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To: Members of the Department
From: Robbie McClintock
Subject: Possible strategy for developing the Department

At our meetings last March 29 and April 2, I presented scome data sug-
gesting that the Division had been affected more deeply than moat parts of
the College by the general contraction that has gone on during the paat five
years or so. In the disousaion during the first meeting, it became clear
that in order to do anything constructive about this situation, the Depart-
ment needs to develop a strategy for making an effective case ftor ita in-
terests in the College. Since then I have spent some time reflecting on how
we might develop such a strategy. It seems to me that the basic problem
facing the College is a deficlency of income and that the only way the
Division can really hope to escape enduring indefinitely with a ateady-state
budget, or worse, in a condition of unending oconstriction, is by being able
to show in hard figures that we can inorease the amount of income we draw to
the College in the form of tuition and grants. Hence, a2 search for a
strategy seemed to me to resolve itself into a search for a strategy by which
the Division can increase the income it draws to the College without compro-
mising its scholarly standards and intelleoctual integrity. In response to
Harold Koah's request for lettera in conjunction with his review of the
Division Directorship, 1 outlined my views on the situation at aome length,
stressing the view that our claim to further resources should be based con a
demonstrated capacity to inorease the income we draw to the College and
indicating three positive courses which the Division might pursue in an
effort to generate more resources for itself and the College. In what
follows, I want to state as a position paper, somewhat more fully than I did
to Harold Moah, the three possibilities that have ococurred to me for inoreasing
our income and thus for laying & groundwork for future dynamism in the
Division. I do not think these three posaiblities are exhaustive, or neces-
sarily the best conceivable possibilities, but I do hope that by putting them
before us, they will stimulate action, either on the lines they sketch out or
on other lines that emerge from the discussion of them.

To me, whatever we do, we should do because we believe in its intsllec-
tual and pedagogiocal worth. At the present junctures, however, it does not
seem possible to mobllize resources for doing something poaitive without
providing a good budgetary justification for them. Such bugetary Jjustifi-
ocation will be couched either as a matter of controlling costa or of in-
ocreasing income. Controliing costs will almost always be negative; the
budgetary foundation for a positive set of purposes will need to be set on a
demonstrated or highly probable ability to increase income. Hence it scems
to me that in looking for positive initiatives, intellectual and pedagogical,
that we can now take, we have to limit ourselves to initiatives that promise
an increase of income to the College. Hence the fundamental question: How
can the Division increase the inoome it draws to the College? There are two
basic ways we draw income: tuition and grants. Let us lock at each in
turn.
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Tuition: The College keeps fairly good figures of tuition income by Division
and Department., These are calculated by 1) Tuition from Department majors,
Courses in the Department; 2) Tuition from Department majors, Courses not in
the Department; 3) Tuition from Studente not majoring in the Departsent; W)
Total tuition to T.C. from Department majors (Items 1+2}; and 5) Total
tuition to the Department from all students (Items 1+3}.%® For Division I,
items 1, 2 and 4 are proportionaltely low, depending on our own majors; items
3 and 5 are proportionately high, reflecting the service function we perform
in the College. An argument that through our service courses we actually
account for more of the College's income than our budget amounts tc in
expenses 1a a good basis for justifying our existence at our present base,
but 1if we try too hard to use increases in our service course enrollments as
a basis for budget increases, we are likely to put ocurselves in an advesary
poaition vis-a-vis other Divisions. Certainly we should seek to maintain
items 3 and 5, and if poasible, cause them to increase. But I would argus,
however, that for purposes of demonstrating our ability to increase the
income we draw to the College, item U4 and its componentz 1 and 2, are the
most significant, and since we have never sought to do much to expand 1t, we
may be able to increase it rather dramatically without compromising what
presently we do well.

Tables 15A, 15B, and 15C in the "Budget Look 1976% show enrollments by
degrees and by departzents from 1967-68 through 1975-76. For our Department
they are as follows:

67-8 68«9 69=-70 70=1 T1=2 72=3 7T3=4 Th=5 756

MA/MS 90 109 83 90 67 56 56 70 42
EdHM 0 0 0 0 g 0 0 0 0
EdD/PhD - 122 131 125 125 128 139 140 164

From this it 1s quite clear that our dooctorzl enrollment has been increasing,
our masters enrollment dacreasing. It does not seem to me aocund to try to
increase significantly the tuition we draw to the College by dramatically
increasing our dooctoral enrcllments; some programs could perhaps benefit from
& few more students, but not so many that through such expansion we could
significantly change the total tuition tec TIC from Department majors. To do
that through the doctoral program would mean the sacrifice of standards and
we would risk in & few years glutting employment markets with poorly qualified
graduates. It does, however, seem worthwhile to consider whether there are
ways in which we oan validly increase our maaters enrcllments. If we could
bring our MA/MS enrollment up te 100 and develop an EdM enrollment of 25,
assuming each enrollment is 16 points per year at $129 per point, we would
add & bit over $155,000 to our performance on Item 4, total tuition to TC
from Department majors (which would mean an increase of 60% on Item 4§ rela-

% Here are the figures given for us in the "Budget Book 1976":

1972=-T3 1973~-7T4 1974=-T5 1975-76
1 Tuit. from Dept. majors (Crs. in Dept.) 85,374 100,992 143,955 135,486
2 Tuit. from Dept. majors (Crs. not in Dept.) 92,535 99,456 140,595 120,744
3 Tuit. from students not majoring in Dept. 625,611 538,368 511,245 612,846
4§ Total tult. to TC from Dept. majors (1+2) 179,909 200,448 284,550 256,230
5 Total tuit. to Dept. from all students (1+3} 710,985 639,360 655,200 748,332
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tive to what it was in 1975-76). Eefore suggesting possible ways this might
be done, however, I want to speak briefly to an important reason why we
should perhaps pot try to do anything to increase our masters level enroll-
meot, for 1t glves a key to what we might do.

As things stand, we have six, speparate, very zmall masters programs;
we reacognize that these degrees have next to no market value for thelr
reciplenta; we find the masters programs in each disoipline hard to integrate
with our doctoral programs: consequently, in effect, each dlscipline runs, 1f
1 can use such a strong word, an all-departmeéental masters program, usually
giving it minimal attention. So far we have generally concluded from these
conditions that it is proper to discourage masters level work in the Depart-
ment and that drumming up interest in a degree with no market value would be
unethical in itself and distract from our real work of doctoral instruction.
To me, suoh reasoning has muoh merit, but I would like to see whether these
conditions that have so far led us to discourage masters level work might not
be turned into grounds for developing a different kind of masters program,
one that might be quite ethical to encourage and one that might prove to be a
useful way of recrulting good students to our doctoral programs. So, let us
turn the disadvantages of the present situaticn into advantages: numerous
people seeking oontinuing education are doing so, not to invest in thelr
careers narrowly defined, but in search of broad, personal development; for
them the Lepartment could offer a first-rate, non-vocaticnal, Departmental-
wide masters program, which could be run with relatively little interfererce
with our doctoral programs. Since such students are often very intelligent
and imbued with a love of learning, such a program would, however, provide a
good source from which our doctoral programs might recrult first-rate pros-
pects. Furthermore, some of the courses that might be developed for 3uch a
program might be highly attractive as service courses, and it would thus help
to meintain and expand our non-Departmental enrollment,

what might such s program be 1like? 1t should not, 1 would argue, sia-
ply be run in a lalssez faire manner in which atudents take any thirty-two
points they like from the Department and the College. Inatead, it would seem
to me better were 1t highly structured, with a definite educational goal,
with a carefully controlled admisalons proceas, with a curriculum built
partly from existing offerings frow across the Department and partly from new
offerings specially designed for it, with periodic meetings of its staff and
students, and with speclal publicity for 1t as a distinct and unique program,
The assumptions on which 1t could be bullt might be put roughly as follows:
education is a basle human experience in which all people are in one way or
another inveolved; many who do not aegek qualification as profeasional edu-
cators nevertheleas feel drawn to understanding the phenomena of education
more clearly; for them, the Department can develop a sclid masters program,
comprising carefully selected lecture courses, colloquia, and a apecial
seminar, through which the student can appropriate the fundamental insights
into education available through the humanities and the social sciences.
Such a program could be run well, I think, without putting an undue burden on
the time of all the members of the Department if a little care and imagina-
tion were used 1n its organization, HRather than spreading advisement over
everyone, this funotion should probably be centralized and dorie in conjunc-
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junction with required colloquia or seminaras--whoever gives those should
automatically have the participants as advisees, and since the program would
be highly structured, this function would probably evolve into a tutorial
relationship.

A further matter that might be conaldered in relation to the possibility
of suoh a program: it may be possible for the Department to get a fairly
elzeable grant in order to develop it. In particular, the Hational Endowment
for the Humanities offera Program Grants, for which we qould make a strong
application with such a program. These grante are deacribed in the Annual
Regiater of Grant Support: 1976-77, #1162, as follows: PTYIPE: Grants de-
signed to revitalize instruction through the development of a new prograsm or
series of courses in some area of the humanities that lifts the academio
disciplines from the narrow confines of existing departmental structures and
places them in a wider context. Whether programs are devised to deal with
historical eras, regionas or areas, concepts of major values, or some new
perception of the human condition, the prinoiple of organization should be
comprehensive and related to the continuing insights of the humanitiea, kot
a mere increase in course offerings, but a program which suggeats critical
re~examination of the content, organization, and method of presentation of
the humanities is expected. FPURPOSE: To assist inatitutions of higher
learning to enhance the vitality, influence, and attraction of the humanities
as a major area of the ocurriculum.... FINANCIAL DATA: NEH funding for
Program Grants may not exceed $180,000 over a three-year period.¥ Congreas
hes defined the humanities for the Endowment broadly, specifying that it
includes, but is not limited to "language, both modern and classical; lin-
guistics; literature; history; jurisprudence; philoscphy; archeoclogy; compar-
ative religion; ethics; the history, coriticiam, theory, and practice of the
arts; and the study and application of the humanities to the husan environ-
ment with particular attention to the relevance of the humanities to the
current conditions of national life." The Endowment states that it ia
authorized "to support social science projects as well, as long as such
projects employ the methods and share the oconcerns of the humanities,® which,
for our Department, with a program such as here contemplated, would seam to
me surely to bes the case. Were we to apply successfully for such a grant it
would enhance the visibility of the Department and enable us to develop a new
source of tuition at no financial risk to the College. If the idea of sugh a
program seems valid to the Department, the best way to proceed would seem to
be to assign to one of us responaibility for developing it, with the clear
undersatanding that that peraon's responsibility would be to organize the
effort of those interested in participating in the program; it is not the
kind of program that oan succeed, however, {f only one or twoc membera of the
Department are willing to put some work into it.

A second way in whioh we might increase our enrollment on the masters
level is through the judiciocus development of of EdM programs. The same
reasons that have inhibited our developing the MA have also inhibited the
EdM. The way around these binds with the EdM seem to me to be somewhat more
diffioult than with the MA, yet {t seems all the same potentially worth
pursuing. The basiqg problem with & the EdM, as with the MA, is that it lacks
any significant market value to its prospeotive recipient. I de not think
that the strategy with the MA of reaching out to those intereated in per-
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sonal, not profesasional, development would take us far with the EdM. If we
are to find a way of developing the EdM in the Department, we will need, I
think, to find a way to give it some market value. This 1 do not think we
could do sclely from within the Dspartment, but we might be able to do it
very well in cooperation with other Departments. It would seem to me that,
for instance, an EdD in Educational Administration might have greater market
value to its recipient were it combined with an EdM in Politics and Education
or Economios and Education than it would have by itself. If this were the
case, it might be in the interest of the Department of Educational Adminis-
tration to develop in cooperation with us such a package, for doing so would
anhance their ability to draw good students. Se¢ too, the attractiveness of
EdD's offered in diverse Departments throughout the College might be much
enhanced for prospective students were it possible to combine them with EdMs
in one or another of our diasciplinary fields. Thus I can imagine, for
instance, an EdD in Curriculum Theory packaged with an EdM in Philosophy and
Education or hiatory an Education, or an EdD in Home and Family Life or
Health Education packaged with an EdM in Anthropology and Education or
Soclology and Education. Developing such EdM's would take a good deal of
negotiation and I am not sure whether a good EdM degree program could be
developed in each area without it somehow interferring with doctoral instruc-
tion. 3Such questions would have to be resolved through extensive disous-
sions. 1 have informally broached the idea with Dale Mann, and his reaction
was positive in principle, although he was alert to possibile difficulties in
working out the detalls. From the Department's point of view the basic
consideration--whether such a program ocould be developed within each discip-
line without interferring with the discipline's doctoral prograp--is a
concrete question that might be worth the various sections of the Department
considering. If the results of such considerations are positive, it might be
worth our approaching other Departments with concrete proposals. Such, as 1
seg it, developing a non-profesaional MA program and working out cooperative
EdM and EdD packages with other Departments, are two ways we might increase
the tuition we draw to the College, and insofar as we can increase the
tuition we draw, 1 think we create a good basis for arguing for increases in
our budget., The other basic way we have to increase the income we draw to
the College is through grants. Let us turn to thess.

Grapnts: As with program, we tend to look at grant possibilitiea in a frag-
mentary way, each discipline going after what it can get on its own grounds.
As long as we do this, it seems to me, we will have a great deal of diffi-
culty really coming together as an interdisciplinary center of inquiry and
our shared intellectusl life, as represented in occasions such as the Depart-
mental Colloquium, will remain without foous and ritualistic. I would argue
further that by sach discipline geing it alone, frequently with each faculty
sember goling it alcne, we end up attracting far less grant money than we
could if we drew together and had in common one really large project, which
would provide us all with one truly visible, prestigiocus, significant um-
brella, beneath which we could all, individually and collectively, pursue
grants, perhapa with more succeas than at present. Hence, I want to propose
that the Department seriously consider developing a common research program
for which we seek large-scale funding. I do not, of course, mean to suggest
that participation in such a project, were it to be developed, should be
mandatory for all members of the Department. 1 do suggest, however, that the
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project be looked at as a major Lepartmental commitment, one that ocan come
into being only if a significant proportion of the Department finds a problem
that they oan authentically make oentral to their intellectual concerns, that
they are ready to work on actively and ccoperatively. In the following
paragrapha, I indiocate a problem that, it seems to me, pight be one with
respect to which many (some? all?) of us pight be able to address, finding it
not a diversion from our on-going intellectual conocernsa, but rather a valild
way to bring those on-going concerns to fuller fruition. What is moat
important to me at this point, however, is not that the particular problem I
suggeat actually turns out to be the problem around which many of us can
orient our work, but that by discussing it fully and seriously as auch a
possibility, we begin to learn more about each other's real interests, and as
we learn more about those we enhance the eventual possibility of developing
one or more occoperative research efforta.

What might be the topic around whieh such a large-scale, umbrella pro-
gram of research might be bullt? I would argue that at the present it should
be a topic that brings our ablilities to bear on the basic causes of the
educational malaise from which Teaohers College and all other educational
institutions in the US, and to a large degree, throughout the industrialized
world, are suffering. Educators seem to be suffering from a failure of
nerve; the will to make a case for the allocation of resources to educative
affort seem® to be weak. This fataliam seems to have taken hold in a rather
unexasined reasponse to immediate pressures. In a superficilal sense, educa-
tional institutiona seem to be caught in a demographic bind: the off-apring
of the baby~hoom have reached maturity, and the size of school-age popula-
tiona are declining, with, it seema, the inevitable result that enrollments
on all levels of education will be declining, or at beat, in a steady-state.
There is an unstated, tacit premise in suoh reassoning, however, one that to
my knowledge, has not been subjected to the sorutiny it merita. This premise
is that in the post-industrial societies, qualitatively, pecple have reached
the point of educational saturation; that each individual receives about as
much education as he or ahe can profitably absord; and that therefore the
demographic profile of the population is the one real arbiter of educational
demand. Without this premise it does not in the least neceasarily follow
that depression should hit eduoational institutions when the size of school-
age populations is stable or declining. On the contrary, without the tacit
belief that qulaitatively the point of educationazl saturation has been
reached, the diminishing of demographic pressures on educational demand could
be viewed az a tremendcus opportunity, a great boon throughout the poast-
industrialized world, a rare opportunity for significantly raising the
cultural and sducational attainments of the people. When demographic prea-
sures on demand are great, increases in edusative effort are needed aimply to
maintain the qualitative status quo; it is when the demographic presaures
decline that the opportunity arises to deploy increased effort for real
qualitative improvement. We have a glut of school teechers only if the
current teacher-pupil ratio is assumed to be the best of all possible teacher-
pupll ratios. We have an excess of supply in higher education only if the
optimum proportion of potential studenta is regelving an optimum higher
education. The decline of demographic preasures on the demand for education
are cause for alarm and depreasion, only 1f people assume that the point of
qulaitative saturation has been reached; if it has not, the decline of
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demographic pressure could be the underlying cause of a major, historic
opportunity.

It would seem to me desirable and interesting to try to develop a
really large-scale departmental effort to clarify the degree to which people
are over=eduoated, under-educated, or, wonder of wonders, optimally educated;
to join together to look at the need for education, bringing our diverse
disciplinary perspectives to bear on it. VWhen all is sald and done, it doea
not seem to me that the present pessimism about the future of educational
inatitutions is warranted, for I simply do not believe that Americans are
over-educated, that people around the world are over-eduocated; rather it
seems to me that relative to the complexity of the problems besstting contes-
porary life we are all woefully under-educated, A good case might be made
that the lessening of demographic preasures on educational resources may be
one of those opportune historiocal accidents that, 1f the moment 13 grasped,
might be man's beat hope for transcending drift and exerting a modicum of
mastery over the great unoertainties of the immediate future., But the caase
for a positive sense of the pedagogical future simply is not being made and
it meema to me very much in keeping with our intellectuzl mission to set
about making it. To me it would seem ideal if this Spring we could start
talking about the possibility, if we oould query sach other how from our
various disciplines we might approach such a basio problem. If over the
summer, we were willing to do a little preliminary work, next year we would
be ready to devote a serious Departmental Colloquium to developing a compre-
hensive, departmental researoch proposal, say a five-year Departmental project,
from which several books might come, a major conference, numercus articles,
and a speolal thrust for dootoral training. tlie might be able to develop a
very large proposal, altogether on the order of a million dollars, that might
have within it many parts. All of it might be stored in my Vydeo, and once
that were done a sophiaticated, systemmatic search for funding might be
mounted in which we might try to get as much of the whole project as possible
funded by one of the major foundations or the Researoch Applied to National '
Needs section of the Hational Sclence Foundation and in which we might try to
get amaller partz funded by smaller foundations. And having auch a project
at the heart of our collective work might, I suspect, do wondera for the
Department: it might bring to life ocur interdisciplinary work; it might make
us far more visible nationally and internationally; it might bring flexi-
bility to our budget and bring to an end our difficulties in recruiting
firat-rate people; it might bring resources for supporting top doctoral ,
students and might help our ability to place our graduates in good jeobs; and
in the long-run it might contribute to a fundamental improvement in the
pedagogical ollimate.

Who konws whether suoh glowing poaaibilities can come to pass? "The
height charms us, the steps to it do not: with the summit in our eye, we love
to walk along the plain." How might we atart the asoent? It 1s not enough,
1 think, simply to diascuss whether or not it is a "good ldea." HRather, we
need to develop & prooedure in whioh we can perhpas begin to tranaform good -
1deas into real purposes and plans, ones sufficlently developed for us to
search ourselves and test whether we have within us a colleotive commitment
adequate for bringing them to fruition. Towards this end, I would like to
suggest a possible procedure, which we might test out with the above des-
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cribed problem. The first step in the procedure would be to devote a peeting
of the Department to discusasing the problem "as if," as Iif we were going to
go all out, all together, over say five years, to clarify the contemporary
need for education. What questions should be asked in the course of such a
atudy? How might each of our respective disciplines help to anawer those
questiona? What can we each personally enviaage doing in an effort to anawer
them? How could the pursuit of such questions be integrated into our doo-
toral program and into our service courses? What skills and talenta outside
the Department would we need to draw on to complement cur own capecities?
Each of us should speak tc these and similar questiona, having given thea
some forethought, and what we have to say sould be reocorded in & full set of
minutes, which, in effect, would serve as a preliminary, "as if," plan of a
ma jor research program. The second step in the procedure would be to let a
weak or so pass with this "as 1f" plan before us, to give us each time for
reflections and informal discussion. The third step would be to have a
second meeting in which each of us shared our considered sense of the degree
to which he or she could or could not become truly engaged in the pursuit of
such a plan. The basic ground-rule of this discussion, it would seem to me,
would have to be thorough collegial respect, the recogniticn that there
should be no tagit group pressure cosrcing participation, for should such
pressure operate it would, I think, undercut whatever potential of success
such a project might have, for such a project simply cannot succeed through
pro forma participation. Even were the project to die through insufficient
genuine interest, however, the time invested would not, I believe, be wasted,
for we would come away from the effort with a much better sense of the real
priorities guiding each of us and far more able to speak constructively to
our concerns, individual and collective.

Let me draw to a close by summarizing the basic positions 1 am advan-
cing for discussion.

1) For the foreseeable future, positive inititatives within the College wjll
have to be justified on budgetary ground=s no matter how strong their intrin-
sio merits may be. The most effective justification for possible inoreases
in our expenditures will be ocur ability to demonstrate that we have increased
income to the College by an amount greater than the increased expenditures we
seek., Henoe, we should examine carefully how we might increase the income we
draw to the College without embarking on efforts that will detract from our
scholarly standards and intellectual integrity. 7The main means we have for
drawing income to the College are tuition and grants.

2) Our service course enrollazents are esaential to justifying our existence
within the College, but they will not prove very useful in justifying a
proportionate inorease in our budget. To show that we draw more tuition tg
the College, we need to show that the College is receiving a meaningful
increase in tuiticen from ocur mejors. While modest increases in enrollment in
some of our doctoral programs may be pedagogically valid, 1t is unlikely and
undesirable that these increases can be of such proportion that it would
significantly affeot our tuiticn aceount. If we are to increasse the tuition
income we draw to the College, it will probably have to be by increasing cur
MA/MS and EdM enrollments, which are very low. In the past, we have been
inhibited from seeking maaters-level students because our masters programs do
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not integrate well with our doctoral programs and because we think it un-
ethical to push degrees devold of potential market value to prospective
recipients. These 1liabilities might be turned to advanteges in two ways:

a) We might develop a non-professional, Departmental-wide MA
program, one with a highly structured program apecially designed
for persons seeking post-bachelors education c¢conducive to per-
sonal, not voeational, cultivation. Development of such a
prograg might qualify for support from the Natlonal Endowment for
the Humanities; the program itself might become a significant
source of tuition to the Department and the College; it might
serve as a useful recruiting ground, among others, for our
doctoral programs; and it might become a very challenging
program in which to teach. Thus it would seem to be a pos-
sibility potentially worth trying to develop.

b) In cooperation with other Departments, we might develop degree
packages comprising an EdM in one of our disciplines and an EdD
in the professional area of one or apnother Department. Unlike
the proposed Departmental-wide MA program, which can be set
somewhat apart from our disciplinary doctoral programs, the EdM
possibility would have to be closely related to our doctoral
programs and this might pose a problem which ashould be serioualy
discussed before we seek to enter into negotiations with other
Departments over the development of such degree packages.

3) So far within the Department, we have been very individualistic in
pursult of grants. It might, however, be poasible for the Dspartment to
develop a large=scale umbrella research project, which might bring us sub-
stantial resources while contributing positively to our shared intellectual
life. One possibility for such a project might be to subject to thorough
examination the latent premise bebind much of the pedagogical pessimiam that
presently clouds the future of educational institutions. This latent premise
seems to be that post-industrialized socleties, particularly Amsrican soclety,
have reached to point of educational saturation, and that therefore as
demogrephioc preasures on educational demand decline, resources avallable for
educative effort will also decline, or at hest persist in a steady-state. It
would seem to me that a large, very intereating, very significant ressearch
project, one drawing on all our respective abilities, might be developed
around this general problem. To find out whether in can be developed around
this or scme other problem, however, we need a procedure for moving ahead;
one that oocurs to me consiats of three steps. These would be, first a
resting in which we speculate together gg if we were going to pursue the
possibility all out, from which a hypothetical research plan would emerge;
second a period in which we had time to reflect on the hypothetical plan, to
discuss it informally, to consider carefully the degree to which real engage-
went in the pursuit of such a plan was conaistent with our real concerns; and
third, a follow=up meeting, one conducted with full frankness and collegilal
respect, in which each of us explains the degree to which he or she could or
could not personally engage in such a plan and find intellectual and personal
fulfillment in doing &o. Such a procedure, 1t would seem to me, might lead
to a raal collective commitment on our part, and even if 1t did not, it would
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leave us a good deal closer to each other, better able to give one another
real collegial stimulation and support.

I hope that from discussion of these and other positions that may come
forth, vwe can generate a shared sense of direction.



