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PART ONE 

Four Models of a University 

In the opening pages of his famoHs lecture on "Politics as a Voca
tion," Max Weber undertakes to develop a sociological definition 
of the state. Setting himself against an old tradition, he specifically 
refuses to attempt a definition in terms of the ends or purposes of 
the state, for he says, "there is scarcely any task that some political 
association has not taken in hand, and there is no task that one 
could say has always been exclusive and peculiar to those associa
tions which are designated as political ones." Instead, Weber 
offers a definition in terms of the means by which all states have 
pursued their ends, namely, physical force. 

If we were interested here in developing a sociological definition 
of the university, in discovering the common and defining marks 
of the social institutions which actually go by the name of "uni
versity" in America today, we would be equally ill-advised to foclls 
upon ends and pmposes. Universities have been founded for all 
manner of reasons: to preserve an old faith, to proselytize a new 
one, to train skilled workers, to raise the standards of the prof<:s
sians, to expand the frontiers of knowledge, and even to educate the 
young. \Vere we to seize upon some one of the many purposes of 
American universities as the purpose, we would be in the uncom
fortable position of appearing to claim that most of the so-called 
universities in the country are not "really" universities at aIL 
There is not a great dcal of illumination to be gained from such a 
course. 

But since we are concerned with the ideal of the university, 
with the way it should be rather than with the way it is, there 
is for us no better comsc than to attend to ends and purposes. 
\Vithout a coherent notion of what a university is for-some idea 
of what it should he and do-we cannot possibly evaluate existing 
universities; nor can we make rational proposals for university 
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reform unless we have already decided on the direction in which 
we think the institution ought to move. 

Confronted with a task so ohviously value laden, some students 
of American education will want to shrink into a more "objective" 
study, such as an investigation of the educational ideals which the 
founders and governors of universities have themselves actually 
cherished. There is much to be said for such a study, but it won't 
solve our problem; for even after we know what American educa
tors have sought to accomplish in their universities, we must still 
decide whethenthey,were right. In the end, empirical data about 
the character andi:direction of American universities, as well as 
information about the guiding ideals of their administrators, will 
be less important to us than the philosophical arguments which 
can be advanced in support of those ideals. 

I shall begin our'investigation by sketching four models of a 
university. Eacho10de1 is a picture of an imaginary university 
which embodies one particular set of ideals and is organized on an 
appropriate principle of internal authority. Needless to say, these 
models are not intended to be representations of actual institu
tions. Indeed, they are not even really intended as accounts of 
possible institutions. Rather, they are what Weber called "ideal 
types"-thought-experiments by means of which we can trace out 
some of the connections between a particular conception of 
university education and the institutional arrangements, social 
conditions, entrance requirements, and purposes which naturally 
foHow from it. 

Several of these models have long lived in the minds of uni
versity teachers and administrators, and they have thus been partial 
causes of the universities which now flourish in America. Other 
models are urged upon us by partisans of university reform, and 
hence they playa role in currcnt debates. My purpose in begin
ning with a series of abstract models is threefold: First, as I have 
indicated, I wish to trace out thc conncctions betwccn the ideals 
themselves and the institutional arrangements which might em
body them. Secondly, I want to clarify somcwhat the confused 
reality of university education by showing how conflicting ideals 
have become intert\vined in strange institutional combinations. 

. . . As a Sanctuary of Scholarship 

For example, the practice of beginning a college education with 
one or two years of general education, and completing it with the 
writing of a very professional looking honors thesis, makes no 
sense at all until we sec that it grows out of a compromise between 
two antithetical ideals of undergraduate education. Finally, and 
most important, I want to confront the various ideals as ideals, 
and try to decide which of them really should dominate American 
higher education. In thus making the normative question central, 
I reflect the domination of practical over theoretical concertls ill 
my own mind. 

The four models to he discussed arc: 
The University as a Sanctuary of Scholarship 
The University as a Training Camp for the Professions 
The University as a Social Service Station 
The University as an Assembly Line for Establishment Man 

The first model is drawn from the history of the university; 
the second model reflects its present character; the third is a 
projection of present trends and thus is a prediction of the shape 
of the university to come; and the fourth is a radical critique of 
the university, an anti-model, as it were. None of them, I might 
say, perfectly embodies my ideals and preferences. That must wait 
for Part Three and the Conclusion. 

CHAPTER ONE 

The University as a Sanctuary of Scholarship 

The most familiar image of the university is the ivory tower, 
symbol of the sanctuary within which the scholar quietly pursues 
his bookish calling. The scholar is the mall of learning, the 
Gelehrte, the reader of languages ancient and modern, who 
laboriously masters the litcratmc of the great humanistic tradi
tion together with the commcntaries which his predecessors have 
made upon it, and then carries that tradition a step forward with 
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his own original contribution. The scholarly life is removed from 
the immediate affairs of the social order. Quiet, contemplative, 
hequently edibate, it is enlivened by bookish disputes 01 rem"k· 
able virulence in which a footnote can wound as deeply as a sword 
and a book review crush with fatal force. The truly great scholars 
are men of enormous stature within the world of the university. 
Unprepossessing thougb they may be io persDnal appearance and 
address, an aura surrounds them like that which descends upon 
tbe winner 01 a NDbel Prize. Every member 01 tbe .cademie wDrld 
carries within himself some image of a professor who is, for him, 
the embodiment of the ideal of scholarship. Mine is of the great 

Harvard medievalist Harry Austyn Wolfson. 
The activity of scholarship has its historical roots in at least 

three older activities, from which it derives its characteristic nonns 
and style. MDst ancient, is the study DI religiDos texts which 
flDmisbed in tl" Bebrew, Cliristian, and Islamic tradition DI tll< 
ancient and medieval wDrld. ·D.e Dhicet 01 study was not the 
world-neither of ideas nor of men-but a body of writings 
divinely inspired, together with the steadily accumulating com

-~ 
f-l mentaries of previous scholars. The intense, minute concentration~ 

upon every syllahlc and nnanee DI tbe text was jnstified hy its 
Godly Drigin. ND mortal prodoct eDuld sostain SD maoy eeoturies a 
01 interpretatiDn! 0 livionsIy, this "tivity 01 selrol rlY exegesis 
demanded a mastery 01 tloe text togetl"r with the "eretiDn Df 
commentary. It caned for encyclopedic knowledge, precision, com
pleteness, and a sdkffaeing impersDnality. Alter all, if 1 make SD 
bDld as tD comment opon the word 01 GDd, it is nDt I wlrD slrDuld 

be the center of attention. To this activity of textual commentary was added a second sort 
of study of texts during the Renaissance of the thirteenth, four
teenth, and filteenth eentmies. The appearance in the West 01 
new versions of the ancient religious writings, together with a new 
and more critical attitude toward the received texts, stimulated a 
widespread attempt at the rectification of the Old and New 
Testaments. 'Ill<': Latin Vulgate of St. Jerome was seen to cmbody 
countless textual corruptions and l1listransbtions hom the original 
Hebrew, Aramaic, anll Creek. Implallsihk as the connection may 

seem, one can trace a line of historical ancestry from Erasmus's 
attempts to establish the precise wording of God's revelations to 
man, to the present-day attempts of the Modern Language Asso
ciation to provide definitive editions of the works of American 
novelists. 

At roughly the same time, Italian scholars, poets, and artists 
rediscovered the literature and art of the ancient world. The re
birth of classical culture stimulated an enormous scholarly search 
for Roman and Greek literature. Significantly, this body of writ
ings was secular, not divine. It would seem natural therefore not 
to place such great emphasis on the correction of the text, for it 
could scarcely be a matter of transcendent importance if some 
ancient poet's words were misconstrued or even lost entirely. 

Nevertheless, a devotion equal to that with which religious texts 
had been studied was dedicated to the literary remains of classical 
antiquity, with consequences which are still felt in centers of 
humanistic study today. 

Thus the activity of scholarship is in the first instance a religious 
and literary activity, directed toward a given corpus of texts, either 
divine or secular, around which a literature of commentary has 
accumulated. ll1e corpus is finite, clearly defined, growing slowly 
as each stage in the progress of \Vestern civilization deposits its 
masterpieces in the Great Tradition. Though the tradition may 
contain pregnant, emotionally powerful commentaries upon life 
and men's affairs, the scholar's concern is with the textual world, 
not with the world about which the text speaks. At its best, 
scholarship develops a refined sensibility and a wise appreciation 
of the complexities and ironies of the ways of God and man; at its 
worst, scholarship hardens into a stultifying pedantry which lacks 
the wit and creative genius of those who wrote the great texts. 

Scholarship, in this central role of the transmission and com
mentary upon a divine or secular corpus, is preeminently an 
activity of what today is called the Humanities. Quite obviously 
it is antithetical to the spirit of the theoretical or experimental 
sciences. A physics which confined itself to commentaries on the 
original texts of Ptolemy, Aristotle, a \1(1 Archimedes would in
deed grace tlte Ilal1s of scholarship, but it would hardly succeed 
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in cxplaining thc bchavior of falling bodics, let alone making an 
airplane that could fly. (Indeed, in most colleges and universities 
today, the study of the classic texts of sciencc is left to those 
students who fail to exhibit any aptitude for science itself. Imag
ine relegating Donne and Shakespeare to the un poetical under
graduate!) Nor does the ideal of scholarship truly flourish in the 
social sciences. There have been men of great learning, such as 
i\ lax \\leber; but society itself, not a body of texts, is the object 

of the social scien'tlsfsattcnfion. 
The ideal ofscWol?rship has spawned a curious pedagogical 

offspring in the umfdgraduate curriculum. The conception of a 
defined textual cdrlJ'llsis broadened somewhat to become the 
familiar image ofagreat cultural tradition, and the theory of 
General Education fN~rges. According to this conception, West
ern civilization is a%i1]~nnia-Iong dialogue among great thinkers, 
whose debates over t11e~eternal questions are embodied in a num
ber of transcendentally great works of literature and philosophy. 
Rising in the ancient Mediterranean and in the Ncar East, the 
two tributaries of J{jdeo-Christian and Graeco-Roman thought 
flow into a mighty cultural river, which rolls down through the 

Middle Ages to modern times. 
This tradition is the intellectual heritage of Western man. 

The fundamental purpose of a college education is to initiate the 
student into the dialogue, acquaint him with the great ideas in 
these various literary embodiments, and develop that sensitivity 
and responsiveness which will allow him to share the tradition 

with fellow initiates. 
l11e scholars whose careful work preserves the great texts are 

also educated men, conversant with the major works across the 
entire breadth of the tradition. A university which embodies this 
ideal is thus a community of scholars and students who converse 
about a common literatme. Even though the subtleties of ad
vanced scholarship may be appreciated by only a few specialists, 
nevertheless every member of the community can at least serve as 
an informed audience for the several experts. 

Once the ideal of scholarship is laid out, we can easily enough 
infer the institutional arrangements in which it will find its most 
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natural emhodiment. The university will be a self-governing com
pany of scholars, joined by a number of apprentice-scholars whose 
studies are guided by the senior professors under whom they work. 
The university as a community will be small, informally or
ganized, heavy with tradition, and governed in large measmc by 
the commitment of its members to the life of scholarship. It will 
have little to do in a regular way with the larger society, keeping 
very much to its own affairs and judging its activities by the in
ternal norms of scholarship rather than by social norms of pro
ductivityor llsdnlness. 

I take it tllele is very little real opposition to the ideals and 
activity of the sort of scholarship I have been describing. Even 
the most enthusiastic partisans of scientific research or social 
service commonly pay at Icast passing homage to the world of 
genuine scholarship. Many have decried the pedantry of false 
scholarship, ancJ some have fought to free the social sciences from 
the grip of inappropriate scholarly ideals; but, save in present-day 
China, where the opposition to scholarship has a special political 
significance, there is widespread-and, I believe, justified-agree
ment that humanistic scholars must retain a place in any plan for 
the ideal university. 

There is, unfortunately, rather less agreement on the companion 
proposition that scholarship cannot be the sole occupant of the 
university. Even in this age of science, there are traditionalists 
who would drive out of the university all those who study life 
instead of books or sul)stitute cxperilnents for footnotes. ~y1y 

favorite example of this extraordinary narrowness of vision comes, 
of course, from the University of Chicago, where devotion to the 
great tradition, particularly as it flows from Aristotle, for a time 
became frozen in curricula, reading lists, and degree requirements. 
Some while ago, the question was raised in a meeting of the 
Chicago College Faculty whether history should be added to the 
contents of the general education program. A dedicated acolyte of 
the Tradition rose to argue against the proposal. In support of 
his position, with characteristic medieval deference to authority, 
he quoted the passage ill the Poetics in which Aristotle argues that 
history is an inferior discipline because it deals only with partic
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ulars whereas poetry deals with universals. What is striking is not 
that this argument carried the day-in fact it lost, and history took 
its place alongside poetry and philosophy in the general education 
curriculum-but simply that those present considered it a per
fectly respectab1eand relevant argument! It is roughly as though 
Henry Ford II were to try to dissuade Walter Reuther from de
manding a pay raise by appeal to the medieval doctrine of the 
just wage! ... . 

\Vhatever else>.\\!e!tnclude in our utopian model, a place must 
be assured to Hafry \\loUson, Moses Hadas, Erich Auerbach, 
Paul KristelIer, and.. aH the other great Gelehrten. And I for one 
will break a lance for>the theory of the great tradition at least as 
one element in anutidergraduate curriculum. We deal here in 
matters of intellettuaPtaste, about which there is much disputing, 
but no deciding. I cannot truthfully claim that men are in
evitably spiritually crippled by their unfamiliarity with the great 
tradition, nor is initiation into its subtleties a precondition for the 
creation of new works of intellect. Certainly no one of my leftish 
leanings would see any political merit in a cultural tradition which 
has so often served as an armory of reaction. There is much to be 
said for the childlike innocence of those antitraditionalists who, 
in Michael Oakeshott's lovely phrase, strive to live each day as 
though it were their first. Still, I confess that I like a cultivated 
man or woman, on whom allusion is not lost, in whose discourse 
there echo earlier voices, one capable of that special sort of irony 
which comes from theawarcness that one's most precious thoughts 
have been anticipated. 

So in my ideal university, though not perhaps in yours, a quiet 
quadrangle will be set aside for the scholar; and I shall accord him 
thus a deference which I would not show to merely rich or power
ful men. 

CHAPTER TWO 

The University as a Training Camp 
for the Professions 

A more recent conception with quite different implications for the 
process of education is the ideal of the university as a training 
camp for the professions. The universities founded in Europe in 
the twelfth and thirteenth centuries consisted of faculties of law, 
medicine, and theology; and the first two of these at least remain 
the leading professional faculties of the present-day university. 
In the American experience, it was the need for clergymen that 
prompted the establishment of coneges in the colonial period. 
Only later in the nineteenth century did illStitutions of higher 
education begin to accmllulatc the penumbra of professional facul
ties to which we now attach the distinctive title, "university."* 

The ideal of the professional school presupposes the existence 
of a number of socially defined occupational roles or categories 
whose charactcristics correspond roughly to what we customarily 
mean by a "profession."** Such occupational roles are organized 
as self-ref'ulatine.

Q 0' 
self-certifvin~I..J......~rouDS of men and women who 

~ J.. 

* For a first·rate discussion of the growth and present condition of pro
fessional schools in America, see The Academic Revolution, by Christopher 
Jencks and David Riesman (New York: Doubleday, 1968), especially Chapter 
5· Although my discussion here deals with somewhat different qnestions, I have 
henefited clloflnomly from their encyclopedic knowledge and sociological 
analysis. 

** The tcrms "profcssion" and "calling" have etymological implications 
which havc hccll prctty much lost in recent years. It may be that a doctor or 
lawyer or college teacher ought to "profess" something, or ought to be "caned" 
to his position as a ministcr was once said to be called by God, but if so, that 
is now clearly a prescription and hardly a description. It may still be the case 
that Cod calls many and chooses few, but the statistics on admissions to pro
fe.ssional schoob arc not nearly so discouraging. 

9 
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possess and exercise a special skill or body of technical knowledge. 
CklfJderistically, a !)wfessio/lil[ submits his work for evaluation 
to other members of the profession rather thall to his clients, over 
whom he asserts an authority born of expertise. Professions vary, 
of CO\l[SC, and a lawyer is typicallY less independent of his client 
than a doctor, more independent than an architect. Nevertheless, 
tlte essential and defining mark of the professional is his de
pendence upon other professionals for his certification in the pro
fessioll. A businessman need not persuade other busincssmen of his 
competence before he launches a company, nor Illust a steelworker 
pJ'>s te,>t,> set by other steelworkers. Rut a lawyer IllUSt be certified 
b\' LI\\Ycrs, a minister. by ministers, a doctor by doctors, and a 
teacher by teachers. Much of the high social status of the profes
sions in Americansocittty derives from this autonomy of certifica
tion, for it is a kind 'Of power which confers dignity on its wielders. 
Rieh men have been known to buy mayors, governors, even United 
States senators, but H. L. Hunt himself could not purchase 
certification from Harvard Medical School or a doctorate in art 

history from Columbia University. 
The high status (and correspondingly elevated incomes) of the 

~professions serves as a permanent spur to professionalization of 
the most diverse occupational roles. To the traditional quartet of 
la\\', medicine, theology, and philosophy (in the old sense of sys
tematic rational investigation of man and the universe-what was 
once called Moral Philosophy and Natural Philosophy) have 
been added such job categories as architecture, primary- and 
secondary-school teaching, urban pianning, business administra
tion, diplomacy, landscape gardening, underbking, warfare, social 
work, and evcll the performing ZlftS. In cach case. the same moves 
arc mack: first, it is claimed that thc activity rests upon a body 
of knowledgc and technique which is capablc of heing formulated 
in principles and taught in the classroom; then, the natural con
clusion is drawn that only an expert practitioner can teach the 
activity to others and judge whether the student has mastered it; 
from this, it follows that professional schools should be estab
lished, entrance requirements fixed, degrees granted. and state
appointed boards of certification set up so that only those cjllalified 
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to practice tile profession will be legally permitted to do so. In 
some cases, the vcry highcst level of profcssionalization is achieved: 
the practitioners reserve to themselves the role of judging what 
ends their clients should aim at, as well as what means they should 
employ. Thus, wc need expert doctors to tell us not only how to 
achieve the physical condition wc desire, but even what physical 
condition we ought to desire. Lawyers, on the other hand, are not 
expected to set goals for their clients, but simply to facilitate what
ever plans are already projected. 

Roughly speaking, a profession comes pretty close to what 
Plato called a teelme in the Republic and the Gorgias. Plato saw 
quite clearly that thc notion of techne, resting as it did on an ob
jective theory of the good for man, was deeply antidemocratic. 
He had contempt, as we do, for the medical quack who sought 
to make his patient fcel good momentarily without really curing 
his illness; but Plato took the natural next step from which we 
shrink, and concluded that the rules of a state had a similar 
obligation to minister to the true health of the. body politic, 
rather than merely pandering to its ignorant craving for flattery. 
We echo this aristocratic ideal in our lise of the term "statesman" 
to descrihe the proposer of unpopular measures. In the end, how
ever, we give our hearts to the panderers who get elected, thus 
proving that in America today, politics is not yet a profession. 

The transformation of occupational roles into professions can 
be rationalized at least in part by the steady increase in the tech
nical or theoretical compollent of modern work, although it is 
surciy obvious that a number of the most recently established 
"professions" are merely ordinary johs putting on airs. But there 
is no argument save historical accident for the practice of locat
ing these professions institutionally in universities. The advantage 
to the new profession is obvious. If undertakers can persuade the 
state university to establish a degree-a graduate degree, yetI-in 
Mortuary Science, then they can wrap themselves quite literally 
in the robes of the academy, to the spiritual and financial benefit 
of the entire calling. But the question remains what effect is 
produced in the university by this endless expansion of its repertory 
of degrees, and what attitude we should take toward the process. 
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'Inc easy and obvious attitude is an aristocratic disdain for 
whatever is new and vulgar. 'T'he faculty of arts and sciences looks 
with suspicion upon the candidates in law and medicine, who in 
turn feci an impatient irritation at the candidates for masters of 
art in teaching-the entirc company of learned men averting 
its eves as social work and library science receive their distinctive 
hoods. But though I find this attitude natural, holding as I do a 
degree in philosophy itself, the very original of the "academic" 
calling, still it seems to me a superficial response to a very deep 
problem. If I may make a rather odd comparison, it is like those 
liberal criticisms of American foreign policy during the Eisenhower 
years which made much of ineptitude of style and technique and 
ignored the more important question of basic goals. The funda
mental question is not whether mortuary science should be granted 
a place alongside medicine, and library science next to law, but 
whether a university is an appropriate place for professional 
schools at all. 

I n the last chapter of this book, I shaH argue for the Draconian 
proposal that all professional schools and professional degree

~ 
I-' granting programs should be driven out of the university and---=i 

forced to set themselves up as independent institutes. At this 
point, I wish merely to indicate some of the implications of pro
fessional training for thc educational activities and institutional 
organization of a university. 

The inclusion of professional schools and programs within the 
university damages and eventuaiiy destroys the unity of the 
academic community. Each professional school seeks to prepare 
its students for admission to the profession in the larger society. 
lIenee, relationships develop which cut across university Jines. 
The medical school estabhshes an association with a local hospital 
in which its students can do practical work. The professors main
tain private medical practices as well as giving time to clinics. The 
faculty of the law school adjusts its curriculum to the demands of 
the state bar association, on whose committees many professors 
may sit. Practice teaching for cducation students requires a stand
ing arrangement between the school of education and local 
primary- and secondary-school systems. 
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In countless ways, the activities of the professors and students 
of the professional schools reach out heyond the university, and 
inevitably loyalties are divided. The professional faculties cannot 

commit themselves or their energies to the nniversity nncondi
tionally, as professors in the arts and sciences regularly do. It was 
not surprising, therefore, that during the Columbia crisis, the 
college faetJlty and members of the graduate faculties of arts and 
sciences involved themselves most completely in the affair, while 
members of the law, medical, and business faculties rarely did 
more than attend the several large all-faculties meetings called by 
the president. 

I do not sec how the centrifugal dispersion of energies and 
loyalties can possibly be halted while professional schools and 
programs remain in the nniversity community. It is obviously 
desirable that medical students spend time in hospital wards, that 
law professors help to set the standards of admission to the bar, 
that future teachers have the opportunity to conduct real classes 
under supervision before they begin their regular careers. And so 
long as such connections exist between sections of the university 
community and other social institutions, it will be impossible for 
the university itself to command the undivided loyalty and atten
tion of all Its members. * 

Despite the fact that professional programs are tending marc 

* A second problem of great importance, though not directly relevant to 
our discussion, is the effect on the professions themselves of state regulations 
in the form of iicensing boards, certification procedures, and legal codes of 
professional ethics. It might appear to be all to the good that the state should 
thus oversee the conduct of the professions, but a number of observers of 
qnite diverse political persuasions have pointed out hidden dangers. Milton 
Friedman, in his icolloclastic essays Capitalism and Freedom (Chicago: Uni
versity of Chicago Press, 1962, 1963), makes a striking attack on the state's 
regulation of the medical profession. By empowering boards of doctors to set 
qnite high standards of medical education and qualification, Friedman argues, 
the state effectively divides the general population into two groups: those who 
can afford to pay for-and indeed get-generally excellent medical care, and 
those who, not being ahle 10 afford the medical care available, arc also denied 
an opportunity to be treated by second-rate doctors with inferiol medical 
preparation. By making "quacks" illegal, the state in effect says to the poor, 
"If you cannot afford the best, you must settle for nothing." Would we re
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and more to be located at the graduate level in American univer
sities, professionalism has a very powerful effect on the character 
of undergraduate education. To some extent, this influence is felt 
whether the professional school is part of the university or not; but 
in some cases, as we shall see, the intrusion of professionalism into 
college education .ishclped along by the total lack of separation 
between undergraduate and professional curricula or faculties. 

From the poi~torview of thc professions, a college is expected 
to perform threefun~t~ons: First, it must sort the undergraduates 
out into two group~::'thosc who are acceptable as candidates for 
admission to pr6fii~sional programs and those who are unac
ceptable. Second, 'it must rank the acceptable candidates along a 
scale of excellence'ih aptitude and achievement in order to 
facilitate a fair arHJ.·efficient distribution of scarce places in the 
more desirable professional programs (the crunch to get into 
Harvard Medical School is probably the most familiar example). 
And third, it must prepare undergraduates for professional train
ing through inclusion in its curriculum of material which the 
professional schools \vish to require as prerequisite to admission. 
The first two of these functions are inseparably bound up with 
the process of grading, a subject so complex and controversial 
that I shall deal with it in a separate section later in this book. 
The third touches upon the large question of the proper conduct 
and style of undergraduate education. 

lu,e to aiiow a poor man to buy a secondhand Ford, on the grounds that no 
one should drive less than a new Rolls-Royce? 

From the other end of the political spectrum, I Icnry Kariel makes an 
eXlremely persuasive ease for the repressive and establishmentarian effect of 
state certification in a number of professional fields. In his book, The Decline 
of Pluralism (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1967). Kariel shows how 
the state strengthens the medical establishment of the AMA by placing in its 
hands the legal power to take away a dissident doctor's license, deprive him of 
indispensable hospital affiliation, and deny him the specialty certification he 
needs for certain sorts of medical practice. 

Problems like these do not in the final instance concern the university, but 
insofar as professional ;faculties serve also on state licensing boards, the uni
versity becomes implicaJed in governmental activities which may very well 
limit its freedom as a community of free inquiry. 
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Three views of what undergraduate education ought to be are 
at work in America today, and corresponding to them are three 
sorts of undergraduate curricula. The first view is that college is 
merely an cxtension of high school-more material, a higher level 
of accomplishment dcmanded, somewhat greater freedom of choice 
and indepcndence of work habits, but essentially just four more 
years of high school. The second view is that college is, or ought 
to be, the opening stage of professional training-in short, that 
college should really be graduate school. The proponents of this 
notion point to thc improvements in high school preparation of 
today's college students and arguc that the junior and senior years 
of college could be integrated into graduate and professional 
training programs with no educational loss and a great saving in 
time to the school-burdened student. lbe third view is that be
twecn the accumulation of knowledge and skills at the secondary 
level, and the professional preparation at the graduate level, there 
ought to oecur an intellectual, cultural, and emotional experience 
which is neither a mere continuation of what went before nor a 
mere foretaste of what is to follow. Since I am deeply committed 
to a belief in the unique and irreducible character of under
graduate education, I should like to sketch a few arguments for it 
here and then try to show how the ideals and demands of profes
sional training have invaded and at least partially destroyed it. 

Somctime in late adolescence, boys and girls enter an extended 
period during which they make the difficult transition from child
hood to the adult \vorlc1. Jlist as the· greater biological conlplexity 
of human beings lengthens and complicates the physical process 
of sexual maturation, producing the distinctive suspension of sexual 
development known in psychoanalytic theory as the latency period, 
so the complexity, flexibility, and autonomy of growing-up in our 
society produces the distinctive phase which Erikson calls the 
"identity crisis." 

The child as a student masters a number of linguistic and 
mathematical skills and absorbs a body of information with very 
little psychic conflict.* But on the threshold of adulthood, he is 

* Although quite unnecessary strain may be produced by familial and so
cial pressure to do well in a competitive ranking system associated with the 
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suddenly faced with a problem much greater than any his school
ing has ever posed. He must decide who he is, and hence who he 
is going to be for the rest of his life. He must choose not only a 
career, a job, an occupational role, but also a life-style, a set of 
values which can serve as his ideal self-image, and toward which 
he can grow through the commitment of his emotional energies. 
These choices are Jateful, dangerous, highly charged, and are felt 
as such by the.y<;l\\ng man- or woman-to-be. Sexuality is of course 
an element in; the emotional intensity of the choice, but it is by 
no means th~;.p;lpst imJXHt:1J1t. Ideology looms larger, as Erikson 
says. The verYOl)CIIIless of choice in our society forces the late 
adolescent to question the dcepest assumptions of his culture and 
upbringing. Hence religion in former times, and politics today, 
playa greater role than sex or money in the searching doubts of 
the future adult. 

College is the appropriate setting for this transitional experience, 
and undergraduate education should be designed to facilitate and 
enrich it, not to squelch it. Ideally, students should be removed 
from their homes anel gathered together into autonomous resi
dential and educational communities. There they can experiment 
with being adult in a setting which is at once divorced from 
parental supervision (and the domination of the parent-child rela
tionship) and somewhat insulated from the adult world of occupa
tional roles and familial obligations. Through an education which 
is both exacting and flexible. students can make Drovisional com- - - . 0' 1 

mitments to styles of thought and action, test them for their 
fittingness, and either reject or adopt them in a more permanent 
way. I do not mean to imply that all students ought to become 
academics or intellectuals. But I do maintain that every young 
person should grow to adulthood with a style of intellect and 
sensibility which he has freely chosen in order to express his own 
needs, thoughts, and feelings in an appropriate and spontaneous 

learning, children do lJot resist learning; what they frequently resist is the 
demand that they submit enthusiastically to invidious comparisons between 
themselves and their fellows. 

... As a Training Camp for the Professions 17 

way. TIle life of the intellectual is indeed only one among many, 
but. the life of the mind should be the possession of every man 
and woman. 

There are many readers, I fear, who will consider these remarks 
patronizing to undergraduates-the latest in a long line of rational
izations for the doctrine that the college stands in loco parentis 
to the student. Insofar as I deny that adulthood is the mere 
negation of childhood, I may indeed appear to patronize young 
people, for I admit that they are no longer children and yet 
refuse to acknowledge that they arc adults. Bllt this prolongatiou 
of the path to adulthood is the price we pay for the greater moral 
and spiritual ~Iutollomy that adulthood brings. '111ere is no identity 
crisis for the child who has no freedom to choose an identity. The 
ancient Hebrews declared a boy to be a man at age twelve, and 
indeed, why not? He was not expected to choose whether to be a 
Jew; that was decided for him. When he could perform the pre
determined roles assigned to him by his society, it was time for 
him to assume the status of an adult. The postponement of adult
hood in our society is (or ought to be) a consequence of the 
weightiness of what it is to be an adult. 

Educationally, the failure to recognize the unique importance 
of the transitional stage results in the attempt to hasten professional 
training. If no useful purpose is served by college, save as a brushup 
on high school subjects and a preparation for graduate school, 
then obviously one should improve high school education and 
start students on the road to their professions as early in their lives 
as possible. According to this view, undergraduate curricula should 
be reconstructed so that students need not waste time on irrelevant 
subjects or on introductory courses which will only have to be re
peated at the graduate level. \Vith appropriately "enriched" pro
grams, we should be able to turn out lawyers at age twenty, 
doctors at age twenty-two, and doctors of philosophy at age 
twenty-four. Just such proposals are increasingly popular in Amer
ican educational circles today. They place an especially high 
premium on early choice of career. The ideal student, in the eyes 
of such educators, is not the enthusiastic and imaginative young 
man or woman who vigorously challenges the norms and roles 
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offered by society, but the college freshman who already knows 
the topic of his doctoral dissertation. Surely it is not difficult to 
see that the precocious student, by moving smoothly from sec
ondary schooling to professional training, loses precisely that 
experience of choice and commitment which is a precondition of 
genuine moral and emotional freedom. 

To be sure, the transitional period is unruly, awkward, marked 
by false starts, shifts of direction, and dramatic changes of emo
tional climate'jT~ the mature adult, a young student in the full 
flush of an identity crisis is at the very least an embarrassment and 
at the worst a ,th~ratening reminder of the compromises and dis
satisfactions which lie beneath the surface of his own settled life.'r -,' ,. 

Frequently, thtff,efqre, students find their natural allies among the 
ranks of those men and women who feel a need to remain sus
pended, as it were, in an incompletely resolved crisis of identity. 
Such adults are frequently the very best undergraduate teachers, 
and in a college setting they find a social use for a psychological 
condition which would be merely a hindrance elsewhere in society. 

Given this conception of undergraduate education, it seems to 
;+:;.. me that college could fruitfully begin earlier and perhaps not last 
~ 
o quite so long. A practical proposal, responsive to the pressures of 

professionalization and to the present structure of secondary edu
cation, would be to admit students to college at the end of their 
eleventh year, for a college program of three years' duration. ll1ere 
should be no pr~professional training during that three years, al
thoue:h students oue:ht to be Dennitted to concentrate their studies 

U U I 

in any way they wish. 111en, those students wishing to go on to 
graduate and professional programs would do so, pausing perhaps, 
as in the case of medicine, for a year of concentrated preparation 
in the special subjects required by their chosen profession. By 
mea ns of this arrangement, the three stages of education would be 
clearly distinguished, and the erucial second stage would be given 
a separate institutional setting at just the right time in the lives 
of the students. No one would be led to confuse specialization 
with professionalism, or career uncertainty with unseriousncss and 
wea kness of will. 

Opponents of profcssionalization at the undergraduate level 
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have frequently supported their pOSitIOn hy appeals to theories 
of the natme of the subject matter of education. As we have al
ready remarked, it is common to invoke the great cultural tradi
tion which is the commOI1 heritage of all educated men, and then 
to identify the undergraduate years as the appropriate time for 
transmitting this tradition to students. At some institutions, so 
mechanical was the application of this view that a student was per
mitted to acquire his first degrce merely by passing a set of survey 
examinations in the great tradition (University of Chicago under 
I IutchillS). l']scwhcre, emphasis was laid on reading the great 
books in their original languages (St. John's), or on mastering the 

historical sweep of the tradition (Columbia). 
"Interdisciplinary studies" and "problem orientation" have also 

appeared as slogans on the placards of the antiprofessionals. The 
enemy here is "specialization," which is considered the character
istic vice of the professional. Cross-disciplinary curricula, staff
taught courses drawing on the faculties of several departments, 
undergraduate major fields defined in terms of problems rather 
than disciplines, all have been tried as ways of differentiating 
undergraduate from graduate education and ensuring that profes
sional training is postponed until after the bachelor's degree.* 

rnlere is no reason why undergraduate education should not 
embody a theory about intellectual traditions or about the value 
of nonspecialization, so long as the members of the faculty arc 
committed to it and the students responsive to it. But as a defense 
against professionalization, such a mancuvei Oiiginates in a con
fusion. The distinguishing mark of professional training is not its 
content but its form (if I may adapt an old philosophical dis
tinction). Professional training aims at the achievement of qualifi
cation, through the demonstrated mastery of a body of material 
and a repertory of skills. It is infused with the distinctive norms 
of the profession, which the candidate is expected to internalize 
and conform to. The candidate's social role, status, income, and, 
to a considerable extent, self-image will be defined by the profes

• Needl('ss 10 say, both interdisciplinary studies and problem-oriented pro
grams have nourished at the gradnate level, particularly in the natural and 
social sciences. 
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sion for which he prepares himself. These characteristics of pro
fessional training, and not the degree of generality or specificity of 
the matcriallcarned,set professional training off from other forms 
of education. A gClleral practitioner is as thoroughly profession
alized as a heart specialist. City planners, for all the extraor
dinary breadth of their field, are professionals, and as for the great 
tradition, prerevolutionary China has demonstrated that even a 
humanistic educatioh'can be molded into professional training. 

I myself am a Heirbttd admirer of the great tradition, a long-time 
practitioner of the arts of disciplinary cross-fertilization-and yet, 
I would be perfectly happy to see an undergraduate devote him
self enthusiastically to the study of a narrow, ahistoncal speciality. 
Precision, detail, sophistication, a concentration on the particular, 
are as valuable in intellectual activity as breadth, perspective, 
synthesis, and a sense of the whole. What matters is that the mate
rial should engage the student's intellect and sensibility, that he 
should be held to the highest possible standards of thought, and 
that his activity be free of the extraneous career consequences of 
the professional school. Only by such genuine experimentation, 
sharply different from both the dilettante's superficiality and the 
professional's career commitment, can a young man discover who 
he is and who he wants to be. 

Before leaving the subject of professionalism in higher educa
tion, we must take a look at the anomalous case of the academic 
profession, which occupies a special and peculiar position in the 
university. Tne academic profession is in a manner of speaking the 
proprietor of the universih', its natural inhabitant. The university 
is to professors what the hospital is to doctors or the courts to 
lawyers. And yet, it seems odd to call professors professionals at 
all, despite the fact that their very title proclaims that status. 
Using the term in its modern sociological sense, rather than in 
the original meaning as "one who professes [some doctrine]," can 
we correctly describe university professors as professional men? 
And if we can, what ought the relationship be of this profession 
to the university? 

A university professor's work characteristically consists of two 
distinct and sometimes conflicting activities. First of all, he regu
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lady engages in some sort of creative intellectual work, whether 
scieQ~iiic research, literary analysis, pure mathematics, social criti
cism, or classical scholarship. Intellectual creation as such is not 
the distinctive activity of any particular social or occupational role, 
although a society may institutionalize certain features of it in an 
attempt to transform it into a defined role. In the history of \Vest
ern civilization, at least, amateurs have contributed as much as 
professionals to thc scicnces, arts, and human disciplines. In the 
earliest clays of philosophy, for example, it was considered a mark 
of moral superiority not to earn any money from one's philosophiZ
ing. Plato, Descartes, Spinoza, Locke, and Marx are among the 
great philosophers who cannot be said to have lived off their phi
losophy, while St. lllomas, Rousseau, Hume, Kant, Hegel, and 
Russell in some sense did. It would be impossible to find any indi
cation of this difference in the philosophical theories actually 
espoused by members of the two groups. 

TIle difference between intellectual creation and professional 
activity is vestecl in a distinction deeper than that between the 
professional and the amateur. TIle significant point is not the eco
nomic payoff of the activity, but the nature of the criteria or stand
ards against which it is measurecl. Intellectual creations are judged 
by the criterion of truth, by which I mean not only fidelity to re
ality but also theoretical simplicity, explanatory power, concep
tual elegance, and logical coherence. After everything has been 
granted which must bc granted to the sociology of knowledge, the 
fact remains that the criteria of succcss in historical research or 
philosophical argumcnt arc not socially dcfined. It would make 
perfectly good sense to say that the entire sciClltifie populatiOil-of 
a society was engaged in bad or wrong research, or that all of the 
mathematics done in a society was inconsistent. Intellectual crea
tion, in short, is not at base a social activity, despite the fact that 
it is frequently done by groups of men, at the instigation of so
ciety, and for social rewards. 

Professions, on the other hand, are social roles whose content 
and significance are defined by norms operative in the society.* 

* As defined in this way, some professions include a nonprofessional com
ponent whose correct analysis involves extra-social considerations. Medicine, 
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rllH:re are no objective correlates to the professional activity of the 
Ia wyer, the accounta nt, or the priest (assuming for the moment 
that there is no God). Even the architect and the general pursue 
careers whose criteria of success are social in origin, for what 
counts as good housing or military victory is a matter of culture, 
not nature. Hence, the university professor is not properly a pro
fessional insofar as he engages in intellectual or artistic creation. 

As an active participant in some form of intellectual activity, the 
professor characteristically takes upon himself the responsibility 
for initiating others';rito the traditions and forms of the activity.· 
I Ie is thus teacher as \\;ell as creator. The relationship of professor 
to student in thisinitiatiol1 is rather like that of master to appren
tice. The two seek one another out freely and establish a bond, by 
Illutual agreement, which is IIIora I and emotional as well as intel
lectual. The apprentice-master relation is most obvious in scientific 
laboratories, whose one senior chemist or biologist will preside over 
a complex of research activities carried on by students and junior 
scientists, much as a medieval master craftsman would oversee a 
small family of apprentices and journeymen. Something like the 

t; same instruction should occur between a doctoral candidate and 
~ the director of his dissertation, although of course it frequently 

doesn't. 
But graduate education has a professional as well as a nonprofes

for example, seeks to cure physical ailments. Since it is a natural, not a so
cial, fact whether someone is sick, doctors obviously conform their activities 
at least in part to natural, as opposed to social, standards. Thus, an educated 
layman who performs successful operations while passing himself off" as a 
certified surgeon can be said genuinely to have cured illness, hut not thereby to 
have shown himself to be a qualified doctor. A poet, on the other hand, has in 
our society no professional setting for his activity. Hence, it would be mean
ingless to speak of someone successfully "impersonating" a poet by writing 
good poems while not being correctly certified. One of the peculiar side 
effects of excessive professionalization in American society is the tendency 
of academics to look on amateur historians or philosophers as impostors, as 
though only a man with a Ph.D. should be permitted to try his hand at 
professional scholarship! 

• My discussion of this process of initiation very much reAects the sensi
tive account given by Michael Oakeshott in his collection of essays, Rationalism 
in Politics (New York: Basic Books, 1962). 

I' 
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sional component. The professional component is the procedure 
of certification, leading characteristically to the conferring of a 
degree. It is governed by norms of competence, fairness, and ob
jectivity which have little to do with original intellectual creativity. 
rI11e professors in a graduate department are expected to suspend 
their personal intellectual convictions when passing on the per
formances of doctoral candidates. The same logical positivist who 
regularly follows Hume's injunction to "consign to the flames" any 
books containing nonempirical metaphysics is expected to sit im
partially on the board of a candidate who has written in the style 
of Hegel. To be sure, professors frequently fall short of this pro
fessional norm of objectivity, but they acknowledge themselves 
bound by it nonetheless, just as fee splitters pay lip service to the 
Hippocratic oath. Politically motivated favoritism or reprisal is 
considered a particularly serious violation of professional norms in 
academic circles. However difficult he may find the effort, a pro
fessor must not allow the political persuasions of the student to 
influence his judgment in the processes of certification. Ont: meas
ure of the intensity of the passions stirred up on the Columbia 
campus, I regret to say, was the inability of a small number of 
distinguished professors to abide by this inflexible principle of 
professional life. 

The nonprofessional component in graduate education is the 
intellectual, emotional, and moral interaction through which a 
student learns from a professor what it is to be a creative intel
lect. There are no socia-lly determined rules in this relationship, no 
prerequisites, certifications, or degrees. No act of a university can 
confer intellectual creativity on a professor who lacks it, and no 
law can compel a student to enter into a relationship which he 
resists or condemns. 

The conAict hetween professional certification and intellectual 
initiation destroys the coherence of graduate education in Ameri
can universities. At every turn, professors and students find them
selves torn by the contradictory standards and divergent demands 
of the two activities. The result has been to make the process of 
certification needlessly painful and to corrupt the process of 
initiation. 
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Consider, for example, the requirements for the degree of Doc
tor of Philosophy. At most American universities, the candidate 
must complete a set of courses and examinations designed to 
demonstrate his mastery of the content and techniques of a de
fined field of knowledge. He must then present an extended piece 
of writing which purports to contain an "original contribution to 
knowledge." Now, every professor who has ever attempted to 
administer this system oJ requirements knows that there is some
thing wrong with them-which he expresses, typically, by the 
complaints that "standards are too low," and that "students take 
too long to get through." But very few academics perceive that 
the source of the problem is the conflict between the ideals or 
criteria of certification and initiation. 

Certification is the maintaining and applying of public, objec
tive, impartial, minimal standards of competence. It is a species of 
what I have called evaluation. When a law faculty certifies a 
candidate in law, or a medical faculty a candidate in medicine, it 
attests that the candidate has demonstrated at least a specified 
minimal command of the discipline (of course, the minimal level 
may be quite high). In its certification procedures, the faculty 
openly appeals to the accepted norms of the profession; but it is 
pledged not to impose on candidates its particular convictions with 
regard to matters which are subjects of dispute within the profes
sion. Thus, a law professor ought not to fail a student who dis
agrees with him on the matter of loose versus strict construction 
of the Constitution, but he may perfectly \vcl1 fail a student \vho 
refuses to master the rules of evidence on the grounds that legal 
disputes should be decided in trial by combat. Nor need a mathe
matics professor feel any compunction about failing a candidate 
who disdains consistency as the hobgoblin of little minds. 

Furthermore, since certification is a social precondition of em
ployment in the profession, students acquire certain economic or 
quasi-economic rights which the faculty is bound to honor. If a 
graduate student completes the course and examination require
ments for the doctorate at a fully acceptable level of performance, 
he has a right to begin work on his dissertation under the direction 
of some qualified member of his department. He may be a tedi
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ous person, tllc members of the faculty maya 11 have other inter
ests and projects, no professor may feel moved to take the student 
on-no matter. The candidate has a right to dissertation direction 
and the faculty has a duty to provide it. rnlis obligation is as 
binding on the academic profession as is the doctor's duty to con
tinue the trcatment of his patient. To recognize and honor such 
obligations is a very large part of what it is to be a professional. 

But the standard of adequacy in the writing of the dissertation 
-"an original contribution to knowledge"-is not a standard of 
minimal professional competence and cannot in all honesty be 
administered as such. Disputes over the genuine originality and 
significance of a putative contribution to a field of knowledge are 
precisely the sorts of disputes which arise between reputable 
members of the academic profession. Such disputes appeal to the 
objective criterion of truth, rather than to the socially defined 
criterion of professional competence. Intellectuals repeatedly con
demn, as worthless, pieces of work which, in their role as prafes 
sors, they would readily accept as competent doctoral dissertations. 
Members of the same department, who privately view each other's 
intellectual creations as completely without value, must sit together 
on doctoral committees and somehow transform the intellectual 
standard of "contribution to knowledge" into a professional stand
ard of competence. 

The conflicts begin well before the dissertation stage is reached. 
As creative intellects initiating others into their activity, profes
sors quite naturally feel a powerful desire to turn away all but the 
very few students who show genuine signs of talent and a deep 
personal commitment to the creative enterprise. But as the certify
ing officials of their profession, these same professors consider 
themselves bound to respond to the pressures of the profession as 
a whole. Graduate programs expand to meet the demand for 
Ph.D.'s, not in response to the arrival at their doors of greater 
numbers of brilliant students. It is as though Jascha Heifetz were 
to schedule extra masterclasses because the New York Philhar
monic had empty desks in the second violin section! 

Internal institutional contradictions are no doubt distressing to 
philosophers, who have a professional penchant for vesting logic 
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with metaphysical significallce. But for the social cnbc, the 
crucial question must be cui male? Who is hurt by the situation? I 
am persuaded that both students and professors are hurt, in their 
certification activities as well as in their relationship as teacher 
and student. 

TIle greatest source of harm is the dissertation requirement im
posed on every doctoral candidate. Graduate students by and large 
find the course and examination requirements similar to the sorts 
of work they handled successfully as undergraduates. Standards 
arc higher, and the professional commitment demanded of them 
is exceedingly thre;J.tening to some candidates who until then have 
relied for inspiration on no more than a natural enthusiasm for 
the field; but graduate schools do not find it difficult to devise a 
system of qualifying requirements which their students can han
dle. At the dissertation stage, on the other hand, candidates linger 
painfully for years. ,Outsiders are always astonished to discover the 
average time required for the completion of the Ph.D. It is com
mon for eight, ten, twelve, or more years to elapse between the 
candidate's enrollment and the awarding of the degree. Most of 

~ 
~ this time is spent working on the dissertation. No one will ever 
~ 

total up the marriages ruined, the children neglected, the anguish 
suffered, and the years of fruitful work blighted by the curse of the 
unfinished dissertations. As a young faculty member at Harvard 
and Chicago, I frequently found myself serving on the examina 
tion committees of men ten years my senior, whose length of 
teaching experience far exceeded my own. 

It is not hard to discover the source of the problem. TIle doc
tora I dissertation is supposed to be precisely /lot the sort of task 
which a competent student of the subject can sci for himself in a 
limited period of time. '11Ie dissertation is not five, or eight, or 
fifteen term papers. It is supposed to be in some wayan original 
piece of creative work. Now, no one would think of trying to set a 
timetable for creative work. It would be absurd to suggest that 
Kant was somehow remiss in waiting eleven years after his In
augural Dissertation before publishing the Critique of Pure Rea
son. I ndeed, it is usually counted to his credit that he chose to 
withhold publication until he had solved the deep problems which 
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stood in his wa\,. nut the doctoral candidate is urged, cajoled, se
duced, and pressured to finish his dissertation quickly. He is told 
to take a "manageable" topic, limit it rigorously, work efficiently 
-and produce something original and worthwhile! Perhaps Johann 
Sebastian Bach could turn the chore of composing a weekly can
tata into the act of creating beautiful music, but even most 
geniuses find it difficult to make so great a virtue of necessity. 

The natural response to the destructive anomalies of the Ph.D. 
is to lower botll sights and standards. Don't attempt an original 
and creative work, the candidate is told. Do something merely 
different and competent. Edit a text too obscure to have caught 
another scholar's eye; survey the complete works of a minor figure 
justly forgotten; ring one more change on some old ideas which 
have not suffered every possible permutation as yet. 

Surely it i.~ obvious that no good can come of such a system. 
Those few candidates who have the seeds of creation within them 
will be blighted by the necessity of contorting their original 
thoughts into the unnatural shape of the dissertation. The others, 
competent though they are to master their field and teach it, 
arc compelled to drag out of themselves the simulacrum of a new 
idea, wasting their energies and, like as not, destroying their en
thusiasm for their chosen subject. 

1n the last chapter, r shall propose a radical reconstfllction of 
graduate education designed to eliminate these wasteful efforts and 
establish a rational system of professional training and certifica
tion. At thi.~ point, I wish only to lay hare the somce of the trou
hle. To repeat, the incoherence of graduate education arises from 
the conAict bclwccn two distinct activities guided by two entirely 
separate sets of standards, namely, the training and certification of 
college teachers on the Olle hand, and the initiation of promising 
acolytes into intellectual creativity on the other. Insofar as the 
standards of the first arc inappropriately applied to the products of 
the second, thc current studcnt outcry against "profes.sionalistn" 
has a legitimate hasis ill fact. 



CHAPTER THREE 

The University as a Social Service Station 

Our third model is at once a description, a prediction, and a justi
fication. It portrays the university as a complex institution, or per
haps an aggregation of institutions loosely held together, which 
performs an array of educational, research, consultative, and other 
services for American society as a whole. The theorist of this 
model is of course Dr. Clark Kerr, former President of the Uni
versity of California, whose Godkin Lectures at Harvard in 1¢3, 
published under the title The Uses of the University, have given 
us the indispensable term "multiversity." 

Kerr's book is one of those rare productions which, in its fusion 
'of style and argument, form and content, perfectly exemplifies its 
subject of discourse. Eclectic, pragmatic, thoroughly modern in 
diction as in thought, The Uses of the University is somehow just 
the sort of book which ought to be written by the president of a 
multiversity. It is couched in "descriptive-celebratory" style, as we 
may call the ambiguous cross between factual narration and nor
mative defense which so many of our social scientists adopt when 
speaking of contemporary American institutions. One is never 
entirely clear whether Dr. Kerr is merely recounting the changes 
which he perceives in American universities or congratulating us 
all on them. Nevertheless, I think we can easily enough separate 
the description and prediction from the justification and con~ider 

them in isolation. 
"Today," Kerr begins, "the large American university is ... a 

whole series of communities and activities held together by a com
mon name, a common governing board, and related purposes." It 
is, as he puts it, a "Federal Grant university," for its financing, its 
c1ircction of groW;thn\its purposes, and its personnel arc all domi
nated by the availability of federal support, in the form of research 
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grants, student fellowships, aid to area studies or language pro
gralTI~' funds for laboratory construction, and so forth. 

11le multiversity, as its name suggests, exhibits none of the 
unity of place, purpose, and political organization which charac
terized older universities. At its heart lies an undergraduate col
lege-or perhaps many undergraduate colleges and programs. But 
it stretches out in every direction, embracing professional schools, 
research institutes, training programs, hospitals, primary and sec
ondary schools, farms and laboratories, in several cities, states, even 
in other countries. The University of California will probably have 
a branch operation on the moon before the century is out. 

11le ancient image of the walled enclave is of course entirely in
appropriate to the modern multiversity, which has no walls or 
gates, and so cannot even be said to "stand open" to the larger 
society. It simply merges with its surroundings, so that even at the 
level of budgets and administration it may be difficult to discern 
the precise boundaries of the institution. Of all the interpenetra
tions, that between multiversity and federal government is most 
significant. So completely have the two come to rely upon one an
other that the relationship might better be considered a symbiosis 
than a seduction. TIle movement of men from classroom to gov
ernment bureau to university administration and back is steady 
and nnimpeded. The paths beaten by these traveling experts are 
soon followed by students, who go easily from a graduate program 
in political science to a congressional internship, back to take a 
doctorate and on to the State Departinent or Pentagon, and back 
again to the university; the phrase "circulation of elites," had it 
not already been preempted in sociology for a somewhat different 
phenomenon, would perfectly characterize the flow of personnel 
between government and multiversity. 

Like all social institutions which undergo rapid change, the 
multiversity exhibits a considerable incoherence between its new, 
expanding programs and its sizable body of established, traditional 
activities. 11lc president may concentrate his attention on the new 
institutes, grants, programs, and degrees which spring up on the 
periphery of the institutions; but there will still be many profes
sors and students whose lives are untouched by these "multiversi
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tarian" activities. To the member of the more traditional humani
ties departments, for example, the only effects may be a rash of 
new building in the vicinity and the subtle awareness that else
where in the university faculty members arc paid bettcr and stu
dents receive fatter fellowships. As is well known, the natural 
sciences are most thoroughly at home with the new order, the 
humanities least comfortable (save for certain formerly quite 
arcane languages which have suddenly acquired "strategic" value), 
with the social sciences ranging themselves between the two poles. 
Som e very aIloma lous ma rriages and arrangemt:nts take plact:, 
testi fying (according to one's prejudices) either to the open
minded liberality or mindless stupidity of the federal government. 
One of the most prominent radical critics of American foreign 
policy, for example, draws much of his substantial pay from a 
federal grant to an electronics laboratory, where he does brilliant 
work on-of all things-the philosophy of language. A second 
flourishes as a professor of industrial engineering in a university 
division which depends upon government grants. 

,p.. The multiversity is not a mere receiver of social benefits, the
I',:) 
0":> terminus of a flow of social wealth. It is itself a highly productive 

element of the American economy through its training of skilled 
personnel, its development of new technology, and the accumula
tion in its faculty of scarce and much-desired expertise. Kerr re
peats the familiar observation that California, New York, and 
Massachusetts have taken disproportionate shares of defense con
tracts and industrial development because of their congeries of 
academic institutions. We see here a vivid evidence of the fact 
that technical knowledge is an even more valuable economic re
source than mineral deposits in an advanced industrial society. It 
is easier and cheaper to bring the raw materials for electronics in
dustries to Boston than it would be to induce the scientists of 
MIT or Harvard to move, say, to Minnesota. 

Like the great conglomerate corporations which have grown up 
through mergers, takeovers, and diversification, the multiversities 
become involved in virtually every sort of activity requiring tech
nical expertise or bookish skills. They are the holding companies 
of the knowlr:dge industry. The criterion of admission to the 

; ! ~ !': , 
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multiversity, however, is not profitability in the economic sense 
but profitability in the social sense. The multiversities become 
social service stations. 

It is not difficult to articulate the argument which can be made 
in favor of the multiversity. To begin with, the multiversity is not 
unique in serving the ends of the larger society. As Kerr points out, 
universities have always devoted themselves to purposes at least 
partially defined by social forces and social groups outside the walls, 
whether by glorifying Cod, training ministers, preparing the 
som of the upper classes for positions of ruk, or turning out the 
experts needed to run a technological economy. In a democratic 
and pluralist age, it is only natmal that those demands should be 
many, varied, even conflicting. To meet them, the institution must 
itself become internally diverse, quite probably at the price of the 
unity and harmony which graced an earlier age. The critic who 
bemoans the loss of institutional community is really asking that 
only a single social interest be served in the university. No matter 
which interest is chosen, the result must be counted a loss to all 
but a fraction of the society as a whole. In this way, academic 
radicals manage to combine an extreme egalitarianism in politics 
with a reactionary elitism in education. The true defender of 
democratic values (I trust the reader will recall that I am still 
rehearsing the defense of the multiversity) is the dedicated and 
harried multiversity president, through whose tactful maneuvering 
the widest .may of conflicting interests are accommodated within 
the academy. Here is Kerr describing the office of which he was the 
first occupant: 

The president in the multiversity is leader, educator, creator, 
initiator, wielder of power, pump; he is also office holder, 
caretaker, inventor, consensus-seeker, persuader, bottleneck. 
But he is mostly a mediator [po 36]. 

Social justice, as well as history, requires the university to serve 
the society in which it resides. It is, after all, parisitic upon the 
community, consuming resources l1Iuch as monasteries once did. 
The social bookkeeping may be a trifle obscure, but somewhere, 
somehow, the professors and students are living off the productive 
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1abor of the working classes. And the purer, the more intellectually 
meritorious the activities of the academy, the more thoroughly 
they are parisitic. Surely it is reasonable that the recipients of this 
benefaction should return a part of its value to the society in the 
form of technological innovation, expert consulting, professional 
training, and cooperation in socially useful enterprises. However 
dedicated thepl)bli~ may be to the religion of education, with its 
magnificent temples, ancient texts, exclusive rituals, and conspicu
ously idle priests, there is a limit to the amount of wealth the 
academy may legitirnatcly absorb in a society far from affluent. 

I t is not only traditional and just that the university serve so
ciety; it is also exceedingly useful that it do so. As a people, we 
Americans are active rather than contemplative. When we have 
identified a social evil, our inclination is to do something about it, 
not to reflect on its significance for the human condition. At every 
level of the public and private sectors we are busy planning, adjust
ing, experimenting. There is an insatiable need for expert knowl
edge and advice, and the universities are great social repositories 
of such expertise. It is as wasteful for a great university to sit un
tapped in the midst of a modern city as it would be for the 
Colorado to flow on undammed or the Mesabi to lie unexploited. 
There is not an enterprise in America, from the formulating of 
foreign policy to the organizing of community control of public 
schools, which does not benefit from the active participation of 
the personnel of the multiversity. 

If tradition, justice, and social utility are not sufficient to justify 
the multiversity, let us add one final argument: in a society which 
distributes wealth and status very unequally indeed, the multi
versity serves as a prime instrument of opportunity and upward 
mobility for millions of Americans who would otherwise be 
trapped at thelO\ver levels of the social pyramid. The great 
English, French, and German universities have been exclusive in
stitutions where high and specialized standards of admissions effec
tively barred all but the privileged few. Whether by the economic 
inutility of tl~.~i.f.;f;{)orses of instruction, the unavailability of the 
dead languagesi'they demanded of applicants, the rigidity of their 
standards, oreverimerely by their expense, they effectively guar
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anteed tllat only the sons of the wealthy and well-placed would 
matriculate within their walls. By contrast. the multiversity opens 
its arms to students from virtually every level of wealth, social 
status, and native ability. Through networks of community col
leges and adult education programs, it draws in students who 
either cannot afford, cannot handle, or would never have thought 
to seck, a traditional fom-year degree in arts and sciences. The 
poorly prepared student, the under achiever, the late developer, 
are encouraged to slip almost imperceptibly into the orbit of the 
multiversity. The ablest among thelll arc there spotted by their 
teachers and encouraged to advance to the next level of academic 
achievement. At Columbia University, for example, there are men 
in the faculty who began in the School of General Studies and 
were brought along through graduate study to the Ph.D. Had the 
system been forced· to make a final decision on them in their un
dergraduate days, they would undoubtedly have been rejected and 
lost to Columbia. 

The same openness can be seen in the multiversity's willingness 
to add degree-granting programs in subjects once decisively ex
cluded from the academic world. The haughty humanist may con 
sider nursing or landscape gardening lesser breeds without the law, 
but how many young people would never have any experience 
whatever of the life of a university if they were forced to take the 
quadrivium and trivium or nothing at all! One need simply look 
at the university systems of France or England to see the destruc
tive social effects of an elitist philosophy of education. 

We can conclude this defense of the multivcrsity with a passage 
from Kerr. Characteristically, Kerr insists that he speaks de
scriptively, but the tone is clearly celebratory: 

The Amcrican University is currently undergoing its second 
great tramformation. The first occurred during roughly the 
last quarter of the ninetecnth century, when the land grant 
movemcnt ;mcl Cerman intellectualism were together bringing 
extraordinary change. The current transformation will cover 
roughly the quarter centmy after \Vorld \Var II. The uni
versity is being called upon to educate previously unimagined 

I
 



34 Four }\;fodels of a University 

numbers of students; to respond to the expanding claims of 
national service; to merge its activities with industry as never 
before; to adapt to and rechannel new intellectual currents. 
By the end of this period, there will be a truly American uni
versity, an institution unique in world history, an institution 
not looking to other models but serving, itself, as a Illodel for 
universities in other parts of the globe [po 86]. 

I think we may say that we have given the multiversity a fair 
hearing. It has tra"clition behind it, justice and utility for it, and 
the future ahead of it. \Vhy then docs the prospect of it so depress 
u~~ \\h)' does evtry right-thinking (which is to say, left-leaning) 
reader turn in dismay from Kerr's description? \Vhat, as the 
English rather quaintly say, is so ofl-putting about the multiversity? 

'nlere are four grOl;nds for this reaction to the emergence of the 
multiversity, of which one is in my opinion illegitimate, a second 
legitimate but relatively unimportant, and two so important that 
together they outweigh the genuinely powerful justification whieh 
wc have just sketched. 

.... In academic circles, the principal source of anti-multiversity 
~ feeling seems to be mere intellectual snobbism. Aristocrats are 

characteristically sentimental about the poor and contemptuous of 
the middle class. So it is in academia. TIle same Ivy League 
brahmins who welcome the disadvantaged and the ghetto dweller 
into their midst, scorn the business courses, nursing program, ex
tension schools, and institutes of applied expertise which consti
tute the bourgeoisie of the intellectual world. The humanities and 
pure sciences look down on all those academic arrivistes who seem 
so perfectly at home in the Illultiversity. The ambition to turn a 
job into a profession seems comical to those who prefer to forget 
tbat their profession is also a job. The attitude of the academic 
elite to the multiversity is rather like that of eighteenth-century 
landed interests to monied interests, or-somewhat later-like that 
of old money to new money. As usual, this snobbery is tricked out 
in an ideology of scholarship and education, but beneath the ra
tionalizations one can discern the same disdain which the aristo

"' i,j 
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(Tat Plato expressed, 2Soo years ago, for thosc Creek teachers who 
charged 1Il01)(~y for their lessons. 

A legitimate complaint against the multivcrsity is its tendency 
to unclermine the internal political organization of the academy. 
For reasons wllich will bc set forth in Part 'Iluee of this cssay, I 
share the widespreacl COllllnitlllent to a faculty-studeIlt-flIn uni
versity. But my cxpcriences at Columbia and elsewhere make me 
very much aware of the difficulty of preserving genuine faculty
stlldcnt authority in all imtitution with mall)' faculties, many stu
den t bod ies, a lid no coheren t !>oIlcls of in terna I uni ty. l':vcn in a 
tradition3 I universi ty there are centri fuga I forces which tend to 
separate department from department and division from division. 
The sheer si/c' of Illany university faculties makes the delegation of 
authority appear inevitahlc. Undn these circumstances, academic 
institutions should move toward smaller units with more complete 
autonomy of such discrete units as a medical school, law school, or 
theological faculty. But the multiversity moves in precisely the 
opposite direction. The more IHlIllerOllS and di\erse the activities 
it clraws within its orbit, the more it must rely for its governance 
on a central administration. \Vhen an affair like theColumbia up
rising occurs, faculty and students are appalled to discover how 
many of the activities of the university take place absolutely at the 
discretion of the presidcIlt or chancellor, without even the sem
blance of control hy the members of the university. Now, so long 
as the university clings to its traditional form, the faculty and 
students have S0111C chance, ho\vevcr ren-tote, of taking effective 
collective control. But in the multivcrsity it is impossihle even to 
determinc who should count as a mcmher of the faculty or as a 
student. In this organi/.ational chaos, the ccntral administration 
rules, by default, as a responsive and benevolent dictator. Natu
rally. tlll_' 1II1IIti\'ersil\· prcsident sees himself as IlIore acted upon 
than acting, powcrless rather than powerful. But in fact, what 
real power of decision tllCTe is in thc multiversity concerning the 
major questions of glOwth, financing, and so forth rests with him. 
Dr. Kerr is quite right in comparing the role of multiversity presi
dent with that of President of the United States. Both are posi
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tions of rulership by default which bear no recognizable relation 
to the traditional ideals of democratic society. 

But this is a minor evil of the multiversity. If nothing worse 
could be said against it, we would have to conclude that the bene
fits of the new university outweighed its faults. A very much 
deeper criticism Il1Ust be made of the rationale of the multiversity, 
what Kant would have called its Regulative Principle of Action. 
The key to this principle is the slippery notion of "social need." 

Throughout his essay, Kerr speaks of the multiversity as re
sponding to social needs or as satisfying demands made upon it by 
society. Here are a few passages which echo this refrain: 

It is interesting that American universities ... which are 
part of a highly decentralized and varied system of higher 
education should, nevertheless, have responded with such fidel
ity and alacrity to national needs [po 49]' 

Federal agencies are more responsive to particular national 
needs than the universities would be ... [po 59]. 

\Vith all its problems, however, federal research aid to uni
versities has helped greatly in meeting national needs [p. 68]. 

The nation needs. more research activity ... and more per
sonnel. ... From now to 1970 the expected supply of engi
neers and scientists will fill only three quarters of the demand 
[po 76]. 

Knowledge is exploding along with population. There is also 
an explosion in the need for certain skills. The university is 
responding to all these explosions. The vastly increased needs 
for engineers, sc\entists, and doctors will draw great resources 
to these areas oUhe university [pp. 110-111]. 

[a 11 emphases addGd] 

The difficulty with these and countless other assertions in Kerr's 
book is their coni~lefe failure to draw a sharp distinction between 
the concepts(}(l?~~f!l>:eor market demand and human or social 
need. Dr. Kerr's"di~~{l;~sion commits exactly the same error which 

,-1 ' " 

... As a Social Service Station 37 

lies at the heart of classical laisser·faire economic theory. In this 
way,,}}j.s book serves as a perfect expression of liberal ideology. 

ine point is a simple one and many critics since Marx have 
elaborated it: A human or social need is a want, a lack, the ab
sence of something material or social, whose presence would 
contribute to physical and emotional health, to the full and un
alienated development of human power-in a word, to true hap
piness. Individuals have needs for food, for leisure, for privacy, for 
the esteem of their fellows, for productive and fulfilling work. 
Societies of men have collective needs, for social justice, for peace, 
for cultural and political community.* Some needs are felt needs 
-that is to say, they arc lacks or wants of which the needy persons 
arc quite conscious. Other needs may not be felt as such, because 
of ignorance, or lack of experience. A man who has never ex
perienced art in any form can hardly be expected to know that his 
life lacks one of the great fulfillments available to us, but it is per
fectly possible for an external observer to see the drabness of his 
life and perceive what is missing. In the same way, a primitive 
tribe forever living on the edge of subsistence may have no idea 
what the human body can become, given good food, rest, and 
healthful exercise. Yet a doctor might easily observe that the entire 
tribe suffered a physiological lack, of vitamins perhaps, or protein, 
or sheer calories. In short, the distinction between felt and unfelt 
(or manifest and latent) need is empirically grounded; it requires 
no appeal to a theory of the "real self" or such like implausibilities 
of Idealist metaphysics. 

Effective or market demand, on the other hand, is simply the 
existence in a market economy of buyers who are in the market 
place, have money in hand, and are prepared to spend it for a par
ticular commodity. IIence the familiar expression, "He is in the 
market for" this or that. Demand is said to he effective when it is 
capable of eliciting a response in the form of a supply. Needless to 
say, there may be a large effective demand for a commodity at one 
price, and little or no effective demand for the same commodity at 

,. See Chapter Five. "Commullity," of my The Poverty of Liberalism (Bos
ton: Beacon Press, lC)6R), for an all31ysis of the n3ture and varieties of com. 
munity. 
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a higher price. Originally, the concept of effective demand was 
defined for the situation of a commodity market, but it is not diffi
cult to see how it can be generalized. In the academic world, for 
example, when there are many applicants (large supply) for a few 
teaching positions (small effective demand), those doing the hir
ing can get away with a kind of callous mistreatment (broken 
promises, unanswered letters, disconrtcous interviews) which dis
appears as soon as the supply shrinks or the demand increases. 
'111at is why it is a good de-dl more pleasant to look for an aca
donic position in California than in Boston or New York City. 
')'he "law of the market" even applies in affairs of the heart, as the 
scarce males at a summer resort can testify. 

The rationale of the classical free market rests on two assump
tions, both of which have for quite a long time now been known 
to be wrong. 'Ille first assumption is that all human and social 
needs are felt needs. 'Ille second assumption is that felt needs in a 
free market society are always expressible as effective demand. 
Thus, if men need food, they feel hungry. If they feel hungry, then 
they go into the market to buy food. The demand for food drives 

;.j;;;.. 
~	 up the price, which drives up the profit, which attracts investors, 
o	 

who increase the supply, which drives down the price again and 
satisfies the need. A continuing rolling adjustment of resources to 
needs takes place, in a way which guarantees the fullest satisfac
tion possible with the resources and technology available. 

I n the	 classical theory, no moral judgments are permitted con
cerning Utrue" versus Hfalse" needs, or Hhigher" versus "lower" 
pleasures. Happiness is assumed to be the only thing intrinsically 
good; and happiness, it is supposed, consists in the satisfaction of 
whatever desires one actually has. So when men want poetry, their 
expressed demand will elicit poetry from some source or other in 
society; when they want pornography, pornography will appear. 

There is a case to be made for this pristine doctrine, although I 
confess that it has always seemed to me more aesthetically pleas
ing by virtue of its simplicity, than persuasive or plausible. But 
quitc frequently, an author will appear who systematically identi
fies effective market demand with true human need, while not 
subscribing at all to the postulates and presuppositions which, as 
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we Ilavc; seell, underlie such an ickIltification. 'l1lJt is, he will talk 
as tlJOugh a demand ill the market automatically expressed a hu
man or social need, while at the same tillle talking as though he 
made moral judgmcnts about tflle versus false needs. 111e result is 
not an	 argument, nor is it exactly just a confusion. 'Ille result is a 
covert	 idcological rationalization for whatever human or social 
dcsires	 happen to be hacked by cnough money or power to trans
late them into effective demands. I shall try briefly to show that 
Clark Ken is guilty of exactly just such ideological rhetoric. 

TIle crucial point is that many human needs cannot get them
selvcs cxpressed adequately as market demands. In America, for 
example, there is a great need for cheap, well-made, well-designed 
clothing and housing. For a variety of technical reasons, it is pos
sible to make a very nice profit from cheap, well-made, well
designed clothing. Hence, Americans hy and large arc well and 
attractively clothed at virtually every economic level save the very 
lowest. At the same time, little or no profit is to be made in well. 
designed, well-constructed, low-cost housing, although high-cost 
housing returns a fine profit. Here an enormous human and social 
need fails to express itself in a market demand capable of eliciting 
an adequate flow of investment capital, and our cities sink deeper 
and deeper into decay. The same disparity between need and sup
ply exists in the field of medicine and public health, ghetto educa
tion, conservation, and pol1ution control.* 

When Kerr speaks repeatedly of the multiversity's responsive
ness to national needs, he is describing nothing more than its 
tendency to adjust itself to effective demand in the form of gov
ernment grants, scholarship programs, corporate or alumni under-' 
writing, and so forth. But his language encourages the reader to 
suppose that the demands to which the multiversity responds are 

• In fairness to. the laisser-faire position, which I have dismissed a bit 
casually, it ought 'to he pointed out that a major obstacle to the flow of 
capital and lahor' into such areas as medicine and low-cost housing is the 
existence of arbitrary restrictions (building codes, minimum-wage laws, medical 
licensing proccdl:nes) which violate the principle of the free market. I don't 
believe that these deviations from laisser-faire explain away the major failings 
of the capitalist system, but a good deal more argument than I have offered 
here would he necessary to refute such theorists as Milton Friedman. 
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expressions of genuine human and social needs, needs which make 
a oloral claim upon the effort and attention of the academy. It 
takes very .little thought to see the weakness of this implicit claim. 

The nation needs more engineers and scientists, Kerr says. Only 
three fourths of the demand will be met at current rates of enroll
ment. But the shortage of engincers in America is due entirely to 
the enormous space program, which absorbs tens of thousands of 
highly trained personnel in an enterprise of very dubious social 
priority. \\Then Kerr speaks of the "demand" for engineers as one 
to which the multiversity ought to respond, he is covertly (and 
probably unwittingly) endorsing the space program. He would 
hardly view the matter that way, I should imagine. But the alterna
tive is to assume without question that the multiversity should 
accept the goals and values of whoever in America has the money 
to pay for them. Instead of calling his essay The Uses of the Uni
versity, he could more appropriately have titled it University for 
Hire! 

The same covert rationalization applies to the multiversity's ac
ceptance of war-related research. When Congress appropriates 
money for research into weapons systems, counterinsurgency tech
nology, or problems of manpower recruitment, that merely proves 
-at best-that the American people through their representatives 
wish to express a market demand for such research. To go a step 
further and sa.y ,that such research meets a national need is to 
endorse the purposes to which it will be put, approve of them, 
adopt thcm as one's own. By systematically cOllfusing the conccpts 
of need and dcfh;lnd, Clark Kerr hegs all of the major political 
'lt1c\tions of the (Jay: 

SmcJy it shoulcl15c ofwious that the academy must make its own 
judgnH:;1t abo~{t,;th~ social value of the tasks'it is called upon to 
perform. F,veu"i,fr the federal govcrnment wants war rescarch or 
political stabilitys;budies or officer training, the professors and stu
dents of the uni,,iersity may decide that the government is wrong 
and that its desircs should be resisted. If somcone asks what right 
the professors and students have to qucstion the will of the federal 
government, we can only reply, what right has the federal govern
ment to impose its will upon free men and women? 
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But there arc material conditions of freedom, as a Marxist might 
,say"and a university too heavily dependent upon federal grants 
will find Itself unable to take a stanel against programs and direc
tions of development which it believes to be wrong. It is honorable 
for the workers in a government agency to accept the policy direc
tion of Congress anel the President. They exist to effect the will of 
the people, which expresses itself through its elected representa
tives. But it is dishonorable for a university to become a govern
ment agency by forfeiting the active exercise of its power of 
independent evaluation. 

So many of the hopes and fears of the American people [Kerr 
writes] arc now related to our educational system and par
ticularly to our universities-the hope for longer life, for 
getting into outer space, for a higher standard of living; our 
fears of Russian or Chinese supremacy, of the bomb and an
nihilation, of individual loss of purpose in the changing world. 
For all these reasons and others, the university has become a 
prime instrument of national purpose [po 871. 

Kerr's voice is the voice of praise, but his words are an unwitting 
indictment of the modern university. 

So we come to our last criticism of the multiversity. If it is an 
instrument of national purpose, then it cannot be a critic of na
tional purpose, for an instrument is a means, not an evaluator of 
ends. In America today the power of the federal government has 
grown so great that there is almost no independent center of ac
tivity with the authority to challenge its policies. \Vithin the broad 
COllscnSIlS of practical politics there arc conntless disagrecments 
and con fliets of belief or intcrest, but when the very premises of 
that consensus are wrong, who is to combat them? The great uni
versities stand alone as institutiolls rich enough, powerful enough, 
possessed of sufficient moral and intellectual authority to cry Nay, 
Nay, when every other voice says Yea, Yca. There is no better ex
ample of this "power of negation," as the Hegelians might say, 
than the casc of the Vietnam Teach-ins. \Vithout overestimating 
their role in the great shift of opinion which eventually brought 
Johnson down and drove the government to the peace table, I 
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think it is fair to say that the public debates staged by dissenting 
professors and students were the turning point in the history of 
America's involvement in Vietnam. 

Clark Ken's vision of the university of social service poses a 
great choice to those of us who care about the future of the 
academy. Shall the university accept the symbiotic interactions 
with government which are now offered? Shall it devote its re
sources to the satisfaction of those social desires which make them
sehes felt as effective demands? Or shall it remain institutionally 
aloof amI eO\lntcrpose itself to the momentum of government, 
foundation, and industry? It won't do to strike for a middle 
course, thinking that we can accept the government's money and 
he admitted to the council chambers while yet remaining free to 
dissent. Perhaps we might persuade ourselves that such a course 
was honorahle, but I fear we would soon find it in practice im
possible. The federal government is not likely to underwrite a for
eign service officers' training program with the understanding that 
the candidates will in their seminars explore the imperialist foun
dation of American foreign pohcy. Nor is the government likely to ..,.. 

~ show much patience for a federally supported laboratory which 
t-:I diverts its grant money to the development and publication of 

techniques for guerrilla insurgency against American forces.* 
It comes clown to this: at the present time in the United States, 

is there a greater social need for full-scale integration of the re
sources and activities of the universities into existing domestic 
and foreign programs, or for a sustained critique of those programs 
from an independent position of authority and influence? My own 
helief is that we need critique, not cooperation, and I therefore 
reject the model of the multiversity as an ideal for the modern 
university. 

• I have no doubt that somewhere in the United States today a team of 
scientists is engaged in illSt such a study, for the purpose of alerting the 
United States military to the weaponry its forces will face in the 1970'S. I 
trust the reader can see the difference between such a study and the sort of 
"anti-American" research I have in mind. The flexibility of the American 
gon:rnment i,n,JII~i stiu~ly of means is exceeded only by its rigidity in the pur
~LlIt of il~ agreed cnd~. \\'hat trouhles me is the gradllal extinction in the 
uni\'crsity of any spark of resistance to those ends. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

The University as an Assembly Line 
for Establishment Man 

We tum finally to an anti-model of the university, in terms of 
which contemporary student radicals mount their assault on uni
versity education in America. When the current movement of stu
dent protest got under way roughly five years ago, the original 
attacks were directed at specific conditions or policies which were 
felt to he immoral or inconsistent with a good education. In some 
universities, students renewed the old attack on Reserve Officer 
Training programs; in others, they protested the recruiting activi
ties of corporations or government agencies with obvious military 
connections. Sometimes, as at Berkeley, students aimed their fire 
at teaching and staffing policies which produced large, impersonal 
classes and a minimum of student-teacher contact. But wherever 
the protests appeared, the targets were particular in nature. The 
unexpressed implication was that the university as a social institu
tion was itself sound; the evils were not intrinsic to the institution 
but were abuses of it. Even in the Columbia affair, coming rather 
late in the development of events, the rebellious students stuck 
very closely to a set of six demands, each of which was concerned 
with a specific university action or policy. 

As the several campus protests have grown into a movement, 
however, students have progressively generalized their criticism 
into something like a theory of what is wrong with higher educa
tion in America. Gradually a model of the university emerges and 
crystallizcs, laying bare the connections between its underlying 
structure and the variety of visible evils which manifest themselves 
here and there. '" 

• Thc movement from particular, disconnected complaints against abuses of 
the exi~ting imtitutious to a coherent, general critique of the institution itself 
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111 its funy developed form, the radical critique of the American 
university consists of three elements-or, as philosophers like to 
say, three moments. These are: a thoroughgoing criticism of the 
content and organization of education within the university; an 
account of the relation of the university as an institution to the 
other major institutions of our society, in particular to the govern
ment, to industry, and to the military; and a theory about how the 
first is causally related to the second.· I shan do my best to 
rehearse the critique as forcefully as I can. First, however, it might 
be helpful to bring into tIle opell and debunk ollee for all a 
rather silly notion of the university which plays a large role in the 
rhetoric, if not in the theorizing, of radical students these days. 

The theory, which we might can a vulgar Marxist heresy, runs 
something like this: the university in capitalist society is [like a] 
corporation, run by administrators and trustees (and faculty-the 
theory is confused about their role) in the interest of the institu
tion and of the capitalists, many of whom are to be found in 
administrative positions. The students are an exploited and down
trodden proletariat, maltreated and manipulated by their bosses. 
Liberation will come through solidarity, organization, and the 
permanent overthrow of the university power structure by an alli
ance of students together with those junior faculty who choose to 
throw in with the progressive class of students. 

i" of course a familiar pattern. It is characteristic of "anti-ideological" liberals 
to remain fixated at the first stage, justifying their failure to progress beyond 
spot criticism and piecemeal reform as "pragmatic" or "hard-nosed," The 
ideological result is,<~\~osert rationalization of existing institutions, for no evil 
is ever perceived as i,t~rin:ic to the institutions rather than a mere abuse of it. 
For a more systematic 'discussion of this subject, see my Poverty of Liberalism, 
Chapter Three, "Pow~P"'>$te also Herbert Marcuse's discussion of the repres
sive effects of behav:iQtatl social science in One-Dimensional Man (Boston: 
Beacon Press, 1964) :The source of these several discussions is Marx's theory 
of class-consciouness .. '!" '" 

• I don't know wlleth'er any student radicals have formulated their theory 
quite this coherently and systematically. I have had trouble finding an SDS 
publication, for example; in which the argument is laid down clearly enough 
to permit a lengthy quotation and analysis. Nevertheless, I shall stand by my 
reconstruction as capturing the essential structure of the thing if not all of its 
variety of detail. 
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There are three reasons, I think, why this grotesque misrepre
sentation of the character of a university appeals so viscerally to 
a number of rebellious students. First of all, it is a readymade rhet
oric, complete with slogans, emotional associations, rallying cries, 
and symhols-the red flag of communism, the black flag of an
archism, "All power to the Soviets," "communes," and so forth. 
This is a noble revolutionary legacy, nicely calculated to drive 
sober, middle-aged liberal administrators wild. At Columbia, emi
gre professors who should have known better lost an sense of 
rcality :lnd panicked, freely predicting :llIother major reign of ter
ror if the "young hoodlums" were not immediately and forcefully 
put down. 

Secondly, the fantasy that the students are the proletariat re
belling against their capitalist exploiters carries with it the com
fortable corollary that they arc riding the wave of the future. As 
the Bolsheviks studied the French Revolution and adjusted their 
expectations accordingly, so a number of radical students enjoy 
the thought that they are the eighty-one in the Sierra Maestra, or 
the spearhead of an American Long March. 

Finally, of course, students find it morally comforting to iden
tify themselves as a suffering proletariat, because in their souls 
there echoes the old Judeo-Christian belief that suffering cleanses 
and ennobles. At all costs, some students must see themselves as 
victims, sufferers, the exploited, the wretched of the university 
community. It is as though they had once read Socrates' injunc
tion, "Ii is hetter to suffer injustice than to commit injllstice/' and 
misrcmembered it as, "It is better to suffer injustice than not to 
suITer injustice"! 

The bits and pieces of working-class movcment rhetoric appear 
in calls for a student "strike," or for "student solidarity," or in the 
view of the university as composed of classes with conflicting class 
interests_ Actually, though, the rhetoric is all wrong. If one were to 
give a quasi-ivlarxist analysis of the university, it would look some
thing like this: 

111e university is like a capitalist firm. The trustees are the board 
of directors and the administration is the management. loe 
workers are not the students, but the faculty. The firm manufac
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tures a line of consumer goods, namely, its various degrees. The 
students, of course, are the COIlSlmIers. They buy the product put 
out by the firm. 'l1lere is a genuine conflict of class interests be
tween the management and the workers-i.e., between the admin
istration and the faculty. As usual, the workers want higher wages, 
shorter hours, better working conditions, fringe benefits, and job 
security. \Vhen the supply of labor far exceeds the demand, then 
working conditions and wages are poor. For some time now, how
ever, higher education has been undergoing very rapid growth. 
Like all growth industries with a high teclmological component 
and skilled labor force (such as petrochemicals or electronics), 
higher education experiences high wages, good working conditions, 
and a very mobile labor force, with a good deal of intra-industry 

raiding. 
In the industry as a whole, there is a surplus of supply over 

demand (i.e., empty places in freshman classes each Fall), but 
the quality of the product varies enormously from firm to finn, 
and there is a perpetual shortage of the most sought-after degrees. 

~ This quite naturally drives up the price, particularly since the 
~ quality firms maintain an artificially short supply through oligop

olistic techniques of market control. Oddly enough, the industry's 
leading firms do not exact the high market price for their product 
in dollars. In fact, they sell their degrees at a considerable dollar 
loss. But they do exact an extremely high price from their cus
tomers in the form of certain behavior patterns and performances 
which they make prerequisites for the sale of the degree. By and 
large, those customers who pay the price for the scarce quality 
degrees get value for their money and effort. Their earning power 
and sta tus opportunities increase quite satisfactorily. Since this 
fact is well known, an ever-larger pool of potential cllstomers is 
formed and competition for the scarce products is fierce. Under 
these labor and market conditions, the workers (i.e., faculty) have 
considerable bargaining power, and they therefore do quite well 
even without collective bargaining. \Vere they to threaten to strike 
a single large firm (university), they could easily bring it to its 
ku(;es. The customers (students), on the other ha nd, cannot effec
tively employ the traditional consumers' weapon of a boycott (not 
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a "strike"). rillere are too many potential customers ready to take 
their places, should they try. 

This little parody is not entirely wide of the mark. In particu
lar, the bit about universities demanding behavior rather than 
money from their "customers" strikes close to home, and one 
might sum up a good deal of recent student discontent by saying 
that more and more consumers of higher education are deciding 
that the product is not worth the nonmonetary price. But the gap 
between parody and reality is still enormous, and there is much to 
be learned from that fact. The moral relationships among capi
talist, worker, and consumer are simply nothing like those among 
administrators, faculty, and students. Different criteria of value 
guide choices and action on all sides, different norms of accepta
ble behavior operate, different criteria of success and failure are 
invoked by each community in allocating the nonmaterial rewards 
of status and approhation. The Rolls-Royce dealer with six cars 
and forty rich customers would simply turn his back on a pur" 
chaser who complained about the style of the Rolls. If you don't 
like it, don't buy it, he would say, and invite the next customer 
into his office. But no Ivy League dean, even in a fit of total 
exasperation, would summarily expel rebellious students on the 
grounds that plenty of other young men with high College Board 
scores were waiting to be admitted. Much of the frustration which 
students suffer in their confrontations derives from their knowl
edge that it is the forbearance of faculty and dean, not their own 
power, which keeps them from being thrown out on the spot. 
They are forced to rely on the fact that the university is precisely 
not a capitalist firm merely out to make a profit, but rather is an 
educational institution dedicated-for better or worse-to their 
intellectua1 development. 

But attractive though the fantasy of the suffering proletariat 
may be, it plays no important part in the serious critique of the 
university on which the radical students base their attacks. Let us 
turn therefore to the three-stage radical analysis of what is wrong 
with American colleges and universities. 

The starting point of the critique is a subjective fact-a feeling, 
not an axiom or a theory. Large numbers of the brightest, most 
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enthusiastic, curious, eager, academically turned-on students in 
America are thoroughly dissatisfied with the education they are 
offered in universities today. rOle students most profoundly dis
turbed are precisely those who might be expected to enjoy college 
the most. They are the college-oriented, the academic achievers, 
the very students to whom thc curriculum and university life are 
tailored in the best schools. It is worth reflecting for a moment on 
the significance of this basic fact, because it freg uently gets lost 
in the confusion and emotion of demonstrations and confronta
tions. The first principle of institutional diagnostics is that some
thing is wrong when those best suited to the life of the institution 
rebel most violently against it. If the secular at heart drift away 
from Rome, the Church can comfort itself that not all are called 
to the service of God; but when the priests rebel, then it is almost 
certainly the Church itself which is at fault. So too, professors 
need not be unsettled by the defection of students who are obvi
oush unsuited for thc activities of the academy. But the rebels 
today are the best students, not the worst. And that can only mean 
trouble in the university itself. 

\Vhen I say "the best students," I do not mean merely the "A" 
students, although the universal experience is that the rebels num
ber in their ranks some of the most successful students by grading 
standards. I mean thosc young men and women whose alert and 
probing mindsnlarK them as natural participants in the life of the 
mind. 

The discont~l1ris at first vague, imprecise, unarticula ted, as one 
might expect.Sflldents who have fought a vicious battle to win 
admission to a tqp';school find that the experience there falls short 
of their expedatioW. They rebel against regulations for which they 
see no reason. They struggle to fight free of educational restric
tions and requirem'ents which stifle rather than stimulatc their 
interest. They see no point in the endless testing and grading to 
which so much of the genuinely educational activity of the campus 
is subordinated. They grow impatient with their professors' calm 
assurance that the facts and techniques they master now will prove 
va luable to them later on. Their education, they protest, is not 
rele"vant, by which they mean that it speaks neither to their needs 
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nor to the needs of the world. It is specialized, they say, or pro
fessional-meaning mostly that it seems dull and pointless. 

At the same time, the students find themselves part of an aca
demic community which has intimate relations with the larger 
world of American society. It is their community; they identify 
with it immcdiately and completely. But it does things they detest, 
and it is Hill by Illen with whom they feel no bond of sympathy or 
understanding. It contracts with the government for war research; 
it confers honorary degrees on industrial tycoons and puts slum
lords On its boards of governors; it runs officer-training programs, 
welcomes defense industry firms as recruiters, and establishes pro
fessional schools to train future State Department officials. 

Now one might expect that a student who disapproved of these 
activities would simply turn his back on the university, or at least 
close his heart to it. Not at all. 111e university is his world, his 
tmf, his home. Nothing is more striking than the speed with 
which the new student identifies the university as his university, 
so that his criticisms come from the inside rather than the outside. 
Senior professors with thirty years of service behind them may 
deprecate the rebels as outsiders, newcomers who have yet to earn 
the right to criticize the institution; but to the rebels themselves, 
the newest registrant is as completely a part of the community 
as the oldest emeritus professor. Indeed, that is the principal 
rcason for the bitterne"~s of the attacks, which resemble family 
feuds rather than political conflicts. 

So stroug is their identification with the university that although 
the rebels will criticize it, condemn it, revile it, obstruct it, even
Cod forbid-burn it down, the one thing they will not do is sim
ply turn their backs on it and walk away. They are truly the 
children of the university,and so it is not surprising that their ulti
mate act of rejection is to step outside the walls of the academy 
and found their own Free University in its shadow. All the essen
tials of a university can be found there-teachers, students, 
courses, reading lists. Only the titles are different: revolutionary 
elrama, rather than Shakespeare; a history of revolutions rather 
than a history of France; guerrilla tactics rather than a statistical 
approach to voting behavior. But university curricula are flexible, 
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and there is hardly a course in a Free University which could not 
be comfortably accommodated in the establishment next door. 

\Vhen the radical students try to put their frustration and dis
content together in a coherent form, their critique goes something 
like this: the university is indeed like an industrial firm in capi
talist society, but its product is not a degree, as in our little parody, 
nor are students the customers of the firm. 111e product of the 
university, to alter a famous description by an older liberal critic, 
is the Establishment Man. The customers for this product are the 
corporations, government agencies, foundations, military services, 
and universities whose destructive, repressive, antisocial activities 
demand an ever-larger supply of loyal and unquestioning workers. 
The students are the raw material from which the university 
fashions its product. Strictly spcaking, the universities arc oIlly 
the final stage in a productive process which begins in elementary 
schools, or even prior to that in the home. 111e Establishment 
!.,,1an is a highly productive worker, but he is very expensive to 
produce. Consequently, the firms who purchase him must pay a 

~ high price, in taxes and "voluntary" contributions, to the colleges
~ 
0-- and universities of America. Viewed in isolation, a university may 

seem to be a nonprofit organization supported by charitable dona
tions; but seen as part of the total advanced industrial economy, 
the university proves to be as profitable as an executive training 
program, a union apprentice system, or indeed any intermediate 
step in production through which raw materials must pass before 
becoming salable in the market place. 

Viewed as an exercise in labor training and discipline, the ac
tivity of the university is seen to pose very complex and tricky 
problems, whose solution calls for great skill and imagination on 
the part of faculty and administration. Technologically advanced 
capitalism requires a large number of workers who combine tech
nical skill with a high level of imagination, inventiveness, and 
individual initiative. The system demands growth, which in turn 
rests on innovation both technical and administrative. Now, men 
cannot be coerced or bribed into the sorts of creative activity 
necessary for"continued economic growth. The motivation must 

i'1 
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be internal, and it must be something more than mere greed or 
acquisitivcness, \Vhen Robert McNamara reorganized the com
mand struetl1fe of the Ford Motor Company, he was driven by 
pride, hy the excitement of putting into practice the theories he 
had taught at Harvard Business School, by a desire to put his 
stamp on a huge industrial bureaucracy. The same motives oper
ated in him as Secretary of Defense, during which time there was 
no question of his private gain. 

Unfortunately (so the radical critique continues), men who are 
encouraged to think and act creativc.:ly may very wdl begin to 
question the va lues of the system for which they are being pre
pared. Their doubts may extend beyond the merits of wealth and 
status to tile very foundation stone of the system-production for 
profit rather than for usc. 111ey may become first critics, and then 
active opponents, of capitalism at home and imperialism abroad. 
But it will not do to guard against this danger by stifling originality 
and initiative, for thereby one stifles profits as well. Some way 
must be found to provoke an outpouring of creative energy in 
profitable directions, while misdirecting the attention of produc
tive Establishment Men from the glaring evils and injustices of 
the social and eConomic system they are about to enter. This Com
plex double task, the radicals argue, is precisely the concealed 
goal of the education in America's colleges and universities. 

It works like this: starting initially in elementary school, bright 
students arc presented with challenging and interesting materials 
in the natural sciences and humanities. At the same time, they 
arc made vividly' aware of the severe competition for desirable slots 
at the higher levels. Before they are old enough to question the 
value of the prizes they compete for, students are launched on a 
desperate race for college, for graduate school, and beyond. Every
where they turn-to their families, to friends, books, television, 
movies-they sec the rewards of success in the race they are run
ning. Society reall" does payoff On success. Those who win the 
race arc wealthy, famous, honored; they have leisure, luxury, and 
exciting opportunities for new experiences. \\'hat is more, the 
successful ones even get to tackle the really cha Ilenging new tasks. 

I
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It is the "A" students, not the "C" students, who perform heart 
transplants, argue landmark cases before the Supreme Court, ad
\'ise Presidents, and take control of giant corporations. 

The anxious students, oppressed by the competition for success, 
suffer an intellectual block which makes them unable to see the 
evils of the system they arc struggling to enter. The undergradu
ate years, which might well provide a brief, quiet moment for 
reflection, are infected by the competition for graduate and pro
fessional schools. 

But even in so repressive a society, there are voices which cry a 
warning, critics who question the very basis of the system rather 
than merely quibbling about its details. 111ese voices are a threat 
to the system, for like the boy who insisted that the emperor had 
no clothes on, they pierce the hypocrisy and point to the evils 
which lie before our very eyes. 

To meet this challenge, the proprietors of the system-the edu
cators-have devised a masterstroke, a brilliant device for emascu
lating and domesticating the critics. Rather than argue against 
them, which would elevate their importance, or censor them, 
which would coofer all the appeal of martyrdom upon them, the 
intellectualest.abIishment welcomes the critics into the academy 
and puts their books on the required reading list! Mastering the 
condemnatioI1SOf the system becomes one of the conditions of 
success in the system. 

.~~ .". .. . h" 1 ..1 C ..1 • H . 1 1
I lie acaCle.rnlCt'sra IISlIfficnt uClcnus itSCIt agamst t,1cse c.l;uges 

by insisting· tHat it takes no stanel on the issues of war or peace, 
capitalism of.socialism. As a setting for inquiry and debate, it re-_ 
mains strictryvalue neutral. Perhaps so, the radicals reply, so far as 
the contentof'lmiversity education is concerned; there is no ban 
in the acaden~yqn the works of Marx, Lenin, Mao, or Che Gue
vara. But the Jotm of the education defeats content, no matter 
how radicaJ:Theory is divorced from practice, students gruh for 
grades in courses on revolution as eagerly as in courses on organic 
chemistry or the philosophy of the Enlightenment. Competition 
sets students against one another even in courses devo~ed to the 
study of cooperation and community. And always the system 
grinds on relentlessly, taking in lively, eager boys and girls and 
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spewing forth precisiontoolcd FsLlblislullcnt Men. Can McGeorge 
BlIIidye\,(,1 Ilavc hccn a child? 

The false consciousness of thc educational process-the anxious 
emphasis on artificial goals, the stiAing of genuine creativity and 
critical intelligence, the conceahnent of the real purposes of the 
institution-merely mirrors the false consciousness in the society as 
a wllo1c. Production for profit rather than use has its analogue in 
scholarship for publication rather than for wisdom. The continued 
illusioll of harmony between lahor and management is echoed in 
the prdellSc that students and faellHl' have a com mOil interest. 
And just as the exclnsion of the poor and the Black from the most 
advantageolls jobs is rationalized by their lack of appropriate train 
ing, so the exclusion of their children frolll the best universities is 
rationalized hy appeal to high school grades and aptitude scores. 
To he sure, there is tokenism in the university as in industry; but 
so long as corporations produce for profit and universities educate 
for safe performance rather than for radical self·fulfillment, both 
institutions will comfortably discover that the poor and the Black 
simply do not measure up. 

ThtlS we have a critique of the university and a critique of 
society, hut is there a causal link or merely a striking parallel be
tween the two? I low docs the university come to reAect so per
fectly the values of the society? (Or should we say, with certain 
American sociologists of an idealist persuasion, that the institu
tions of tIle society reAect the va lues of the university?) 

The am\\'Cf is the tllircl and connecting link ill the chain of radi
cal arglllllent. 111c necds, values. and hypocrisies of the larger 
society arc inAicted upon the university through the financing pro
cedure of university education and through the intimidation of the 
higher university administration. So long as the lion's share of the 
money for universities comes from industry. foundations, and state 
and feckra 1governments. society at large can effectively dictate the 
form and conknt of the education within the academy. Some
times, of comse, the dictation is direct and rather brutal, particu
larly in state universities run by conservative state legislatures. But 
usually the pressures arc subtle and indirect-carrots rather than 
sticks. \Vc have already looked at the ways in which the profes
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sions impose standards on professional schools. In much the same 
way, the desires of corporations reflect back into undergraduate 
programs from which they intend to draw their junior executives. 

Sometimes, the pressures are so indirect as to disappear from 
sight. For example, in response to Soviet space successes, a Na
tional Defense Education Act was passed, creating graduate fel
lowships and providing money to strengthen areas of university 
activity which the Congress deems valuable to America's military 
ambitions. The heavyhanded loyalty oath and affidavit require
l1lenb of the NDEA fellowshIps have received a great deal of pub
licity, but the real coercive effect of NDEA on graduate education 
has little to do with such know-nothing excrescences. Eve!) if they 
were eliminated, the major pressure would remain. The mecha
nism is this: the government makes available to universities much
needed fellowship money. lllC universities respond by accepting 
the mOlley and applying the funds thus freed to other pressing 
needs (such as faculty salaries). Now, the NDEA grants run for a 
term of three years. 'n1is places an enormous pressure on students 

~ to complete their graduate work quickly, because their university, 
00 having allocated its funds, is apt not to have further scholarship 

aid available when those three years are up. Typically, a graduate 
student on an NDEA grant will study for three years and then 
teach as an assistant for several years while trying to complete his 
dissertation. But if students are pressured to finish quickly, then 
the content of the graduate program must be adjusted so that the 
average good student can llIastn it in the allotted time. Thus, by a 
chain of consequences, the government's laudable allocation of 
money to graduate fellowships ends by squeezing all graduate 
study into a lockstep which bears no intrinsic relation whatever to 
the logic of each individual discipline. 

Over and above the direct and indirect financial pressures which 
bear upon the university, the values of the society are guaranteed 
a place in the academy by the way in which the university is ruled. 
Representatives of the military-government-industrial establishment 
sit on the governing boards of universities and appoint their chief 
executive officers. Even though university presidents are frequently 
former professors, they are selected by non professors who quite 
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naturally co-opt into the ranks of the administration only those 
whose attitudes arc congenial to the establishment. Eventually, of 
course, the combination of these various internal and external 
pressures produces a class of professors who have quite thoroughly 
internalized the false and hypocritical standards of the system. 
Hence evcn a university reorganization which places power in the 
hands of thc faculty will not have a noticeable effect on the life of 
the institution. Indeed, cries of faculty power serve the same ideo
logical function as did nineteenth-century reformist calls for exten
sion of the suffrage. 111e evil inheres in the system itself, and 
nothing short of a radical separation of the university from society, 
or even a reorganization of society itself, can replace false values 
with true valucs amI education for repression with education for 
libera tion. 

What shall we say of this attack on American higher education? 
It should be obvious, from the passion with which I expound it, 
that there is much in it which I consider true and important. Cer
tification, ranking, and professional criteria of success do intrude 
on the educational life of the university, and their effect is almost 
always destructive. Young men and women are required, 'at pre
cisely the wrong time in their lives, to behave either like little chil
dren or like middle-aged careerists. Every attempt at imagination, 
flexihility, and experiment-and there are many superb attempts
must struggle against the extraneous and irrelevant demands of the 
system for grades, prerequisites, certificates of "good standing.:' It 
is as though tllt.: act of love weiC governed l)j' civil ser,,':ce regula
tions. III Part Two, I will discuss the differences between the 
legitimate educational activity of criticism and the irrelevant 
activities of ranking and certification. Later, I will suggest a way 
in which undergraduate education might be at least partially in
sulated from career pressures and demands. I am also in sympathy 
with the radical criticism of American society at large, although 
neither I nor the other critics can offer adequately reasoned pro
posals for systematic change. Finally, I take it as too obvious to 
dispute that the university experiences great pressures and mani
fold influences from the corporate, eleemosynary, military, and 
governmental worlds; considering American higher education as a 
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whole. much of what happens in universities is explainable only in 
term s of the operations of such outside forces. 

j\;cverthelcss, the radical critique of the university is wrong on 
several important counts. To begin with, despite the pressllfes and 
constraints of contemporary higher education, it seems to me 
clearly the case that university life is liberating for most students, 
and that the liberation occurs because of what the university is 
rather than in spite of what it is. To repeat-and I fear that IlIany 
repetitions will be necessary-lam not suggesting that American 
1II1ivcrsities arc satisfactory as they stand, or that the only changes 
needed arc marginal adjllstments. J aIll only claiming that even 
now, a great many colleges and universities arc much freer, much 
morc conducive to serious questioning and open debate, much 
more committed to human values, than any other major institu
tion in the United States. Their effect is to promote in students a 
reexamination of the unquestioned religious. moral, social, eco
nomic, and political dogmas by which men customarily live. In
deed, one of the causes of student rebellion is the contradiction 
between their newly a\vakened awareness and the old social con
straints and demands which still bear down upon them. Once an 
undergraduate sees how devoid of intellectual importance his 
grades really are, it is trebly painful to be forced still to worry 
about them and compete for them. 

I am equally in disagreement with the radicals' view of the rela
tion of the univHnity to American society. American universities 
today. despite their defense contracts and ROTC programs, their 
businessman trust,e,esand Establishment presidents, are the only 
major viable instir~iti~nal centers bf opposition to the dominant 
values and policies ,of the society. The churches are weak. the 
unions have long since made their peace with the established or
der, the poor amtthe, Black are as yet not organized. and little can 
be expected from the corporate world or the agricultural sector. It 
is in universities that opposition to the Vietnamese war started 
and flourished. There, if anywhere. new and deeper attacks on the 
evils of American society will be mounted. Here again, the opposi
tion- role of the university flows from its very nature as a center of 
free inquiry. Against all the pressures from the larger society. col
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leges and univCfsities in the United States have for haH a century 
been in the \';l1l of progressive social reform and social criticism. 

I am enough of an old-fashioned rVlarxist to believe that socie
tics cannot, by an effort of will or outburst of utopian fervor, leap 
over major steps in social progress. If the universities arc at the 
head of such progress. then anything which strengthens them is to 
the good. and amthing which weakens them can only have a reac
tionary effect. To be sure, the next possible stage of social develop
ment may still fall far short of our dream of the good society, but 
no twist of Ilcgclian Dialectic will persuade me that a society pro
gresses hy destroying its most progressive institution. rVfany stu
dents now feel so great a revulsion against contemporary America 
that they cannot mobilize their emotional energies for anything 
less than a total, revolutionary transformation of society. I sym
pathize with them. Their condition is in no way dishonorable, and 
if I were younger. less settled in a career, and less entangled in the 
intense personal relationships of marriage and parenthood. I think 
I might share their feelings entirely. But the fact remains that only 
next steps are ever possible; final steps can never be taken. So 
those of us who can still sustain a concern for the partial ameliora
tion of social cvils must rely upon the actual institutions which 
offer us the most assistance. In America today. the university 
clearly heads that list. 
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