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Fresh from college in 1961, I started on a doctorate in Columbia's history department, fulltime and 
gung-ho. As one of my five courses, I got myself into Lawrence Cremin's Colloquium on American 

educational thought. Another was the year-Iong seminar for MA candidates, run by a distinguished 

American historian, very senior in both age and status. As one then said, I was really into my topic, how 
educators spoke in the name of the public, and I worked hard on it through the winter to draft a thesis, 

resonant with premonitions of the radicalism that was soon to be called the '60s. A naIf, believing my 

draft foreshadowed a work, both Good and Important, I was shaken, and angered; when it caused me to 
be told to desist from my academic aspirations untilI learned the difference between polemic and proper 

history. With doctoral prospects fading, with the specter of selective service prompting prudence, I asked 

Cremin to read the offending document. He did, advising me that my first chapter, "Murder and 

Education," doomed what followed, which were promising interpretive essays. But even toned down and 

filled out, he counseled, my thesis would not win favor, for most professional historians were wary of 

taking ideas as seriously as I did. If I would promise to do a proper thesis on a new topic, enabling me to 

leave the history department with disciplinary dignity restored, he would welcome my pursuing a Ph.D. in 

the History of Education through Teachers College. A good end to abad fix, I grasped the offer. Hence, 

when people now ask me how long I've been at Teachers College, I find myself responding, "most all my 
adult life." 

Hard work ensued; and somewhat to my astonishment, even employment - on the Johns Hopkins 

faculty in 1965 and back to Teachers College in 1967. Since then, year after year, among the many lillle 
tokens of continuily in experience, the TIAAlCREF illustration of retirement benefits would recurrently 

arrive, specifying that alien concretion, the starting date: September 1, 2004, age 65. At first, of course, 

that date and age seemed ridiculously remote, marking some professional change of life, vaguely distant 
until it would arrive, should Ilive so long, sharp and swift. Somewhere in the passage of years, laws 
changed and lhe dale and age stopped indicating something mandatory, but they continued lo appear, 
terminating a slow countdown to the normal case. And then, suddenly no longer distant, the iterated date 
and age are nearly here, substantial in the immediate, foreseeable future. And so, during my recent 
sabbatical, I tried to anticipate the texture of an adult life in which I was no longer at the College. 

To be sure, I am still vigorous and engaged, so the possibilities of retirement do not mean heading 
south to toller about the links. The possibilities of retirement are more challenging. Over the years, I 
have often wondered whether my professionallife has been too outwardly stable, for as a student of 
education in Iived experience, I think that periodic changes in circumstance generally prove important to 
the full development of a persono Having avoided such changes, have my Ilfe choices contravened my 
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convictions? Is the possibility 01 retirement a last opportunity to act consistent with them? Retirement 

would lorce me to change the circumstances under which I work, nol lo change my goals, but to aller lhe 

condilions under which I would pursue them. Mosl probably, I would work as an independenl scholar and 

public inlellectual. I have been lhinking a 101 during my sabbalical about lhe predicaments lacing 

educalors. Needs mounl while an ever-more sellish public parsimony slinls humane initialives. 

Educalors are complicil in lhe decay, lor lhey have pul loo much effort inlo a mediocre vision 01 research 

and allowed two olher inlellectual capacilies, scholarship and criticism, lo alrophy. Whelher in retiremenl 

or in active service, I wanl to concenlrale my energies, and lhe energies 01 those eager lo join with me, 

on renewing lhe power 01 educalional scholarship and cultural crilicism. Inlellectually, such an effort musl 

be philosophically revisionisl, as people study educalion, especially in lhe Uniled Stales, in a hislorically 

crippling way, and it musl be polilically visionary, as people have, over the pasl two centuries, exhausled 

lhe aspiralions made leasible by delining lhe good lile lhrough lhe idea ollhe nalion-stale. 

There is much lo wrile 01 greal importance, and I am very lar Irom having realized my polential as 

scholar and crilic. Concenlraling my energies on educational scholarship and cultural crilicism would 

chart a personal future 01 public worth, one enlirely consislent wilh my pasl aspirations. Hence, I see 

possibililies in relirement as an opportunity to renew an effort lo exert influence as a scholar and public 

intelleclual wilhoul lhe dislraclions lhal have become so endemic in academic work. Yet simullaneously 

the prospect 01 retirement is a bit Irightening, lor it would set me on an unpredictable course, in which il is 

not easy to succeed. However bracing and energizing it might be, it carries with it a danger - lor an 

indefinite period I would need to work in obscurity, which could turn into an intellectual isolation Irom 

which, having given up an instilutional base, I might lind it difficult to recover. In this way, I see retirement 

somewhat like elective surgery: it mighl possibly improve a troublesome condition, but at the risk 01 
signilicant complications. Retirement is not necessary and I could well make do wilhout il. Consequently, 

the prospect carries with it a signilicant threshold 01 inhibition. 

Faced wilh that threshold, the greal ambivalence takes hold and I turn to the opposite course, the 

prospect 01 pursuing future challenges while continuing in active service at the College: it is my 

prerogative. Is there anything problematic in staying on? And how might I work best lor and through the 

College? I carne to Teachers College and have been able to stay here all my adult lile because it offered 

me a place lor the disinterested study 01 education - a place, lor me, independent 01 the imperalives 01 

prolessional praclices, neither those 01 historian nor educationist, lo lhink, leach, and write about the 

human experience 01 education and its hislorical developmenl. Teachers College has given me the 

opportunity to wor1< constrained, neilher by the specialized imperatives shaping prolessional historians, 

nor by the specilic needs 01 educalional practitioners, the training 01 which is the College's primary 
business. Through most 01 my time here, the Department 01 Philosophy and the Social Sciences was 

home, a wonderful interstice where one could address education with genuine intellectual autonomy. 

Those who matured intellectually within it - Pat Graham, David Mathews, mysell, Doug Sloan, Ellen 
Lagemann, and more - were aware 01 the Department as a superb yet vulnerable, anomaly. We 

experienced its dispersal through the College's reorganization with indelible regret, tempered, perhaps, by 

thinking the demise was an inevitable eventuality, like the passing 01 a parenl. Yet lhe intellectual 

lunction 01 the Department remains, both desirable and important, and I leel that to stay in active service 
at the College, I must ensure the conlinuity 01 it - continuity 01 the lunction, nol the lorm. Be assured: I 

have no intention to revert to the status quo ante. 
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My appointment to the Weinberg Chair in the Historical and Philosophical Foundations of Education 

provides significant functional continuity with my prior situation. But by itself, however, it can become 

something like the proverbial promotion of the pesky gray-beard to a chairmanship, from which he can, 

with due prestige, fade into oblivion, safely buffered from things operational. There are real problems in 

securing the a-professional study of education at the College, to which holding the Chair is not a full 

solution. These stem from problems never solved in the organization of Philosophy and the Social 

Sciences. Two are key; one that is widespread throughout the College and another that is unique to work 

in an interstice between well-established professional programs. 

Apropos of the one, we all know that Teachers College is unduly tuition dependen\. This dependence 

disadvantages our competing for top students, who will win tuition-independent financial aid packages 

from belter-endowed institutions. At the College, we like to think we are a lower-cost doctoral institution, 

a bit populist in tone, but despite lower nominal charges than more elite schools, we collect a lot, 

comparatively, from our doctoral students. Our aid packages are egregiously low; therefore, our students 

pay much more, in contrast, say, to students in Columbia's Graduate School of Arts and Sciences. As a 

result, many of the most able students that we admit enroll elsewhere, and we enroll an inordinate 

number of marginally qualified students, who are willing to meet our price. This situation creates poor 

conditions for good graduate education, conditions that can absorb an excessive expenditure of faculty 

effort with a marginal intellectual retum. The opportunity to guide a manageable cohort of excellent 

doctoral students exerts great intellectual altraction on a serious scholar. But the need to coddle a bevy 

of struggling students detracts from serious intellectual effort. Conditions at Teachers College hover 

between these poles. To promote altention to the foundations of education, we need the ability to recruit 

and support a critical mass of excellent doctoral candidates. Hence, raising substantial support with 

which to altract and sustain top students for the reflective study of education is essential in making a 

professorship in the historical and philosophical foundations of education an intellectual success. Yet with 

resources very scarce and the public prestige of short-term, scientistic claims, outrageously inflated, 

raising substantial support for reflective doctoral study has become dauntingly difficult. 

Nevertheless, raising support for good doctoral students is, alas, the easier of the two problems. The 

Department of Philosophy and the Social Sciences never really acknowledged the truly tough one: what 

were students to do with its degrees? For a time, early in the academic boom between Sputnik and 

Vietnam, there was more than sufficient demand for its graduates, but that demand was fortuitous, not 

structural, and with the passing of the boom, it permanently abated. Top graduate programs will not 

thrive by supplying the market for assistant professors in the foundations of education, for the demand is 

too low to support strong student cohorts. The problem roots deeply in the character of the foundational 

enterprise, which is to be an a-professional consideration of education situated in an interstice between 

established centers of professional preparation. Where will educators, who receive a high-Ievel, 

a-professional preparation, dependably find appropriate employment? That was, and is, the truly difficult 

question. 

Discussions within the Department of Philosophy and the Social Sciences distinguished the 

education ofthe public from public education, with the unstated implication that its graduates would 

engage in the former, as distinct from the !alter. And indeed, in retrospect, one might claim that, here and 

there, this happened in specific cases, but it would happen as an individual opportunistically exploited the 

flux of her prospects to advance this purpose. The education of the public was a cultural process in which 
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intellectualleaders would effectively engage, but it was not then a role lor which doctoral students could 

purposelully prepare. Can educalion 01 the public become a dynamic career path? We do not now know, 

and the question still stands - what will the prolession 01 those receiving an a-prolessional preparation 

be? And with this unanswered, Ihe raison d'étre 01 the historical and philosophical loundations 01 
education cannot fully develop. To secure a sustainable place lor the loundations 01 educalion, it is 

imperative to answer this question well. For doing that, my prolonged detour inlo Ihe realm 01 digital 
lechnologies may prove essential, lor I Ihink Ihese lechnologies are becoming very powerful means in the 

educalion 01 the public, opening new avenues lor crealive academic work. 

With such rellections on my mind, a lew days ago I chatted with students belore the Philosophy and 

Education docloral colloquium. To my surprise, one asked me whether I knew anything about Ihe 

Institute 01 Philosophy and Politics 01 Education. She had received support Irom the Weinberg Fellowship 

Fund - "Ior doctoral students in the Inslitute 01 Philosophy and Polilics 01 Education." She was thanklul 
lor Ihe support, but conlessed she was entirely unaware 01 being in Ihal Inslitute, and on asking about it, 

she had lound no one who could even tell her what it is. She thoughl Ihal perhaps I would know, as 

holder 01 the Weinberg Chair. Slrange you should ask, I replied, as I have been thinking about the 

Institute a lot lately and I probably knew more about it than anyone at the College. I explained Ihat 

Lawrence Cremin had started the Institule in the mid-60s. I had been part 01 its original laculty research 

group, which really got going in 1969, and through Ihe mid 70s we had had an active program that Cremin 

led. On becoming President 01 the College, Cremin had neither time to give the Institute slrong 

leadership nor had he passed its leadership on to anyone else. As a result, the Institute came lo serve 
mainly as an administrative vehicle lor a lew lunded projecls, most recently those 01 Ellen Lagemann 

when she was still here, Irom which the Weinberg Fellowship Fund derived. I observed that the original 

agenda ollhe Institute is still very timely, and ended the conversalion saying Ihat I was thinking seriously 

about proposing to reactivale ils program 

And such a proposal here lollows: 

As a way 01 addressing all the problems and possibilities that I have alluded to aboye, I propose 
resuscitating the Institute 01 Philosophy and Politics 01 Education, mobilizing support lor jt, drawing 

togelher a strong group 01 faculty and studenl participants, and renewing its programo The Truslees 01 
the College established Ihe Institute in 1965 "with the purpose 01 sponsoring research and publication in 

the lields 01 hislory, philosophy, and the social sciences, as Ihese bear on problems 01 educalional Iheory 

and policy." The original program 01 the Institute is stilllimely: to clarify "the goals and purposes 01 
American education" and lo understand "the social circumstances within which these purposes must ... 

be lormulated and ... realized." As is evident Irom the attached prospectus ollhe Institute, which the 
research group prepared lor Ihe initial meeting 01 its Advisory Council, December 11 ", 1969, many 01 the 
specilic Ihemes associated with ils program will have continuing salience in achieving the educational 
Iranslormations requisite in the 21" cenlury. 

To implement this proposal, I would like lo be appointed lormally as Director 01 the Institute, with 

compensation lor thal role in the lorm 01 an adjustment lo my teaching load. As Ihe Institute direclor, I 
would concentrate on providing leadership in achieving the lollowing six goals: 

•	 Deveiop a Research Faculty 01 six to ten members, who would together rearticulate the purposes 
and program ollhe Institute and who would make realizalion 01 those purposes and program Ihe 
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controlling priority in their academic efforts. 

•	 Reconstitute the Institute Advisory Council, drawing together up to twelve members, who would 

provide intellectual counsel and substantial assistance in the Institute's lund-raising. 

•	 Mobilize support lor a program 01 Institute Fellowships that would provide lull, five-year lunding 
(tuition plus living costs) to recruit at least one lellow per research laculty member each year. 

•	 Design and implement a digital knowledge system lor the Institute that would enable its purposes 

and program to have historical effects, and secure sufficient financing to sustain ongoing 

development 01 this resource. 

•	 Create an emerging academic role, with status and prerogatives similar to traditional laculty 

members, lor highly prepared scholars who want to work through digital knowledge systems, that 

01 the Institute and those 01 other organizations, as educators 01 the public. 

•	 Make my own work on emergent education, on the city as educator, on historical pedagogy, and 
on educational criticism exemplary instantiations 01 what scholars and critics can and should do 

to improve education through the Institute and its resources. 

Such work on behall 01 the Institute would be entirely consistent with my efforts as holder 01 the Weinberg 
Chair. It would advance a part 01 the College's raison d'[¡tre. Jt would provide a sustaining context lor 

what I still want to accomplish in my career. As a result, should someone ask lurther, how long might I 

stay at the College, I'd be likely to answer, "the rest 01 my adult lile." 

But then.... Second thoughts arise. When a doctoral student suggests an idea lor a dissertation, I 

reply with lour questions. Would the study be worthwhile? WiII it be doable? Will you have the skills and 

resources to do it? Do you care about it with enough depth and passion to sustain the effort to a strong 

conclusion? I should pose these questions in response to my own proposal. 

Let us assume that resuscitating the Institute 01 Philosophy and Politics 01 Education would be 

worthwhile. Is it doable? The first two goals, recruiting a Research Faculty and an Advisory Council, 
would seem leasible. We must entertain significant doubts, however, with respect to the next three. To 

start, lunding a strong program 01 Institute lellowships lor doctoral students at Teachers College may not 

be doable, and il doable, may not be politically sustainable. There are two problems: raising the 
substantial funding it would entail and modulating the collegial resentment it could engender. A rough 

calculation 01 resources required to lund a doctoral lellowship program commensurate with the norms in 
major research universities would go as lollows. Let us assume that lull-time tuition and basic living costs 

require $40,000 per student per year over live years. At the end 01 live years, recruiting one student per 
year per research faculty member, the Institute would need to mobilize $200,000 in graduate student 
support each year lor each research laculty member, or $1 ,600,000 lor a research laculty 01 eight, the 
equivalent 01 an endowment 01 $32 million. To be sure, each laculty member might generate much or all 
01 $200,000 each year in student support through grants, yet to even out the ebb and Ilow 01 grant 

lunding at the level 01 the individual prolessor, and to provide the Institute program important 
independence via-á-vis the agenda 01 lunding agencies, significant endowment lunding lor lellowships 
would be essential. II the Institute could generate such support, conditions 01 work within it would 
become highly privileged, relative to the prevailing norms within the College. To what degree would that 
engender a fatal resentment among less lavored colleagues? According to a very reasonable hypothesis, 
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one might suggest that the dispersal of Philosophy and the Social Sciences resulted from such 
resentment that accumulated over the years throughout the College...Would a successfullnstitute be 

less vulnerable? 

In a different way, the next goal, developing a digital knowledge system through the Institute that 

would give historie effect to its purposes, may also not be doable. Part of the uncertainty is the creative 

question: we must invent such a system and cannot claim certainty at the outset that we know how. Let 

us assume that in due course we could get a good solution to this creative problem. Such work does not 

happen in a vacuum, and here the Institute would need to resist the prevailíng assumption that such 

digital knowledge systems can generate significant cash flow to support their development and 
maintenance and quickly give a positive return on investment to the parent institution. Expectations of 

protil through Internet publícation are entirely too facile in general and would be wholly inappropriate in 

the case of the Institute. What the Institute must do is generate scholarship that displaces conventionaJ 

ways of thinking about education and criticism that destroys prevailing complacencies, among them the 

Mtise that the judgment of markets never errs. Great scholarship and effective criticism need insulation 

from the whim of market forces, polítical orthodoxies, and the conventionaiities of social elítes. Such 
insulation is fragile and hard to attain; approximations of it have been strongest when powerful 

universities use their endowments to provide organizational backbone supporting academic freedom for 

their students and faculty. The full activation of that freedom will be essential to the success of an 
Institute pubiication effort online. Will the Institute be able imbue its digital knowledge system with 

sufficient resiliency to prevail against opposition and greed? 

Third, it may not be feasible to develop a new type of academic position, one in which highly prepared 

scholars, who want to work through digital knowledge systems as educators of the pubiic, will have status 

and prerogatives similar to traditional faculty members. Many traditional faculty members feel threatened 
by the current potential for change; in response, they are becoming highly protective of their monopoly on 

significant prerogatives such as tenure. In many ways, throughout academe, with Teachers College very 

much included, recruitment and tenure procedures operate powerfully to constrict, further and further, the 

concentration of faculty members on the particularities of their separate research domains, precisely 
characteristics the Institute would work to weaken and replace with a broader vision of intellect. Is it 

possible to define a role within academic institutions for scholars and critics engaged in the education of 

the public in such a way that this role constitutes a full career path, not simply an accidental status that a 
few attain via the unexpected popularity of their work? And if the Institute can define such a role, will the 

institutionalízation 01 it be tolerated by the estabiished faculty, which seems increasingly hostile to all roles 
but its own? 

These concerns pertain to the question of whether the goals indicated for the Institute are doable. 
There remain additionally the more personal questions: do I have the capacity and the will for such work? 
Here the last of the goals, making my own work exemplary 01 what the Institute can and should promote, 
is the one I most clearly feell can accomplísh through the best 01 my abiiities and in the fullness of my 

effort. With respect to the substantial fund-raising and organizational leadership needed to accomplísh 
the other goais, I have both significant potentials and great wariness, for these activities generate endless 
imperatives commandeering attention, subverting the conditions under which one can pursue 
transformative scholarship and powerful criticismo I am aware that one cannot secure ideal conditions 
merely by wishing for them; as Rousseau said in a different context, one musllose time, to gain time. At 
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Ihis junclure I am unsure. These refleclions are exislenlially very difficull, lor Ihey lurn on complex Irade­

offs where each divergenl course 01 aclion has highly posilive and highly negalive polenlialilies 

associaled wilh il. One musl make difficull choices wilhin an ever-shortening lime span, in Ihe lace 01 

which one cannol be nonchalanl, confidenl Ihal one can always gel il righl next lime. Hence, ... 

I close, slill wilh importanl queslions open How much inslilulional support and adminislralive will 
would Ihe College pul inlo a resuscilaled Inslilule 01 Philosophy and Polilics 01 Educalion? Would a less 

ambilious sel 01 goals suil Ihe College's purposes while lowering Ihe Ihreal 01 adminislralive dislraclions 

lor me? Are Ihere possibililies I have enlirely lailed lo consider? II would be immensely helplul were we 

able lo explore such matters in Ihe course 01 conversalion. 

Attachment: 
Briefing packel lor Ihe inaugural meeling 01 Ihe Advisory Council, Inslilule 01 Philosophy and Polilics 

01 Educalion, December 1969 
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TEACHERS COLLEGE COLUMBIA UNIVERSITY
 
NEW YORK. NEW YORK 10027 

INSTITUTE o> PIIlLOSOPHY 
ANO POLffiCS o> EDUCA.TION 

December Z, 1969 

Honornble Roy H. Goodman
 
1035 F1fth Avenue
 
Nev York, New York 10028
 

De3r Roy 

John Fhcher has invited liS to hold our first lIIOeting 
of the Institute snd ita Advisory Council st the President' S 

Ilouse of Tenchers ColleGe, 503 West lZOth Street (just vest 
of Amsterdam Avenue), Nev York City. We shsll gsther for 
cocktails nnd dinncr st 6:30 p.m. on December 11th, and I 
anticipate that our discuuione will nqt rUn beyond 9:45 
or 10:00 p.m. 

I Qm enclooing thc general prospectus of the Institute's 
vork that we prepared last spring, assuming that one item 
for our agenda viiI be to familisrize you vith the progress 
of the various studies under vay. The only significant 
change in the program described in the second paragraph 
is that Douglas Sloan has joined the research group in the 
history of American sducstion, bringing special interests 
in the development of the higher lesrning (including 
professionsl snd technical education) in the nineteenth 
and rwentieth centuries. 

Our mein business, 1 judge, viII be to open up the dialogue 
between those of U8 in the Institute and those of you in 
public life, and to'plan the vsys in which thst dislogue 
can be carried forwsrd vith maximum social benefit. I can 
assure you thst we on our side are looking forward to the 
evenina vith arest interest. 

Lswrence ". creain 
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INSTITI1rE OP PHILOSOPIIY AND POLITICS O, IlDIlCATIOH 
TEAellERS COLLBOE. COLIIIBIA UNIVERSITY 

Advi80ry eoUncil 

Kr. Horaon eou8in8, Chairman 
Editor, S8turday Ileviev 

Honorabla !loy K. GoocIman 
State Senator, Hev York 

Kr. faul Jennin88 
Pro8ident, lntornational Union of Electric8l, Radio 

nnd Knchlne W"r'kor8 

Kr. Franc18 KOI'PO 1 
rreaident. General Learnlng Corporation 

Kr. Burke Karahall 
Vice-Pre8ident and General eouneel, IBK Corporation 

Kr. Robort C. Kilton, Jr. 
Vice-preaidont. Korgan Guaranty Tru8t CoIIIpany of llev York 

Kr. W8lter W. Straley 
Vice-Pre8ident. American Telephona and Ta~8ph CoIIIpany 

Kr8. Thome8 Thacher 

Mr. Pranlt G. Jenning8, Secretary 

lle8earch Faculty 

Mr. Levrence A. cremin, Director 

}Ir. }lartiu s. Dworkln 

Kr. Hex A. Eck8teln 

Mr. Ilobart O. HcClint!M=k 

Kr. Harold J. llOah 

Hr. J_8 Il. ShefUeId 

Hr. Ilou&lae Hllton Sloan 
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INSTITl1rE OF PHILOSOPIlY AIID POLITICS 01 EIlUCATION 
TEACHERS COLLEGE, COLI.MllIA UNIVERSITY 

The Institute of Philosophy and Politics of Education was 
established by the Trustees of Teachers Callege in the spring of 1965, 
with the purpose of sponsoring research and publication in the fields 
of history, philosophy, and the social sciences, as these bear on pro­
blama of adugatlonal thoory and pOllgy. To data, tha r.aoorch group 
ha. been especlally concerned wlth studlea that conalder educatlon ln 
lts broadest sense, that call upon the resources of more than one scholar­
ly dlsclpllne, and that show promlse of ultimately affectlng the dlrectlon 
and'character of ehe Amerlcan educatlon enterprise. 

At present, work ln the Institute la, proceedlng along five 
lines:(l) studles of natlonallsm snd cosmopolltanlsm ln nlneteenth- and 
twentleth-century educatlonal thought,'uoder the dlrectlon of Robert 
HcCllntock¡ (2) studles of ldeology ln theorles and practlces of formal 
snd lnformal educatlon, under the dlrectlon of Hartln Dworkln¡ (3) studles 
ln metropolltanlsm and educatlon, under the dlrectlon of Harold Noah and 
Hax Ecksteln¡ (4) studles ln the polltlcal-economy of educatlonal plannlng, 
under the dlrectlon of Harold Noah and James Sheffleld¡ and (5) studles 
ln the development of Amarlcan educatlonal thought and lnstltutlons, under 
the dlrectlon of Lawrence Cremln. 

As the faculty of the'Instltute has formulated lts pollcles over 
the past two or three years, two prlnclpal concerns have emerged: first, 
studles dlrected, from a varlety of perspectlves, to a clarlflcatlon of the 
goals and purposes of Amerlcan educatlon¡ and second, studles dlrected, from 
a varlety of perspectlves, to an understandlng of the soclal clrcumatancea 
wlthln whlch theae purposea muat on the one hand be formulated, and on the 
other hand reallzed. ~he former atudlea are eaaentlally humanlatlc ln 
character, relylng prtmarl1y. but not exclualvely on hlstory and phl10aophy; 
the latter studlea rely on the aoclal sclencea, partlcularly polltlca and 
economlca. 

There la no denylng that queatlons of purpose have been aaked 
nelther lnalstently nor well ln recent yeara. If anythlng, we aeem dellber­
ately to have turned away from them, ln the splrlt, perhaps, of Conanta 
barb about the "aenae of dlataateful wearlneas" that overtakea hlm every 
time lomeone seta out to defina education. ODe can underatand why, for 
much of the recent 11terature of educatlonal phl10aophy haa been drearl1y 
polemlcal or narrowly analytlcal, and leem1ngly of 11ttle relevance to the 
ta.k. at hand. But the lnevltable reault has been that dlacU8alons of pur­
pose, both by laymen and by scholara, have tended to proceed ln the terma 
and categorles of Amerlcan progresalvlam, clrca 1916. Of course, thls ln 
ltself ls nalther goad nor evl1¡ the problem:ls that whereas the progresslvel 
.... _~ .e.. " .J _c .. 'L._ ••• __ .,. ,., .. a. ~ .3 __... o_o. "-. 
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choicea deliberately and vith a genuine avareneaa of alternativea, prelent­
day philoaophcra appear to have cut themaelvea off from the tradition and 
hence bave too often ended up vith narrow or auperficial conceptions. 

Our hope in the lnatitute ia to combine ayatematic hiatorical 
inquiry into the development of educational theory and policy during the 
modern era vith careful philosophical examination of that theory and 
policy, uaing the beat techniquea of both traditional criticiam and con­
temporary analya1&. Lavrence Cremin'a atudiea of the h1&tory of American 
education repreaent an effort at auch analyaia, aa do Martin Dworkin'a 
atudiea of problema of ideology in contemporary theoriea of popular edu­
cation, which build prUnarily on the vork ol John Dewey, Walter Lippmanu~ 

and Richard Hoggart. So alao do Robert McClintock'a atudiea of nineteenth­
and tventieth- century humaniatic vritinga, aa theae bear on education. 
In McClintock'a view, contemporary humaniam, particularly in its aeveral. 
European veraiona, haa been too much ignored by American educatora, or, 
vorae yet, tranaformed into an elitiat philoaophy of lettera. McClintock 
bel1evea that to malce it acceaaible aa a "uaable tradition" vould i ...eaaur­
ably enrich current educational diacuaaion in the United Statea by aub" 
atantially increaaing the number of optiona available to educational policy· 
makera. 

The aaaumption underlying all of thia effort ia that the character 
of popular education haa been fundamentally tranaformed in our time by the 
rapid development of the media of meaa communication, by the multiplication 
of private and quaai-public youth groupa of every aort and variety, and by 
the proliferation of formal educational programa outaide the aegia of public 
achool authoriti.a. And our argument ia eaaentially that diacuaaiona of 
educational purpoae and policy muat be reformulated to take into conaideration 
the entire education of the public and the meny agenciea that carry it on. 
It ia a viev, incidentally, that aeema hardly radical in view of the recent 
lord and Carnegie reporta on public televiaion, and the varioua educational 
enactmanta of the Ninet'leth Congreaa ¡ yet it appeara to have had litt le in­
fluence on the recent ppate of achool"centered policy atudiea addreaaed to 
the educational community. 

Ideaa do not function in a vacuum, aa a aucceaaion of philoaophers 
from Plato and Devey have taught ua. Along vith revolutionary changea 
in the architecture of tventieth-century education have come profound changea 
in the relationahipa betveen educational aystama aud the aocietiea that sua­
tain them. Therefore, ve hope also vithin the Inatitute to aeek nev under­
atandinga ol the proceaaea by vhich educational policiea are vorked out and 
executed in our aociety. The textbook vera ion of the adminiatration and con­
trol of American education ia aimply no longer deacriptive of vhat happena, 
if, indeed, it ever vaa. The current atudiea of Harold Noah, Max Bckatein, 
and Jamea Sheffield repreaent merely tvo among many attaclca that could be 
made on the whole problem of underatanding the new dec1aion-malting. We are 
intereated, for example, in the vorld-vide phenomenon of metropolitaniam, 
and the fundamental changea it vaa wcought ln the education of the publico 
We.are intereated in a number of aocial phenomena that have appeared in the 
_rtll,..rfn",.1 .v."__ nI w.... V"",,,.'tr f ...."'''',..''' ...,.. ....-.. Ru.~.... j,f".•• • .....A "1' ........ - .
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lome of the more important pllnl formullted and Idopted during the late 
1940'1. We Ire interelted on the domeltic Icene in the chlnging role of 
governore and mayore vie-I-vie etate and local Ichool luthoritiel. We ., " 
ere interelted in the problem of belance betveen the flov of public snd 
private fundl into the educational enterprile. We are interelted in the 
groving influence of the lo-called "education indultries," in the pointl 
in the decilion-making procell at vhich thil influence il exerted, and in 
the effort of perticuler Ichool IYlteme. We are interelted in the political 
control of educational televilion, particularly in a Itudy of the FCC al 
an agency of educational policymaking. We are interelted in vaYI in vhich , . 
governmentl, federal, Itate, and municipal, affect univerlity policiel, 
and even more importantly, in the vaYI in vhich univerlitiel are coming 
to influence government policiea. ·And ve Ihould like to explore vhat 
luch hietoric conceptl al "publ1c control," or "the publ1c interelt," or, 
indeed, "publ1c education," aight mean under thele new circUIDltancel. nie 
context for molt of thele Itudiel vould, of courle, be the radically new : 
political lituation relulting from profound demographic and locio-political 
Ihiftl in our central citiel, from the m8llive intervention of the federal 
government in education lince World War 11, and from the worldvide recog- . 
nition of education al a prime creative force in modern politicl. 

In all of thil, ve Ihould like to purlue the molt careful, 
Iyatematic, and detailed inquitiel of vhich ve are cepable, into the con­
ditionl that Ictually prevail. But beyond that--vhich vould be no mean 
accomplilhment in itl own right--ve Ihould like allo to venture into the 
normative: What Ihould be the central purpolel of American education in the 
leet third of the tventieth century? By what political proceleee can thole 
purpolel belt be determined? And by whet policiee cen they belt be realized? 
In our view, there are no more important queltione for Icholara to be railiog 
on behelf of the many publicl and profeaaiona that deily debate and determine 
America'l educational future. 
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