is
the best initial preparation for a career in teaching at either the elementary or
secondary Tevel. Are they correct? Should a liberal arts degree be required of
all candidates in teacher education programs? What problems would this pose? How
does 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 I
will 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, by
providing 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 major
insights and recommendations.

OVERVIEW

The Holmes Group is a consortium of deans of education from major research
universities. "Selective" is the best word to describe the group, as membership is
by invitation only. Original members were drawn primarily from thirty-eight.
research universities, while members responsible for writing the report naturally
represent an even smaller number of institutions. Presently the Holmes Group is
seeking 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 they
will proceed in implementing the report. Despite recent efforts to enlarge its
membership base, the Holmes Group still consists of deans of education from major
research institutions. The Holmes Group, ther, does not represent the full range
of institutions involved in teacher education.!

: If "selective" is the best word to describe the Holmes Group, then "bold" is
probably the best word to describe the group’s report, which was published just
this 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: Department 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 goais listed in the
report:

* To make the education of teachers intellectually more solid.

* To recogiize 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 ma%g schools better places for teachers to work, and to
Tearn.<

Laudable goals. At least, I cannot imagine anyone (including the most
recalcitrant philosopher of education) objecting too strenuously to them. Not
surprisingly, it is the recommendations of the report, not the goals, that have
sparked controversy. As 1 have mentioned earlier, the most controversial
recommendation is the elimination of the undergraduate education degree. The
Holmes Group believes mastery in the liberal arts is an essential ingredient in the
preparation of teachers. Besides implementing more rigorous standards for entry
into 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 in
education--only these two ranks carry the possibility of tenure. Finalily, the
deans call for the establishment of Professional Development Schools. Reminiscent
of Dewey’s Laboratory School, these demonstration sites are aimed at involving
novice teachers in model programs rather than merely acclimating them to the
educational status quo.

- This, then, is a brief overview of the Holmes Group Report. If I had to
identify its greatest strength, I would say it is its comprehensiveness. The
Holmes Group provides us with a thorough and often biting critique of teacher
educaticn programs as they now exist. And the analysis 1is not limited to
undergraduate courses in education; it embraces liberal arts courses as well. More
than that, the deans look beyond the colleges and universities to the public
ser20ls, which typically fail to ensure that newly hired teachers have meaningful
apprenticeship experiences: trial and error learning, not collaborations with
veteran teachers, is the rule-of-thumb. The Holmes Group Report thus fixes our
attantion on the full gamut of experiences faced by prospective teachers. After
reading the report, I do not think it will be possible for anyone to equate reform
in teicher education with a mere tinkering around with the content and sequence of
education courses. Much more is called for.

Undoubtedly, the Holmes Group Report will set the agenda for debates on
teaching and teacher education for years to come. Despite its importance, it
should not be viewed as a panacea for the educational ills currently besetting us.
With this in mind, I would Tike to call attention to some of the problems attending
the most controversial recommendation: abolishing the undergraduate education
degree. I beljeve three objectives must be met before this recommendation is
endorsed. First, I will argue that the Tanguage in the Holmes Group Report is
unnecessarily confusing. 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 teacher
education. 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 define
key terms. The following passage illustrates this:

The undergraduate education major must be abolished in our
universities. For elemantary teachers, this degree has too often
become a substitute for learning any academic subject deeply enough
to 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 they
both know well and can teach well. Eliminating the undergraduate
major is therefore_only a beginning toward improving the quality of
teacher education.:

Here the terms "subject" and "academic subject" reoccur, but their exact
meanings 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 interchangeable? The Holmes Group Report offers us no answer; as a
result, it is impossible to evaluate the policy implications of its
recommendations. For example, consider business education, a major in secondary
education 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 "core
discipline" of business education. Or is a major in business off limits since
business is a professional field of study, rather than an "academic discipline?"
The Holmes Report is unclear on these points. Philosophy is another problematic
major. Though clearly an "academic discipline,” philosophy is not now a
certifiable major in most states since it is rarely taught in high schools. Where
does the Holmes Group stand on this issue? I do not know. Until these matters are
clarified, it is impossible to assess the full impact the Holmes Group Report would
have on secondary education.

The matter is equally confusing when we turn to elementary education. How
seriously are we to take the Holmes Group’s suggestion that all teachers should
become subject matter specialists? If this principle is pushed to an extreme,
elementary schools would have to be converted into miniature high schools, with
students taking classes from a variety of specialists rather than Just one or two
generalists. Is this desirable? Is this what the Holmes Group has in mind? The
report is silent on these issues, even though its recommendation to eliminate the
education major would, in fact, have the greatest impact on elementary education.
A1l in all, T think the Holmes Group overrates the value of the traditional
academic major, especially for elementary teachers. I agree that these teachers
should have more content area coursework, but I believe they would be far better
served by an interdisciplinary major. Unfortunately, the Holmes Group does not
even consider this option.
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SECSCOND OBJECTION

The second objection | wish to raise concerns the value of a 1iberal
education. Although the deans in the Holmes Group want to replace the
undergraduate education majorwith as= strong liberal arts education, they do so for
the wrong reasons. In a1 putshe 211, they err by overemphasizing knowledge
acquisition. Consider:

... The Holmes Group retognizes=s the central importance of a strong
liberal-arts education it the pemreparation of teachers. Of all
professions, teaching shuld b grounded on a core of knowledge
because teiching is about the de=velopment and transmission of
knowledge.

There is a profound iroy here. - On the one hand, the deans pay tribute to a
strong liberal-arts educatim; and cn the other hand, they equate this education
with "a core of knowledge." fit syre=1ly the hallmark of a liberally educated person
is not mastery of a core of lyledge=. It is discernment. Or critical-mindedness.
Or Paideia. Or wisdom. ~ Whitever waeve call this attribute, it involves more than
mere learning or knowledge icquisi®Lion. On this issue, the Holmes Group has
totally missed the mark.

Let me quote one more pssage, wanhich I believe further underscores the deans’
preoccupation with knowledge icquisit _jon:

Taking and even passing col” lege and university courses is no
guarantee that the materidl has i been learned. Thus, all Instructors
should also pass a written test - in each subject they will teach,
prior to certification. The exawmm should test for thejr understanding
of the basic structure of the di=scipline, and tenets of a broad
liberal education. They should S=additionally pass a general test
of their reading and writhg abiT1ity, and a test of the rudiments
of pedagogy. These testswuld =assess reasoning as well as
specialized knowledge, general irnformation, and memory. They should
be sugﬁcienﬂy difficult so that® many college graduates could not
pass.-

There are many troublesme feats ures in this paragraph. I will mention but
one. In their guest for accontabilit=y, the deans have adopted a reductionist view
of education. They have lost sight oF= the overriding goals of the liberal arts and
instead have focused on whether or not-= "material was learned in the courses taken."
It seems that the tenets of 2 1ibe=ra] education are no longer guideposts for
learning and 1living; rather, the  tenets of a 1Tliberal education have been
transformed into test items!

Ironically, the concept of a 1ibe-eral education presented in the Holmes Group
Report 1is at variance with the wosiews presented in two other reports on
undergraduate education, which the d'Means themselves cite. For example, in To
Reclaim a Leqacy, sponsored by the Na=tional Endowment for the Humanities, William
Bennett points out that developing a wcommon curriculum with the humanities at the
core is no easy task. More thnthat, he acknowledges that no single curriculum is
appropriate for all p’lat:es:.f5 In contr—ast, the Holmes Group casually refers to the
"historic tenets of Tliberal elication =" as if these tenets were a body of fixed
ideas.
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By far the best ad most comPrrehensive report on liberal education is
Integrity in_the Curriculun, sponsorédid by the Association of American Colleges.
This document provides evn less SuppoT™®t for the Holmes Group:

We do not believe tht concern for  coverage and factual knowledge is
where the constructim of a curric—ulum should begin. We propose a
minimum required proram of study - for all students, consisting of
intellectual, aestheic, and Ph1YE osophic experiences that should
enter into the Tives of men and women engaged in baccalaureate
education, We do not believe that the road to a coherent
undergraduate educatim can be cfrenstructed from a set of required
subjects or academicdisciplines.

The above quotation hintsit a view of | ijberal education that is much more generous
than that reflected in the Holmes Groupee Report. It is unfortunate that the deans
in the Holmes Group did nt build on tHhe ideas already developed in Integrity in
the College Curriculum. ld they done so, their assessment of the benefits of a
liberal education for prospctive teach®e vs would have been vastly improved.

THIRD C3OBJECTION

The third and last ojective I WE-ish to raise is this: the Holmes Group
assumes there should be but. one Nowodel of teacher preparation, a model,
incidentally, that is bestsuited for mALjor research universities. This finding is
predictable, given the selctive membér~—ship of the Holmes Group. As Edward H.
Berman poinis out in a reent article, the composition and sponsorship of study
groups often detegmine the parameters within which discussions of educational
reform take place.® Had the Holmes Grou;sp reflected the full range of institutions
involved in teacher educition, I suspéc=t an entirely different set of proposals
would have emerged. | also  suspet~+t that the decision to eliminate the
undergraduate degree in elucation woul 8d have been more keenly. debated. And
probably rejected.

Given the prevailing tthos of the Holmes Group, we should not be surprised
that its recommendations wuld Spawn nufl=rous benefits for colleges and schools of
education in major research institution.zs, especially since tenure,. professional
certification, and advancaent in a put>Tlic school career would be inextricably
linked to the attainment of graduate degre-ees in education. Let me state the matter
differently: eliminating the undergraduamate degree in education has the net effect
of drastically reducing the number of inSt—titutions involved in certifying teachers.
This reduction, in turn, wuld insure ¥that the remaining cadre of institutions
would be in a better position to cons=olidate power, enforce standards, exert
influence, and repel threats of external control. ince these activities are some
of the identifying characteistics of pr—ofessions,® I am willing to concede that
the Holmes Report may go i long way t..0 increasing the professional status of
teaching.

But we must not confusestatus with e=xcellence.

I think it premature toembrace one wmodel of teacher education. Surely there
is something to be said fora diversity mof high quality programs in a variety of
higher education institutims. The key = to reform in teacher education should be
the improvement and enrichmit of these Prgrrograms, not their wholesale elimination.
Several arguments can be mad to support Wthis view, let me sketch out two. First,
there is the issue of equlity. Limit& ng teacher education programs to major
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working class, and minority students, who typically attend other types of higher
education institutions in greater numbers.  Are the benefits to be gained by
implementing the Holmes Group Report worth the restricted access to teaching that
will ‘result? Second, there is the issue of excellence. I am not aware of any body
of research suggesting that major research institutions do a better job preparing
~teachers than do other institutions. Moreover, I think we should not overlook some
of the exemplary programs in teacher education that are housed in four-year
colleges. Though 1lacking graduate programs, these institutions have other
qualities that cannot be replicated by their much larger sister institutions. It
is foolhardy, I think, to move to one model of teacher education when we do not yet
know enough about the respective advantages and disadvantages of other models.

research universities will probably result in a decline in enrolliments from poor,

CONCLUSION

Despite the criticisms I have detailed this evening, I nevertheless recommend
the Holmes Group Report. It is a provocative document. Whether or not the members
of the Holmes Group succeed in their plans to overhaul teacher education, they have
at least made teaching teachers more respectable. And this is no small matter. As
Judith Lanier poipts out in her lucid review of the literature on research in
teacher education,” one of the chief obstacles to reform is the low status accorded
the field. Very few professors. are willing to answer "Yes" to the questions: "Are
you a teacher educator?" Even though prospective teachers take most of their
coursework outside of education, Tiberal arts prefessors do not identify themselves
as being the primary teachers of teachers. Instead, they shift the responsibility
to education .professors, perhaps not realizing that in large universities most
education professors do not teach undergraduates at all. Worse than that, many of
the education professors who actually do teach prospective teachers tend to deny
their role as teacher educators. As Lanier astutely observes, foundations
professors identify primarily with their disciplines and believe those who teach
methods courses are the real teachers of teachers. But most of the faculty
teaching methods courses identify with the school subjects of their expertise:
they are mathematics educators or reading educators. Who is le t? Only a hiandful
of facuity members, many of whom supervise field work in the schools, are willing
to 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,passifay even more problematic than
finding and keeping qualified sStudents of teaching." Y

Perhaps the greatest promise held out by the Holmes Group is that their
report, along with other reports on the declining quality of undergraduate
education, may possibly signal a change in the reward system in institutions of
higher education. For surely the first step to improving the professional status
of teaching and teacher education is to accord teaching more status in colleges and
schools of education. If this is accomplished and if more professors, including
all 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 teacher
education. ‘

Thank youl
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WHAT SHOULD THE LIBERAL ARTS CONTRIBUTE TO
TEACHER EDUCATION?

J. Don Reeves
Wake Forest University

~_ The question posed to our panel "What Should the Liberal Arts 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 "What
are the Liberal Arts?" or "What is Liberal Education?" is amply demonstrated by
Bruce 'Kimball in his recently %Jbllshéd book Orators and Philosophers: A History of
the Idea of Liberal Education.l Kimball's basic point is that "liberal education”
embodies in its past two quite distinct traditions and points of view. There is the
tradition of the philosophers 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 liberales) seeks to train the good citizen to lead
society. This is attained through the prescribing of values and standards for charac-
ter development and proper conduct and a camitment to the prescribed values and
standards which are identifiad through a study of classical texts. From such study,
an elite emerges who achieve merit by adopting the virtues expressed in the texts.
Since truth can be known, the task of liberal education is to inform students about
the virtues rather than teaching them how to search for them. Education becames an
end in itself, one aavélages oneself according to standards of excellence for the
sake of that development. 2

The philosophical tradition (liberal-free ideal) a@hasiges freedom,especially
fram a priori structures and standards, intellect and rationality, a critical skepti-

cism, tolerance, egalitarianism, individual volition rather than camunity obligation,

and the pursuit of knowledge as an end in itself.3

At present, the liberal-free ideal stresses the develomment 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 daminance of the
liberal-free idea and the liberal arts accammodation to that idea means that liber-
al education today is not building a commnity where matters pertaining to the good
life lived in the good society can be discus<ed and where men and women can be
educated to became creators of that life.

The second question "What is teacher education?" is answered by implicatien
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 development of character and virtue. Consequently, current
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teader's critical. inta 1—gence through an academic major, attainment
of an advanced dgree, and training ir those methodologies which will enable
teachers to enhiyge their students' irmtellectual development. Absent are proposals
which would leadto making schools int=o cammnities where citizenship is fostered.

The thlﬁi qestion regarding a meaningful relationship between liberal arts

and teacher eduction can be ansyered succinctly, Each without the other is lost.

The liberal artsunless taught disappe=ar and teaching which ignores the arts
becames only nurtire,

We returnto the original quest-jon "What should the Liberal Arts contribute
to teacher educatin?” Examination of © the history of liberal education suggests
that both traditims, the pursuit of t—=ruth and the development of citizenship, need
to be cultivated in teacher edacation.  Since, at this time, the arts curriculum is
neglecting the Latter, those of us in ®-eacher education programs should not be
blind to this cmission. What the libepeal arts are not contributing may signal what
teacher educationmst emphasize, nameMly, the development of teachers who can
express the truthwe can and do know tc> a younger generation for the explicit
purpose of enabliwy them to build a bet—ter life and society. Let us turn to our
panel members for their answers tothis question.

1. Bruce a. Kinball, Orators and Phi_Josophers t A History of the Idea of Liberal
Education (New Yok: Teachers College IPress,1986).

2. Ibid., 37-3. :

3. Ibid., 1l19-12.

4. Ibid., 219.
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LIBERAL EDUCATION AND THE TEASACHER

, Samuel M. Craver
Virginia Commonwealth Univer==sity

Back in 1965, Paul Hirst observed that the term "™ 1liberal education" had become
a slogan taking on different meanings according to  the immediate -ontext: "It
usually Tabels a form of education of which the authe-or approves, but beyond that
its meaning is often entirely negatively derivecd. Whatever else a 1liberal
educatioen jf' it is not vocational edication, ...or rxmot a specialist education in
any sense,"' If one examines the many criticisms of te_eacher education today, he or
she will likely come away with the imression that Himrst's observation is still an
accurate one. Like Hirst, I would also 1ike to take ==xception with the negatively
derived view of liberal education, particularly as it =applies to the preparation of
teachers, for liberal education is an extremely import=ant part of the professiona]
preparation of teachers even as it may also be ®the heart of their cultural
education. By liberal education, I do not mean simpl»vy the derivatives of the old
trivium and quadrivium, although 1iberal education cer—tainly has its roots in that
ancient curriculum; rather, I mean those arts and sciermces which enable students to
gain knowledge of valuable cultural traditions and theee social and physical world.
Thus, there should be ample 1iberal edication for teac—=hers, but it is insufficient

to leave the matter to that recommendation alone.

Ever so often one reads a book that covers famiKliar ground, but in covering
that ground the reader gains understandings not posse=ssed before. Such was the
case for me upon reading Bruce E,imbaﬂ's Orators and _ Philosophers: A History of
the Idea of Liberal Education.? According to Kimba=m11, the history of liberal
education is the story of a debate between orators ar.nd philosophers, but in the
twentieth century the philosophers seem to be securely~ in possession of the upper
hand. The oratorical tradition--the artes ]’,1bér'—ajes-='*iemphas1‘zes investigation of
the best of tradition and the public expression of wFEhat is good and true. The
philosophical tradition--the "Tiberal-free" ideal~-emt—>races the unbridled search
for knowledge that liberates the intellect. As Kimball views it, liberal education
today is characterized by a confused mixture of the ar—tes liberales ideal and the
liberal-free ideal, but with the liberal-free <ideal,.  now characterized by the
scientific view entrenched in the great research univer=sities, clearly the dominant
interest. Perhaps that should put those of the liber—al-free persuasion somewhat
at ease, but such is not the case if Kinball's argumen®t is followed. What is lost
in embracing the liberal-free view is an anchor secumzrely fixed in studying the
Western cultural tradition and public expression, a T~n==sening that is, according to
Kimball, having grave consequences 1in term¢ of cultu, . chaos.

This conclusion can be argued vith - a great edeal of force, as Kimball
demonstrates, for he offers a fairly conpelling case t¥Ehat the liberal-free dideal
has, indeed, resulted in cultural confusion, even anarc.zhy. VYet, many people think
that what we need is more liberal education, particular1¥y for prospective teachers,
and they assume that more 1liberal education will help - solve contemporary problems
of cultural confusion. In short, they believe that me=ore Tliberal education is a
good thing, without ever questioning the history of these justifications of liberal
education or showing any comprehension of the confr=ision reigning in higher
education curriculum. The calls today for scrapping t=he undergraduate education
degree in favor of a liberal arts degree is but one examgsple. Another equally
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telling development i where traditionallists cry for a -ou enche-—ing in moral
traditions both reldjws and cultural as an antidot: - _ Ti:d cular
humanists" and 1ibef-free moral reasoming advocait»s.  dow. ‘e™. ““ one follows
Kimball's analysis,: host of problem==s adheres any 1inc =2ased <immersion of
prospective teacherst 1iberal educationen, if the !wme sic., : not. accompanied by
careful analysis aniieeded clarificeticon.” Thus, a. recr iramen:s in liberal
education are boosty for prospective te=sachers, we wouiu ¢- wel’ to examine the
nature of that 'confusin,

- Kimball's conteion is that each ¥&deal hay viluable ~oiats in its behalf.
The artes liberales il concentrates on  cultural wreditioms, but it runs the risk

of becoming eTitist ulof producing only a backwsrc “nciy: on @ selected past. The
liberal~free ideal puotes cherished fre=medom of vhought, bwt it Tikewise has a

weakness in producingi heedless pursuit of knowTesige ~ ‘howt connecting with the
past. As Kimball putit,-

The contemporaryobiem, then, of l&-iberal edugation lies in the paradox

that the strengls of its ideal are—e also the source of its greatest
Tiabilities,.,. Te efforts of many & academicians to deny the paradox and
to recover thestrengths of eitiher ideal without the attendant
liabilities sant@bute to the confe“usion in current discussions aboyt
liberal educatia, ‘

Kimball views dJoh lewey as one who hemelped shape the contemporary liberal-free
ideal and, consequentl, sne of those re=sponsible for the current imbalance and
confusion, Yet, myown reading of Des=wey leads me to believe that while he
vigorously attackedtihe tendency towared tunnel vision of the artes liberales
traditions his treatmut of the paradox no®—ted by Kimball makes him a ready ally in
dealing with the propls, For example, De==wey claimed that the school has no moral
end or aim apart frwparticipation in = social life. He maintained that all
education which develp the power to shasmre effectively in social 1life is moral.
Furthermore, while Duy castigated a siz ngle-

G -minded adherence to traditional
culture because it tdulizes the past and T makes the present seem sordid, he also
noted that the subjéctmztter of education prevides the meanings which give present
social life its conten’ There has to be continuity between the past and present,
he argued, and, "The mtinuity of social 1ife means that many of th%se meanings
are contributed to pment activity by ps-ast collective experience."? What was
needed was "...a widuhg and deepening of c«:nscigus life--a more intense,
disciplined, and expaiing realization of ~ meanings."¢ Speaking of the kind of
split in liberal educiin addressed by Ki-®mball, Dewey stated: "There is on the
one side, a body of tni, ready-made, and e on the other, a ready-made mind equipped
with the faculty of knung.... Socially, the distinction has to do with the part
of Tife which is depeint upon authority and that where individuals are free to
advance.”"’ Dewey saw lis own view of philo==sophy being characterized by continuitys;
thus, the thing to dows to view the opp=ositions in continuity: '"What makes it
continuous, consecutiwyor concentrated is = that each earlier act prepares the way
for later acts, whileflese take account _ é:)F or reckon with the results already
attained—the basis ofill responsibility."® &

These statements ijDewey do not total Ily relieve him of Kimball's charge that
he was one of the chif architects of th=e current imbalance between the artes
liberales and 1liberifree ideals, but it does indicate that Dewey was ever
sensitive to this kiniof dualism. Certaminly he was vigilant about the social

responsibility of eduecirs. In "My Pedago-egic Creed," he eloquently spoke of the
responsibility of the twher ".,.as a socjasal servant set apart for the maintenance
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of proper social order and the securing of riaght social .growth," for in this way
the teacher "..._is the prophet of the true Gemod and the usherer in of the true
kingdom of God."® That this interpretation of Dewey's views is not too farfetched
is bolstered by Lawrence Cremin's observation orm this latter passage from Dewey:

The millenialist tone of these phrase- s has always left me a bit
uncomfortable, but the insight is nonethe~ less profound. Prophesy: in
its root meaning, the calling of a people, via criticism and affirmation,
to their noblest traditions and aspiration-¥s. Prophesy, I would submit, 10
is the essential public function of the edu-rcator in a democratic society, *"

My point is this: Teachers need a great de-—al of iiberal education, and in the
artes liberales, else how can they help their EPupils to criticize and affirm the
culture’s nobTest traditions? Bt there is thee other side of Kimball's paradox,
and this is the liberal-free ideal, else how can pupils come to realize their
aspirations? The paradox or dualism must neet he forgotten, for according to
Kimba11,

««.problems have arisen whenever one ide=al of 1liberal education has
become preeminent and the dialectical balan-:ce between the two ideals has
been lost. The balance is to be preserved because it lies in the nature
of things so to speak—it arises f‘fr‘m the d¥istinction between reason and
speech, between ratio and oratio. !

Yet, a polarity remains that makes it too easy £t=o go all one way or the other. It
suggests that ratio and oratio camot touch or o-=verlap, that reason and speech can
have no intercourse. Perhaps Dewey has pointe=d to a way out: the continuity
between past and present must be studiously sough =t.
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LIBEFRAL EDUCATION AND TEACHER EDUCATION:
WHAT SHOULD L__ IBERAL ARTS CONTRIBUTE TO TEACHER EDUCATION?

Roderic L. Owen
Mary Baldwin College

One certainlycwuld as k if there is anything that the liberal arts hawto con-
tribute to prograis of teaciher education.” In theory, at least, teacher eduation
could becomg-aimaﬁexe1usi*ﬁ;e]y a professional area of study throughout bothinder-
graduate and gradiate Currieculae. Indeed, there are some teachers' trainingcolleges
that have come quite close +to excluding the traditional liberal arts. In suh pro-
grams the liberal, i genereal, education of the student takes place only within the
context and parameters of tEEqe overarching prefessional/occupational missionf
Teacher Education, Those 153 beral arts requirements that are mandated--eithe by
external agencies o by the institution's own curricular guidelines--are somtimes
fulfilled with suchcourses as "Children's Literature" (English course requirement ),
"Philosophy of Eduution" (Fhilosophy or Religion course requirement), “Art for the
Normal or Exceptioml Child™== (Art requirement), or “"Teaching Social Studies’ (Social
Sciences requirement), If By "liberal arts" we refer to those non-professiml
courses in the undegraduate= curriculum that do not fall under the purview and con-
trol of Education dins and faculty, then for reasons relating more to political

. power and expediengas well~ as professional control and identity it may ke prac-
tical, even sensible, to at Teast Timit if not entirely exclude "Tiberal arts' from
the prospective teither's coeurse of study.

: The initial qustion co:=uld, however, be framed quite differently. We night
ask: How can facully and preograms of Teacher Education build upon a solid guunding
in Tiberal arts? (r, even, dhow can teacher educators contribute to the 1ibenl
education of the stulents? ®Given the current American pelitical climate--presently
not healthy for Tameprafes:ssianaiTyiOriented education programs and najors-hese,
perhaps, are the qustions wee=.should pose and attempt to answer. In numerotus states,
including Virginia, it is nowaw possible and indeed, in some quartersrencauragw.ta
bypass many state-mndated ueeidergraduate education courses and receive teache certi-
fication on the basis of a 153 bera] arts degree, several years of teaching oniproba-
- tionary certificate and the successful completion of a much-reduced selectin of
professional educatim classess (presumably offered in the evening). The University
of Virginia has recutly adopoted a system in which there is almost no coursewrk in
professional educatim classe=s at an undergraduate, Bachelor's jevel: rather, stu-
dents complete a trilitional . non-professional 1iberal arts degree and then attend a
year consisting entirtly of ceraduate-level education coursework Teading to theM.Ed.
degree and teacher wrtificat=1ion. The overwhelming plethora of 1980's reports on
American educationl offer a waride variety of proposals for change but are almost
united in their gengl recormmmendation that elementary and high schuol students as
well as college studmts of e=ducation return to basics, to traditional content-irea
coursework. In therealm of undergraduate teacher breparation a "return to biics"
is most often equatelwith a - return to a primary emphasis on a traditional Tiheral
arts education and arejectiorm of an education major and technical, skill-orieted
Courses.. In short, tiday themre is an uneasy, if not antagonistic, relationship
between the 1iberal its and —<eacher education programs--certainly in a progtaima-~
tic, organizational smse and . 5, perhaps, in a philosophical, mission sense as wll,
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skill-oriented, sterile and potentially inhumane; Educatio viewed solely as=
ancther competing academic discipline is Over-specialized md burdened witp a
sense of second-class citizenship; Education as a contributing fabric in thee 1ib-
eral arts mosaic is connected to a broader, overarching ediational mission  that
could inspire, or at least encourage, skills in intellectul judgement; dige—1iplin-
ary depth of knowledge; critical appreciation of the ways i structure, legr—n,

and apply knowledge and information; heightened awvareness of social and indi ®vidual

moral challenges; and sensitivity ard tolerance of diverse wltures and Moyteg,

We return, then, to the reformulated questjon posed ewlier: How can t—eacher
@ducation contribute to the 1iberal education of the styudent? First, most t.=ertain-
1y, not by abandoning all undergraduate teaching and becoming exclusively a ° "gradu-
ate-Tevel" profession;that is a model Perhaps appropriate fir law and mediciy ne--but
not for education. Given the Timits of time, and space, atrief 1isting fol~ lows of
the ways in which teacher educators and teacher education turses could conte_ribute
to the liberal education of the student:

--by helping students and teachers alike critically unierstand the educs=ational
enterprise: What are the underlying assumptions, theultimate geals, the
important values, the accepted structures of knowledge, etc,? :

--by teaching the numerous forms and levels of critical thinking throughs
offering instruction in teaching methods and skills. As in the old adage:
there is no better way to learn than to teach others,

--by breaking down perceived barriers between the traditional 1ibera] gr—ts
discipiines and all other areas of knowledge. Whiteltid once referrgd® to
the "seamless web of learning," making the point thatsmme areas 0f knmowl-
edge traditionally viewed as Tiberal arts could he tught quite i11ibe =rally
and that other newer areas (such as Education) may be taught in such a .
manner as to contribute to the libera] education of the student.S Ip - short,
liberal education cannot, nor should not, be defined stlely in terms o--f a
select number of designated disciplines; attitude, cotext, and pedagla.gical
process also help define liberal education.

==by illustrating the strengths of intefdiscip1ina?y aproaches to knowlemedge
and helping bridge the ever-wide gap between educatiml theory and acttual
practice.

--by providing examples of fruitful connections between disciplinary expe==r-
tise, skilled teaching, and psychosocial knowledge ofthe student and
his/her approach to learning.

To conclude, we who are teachers of the history and philisophy of educati ®on
with concern for "recognizing social, ethical, and Tegal dimmsions of educati ¥onal
policy," "evaluating educational aims in the context of humajideals and SoCid w1
goods," "appreciating the religious and cultural diversity of erican society - .,
and "analyzing educational problems from a global perspective are, at least - 4np
terms of philosophical kinship, the natural leaders for heaTily the wounds and =
bridging the wide gaps between Tiberal arts and teacher educition. In both a § per-
sonal and professional context We are most likely to have somaccess to both
realms. Let us make full use of this opportunity now, whilethe clarion calls for
a return to liberal arts (whatever that might actually mean) ire Toudest snd ficmost
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persistent.
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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 strong
liberal arts background is indispensable not Just for prospective teachers but
for students generally, whatever career plans they may harbor, A Tiberal
education, to underline the obvious, is one that develops students' rational
abilities, their cognitive skills, the qualities of their minds. It is an
education devoted to the cultivation of the intellect, in other words, and it
is pursued for its own sake. Its products--knowledge, understanding,
intellectual abilities—-are good not merely in an instrumental sense for the
sake 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, the
claim that a liberal education should liberate is more than a play on words,
As Paul Hirst has observed, it has Tong been a fundamental Western educational
. tenet:

, Here, then, the Greeks attained the concept of an education
that was “Tiberal’ not simply because it was the education of free
men rather than slaves, but also because they saw it as freeing the
mind to function according to its true nature, Fréeiﬁ%.reasan from
error and illusion and freeing man's conduct from wrong. ’

In addition to freeing the mind from error and illusion, a Tliberal
education might be expected to loosen the intellectual constraints imposed by
dogmatism and prejudice, and to foster in its recipients the disposition to act
on the basis of reflection rather than on impulse. For as John Dewey has
pointed out, a person whose conduct is controlled by whim and impulse "has at
most only the illusion of, freedom. Actually he is directed by forces over
which he has no command." Here, as in so many of his writings, Dewey also
distinguishes between negative and positive freedom.

For freedom from restriction, the negative side, is to be
prized only as a means to a freedom which is power: power to frame
purposes, to judge wisely, to evaluate desires by the consequences
which will result from acting upon them; _power to select and order
means to carry chosen ends into operation, 3

This relationship between knowledge and positive freedom takes on added
significance in a society that purports to be democratic, for as R. S. Peters
has stated, the term "democracy" refers to more than a system of political
institutions and processes. It also suggests a social system in which people .
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are committed to the determination of public policy on the basis of reasoned
deliberation, * and such a commitment presuppcses an enlightened citizenry, (a
presupposition not far removed from the Jeffersonian dictum that a nation
cannot expect to remain both free and ignorant).

__ The case for liberal education thus far advanced pertains, of course, to
all students, not just to prospective teachers. I have touched on the
intrinsic value of a Tiberal education for people simply as rational beings,
and on the extrinsic value of liberal studies as a means of pPreparing members
of a free society to discharge +their civic responsibilities. These ties
between liberal education, knowledge, and citizenship are doubly important for
teachers, however, since the dissemination of knowledge, after all, is one of
the teacher's prime responsibilities. And certainly the fostering of good
citizenship 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 tools
furnished by 1liberal 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 is
measurable not so much by what he learns on the job, but by what he brings to
his vocation.® Equally important is the contribution that Tiberal studies make
to the teacher's capacity to put his or her everyday professional activities
into some sort of perspective in terms of long-range educational aims and
values. A1l too frequently our teacher-preparation programs are preoccupied
with what is practical and immediately relevant to occupational requirements.
Such concerns are perfectly reasonable and appropriate, - of course, but they
need to be balanced with equal emphasis on the theoretical, more abstract
content of Tiberal studies in order to avoid professional and intellectual
parochialism. As Mark Van Doren has argued, teachers need a liberal arts
background in order to fully understand what they are teaching and why they are
teaching it. Without that understanding, Van Doren thinks, they are not
complete teachers, €

Van Doren's comment implies that teachers who cannot explain the basis for
their practice might be competent technicians but not professionals, and this
is a useful distinction. Professional status in most fields is derived in
large part from the extent to which practice is related to scholarship and
theory in the arts and sciences, thereby enabling the practitioner to
understand and explain the theoretical basis of his methodology. If Bestor and
Van 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 teachers, we need
to 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 have
selected. When something goes wrong 1in the teaching-learning process, a
professional ought to be able to diagnose the cause or causes of the difficulty
with reasonable accuracy and to prescribe measures of dealing with the problem
that are more 1ikely than mere trial and error to lead to a satisfactory
solution.
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Needless, to say, this is a tall order, and I do not wish to suggest that
it can be met simply by a thorough grounding in the liberal arts., I do think,
however, that the right combination of liberal studies and educatioral
foundations (educational psychology, history of education, philosophy of
education, social foundations of education, etc.) together with some
methodological instruction and internship experience might prove equal to the
task. If not, it may be difficult to avoid the conclusion that we will have to
settle for a technical training for teachers that falls somewhat short of
professional preparation.

1. Paul H. Hirst, "Liberal Education and the Nature of Knowledge," in
Philosophical Analysis and Education, ed. Reginald D. Archambault {(New York:
he Humanities Press, 1965), T115.

2. John Dewey, Experience and Education (New York: Collijer Books, 1963),
65. (First published by Kappa Delta Pi, 1938).

3. Ibid., 63-64.

4. R. S, Peters, Ethics and Education, 2nd ed. (London: George Allen &
Unwin, 1970), 298-299. -

5. Arthur E, Bestor, "Liberal Education and a Liberal Nation." The American
Scholar 21 (Spring, 1952), 142. , ) )
- 6. Mark Van Doren, Liberal Education (Boston: Beacon Press, 1959), 175-176.
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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 reguired 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 "intenﬁsnaﬂy;““’

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 gaadi“g 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.3

So it 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 come tangible affect on another person, positive or
negative (so they also have a social component, as WelL)"El
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Now, setting aside the aifective and social ramifications of
moral/ethical decisions for the time-being, I'd like to pursue this
cognitive aspect and discuss its relevance to moral education and bring
in some research which has a clear bearing on policies and practices
vis-a-vis moral education. About two decades ago Lawrence Kohiberg
indicated  that moral  decisions  were in part  cognitive  and
developmental in nature, and that like Piaget before him, such
decisions could be catagorized into a hierarchy of invariant states
beginning with relatively simple reasoning and progressing to ever
more complex reasoning. That is, whatever else is required of moral
decision-making, Kohlberg found that it was absolutely necessary to
Possess certain cognitive powers prior io making progressively more
complex moral decisions. But it should be pointed out that even though
cognitive development is necessary for moral development, it is not
ipso _facto sufficient for it.9 Of course, anyone familiar with this
position knows that it was nothing new, for Piaget had said the same
thing earlier, but he had only a scant empirical base upon which to
ground his theory and he failed to elaborate upon the scope and variety
of moral stages, at least to the extent to which Kchiberg was able to
do.*

But both Kohlberg and Piaget agree that moral conduct, in its
highest sense, requires rather complex, abstract, more mature,
“formal" cognition; and without such cognition, an individual is not and
cannot become morally autonomous, and a lack of such autonornous
decision-making ability would indicate a failure to meet the pivitol
criteria of Simpson and Straughan,7 This raises a serious question for
both  currculum and instruction  with respect to moral education:
namely, since research informs us that most elementary level and at
least half of the secondary level students have not advanced io the
“formal operational" or abstract level thinking that full moral thought
and action requires, and that moral development tends to lag behind
cognitive development, can we teach children and adolescents to be
fully moral--or at least to reason that way? | coniend that given what
research has found on cognitive development of children and
adolescents in the USA, for a vast majority--probably at least 90% of
children at the elementary level and for at least 75% at the secondary
level-we cannot.8 Again we cannot simply because in order to become
fully moral (in our previously noted sense), a child or adolescent
requires not only a rather complex, abstract reasoning capability, but
also 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
well.

Now some whom | 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 Vvirtually
all 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, i 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 trainingja 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 expeﬁenc@si" In fact, what the problem of
moral instruction poses is not necessarily what the gchools 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?

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/professional" 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. | am referring to the research of A. Jenser, 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 pocrly, 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 levels-has tended to show that schools,
teachers, or varied "experiences” cannot do very much if anything to
boost cognitive learning ability, even though rather heroic attempts
have been made to do s0.13 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, the
rate and degree of cognitive development in human beings tends to
respond 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, | think, condemns us to that age old, rather worn, and
aven delusory, ideological notion that all _learners can learn _all things
no matter how subtle or complex--including moral principles and their
applications--and 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 wvarious correlates
is a resutt of both hereditary and environmental factors, and that from
a scientific standpoint what is at stake is what percentage each plays
in human learning and behavior.19 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. 1

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 three.18 But in reading the ecriticism, | find that a good deal of
their criticism hinges much more on ideology than on careful analyses
of the research and its methcdolagng 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 the
same paﬁeﬁrnigo It simply doesn't meet the criteria of sound logical
reasoning. The rules of the scientific game require criticism of both
data and method in order to demonstrate invalidity of conclusions
assertions. And in reading a good deal of the literature on this subject
since 1960, | see no ¢ata 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 to
say, given the on-going research in the area of the "causes" of human
cognitive ability and the hereditary and environmental factors which
bear on its development. However, regarding policies and. practices
concerning the “"teaching" for moral development there are two things
we ought to consider: First, and probably foremost, we must recognize
that teaching (or instruction) is, and can only be, an environmental
phenomenon. That s, 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 "practical
environmentalist,” since the teacher, qua teacher, can do utterly
nothing about a student's hereditary make-up, but has at his/her
disposal only the environment with which to work to produce any kind
of learning in the student--cognitive or otherwise. But perhaps equally
important for the long term, the second consideration we might want to
suggest is that perhaps due to individual differences in cognitive
learning  ability--which may in fact be due in large measure to
“hereditary differences not all, perhaps not even a majority of students
in our schools can be taught to be fully autonomous moral agents. But
if not fully moral, what? | would suggest that moral training be aimed
at least at the Kohlbergian stage IV or "Law and Order" oriéntation.
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 orientation
would imbue the student with at least a sense that "People ought to
obey 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 | 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 our
homes, streets, neighborhoods, and schools increasingly precarious
places to be.

To put the above in different words, | am saying that the "causes" of
human cognitive learning  ability notwithstanding, our curricula and
instruction in our schools ought to be focused on an all out attempt to
provide those experiences for gall students which will bring them up to
the highest moral developmental level possible. But after making such
heroic 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 us
with some magic chemical injection,  electrical stimulus, or surgical
procedure, or some other biological, chemical, or physical technique
which 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 only
then, 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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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ARE 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 vaery
important to the philosophy of education. The paper strikes me as being very
provacative. It Jeals with serious issues that are not part of our everyday dis-
course. I am particularly interested in the fact that educational philosophers
are looking at psychology, the brogeny so many years ago of philosophy.

This respondent certainly does not intend to disagree with the analysis of
the eomponents of moral reasoning presented here. In fact, I argued at this meeting
last year that reason was not only a key ccmponent of moral education but that 4i¢
was 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 business
cf the school.

Dr. Hawkins, it seems to me, raises two main issues in this paper. First he
contends that most people do not reach the higher stages of reasoning described by
Lawrence Kohlberg. The higher stages of reasoning reguire 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 autonomous
reasoning. 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. When
that purpose is not being achieved by the law citizens should work to change the
law. 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 e scrupulously fair because he treats everyone equally and insists on
absolute equality without consideration of intention, size, age or any other
factors 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. 1In 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 when
he asks them to identify similarities between two different historical events. The
concrete thinker sits with pencil ready to write THE right answer and may bhecome
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.

éérreSEOQiénééE: Box 91, Bethany, WV 26032
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He found that very few of the seniors at that institution were using what we might
call mature conceptual thought. My concern then is not with the thesis of this
pezper, not with the research cited to document the contentions. My concern is with
the implied conclusion which seems to me to be unnecessarily possimistic, almost
nihilistic, and with the presentation itself.

The presentation of the two main points, that not everyone reasons conceptually
and 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 clear
of" for "personal and professional reasecrs." T 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.? I remember
thinking that the old saw that the Chinese were good with numbers now had some
empirical validity. But neither of these becple suggested then or now that ALL
People in that race or ethnic group were the same. When that research is cited to
support compensateory educatien or preferential treatment on the basis of race or
ethnicity there is and well 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.

e
e

For the purpose of this response, let me accept “he contention that ninety
Percent of measured (predicted) aptitude and rninety percant of measured I0 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 ba 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 indoetrinate. The author calls for, "moral training," not moral reasoning amd
Suggests that we "instill"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 mathematies. That 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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it in their heart of hearts but only right answers will count when the achievement
tests ars graded. I would suggest that many history teachers also see their job

as teaching the facts. Doing history, investigating primary documents, developing
thinking skills are niece diversions but teaching the rule, the shibboleth answer
to historical questions is the broper goal, and success will be measured on the
test. I would suggest that this Paper puts us in that same position in terms of
moral education. Education which invelves reasoning is difficult. Not all students
will achieve at the same level at a given time. Some may never manage the calculus
or Kohlberg's stage five. But I cannot stand idly by and allow moral education

to abandon the goal of raising conceptual understanding. Remembered right answers
will not suffice.

When the student does not grow in conceptual understanding it's not the genes
which are at fault. Despite the fact that not all students wiil reach the same
height, physical skill or conceptual level; despite the fact that we in the school
control only ten percent of the variable in measured achievement, the school still
has a charge to do its job. The school should still take children where they are
and 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, technigue and Perseverence" are all that is
needed to bring all students te the highest levels of thinking. I doubt it,
however. The proposal most like that, in my experience, is Mor*imer Adler's
Paideia proposal. Adlex simply argues, as I do, that the pProper 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 highest
levels of thinking. They should, however, be given a chance to develop some
facility.

I feel at this point like Socrates, in MENDi4 as he argues that there are
different goals of education and that they require different procedures. If our
goal is to turn out a uniform product with a uniform set of beliefs then there ig
no need to design educational strategies which will foster growth from where the
student is to more mature conceptual positions. No need %o work to find ways to
help students consider alternatives, consequences, develop principles. It is
enough to tell them that the law is there and it must be cbeyed. I have no
doubt that most Americans think the goal of education is to get higher scores
than the Russian children do en achievement tests. What I am referring to as
moral education may not be possible in American schools to-day. Thinking dees
take time, technique, and perseverence as Mr. Hawkins suggested the "educational
optimist" 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 in
MENO, I am convinced that rules and other externalities are less 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 moest basic of them all, T will place the blame on
our faulty conception of the educational enterprise, not as Mr. Hawkins seems
to, on our genes.

William Perry, Jr., Forms of Intellectual and Ethical Development in the

1
College Years, a scheme. (New York: Holt Rinehart and Winston, Inc., 1970).
2. Arthur Jensen, "How Much Can We Boost I.Q. and Scholastic Achievement?"
Harvard Educational Review (Winter 1969) :59-52,

3. Dr. Marjoribanks was then teaching in the Division of Education Studies,
Oxford.

4. Benjamin Jowett, Translator, Plato's Meno (New York: The Liberal Arts
Press, 1949). ' i
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SOUTH ATLANTIC PHILOSOPHY OF EDUCATION SOCIETY
~ ANNUAL MEETING
OCTOBER 10-11, 1986
LOYOLA COLLEGE OF BALTIMORE

THINKING ABOUT THINKING

FRIDAY, OCTOBER 10

10:00-1:00 Conference Registration. Earl West, Treasurer.
Joe Congleton, Archivist.

Beatty Hall First Floor
1:00-2: 30 First Concurrent Session
1. "Philosophy for Children and the Critical Thinking
Movement" Robert J. Mulvaney, U. of South Carolina,
Columbia :
Respondent: John Haynes, James Madison U,
Jenkins Hall 217

2. "Theoretic Education" Virgil Ward, University of
Virginia, Emeritus

Respondent: Earnest Marshall, East Carolina U.
Jenkins Hall 303

3. "A Case for Teaching Students to Think Critically in the

Disciplines" Neal Mucklow, U. of Richmond
Respandenté Roderik Owen, Mary Baldwin College
Jdenkins Hall 306
2:30-2:45 Refreshments
Beatty Hall 234
2:45-4:15 Second Concurrent Session ,
1. "Parabolic Critique: Understanding Parable" Tom
Buford, Furman University
Respondent: David Mielke, Appalschian State U.
Beatty Hall 307
"Thinking, Artificial Intelligence, and Intuitive

Experience" Warren Strandberg, Virginia Commonwealth
University
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4:15-4:30
4:30-6:30

6:30-7:30
7:30-9:00

SATURDAY, OCTOBER

9:00-10:30

10:30-10:45

10:45-12:15
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Respondent: Sam Craver, Virginia Comonwealth U,
Beatty Hall 19

3. "The Buber Model, Reconsidered" J=ack Scudder, Lynchburg
College )

Respondent: J. Gordon Chamberlines Greensboro
Beatty Hall 304
Break
KEYNOTE ADDRESS ,
Teaching Critical Thinking Thre>ugh the Disciplines:
Content Versus Process" John MePeck, U. of Western
Ontario
Respondent: Kingsley Price, Johns= Hopkins
Beatty Hall 234
Social Hour, Cross Keys Inn, Woodland Ro om
Banquet, Cross Keys, Banquet Room
PRESIDENT'S ADDRESS

On Making the Education of Temmchers Intellectually
Sound" Jeanne Pietig, Utah State EJniversity

1
Panel Conference o o ,
“Liberal Education and Teacher Edueation: What Should
the Liberal Arts Contribute to Teac=her fducation?"
Moderator: J. Don Reeves, Wake For—est University
Panelists: Peter Carbone, Wake For—est 7
Samuel Craver, Virginiam Comonwealth
Roderik Owen, Mary Bald®win
Beatty Hall 234
Coffee Break
Beatty Hall 234
Third Concurrent Session ,
1. "Moving Minds or Driving Disks: Ana= 1yzing Assumptions

of Information Processing learning ~Theorists" Beatrice
Sarlos, Loyola College
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Respondent: Lee Richmond, Loyola College
Beatty Hall 115

2. "Are There Limits to Moral Education?" Tom Hawkins, U.
of South Carolina, Spartanburg

Respondent: John U. Davis, Bethany College
Beatty Hall 234
12:15 BUSINESS MEETING

Beatty Hall 234
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