
THE IDEA OF THE UNIVERSITY AND PROBLEMS 
CONCERNING EDUCATION, INDOCTRINATION AND  
THE ROLE OF PHILOSOPHY IN THE UNIVERSITY.

T heore tical reflection  about the u n iv e rs ity  and education 
in  g en era l canno t be abstrac ted  o r iso la ted  from  the com 
p lex  m odern  society  in  w hich it  h as  to function. T here
fore, p h ilo so p h ica l reflection  abou t the p rob lem s stated  
in  the title  of th is  a rtic le  m u st keep  in  m ind the s tru c tu re  
of the u n iv e rs ity  and education  and  m u st a lso  give 
account of the  p e rv e rs io n  of education  called  “in d o c trin a
tio n ”. T h is h a s  to be done w ith in  the con tex t of the in te r
re la tio n sh ip s  of these phenom ena in  society. In o rder to 
ob ta in  a c lea r p ic tu re  of these  phenom ena it is necessary  
to see them  in  con tex t and to iso la te  them  from  the socie
ta l con figu ra tion  of the com plex society  of the tw entieth  
cen tury . In th is  academ ic u n d erta k in g  it m ig h t p rove th a t 
e ith e r  the  one o r the o ther asp ec t of the problem  has  at 
som e s tag e  been over-accen tuated ; bu t th is  is  an a c a 
dem ic r is k  one m u s t be w illin g  to ru n  w hen try in g  to 
g ra sp  the  com plex ity  of re a lity  w ith  its  im m ense s tru c tu 
ra l v arie ty .

M odern society  is in  love w ith  the  idea of change. ‘) And 
th is  co u rtsh ip  h as  becom e so in tim a te  th a t change as 
such  h as  been p rocla im ed  as  a c rite rio n  o r no rm  of 
society  itself; it h as  in  fact becom e a goal in  itself. This 
even holds tru e  for the  so-called  “es tab lish m en t” of 
m odern society , i.e. the cu rren t in s titu tio n a l g roups in 
vested  w ith  pow er and au th o rity  and the re sp o n sib ility  of 
le ad ersh ip  in  society . They are  a lso  in  th e  p rocess and the 
g ra sp  of change.

W hat w ill be the ta sk  of education  in  genera l and u n iv e r
s ity  education  in p a r tic u la r  in  th is  new ly develop ing  con
s te lla tio n ?  W ill the  u n iv e rs ity  and education , w hich are 
in  the  th ro es  of change, be able to  c ritic a lly  d irec t a 
so c ie ty -in -c ris is  and  a soc ie ty -in -change  in  the desirab le  
d irec tion?  These a re  the c ru c ia l q u estio n s  w hich have to 
be answ ered  in  any  reflection  upon  the  idea  of the  u n iv e r
sity , the concept of education  and  o th e r re la ted  concepts.

The type of society  in  w hich and  for w hich  a  u n iv e rs ity  
h as  to fu lfil a ta sk  w ill a lso  to a  la rg e  ex ten t determ ine the 
n a tu re  of its  task . T h is c a lls  for an  a n a ly s is  of the tw en
tie th -cen tu ry  society, a society  in  tran s itio n .
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A SOCIETY IN TRANSITION

The w ell-know n fu tu ro log ist, A lv in  Toffler, ch a ra c 
te rizes the society  of the fu tu re  as  a “su p e r-in d u s tr ia l” 
society .2) T hat im p lies  a society  in  w hich  the la s t rem 
n an ts  of in d u s tria lism  have d isappeared  and in  w hich a 
rap id ly  ch an g in g  su p er-in d u stria l society  is  ta k in g  
shape.

R apid, fundam ental change w ill p la y  such  an im p o rtan t 
role in th is  fu tu re society  th a t Toffler w an ts  to speak  of 
the occurence of “fu tu re  sh o ck ” as an  ana logy  to the 
phenom enon of “c u ltu ra l shock” w hich can  occur in  the 
confron ta tion  w ith  a s tran g e  culture .

Toffler s ta tes  th a t th is  su p e r-in d u s tria l socie ty  w ith  its  
accent on technology w ill no t in  the  f irs t in s tan ce  need 
m illions of lite ra te  people, bu t .. m en who can  m ake 
c ritica l judgem ents, who can  w eave th e ir  w ay th rough  
novel env ironm ents, w ho are  qu ick  to  spo t new  re la tio n 
sh ip s  in  the rap id ly  chang ing  re a lity ”.3)

Toffler a rg u es  th a t m odern society  is  ch arac terized  by a 
type of change w hich  is  q u an tita tiv e ly  d ifferen t from  the 
type of change experienced  in  e a rlie r  periods. T his h as  
g iven r ise  to a different type of experience in  rea lity , 
w hich in tu rn  h a s  had  the effect of ch an g in g  the  m ost 
fundam ental re la tio n sh ip s  o f m an tow ards o th e r men, 
m a te ria l th in g s  and values. In th is  resp ect he sp eak s  of a 
so-called “acce lera tive  th ru s t” w hich h as  becom e ty p ica l 
of con tem porary  cu ltu re . T his h as  a lso  g iven  rise  to the 
s ta te  of tran sien ce  of w hich in s tab ility  and tem p o ra lity  
are  ch a rac te ris tic  elem ents.

With th is  loss of s tab ility  a type of society  and  of cu ltu re  
has a risen  in  w hich a “th row -aw ay” m en ta lity  h a s  deve
loped — a m en ta lity  w hich considers  a ll th in g s  as  tem 
po ra l and fundam en ta lly  d iscardab le . F u n c tio n a lism  and 
tra n s ie n t re la tio n sh ip s  are  c h a ra c te ris tic  of the  su p e r
in d u s tria l socie ty .4).

If th is  an a ly s is  of the society  of the  fu tu re  by Toffler is 
co rrec t — and it w puld ap p ea r th a t the basic  ten e ts  a re  in 
accordance w ith  m any  of the trends of p resen t-day  rea lity  
— it is  ev iden t th a t the adap ta tion  of the u n iv e rs ity  and 
education to th is  rap id ly  ch an g in g  re a lity  co n stitu te s  one 
of the m ost im p o rtan t c rises  in education.
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T his m eans th a t an  o ld-fash ioned and out-dated educa
tio n a l m odel and  concept of the u n iv e rs ity  canno t be an 
adequa te  educa tiona l veh ic le  for the h ig h w ay s of m odern 
society . T his a lso  ca lls  for a c lea r a n a ly s is  of the c r is is  of 
m odern  education.

THE EDUCATIONAL CRISIS

M any d iffering  theo ries have  been fo rm ulated  about the 
educa tiona l c r is is  experienced  by con tem p o rary  society. 
The m ain  lin es  of a few of these  d iagnoses w ill suffice to 
p rove  how  d ive rse  the an a ly se s  of the cu rre n t educa
tio n a l c r is is  a re  and how  these  an a ly se s  a re  influenced by 
th e  respective  a u th o rs ’ d iffering  concep ts of education.

L J  L ew is5) s ta te s  that, a lthough  educa tiona l sy stem s 
h av e  changed  trem endously  in  the p a s t d ecad e^  “. . .  they 
have  adap ted  a ll too slow ly  to  the  fa s te r pace of even ts on 
th e  m ove a ll around  them . The consequen t d isp a rity  
ta k in g  m any  fo rm s — betw een ed u ca tiona l sy stem s and 
th e ir  en v iro n m en ts  is  the  essence  of the w orldw ide c ris is  
in  ed u ca tio n ”.

T his s itu a tio n  is, fu rtherm ore , accen tuated  by the g row 
in g  num ber of s tu d en ts  and the  d ev a lu a tio n  of academ ic 
s tan d a rd s  and  q u a lifica tio n s  w hich  c rea te s  one of the 
g re a te s t p rob lem s of the fu ture, viz. m an y  academ ics w ill 
find them se lv es  unem ployed  and w ithou t d irec tion  in the 
socie ty  of the  fu tu re. Two a sp ec ts  of the  p rob lem  h ave  by 
now  becom e evident: On the  one hand  the p rac tica l 
im p o ss ib ility  of cop ing  w ith  the  dem ands of the rap id ly  
develop ing  m odern  society  and on  the  o th e r hand  the 
in a b ility  to cope adequa te ly  w ith  m a ss  education , s im u l
tan eo u sly  re ta in in g  the in tr in s ic  n a tu re  and  q u a lity  of 
u n iv e rs ity  education . C losely  re la ted  to the  abovem en
tioned  a n a ly s is  of the educa tiona l c r is is  is  the  d iagnosis  
of P  H C oom bs0) in  w hich the n a tu re  of the  c r is is  is  seen as 
the b reach  betw een the p ro v is io n  of educa tiona l re so u r
ces and the  po p u la tio n  exp losion . C h ris to p h e r D aw son7) 
ev a lu a te s  the c r is is  of W estern education  as  the  c r is is  of 
W estern C h ris tian  cu ltu re  and the  g rad u a l developm ent 
of a  re lig io u s  v acuum  in w hich  the  b asic  C h ris tian  tra d i
tions have  been secu larized . T h is  s itu a tio n  can  on ly  be 
rem edied, accord ing  to D aw son, w hen the  educational 
idea ls  h av e  ag a in  been b ro u g h t in to  line w ith  the (Rom an 
C atholic) C h ris tian  trad ition .
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These d iagnoses a ll rev ea l b asic  tru th s  concern ing  
d ifferen t aspec ts  of the educational c ris is . One im p o rtan t 
question  should  be added to these  d ifferen t p o in ts  of view . 
How is  it possib le  th a t in  an  age in  w hich  education  for 
the m asses  h as  becom e possib le  and the best educational 
resou rces have becom e availab le , th a t we have s till no t 
succeeded in  educa ting  a g enera tion  w ith  v is io n  and 
perspective , and w hich  is  engaged in  the affa irs  of 
m odern society  w ith  a rea l sense  of sp ir itu a l com m it
m ent?

The cause of the c ris is  of education  is  often sought, on one 
hand in  the exp losion  of know ledge and  on the  o th e r hand  
in the popu la tion  explosion. A lthough these facto rs  p lay  
an im p o rtan t ro le  in  the p rob lem s w hich  education  in  
genera l faces, there  is  ano ther fac to r w hich is seldom  
taken  in to  considera tion , viz the con ten t of the  c u rr i
culum  w hich  a studen t h a s  to absorb  in te llec tu a lly  w ith in  
the span  of tim e accorded h im  in  an  educa tiona l p rogram .

A yn R and8) can be credited  for d raw in g  a tten tio n  to the 
im portance of th is  facto r in  the dera ilm en t of m odern 
education. She accen tuates  the  p a r t p layed  by the  conten t 
of education  in the h is to rica l developm ents w hich  even
tu a lly  led to the studen t u n re s t of the s ix tie s  in  the U.S.A. 
She s ta te s  u n equ ivocally  th a t h u m an ity  could no t s tay  
untouched  by w hat she ca lls  “in te llec tu a l f iss io n  d eb ris ,” 
w hich co n sis ts  of the basic  com ponents of ep istem olog i- 
cal agnostic ism , ir ra tio n a lism  and e th ica l sub jectiv ism .

It is  ev iden t th a t the ex te rn a l facto rs w hich a re  the cau ses  
of m any of the p roblem s w hich are  being  experienced  in  
education  canno t be com pared w ith  th e  basic  u nd erly in g  
factor of the  educational con ten t and d irec tion  and the 
influence of th is  facto r on the re lig io u s and m o tiv a tio n al 
vacuum  w hich  is  d iscern ib le  am ong  m odern  studen ts. 
This accen tua tes  the necessity  to fo rm ulate  w h at educa
tion is  a ll about and to co n tra s t th is  n o rm ativ e  view  of 
education  w ith  fo rm s of education  such as indoc trination , 
in w hich  there  is a  d is reg a rd  of the n o rm s w hich  a re  held 
to be v a lid  for education.

THE CONCEPT OF EDUCATION

E ducation con stitu tes  an  in teg ra l p a r t  of the  everyday  
life of every  hum an  being. A s such  it is  an  im p o rtan t
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function  and aspect of the  life of m an  w ith in  a ll societal 
sp h e res  in  w hich  he h a s  a ta sk  and a ca lling . This im plies 
th a t educa tion  is  not re s tric ted  on ly  to  the  school, u n iv e r
s ity  and the fam ily.

A ll fo rm s of education  w hether in  the  fam ily  o r a t school 
o r a t the u n iv e rs ity , are  in teg ra lly  re la ted  to a w orld  and 
life view . In a ce rta in  sense a ll these  soc ie ta l s tru c tu re s  
function  as chan n e ls  for know ledge about rea lity  and the 
p lace  and ta sk  of m an in  rea lity .

This basic  view  of life w hich go v ern s  all fo rm s of educa
tion  w ith in  d ifferent soc ie ta l s itu a tio n s  is  therefore also  
basic  to all th eo ries  of education  and a ll the  different 
p rac tica l w ays in  w hich  these  theories  a re  im plem ented 
in educa tiona l in s titu tio n s .

A lthough  it is  possib le  to d is tin g u ish  betw een the naive, 
p re -th eo re tica l no tions w hich  influence d iffering  con
cep ts of education  and the  ty p ica l theo re tica l p re -su p 
p o sitio n s  w hich can  be found w ith in  educational theory  
p roper, it is  im p o rtan t to no te  th a t these  theo re tica l and 
p re -th eo re tica l no tions are  in tertw ined  in  such  a m anner 
th a t they  canno t be isolated.

With these  rem a rk s  in m ind education  can  be defined as 
th a t fo rm al and in fo rm al p rocess by w hich  p erso n s  or 
in s titu tio n s  in  au tho rity , w hich  a re  called  to guide, n u r 
tu re  o r form  a child , young  person  o r student, help to 
unfold o r d isc lose  o r develop the po ten tia l of those  who 
h av e  been p laced  in  th e ir  ca re  to such  an ex ten t th a t they 
d iscover the m ean ing  and goal and d irec tion  of life and 
are  able to  have a  c lea r view  of th e ir  ow n p lace in  the 
w orld  in  w hich  they  live.

This is  a v e ry  genera l ex p o sitio n  of w hat education  is  all 
about. In ac tu a l fact, it is  n ecessa ry  to broaden the scope 
of th is  defin ition  to include a ll people w ho find them 
se lv es  in  an  educa tiona l s itua tion ; th a t m eans th a t not 
on ly  y o ung  people, ch ild ren  and stu d en ts  a re  involved  in 
the p ro cess  of education  but a ll p e rso n s  who have to be 
helped  to a be tte r rea liza tio n  of th e ir  p o ssib ilitie s  and 
ta sk s  in  the w orld.

Of cou rse  it w ill be n ecessary  to specify  in  w hat m anner 
u n iv e rs ity  o r  academ ic education  d iffers from  all o ther
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types of education w hich  is  included in  the above genera l 
definition of education. Before th is  is  done, education 
m ust be c lea rly  d is tingu ished  from  indoctrination .

EDUCATION AND INDOCTRINATION

The p rocess and the concept of education inc ludes a g rea t 
v arie ty  of ac tiv ities  of w hich m any could be ch arac
terized as condition ing  w hereas o thers  could p rac tica lly  
be seen as form s of indoctrination . The lim its  of these 
ac tiv ities  are  v ery  flu id  and the determ ina tion  of the 
boundaries between these concepts is  ra th e r difficult. In 
sp ite  of th is  it is possib le  to qualify  those ac tiv ities  gene
ra lly  regarded  as “educa tion” in  such  a m anner tha t the 
s tru c tu re  of education  becom es clear. A p re lim in ary  
a ttem p t has  a lready  been m ade w ith  th is  in  view, but it is  
necessary , in  addition, to specify  in  w hich m anner ter- 
s ia ry  education  differs from  the type of education  w hich 
can be found in  p rac tica lly  all societal s truc tu res.

U n iversity  education  is  academ ically  qualified  by the 
s tru c tu re  of the u n iv e rs ity  w ith in  w hich it functions. 
Science aim s at the d iscovery  of tru th ; academ ic educa
tion in tends to guide the studen t into tru th . In d istinction  
from  this, the absence of tru th  or the negation  of the inner 
re la tio n sh ip  between education  and the q u est for tru th  is 
fundam ental to indoctrination . With respec t to th is 
Tom as F G reen9) sta tes: “Indoctrination  begins p recise ly  
w here a concern  for tru th  ends.” With th is  s ta tem en t one 
of the m ost fundam ental issu es  concern ing  the u n iv e r
sity  and u n iv e rs ity  education  is unequ ivocally  revealed.

W hat is the ta sk  of the u n iv e rs ity  in th is  respect?  What 
are  the lim its  of academ ic education  and academ ic fo rm a
tion?  At w hich po in t are  the lim its  of responsib le  aca
dem ic schoo ling  and independent c ritica l though t ex 
ceeded and the f irs t s teps taken  in  the d irection  of indoc
trin a tio n ?  These q uestions  can, of course, be m ultip lied  
endlessly .

Even m ore im po rtan t is the issu e  concern ing  the effects 
of indoctrination  in  education. Belated to th is  is  the q u es
tion w hether indoctrination  should  only  be judged as  a 
negative  phenom enon. Even m ore in trica te ly  in terw oven 
w ith  a ll these im portan t questions  is the w hole issu e  of 
au th o rity  w ith in  any educational se tting  or system . For
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exam ple, does indoctrination alw ays accom pany an 
authoritarian educational system ? Is this aspect auto
m atically  elim inated when an authoritarian educational 
system  is changed into a democratic or perm issive  
system ?

Many of these important crucial questions can only be 
answered within the context of a survey of history. H is
torically  the concept of education has alw ays had som e 
kind of link with the idea of indoctrination. Indoctrina
tion has prim arily been regarded as a negative pheno
menon which w as practically a lw ays pejoratively a sso 
ciated with an authoritarian educational system  in which  
coercion played an important role. O riginally, indoc
trination literally meant the im plantation of dogm a or 
doctrine. In m edieval culture education w as practically  
synonom ous with the im plantation of Christian dogma 
or doctrine, with the result that indoctrination and educa
tion were used as interchangeable concepts.

In the historical evolution of this concept it acquired a 
pejorative connotation, w hich w as a lso  autom atically  
associated with coercion.10)

In the majority of conceptions of indoctrination in litera
ture, the relationship between authoritarianism  and the 
use of coercion in one form or another is  accentuated.11) 
Indoctrination is  also often seen as the uncritical 
“im plantation of those beliefs” which is  undemocratic 
because th is destroys the freedom of choice of those who 
are subjected to indoctrination.

Two crucial questions concerning indoctrination have  
crystallized historically. In the first place there is  the 
question whether indoctrination concerns the method, 
content or intention of education. It appears as if m ost of 
the authors are of the opinion that the content and the 
intention should be seen as the d ecisive factor in the 
determination of the indoctrinational character of educa
tion and that the method w hich is  used in th is process 
should be seen as being directly related to the intention  
and the content of education.

With respect to the content there are a lso  differing opi
nions. The d iscussion  centres around the question  
whether on ly  inculcation of doctrine should be seen as
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indoc trina tion  o r w hether a ll o ther k inds of s ta tem en ts  of 
a “sc ien tific” n a tu re  could also  be regarded  as  possib le  
sub jects of indoctrination . F or instance, is  the m ere ack 
now ledgem ent of God as C reato r in  a biology lec tu re  to be 
regarded  as  a type of s ta tem en t w hich could be em ployed 
for indoc trin a tio n ?  Or w ould it a lso  be p ossib le  to  use an 
o rd inary  “sc ien tific” concept such  as  the idea of the  evo
lu tion  of d ifferen t species, for the pu rpose  of indo c trin a
tion?

The second problem  concerns the  negative  o r pe jo ra tiv e  
connotation  of the  concept of indoctrination . Is the idea of 
indoc trina tion  as  such  n ecessa rily  negative  and e th i
ca lly  and ed u ca tiona lly  not ju s tifiab le?  A nsw ers to these  
q uestions  are  of course  p redeterm ined  by the concept of 
indoctrination . The q u estio n s  req u ire  a t le ast a p re lim i
n ary  fo rm ulation  of a po in t of v iew  as to w hat in d o c trin a 
tion  is.

To the ex ten t th a t any  form  of education  im p lies  gu idance 
of p e rsons tow ards a defin itely  form ulated  educa tiona l 
goal, it e n ta ils  a type of prejud iced  approach  w hich could 
easily  be equated w ith  indoctrination . This pedagogical 
p a rtia lity  o r b ias, w hich  is an  in h e ren t com ponent of any  
form  of education, differs from  indoctrination  in  the 
sense th a t it  does not seek  to  guide in  the d irection  of an  
u n c ritica l acceptance of w hat is  s ta ted  by the educator. If 
the n a tu ra l “bu ilt-in  p re jud ice” of any  type of education  
is  abused in  aid  of th is  dogm atic o r u n c ritica l acceptance 
of w hat is  tau g h t by the educator, it w ould im ply  indoc
trin a tio n  in  the m ost negative  sense of the word.

Indoctrina tion  should  be seen in  a la rg e r context, v iz  the 
w hole p rocess of en cu ltu ra tio n  w hich form s the back
ground  of a ll types of education  w hitin  a  g iven  cu ltu re  or 
society. In  a ce rta in  sense  th is  p rocess of en cu ltu ra tion  
a lw ays im p lies  a  type  of indoc trina tion  w hich is  a  neces
sa ry  p re req u is ite  for the con tinu ity  of cu ltu re  w ith in  a 
g iven  society. It is  a s to n ish in g  th a t th is  aspect of encu l
tu ra tion , w ithou t w hich c u ltu ra l tran sm iss io n  can  h ard ly  
take place, is  very  seldom  seen as indoctrination , 
w hereas i t  often rev ea ls  m any  of the  tra i ts  of in d o c trin a
tion  as described above.

It ap p ea rs  th a t in  A m erican  lite ra tu re  on th is  top ic  a  p re 
ference can  be found for the concepts of en cu ltu ra tio n  and
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socia liza tion  as  su b stitu te s  for in d o c trin a tio n .12) In th is  
w ider sense  the concept inc ludes m ore th an  in d o c trin a
tion  in  its  n egative  and p e jo ra tiv e  con ten t w ith in  the con
fines of u n iv e rs ity  education. These are  far m ore in c lu 
s ive  te rm s w hich  also  cover fo rm s of tran sm iss io n  of cu l
tu re  by o ther in s titu tio n s  of society.

The im p o rtan t re la tio n sh ip  betw een u n iv e rs ity  o r aca
dem ic education  and indo c trin a tio n  now  ca lls  for 
atten tion .

INDOCTRINATION AND ACADEMIC EDUCATION

The th e sis  has  already  been expounded th a t indo c trin a
tion  is  a lw ays re la ted  to an  u n c ritic a l im p lan ta tio n  of 
ideas and th a t it often im p lies  m ore concern  for the accep
tance of these ideas th a n  tru th  ex p ressed  by them. 
G reen 13) ca lls  a tten tion  to  the fact th a t indoc trina tion  
a lw ays is  found w here a “n on -ev iden tia l s ty le  of belief” is 
found. The cu ltiva tion  of th is  type  of education  is  indoc
tr in a tio n a l because it does no t s tim u la te  c ritic a l and 
independent th in k in g  by those w ho a re  sub ject to the p ro 
cess of education.

E ducation  w ith in  an  academ ic s itu a tio n  is no t p rim arily  
concerned w ith  w hat the s tuden t le a rn s  bu t w ith the 
m an n er or w ay in  w hich he le a rn s  to know , ie it is  no t p r i
m a rily  concerned w ith  “co rrec t a n sw e rs” but w ith  
co rrec t an sw ers being  conceived on adequate  and correct 
grounds. In th is  educa tiona l p ro cess  a u th o rity  p lay s  an  
im p o rtan t role. “C orrect a n sw e rs” a rriv ed  a t on the 
g rounds of in fo rm ation  tran sm itted  by au th o ritie s  (lec
tu re rs  o r  tex t books) does no t im p ly  stu d en t p a r tic ip a tio n  
in tru th . In m athem atics, for exam ple, the em p h asis  on 
co rrec t answ ers  w ithou t the accom pany ing  in s ig h t or 
u n d ers tan d in g  of the p rob lem  is  the  m a th em a tica l eq u i
v a len t of indoctrination .

“C ritic a l” th ough t a lw ays im p lies  the  use  of “c r ite r ia ”, 
the re fo re  c ritica l though t can  n ev er be in te rp re ted  as 
being value-free or n eu tra l or unprejud iced . C ritica l 
thought, the aq u is itio n  of w hich  is  one of the m ost im p o r
ta n t goa ls  of u n iv e rs ity  education , im p lie s  the  c u ltiv a 
tion  and guidance of the s tu d en t’s pow er of d isc rim in a 
tion  in  o rder to tra in  h im  to be able to d iscern  the  tru th  
conce rn ing  a g iven  s ta te  of affa irs. «
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In th is  respect it is im po rtan t to note th a t no t only  the p e r
son who argues from  a re lig io u s po in t of view  and rea 
lizes tha t tru th  can only  be know n fu lly  w ith  the full 
acknow ledgem ent of re lig io u s  com m itm ents is  prone to 
the d angers  of indoctrination . A lso the person  who 
claim s th a t tru th  can only  be d iscerned  w ith  the exclusion  
of a ll re lig io u s  conv ictions can  use th is po in t of view  in 
order to indoctrinate . This is  stated  in  co n tra s t to the 
cu rren t opin ion  tha t indoctrination  is  on ly  possib le  in the 
firs t case.

This aspect of the problem  im m ediately  b rin g s  the 
various  goals of education  into perspective.

EDUCATIONAL GOALS

In recen t lite ra tu re  w hich d iscusses  the goals of educa
tion  v a ry in g  fo rm ulas are found. P rac tica lly  a ll fo rm u la
tions of the goals of education give a ce rta in  in s ig h t into 
an im p o rtan t aspect of th is  p rocess and a lso  h ig h lig h t the 
ty p ica l concepts of education  w hich seem  to have been 
forged by the dem ands of m odern society. Three of these 
goals w ill be d iscussed  to g ive an  idea of the com plex ity  
of education w ith in  the confines of m odern society.

K arl M annheim  w ritin g  afte r the Second World War, 
a rgues the case for “social aw aren ess” 14) as a goal of 
education  ag a in st the background  of the trem endous 
changes w hich w ere w rough t w ith in  society  d u rin g  and 
after the w ar. D ifferent facto rs lead to the absence of 
“aw aren ess” in society , such  as over specia liza tion . This 
causes a lack  of perspective  in the studen t and the 
teacher, w ith  the re su lt th a t the studen t is  tra ined  u n c r iti
ca lly  and w ithou t the necessary  perspective  on the full 
situa tion . The effect of th is  lack  of perspective  on the full 
s itu a tio n  causes defective ad justm ent. T his ad ju stm en t 
is re la ted  to values, w hich reg u la te  behav iour and con
duct and w hich sp rin g  form  a re lig io u s  focus as a w ay of 
in te rp re tin g  life from  som e p arad ig m atic  experience .15)

A lthough  M annheim  accen tuates  the re la tio n sh ip  of 
ad justm ent, social aw areness and conduct w ith  a p e rs 
pective of the whole of a s itu a tio n  and its  connection  w ith  
values, the context of h is  book rev ea ls  th a t h is  educa
tional goal is  bound to the type of society  w hich he v isu a 
lizes as the ideal society w hich is  to be created  a fte r the 
devasta tion  of the Second W orld War. In th is  conception

2 4 5



he needs a  new  m an  for h is  new ly  p lanned  socie ty  and in 
th is  p rocess h is  educa tiona l ideas w ill have to be in s tru 
m en ta l.16) In the fu rth e r d iscu ss io n  of the concept and 
goal of education  accord ing  to a  B lib lical p o in t of view , it 
w ill becom e c lea r th a t a lth o u g h  one can  go along  w ith  h is 
s tre ss  on the v a lu e -ch arac te r of educa tiona l goals, the 
socie ta l fram ew ork  w ith in  w hich  h is educa tiona l goals 
ev en tu a lly  w ill have to function  canno t be shared .

A second aim  of education  —v ery  a ttrac tiv e  w hen judged 
a g a in s t the background  of the s tream lin e d  m odern 
socie ty  — is “u n d e rs tan d in g ”. “U n d erstan d in g ” is  in ten 
ded to p o rtray  education  w ith  the  u ltim a te  goal of au tono
m ous decisionm aking . T his g oal is  dependent on the v a s t 
changes in  the concept of au th o rity  w hich  have becom e 
p a r t and parce l of m odern educa tiona l sy stem s. O ver 
ag a in s t the a u th o rita r ia n  type  of education  of the p as t 
decades, the m odern concept of dem ocracy  h a s  been 
h ig h ly  in flu en tia l in  recen t li te ra tu re  on education. A 
society  is  considered  dem ocratic  — am ong  o th e r th in g s  — 
w hen there  a re  no re s tr ic tio n s  on the  k ind  of top ics  about 
w hich  one m ig h t th ink , speak  o r w rite. The fundam ental 
questio n  here is  how an educa tiona l p ro cess  can  aid the 
developm ent of th is  “u n d e rs ta n d in g ” and w hat the ro le of 
au th o rity  should  be in  the acq u is itio n  of th is  “under
s tan d in g ”. A pproaches to th is  p rob lem  sw in g  from  the 
one ex trem e of the defense of abso lu te  au th o rity  on the 
one h an d  to to ta l p e rm is iv en ess  (dem ocracy?) on the 
other.

The e lem en ts  of tru th  in these  w idely  d iffering  po in ts  of 
view  conce rn ing  au th o rity  m u st not m islead  one to a 
search  for the golden m ean! W hat shou ld  be v ery  c learly  
seen is  the  fact th a t both th ese  ex trem es are  detrim en ta l 
to the  cu ltiv a tio n  of u n d ers tan d in g  and  th a t only  a 
balanced  conception  of au th o rity , in  w hich  the re  is  room  
for the recogn ition  of the au th o rity  and re sp o n s ib ilitie s  of 
both teach ers  and studen ts, w ill in  the long  ru n  aid  a true  
u n d ers tan d in g  of reality .

A lv in  Toffler, w hose book h a s  g iven  r is e  to an  aw areness 
of the n ecessity  to p ay  heed to the  educa tiona l g oals  of the 
fu ture, fo rm u la tes  a th ird  goal for education: “cope- 
a b ility ”.17) T his refers to the speed and econom y w ith  
w hich  an  ind iv id u al can  ad ju s t to rap id ly  ch an g in g  c ir 
cum stances. In th is  p rocess the ad ju stm en t accord ing  to
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v alues  figu re  p rom inen tly . When an ind iv idual is  con
fronted w ith  a lte rn a tiv e  choices, he chooses th a t w hich is 
in  accordance w ith  h is  own system  of values. With the 
in crease  in the  p o ssib ilitie s  of choice only  the person  who 
is  fu lly  cogn izan t of h is  own v a lu es  w ill be able to ad ju st 
to chang ing  c ircum stances.

Toffler is also  an  im p o rtan t p roponen t of the idea of the 
value-laden  ch a rac te r of education; but s im u ltan eo u sly  
he re jec ts  the u n c ritica l accep tance of the va lue-system  
of the o lder genera tion . He s ta te s  th a t a rad ica l rev is io n  of 
an educational sy stem  m u st begin  by fo rm u la ting  rad ica l 
questions concern ing  the s ta tu s  quo. In a s ta tic  and stab le  
society, such  as the p re -in d u stria l type of society, the 
r ig h t of the o lder genera tion  to tra n sm it its  v a lu es  to the 
y ounger genera tion  w as not questioned . It is  only  since 
the shock w aves of the in d u stria l revo lu tion  have toppled 
the va lue-a rch itec tu re  of society  th a t educa tion ists  have 
sh ru n k  from  the idea of v a lu es  in  education. This had  the 
effect of the substitu tio n  of trad itio n a l v a lu es  by cu ltu ra l 
re la tiv ism  and the  idea of neu tra lity . He concludes th a t 
educators w ere “. . .  delud ing  them selves into believ ing  
th a t they  w ere not in  the v a lu e  b u sin ess  a t a l l”.18)

A lthough m any  educato rs rea lize  th a t educational o rg a 
n iza tion  and ideas of au th o rity  are  value-laden , y e t the 
form al cu rricu lu m  is often p resen ted  as if it is  value-free. 
Idea^  occurrences and phenom ena are  s trip p ed  of a ll 
v a lu e-im p lica tio n s  and cu t loose from  m oral rea lity . Tof
fler s ta te s  the  re su ltin g  confusion  had  the effect th a t sy s 
tem s of va lue  have  seldom  been ana ly sed  c ritica lly , and 
th is  in tu rn  h as  occasioned  u n ce rta in ty  about goals  on the 
p a r t of the y o u n g er genera tion , w hich  therefore does not 
p o sse ss  the ab ility  to p a ss  effective judgem ents. A s a 
reac tion  to “c le rica l educa tion” only  “fac ts” w ere ta u g h t 
abou t w hich the studen t w as supposed  to form  h is  own 
opinion. A g a in s t th is  background  Toffler p leads for an 
em p h asis  on educa tiona l p rocesses  in  w hich  the studen t 
is  helped to define h is  own v a lu es  and to m ake h is  own 
v a lu es  explicit. The cu rricu lu m  of the  fu tu re  m u st in 
clude a w ide ran g e  of d a ta  co u rses but m u s t a lso  accen
tua te  w hat Toffler c a lls  “fu tu re  re le v an t behav io u ra l 
sk ills ”. “It m u st com bine v a rie ty  of fac tua l con ten t w ith  
u n iv e rsa l tra in in g  in w hat m ig h t be term ed  ‘life know 
how ' ”.19)
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A lthough  Toffler s tre sse s  the n ecessity  of v a lu es  in  the 
educa tiona l process, he does not exp lica te  the conten t of 
th ese  values. W hat g rad u a lly  becom es ev iden t in  h is 
a rg u m en ts  is  the fact th a t he is rad ica lly  opposed to the 
v a lu es  w hich have d irected  the educa tiona l p rocess  un til 
today. A lthough he advocates the in troduction  of v a lues  
and  ‘life know -how ’ into a cu rricu lu m  w ith  fac tua l con
tent, he does not rad ica lly  change  the type of educational 
sy stem  in  w hich “facts o n ly ” are perm itted . The sam e 
fundam en ta l d ua lism  of fac ts and v a lu e s20) is  p resen t in 
h is  own so lu tion  to the p rob lem s of education  in  the supra- 
in d u s tr ia l society.

It is  c lear th a t the ch a ra c te r  of the fu tu re  society  w ill to a 
la rg e  ex ten t determ ine the re la tio n sh ip  of v a lues  and 
educa tiona l goals. The recogn ition  of th is  is  no t suffic ien t 
for the  o rgan iza tion  of education  in  the society  of the 
fu ture. W hat is  needed is  a defin ite choice of position , a 
stance, w ith re sp ec t to the content, d irec tion  and m o tiv a
tion  of these va lues. T his im p lie s  th a t education  is  v a lu e 
laden to such  an ex ten t th a t w hen it is  conceived as value- 
free it is a d isp arag em en t of the idea of education  as such. 
Of course, such  a p o in t of view  does not im p ly  the p ro 
v is io n  of the studen t w ith  ready-m ade and com plete ly  
fo rm ulated  p roblem s and in s ta n t an sw ers accord ing  to a 
p refab rica ted  system  of values; but it does im p ly  the 
au thorized  (not a u th o rita r ian )  gu idance of the s tu d en t to 
a po in t of rev e ren t w onder abou t the in trica te  n a tu re  of 
rea lity  and the d irec tion  of th is  w onder w ith in  the fram e 
of reference of a w orld and life view. In a th eo re tica l or 
academ ic con tex t th is  en ta ils  a ph ilosophy . If one of the 
m ost fundam ental p rob lem s of the con tem porary  
academ ic s itu a tio n  is  the absence of re sp o n s ib ility  and 
m otivation  of y oung  people because they  lack  a sense  of 
d irec tion  as the re su lt of so-called  neu tra l, im p artia l, 
objective science w hich sidestep s  fundam en ta l issues, 
then  one of the in d isp en sab le  com ponents of educational 
renew al m u st be the idea of re sp o n s ib ility  w ith  its  co rre 
la te  concepts of vocation  and au tho rity . This is  true  of 
educa tiona l renew al in  genera l; it is  esp ec ia lly  true  of 
C h ris tian  educa tiona l renew al. F or these  concepts are 
e ssen tia l w ith in  a C h ris tian  w orld and life view, and 
there fo re  m u st of n ecessity  be bu ilt into academ ic p ra c 
tice, educa tiona l goals, and the theory  of education. One 
w ay in w hich  th is  can  be done is  by m eans of the exposure  
of the p h ilo soph ica l p re su p p o s itio n s  of secu la rized  and
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h u m a n is t theo ries  of education. But th is  necessita te s  a 
v ita l and v ib ran t academ ic d isc ip line  of ph ilosophy  
w hich is  sen sitiv e  to the rap id ly  ch an g in g  s itu a tio n  in 
society and w hich  is  also  sensitiv e  to the v a rio u s  theo re
tica l reac tions to these fundam ental changes in  society. 
This ca lls  for an an a ly s is  of the ro le  of ph ilosophy  w ith in  
the fram ew ork  of the u n ive rs ity .

PHILOSOPHY AND THE UNIVERSITY

M any sc ien tis ts  agree th a t the c ris is  of the m odern u n i
v ers ity  is constitu ted  by the incoheren t and d is in teg ra 
ting  collection of specia l sciences w hich are linked  to 
p ro fessional tra in in g .21) In th is  connection  Po lak  re fers  
to the m odern u n iv e rs ity  as a “d ip lom a fac to ry” w hich 
has to produce s tandard ised  p roducts for the scien tific  
society  and w hich h as  lo st its  ch a rac te r of u n iv e rs ita s ,22) 
Popm a23) d raw s atten tion  to the fact th a t the techn ica l 
cap ab ilitie s  of m an have becom e so im p o rtan t in m odern 
science th a t the u n iv e rs ity  is  being abused  in  o rder to 
cu ltiva te  m inds th a t have to be em ployed for the end of 
technical, scien tific  and p ro fessional tra in in g . This 
m eans th a t the u n iv e rs ity  h as  becom e little  m ore th an  an 
ad m in is tra tiv e ly  connected g roup  of p ro fessional 
schools. He ch a rac te rizes  th is  ap p roach  as fa b r ilis tisch  
(w hich im p lies  an  iden tification  of m an  w ith  hom ofaber), 
ie, the over-accen tuation  of techn ica l and p ro fessional 
tra in in g  a t the expense of academ ic education. T h is m u st 
be seen in connection w ith  the w hole problem  of pro- 
fesionaliza tion  and sp ec ia liza tio n  in u n iv e rs ity  educa
tion. The m odern type of un iv e rs ity , w hich is  p rac tica lly  
a m u ltiv e rs ity , cu ltiv a te s  s tuden ts  w ho lack  a p ersp ec
tive on the coherence of rea lity  and who have been condi
tioned by the specia lized  sciences to perce ive only  one 
aspect of rea lity  and to see th is  asp ec t only  w ith in  its  p ro 
fess io n a l fram ew ork. D irectly  connected w ith  th is  p rob
lem another, fa r m ore fundam ental c r is is  m an ifests  
itself, viz the c ris is  of the b asis  of the u n iv e rs ity . In the 
C h ris tian  u n iv e rs ity  th is  problem  m an ifes ts  itse lf  in  a 
choice betw een the d ifferent C h ris tian  p h ilo soph ica l 
sy stem s for the g round ing  of the  v a rio u s  sciences in 
o rder to g u aran tee  the un ity  of the sciences, w hereas the 
so-called n eu tra l u n iv e rs ity  is  confronted w ith  the p rob
lem th a t it lacks any u n ify in g  b asis  for a p ossib le  in te g ra 
tion of the spec ia l sciences in to  an  o rgan ic  whole. W ithin 
the s tru c tu re  of the C hris tian  u n iv e rs ity  th is  b rin g s  w ith
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i t  the add itiona l p roblem  of e ith e r fragm en tization , in 
o rder to include a ll possib le  p o in ts  of view , or the canon
iza tio n  of one p h ilo so p h ica l system . In the so-called  n eu 
tra l  u n iv e rs ity  p rac tica lly  any  p o in t of v iew  can  be defen
ded, all un d er the gu ise  of ob jec tiv ity  — w hich is, of 
course, con trad icted  by th is  v ery  m u ltip lic ity  of v iew 
po in ts.

In  th is  lig h t it becom es ev iden t th a t a ll of the “tra d i
tio n a l” ta sk s  of the u n iv e rs ity  a re  affected by th is  c ris is  
of frag m en ta tio n  and v a lu e-n eu tra lity ; and the need for a 
p h ilo so p h ica l po in t of d epartu re , w hich  w ill guaran tee  a t 
le a s t hom egeneous s ta r tin g  poin t, shou ld  be c lea r to an y 
one deeply concerned. If education, re sea rch  and the 
tra n sm iss io n  of the cu ltu re  of a  re lev an t period  can  be 
regarded  a,s the th ree  b asic  func tio n s  of the u n iv e rs ity ,24) 
then  it shou ld  follow  from  the above d iag n o sis  of the 
s tru c tu re  of education  in g en era l and the value-laden  
n a tu re  of education the lack  of a  u n ify in g  basic  p h ilo 
soph ica l po in t of view  h as  been one of the c au sa l fac to rs 
in  the p rocess of the d is in teg ra tio n  of the m odern u n iv e r
sity . S ince cu ltu re  can  ra re ly  be seen  as  not being  in te r
w oven w ith  v a lues  of som e kind , th is  th ird  function  of the 
u n iv e rs ity  h as  been neglected  w ith  the re su lt th a t the 
o th e r two functions — education  and re sea rch  —have not 
been kep t in p roper perspective . T his h as  g iven  rise  to the 
idea of the m u ltiv e rs ity  and the  iso la tio n  of resea rch  and 
academ ic tra in in g  in  fragm en tized  and iso la ted  p ro fes
s io n a l un its. The legacy  of p o s itiv ism  h as  g rea tly  co n tri
buted to th is  concept of science and the u n iv e rs ity .

The reac tion  to th is  s ta te  of affa irs  on the p a r t  of the 
p ro p o n en ts  of the so-called “c ritic a l u n iv e rs ity ” ,25) w ith 
its  dem and th a t science be po litic ised , h as  a t le a s t had  one 
p o sitiv e  side effect, n am ely  the  recogn ition  th a t science 
and  the education  of s tu d en ts  a t a u n iv e rs ity  canno t be 
value-free o r neu tra l. The n egative  a sp ec ts  of th is 
developm ent, how ever, is  th a t it su b o rd in a tes  science to 
po litics, w hich  is a rad ica l d isp a rag em en t of the  true 
n a tu re  and s tru c tu re  of science, the u n iv e rs ity  and u n i
v e rs ity  education.

E sp ec ia lly  the th ird  im p o rtan t ta sk  of the u n iv e rs ity  — 
the tra n sm iss io n  of cu ltu re  and the cu ltiv a tio n  of “w ise 
m en of c u ltu re ”26) — h as  proved p rob lem atic  w ith in  the 
con tex t of the c r is is  of the u n iv e rs ity . T his fac to r and the
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problem  of the lack  of a p h ilo soph ica l p o in t of d epartu re  
w hich can unify  the d is in teg ra tin g  spec ia l sc iences b rin g  
the ro le of P h ilosophy  in  the u n iv e rs ity  in to  perspective .

A brief overv iew  of the h is to ry  of p h ilo sophy  as a d isc i
p line rev ea ls  som e m ost in tr ig u in g  featu res. A t the  daw n 
of theo re tica l reflection in  ancien t G reek cu ltu re , p h ilo 
sophy developed out of m ythology. Then, from  the period 
of the p re-S ocra tics  to the end of G raeco-R om an c iv iliza 
tion, ph ilo sophy  stood on its  own feet as the m o ther of 
specia lized  theore tical endeavours. For n ea rly  a thou 
sand y ea rs  du ring  the M iddle Ages, p h ilo sophy  w as sub 
ord inated  to theology. A t the beg inn ing  of the M odern 
Age, ra tio n a lism  contributed  to the em ancipa tion  of 
ph ilosophy  from  both re lig io n  and theology - an  em an 
cipation  w hich gave r ise  to the au tonom y of p h ilo so p h i
cal thought. The rise  of p o sitiv ism  at the beg in n in g  of the 
la s t cen tu ry  led to a new  jux taposition : p h ilo sophy  
becam e the handm aiden  of the rap id  rise  of the new  sp e 
cial sciences, the n a tu ra l sciences and the so-called 
social sciences, w ith  th e ir  em phatic  in s is ten ce  on the 
value-free ch a ra c te r of scien tific  in v estig a tio n  and aca
dem ic jux taposition . But th is  reaction  has  not led to  a re s 
to ra tion  of ph ilosophy  to its  leg itim ate  p lace in the u n i
ve rs ity  as the foundational, coheren t and in te rd isc ip li
n a ry  link  between the spec ia l sciences. Instead, the old 
subord inate  position  ap p ea rs  in new garb: p h ilo sophy  is 
becom ing the handm aiden  of the p o litic iz in g  d irec tion  
defended by the p roponen ts  of the “c ritica l u n iv e rs ity ”. 
This is  one of the m ain  tren d s on the E uropean  con tinen t 
and in  som e secto rs of A m erican  u n iv e rs ity  life. In con
tra s t  to th is  developm ent we notice th a t trad itio n a l A nglo- 
Saxon ph ilosophy  s till defends its  n eu tra l and value-free 
ch a ra c te r by reducing  ph ilosophy  to a tool for lin g u is tic  
pu rifica tio n .27)

Both of these ex trem e concep tions of the function  of 
ph ilosophy  constitu te  a h indrance to the ro le  of ph ilo 
sophy as a foundational d isc ip line  in  w hich the rad ical 
basic  p rob lem s of m an and rea lity  can  be ana ly sed  w ith in  
the fram ew ork  of a un ify ing  perspective. If p h ilo sophy  is 
called upon to fu lfil th is  im p o rtan t in te rd isc ip lin a ry  and 
in terfacu lty  ta sk  w ith in  the u n iv e rs ity , the lu x u ry  of 
ph ilosophy  as a m ere addendum  to the edifice of science 
cannot be afforded. The answ er m ust lie in  a u n iv e rs ity  or 
academ ic sy stem  in w hich p h ilo sophy  is  in tr in s ic a lly
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engaged  in  all the spec ia l sciences and  v a rie tie s  of p ro 
fess io n a l tra in ing .

The cru c ia l question  is: how can  th is  re s to ra tio n  of ph ilo 
sophy  to its  p ro p er po sitio n  in  the  academ ic cu rricu lu m  
occur in  p rac tice?  If the u n iv e rs ity  cu rricu lu m  perm its  
s tuden ts  to take ph ilo so p h y  co u rses a s  op tions to fill 
g ap s  nex t to th e ir hard-core “scien tific  c o u rse s”, as is 
g en e ra lly  the case today, we w ill no t be c lo ser to a so lu 
tion. For th is  very  op tional ch a ra c te r  of ph ilo sophy  cou r
ses ex p resses  the u n d erly in g  p o s itiv ism  p rev a len t in the 
u n iv e rs itie s . In such  a cu rric u lu m  s tru c tu re  the ph ilo 
sophy courses w ill be avoided by the av erage  student. For 
the  av erage  studen t is  no t com peten t to deal w ith  the 
is su es  ra ised  in  ph ilo so p h y  courses; he does no t see the 
re la tio n  betw een these  is su es  and  h is  own “sc ien tific” or 
“p ro fe ss io n a l” tra in in g ; and he w ill consider such  a 
course  a w aste  of h is  p rec io u s tim e. The d e trim en ta l 
re su lt of th is  op tional app ro ach  is  clear: few academ ics 
a re  g enu inely  in terested  in  g a in in g  in s ig h t in to  the 
fundam en ta ls  of th e ir  own sp ec ia lty  and  they  are  even 
le ss  concerned about the  in te rre la tio n sh ip  betw een th e ir  
p a r tic u la r  d isc ip line  and a th eo re tic a lly  responsib le  
g ra sp  of the n a tu re  of the w hole of rea lity .

The developm ent of p h ilo so p h y  in o u r tim e has  only 
ag g rav a ted  th is  problem . S ince p h ilo sophy  h as  cu t its 
um b ilica l cord w ith  a coherent, s tru c tu red  rea lity , it is not 
able to in teg ra te  o r unify  th e  spec ia l sc iences w ith in  the 
c u rren t concept of the u n iv e rs ity  (“m u ltiv e rsity "). In 
view  of th is  it canno t fu lfil its  function  of ex p lica tin g  the 
foundational, p h ilo so p h ica l is su es  of the respective  
sciences. H ence the absence of s tru c tu re s , m ean ingfu l 
in te rac tio n  betw een p h ilo so p h y  and the spec ia l sciences. 
By s tre s s in g  the is  c ru c ia l ro le  of ph ilo so p h y  in the u n i
vers ity , we do not m ean  to leave the im p ressio n  tha t 
p h ilo sophy  should  be seen a s  a  cure for a ll the ills  of the 
m odern u n iv e rs ity . Such a s im p lis tic  so lu tion  to  the  com 
p lex  p rob lem s of the m odern  u n iv e rs ity  only  rev ea ls  lack  
of in s ig h t in to  the com plex ity  of m odern  cu ltu re  and the 
h is to ry  and  ta sk  of the u n iv e rs ity  w ith in  th a t cu ltu re .28)

N everthe less , if ph ilo so p h y  is  to fu lfil its leg itim a te  and 
ind isp en sab le  ro le  w ith in  the  u n iv e rs ity , there  is need for 
a d ra s tic  o rg an iza tio n a l re s tru c tu ra tio n  of the u n iv e rs ity  
cu rricu lu m  re le v an t to the ind iv idual p ro g ram  of stud ies
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of each studen t and the co-operative, in te rd isc ip lin a ry  
research  p ro jec ts  of the u n iv e rs ity ’s academ ic personnel. 
To begin  w ith, the “departm en t of p h ilo so p h y ” should  no 
longer be s tru c tu red  as a de-part-m ent nex t to o ther de- 
p art-m en ts  but as a central in terfacu lty . A cen tra l in te r
facu lty  can p rov ide a hom e w here ph ilo sophy  can be 
developed in its  own in teg rity , in d is tinc tion  from  the 
specia l sciences; but it can also  crea te  channe ls  for the 
necessary  and n a tu ra l in te rac tio n  am ong the specia lized  
sciences in  order to s tim u la te  in te rd isc ip lin a ry  research  
and teach in g  and to fac ilita te  the developm ent of the 
ph ilosophy  and theo ry  of the specia l sciences in  co-ordi
nation  w ith  ph ilosophy  in general.

This is no t the only  w ay in w hich  ph ilosophy  could func
tion. A tten tion  to the h is to ry  of the spec ia l sciences w ill 
also  uncover m any  of th e ir basic p resu p p o sitio n s, th is  
w ill a lso  crea te  opp o rtu n itie s  for in te rac tio n  between 
ph ilosophy  and the specia l sciences. In th is  respec t a tten 
tion  m u st be draw n to the im p o rtan t book of H ooykaas29) 
on the h is to ry  of science and the d iscu ssio n  concern ing  
the ro le of p a rad ig m s in  the n a tu ra l sciences in stig a ted  
by the w ork of T hom as S K uhn30).

M u ltid isc ip linary  research  and teach ing  constitu te  
ano ther im p o rtan t w ay in  w hich  the in terac tion  between 
the sciences in  genera l and the sciences and ph ilo sophy  
can be s tim ulated . In th is  resp ect a cen tra l in terfacu lty  
fram ew ork  can be very  valuab le . O ther possib le  m ethods 
of c rea tin g  channe ls  for th is  in te rac tio n  can  be found in 
the study  of the re la tio n sh ip  of fa ith  and science and the 
e th ics of science.

The crea tion  of an o rg an iza tio n a l fram ew ork  w ith in  
w hich ph ilo sophy  can function  p resu p p o ses  a t le a s t a 
m in im al un ity  of s ta r tin g  p o in t w hich  is n ecessa ry  in  the 
study  of science, by m eans of w hich it is possib le  to p ro 
vide a perspective  o r a  contex t w ith in  w hich  rea lity  can  
be perceived. A un ify in g  p o in t of d ep a rtu re  g iv es  d irec
tion  and m o tiva tion  to the w ork of a  u n iv e rs ity  and d e te r
m ines the n a tu re  and ch a ra c te r  of education  and  re search  
undertaken  there. T his po in t of d ep a rtu re  o r s ta r tin g  
p o in t is  p resen t in all academ ic o r th eo re tica l w ork  even 
though  th is  m igh t not be exp lic itly  acknow ledged. 
B ecause of th is, no t only  the C h ris tian  u n iv e rs ity  is  a 
“co n fess io n a l” u n iv e rs ity  but a ll u n iv e rs itie s  a re  bound
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to  ta c it p h ilo so p h ica l and re lig io u s ly  determ ined  
assu m p tio n s . In th is  sense  the choice for a n eu tra l u n i
v e rs ity  o r for p o litic iz in g  eng ag em en t in  the  sense  of the 
New Left can  a lso  be seen  a s  “co n fessio n a l” choices.

In a  re lig io u s ly  and p h ilo so p h ica lly  d ivided cu ltu re , the 
an c ien t ideal of a  u n iv ers ita s  o r co lleg iu m  can  a t le a s t be 
p a r tia lly  recovered  if a ll of th e  p a r tic ip a n ts  in  academ ic 
p u rsu its  w ould h o n estly  and  e x p lic itly  adm it th e ir  re li
g io u s  and  p h ilo so p h ica l a s su m p tio n s  so th a t no th ing  
h idden  w ill obscure th eo re tica l c la r ity  — im p era tiv e  to 
la s t in g  sc ien tific  advance.
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