
in illustration, in speech? How much of what our children 
read is related to what they see on TV, and is it then an 
isolated incident or an overall picture of what our world 
really is? 

Do the book reviews from various sources and the cards 
in the. card catalogue give explicit warning of the vehicle 
or message carried in some ·books? Are the reviews availabl 
to all teachers in a systim, to parents when paperbacks aree 
p~rcha~ed? Federal funds to increase buying power for 
l1brar1e~, new authors, improved methods of illustrating, 
paperback books--all combine to bring more and more books 
before us. Who reviews all of these books? 

. Does exp?sure to violence again and again finally leave 
me 1mi:iune to 1t so long as it does not physicallf touch me? 
In th1~ flux of changing values, is there a line at which 
there 1s a place to stop? Who will do it? 

• 
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Problems, Problems 
by JOHN STREED 

Minnetonka High School 

The title I have chosen is useful for more than just 
rhetorical emphasis. "Problems, Problems" means lots of 
problems, all right. But it also is meant to suggest that there 
are two categories of problems. I call them "inner" and "outer" 
problems, problems that have to do with the choices I as teacher 
confront. And it does seem, to be sure, more and more, a con
frontation. Yet there is something else about the title, acer
tain tone, a hint that things can't be quite all that bad . 

As a preface to this consideration of problems facing the 
teacher of iiterature, I had better propose the definition of 
literature from which my comments arise. Literature, I suggest, 
is twofold: it is the analysis of the way things are and the 
affirmation of the way things ought to be. The second part of 
that definition lifts literature from the purely physical world-
the definition goes beyond sc.ience--and sets literature squarely 
in the moral universe. Further, literature tends to deal artis
tically not just with human experience but with humane experience. 
It follows, then, that the teacher of literature is or should be 
engaged in the process of literature, that is, in analysis and 
affirmation. In so doing, the teacher of literature deals with 
the content of literature, which is chiefly the record of humane 
experience, the accumulating wisdom of mankind. There are 
problems from the very beginning. 

Consider, first, the teacher's role in analysis and affir
mation. Should I push one view, or should I be an impartial 
critic? Should I, in other words, give a course in what I think 
and how I react to a particular bit of literature? Or should I 
keep my own views out of sight? The standard answer is easy. I'm 
a teacher, not a preacher. My job is to present the content in 
as plain a manner as possible. I open doors. I make introduc
tions. I conduct tours. But I do not exhort or persuade. I 
am objective and impartial. My students read a book; they are 
to get the author's philosophy, not m1ne, for· a literature course 
should not be the philosophic testament of the teacher. For 
example, perhaps I do believe in the doctrine of human progress. 
My students should never discover that as we read Lord of the 
Flies together. Perhaps I am an atheist. They should never 
suspect that from the way I teach certain passages in Dr. Faustus. 
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Perhaps I am a Catholic. That should not affect the way I 
treat the Reformation. And so on. 

All well and good. The teacher lays out the data; the 
student makes the judgment. And how else could it be? What 
~ould be more dangerous than a school full of teachers all push
rng their own views on students who--let it be admitted--are 
easily influenced, particularly in junior high? Be objective, 
be neutral, be a careful critic. Give all sides of the issue. 
Do not push your own views. Educate, don't propagandize, that·•s 
the best way. 

But no sooner do I agree to refrain from propagandizing 
than I remember that that is an impossible dream. Objectivity 
is a myth. Neutrality is an illusion. The very selection of 
materials or points to emphasize in those materials is an 
expression of my views. And I interpret from.then on. From 
the first word, I am persuading, persuading, persuading. To be 
fair, therefore, to compensate for the inevitable bias, I should 
announce to the class what my own views are. 

I am an atheist, I should say, or I am a Christian, or I 
am whatever. The students, then, will at least be aware that 
they are in a company store. They will then expect me to be 
hostile to or sympathetic to certain ideas found in the read
ings and will accordingly weigh their own responses. Also they 
will be more likely to challenge and question me, and that is a 
good thing--isn't it? 

Further, I have to look at the material from some· point of 
view, why not let it be my own and let that be known? After all, 
the kids are against pretense, aren't they? And for openness 
and honesty, aren't they? Very well, let us be honest and open. 
Say "I believe" once in a while. 

There are other reasons, some say, for taking a stand. The 
impressionable young student, when his teacher seems never to be 
either for or against anything, may all unawares come to feel 
that there is really nothing very important about literature. 
Books and ideas may appear to have no real impact on the teacher. 
And the obvious conclusion will soon follow. Or in the case of 
the student who likes books and who might be heading toward a 
bookish life, the objective pose may suggest that there is some
thing unscholarly, something undignified, about getting excited 
about a cause. The English teacher of literature, this student 
may conclude, is a little above the struggles of mass man. If 
in the earlier case, impartial objectivity nourishes an anti
intellectualism, here it may encourage a certain snobbery. 
Either prospect is depressing and reason enough for preferring 
commitment to neutrality. 
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That is problem number one: what to do? Since the choice 
of one course or the other will obviously make a great c;leal of 
difference in what goes on in_ the classroom, I am anxious to 
resolve the matter the right way, But I don't know what the 
right way is. The common resolution, I suspect, is simple 
enough:·· give all points of view with emphasis on the right one. 
But that in the end is not very satisfactory; the di lemma 
remains. And in view of the power a good, teacher has over open
ing minds, the responsibility is grave. Especially so in the. 
junior high school where, I believe, so many drifting ships fix 
on a permanent course, albeit unknowingly. 

~lost of you, I think, wi 11 agree with me that there really 
is a problem such as I have just described. I doubt that there 
is equal agreement on the existence of problem number two. 
some of you do _not hold similar premises and, therefore, do not 
face the same dilemma. But however little company I have on 
this one now, I suspect an increasing number of teachers wi 11 

' be similarly troubled in the future and so I bring up inner 
problem number two, the problem of knowledge and power. 

Our efforts, presumably, yield knowledge. Perhaps it is 
not always the knowledge we specified in our lesson plans, but 
it will be some kind of knowledge. • One way or the other, the 
student is learning something. And as Bacon reminded us, 
"Know ledge is Power." But any optimism generated by Bacon's 
words about the mechanics of human development is tempered by 
Lord Acton's claim (after Pitt) that power corrupts. Those 
who are able to, do. And somehow it turns out that somebody 
somewhere suffers in the process. 

Those who can, do, and their doings, naturally, are in 
their own best interests, or alleged best interests. When 
there are conflicting interests, which is all of the time, 
then the stronger power prevails. And in prevailing, the 

' stronger power tends to revise upward its conception of its 
own relative status and importance, thus making the next use 
of power all the more justified--in the eyes of the stronger 
power. As the cycle continues, truth and justice are of less 
and less concern. This is not all there is to the manner by 
which power corrupts and destroys. But it is enough to show 
that Acton's line is no idle slogan. Now if A= Band B = C, 
then A= C; if knowledge is power and power corrupts, then 
knowledge corrupts. 

That's hard. And I don't think it will do to dismiss 
the equation as a gimmick, or as word play. How many thoughtful 
men do you think are entirely easy about man's use of knowl
edg;? In fact, h~w many of you believe, as it is carved in 
letters of stone above Northrop Aud·i"torium, that men are made 
noble by a college degree? Socrates thought that_knowledge 
made men good. Is it not increasingly easy· to think he was 
mistaken? 49 



I suppose I am really dealing with two questions here or 

perhaps two phas~s of one question. First, are men good b; 
knowledge; that is, do they get better, more considerate 

patient, rational, loving, tolerant, and just? Is the f;uit of 

~nowledge more peace and less pain? Some say· yes. I can't see 

it. Second, are men, if they are not made better actually 

~ade worse? Do they use their power to hurt or d;stroy, know

in¥1Y or unknowingly? One question or two, it is all the same 

thing. In general, so far, what seems to be the result of 
accumulated power and knowledge? 

Well, supposing Acton is right. I believe that he is. 
As we te~ch, you and I, what, really, are we doing? This 

pr~ble~ is largely theoretical--until we are asked to write 

ObJectives for our.curriculum, or to defend our work against 

t~e cha~ge I hav 7 Just made, or to justify our existence during 

times of depression and sleepless nights. The second problem 

then, is to find a satisfactory answer when we ask ourselves ' 
what are we doing? ' 

The third problem if it exists, is related. It is an 

aspect, and only a potential one at that, of the problem of 

freedom and responsibility. Does the former imply the latter? 

~e moralists says "yes"; the scientist says "no". Let I s con
sider the alternatives. 

We are always aware of those who would guide--or censor-

our ~ork. T~e fressure varies from place to place and from time 

to time but i ~ is always there. Happily, we teach in a relative-

1~ free land in what many believe to be a relatively enlightened 

time• We may, t~erefore, wit~ virtually all educated opinion, 
take a stand against censorship. And not just the banning of 

book~, but against all external controls and pressures on the 

curriculum. Thus the view prevails in our academic culture 

t~at id 7as sho~ld_not_be suppressed. Not only would suppres-

sion stifle thinking in general, but the wrong ideas, that is, 

the n7w and the unconventional, would be the first to suffer. 

The li~eral a~t~-censorship view is also nourished by the 

Socratic tradition that knowledge is virtue. Truth drives out 

error, we say, as in a recent issue of the MCTE Journal. Don't 

worry about bad books, we tell the self-appointed censors· they 

can_ do no harm. "No girl was ever ruined by a book", and' 

besides, students will, if they have a choice, naturally prefer 

the good books. Censors can't tell a good book from a bad 

anyway. Therefore, we believe that censorship is dangerous 

and we may be ghd that it is as weak as it is; we may be glad 

that we are as free as we are. Yet again, complications. 

Remember the headlines that told us of the murders of the 

Kennedys and Martin Luther King? Or the incredible accounts of 

England's Moor Murders? What, in God's name, we asked, was 
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happening? But headlines don't teil much. The assassinations 

or the atrocity were but dramatic examples of the larger problem 

that could apparently be seen in the cascade of statistics 
about increasing crime and violence. Now I know thare are 

three kinds of. lies: lies, damned lies, and statistics. Sti 11, 

if we can conclude anything at all from what we seem to be 

observing, it is that something undesirable (at leas~ in and ?f 
itself) is happening. We are a long way from barbarism, but it 

does look like our fellowman is a bit more dangerous than he was 

ten years ago. The question is, why? I don't know. B~t the~e 

is an increasing amount of data that suggests that the issue is 

related to cultural _diet. The evidence is accumulating that 

violence begets violence. This is by no means a settled issue. 

All we have now is a suggestion. But it is a sobering one. 

Pre-schoolers and adults alike have partic_ipated in exper-. 

iments which at present seem to show that the sight of violence 

(real or dramatized) and even the sight of instruments of . 

violence does in fact encourage violent response. As one stucty 

put it: "The finger pulls the tr~gger '. but the tri?ger also 

urges the finger." Now the relationships between.violence ~or

trayed and violence for real, and the effect of different kinds 

and amounts of violence on human behavior are matters not fully 

understood. But suppose the future bears ou~ the present, and 

it becomes probable that violence in the movies and on TV does 

indeed on occasion draw out violence in some people? Computer 

people have a saying, GIGO, Garba?e In, Garbag~ Out. Wha; if 

we fi.nd ourselves saying, VIVO, Violence In, Violence Out. At 

the moment this seems to be the conclusion towards which the 

evidence i~ pointing. Might it also be possible, then, that 

what might be the case with these two media might_also be the 

case with other arts? Could it be that drama, still photo

graphy, painting, and even--do I dare say it?--even literature 

operate in the same fashion? We're on dangerous g~ound, are 

we not? It is to the point that Clarence Darrow, i~ the fa~ous 

Loeb-Leopold trial of 1924, claimed that the books in the library 

of the University of Chicago should be blamed for the murder 

of young Bobby Franks, not the defendants who had been led 

astray by what they·had read. 

Worse yet, suppose, as the psychiatri:ts sugge:t, there is 

something of a relationship between sexuality and violence,_any 

relationship at all. There's a rat's nest for t~e progres~ive 

and enlightened teacher. Or think of oth 7r poss1b~e relation

ships, for example, social theory and social behavior, or 

economic behavior. Suppose, in fact, that we are eventually. 

faced with the unpalatable fact that what we have been P:oclaim

ing for many hundreds of years is really_true? Sufpose ideas do 

influence behavior? Suppose the arts, literature inc~uded,_do 
engender actions? What then? And if it is even possible, in 

the smallest degree, that our students will be more or less 

51 



violent because of what we present to them, what responsibilit 
d? we ha~e? Can we say the good outweighs the bad? That a y 
little violence is the price of progress? 

_No~ this may be, in part, a false alarm. Perhaps the 
:tatistics do err. _This problem then will become something else 
_ut no mat!er what it becomes, we're in trouble. There is a tra' 
in everr direction. Do we want to assert that there·is no p 
connection at. all between books and behavior? Why teach? Do 
;e say there :s a connection? r Then do we plan a curriculum to 
mprove behav:or? Ort? avoid encouraging wrong behavior? Either 

w~y we are doing something that looks suspiciously like manipula
tion, p7opagand~, and censorship. Or do we acknowledge some 
connection but Just tea~h anyway? Let someone else worry about 
the conseque~ces. As did those good scientists who taught 
nuclear ~hysics to the bomb builders. Or the gentle chemists who 
taught Hitler's wardens how to make gas. 

!11:re is a tangle of i~sues here, but the essential point 
is this. a controll 7d curriculum--censorship--may be dangerous; 
an un7ontrol1 7d ~urnculum--no censorship--may also be dangerous. 
I don t se~, i~cidentally, that anything is changed by saying 
that organization~ of teachers should make the decisions. That 
would be censorship by an elite, and would introduce a political 
element. All the worse. 

These_three prob~ems--two are with me now, one seems to be 
on the honzon--are dilemmas or contradictions. They may be 
called "inner" problems, for they are intellectual in nature• 
they are problems in my head, so to speak. But there is ano~her 
~ategory of problems, although the distinction is more a conven
ience than a necessity. This second kind is "outer"• that is to 
say, these problems characterize the world of the cl~ssroom--
and the larger world outside as well. If the first problems 
affect the way I steer the ship, the second group affects the 
sea ah7ad. These problems are, in fact, features of modern life 
that hinder the teaching of literature. These problems seem 
very grave; they alarm me very much. I'm not thinking now of 
those fearful prospects that face everyone. We literature teach
ers have, in addition, (they are not, however unrelated) our own 
problems of a more refined nature. ' 

?ne of these is simply that the modern world is no place 
for l:te 7ature. Books are in a hostile environment. Activism, 
materialism ~the c?mmercial' variety), mechanism, plasticism-
a~l these stifle literature; they make it harder to read books. 
Liter~tu~e--I mean printed literature, not the "literature of 
the fi!m, etc.--needs time; it needs peace and quiet. But. 
what w:th crowded schedules and multiple responsibilities, 
what with the pressures and conflicts of our culture what with 
Hondas~ ~nowmobiles, transistors, and--it's a triumph of 
advertising--the "whisperjet',' time and peace and quiet are hard 

52 

to come by. How many of you, for instance, have enough time to 
read? And as for finding peace and quiet in this world, one 
might as well look for brook trout in the middle of Lake Erie. 
I have about concluded that only the dead have peace, and only the 
deaf have quiet. Insofar, therefore, as literature is reflective, 
it is at a disadvantage in a culture that values activity and 
experience so highly. This is no new problem although I think it 
is indisputably getting worse. 

The first outer problem, then, is the problem of environment. 
This great big flexible learning center that we live in, the 
world, is like the one in my school. It may be good for some 
things, but quiet, reflective, meditative intellectual work is 
not one of them. This is a serious problem, but easy to identify. 
The next two take more digging. 

In my opening definition of literature, I asserted that 
' literature has to do particularly with humane experience. This 

is to say, the humanizing thoughts and actions of life as 
distinct from, say, digestion which is simply a human experience. 
The distinction is not air tight; doubtless, great poetry can be 
written about the stomach. But the general trend is clear. 

Now humane experience necessarily includes past humane 
experience. It cannot include all past experience, so a 
selection is made, and this selection becomes, in part, the 
accumulated or collected wisdom of mankind. And here is the next 
problem. I observe an increasing disrespect for this collected 
wisdom. True, this is nothing new insofar as the outside world 
is concerned. In fact, we expect it. (Al though, strangely enough, 
the very people who ignore (what I regard as) the t·reasures of the 
past, are the ones who first cry out in PTA meetings for a return 
to the classics instead of all these sex novels!) Be that as it 
may, what concerns me is that not a few English teachers seem to 

1 be ranging on that far side. Traditional literature is not rele
vant, is the way the anathema is usually worded. It does not 
really speak to the unique, particular condition of the modern 
adolescent. The collected wisdom of mankind doesn't mean much 
any more. But I do not mean to say_that this is the problem. 
There is disagreement about the value of traditional literature, 
it appears, but that is a fact, not a problem. The problem 
appears when we plan curriculum. If we disagree, what do we do? 
If traditional literature is not relevant, what is? What books 
should we read in our classes? How do we decide when there is 
fundamental difference? Compromise? Majority vote? Student 
choice? Pot luck? Are these satisfactory foundations for 
curriculum planning? We are called upon to provide an English 
curriculum that is relevant and meaningful, but we don't agree 
on what is relevant and meaningful. And what do we do while 
we' re arguing? 
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This business of relevance and meaning shades into another 
matter. Or, more precisely, dispute over rele_vance and meaning 
is evidence of a much deeper dispute over the whole mat.ter of 
direction in the universe. It is at this deeper level that we 
encounter the third troubling feature of modern life, the sixth 
and final problem in my series, and, in my view, the real threat 
to the teaching of literature in our· time. This particular 
problem has been 1with us all along. It lurked, smirking, in 
the definition of literattire that 1 proposed; it has been 
lolling in the background as we considered the other problems, 
and now it swaggers up to stage front. Literature, you remember, 
was, partly, "the affirmation of the way things ought to be." 
There it is. How ought they to be? To what end should we be 
heading? What, ultimately, is the purpose of teaching litera
ture? There is some disagreement on the matter! But we can 
at least agree that we won't settle for simple answers, that 
is to say, the usual lists of aims and objectives. They don't 
mean much. 

It is always taken as self-evident that we should teach 
our students to understand what the author is saying, to think 
critically, to organize and conclude, and to express their . 
thoughts in writing. Why? What is it all for? The usual 11 tany 
says, "A meaningful educational experience." What is that? . 
"An educated citizen?" Define him. "A useful member of society?" 
Describe, please. "A good man?" There's no need to continue. 
When we usually talk of ends, aims, and objectives, we use . 
terms that are coming to be either labels for operational skills 
(reading, writing, critical thinking, and the like) or empty 
platitudes and slogans. 

For example, a recent NCTE publication, The Growing Edges 
of Secondary English, contains an essay entitled•~ Rationale 
for Curriculum Decisions." It is a useful article, but it 
deiiberately stops before it reaches the matter of ultimate 
meaning and purpose .. These, t~e essay asserts, "are matters of 
private conviction and eternal ,controversy :a~her tha~ bases. 
for consensus and action," and "we are suff1c1ently d1v1ded 1n 
matters of purely educational concern" (NCTE, 1968, p. 15). 
True enough, sadly true enough. 

There used to be a consensus on certain ·ultimate concerns. 
In general, Western men agreed that God gave meaning to the uni
verse, value and morality to human life, and force to reason. 
Meaning, value and morality, reason--these were absolutes, ' 
starting points, grounds for analysis and affirmation. It w~s 
possible to conceive of ultimate ends in light of these qual~
ties and by means of reason--with a little help from rev~lat1on: 
I think we agree that the situation is changing. The phi los~ph1-
cal foundations of Western thinking are dissolving into nothing 
at all. I suggest to you that the consequences are serious, for 
without some kind of agreement on ultimate matters, it is not 
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possible, I think, to have much agreement on temporal matters. 
Without agreeing on a destination, we can hardly agree that we 
are heading in the right direction. 

Formerly, the important issue was, is something right or 
wrong? Now the issue is, is there right or wrong? Or, are 
there any grounds for saying that something is right or wrong? 

Or again,' take reason. Formerly reason was tbought t 
be a unique characteristic of man, a special power •1Jy which man 
could perceive, at least partially, truth, that is, Sod and 
His creation. But now we live in a mechanical univer~e, reason 
can only be assumed to be a casually related series of electro
chemical events occurring a few inches below the top of the 
skull. Reason is a tiny, electric current in the brain. Ration
al conclusions, then, are nothing other than portions of that 
current, nothing more than events in the series. Conclusions, 
then, can be neither true nor false, they are simply results, 
just as other bodily functions are neither true nor false, 
just results. No longer, therefore, may reason be conceived of 
as a beacon illuminating truth. Today, the light of reason has 
become a flickering strobe mea~ing, when you think about it, 
nothing. 

Formerly the issue was, is a chain of reasoning valid or 
invalid? Now the issue is, quite irrationally, almost the 
same. It shouldn't be, but we cannot quite get ourselves to 
admit the full implications of our modern world view. Reason, 
in fact, is something of an embarrassment to the modern mind. 
It is sort of like the wealthy industrialist father of a 
hippy. His existence cannot be justified, his life style is 
abhorred, he is insufferable company, but our hippy regularly 
cashes his allowance checks. 

This is not to say, however, that reason has the status 
it formerly did. The whole wave of drug experience has some
thing to say about the relative worth of reason and logic as 
sources of meaning and direction. A considerable part of the 
arts say the same. Theater, music, painting, poetry, other 
writings--much of it seems to show that experience and sensa
tion more than, or even rather than reason are the sources of 
truth and value. And consider the significance of those 
entertainments known as happenings in this light. Increasingly, 
it appears, reason is discounted as a guide for men. And its 
role nowadays seems to be to justify rather than to direct the 
affairs of individuals. 

Meaning, value and morality, reason--they all enjoy .ill 
health today because of profound changes in Western thin~ing. 
Now it happens that I regret this, but that's not the point I 
want to make. I do not propose any new absolute truths, nor 
am I going to argue that it is either possible or desirable 
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to resurrect the old truths. I am only saying that this is 
the source of many problems. Without agreement on ultimate 
matters, we really cannot agree on anything else except, possi
bly, day to day survival techniques. 

If literature is to be relevant, it must be relevant to 
something, presumably, relevant to life. At least that is 
what I continually hear. And what does that mean? Well; for 
most of us, that means that the literature in question relates 
to certain experiences. And what does that mean? 

It usually means that it analyzes those experiences (in 
whole or in part) correctly and affirms something about them. 
Affirms what? Affirms that a proper reaction to the experi-
ence (acceptance, rejection, whatever) will ultimately contribute 
toward a.better life. And what does that mean? That means a 
life that is in some sense preferable to the present one 
(unless, of course, the present one is completely satisfying). 
But in what direction does that better life lie? 

Well, here we find ourselves pointing in all directions at 
once, and more than a few, if honest, will only shrug their 
shoulders. What, ultimately, is a better life? That is the 
final problem, outer problem number three. The reference points 
are disappearing, we have no faith in the maps, and we're not 
agreed on where we are going. And if we do not agree on the 
ends, how can we agree on the means? As the old Jewish proverb 
puts it, "Can two walk together except they be agreed?" 

It seems to me, then, as I survey things from the perspec
tive of a teacher of literature, that there are problems, they 
are making things difficult now, and there is worse to come. 
The future will be marked by even more discord than the present. 
And that's a lot. 

We have been teaching within a tradition that emerged 
within the context of those old reference points. That tradi
tion has shaped our entire curriculum and much of-what we do is 
nothing other than inherited tradition. But that tradition 
and the intellectual context that shaped that tradition are 
rapidly disappearing (a very good thing in the eyes of many). 
Changes will occur, therefore; they are occurring now, and who 
knows what to expect? Aims, objectives, analysis, affirmation, 
humane experience, traditional wisdom--all will be altered almost 
beyond recognition. It will then be very hard, I believe, to 
find much of the old tradition, the one that lives in the defi
nition of literature that I gave at the beginning, in the cur
riculum of the future. Oh, we will still say that we are 
teaching literature--and we will be according to our new defini
tions--but there will have been big changes. As C. S. Lewis 
puts it: 
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All things (e.g., a camel's journey through 
A needle's eye) are possible, it's true. 
But picture.how the camel feels, squeezed out 
In one long bloody thread from tail to snout. 

Now whatever else that camel feels, he is going to have 
trouble with his sense of self-identity. He will have trouble 
deciding just what he is hnd just what his purpose in life is. 
And so with the teaching of literature. 

One thing is certain. As the number of commonly held 
premises about life decrease, discourse is hindered; as the 
number of common reference points diminish, communication and 
understanding--mind speaking to mind--become increasingly 
elusive. Necessarily, there is less and less likelihood of 
resolving and reconciling the tensions and pressures of life. 

, r believe it is a very serious matter. 

Is that the only prospect? Is discord inevitable? Are 
things really so dark? • It is perf~ct ly proper, even fashion
able, to paint scary, grim pictures these days, but it is only 
polite to conclude with some note of hope. You know, the 
"things will be terrible unless" kind of thing followed by an 
exhortation of some sort. And did not the third use·of the 
title hint that things were not quite all that bad? 

Truthfully, I don't have much hope. It seems to me that 
if there is to be agreement, there must be agreement. That 
doesn't seem too probable right now. True, there are some 
signs: a growing awareness of the delicate balance of nature 
might call into question the modern creed that there· are no 
limits to the works of man. An intuitive turning against the 
machine seems to be healthy. What appears to be an awakening 
social conscience is a good sign. But these are more than 
balanced by bad omens. In sum, I am not hopeful. 

Still, there is something yet to be said. As things 
1 change, as discord and difficulty increase, one good might come 

of it. A lot of illusions will be swept away. This could mean 
considerably more realism about educational and other social 
matters. But then again, it might not. Very likely we will 
go down--but with open eyes. Such views, I know, are not very 
popular. They go against the humanist tradition as well as the 
characteristic optimism of Western culture. I would therefore, 
be very surprised if there were not a number of you who are not 
only skeptical of the pessimism of these remarks but are, in 
particular, trying to shoot down the elements of that last 
problem, the one about value and meaning. Well enough. 
Skepticism is a great defense (though a poor foundation) and 

~ honest argument is always helpful. In the meantime, though, 
~we've got problems. 

Jock Streed delivered this essay as o somewhat longer speech at the 
MCTE Annual Conference in April 1969. 
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