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"Then, take a line, cut it into two unequal segments,
one for the cléss that is seen, the other for the
clags that is intellected, and go on and cut each
segment in the same proportion.

««.[Y]ou'll have one segment in the visible part for
images. I mean by images first shadows, then appear-
anceé produced in water, and in all close~grained,
smooth, bright things....'Then in the other segment
put thgt of which this tirst is the likeness -~ the
animals around usg, and everything tnaf grows, an@»phe
whole class uf artifacts.... [Conéidérj 2150 how the
intelligible section should be cut.... [I]n one part
of it a soul, using as images the things that were
previoﬁsly imitated, is compelled to investigate

on the basis of hypotheses. And makes its way not

to a beginning but to an end; while in the other part
it makes its wéy to a beginning that is free from
‘hypotheses; starting out from hypotheses and without
the images used in the other part, by means of forms

themselves it makes its inquiry through them."

-~ Plato, The Hepublic

(Allen Bloom trans.)
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We intend to draw a line and divide it. Just as Plato
did. We draw our line today. That mékes it‘d;fferent than
Plato's ancient line. It eliminates Plato's,Levels 1 and 4:
the experience of reflections and dreams at one end and the
experience of being at the other. Images to us. We divide
the line to illustrate the pﬁrposes of the liberal education.
Also, to show the political claims of authority inside each
level. |

Plato's line divides into four levels: 1) the reflec-
tions of objects coming'out df mirror su;faces as images (or
out of the mind as dreams); 2) the objects themselves whose
imagés appear'in 1 above; the concrete individual things which
lie all arbuﬁd us; 3) the reflection of these objects in genér-
alizations and theories (hypotheses) which start from and explain
things; 4) the objects (and the hypotheses about objects) tran-
scended: a movement into the blinding light of the sun obscur-
ing all individual concrete things.

Let us not divide the line as Plato did. We really
cannot. We have become too developed since his time. The
triumph of Level 3. We know too much on that level. We are
too satisfied with what we have discovered and used there. We
will borrow the form of Plato's line but fill it in differently.
We are, af*cr all, modern men. That means that we will have no
bright, sunlighted, being-loving experience. No blinding fourth
level, We refuse to leave the cave. We will remain with the

concrete things of the world, the practical day-to-day objects



which we can control.ahd therefore know definitivély. Ve
insist on keeping subject and object'separate. We do not want
to mix them up, We reject the coming together of the knower
and known. The loss of their separateness. OQur theory will
relate concrete things not transcend them, not destroy them
with being.

Here, then, is a preliminary statement of the modern
version of how the line is divided: 1) Opinion which is formed
from one's oWn life and experience. One's dreams, t00. These
opiniqns and dreams take themselves as substantial, as the
definitive grounds of learning. 2) The next level up is
critical of taking such a private, isolated, exclusive source
as definitive. Level 2 thrives on the dialectical movement
(dance even) of two or more opinions trying to clarify and
develop euch other in a clarifying encounter; 3) Personal
opinion at this level is tested and criticized by the liberal
arts disciplines of history, ért, music, philosophy, etc. Here
the human pursuits stretch the self away from its own parochial
origins into a more universal, imaginative, civilized, artificial
community. Growth in ﬁumanity and larger vision but, paradoxi-
célly, with dangers of snobbery and contempt; 4) personal opinion
challenged and reduced by science for the sake of a more exact,
real, closely defined, operational tlieory, the final authorized
escape allowed modern man from the low-level insighf of a purely
personal way of seeing.

It should be evident how thoroughly Plato's levels 1 and



4 are eliminated by the modern version. It is of-necéssity a
statement of the line that is completely unacceptable by Plato
- or, perhaps, any traditional writer. Luckily we are not held
to account by traditional authors. History, one might say,
has progressed, has freed us from this accountability. We
intend to make do with the operational theory of science as
theory's highest expression. We won't go beyond. No forms,
no ideas, no sunlight, no Good. We occupy an easily defendable
position and take no risks. At Level 4 we avoid all kinds of
common-sense generalizations. We will be accused as lacking
fﬁagination. We say: Guilty as charged.. Narrowness, after
a;l, has precision in it. Also, we have histqry on our side.
Because of history we know more (by our own definition) than
those who went before. We are at the right end of a long line
of progress. We do lots of shoulder-standing. AIn’#ﬁi%éﬁEE&i'
we have too long an historical life to be imaginative. We know
100 much from books, and have too much experience. Vicariously
perhaps, But we have access to everything that's been written
down and said to be worth remembering.

We will stay aﬁéke and in the world at all of our levels.
We choose to be worldly. It is not exactly forced upon us. At
level 4 at least, we prefer reality testing to imagination,
déta to the isolated facts, theoriee to dreams, carefully
defined exactiness to irregular speculation. We have a lot more

data these days, and better arfanged;y’We'don't resent the loss

of Levels 1 and 4. Those images of images and ideas. So unsteady



and flickering in the sir without any empirical validation.
Our neglect of the illusions of thought under sunlight will
not, I presume, distract the sufficiently modern reader.
‘Changing the content of Levels 1 and 4 will not make trouble
for the modern sensibilities. Yet, without these dreams and
true essences, we are forced to admit there is something
fundamental missing. Something we cannot for the present
retrieve. Or for the future, either,

Why divide a line, anywsy?

To make distinctions.

Are theﬁmport,ant? Sroscapaiicn g ?

Important for giving shape to what we see and do.

What shape?

‘The purposes we are educated by and, I suppose, for,

Only that?

More; what we are ruled for.

Oh, I see. DPower.

'No,-authority.

They're the same.

No, they are different at each level, except the first.

Must be where you're at,a fvl*

IsAit 80 important to go on like this?

Essential.

Who's to judge?

Anyone who refiects seriously on it. Is it so hard?

%@eﬁb&e We are all too self interested.



That's one of our premises.

Yes, and practical.

Really?

Practical enough for ordinary day-to-day life.

For gefting by, only.

- What else?

Seeing. Really seeing.

Whe#?

Persons. Not just their opinions. Sensibilities, too.

Impossible! |

Difficult, of course,

This line divided for us distinguishegnseveral kinds of
things. It can be used for a variety of purposes. To disting-
ﬁish between four kinds of education, or between four meanings
‘of public authority, or between four expreséions of sensibility,
or between four uses of opinion. We will use it fo;i%hése'dis—
tinctions. But we will not insi% the line is reality. It is
not truth. It is gimply a way of proceeding and reflecting.

It is not for labeling or classifying people, be they teaéhers
or students or politicians or whatever. It is not a plot to
draw circles around purposes to limit or reduce them. It will
‘not show every instance, and of course not every individual.
Its purpose is to help us see more rlearly. It does put dis-
tinctions into the mind, in order to clarify reality not to
inhibit it. Nothing sinister or complicated. It supplements

understanding. It cannot replace either observation or insight.



Rather, it présupposes both. It has to be used with restraint,
.It is no substitute for clear thinking. It regolves nothing.

It solves no problems, provides no happy ending, The line is

Just a model, valuable only in so far as it helps make us con-
scious of a reality, which itself ig not as neat and tidy as

the model itself. There is no one-to-one. It is an epproxima-
tion providing at besgt a starting point for sheping our judgments.

The line can provide us with questions we might ask. Call
it, if you wish, a framework for discernment, an alternate way
of seeing., It is not precise description. It is not to be used
80. It is a useful instrument, handled right, for focusing on
the demands and claims of others. It suggests conflicts we
normally try to avoid, and so makes conflict easier. More
likely. 1t helps bring the actions of education and authori ty
into sight and contact. The divided line enlightens, tries to
make vivid. It does not put into line or impose arbltrary order,
It aims to clarify the goals and methods of both public and edu-
cational authority for argument's sake., It confronts and con-
~ trasts but doeé not, hopefully, deliver wholesome resolutionsg.

At each level, we will try to ask the‘questions that
illuminate differénces between levels. We will want to know
what goes on at each level, its characteristic activity. What
does it intend for the student? How does it go about this tasgk?
What is the level's definitive personality? How do its people
associate? Where? Dress? Treat each other? Style? What

kind of personality resists it? What are its demands and where



does it set the 1limits? What kind of coalition does it need?
What does each do best? What are thévboneeque;ces of 1ts
education? What causes Joy and despair, sucecess and failure
at each level?

The bottom level of the divided line is the longest.
It proyides the solid foundation for the things nearest to ug.
It is like home. It is where all of us live & part of our lives.
And where we spend the better part of our social and family 1life,
Family? 1Isn't the modern world more interested in individuality,
equality, peer groups than in the family and its outdated hier-
~archy? The family has become for its members an institution
more of rights than of duties. We know that modernity draws our
divided line, and makes our distinctions. It defines the family.
| Force is seen negatively at the first level. No coercion
is allowed, Nor is it admired. Of course, it is used, But
.nothing important or trivial is overtly demanded. Nothing
pushed or pulled against the grain. Force is not humane. Just
gbout everything should originate in individual free choice.
ihgt}é fheApfinéiple. It is free choosing whidh endows merit.
It endorses things., All of life is best seen in particulars;
isolated, independent, unique. So then, we have free choice
and a sense of particularity. What else?

On l2vel 1, people define themselves without thinking
‘or reflecting or taking distance. Thinking, with its future re-
garding plans and projects, with its rights and rationality, upsets

easy spontaneity. Thinking brings along too much hypocrisy. It



detaches, removes, reduces, nakes anonymous, impersonalizes.
oo much distance. Hetter to rely on untutored experience,
unreflective action, honest ymcomplicated insight. To enjoy
friends, plans; things without reflection or study is pre-
ferred. Level 1 is an educational and political claim derived
more from tolerant principle wewamedwim than from experience of
life, You don't have to go to college or be trained to claim
these principles. The central principle is to be authentic.
That settles everything without hypocrisy.

What exactly is Level 1? What is the character of its
opinion and experience? It is opinion very satisfied with it-
self, opinion made smug. Strbng feeling for what is completely
one's own, exclusively one's dwn. One turns inward for the
common grounds of sharing. This places assimilation and under- .
‘standing on the narrowest possible grounds. No stretching. No
struggle with the alien. No adventures. No testing. No risk.
The reason that many of the very young and of the very old
gather separately at Level 1. It is protective of the vulnerable
beginning years and of the resistent declining years. It-reas—
sures. Never asks the unanswerable. Never asks at all, really.
I£ brings kin and friends close to.comfort one, that is, where
they can be found. No criticism straight on. It turns strangers
away. 1t turns away from all who have lived and aged differently.
Its door is open only to those with keys. Very healthy in the
beginning and reassuring at the end. It strains for security,

confidence, warm darkness. It endorses by similarity. Hard to
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prosper without it. Survival perheps, but not prosperity.
Not being confirmed somewhere in the beginning by an unqualified
love can jeopardize a future, even affect the possibility of
being educated. |

There is no education at Level 1. It is too blind for
that, too wrapped up in itself, too parochial, too loyal.

Levels 2, 3, and 4 all involve encounter with difference,
That is what they share, a brush with something or someone dif-
errént. Some evident dislocation sets them apart from level 1.
Paih. That's(the defiﬁition of higher education that we work
on. To be in touch with or in dialogue with difference. Really
up againét it; The more varied the difference, the more possi-
bility of being educated. Real education mistrusts what we are.
It must, in order to be education. Therefore, it must be g
father firm identity Which is placed in education's way. Success
in pursuit of education is neither natural neor easy. Cértainly
it cannot be taken up casually. Most of us are forced into it.
Even coerced, perhaps? Then, from the beginning, let us not
confuse education with learning anything.

The primary political value of Level 1 is equality.
Surprised? Probably not. It is not an equallty of substance,
but of for@. At Level 1, dlfference is av01ded.unlaég:$2~&e%eb-

+¢3. The proclaimed equality

of this level must not be looked at too carefully. It equalizes
only those like itself, It is open to what is like itself. Such

a narrow, comfortable range makes equality possible. Everyone
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is equal, then, in that no one atandard ig definitive. It is
the intuitive and inarticulate sharing that counts. Similari-
Yies matched. The like-minded. Silence like. There is in-
equality in articulation. The community of similars creates
association by accident, the accident of being the same or of
being quiet. Accident in the sense that what is shared is not
the result of conscious effort. There is no effort, no pain in
entering this community. It is found, or bet£er, stumbled upon.
Even with this auspicious beginning of apparent similarity, it
may run into trouble. It doesn't always come off. Silence had
hidden the differences.

People at this level claim that they alone themselves best
understand what they experiehce. They refﬁse to be disciplined
 by any association, or chief, or community, or power, or profes-
gional study. They refuse to accepl any authority, arguing that
~all authority is power and, therefore, either personal or fac-
tional. All authority is contrived and gelt-oriented, The denisl
.of difference between authority and power! Everyone and every-
thing agreed upon must be individually accepted within the con-
fines of a common meaning and similar perception of experience.
As for other perceptioﬁs of experience, let them live with their
own-kind.FWe will avoid them, not see them, make them invigible.

Levél 1 is blind. It doesn't choose to look too closely
at anything. It does not tolerate difference, especially as it
limits one's own natural, unmindful expression., It never gets
pbeyond the local, the common, the shared. All that is worth

~while responds to choice. But the choice never gets much beyond
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what is close. Thevchoice is conscious of being free, even
compassionate. It insists on being‘voluntary.- Self-initiated.
That is as it must be. Any relation in the line of superior

and inferior means power, and power is bad. Power seeks to
command. No, level 1 would prefer to use the word dominate.

It always comes down to force when difference confronts differ-—
ence., No possible compromise. That only occurs when the results
of decision don't matter. Theréfore, all authority betrays, by
preténding to something}more. It is fatal foundation. Not to

be trusted. Certainly, not to be yielded to under force.

The truly authentic is without reflection, without con-
trivance, without calculation. Without compromise. There are
dangers in trade-offs. You might give up too much. Whatever
you get in return usually isn't worth it. The fundamental
iibergl trade-off (one's natural, unlimited but unstable, en-
forcement powers given up to the sovereign for a practical,
'limited, private, partially fulfilled, self-claim) is not a
desired settlement at Level 1« You don't bargain away what
you are, even though it makes possible a comfortable, secure
enjoyment of part of what you are.

There is no hypocrisy at Level 1. It disappears with
the tradefoff. It is all earnest, serious, exclusive,_ admdevel
4. No irony-or paradox, for everyon2 simply demands what he is.
No sacrifice. No suffering for others., What one doesn't have
the taste for is ignoréd or thrown away. The oppositions which

help human beings discover their own individuality are neglected
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for security's and comtfort's suke. One never talks to the
other side. One doesn't even see ﬁhem. No uﬁ—close contact
with the foreign. There is complete lack of empathy: an
apparently desiréd capacity in the modern world, but not often
practicai. Comedy is missed by this literal seriousneés. It
misses the humor of the life which is constantly fighting
against itself, which never quite brings its behavior into
line with its high aspirations. In the assumed equalities of
the peer group, everything is too cool and comfortable, Egal-
itarians take each other's aspirations far tco seriously.

We have spoken of both kin and peer supporting and
. sharing lLevel 1. What about this contradiction? Family seems
to imply a born-into authority. Not free selection. The tradi-
tional family is certainly a hierarchy hostile to equality. But
our divided line posits not a traditional but a contemporary
kind of reality. The modern family is shaping up like & péer
group: the demand for fully equal rights, the criticism of the
authority of‘thé husband over wife and children, more and more
contract over ascription. There has been a pronounced change
in the instituiion. Young people grow up now with very little
éxperience of_authority'as evidenced in hierarchy in their |
private lives., It is not surprising that they have trouble
recognizing authority in the public setting. They have not
béen prepared for it.

Opinion exists at all levels. We must make that clear.

" We have no absolute truth level. How shall we differentiate
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between trutip: How to distinguish the best among the levelg?
At each level, opinion has a differént use, significance, con-
sequence. The functions and purposes vary. And so does the
scope of opinion; its standing, the respect paid if. At this
first level, opinion is both uncriticized and isolated{ It is
not engaged nor does it‘engage others. Unprovoked opinion
starts and ends with itself. It proceeds on its own grounds,
made confident by its own isolation. It‘is never tested. No
wonder it has been blind. And of course still is. More so.
This opinion, at least, has always been present to us.
What is new is its public character. It appears now as a public
.clé.irh both to rule and to educate by, It is the young who make
first a theory and then a demand out of it. They originate the
claim, They make it cohscious, bring it up and out of their
priVate space. At Level 1, opinion results from spontaneous
and uncalculated experience. Unmediated by reflection. ACCépted,
~acted on, as habit, but never official or authorized doctrine.
There is little.distance, mostly presence, Distance is seen as
cold, unfriendly. Level 1 prefers clear expression of direct
feeling to any kind of restraint or putting off. It is right
up close. This changes when it goes public. It becomes out—in-
front judgment. It causes trouble. What is an attractive and
very necessary exclusiveness in private becomes in public the
mbst dangerous énd unjust exclusion. For instance in public,
the sentiment may funétion ag corruption. Then it does not

reinforce and secure but creates opportunism and fanaticism
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poisoning the roots of public life., Itg promulgatlon as a
public doctrine is more innocent thnn moalicious. That is,
those who make the claim seldom are informed asbout the char-
acter, conditions, demands of public life. The innocence doeg
‘not excuse thevcorruption and its effects. While attfactive
enough in private, it undermines justice and equity as public
virtues. The beginning of this movement is in Hobbesian Liber-
alism:; The turn to private life‘%& authentic expression of the
whole personality, with Bublic 11fe"'§a‘£"2‘n artificial construct
necessary to maklng the private life truly rich and autonomous.
This is ttz extreme version of the claim. Public life disap-
pears in time, All true life seems confined to the private.
The distinction between private and public disappears. Caused
by lack of any appreciation of the public life through ignorance
of and unfamiliarity with the purposes of the public life, The
qualities most resisted in politics and education are the two
qualities most germane to both of them: empathy and distance.
Level 1 denies empathy with anything different, and refuses to
take distance from the common and familisr. It denies the |
| possibility of a public life on any but privaie terms, There-
fore, there is the most unassisted héppiness at this level,
And, uncritical despair. Privacy is important to all of us.
We get our start on confidence there. So much more is demanded
of us by the public. Level 1 is all private. Which makes it
personally éasy. That is its problem. It is those other levels

which insist we move away from security and family,
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.‘Level 1,15 not very sympathetig 10 abstract theory, 1In
tact, it is markedly suspicious of it. Ill at ease, too. Nor
is it willful. It tends toward passiveness“in private. It
does lose that passiveness in public through the insistence on
the exclusiveness of its claim.

Where does Level 1 originate? It rests solidly on
experience through time. Routine and accustomed things. It is
common at this level not to think about or reflect on opinion.
But this changés as it becomes a claim of education and politics;
More often, and appropriately, the claim appears in public raised
by the young. They make the sounds. But there are others, of.
course, the péséive ones, who believe if in silence, not really
eéager to give it status but believing in it strongly enough.
These are the sick, the old, the isolated, the out-of-date.

" Those who are slpwed, those who can't keep up; those who have
been made deficient in some way. - The weakened or I same
way. Of course, not without the penetrating insight that goes
with the condition. The claim is used to asser%?%ﬁé%?rpast
accomplishment. It is especially valuable for the personal
defenses of their present stage of life. It balances them,
Keassures them. They are not able to see that Level 1 under-
mines everything but itself by its confident exclusiveness.

This is part of its blindness. ‘It is the o0ld and gﬁﬁ:ﬁ:& giénts
of Level 4 who fall out of the’===% by insisting on the old
paradigm. Against the new paradigms set up by the young giagts.

We all need Level 1. To begin with, to survive, to pass
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away with some trace of dignity, surrounded by thbse who love
us, who'are too ready to see us as worthy. Im birth, growing,
and dying, Levei 1 is seen at its best and most appropriate.

it is at its worst as a theory of power, as =m claim to rule.

Why? Pressure there has not enough enforcememt or police power
in it. There is not enopgh of ®Re betrayal @amd connivance for
Pty . Not ;:E:g:ggul enough to treat strangers with
equity. There is not enough. of that anonymity which refuses

to see for justice's sake. There is not enough of that knowl-
edgeable and narrow expert who will take accmunt only of skills,
tralnlng, degrees.’}The most common, most attractive, most in-
judicious of social expressions here is loyalty. Loyalty, that
attractive virtue which mgkes possible that honest corruption

_ which loves those near to us more than achievement, merit, skill.
It flourishes under both affluence and necessity, buf appears,
-morévboldly as a public claim, when there is a surfeit of pro-
duction.. It seldom assumes or knows, much less values, necessity.
If is a political claim for a certain kind of ruler. Its public
form and contemporary expression is found within the post-indus-
trial society. But we have seen there is noti enough hierarchy,
love of power, respect for authority, for ruling and dominating
that regime of affluence which provides Level 1 with a public
‘voice. Level 1 is noﬁ objective, fcrceful, tough-minded encugh
,'to direct a society, not collected and observant enough for
organization, not hypocritical'or'impersonal enough to defend

the processes of law. Not institutional enomgh. Not national
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. enough. _It cannot solve the problem of control and command.
It is too thoroughly itself. 1t réaffirms. it leaves you
right where you are. That is its educational theory.

A good education is not like that. A good education
reduces our confidence, limits the certainty of self, pulls us
out of the family, questions primary loyalties. Not arbitrar-
ily, though. Something worth having is offered: not & substi-
tute but something very different. Other ways of thinking,
special means of seeing, other persdnal velues, unfamiliar
-content, new persons. All this is really not acceptable at
Tirst or rarely later on the whole, Is study éver completely
voluntarj?

As a theory of education, Level 1 demands authenticity.
_That means that one's own experience is definitive for one‘s
own self, Thé individual is to act, judge, evaluate by the
thihgs which have happened to him and which have been undefw
stood (perhaps only absorbed?) by him. He shuts himself up in
his own foundation. He is inflated, rather than grown. There
is no education here. Education cannot survive at this level.
Liberal arts cannot build or shape its content from such an
éxclusive, cloéed—off beginning point. Even though it welcomes,
ahd might even use effectively at Level 2, the student who holds
such an opinion. It will insist thatv he speak and defend his
point of view, - Primarily, Level 2 encourages participation by
all. Why? Because it quite openly seeks to push the student

over Level 1 to the higher levels. He will escape Level 1.(!«;5«!?)
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That is, he will begin to see his world from different per—
spectives, |

From Level 1, distance and convention, both so necessary
to civility and education, are criticized as hypocriticel. Disg-
regarding these necessary and artificial conditions of.learning,
you may bring people together but you won't educate them, In-
‘formality and authenticity are attractive qualities certainly.
They are most appropriate among friends. They are best as
intimate links. We never want people who differ from us to be
authéntic. Nor‘does informality guarantee learning. It too
of ten threatens the structure of learning. MNMany a discussion
is lost in efforts at being friendly. Considerate talk can
lose its way in feelings. |

level 1's most characteristic association is the peer
group in ite egalitarian form: "the rap session.”" There is
seldom intelligent movement here, only disclosure. A trading
of anecdotes, feelings, confidences. Many of those who parti-
Qipate strongly'feel that there is growth, But does one really
get beyond what one is? Of course, there will be that sensi-
tivity which is confirmation. It does build confidence and

understanding about what belongs and what doesn't. This is

© important. Education is thwarted without the confidence in and

the knowledge of one's limits. It ig difficult to educate with~
out the confidence and firm sense of self that Level 1 provides.
It is a very necessary human security not provided by theories

or principles but living at ease among one's own kind.



Level 1 is most obviously distinguishe@qfrom all of the
levels above it by the absence of authority.- There is no call
for order and rahk among peers and friends. « Distinctions among
individuals do develop, but true humanity insists on equality
for maximum trust. But look! level 1, with all its lack of
distinguishing, does share an important charascteristic with
Level 4. Both are blind! But the object of either blindness
is different. The blindness of lLevel 4 is valued and embraced
by the Liberal Arts College. It is the authorized blindness.
Functiohal to 1ts task and purpose. It is celebrated and
honored by higher education., More, Level 4's blindness is a
necessary condition of all that follows in that education.
Whereas the blindness of Level 1 is not celebrated by higher
education. It is rather indiscriminately re jected. No quali-
iications. Level 1's blindness is too parochial, too lacking
in authority, ?oo antagonistic to discipline.

 Level 1 is constituted differently from Level 4. It
sees 1ts job very differently. Level 1 refuses to judge, to
rank, to distinguish, to take apart, to reduce; It likes
things whole and round, not broken down or feduced, or splits
into elements. Not analyzed. It denies any made or contrived
- authority. Even any authority at all. It refuses to use
standards o1 evaluation for the ranking of persons. It has an
unreasonable aversion 1o conscious judgment, for judgment of
any kind. This judging is the important difference between

Levels 1 and 4. Llevel 1 refuses to judge or to compromise its
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own kind, but does in fact consciously judge negatively all
different kinds., On the other hand, ievel 4 Judges its own
colleagues severely and is neutral or closed to others. Level
1 doesn't liké report cards at all. It would like to end rating
of any kind, Level 4 must Judge. 1t is a necessary service to
its practitioners, People are not at itvs core, theory is. 1Its
practitioners insist on being graded and grading others in rela-
tion to science's project. Judgment protects the science from
- bad and mediocre practitioners. It improves the level of com—
petence in work., level 4 does have the clearest standards of
evaluation, which it usually makes evident in every individual
judgment. It.issues the report card, pfeferab@é with the strong
talents broken down into parts and evaluated LR e W Y. Special
gifts and gkills are analyzed and separately scored. Judgment
ranks according to the objective needs of the science as an ob-
jective pursuit. The wellbeing and prosperity of the science
is what requires the ranking.

level 1 can be silent or articulate, even discursive,
‘depending on one's mood. Speech is not necesséry to it, some-
_fimes consciously avoided. Creative silence requires a long
friendship. Common experience, shared feelings, personal agree-
ment are not necessarily the ground§ of elegant speech. Level 1
doesn't take to words, words, words. In theory; it doesn't
like abstractions but it uses them freely. Mainly because of
‘a lack of the variety of experience. It is uncomfortable with

reflective talk. In contrast, lLevel 4 is all thought and
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abstraction. Its discoveries are shaped by the intellect, It

- sees as the mind sees. The right and correct use of the mind

1s essential‘fo its task. Mind-produced theory., But not just
‘unattached. Very specific theory. Its conditions fully speci-
fied, very exact. Clear on what it is and what it is not.

‘Theory controilable. It makes fully evident its premises and
its limits, what it observes a definite number of times out of
ten. It must make possible prediction, even if that prediction
is probable. The probability must be in exact numbers, It is
theory to show feality a8 the mind sees it, That is why it
insists on the exactness. It is theory made operational.

Theory Wthh sees results in consequences as clearly as it sees
causes, More clearly in fact. Cause istgégggﬁ'a term. Every-
thing must be 6ut in front and visible. Resgpectable experiments,
meaning experiments which can be repeated anywhere in the world’
eber correctlng for local ideosyncracies. Universal experiments,
free of place and local barbershops. Definitely free of the
purely parochial. The mind does this to Level 4. It is mind
necegsarily and consciously suspicious of all individual feeling,
of contempordry passions, of the normal common-sense 1nslght of
the things that rooted people live by.

Level 4 ié fragile and dependent. It does not seem so,
but it is., It depends on Level 1 for the gift of security and
self-conildence, which cushions a person against its hard, im-
personal demands., Scxence does not warm the heart. It learns

very little from the passions. Certainly it is not warmed oy
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them, It generates relief from them. More ofﬁen it is cold.
Level 4 1s dependent because it cannot provide itself with its
own disciples. It does not atiract students without & genuine
preparation. It has to be taught to be liked. It takes a lot
of discipline and hard infellectual work to learn it, even in
the introductory courses. Students have to be placed in its
way, brought to it, shoved willfully into dedication. It is
true that certain men and women have taléht or a vocation for
this kind of study. But this enthusiasm-cum-aptitude-cum~talent
is not a matter of course but prepared by the subtle, almost
invisible pressures of class and family environments. BEvery
civilized,'cohventibnal pursuit has to be prepared for in some
way. So, Leveli4's students are given to it, set up for the
pursuit elsewhere. Class advantage is a most helpful support.

7 Although level 1 does not complete things, it starts and
ends them., We have mentioned how in the modern world its base
is egalitarian and individual. Its landscape is flat, no hills
or mountains to suggest natural height. There is no prefiguring
of én ordered standing of natural distinction,Aof authority in
hierarchy. In the modern world, authority starts from scratch
in the public space. It ié not even suggested by the flat spaces
of the privéte world., Thus, education and polifical authority
af Levels ¢, 3, and 4 have to prove themselves by referring to
their actual activities and needs. Institutions can't do it
alone any more. Gone are those easy times when institutions per

‘se and as such commanded support and dedication. Not any more!



They have lost thﬂ’%apacity. Institutions carry‘no automatic.
pre judice in their behalt. Like evérything else today they have
.to proVe themselves. "Thus, students appear in the classroom
without the assumed reverence and el willingness to
accept authority as before. They may have a seeming personal
confidence, appear to be balanced and eager,.just like the old
days. but scratch that surface. They are not the same. Why
not? Simply: they have no'habit of, no mental set for, no.
salutary prejudice for authority, either freely-accepfed or
taken on faith. The faith is especially lacking. It is most
e&ident in regafd to conventional institutions.

/ A Students, more than in the past, have to be shown the
reason for authority. kven if they don't ask for it. In time
they do usk, if only by silence. They demand justification.
This demand for the reason of authority, why it must be, instead
of just'assuming it, is very new. 1t places exacting demands on
the work and identity of the teacher. Rather, on our ability
to show our work and identity. Especially, as we are unused to
~ giving reasons for what we do. Most reasons for institutions
have to come from adults who have the experience of those insti-
tutions. Peers and eqﬁals mostly provide for personal security.
Important, but far too many students have it and nothing elsé.
Without authority, the three‘tOp levels of the divided line are
helpless.. Higher education cannot function withouf authority.

Are some kinds of self aésurance disfunctional to autﬁ-

ority? 1Is reinforcement secured at the cost of curiosity? It



25

depends on the source of that security. Peer groups have no
stake in institutions. ‘The tradition provided a sound basis

of institutional support. Support without reason, simply
because it was done s0 in the past. The elévation of Legit-
imate security needs of Level {1 into a serious claim on higher
education is in itself an indication of the loss of traditional
authority. Students can no longer be expected to accept insti-
tutions at face value. Nothing in their personal education has
prepared them for it. Not g? their primary ags\secondary schools.
Nothing on those wide-open flat planes of equality in their
pbivate space to give them a lead. The college certainly cannot
provide forAsécurity and/or identity. These are not the tasks
of a college{ The persbnnel and resources are not right. The
college community does not have the friendship, the kinship, the
compassion for this effort., In fact, it is ndt a community. It
would be destroyed in the effort to become one. That's what

. the distance is for: holding in check the friendiy efforts.
"The college is a structured, fully self-conscious pursuit of

- three kinds of learning. 1t can, should, must provide an under-
standing of differences among these three kinds of learning and
the three kinds of authority appropriate and peculiar to each.
The college can do these three things well. Why should it do
something 1t is.not equipped for? ﬂit is at Level 4 that the

most exact kind of 1earhing takes place.* The fourth level is

* The view of Level 4 presented here is shaped by Thomas S. Kuhn;

The Structure of the Scientific Kevolutions, although the



26

' science. The qorrect model is, of course, & the physical and
life sciences. The sciences are verjfaware bf-what they do and
do not do. What they do and do not know. They are theoretically
exact and precise and well drawn. Clear boundaries. They know

- how and under what conditions the data fits the theory. And

what variations will produce what consequences.

.Each science has its own particularly defined vocabulary.
Devisihg one's own vocabulary is a good way of restricting mean-
ing. It is a necessary and effective way of cutting through the
ambiguities of words shaped by common sense. It separates out
the purely local, the equivocal, the ambiguous. The special
roabulary tié&things down. Words are really foo slippery in
their everyday definitions. Of course, their imprecision serves
good puiposes. It serves society's purposes. Ambiguity in
meaning rounds off the rougher edges of conviction for social
- consciousness. This kind of imprecision, in serving so worldly
a purpose, is definitely out on level 4. There, precision and
-exactness are served by an aéreed-upon clarity of vocabulary.

~ But the bedrock of level 4 is not yocabulary. It is
method that is the stabilizing force. Not ‘experience. Not
" persons. Not theories. Not laws. Not even those paradigms.
All these dance around. That is, they change. Method remains

in place. The how. The way it's done and repeated through time.

m presented here does wander a bit, W oo 4 ’”J“
L YA b o st
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Even basic questions change with the paradigm, Me thod doesn't
Change. Even 1nd1v1duﬂl scientistg must move and ad just, come
and go, but they must retain Lthe way of conducting inquiry,
keeplng it the same regardlesg of where it takeg them. Method
vigorously defined and applied consistently., And kept clean;
Valued both for itself, and its consequences. Control., Itg
résult controled and predicted Just the same, time after time,.
That's enough Exactly the same. It takes some stability in
the doing.,

. At any one time, there ig g reigning paradigm which
supplles and legitimizes the questions that must be asked. Also,
the one way one snhould answer them. Pleasant in the way it's
being so evidently confined, Level 4 provides a most tractable
environment to work in. One is closged in on all sides by con-
cepts, rules of procedure, admigsible evidence, appropriate cor-
rections. Lines must be exactly drawn, but they can't always
be straight. Level 4 favors order and the shortest distance
bétween. It can't always have it, The paradlgm does not always
'allow 1t and nothing is permitted outside the paradigm unless
it is a fairly coherent néw paradigm. Limits are drawn for
theory's sake (really for the mind's sake), not for the world's
or life's or order's sake. Theory requires an effort of the
mind and the mind keeps the theory exact, Right on reality,

Whe ther ag diséipline, whe ther as control, whether ag knowledge,
The mind is like that. Like scienca, ’ | |

As one might expect, the 8ctivity that goes on at Level' 4
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is properly antagonistic to, even contemptuous of, the ordinary,
daily, ad hoc, cluttered, immediamte insight that helps us ad just
to the practical course of life. Such a base: for insight has
'no status in science. Common opinion is all wrong for science.
But éontrasting the two brings out more clearly each gside of
the conflict, each end of the divided line. Science differ-
entiates between the things we love and experience individually,
the world we grew up in, and its own separate,‘defined, well-
organized and controllable world, where things don't grow é%ﬁ;ézé
related. For science, the things closest to common sense and
1ite and that kind of ymwA. are the closest to bad thinking.
At Level 4, just as the student héngs his coat on a hook
outside the classroom, so must he also leave there his life, his
experiences, and his daily opinions, while he is insid@ studying
and acting out his sciencé. He must leave blind common-sense
 judgment outside. It is not appropriate to the discussion
inside. It's a lot to ask of a student to leave behind such
valuable and prized things. -He resists it. He feels his per-
sonal judgments may be stolen or, worse, he might fbrget and
Jeave them behind. He will be cold without them. And suffer
f.or it. He is bound to be uncomfortable in taking on wholly
new and clearly restricted judgments. In the clagsroom, method
and experience no longer begin with him. He is not at all at
the center., They start‘from the needs of the subject matter,
filtered through the scientific method. Study ig not to improve

or perfect the student. Growth is in the science, the body of
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knowledge. The scientist doesn't grow or fundamentally Change,
the gcience does. The science is tréﬁsformed: advanced, moved
forward. The individual must subordinate hjmself to his work
and save whatever human freedom he has for the private space.
The best use of his mind is reserved for his science. He will
have to'improvise for the private, let it all fall out. It is
6 aboe, of 6 fooven, & More &i&mt freedom. The scientist
reserves the best, most disciplined, use of his mind for his
academic work.,

Even revolution, or change of paradigm, is determined
by each science's history of work and experiment. Hevolutions
are never totally new beginnings. They grow out of what has
gone before. Out of the questiong that éannot be anéwered in
the old way. New departures which start out from unsettling
new meanings. Each new question, and the investigation and
expériments that ére created by it, follow from or replace past
experiments and questions. The science moves forward toward
vrevolution on footnotes, novel ways of seeing, and unanswered
questions. What fellow scientists have done in the past (the
question answered in the old way), what oné's professional peers
are doing in fhe present (the questions raised in the new way),
is the stuff of the science. All very conservative at the center
"where the aged gliants work. The revolutions rise up on the peri-
‘phery around the young giants puzzling over problems and questions
which the old paradigm cannot handle. But as much as revolution

means change, or shift of paradigm, it does not mean change of
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method. Nor the criteria which defineg success and truth for
science,

1t is a circumscribed world. The boundsries are well
marked. There is no reason to travel beyond these frontiers,
really. The game is played by accepting limits, even those
limits which are constantly shifting. This gpeciticity and
precision about the line drawn around the science is not just
accepted but it is a source of pride. A source of delight.
Attracting particular kinds of human beings. It eliminates
gugssing, or precisely, it eliminates depending upon guessing
fof other than a start. Nor does science know absolutely and
for all time. Its theory is adjustable. It is unstable because
it merely correlates particulars in a defined space and time.
Truth is a relationship .under specified conditions, carefully
marked out. Science knows probably. A very closely aefined
probability, as mathematically accurate as the data permits.
Science builds on data, not on facts. Data are facts put into
comparable form. Facts related. Ordered., Fac spare unique,
one-time, onesplace occurrences. They suggest or examplify,
not exhaﬁst or verify.. Facts are quite individual, kept well
séparated, and defined by a specific space and time, peEmxiL.

It takes an experienced and intuitive mind (an historical
mind really) to encourage the unautherized leap from facts into
generalities. Level 4 leaps more soberly and guardédly. It
junps into the generalities from data rationally arranged

(selected to be representative in the proper ratio). This
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'leaping is well ordered. Safe. Not so imaginative and heroic
as the others, but more accurate and representative. With
better results, The leap from facts is a bright illumination
but isn't lasting or certain. It fizzles out, leaving you in .
the 6rigina1 darkness. Not every time a bust, but likely.
Level 4 has a right to be dubious of fact, that is, of every-:
thing unique, everything individual, everything alone. It's
harder to make truth out of facts than data. And it's a dif-
ferent kind of truth. As the foundation for true insight, a
cht can and does point beyond its own local meaning. But

whét is pointed to requires a splendid skill and an a@roit

a hahdling of experience to be seen fairly.

| Level 4 tells no stories. No significant or even
amusing anecdotes. It has no illuminating happenings. It is
quiet and reiuctant toward history. Its distrust is serious,
that is, it's a matter of method. There is good cause. Science
seeks out comparable things to arrange. Science stresses uni-
formity. What it initially breaks down it puts back together.
It does not unify or make whole. It just puts back together
and alongside of. Science is more interested in similarities
than in differences. Finally, of course, It distinguishes for
its own final purposes of correlating, putting up close mathe-
matically. The objects of its knowiiig are broken down into
&ariables and then arranged with each other in ratibnal relations
of predictability. The delight comes when unexpected combinations

of variables lay down together, held solidly in place by the
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reigning paradigm.
But we don't grow up like thin. At besf we have loving
' purenﬁs, not the protection ot a theoretically stabilizing
paradigm. We don't raise families, make friends, fall in love,
get angry according to paradigm. We improvise a lot oﬁ the ge
things of living. There;s not enough of the individual or the
vividness of the fact in correlation, In life there are not
correlations, only causes. Particular causes. Life is not
really at home with representation. The reality at Level 4
is too close to fheory. There is no sweat, no paradox, no
irony, no irrational (dataless) surging over the £aps.
| At-Level 1, life is and can mean whatever the person
finds it pleasurable or convenient to be. The most interesting
and original thing about people is the way in which each of us
varies reality. Our particularities. A common ratiohality
would undo most of us. Even if we could make it stick. Of
course, level 4 must say no to these individual values and
meanings. It muét insist on the clearly stated, the exactly
Airrd = o
defined, the experimentally provable, the footnotedyreality.
Concretely unambiguous. Stability is in the method, and in the
success of the dominant paradigm in answering the authoritative
questions and giving coherent explanations.
Level 4 insists that the scienvist show himself, who he
is; It wants to see him, his judgments and his personal values
behind them. This effort seems promising from a Level 1 point

of view. It implies that the primary task is self-discovery.
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But don't jump so fast to that commoﬂality! Especially be tween
Lheae two, ThG‘BCLBnLiSt does not detine himéélf for pleasure's
sake. Not for his own sake in the sense of the joy and satis-
faction of seeing who he is. Certainly not for the sake of
éommunity —-- the rewards of friendly exchange. What for, then?
‘What is the need for'it?iBThe stated purpose is sober, scientific,
necessary to his work. It is a duty. He seeks 1o be objective.
He seeks to take his life and its created personal judgments out
of his science. A correction. He becomes aware of himself for
objectivity's sake. He defines himself to correct the influence
of self on his work. To trap his subjectivity by sharing it,
exposing it. This process of objectifying results is a primary
.cause of the separation of fact and value., Few scientists would
argue that one could finally separate the two., But it is neces-
'sary to control the effect of one's subjectivity. The distinc-
tion suggests that objectivity is difficult because of what we
are; selective creaturés. The structure and way of using the
human mind are the causes of selectivity. The mind selects,
that's the way it is made and used. Just as it is structured
to prefer precision and exactness, it has to select, define,
distinguish according to some order of its use., If the mind is
the essential instrument for the work of science, and the mind
is per se selective, we must make evident that subjectivity, we
‘must define it. If we can't change ourself into a perfectly
neutral instrument of analysis, we can at least define ourself,

and use that definition to make known our own subjectivity to
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professional colleagues. The science insists thaf it be so,
§ The scientist has to be most on his guard against the individuai,
-, the particular, the local, the fact. Even in himself. The temp-
| téfidn to use fact must be resisted. Values are most likely to
sneak in through the unrelated fact., The scientist learns to
beware of the individual case. So working as a scientist has
its particular pitfalls. Being a scientist means to be critical
of pefsonal experience as a means of knowing. Scientists don't
learn as all men learn. At the core of science is a suspicion
of,the individual, the isolated, the significant fact. Level 4
seeks universally valid theories.. That means an honest curbing
of rself.g Sacrifice?
Science is a demanding, intellectually rigorous vocation.
It is at the same time an extfemely ffagile pursuit, vulnerable,
heeding protection and an armed gﬁard. It must be kept at the
same temperature the year round, supported by a temperature
gystem. It requires a furnace in the winter, and an air condi-
$ioner in thé summer. Also, insensitive enough to stay indoors
in the balmy, attractive days of spring and summer, It requires
coddling all yéér round. There is &g particular corruption that
threatens it. It ié a corruption that undoes all kinds of
authority. That corruption is the first person singulsr: Me, I.
Sciénce can do nothing with a self ouly concerned about self.
It cannot handle alienation. It is helpless in idehtity crises.
'If has no cure for personal anxiety and déspair.‘ It cannot even

diagnose it. It requires an almost abnormal sanity.
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Now, for the first time, we get an idea of the special
blindnesses. Did you think we would forget? Leave Level 4:tg
blindness undefined? Science is uncompromising with most of
the basic things Level 1 most values., That is, science is
blind to looking at life in terms of particular biographies,
blind to common and immediate experience, blind to people (in
- that special idealistic service-for-people way the word is used
by good-natured college students). Science is blind to every-day
common shared experiencé. It is blind to facts in their particu-
lar sense. These ordinary day-to-day perceptions cannot be used
.scientifically. They must be put in order, fit into the possible
schemes of 1nvest1gat10n.

On the personal level, science can be egpecially discom-
forting to young students. It refuses to take account of what
 they are. They think it is stronger than they, that it is very
expert at coercing fhem. Everything is on its side. Adulté,'
everyone. Lucklly, they don't know their own strength. They
anhlhllate science in their own llves by being themselves, by
1n81st1ng on their 1nd1v1dua11ty. Most have not yet discovered,
or even suspect,rthe sizeable power of the first person singular
to destroy everything not like it. They don't even sense the
weaknesses of Level 4,

Science is a matufe, c¢ivilized, conventional, delicate way
of proceeding. It restricts access., Not everyone is welcome, A
'plaée for few rather than many. Definitely elitist. Because few

are skilled and in control enough to become practitioners. Training

and sustained practice are necessary conditions. Nothing comes
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into line without focused efifort guided by genius and talent.
Science 1s as arp}ficial a8 anything that close to'rationality.
Too close to be visibly human. }For some people, the rational
artificiality is what attracts them.
Science's great vulnerasbility is the lack of sanction.

It has no enforcement power. It must convince, but its way of
persuasion has little appeal. Its inward motion is cool to human
dommitment, passion, loyalty. It does, of course, stir up a few
of appropriate temperament. -It survives and extends itself by
means of the professional association and the free dommitted action
of qualified colleagues. It is a choice not available to the peo-
plé at Level 1. They don't see it. It is hard to comprehend and
prize by anyone who has not done it, actuslly done it. It cannot
be{chosen wholeheartedly without expérience and practice, It is
eagy to resist in school. Avoiding the study of science puts the
student at a loss, It deprives him of the informed freedom to
4¢hoose to make the study or not. It takes =a sfrbng effort of will
and some time to master the methods and pfocedures. With the ne-
cessary coércion, and only after the student abandons the low-level
insights of hié day-to-day humanity, is he ready to practice science.

" The completed scientist is not in search of a completed
whole personalify. He already haé a strong one. Alresdy con-
fident, involved; impersonal, his search is for verifiable
control., His intentions turn him away from his own individu-
ality to skills and talents of a scientist. He develops a
partiality for effectiveness. His.éatisfaotion is in his

ability to gather, interpret, reconstruct, coordinate, control

" - his data. Experiments repeatable under duplicated conditions.
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One man's work must be done in light ot another's, and always
inside the circle of colleagues. | |

There is a critical mass of support, communication,
inspiration???ﬁEéiﬁ %%he Literature." Professional criteria
of judgment are crucial. They are definitive. The scientific
‘game is played by the most established of rules. The rules
determine the boundaries of study. Theory, yest! And power.
Status too! Of course power and é:gizlng according to the
rules. Also; the vocabulary, the paredigm, the circle of pro-
fesgionals. hules which insist on exact and specific knowledge
of the clearly marked and consciously cut-outddngm chunk of
arbitvary reaiity that the science has decided to carve out of
the chaos. The realify, though, that the scientist has set out
to define is not the vague, aspirational, pleasant kind of reve-
lation one finds in a fortune cookie, but accurate, analytically
Clear; reproducible prediction. Therefore, the science insists
on an impefsonal, abstract, strong-willed kind of ruthlessness,
the courage to be anonymous, and the willingness to define one-
gelt out of one's work. There are few really personal achieve-
ments but theré are some individual heroes. No isolated great
oﬁeé, of course. Llevel 4 increasingly works in teams. The
activity is one_of a professionally correct band of scientists.
Their achievements are mostly theorevical. Satisfactory to thoée
within, but often not even visible to those outside. It isn*t
that scientists don't ever act from pride and vanity. They are

like the rest of us. They may experience them differently,
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.expreasu them differently, nand aim them at different purposes.

| Level 4 is able to work up a HgstilityJio Level 1 and
vice versa. They don't get along well at all, not always know-
ing why orbeven making the differences clear. Both are com-
pletely turned off to the other's claims. They make no effort
to understand each other. That is not education for them. JF « for
Level 1 has a unique advantage. Everyone lives and Zl.qu.
survives at its level, even the scientists though they are
hardly selfconscious about it. Level 1, with or without re-
flection, is available to all. The scientist makes a distinc-
tion to handle thé resistance between Levels 1 and 4. It is
the distinction between private and public, between what one
Amakes oneself in public and what one is at -home. Level 4 is
6fficial, public, open-doored, Its intolerénce is public,
lTolerance is reserved for the private life. Out of sight.
The closed doors and windows imply the absence of étandards
by which to judge. Lying behind this private tolerance is the
absence of a definitive private standard. Everything private
is established by personal taste and sensibility. Nothing is
definitive among human beings in the private sphere. Nothing
really settled or completed,

There may be scientists who think they live completely

at Lével 4, yes, but this is humanly impossible. There must.
be a dark place'fbr all of us. Damp. We all need such a place
to withdraw into. A protective place, where we are not judged.,

Most scientists try to keep their private and public lives
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séparate. Even when they are not aware of it. They want to
keep their values, their identities, %heir humsn qualities in
the closet. Their place of retirement. Anything goes in the
closet as lbng ags it does not spill over into the public,
injure any person, threaten the public order. Especially the
order at lLevel 4, Toleration is turned off for the sake of
the public life.. No «p=tesmeart pursuit or activity can tolerate
what threatens its actions. Tolerance exists in the space
where each man is answerable to himselt only. Thato«u&LLbn

to self makes the toleration possible. T\"u““‘&“"'

The out-of-view closet self is very different from the
professional éf public self. It is necéssary to distinguish
clearly between the two. The differences are evident enough.
‘Inside that closet, all is intuition, spontaneity, lack 6f
reflection. 'Things are up close., The windows are closed hard.
Assurance against daylight. It is stuffy. Everything is pos-
sible in that protected darkness. Of cdurse. it's hard to see
»‘others in that dim light. Perhaps that is the real secret of
toleration. A |

The liberal arts college has a stake ‘in Level 4. It is
“home territoryf Not Level 1. That is the threat to traditional
sfudies of the college. A threat to its basic activities,
Level 1's approach and content are destructive of the college's
purposes. Destructive of authority and the activities conducive
to learning as the college practices it., Level 1's program for

. L Ay e o fon L
change 1n the college is toAroéuee—fv~?o consent. Individual
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and freely given consent. Freely givén consent to replace‘the
disciplined methods and authority of the top three purposes of
the divided line. .

At level 4, it was once théught,that.persuasion was
sufficient to attract all the students it would need for the
continuation of the science. It was assumed that the students
of science selected from the higher social classes would auto-
matically be orderly, well-behaved, tractable, quiet, a bit
awestruck, and passionate for study. And the silent ones who
evidently had nothing to say about the science, would remain
siient. But; suddenly, the academiés weré forced to use police
fbr keeping order among their students. - Armed police! OQutside
police! Strike for rights! But, order? Order is important to
teachers. .The quiet compliance. They can't teach without it.
It is ésseﬂtial, certainly to their own confidence. This innate
defensiveness about the hecessary conditions of their teaching
was underestimated by the students. So the clashes occurred.
Sone Qiolence too. Faculty can splash blood a bit.

Level 4 moves toward.people in order to analyze them,

In social science, they study aspects of people, These sciences
create certain models of behavior, useful abstractions of anal-
ysis. The model mekes use of carefully defined characteristics,
specific qua{;ties, the analyzable variables of human beings.

It distinguishes out variables, puts together hypotheses,
relates and correlates. Political science sill study people as

voters or power holders, economics as buyers or sellers, The
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aciences are not interested in whole personalitieé. They

create abstract purts of the whole personality to study. Jor
them, the whole is related to their science, not to personality.
Theoretical constructs. The whole is broken up into character-
istics which can be subjected to clear definitions, rebuilt

into Opérational theory, verified by repeated analyses énd
arrangeable data. The defined characteristics are compared
with one another, related statistically. Something like voting
choice is tied by probability to things like age, education,
wqalth, sex, race and any other likely influences.,

\. Level 4 is less interested in cause.than in comparison.
1t, looks at the likelihood of one variable coexisting with cer-
tain others. 'But cause 1s too absolute, too academic, too final
tor Level 4. Too established and too unequivocal. Behind sci-
ence, a lot of doubt and skepticism. Attention is péid to
probabilities. How many cases .out of ten or out of a hundred?

level 4 confines its serious rationality to science.

- Actually, rationality becomes more the quality of therprofes—
sional study than it does the character of the méng studying.
Outside science, one cén comfortably and properly have psycho-
logical insight, improvement of taste, greater personal respon-
siveness, warm feelings, voluntary judgments, g:* not really
upset rational thought. True rationality is put into contrac:
with values, appetites, desires. The latter cannot be ration-
:ally resolved. There is no objéctive standard to resolve themM.

Clehter., PepasItio f%elings vary too deeply and are too various
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for rational choice. Science gives us theoretlcal control of
xternals, feelings give us ourselves, Thie separation makes
scientific thought operational., It means that scientific
disagreements are resolvable by rationality, or it's time to
get a new paradigm. This makes things fine for science (except
during a time of paradigm change).

It's not as easy (meaning as resolvable) for the young
person moving into adulthood. There is no scientific criteris
to appeal to for solution in this conditibn. Adulthood means
having one's own opinion on one's own ground. Judgment taken
seriously. .For growth's sake, the student must be asked for
reasons, premiées, examples, consequenceé, solutions. He must
be pushed for a clear statement, valid reasons, relevant dis-
~tinctions. The statement of value is just tha beginning. 1t
must be tested, questloned, experimented w1th, poked at, com-
pared, tackled, probably laughed over, perhaps even cried about.
Certainly taken seriously, at least partly believed, certainly
criticized. Accepted or rejected? Not necessarily. That may
be too strong in either direction. Let it be for a while.
Munch on it. The first task is to, get our’oginiohs into some
kind of shape. The young person moves toward adult stending at
the point where he is listened to. The acceptance or rejection
of opinion is on his own. But he must first be heard and then
questioned. As seriously as possible, Rationally even. Of
~course it's not all rationality, but there has to be some reason

1o it. The intention of the questioning is to bring out the
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~ student as well as the opinion. The opinion does not always

reinforce conviction, nor is opinion necessarily eliminated.

It is looked at. A bit later, it is challenged and perhaps
éhanged. It is not a completely rational process. But a loﬁ
more use of reason than Level 4 expects. A different kind too.
More rooted in the young person's particular circumstances. The
individual is held to consequences. He is placed into the world
and has to learn of the way'people usually learn. Through fail-
ure. Which is looked at. Level 1, even more suspicious of

rational discouse, especially of the kind that shows failure

“and seeks resolution of differences, denies the rationality

‘which leads to common and conflictful conversation. The uncri-

ticized personal feeling is more reassuring, less effort, easier
to handle than the criticized., The rationale for keeping reason
away from feeling. |

‘Level 4 does not, cannot, do well an any purely local
and particuiar gituation. Nor are provincial‘colleges, with
their scarce resources and inexpensive humanities teaching, the
most health places for the necessary teaching anq regearch of
Level 4. He must have the "critical mass" there to be effective.
His professién pulls him away from the local community. It pulls
him away as well from the traditional liberal sris studies.
Level 4 is essential for the college. It must both be there und
be understood there. Studied. Understood. Taughf well and by
those who préetice ite It musf, as well, be supplemented by two.

other kinds of education. Though Level 4 sustains itself on its
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ownAwork, on outside professionals, on the hard critical mass,
on dialogue among colleagues, the full liberal education re-
quires two other levels alongside 4. Really against it. Two
very different levels. Not just to keep it honest, but as
alternatives. -

Level 4, in its premise, is unhappy with the contemporary
nation state. Though it is well supported by the nation, it is
in sympathy definitely international, certeinly cosmopolitan.
That was true of science from the beginning. Now there is a
problem of financing. Some of the recent academic and political
contro#ersigs have turned around this issue: Where are the
enormous costs of research.and its practical applications going
to come from? Level 4 needs money to stay alive, not to speak
pf the necessary new departures. Level 4 does not like to con-
sider itself a national activity. That is too exclusive. Rather,
}its political program is to create a world community. it con-
 ceives its own brotherhood as already one. It is basically
critical 6f loyélty,that reinfdrces a certain place, an actual
time, a particular situation. it is serious about being universal.

IWhen profeasional look at each other, they look at skills
and competence, not national or regional characteristics or
femily lineage. They speak one language with each other what-
ever their native tongue. They are loose and mobile, ready to
piék up and move elsewhere for their study's sake. They do not
live durably. Nor among dursble things. Durability sets a bad

example. They have to be ready always to start anew. They come
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to rest only with age, and then uncomfortably..
The standards for membership and the measurement of

performance in the professional group are bdsed on things
which have nothlng to do with opinion. Opihion is unreliable
j,at ite base, suspect in its llne. It is not precise enough,
nor is there enough data in it. Nor does it care enough about
mathématics, coherence, exactness. It cares more about sélf
protection than rights. Level 4 also mistrusts history.
Things are made at Level 4, The& do not grow.

| Level 4 has created the applied knowledgs so charac-
teristic of industrial societies., Rather polluting knowledge.
They have sqt'the stule end tone of that society as well. Its
two most evident and celebrated achievements are putting a
man on the moon (and fortunately getting him back) and making
' éophiétibated weapons éystems of such magnitude that they are
ffighténing the great nations into a respectable peace. In
'fact, what the United States end Russia shere most today, their
qulet accldental sober parlty, is the1r advanced weapons systems.:
Not thelr way of llfe, not the rule of law, not the Stalinist
state, not the autonomy of the individual, not the freedom of
“the arts, not a universal culture, but complex weapons of de-
struction gathered into rat9onal systems of association. What
they so markedly shareAis the rational desire for iried manage-
ment, What they share, technology used for defense, is at the
. ﬁéét abstract poiht from their national cheracter and values.

Calculation creates new communities of interest. Destructive-
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.ness gives them influence,

The originel aim of Level 4 was to prbduoe uAivarsal
knowledge in all departments of knowledge including polltICS.
Hope for some basic resolutions in each ssctor. But it dldn'
work out llke that. Now, the aim is better stated as operational
theory. 1It's 8%ill universal, as true in China as in Russia.

As knowledge grows and deévelops in time, as it points toward
greater precision and theoretical exactness, a closer analysis

of the reality organized by the human mind yields results more
.partial and fragmented, though still of course rational. It
becomes less related to live as it fells more under the demands

. of the mind. More intimidated by- the mind's structure and pecu-
liar excellence, More and nore is known within the limiting

- paradigm. The theory most criticized is the intuitive, broad
generalization formed on particular personal experience., Level 4
rejects the discrete fact as the basis of generalization ébout |
~reality. A fact is a one-time, particular, individual, present,
concrete, specific.. I+t is a one-shot affair. A fact is seen,
~fully seen, in ifs'particularity. It takes imagination to see
‘the discrete fact. More imagination to move on,to the fact's
31gn1f1cance. Daté are comparable facts. They are aggregations
of articulated factis put together mathematically. Thus are arti-
culated theories made of mathematical correlations on Level 4,
Data bring about comparisons. Putting-together relationships.
‘Machines become neceésary to store and sort the piles of ordered

facts, grown in number and complexity beyond human ability to put

them together,
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It should be becoming evident that each leﬁel of the
divided line has its own special defects and virtues. Alone,
none of the levels are sufficient to the complete education.
vIt ié in confrqst with each other that education lies. Coexig-
tence and interaction are the best relations. Not domination,

v Ciaims not cbnquests. Claims worked out in full view of their
critics. At no one level is there complete joy or complete
despair. Not total fulfillment or total loss. Certainly Aot
complete truth. Not exclusive truth. Perhaps pain at gll |
lqvels, except Level 1. The levels are separated from each
ofher in definition and purﬁose, interdepéndenf in practice,
Tney illustrate each other. Different blends of mixtures are
necessary to explain any one traditidn. any oﬁe institution,
any one person. Each of us méy be more or less comfortable at
| any one.level.4~We mey be made happy or sad by différent levels.
We find our livea'and explain our wants at different points on
the line. |

‘Level 1 does not include only the young, but it is the

- Young who are most likely to make & theory out of the experience

of self. A public cléim. That is where they go wrong. The old
'takeiit more naturally, as a need rather than a claim, It is a
good ﬁlace for the aged practitioners of yesterday's paradigus
to settle down. Growing old and out of responsibility is a
process of 1imiting'our touch with the new and different. One
might‘say,.aging is a process of withdrawal, a natural withdrawal

back into our own, where we are protected from change. Remember
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hoﬁ Level 1 is lifé with one's own. But now we see different
needs and protections at the beginning and at-the end. Lavel 1
is as necessary to growth in the early stages as it is to pPro-
rtection'and reagsurance in the latter stages. The middle years
are the best and proper years for Levels 2, 3, and 4 because
they are the healthiest and most energetic. The prime middle
years, the alért and lively years, are the best yeafs for work,
for action, for outside activity. As we age, or become sick, we
move back to Level 1 where we are not questioned so closely, not
expected to keep'up, permitted to fall silent without prodding.
No more work. Plato's fourth level age. The level of no educa-
tion as well as no work.

o proper

Level 4/is a frontier. It thrives on work, on change.
There is danger on the frontier for the very young, for the in-
firm, for the very old, for the timid. There‘s not much comfort
or reinforcement there. Level 4 needs probing, alert movemént,
deep curiosity, constant attention, criticism, every day you
_hust be willing fo start anew, ready to challenge the strongest
defense of the old meanings. It's not humanly attractive or
even humane, but there are rewasrds for the mind, and in practical
‘application, cd;nfort for the pody.

Level 4 is the place of modern theoretical science and
technological practice, Its most auinoritative form is that of
systems rather than laws. Laws were characteristic of Newtonian
science. Our level ié much more up-to-date. The closest thing

we have to law is standard operating procedures. Techniques,
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really. The serious claim of law belongs now with Level 3.

~ Law is no longer a respectablé term or idea in the theory
and practice of modern science. The closest thing to law would
- be the scientific.method broken down into rules of procedure.
Laws are too dogmatic, too'unqualified, too exclusive, foo final,
‘too'dependent on enforcement, too potentially coercive. The law
has to take account of individual opihion; therefore of differ-
ences in opinion. It does not find similarities, it mekes them.
It has to judge the particular: Law has to adjust to change,
absorb it without conceding or admitting it is change or that it
' is necessary. You have to changes the law without apgearing to.
Law as judgment of cases is locked into time and place specific-
ally. Sciences uses the particular instance ss experiment. It
can change the paradigm. Thedry adjusts to reality. Because
sciepcé pims at the fullest truth possible, s complete ordering
by truth; the exception to the paradigm is of pfime'concern for
it may fesult in a new, more encompassing, theoretical explanation.
When in doﬁbt, the exception disproves. Thé exception hag to be
explained. It can't be absolute or made ambiguous. Science wants
‘to explain exactly what is true, even in the most isolated excep~-
 tion. Law will give up eéxactness for order's sake. The crucial
point is science's political irresponsibility: it will sacrifice
everything, even stability and order,- for truth. Politics wouldn't.
Nor, of course, would law. The costs of a new paradigm politically
are too high. Within'enforced, practiced law, which is not con-
cerned with theoretical purity, exceptions must be absorbed. They

must be made ambiguous, in order to reduce their threat to stability.
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Everything is at best approximate. Léws must change bit by bit;.
‘ndt by sudden revélutionary leaps. Lé% resists total replacement.
But this takes us intb the necessary imprecision of all repre-
sentations on Level 3. Imprecision is a style there. For some
there may be an unconscious preference there for order over truth,A
for enforceable rules over accurate theory.
| Let's take a final look at the operational theory which is

a result and a purpose of the activity at Level 4, This is not
the kind of theory thaet penetrates to the core of being. It is
not theory that confirms the human,.that_understands how and why,
that returns to particulars, that operates in daily life. It
doesn't give édunsel. It avoids individualization of any sort.
What kind of theory is this anyway? It is generalized knowledge,
probable knowledge, mathematically precise knowledge, reproduc-
ible knowledge. Quite directly and simply it is knowledge which
gives control. It is knowledge which makes, which has to be re-
‘peatable. It‘proves content by reproduc tion, Everything goes
again the same way with exactly the same result! Are these the
salient elements? Making? Controlling? Reprbdueing? Dominat-~
ing? Isolated? Broken up? Put together in a new way? Happy
ending?' Satisfaction and confidence, perhaps, but happyyeee.?

| Science's knowledge is of relationships: how the vari-
ables affeci each other. It is, in a special sense, control as
prediction. Reproducibility against common criteria are essen-
tial to its theoretical judgment. The esgential proof is not in
the attractiveness of the theory, nor in the beauty which gives

pleasure, nor the humor which accommodates, nor is the ability
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i'to pﬁzéle or be in awe.'bffnfg the ability to prédict and
reproduce‘ tt has to be hdnést, literal, sober knowledge.

The ability to predict is what objectifies it.

| Objectivity is serious and straight. It insists on
rigor, close attention, carefulness. You have to train long,
hard,_consciously and have certain intellectual predispositions
to do well at it. Also, it requires inhibition of that joy in
leapihg at conclusions from facts. 'Better to build up watch-
fully, testing every leap before it's made. No indiscrimate
hop§ allowed. Be cautious even in the way you talk. Use the
special language, the distinctive ruies, fhe-right method, the
accepted theories. Put it together in a form testable by your
~ professional colleagues in- the carefully worked-out ways. Out
there in objectivity's place. Not in-close. Out in the light,
out in the open, out under the glare of professional\standards.
You can't make it up as you go along., No improvising. There
is always a holding-to the data. You don't let go at Level 4,
The creativity, which is certainly theré, is answerable to
standards. 'Accountable creativity, not self-caused creativity.
Very different, as different as the people who do well at either
.dne. Level 4 is a most objective, the most universal, the most
anonymous, the most exacting of all the levels. And there is
joy on 4 if you have it all in place there and want it like *hat,
| Importani for the practice of Level 4 isrcompetition.
Real, straight-on competition.-'Necessary/for its health and

prosperity (advance). Skill and performance rated according to
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‘clear criteria of excellence. The necessity of constant judg-
‘_ment. No exceptions'for‘"people" feasons. The advance of the
pfoject. First things first. The love of the ascience much
more than "humanity." But don't assume malice. None of that,
and no resentment. It's a cool, clear rejection of human com-
passion. Sometimes not admitthEA It mﬁZﬁﬁﬁﬁk harm, only
accomplishment. It's a pure, impérsohal, ruthless kind of
competition. It is ruthless in the sense that it does not
excuse or forgive weakness or failure, no matter how much good
will., It refuses to indulge or compensafe. It makes no con-
cession to human weakness. Or the science would suffer. It

_ doesn'f sympathize., With good cause too., It is much more in-
terested in cure than in comfort. The world made both objective
ghd theoretical by the mind, with a guarantee o??ﬁ%%%icationenj
ogudeedy comfortable results. There is little personal reasg-
surance at this level unless you are Loy competent and
know it. Then the rewards are great. There is real enjoyment
for the proficiént, and money. Not much laughter, but there is
satisfactidn. An attractive kind of smugness, really. The |
‘smugness of doing & worthwhile and difficult job well. Even
with the payoffs, it is not surprisiﬁg that Level 4 is not

very popular with contemporary youth. Ironie, ism't it? Ironic
because it is Level 4 that made our world and it will have to
be Level 4 that can save it. The control of the undesirable
andfpolluting effects‘of.technolagy require the same kind of
knowledge, method, discipliﬂe which created the pollution in
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the first place.
| Level 1 is softer, more pliant: at‘leééf among its own

kind, Yet there are the dangers of indifference and intolerance

too; Boredom is the greatest threat at thia level. That bland

unconcern with anyone or anything different. The intolerance

- is arbitrary because its criteria of judgment cannot be Justified

'theoretiéally. It simply loves its own and hates and dismisses

all others. No, that's not the way of putting it. It is indifw

ferent to others which is much less passionate than hate and

less active than dismissing. There is no growth at either Level

1 or Level 4. We'd better move on the Level 3. That's where

we grow. |
The pﬁrpose or'end of Level 3 is personal growyh. Mark-

edly so. The individual is at the center: the primary concern

“of the disciplines. Improvement. New dimensions of living.

mnf®0f the person. The discipline is the classical in-
strument of the liberal arts education. Used to make the stu-
~ dent's whole. To complete him. Philosophy, history, literature,

music, art. The established disciplines for mowmwey. Level 3

has been culturally specific rather than culturally plural. It
speaks consciously from a selected place. Beginning in the
Meditérranean Basin, it moves through'Greece and Rome to Europe,
and ends in~that definitive nation, USA.' Also it has been
specific as tb class. Its use of "culture* for thé student's
insight and maturity is appropri:te %> the well-off, career-

prepared, abstraction-prone sonc «ui iughters of the middle-
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upper clusses in Americu.

| There are necessary condltxons as well as specific
content, that provide the grounds for this culturally induced
ﬁholeness. Long stretches of free time, freedom from manual
activity (and an impesdesed Qemodémes, inducd distaste for it),
é pleasant and liberating affluence, an easy, casual contempt
for ﬁmiddle American" lives and beliefs, a self-conscious inno-
cence‘about what it takes to get ahead, a protected life lived
more according to high and rather unrealistic ideals of good
will and free choice in which various kinds of necessity have
been made invisible. To be moderately seéure and confident,
one has to have it arranged so that the deprivations of life
ére kept invisible. The hard problems and exploitations put
out of sight. Good w1lled 1deallsm must have it so.

Growth, then, on lLevel 3 has this defect: 1t never
bumpé.against necessity. The gfowth is pleasurable, comfort-
able, free, open, and mildly boring. It is not bsmddy tested
by the harsh realities of the world. It does not .peeEBiy use
the pleasant withdrawal from necessity in an effective way.

Education becomes a blank to be filled in, not an essential

- support for a life lived in accordance with &&ths 3 whether
b% power or ie service, The ease and freedom of these years
are conducive to discovery of older; more traditional ideas end
ways of living. It is essential that the student be put in
touch with these ideas. The best in traditional society in

both the great and small cultures. The study is especially
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necessary becéuse the pursuit of classical studies points to
. conceptions, values, culiures new end different for most Amer-
ican upper middle class students. The ideas are alien, strange,
abstract. They put great demands on learning. But they are
not studied that well or by many. There is really very little
pein in them, very small amounts of dislocation or wrenching,
almost no confusion. The content is different all right, but
the_differenbe is not made real. The neceséary conteasts vwith.
the modern systemafg?é not drawn. The study is carried along
the same lines aiready traced for the student by home, parents,
secondary school.
. To speak of liberal arts, one must speak of content.

But not an exclusive content.. Or a definitive world view,
.Rather, a content which stresses dialectic. The understanding
of distinction through conflict. Conclusions at odds and then
premises too. Kinds of education contrastﬁa| A content that
rubs meanings against each other. Opposition which lights up
what is at stake in the present.

| : Just what meanings are in conflict? Let's take a look.
First, the student must understand, and Mgwem some
chance to practice, the modern scientific method. What we have
célled Level 4. It is the most compelling contemporary academic
method, the point of view which puts us in invesdgetBhl touch
withyreality. If it is primary, itlis not by any means a defini-
tive approach. There is no definitive approach or doctrine for

. . Coen o
liberal arts today. But just how fa;\gggg&gggencé}gwﬁ What
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does it explain? How? How not?

Secbndly, quite separate from ;bience, ;here is & cluster
of values which combine around the "At Home" experience, What we
have called here Level 1. The contrast between Levels 1 and 4 isg
dramatic. Each ig made clearer in comparison with the:.other.
Education cannot resolve these conflicts but it must see them.

Third, the student should become acquainted with the
‘religion and/or philésophy of a great tradition within a pre-
modern civilization for a stiraight-on contrast with the scien-
$ific -- the liberal model developed in modern Europe. A study
of the different grounds and style of ancient wisdom and Western
scientific kﬁowledge. |

Fourth, emphasis on the small (peasant or tribal) tradition
in a cloged society. The way the common people live in villages |
or on the hunt, the kind of values they cherish, how they relate
to their tradition.

Fifth, fhe content and character of the dissent that has
grown up defensive against the rationality of the modern period.
The themes and concérns raised in philosophy,'religion, art, po--
litical thought against the new progressivé rational man.

Sixth, the traditional society changing in the modern
world:; +the developing society sdmewhere on the long continuum
between i*s past and its modern future. Showing clearly the
poles of modernization. All of the in-between persons and things.

Seventh, understanding other claims and classés in present-

day America. The people for whom Level 3, almost without knowing
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it, creates a casual contempt for. People within our political

order who have been invisible to the educated.

Students are set up for a particular kind of liveral
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arts education by their background. They move along a line on
which everything reinforces their ekpectations; They are
watched, kept in a line they don't see for some time, protected
against stumbling; Expectations appear early in the home,
through the presence of the parents' concern. It's there from
the beginning of school, as well, whéther suburban public or
private preparatory. The "Prepies" have no trouble in going on,
if they make the personal effort of performing well. They are
preparéd well., So weil'that learning something loses its chal-
lenge. They know the motions, the vocabulary, the Agtletuw-

W daagiread B el an
principles thatp ppee=@or discussion. f#High school is & bit dif-
ferent. it is more a public place and more dﬁen to the compet-
itive realities found in the world. But the public high school$
have their own way of'tracking down differences and channelling
i them along different lines, The "bright track" f§r the bright
-students. The less bright are assigned their limits, earlonn.
In educational terms, those seen as inadequate are made to feel
it. The bright ones are promised growth. They are not pulled
out but put on by education. Given a sense of ﬁlénéy; of proas-
perity, of surfeit. They haven't struggled either spiritually
or physically in spite of their sometime melancholy.

The culture of Level 3 is of a disquieting kind. 'Growth
through the means of great books and objects in literaturé, art,
history, music. Universal in its intention, it is a culture
much narrower in practiée. It insists on distance, meaningful

articulation of the books, disciplined work, great objects, and
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growth in the individual. Level 3 is not very communal,
cooperative, friendly. Not oompaesioﬁéta. Itﬂis not meant
to be so now. It was possible in earlier tipes by restricted
entry. Something quite different than now. - Simpler. Less
educational. Friendship and cooperation end up among people
who simply like each other. It is not the result of education,
Level 3 does not see itself as competitive as Level 4, But the
competition is there. Subtler, less evident, Honestly admired
and used5$a£E§é£I ?erformance and comparison with others is
important at Level 3. Competition does serve‘well certain edu-
cational aims no matter how sincere the concern for mutuqngEL;«J
i;’sﬁaahaah. That brings up the contradiction between social style
- and the actual content of study at Level 3, é%“f%néé}nal
polltlcal and social style is that of the "notable." Soberly
vague in its referents, it yearns a bit for the gentlemanly
1deal. And is embarrassed by the yearning. Level 3 is somewhat
10036,Vimprecise, general, unselfconscious, nonspecific in its
~style and mode of communication. That is not to say that the
disciplines themselves aren't practiced in articulate and dis-
tinctive ways. The imprecision concerns not: the teaching of
the disciplihe, nor the academic consciousness of ;t, but in
the social use of it., Also a tendency to ambiguity.about
‘hiring and.firing, conditions of tenure, benefits and salaripa.
Th§ necessities of work and practiéal life. The politicél-éd-
ministrative atyle of the notables running the institution

encourages all sorts of vagueness in the interest of convenience,
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Sensitivities, intuition, misty eppeal to historical éxperience,
various unstated self-protecting assumptlona are the working
condltlon which reenforce the absence of clarity about purpose
of liberal arts and the kind of young people approprlate to
the success of the puspose. |

It is easy to ridicule %his level. It is the closest
thing to a gentleman, and gentlemen are out of date. Ir would
" like to recrﬁit its teachers from well-established families,
but this is almost impossible in the contemporary intellectual
communi ty. TheAnew kinds of intellectuals have neither the
style hor the vélues of a gentleman. |

History is central to the classical liberal arts, espe-
cially as an anti-scientific force emphasizing the particular
action and the illustrative story or anecaote. More than in
other academic disciplines, Level 3 teachers have an idesa of
', themsel§es as craftsmén and their students as apprentices.. The

~relationship involves duty, affection, and distance. It depends

.upon the student who is alert and ready to expend time and energy
to develop-hls academic skills, who takes joy in study, who is
ready to explore his own thought. This tends to be an elitist
activity with many more -social and personal consequences than
- Level 4., But today the elitism is defensive, not openly admitted.
It has lost.confidence in itself, Thé time isn't right for it.
Idealism usually moves on the left. But liberal erts in terms of

its history the style of its institutions, its use of reason, what
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it chooses to remember, and of course what it gives its students,

‘is conservative. Its contengzgroducej t-ﬁut"“~VJhM<' not empathy
but actually a contempt. Contempt for other world culturesg, |
Closer to home, contempt for other classes of people. Thisg

~elitism is actually found in the structure oﬁ?%ducation. Giving
access to differeﬁt classes of gtudesmts will not:eliminate  thig
elitism, but will: certainly create new kinds of problems, which
could make for a better education.

There is skill and rigor in the studies at Level 3y but
the activity is not all directed to advancement of knowled ge
per se., The disciplines are more used than built up. They are

used for dlalOgue between student and teacher, at least the

student who does his preparatlod well and knows how t0 use ;ﬁ& ““‘%

‘%The central debate in liberal arts colleges today-aﬁlﬁsﬁiT&vw
curriculum is how to balance the claims of Levels 3 and 4.
Level 3 is in a far more entrenched position than 4 both in the
-clagsroom and in the administrative office, although this domin-
ation ié not alWays Sekegommwedy admitted by Level 3 people.
level 4 sees the emphasis on the humanities well enough. Science
is often taught with a Level 3 purpose in a liberal arts college.

Reforms are on a line between 3 and 4. Level 3 gets its share

of good students, In number, mostsIEly minority.{wm

Usually quite serious and stable in learning. Individualist

students who accept the strict rules of study, and who have the

mind and taste for growth through intellectual culture abetted
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by their own aiiort Again, it is important to stress that
such a student hna-iSLha prepared for this klnd of dedication
and competence by other people and pevwieledy . by other institu-
tions. He cﬁ%iﬁwyufinds it within himself.

0f course, this intellectual culture is not for all,
g?en those with the right preparation from the right background,
It takes more than training., One has to have some love of it
- within one's self. And there is the career afterwards. Level 3
prepares for the professions and their graduate schools: medi-
cine, law, business, engineering, schola;ship, the performing
arts, the fine afts, journalism, etc, But given these aims it
.is,‘of course, elitist, just as Level 4 is elitist, but in a
different way and with different ends. Level 3 has more snobbery
in it, more legitimization of socisal clasgs. It also has less
objectivity, It is more uncritically satisfied with itself.
There is no tension at the periphery, no threat of replacement,
.no restless striving for valid theory. Thus, is Ievel 3 more
person orienté@{@&gh the disciplines at the center.

What about ego? Is there more of it inAfhis doctor-
lawyer-professional man than in the scientist? Performance is
impoftant for both. Is‘there, then, more subordination of ego
in science than in the professions? Is either more public
spirited? The professions certainly require directed will and
energy, years of preparation, some astuteness about practical
things. But Level 3 professionals are never really threatened

by their education. Their basic choices have never been ques-
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tioned by.anything antagonistic, Are their cultﬁral and clasé
prejudices ever subjected to the resentments and insights of
other éultureé, classes, races? Have they ever had the feeling
of fighting hard for something? The =¥y endangersd feeling?
The better often settle in and  use what they've learned cooly,
They move in art galleries, concert halls, museums with ease,
and with some happiness and joy. It is their setting. They

are at home and provided by their education with an assortment
of.éppropriate'responses. For there is no one correct response
in spite of what the discipline may have taught them. This
aésurance of plﬁralism is tolerénce. It serves as practical
defense for fhem: they don't have to give reasons for their

‘ judgments. They never have, Is threat, pain, confrontation,
antagonistic conflict, empathy for suffering essential to
education? If they are, then this Level 3 is.a very incomplete
education. A very narrow edqcation. Boring? No, not tha% bad.
.Except for éome. | . |

| Level 3 does place limits on authenticity. Complete
sincerity is not its goal. It is dependent on original content.
The cultivation of the mind is important, but used and defined

[ 4

differently from Level 4. The mind is put %rwgﬁ.ﬂﬁgce. Jot d2 7
dmwm‘ use. the ming as an instrument

of growth by analyzing, comparing, disfinguishing. bringing

into coherence. That use of the mind is encouraged. Ite mode,
then, is definitely intellectual in a different way and with

different ends than Level 4. Level 3 uges intellect. In touch
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with the things of life. Things collected into coherence and
significance for the educated by great works of art. Of course,
ii is also selective, ordering, making evident, but not with

the same purpose as Level 4. At Level 3, there is a completed
product, Complete both in terms of the objects studied and the
students studying. The tasks of Level 4‘are never compléfed. |
The whole person is not the viewer. One dbesn't look at reality -
that way. Competence in the science is thé point of view. There
is always something new to debate and probe, but within the
confinee of a thoroughiy articulated subject matter, paradigm,
skills, methods. Permanence is quite unlikely at Level 4. Even
death to it. Nothing is established forever. But wha or what
can disestablish a work at Level 3? Why should they?

' Le?el 3 thinks that Level 4's attempt to separate fact
.and value is a useless taskvcorrupting subject matter. Not only
impossible but undesirable as well. Level 3 does not went to
~take humen judgment out of study. It wants to put the power of
judgment into the person. . Study is oriented to fact,rather than
4o0.data. Level 3 has a history of being premised on an objective
mdral universe, though it is rather unconfortable with this
horizon now. Still, it.is not ready to believe that all things
aie relative, and certainly not that all things are equal. It
- must insistAthat a person is better equipped in mind and sensi-
bility to make an educated esthetic judgmeﬁt after the study of
art that one could not make before. It must believe that knowl-

edge organized into a discipline makes a difference to human



63

judgment;.makes.iw better. A person can be changed, mede dis;
cerning, shown his way, consoled by study. Opinion can be
informed, to its advantage. Level 3 cannot let judgment &0 as
authenticity or spur-of-the-moment. There has to be a thinking
through. Certain conditions are necessary. Distinctions have
to be made between good and bad, between freedom énd license,
between art and trash. These are judgments epplied to partic-
ular ‘works against discussed criticism.‘ These distinctions are
not self-evident or spontaneous, not available -without effort
apd a full experience of the thing. Discussion at Level 3 is
hbt Just casual conversation. It includes informed pebple, a
k?owledgeable experience, familiarity with the field and the
literature, a capacity of creative responses.

Level 3 has a different sense of truth than 4. I might
séy:ﬁore'profound. The truth at Level 4 is replaceable, more
specific, true of the given case under the given conditions.
_Leve1'3, although fully dependent on insightland orientation
held closely to particulars, sees its truth as more universal
and immediately evident. The Sistine Chapel has outlasted
Newton's theory of thé physical universe, Thus, Level 3's
suspicion of the merely timely and conpgmporary. Present

“'&‘ﬂﬁﬁiﬁﬁi??"‘%he particular achievements of Level 3 are complete,

permanent, for all time, yet created and devised in its own
times., Level 4's successes are replaceable, Paradigms Change.
They are adjusted to new questions, problems, theories. It is

a method which is stable. That is, the substantive accomplish~
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ments of level 4 are relative. Relative to place. time, paradigm,
relevant problems and questions. While Laevel 3 moves out of the
group of time and place on its obJect, Level 4 wants t0 be Gx-
~ haustively and exactly right. It demands more precision of itg
truth. Level 3 wants a lasting, more humanly acceptable, truth.
Level 3 presumes permanence and truth are on the same track.
Nothing is replaced, but new entities are created. It ig much
easier for human beings to live on good terms with 3 than with 4.
Replaceability and mobility create trouble and confusion for
humans, esp301ally as they grow old, Or, as they live comfort-
ably, free from anxiety, on Level 1. Some suggestion of durabil-
ity, even if & conscious fiction, is necessary for a healthy
life., It's difficult doing enything well with the consastesnt
possibility of replacement. Level 4 is too ertificial to provide
for fhe human whole. That tekes four séasons out in the
open;;But Level 4 is a greenhouse activity. An activity which
_requires strong, hard, impersonal practitioners supported by
solid institutions. It's g study which demands the hard commit-
ment to rise above compassion and to go beyond sympathy with
humen weakness., It refuses to settle for the present, Always
the testing, the close assessment, breaking the chains and
| putting together which make the new truth possible.

 Level 4 is most satisfied in iue ¢ity with its larger
piles of services, 1nstruments, advantages, energy. Level 4
does not thrive in the rural liberal arts college setting. It

gels on. But there is not enough money, research equipment,
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library facilities, circles of professionals. The really
crifiéal_mass! Modern technology does make possible a.very
respectable existence: it makes data available for those
removed rurdl areas. Among the liberal arts, science will
always be somewhat disadvantaged, but its presence is essential
as a necessary part of the content of that liberal-education.
It must be understood, if not seriously practiced. But of
course not the only study even if a prime one. Level 3vlikes
its rural setting. It seems to fit the casual, loose style,
The issue at stake, the differenpe in meaning and method
of education, the at-odds assessments of authority, the open
battle between levels 3 and 4, cah,best be shown, perhaps the
only place it can be shown clearly, at the liberal arts collége.
This issue has to be drawn in clear evident Verms. It lies at
the core of the present-day curriculum. In the present discus-
Asion, it appears in several oppositions: the arts versus the
.sciences, the two cultures, the econdmic-technicaleindustrial
order versus the cultural order, positivism versus wetaphysics.
etc., It is not a question of choosing one over the other,
although they have their positions, but of seeing them in con-
flict, seeing what it is between them. It also means in any
particular choice beiween them fo be able to assess their
- claims and weigh their merits.
Why is a college such a suitable place to draw this
| distinction? To make evident the differences? The university

is not the place for it. It has no time to waste on differences
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of this sort..‘The university already knows which side it will
choose. And it will take long hours ;f open-ended discussion
and too much time for the pre-decided result, Talk, telk, and
more - talk, And very little of it using professional precision,
The university is not arranged for such activities. Its prom-
‘inent professors and best minds are 100 competent to botaer
with it. To protect its own activity, the university cennot

gt into the time and effort it takes to bring out the many
issues of the conflict. Such a broad, open discussion aoes

not serve lLevel 4'g proper purposes. That's not what it talks
about, It's too knowledgeable., Its rules are too well eccepted.
Level 4 doesn't need this kind of talk and participation for its
prosperify. All its creativity takes place according to its own
premises. Conflict with other premises cannot be reached reason-
ably. It will end in shouting, finally a test of the strength
of the voices, Level 3 can isolate itself, be secure among
'undergraduates because it serves so well their life and career
needs. Not answerable to the challenges of sclence, it can see
things that science will not look at, It will not be replaced
for a long tlme, not even disturved., It protects itself by its
present mode of organizing study into departments. It rules

the llbgral arts situation. Not bad in itself. Just insulfi=-
cient by itceclf, Still, it will pe increasingly pressed by
Level 4 and by the new young faculty who come to the collese
trained in the universities ﬁot Just to pursue their scienves

but to talk about them. Level 3 seems not quite up to encvuraging
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the conflict insofar as it is not overly aware of its own
special premises and method and how to compare them with thoge
of science. It's a problem. Simply, Level, K 3's view of the
tasks of fhe liveral education is too limited for the needs of
students'today. No longer sufficient, perhaps out of date.
The debate and coﬁtest between 4 and 3 must become & central
interest of the curriculum. Not the resolution of that differ-
ence, but of the difference itself. The two in tension, feflec-
ting each other's practical and political differences. One must
know what a éhoice gives up as well as what it receives. Both
are selective -~ but different things are retained and thrown
away.

| But there is another level of the divided line still to
'be‘seen, another claim to authority end purpose, another kind
'ofreducation. Another challenge to Level 3 and even more %o
Level 4 as a method and aim of education. Level 2 makes trouble.:
~ for both lines above it, and is generally confused with Level 1
by those above. It will become more an issue in time. It is
viable now, but there is not much practical threat from it. In
fact, you have to look closely to catch it.: Its voice is hardly
audible. And the impression it mekes is very faint.

At Level 2 there is long and intense discussion. Disg-

cussioﬁ of a peculiar kind. Peelings and comnitments show,
And the irritétion and anger that go with them. The discussion
nécessarily forces contradictions, corrections, distinctions,

and a moderate amount of abuse. It is opinion confronting and
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disagreeing with other opinion to sharpen up both of them. Yes,
and after discusion there is at 1eaetwéome rej;ction or approvel,
Some resolution of the issue at stake if'only in the judgment
ofAthe participants. Most discussions list opinions, one after
.the other., They add them up without touching. They never con-
nect. Nothing is done to make them connect, ’Mindvyou, not
agree but connect, even if only in opposition. All of the
~levels above 1 differ from 1 in assuming reality, an external
world, concrete, hard thihgs that really exist. The exfernal
.world is not just the creation of the human imagination. The
place of connection then is given. What happens is education.
A seeing of oneself and one's world through the means of dis-
agreeing with others. Putting premise, method, significant
action forward. What's important is the heard end seen differ-
ences. Listen, really listen, hear. It is not easy of course.
We like to pretend that it is easy. Talking together freely in
a rap sessioh, we think it real talk; There has to be a willing-
- ness to waste talk. To talk to much. Most would agree the in-
formed talk is what education is about. But we have no skills
in talking. Discussion too often ends up with that list of
opiniohs. | |

So, a new way-of talking. New rulés. New duties. New
conditions ‘or prerequisites. The most difficult aspect to
accept is that Level 2 requires as much authority as does 3 and
4, 1t is a different kind of authority. The discussion at

Level 2 is no more spontaneous or natural or easy in flow than
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is that of the science.or discipline., I% requires an outsider,
a directbr. It just doesn't happen without planning and structure.A
What are its conditions? Let's look at them. First, the

ﬁarticipants have to bélieve that there is more to the world fhan
what happens to them. It helps if they are restless, dissatis-
fied., They have to have some doubt of the things closest to
" them, Thej will be ready to leave home. Doubt of home things
is stfong in touth. Doubt leads to a questioning of the things
they have taken seriously earlier. The gquestioning assumes
tpat-reality can be apprehended through dialogue. New issues
are available. One must be willing to be-open and trustful.
, Alsb, a tendency to restlessness, and a discontihuity with the
appearance and the present surface of thinés. At the same time,
| a_faith»that what is under the surface can be shared, discussed,
agreedbbr disagreed upon. Competence at disabusing‘éach other's
view df reality is not as such a happy pursuit. It‘requires
:more regpect than friendship. With the proper method and effort,
a willingness to learn from each other, even if only through
oppositidn, people are allowed to see and deal with reality
tbgether. One reaches reality through the sustained conflict
of opinion. | |

| Second, this dialogue does not depend on favoring any
one kind of action. It may not evern end in action, although
the tendency is there. Insight and clarity require no valida-
tion by action. Level 2 has an interest in talk per se:; it is

talk for its own reward. No particular kind of action has to
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follow, That is, a wide variety of actions canlfollow. Or

no action at all, Even silence is a posaiblé outcome. Or
refusal to go on talking. (Although the latter would probably
be graded with & C minus 1.) Variation in c¢ircumstance, per-
sonal character, individual experience, idiosyncratic expecta-
tions (and of course race and creed) shape and vary any stu-
dent's choice‘of action, not the discussion alone. Action is
chosen and initiated by the individual. It is only the indi-
vidual who can convert the dialogue into action. It is by
independent individual choice, then, that talk is turned into
action., It is individual choice which aetérmines what action
will be taken, not the dialogue and personal judgment which
~preceded. And most certainly not by the discussion leader.
‘More; this choice of.the diaelogue that make it conclusive must
be protected from the coercion of action. The discussion cannot
be'limited-or inhibited in anthay by the desire for a particu-
lar kind of action. Something is learned in the process of
discussion, some new things which make the prediction of action
‘uncertain or qualified. There is some movement in the individual,
~ some change, some shift in understanding, something seen which
wasn't before, and where it leads is not quite evident until
after the talk. Not really definite until after the action.
And the actioﬁ is not necessarily pradicted.

| Third, one cannot deny'or put off discussion on the
grounds that it has iaken place before. Once or ywice, or even

ten times through, is not enough. Especially for & student for
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whom this kind of discussion is unknown. It takes many
repetitions to get things straight. r&hings.m;ght have to be
looked at»ten times in order to diécoVer their true signifi-
cance.

Fourth, there has to be commitment, and from commitment
follows passion and feeling. There is not enough curiosity in
indifference. Languid half-interest won't do it. Also, modesty
of style and humility of statement is not proof of willingness
to listen, In fact, it often masks dogmatism and rigidity.
People should get excited about their opinions, even defensive.
‘To protect them, they might even withdraw in irritation or
anger. This excitement, thisvpassion,'this deep concern for
one's own opinion enough to protect it with emotion does not
necessarily inhibit learning. For in this kind of 1earn;ng,
that is, in the discussion, movement, change of personal
opinion, understanding comes after discussion, necessarily by
reflecting on it, It comes at the point where one sees his
defensiveness and thinks out the reassons for it. Sees what he
wés not seeing at the time. Participants in discussion, who
remain calm, modest, apparéntly in control, are probably nct
very deep in their opinions. They are turning out views., If
a discussion goes too smoothly, there is little reason to recall
it, much less to reflect on it. ’

In Levels 3 and 4, the learning is more likely to take
piace at the time of the discussion or lecture. Right on the

spot. This immediate kind of learning is much less likely at
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- Level 2. It's the difference between the charaoter of learnlng
at each level. When the individual becomes involved in a con-
 fliet with,his whole personality, he is much more disturbed
about disagreements,

' Level 2 is the most directly threatening to our complete
personalities. It takes account of all our opinions and judg-
ments, and their coherence. But also the sensibilities under-
neath. It is potentially most upsetting. We are identified
'rather than the subject. Level 4 revolves around the experience
and logic of the science., It engages our gkilles end our mind.
The self-conscious distance should always be there. It is true

that, even.wiih the assumed objectivity of science, the scientist
is affected personally by criticism. But his specifié attention |
to and interest in theory over self;knowledge allows greater.
poise, balance, composure in discussion. Level 3 is more con-
cerned about human sensibility. It is very much a part of the
subject matter. The growth of the student is an accepted aim,
His individuality has a greater status and prbminence than at
Level 4, The discipline determines and directs the student's
‘insights and participation. Although he is‘to grow, it is by
mastery of subject matter, not by articulation of what he is.
The line of his growth is laid out for him, as for countless
others in %Lz past by the discipline.

At Level 3 the student must start on mastery of his
discipline before he starts his growth. It is a directed growth.

He is 1nvolved in it more than responsible for it. He is a
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student in the_traditional sense. He isvdefinitely taught,
as well he must. He needs the teaching. And the teacher.
At ;Qvel 2, he needs other different persons and kind

of discussions. He must be ready to present his opinion and
show his sensibility to all the participants who are interested
and responsive in order to bring out their own opinions and the
premises lurking behind them. It is this freely accepted re-
sponsibility, of being answerable and responsive, but also
seeking responsiveness, that is unfamiliar to us but mekes
 possible the reflection that unsettles and teaches us. We are
_argued with, critiéized, questioned, poked right where we are.
It should be unsettling. We should be defensive and irritable,
especially if the questions seem unfriendly or come from a
stranger., Thihking about it afterward, not the engagement
_vitself, produces the insight. And.it helps if we've been upset.
It is true though that the initiative alone does not produce
reflection. It has to be made conscious.

| Learning, then, most likely occurs after we have come
“off the firing line. We are all familiar with that situation
in which we have defended our judgments and prejudices against
attack someWhat irritably; 0f course, we know that we don' t
learn just by being defensive. That can also lead to withdrawal
into our ow.a environment, our at-home place. But we do learn by.
thinking back through criticism, and seeing where we and they
went wrong. And so, ideally, we become diminished. Reduced by

'ingight. Level 3 is the cause of our growth, but Level 2 stunts
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us, hakes dwarfs of us. We see our limits. We come across
many empty generalities.'unconvincing distinctions, plain
blanks at the core of our thinking. Even our principles ere
| discovefed'to hafe little content, or clarity, or distinguish-
ing points. And not much testing by experience. In fact, not
much experiencé. We see that the world is very seldom like
what we think it is or what we want it to be. It is made up
of institutiohs, people, éituations, values, most of which are
not very sympathetic to us. Most often, we are just unknown
to them. We do know more than we can control or meke, even if
that knowlédge is less precise than on Level 4., It needs worke-
ingibn. We know more than what even the traditional disciplines
teach us. We have to know more to get on in the contemporary
wbrld. The task is tb make what we know more conscious.

i The'appropriaté asgociation at Level 2 ‘is the opinion
group. It must be distinguished from friendship groups. It
is not as close as friendship, although it may become go., There
-iBQmoré‘distance, more formality, more public space, less emo-
tional involvémént, less passion, less loyalty, more inhibition
in the opinion grop. It is marked by the modest reserve and
pliant objectivity supportive of worthwhile encounters with
strangers.' In other words, the opinion group starts as dig-
tanée. Equality is inappropriate. No, it is impossible.
Respect is the necessary attitude here., At this level there
_must always be distance, impersonality, feservé, and of course

_preparation for disagreement. It is through conflict that we
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~learn. The aim has to be seen: it is not meking, not control;
ling, not dominating, not expending, not growing. The purpose
is not action of any kind. Rather, we believe that action
results from.the conscious and articulate will of the individual.
His own choice. It is by individual choice that discussion isg
.made act. It is the individual's will that moves him., There-
fore, no one kind of action is necessary or required by the
start of the discussion. The conversation of the opinion group
-does not generate necessary consequences. This separation of
discussion and action is not very practical. Our intent is to
leave diécuSsion to the student. We want to justify the value
of knowledge only by the knowledge it gives. not by the action
it controls, We make the dialogue valuable for itself., We do
not justify it by the action that follows it.

| A difficulty is that what is assumed to be a Level 2
"'discussion~isﬂnot.The Level 2 discussion is very rare. Import-
" ant for its success is the making of distinctions which allow
discussion to move from and beyond each opinion present. These
distinctions, at the least, show the grounds df disagreement,
and, at the best, perfect and focus the diéégreement into new
insights and understanding. The difficulty at Level 2 is
establishing and making effective a structure of authority.
The discussion-made direction. It does not educate if it is
not directed., It is ohly Level 1 which is spontaneous in
inspiration and accidental in accomplishment. The insights of

Level 2 are prepared for.
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The best teacher at Level 2 is one whom all the
participants trust and are willing to have point out failure.
Not too much ruthlessness, though, just enough to encourage
feality. A judicious mixture of intimacy and distance, friend-
ship and impersonality. The gréat advantage of this level is
in the effort to see the other levels as they would see them-
| selves. The conscious effort of Level 2 is Just this: to see
the otherness of things and persons. That which is away from
where we are. Evidently not the effort of Level 1, but even
Levels 3 and 4 are more secure, feel beﬁtqr with their own
kind. They aim to replace opinion or to broaden it, but not
to engage it upon its own terms. 'Level 2 mekes opinion con-
scious of its own premises as well as of its situation and
consequences., Seeing is both the starting poiﬁt anq the end
- point of this level, And it bovers all the space between.

Everyone needs Level 1« And we all have it in some
sense, Personally,'we don't have to have the other three
levels., They aré all contrived. Strictly conventional, not
natural. It is only Level 1 that originates in casual undi-

' rected expression. The upper three require the support of
institututions, skilled teachers or leaders, a hierarchical
structure of abilities, a definitive way of proceeding and
knowing. Each has a different content as it serves different
purposes., Each must be endowed with the proper maferial con-
ditions. Each is in one way or arother coercing its followers,

But Level 2 is the hardest to institutionalize, hardest
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to}staff, hardest to feduce to skills, hardest to find the
conducive atmosphere. It is the most difficuit o bring off,
Often its pursuit depends on pure chance. An accident of the
right person at the place where he can be used. The skills
required are very special. Skills of questioning, encourag-
ing, criticizing, bringing out, pushing and shoving, leading,
withdrawing, trusting, criticizing., Confusion is natural to
it, but it is also one of its most effective means of educating
if used consciously, 1t must always keep in sight of laughter,
For balance and'tolerance.

The skills required are not taught in any of our
colleges or universities. Nor are: they well rewarded, mainly
because the purposes lack étatus among educators. There are
no evident and precise measurable guides by which Level 2 can
be judged or celebrated. The effort to make the student's
opinion viable is hard to assess. There is no concrete opera-
tional theory easily seen and evaluated by professional peers.
No well developed_discipline 10 guide assessment. People often
mistake their ordinary talk inthege very restricted peer groups
for the more probing discussion in opinion groups. When a real
discussion takes place, they consume huge amounts of time and
attention, often without immediately evident results. They
don't seem to‘get anywhere, And pariicipants don't learn at
the time.

The most diffiéult task for participants in the opinion

group is listening. We do it so badly that it produces bad
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questioning.. Discussions become a descriptive effort with no
penetration‘or new insight by either side. We are too pat in
our self-oriented kind of listening to pick up and respond to
cues which mainly reinforce our point of view. We have not
really succeeded in hearing. And s0 we are unable to do the
basic or first things at Level 2.

Level 2 is neglected in our colleges. We pretend to
value it, but we really don't encourage it. We don't educate
of hire or advance iis teachers. Few‘would accept it as an
educational goal; We don't give attention to it. Or meet
together to discuss it. Most teachers feel uncomfortable with
it, evén though the discussion method is approved of, and pro-
_ vided for in most undergraduate curricula. Buf most discussions
are full of beliefs, which are put forward but untouched by other
peliefs. No dialectic. No cooperative working through of prem-
ises, principles, consequences. A

Why should scholars and teachers feel so uncertain and
defensive, and do so poorly at this level? What is the cause
of the failure? It The origin 6f the neglect? For one thing,
the criteria for judging performance are difficult to come by.
But even more difficult to apply. There are standards. There
is a message. There is substance. But how are these rated?
It requires people who differ and wh: are willing and eager to
eXplore that difference. Conventions hold the discussion
together, aim at creafing réspect énd distance, The movement

of discussion is not always clear, and it certainly undoes much
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of the order put into it by convention. Without control,
conversation stutters and fizzles. Iﬁmrambles’around its
subject and its object confusing both., It ig sometimes close

to the line of argument, often some distance off from it.

~ There is the natural tendency to waste time where the aim is

not clear. The obnfusion is mostly due to the necessary mix-
ture of two purposes: +the defining of subject matter and the
penetration of premises and observations of the participants.
Most needed is patience and then laughter,

There are neither professional colleagues nor close
friénds at this level. Nor are there the personnel to staff
it, and it isn't being created. With the absence of friendship,
the encounters of Level 2 are very dependent on trust. Trust
which gets beyond the differences. Trust which encourages the
appearance of one's own individuality.. Conflict is not in
itself sufficient to léarning, and may well destroy trust.
Trust pushes conflict along to discovery. This trust involves
rgspectkand quite a bit of impersonalify to prevent irritability
from developing into too much anger. Last names are more appro-
priate than first nanes. They provide protection for the whole
person, while bringing him forward. This encounteerf strangers
involves saying things that aren't usually said comfortably to
kin and friends. The more intimately and well persons are known

to each other, the more difficulty they have in forming a Level 2

discussion. This closeness is better expressed in silence than

in words. Also, it takes more energy snd cold calculation than
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most of us have to talk with objectivity with those we love.
It is easier to talk this waey with incompletely known persons.
It’is certainly less tiring. But it is strangers who have the
most to teach ﬁs; We are reassured by our loved ones; we are
taught by outsiders. We do need more energy and will, more

curiosity and interest, more resolved purpose to sustain the

latter kind of encounter.

Why is Level 2 at all necessary? Why insist upon it?
It upsets us; it confusps us. It westes our time. It puts us
out of touch with those we love, It can make it very hard to
réturn to them., We spend too much time with strangers. It is
personally painfdl. It requires support by institutions, ex-
perienced teachers, the student himself. Is it natural to

expose oneself to gomething which threatens so directly? It's

hard to say. Certainly, we cannot maintain that conscious

self-analysis is beneficial for all people. The least we can
say is that one should sleep well the night before so as to be
in a good and rested mood for the encounter., It's important to
be-relaxed, and well fed too. The cliaemte should be moderate,
not too hot or cold. Lots of space helps, and a beautiful
setting. Méuntains or seashores are always acceptable. In

fact, it requires all the advantages, not that they cause but

because they enhance the conversaticn. What is most essential

is someome who can ask the right question and mske the necessary
distinction, |

What human quality does Level 2 demand? Empathy: the
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sympathetic penetration and understanding of snother's opinions

end sensibilities., Its something that takes developing,



