THE CIVIC IKTEREST AND THE PURPOSES OF DHEW

Fobert McClintock

Secretory Mathews has asked ume to leave the ivory tower
to spend some time at HEW as e participant observer. iy
function is to look, listen, and comment, primarily on the
efTort to bring conceptual considerations to bear on the
formation of social policy. TEVY is a new world to me. I
have spent eight intense days becoming acquainted with it,
particularly the work of the Secretary and his 0ffice.
¥hat follows is written as an effort to clarify my first
impressions, to conceptuamlize what I have observed in the
hope that it can serve as a talking paper, one that will
lead to discussions through which I can deepen my understanding
of the problens and possibilities of social policy formation.
I start with some neditations on the Manggement Levels Chart.
I look at the chart and focus on Level IIT, CONCEPSUAL (Bubble
Charts); I run throuzh my diverse experiences of the last
fev days and my prior study of the place of thought in &
workd of action; and from it all certain basic questions
oceur to me, whick zive rise to a series of reflections,

In what follows I present two of those questions and the
gist of the refleciions each provokes, dnd I then try to
apply the central c¢oncept that emerges from those reflections
to the five purposes that the Secretary has get for REW.

Juestion Iz

Yhat intellectually, is the process of thinking denoted
by level III on the Management levels Crhart? Wnat ig the
nature of the intellection there descrited as "conceptual™?

 This needs to be thought through in order to desl rirorously

with the question that seéms to be on thé minds of many—how . -4

dosa level III relate to levels 1I and I?

Reflections I1:

This question raises the basic provlem of the relationa

betveen thought and zction. The fundam
against is the nearly universal presuap
arplication of thought to action must v
and prograumatic., This fallacy is late
Management Levela Chart is ¢rawn, with
the conceptual through fY£ planning to
avoid this error, the firast step shouls
conception of how thought relates to =

In the tecknieszl, programmatic an
action, the principle of causality is -
the causes that give rise to a manifes
& program that will intervene in that .
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the problem; and one then implements the program, In this
techniecal relation between thought and action, the relation
astarts with thought and proceeds to action, and the relation

is limited in time, in that it starts, operates, and concludes.

We can com.lement the causal, technical relation between
thouzht and action with a reciprocal, humanistic relatian,
in which the principle of commmity or reciprocity--all
things are interrelated and in reciprocal interaction--is
paramount. One acts and becomes concerned to perceive the
implications of this action when all pertaining to it is
considered in interrelation; one elucidates through inquiry
and criticisn, intuition and reITection, all that may be at
atake; and one ends wi th a deeper, more comprehensive
awareness of what it is that one is doing, and thus with

a more humane, pruodent basis for judgment, In this reciprocal

relation of thought and action, the relation is &imultaneous,

founded on action ax perceived in thought, and the relation
is not limited in time, in that it exists contimiously as
longz as actions are urderway or contemplated.

This distinction goes back to the ancient Greeks and
can be seen to emerze dimly in pre-Socratic philosophy.
Thales and his follcwers initiated the tradition of ceusal
analysis in natural philosophy with a primitive search
for the stuff frem which the universe is generated—water,

air, earth, fire. ZHeraclitus, while not complately renouncing
interest in causalities, nevertheless firmulated the principle

of reciprocitye=m"that which is wise is one, to understand
the purpose that steers all things throughf all things"--

and he began to use it in an effort to illuminate significance.

In classical Greek philosophy, Socratea, insofar as we know
him through Plato, wholeheartedly embraced the principle of
reciprocity, and used it as the basis of his interrogations,
in which he systematically showesd that those adept with
causalities, those adept at doing things, were nevertheless
deficient 1n their uiderstanding of what it was that they
were doing. Plato, keenly aware of the danger g# the the
polity of power unchecked by understanding, devoted himself
to creating a conceptual apparatus by which men of practiee
might learn how to an:wer soundly the Socratic questions.
There, to my mind, the creative impetus in Greek philosophy
ended, and Aristotle, with immense dedication and ability,
initiated a long era of conceptual consolidation, in which
the distinction between causality and community was not
loat, but was left somewhat blurred.

In modern epistemology, the distinction was greatly
clarified by Immanuel Kant in his Critique of Pure Reason,
if one can speak of clarification through a work so opaque.
In an important section Kant contended that thinking about
phenomena, experience, depended on ocur capacity to draw
connecticns between them, and that threef fundamental, a
priori rules controlled how we drew connections between
phenomena, These he called the "Analogies of Experience,"
the first of which was the principle of permanence-~"in all

change of appearances substance is permanent." This analogzy
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provides the fouidation for thinking, asserting that there
is something about which to think, but it tells 1l#ttle
about how the thinking should proceed, That is the function
of the second and third analogies. In time, phenonepa can
be represented either in succession or in coexistance.

Vhon phanomena are represonted in succession YMEY/HAEE/ ¥4
YUK/ AY MY connections between them are made by means of
tha principle of production, the iaw of cousality: "all
alterations teke place in conformity with the law of the
ronnection of cavse and effect.” When phenomena are repre-
sented in coexistence, connections between them are made by
means of the principle c¢f comunity, the law of reciorocity:
"all substance3, in so far as theg can be perceived to
coexist in dpace, are in thoroughgoing reciprocity.”" The
technical, programmatic applicatiom of thought to action
#Ii’ﬁf!/ﬁﬂ#fﬂf/ﬁﬁ/ﬁ‘ﬁ/ﬂx‘ﬁw/éﬁd}l’.dé#/ﬁd/}fdﬁﬂs'fz’#
FEfIAeLidd/ A IEAL ¢ applies the former analogy, the
principle of preduction, to the precess of causation; the
humanistic, re¥lective application applies the latter
analogy, the principle of community, to the web of mmtuhl
interactiona.

Reciprocal, hmmaniatic thinking is not on alternative
to technicul thinking; and equally, technical, causal
thin'dng is not an alternative to humanistic thinking. As
Xant indicated, both modes can be applied to efery phenomenon,
depending on whether the phenomenon is secA as succeeding
from end to znother or as ccexisting with others, My thesais
in this paper rests an the conviction that thought in relation
to action will hove the greatest human value, will be most
sound, when the two systems are both fugctioning filly in
mutual reinforcement, Technical, causal thinking gives
rise to actions, which become the accation for humanistic,
reciprocal refleftion; reciprocal reflection makes manifest
new problems, igplications, pessibilities, which become the
occasion for ths techiical refinsment of existing actions
and the causal initiation of new onas.

In recent decades, thinking about social policy in
America nccording to the law of causality has bescome highly
developed and very effective, but very little serious
thinking according to the law of reciprocity has been done.
That is the essence of tho present popular malaise: we have
learned how to set in motian vast sceial programs, but we
do not have the conceptual means to explain to those involved
in the programs, directly and indirectly, the human signi-
ficance of them when all things are taken togethser. As I
see it, the current concern in HEW for "level IIIL," the
concaptual, is a concern to revitalize humanistic, reciprocal
refledtion with respect to soeial policy, 30 that it can
better com;.ement the technical, causal thinking that has
bacome dominant in recent decades in the consideration of
sofial policy.

With these reflections as a preliminary, the following
bubble chart can be used to illustrate the ideal relationship
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between level III and levels II and I. (See figure 1}

Two features of this diagram should be noted. First,
it depicts the conceptual, not as a level jf as in the
Management Levels Chart, but as a fisld of concern that
surrounds the dechnical process of applying thcught to
action. The verticle flow along a downward axis of time
represents the bechnical process of policy formation and
implementation, the planning-programming-budgeting system.
Each particular matier paszes through that techmical procsss
of eausal analysis and action always localized in time, but
in doing so, it is continuously within the field of conceplual
concern, the intent of which is to illuminate significance
through AEEiXY#dX reflection based on the principde of
reciprocity, taking each matter in interrelatioaship with
as many others as possible. Ideally, this humanistic,
reciprocal rellection that camprises the conceptual field
khould have a function with respect to sach matter at
every point as it passes through the techmical process,

By contipuouslz illnminating the significances in questicn,
the conceptual field draws im ut int the PP5 system. Once
a matter is in that system, it informs the decisions to be
made in that process with a heightened awareness of all
that may be at steke., And thea, as a matier becomes
operational, the conceptual field comtributes to the etfec-~
tivenesas of the operation by clarifying the why and the
wherefore of the cperation to operators, clients, and
public: hence all inveolved can better act, nol only according
to the regulations, but also with a personal understanding
of the rationzle of the regulations.

Second, the diagram describes the idezl situation,
which is schematized by having all the imputs actually
reach the annual plenning and budgeting component. This
is of course utopian, for in real experience many potential
imputs do not get taken into account; but it is justifiable
as a representation of khat migzht be spproximated were the

e tectnicalf applicatien of thought to actiocn surrcunded by

a fully developed field of reciprocal, conceptual concern.
The conceptual field functions, not genetically, but
teleokogicallz; it culminates, not with instructions,

but with interpretations; it contributes, not specification,
but coprdination, With the techlmical process of policy
formation surrounded by a field of conceptual concern,

there is greater ground for depicting tha technical as

if it functioned ideally. The P8 system can functicn

with or without the concegptual field, but with that field,

it will function, not necessariby more FFfFLIFEYY efficiently,
but more effectively. The field will capture potential
imputs, channeling them towards the PI'D cycle by illuminating
their potential significane for it. The field wiil make
planning more purposeful by keeping paramount the ultinate
human goals to be served through the ends in view. Thse

field will create an arema of action in which diverse

efforts ars betier coordinated and less is lost in mindless
cross-purpo3ded by endowing those acting with a better
understanding of YULLE/DMALY{HAE what is implicated in their




actions., BA/AALYIALYTYY A conceptual field based on
reciprocal thinking can thua have a powerful fuuctionality

with respect to action: that is the basis for Secretary
Mathews oft reiterated assertion "that ib% has been the
better (or different) view, not the batter technique, that
has historicallz solved our major probleas,”

In sum, then, on asking what, intellectuallp, the
process of thinking dentoed by levei III is, I have aunsdwered
that £t is humanistic thinlkdng based on the principle of
reciprocity, the principle that all ¥things are interrelated
and mutually interact, that the significance and value of
things is to be understood by comprehending their inter-
relationships and interactions, Understanding the conceptual
in this way, it should be seen as a field of councernf -
surrounding the technical process of forming social policy,
impinging on that process with a heightened awareness at
every stage.

Such thinking easily becomes diffuse, sicoting off
every which way. Wwhen &1l things are talan as mterrelated
and interacting, discussion easily bascomes disorganized, for
everything in sSome way or other seems relevant, making it
hard for a cent:r of concern to emerge ¢ endure, The
cormunity of social critics tends to be : aarcide, each
eritic preferring to be a party of cne. Jiis is why
humanidtie thinking has in past decades : xilcod Lo perform
its proper fuirction with respect to soeii & »elliey: instead
of forming itnto a iield of concern surro: © g the techmical

formation of social policy, humanistic, ;- ‘procal reflection
has degenerated into a plasma of dissoci:i ', inccherent
concerns that bounca randcmly off ome an—. -, ‘ncavable

of forming a field of concern suzroundm wyshing, let
alone something as complex as social pol .

An altermative to this situatiom wi’l. » = Ze easily

created. It is not scmething that has ¢ o thrcugh

- a lack of concern: sccial policy i3 cre -~ ¢ urimery
topics of reflective criticism. Nor is « ... hing that
has come about through deficient orgeni:z - «ge thinkding
reflectively about social policy are ree iciu ;i3 supported
and have many outlets for their wiews, - u:- .« sitnation
seems to have came about through a conce .« ‘Lenoey: there
is no criterion, no norm, shared by mosi . . 0 are
thinking reflectively =about soeial poli.. & ST can
related their views to one anotnerd. i . 455

second basic gquestion.

Question II:

What, substantively, is the concep:
conceptual reflections into a coherent .. .
one that can surround the technical pio - _ i
ation and impinge upon it &t every point -
be thought through in order to knit toge .- oo
perzons who have the qualities needed t¢ =~ - . e,
conceptual reflection to bear constructi . ioooldcy.




Reflectjons II:

A conceptual field of concern will come into being
when diverse person3 with capacities for humanistic,
reciprocal thinking, for thinking about things in their
interrelationships and interactions, address themselves
for a sustained time to & common concern. By a common
concern, I do net mean a particular problem, but rather
e shared way of framing questions about diverse particular
problems, Likewise, I do not mean that gll will address
particular problems on the same lsvel of generality, for
a common ceoncern, to be truly common, must be such that
it can deal with the universal and the particular and a1l
in between,

With respect to policy formation, what is most impor-
tant in this common concern is, functionally, that it
provide a middle range of reflection where the particular
and the universal meet and interact, ending the present
isolations in which reflection on universals is largely
a self-contained art unto itsel f and action on particulars
cpmes largely sd hoc as practical men respond to sxigencies,
Such a middle range linking uaiversal and particular will
not come into being simply through wishful thinking: it
must be created and can be created only by using the
appropriate intellectual tools, the proper ccncepts,

Thus, if & field c¢f humenistic concern, coneern for the
reciprocities in 2117 things, can come into being around
social policy formation, it will do so because persons
with the requisite intellectual capacities come together
by USPA$ basing their Warious endeavors on a shared
concept, one that orpganizes their diverse reflections

into a chherent reglm of discourse, illuminating what

is at stake in social policy. The question at hand, hence,
is amply, what can that concept be?

A sta.rt. touard an answer to thls quest.ion might be

- = made by looking at an area analozous to social policy, : S

lectual processes that give rise to foreign policy are
ideal, I would suggest that they kore nea?ly approximate
those schematized in figure 1 then do those producing
social policy. In particular, there is a field of con-
cern surrounding the bechnical formation of foreign
policies that is reflective and reciprocal in character,
taking as many things as posaible in interrelationship,
centering on the concept of the national interest, con-
tinuously seeking to define thgt interest with respect

to inputs, plans, and 0perat10n3. In foreign policy for-
mation, those who come together in a shared concern for
defining the national mterest do not always agree f£A/¥¥d
ﬁ!‘ﬁﬂi{#ﬁ/ F2/dfiA in their interpretation of it, but
they do generally agree on the importance of def:.mng

it and of bringing the concept to bear on technical policy
formation at every point. This has made reasonably pro-
ductive ZiA}{gA¢ 1inks poasible between the realms of
public leadership, executive action, and scholarly re-




Reflections II:

A conceptual field of coacern will cume into belag
when diverse persons with capacities for hwsanistic, reciprocal
thinking, for thinking about things in their interrsistionships
ana interactions, address themselves for a sustained btime to a
commea concern, If a field of mmanistic concern can ccme into
being around 3ocisl policy formation, it will do s0 because
persons wiuh the regquisite intellectusl capacities cowe together
bilrough a shared coancern {or sqme concept thai organizea their
ddverse reflsctions into & coberent realm of aiscourse, one
that illmainates what is at stake in soclal policy. [fhe
gueation at hand, thus, is simply, what can that concept be?

A stabt toward an answer to this question might be
made by looking at an area analogous Lo Social poliicy,
namely foreign pelicy. Without suggesting that the iatel-
lectual processes that zive rise to foreign policy are
ideal, I would suzgest vhat they more nearly approwcimate
that achematized ia figure 1 than do those producing social
poiicy. In particular, there is a field of concern sur-
rounding the techmical formation of foreign policiaes that
is reflective aad reciprocal in character, taking as many
things as posaible in interrelatloasivip, centering on the
roneept of the national interesi, contimmously seeking Lo
Gefine that intereat with reppect to inputs, plans, and
operations. In foreign policy formation, those who come
together in a shared concera for defining the national
interest do not always agree in their interpretation of
it, bul thay do generally agree on the imporlance of defining
it and of 5Sringing the concept to bear on techmicel policy
formation at every point. Preseatly, social podicy receives
a3 much, if not mors, reiflective attention as does foreign
policy, but with 3ociel policy, those atiendinz to it have S e e T e e
_ no central concept, like tiue naticnal intirest, with which
‘they caan create a coherent discussion as they seek io |
work out their disaygreements over its meaning and application,

An obvious candidsie for this analogue is ™he public
interesat," but it seens to me te be sn inadequate candidata,
The "public", like the "mation," is an abstract coliectivity,
bul unlike the "nation”, which in its relations with other
nations can be given fairly concrete meaning, the "public”
genserallz reamains abdtract snd the “publiic interest’ can
mean just about anything to anyona; consequently discussions
centering on it tend towards incohesrence. A proof, significant
if not systemmatic: whereas scholarly suthorities on inter-
national relatians make central and preductive use of the
concept of "national inbterest " acholars concerned with
domestic politics characteristically discount ithe concept
of "public interest" as asubstanceless, of significance only
a3 a rhetorical device in the pursuit of power. Thus, David
irupan wrobte in his influential work, Tiie Governmental Procesa,
in developing a group interpretation of politica..., we do
not need to account for a totally inclusive interest, becauss
one does not exist,” (p. 5!)




: flection. Presently, social policy recelves as much,

( if not more, rellective attention as does foreign

policy, but with social policy, those attending to it

have no centrnl concept @€/ such as the national

interest with wirich they cen create a coherent, pro=
ductive discussion as they sesk to work ocut their disagree-
ments over its meaning and application.

An obviocus candidate for this analogue is "the public
interest,” but it seems to me to be an inadequate candi-
date. The public, like the natiaon, is an abstract collec-
tivity, but urlike the nation, which in its relestions with
other nations can be given fairly concrete mezning, the
public generally remsins abstract and the public interest
can mean just about anything to anyone; consequently dis-
cussions centering on it tend towards inccherence. A proof,
significant if not systemmatic: whereas scholarly authorities
on intermational rélations make central and productive use
of the concept of national interest, scholara concerned
with domestic politics characteristically discount the
concept of public interest as substanceless, of significance
only as a rhetarical device in the pursuit of power. For
instance, Daxid Truman, in his influential book, The Govern-
mental Process, suggested that "in developing & group
interpretation of politics..., we do not need to account
for a totaelly inclusive interest, because one does not

( exist.” (p. 51)

Truman denied an ™inclusive" interest, and that pre
cisely i3 the problem with the public interest--~people
haye interests, abstractions do not. It is no accident
that the national interest works as a concept primarily
in gf foreign policy, in which the nation can be locked
at as an entity acting among other entities, concretely
as a fintional persom, not as an abstraction. To find a
social equivalent for the concept of national interest,

--one needs to. search for a concrete interest that psople _ ,
- feel; one needs ¥¢, not an imclusive public interest, -
but an essential interest that cach person has concerning
the arrangements through which he lives with others.
Men uhiversally have =ntered into civic arrengements WZ/
with one another, AAAYH£S and the intereat we seek to
define--let us call it "the civic interest"--is the
interest that people universsliy have in the civic arran-
gements, of one sort or another, that they make, If such
& universal interest can be specified, a fundamental norm
for judging the quality of civic arrangements will have
been defined, af fundamental, formal norm, gA€/ALLIIFA¥IE
let us stress its formality: based on a universal Iinterest,
it will be, by itself, devoid of particular content; thus
it will be applicable to all civic arrangements and the
substantive determinant of none. Its wvalue will result,
( not from its capacity to lay down whab is to be done,
- which as a formal norm it cannot do, but from its usefulness
ad a standard against which the comparative worth of com—
peting empirical alternatives for action can be judged.




At this point, it is important briefly to make peace
with the heritage of political theory, language isd a
deficient carrier of truth, and there are deficiencies
in the linguistic formulation of all political theories,
yet there are certain human truths behind each, even the
rost perniciously formulated. What I want here to try
to formulate, inevitably imperfectly, is yet another
attempt to state the lman truth behind those previous
formulations, It owes a great deal to them, and on some
other occasion I might try to sho how it relates to the
kernal of truth embodied in them—+to the concept of justice
in ancient political theory, particularly in Plato; to the
concept of the soecial contract in the early modern critics
of natural law, particularly in Hobbes, Locke, and Rousseau;
to the concept of the state in the political theory of
idealism, particulary in Hegel and Fichte; to the concept
of human self-realization in the diverse sirends of modern
historiciem, particularly in those running from Marx to
Maop, from Nietzsche to Sartre and Cemus, from Goethe and
Heine to Brecht, Lukacs, end Bloch, from Dilthey to Ortega
and E1lunl, from Marx and Freud to Horkeimer, Adorno, Mar-
cuse, and Fromm, from Montesguieu to Jefferson to Dewey.
None of these diverse thinkers, to my knowledge, uses the
term "civic interest," yet each in one way or ancther
recognizes a norm in humen affairs, and whatever it is
called, what is importent here is to grasp the concept
of that nowm.

Humans are too protean, their relations to complex,
for their lives together to be governed by fixed formulationms,
be those formlations laid down by instinct or authority.
The proposition that man by nature is a political animal
asser’s that man is by nature so complicated that each
person ‘has the problem of governing himself in the midst
of his fellow3, that each person in his own unique vay
~ finds his conduct in relation to others to.be a problem

" that he must, for better or for worse, deal.with psrsonally.

The most degraded and enslaved person is never under abso-
Jute control, an automaton totally governed by another;

the most abused prisomer must copa with his master, col-
laboreting, adapting, resisting as his will and the con-
straints interact. Governsncg is the intsraction of will
and conatraint, and the primary form of gevernance is
self-governance, the interaction of the person's will

with the concrete constraints of his surroundinga, COther
forms of govarnance extend the capacity for s=zl1f-governance
of the persons who partake in those forms, creating collective
wills to deal with collective constraints., This coliective
will in its diverse manifestations becomes an important
constrzint impinging on the personal will of esch individual,
sometimes putting extremely difficult demands on the person's
capacity for self-governance, Cfonversely, the personf's
will can become a powerful constraint impinging on the
collective will, scnetimes putting dverwhelming demands on
the group's capacity for governance., The civic interest

is the norm inherent in this conjunction of wills, personal
and collective, ezdh appearing as a constraint impinging on



the othar. As this inherent nomm, the civic interest /|
formally controls the responsibilities of the persom
towards the group sand the group towards the person:

the persomn shomld act, whatever the particulars of his
actians, in such & way that he preserves and perfects ;
the capacity for governance possessed by the sroups in |;
which he partakes, and the group should sct, whatever |
the particulars of its actions, in such a wsy that it |
preserves and perfects the capacities for self-guovern- [
ance possessed by those who partake in it.

That, formal:y statedp is the norm of civic rele-
tionships, the civie interest. If in apylication it is
to prove significant, it mst prove waluable in illum-
inating four classes of situations. It should clarify
how groups should treat persons when the persons are
respecting the civic interest on the one hand and abusing
it on the other, and it should illuminate how persons
shoudd treat groups when the groups are respecting the
civic interest and when they are abising it. Thus if
the concept of the civic interest is to prove applicable
it must prove itself by illuminating the foem classaic
troblem® of political theory, the two positive problems,
that of determining the duties of the citizen toward the
state and that of establishing the responsibilities of
the state toward the citizen, and the two negative pro-
blems, that of determining the stat's power of enforce-
ment when persons sbuse the civic interest, and that of
establishing the person's right gf to resist and rebel
when the state abuses the civic interest.

To follow these four problems through all their
ramifications would take us ¥gg far too far afield.
Instead, let us restate the concept of the civic interest
8lightly to bring it to bear on the problem of sccial
policy formationm, and then perhagﬂ we can test its .
_applicability in that area by seeing whether it is useful

" 4n illuminating the five questions put to HEW by Secretary

Mathews in the "Planning Guidance Memorandum—1976,"

Social policy should, whatever its particulars, be con-
sistent with the civic interest. Since social policy
concerns ways in which the collectivity impinges upon
person3 and groups, it means that sccial policy should,

in 211 its particulars, function to preserve and perfect
the capacities gf/¥Yg#éd that people possess for sefl-gover-
nance in its largest sense, meaning responsible personal
participation in the full renge of the common life, both
formally governmental and informally commnal., Social
policy should act, whatever the particulars of its actions,
in a way that enlarges the capacities for self-governance
possessed by those it influences: that is the civic interest
in social pelicy.

With this concept ef the eivie interest, a field of
reflective, reciprocal amcern can surrouid the techmical
formation of social policy. Social actions in heslth,
education, welfare, commerce, business, labor, housing,
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agriculture, urban affairs, transportation, ard so on,
should serve the civic interest, that is, they should
enhancz the czpaclty for versomal and collective self-
governance that each person poeszesses. Insofer as social
actions lead to the desgradeotion of thet capseity, they are
deficient actions, contrary to the civiec interest, ne
matter how effective they are a3 means to the immediate
ends in view, BSurrounding the technical formaticn of

the pelicies that guide those action, a ccommon concern,

a reflective éoncertual field should emerge, tzking =211

in interrelatiomship and interzction, contiruously illumin-
ating how the diverse actions taling place ,fH/ 1AL/ Yd
HELTIAL [ATUA L LXOAL | 0l T LA R [ A48/ BN EE A tdpd b
FOETAL/OPXEES {/¢dAYY planned, or contelplated in health,
education, welfare, and other areas, géf¥fTIHyd/id/ddd

may contribute to or dstract from ths ability of the people
involved to conduct, perscnally and ecollectively, their
Yives in respcnsible antonory. Let us see how these pro-
positions might spply to the five cancerns Secretary Mathews
has emphasjzed for HEW,

AQE l i chtiggﬁ H



