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following essay he explores various aspects of liberty affecting American
life and thought. What he sees in the contemporary situation is the
dominance of “trend-setters,” who employ whatever means bring success,
and who wantonly manipulate public opinion to their advantage. The
public now falls prey to “a host of salesmen of ideas, of advertisers of
policies, of marketers of salvation, who have a firm grip on the minds and
mental habits of the American people.” Critical judgment and discriminat-
ing thought surrender to cleverly packaged advertising tricks, deceptions,
half-truths, falsehoods. Roshwald believes, however, that a reordering of
educational goals, which he specifies, can stem the tide of deterioration.
People thus educated, he contends, “will confront the liberty of deception,
parading as liberty of speech, with the liberty to think and reach indepen-

dent judgment.” This is an essay worth pondering.

WHEN I puBLISHED my first essay in Modern
Age in 1958, | was a newcomer to the
United States, having arrived at the At-
lantic shore shortly before Thanksgiv-
ing of 1955. My article was based on
observations and impressions after a
couple of years of teaching at a large
state university in the Midwest, but they
were in no way restricted to the aca-
demic experience. On the contrary, I
tried to read in the book of life and
understand what I perceived. My vision
had been formed in older civilizations,
and I looked at the new social and cul-
tural experience with the eyes of a for-
eigner—detached, independent, critical.
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Perhaps some people, including my col-
leagues and an occasional student, would
have added “biased.”

The title of my essay was “Quo Vadis,
America?” It was an apt title for a ques-
tioning newcomer, who, somewhat dar-
ingly, suggested that America should
pose the question toitself, as well. For, in
a way, America was a newcomer too—a
newcomer to a world of much older civi-
lizations, whether in Europe or other
parts of the world. Being a newcomer
has its shortcomings: lack of experience,
lack of maturity, lack of sophistication. I
may have been guilty of some of these as
an observer and critic of American life.
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But these characteristics may have been
shared by the American civilization, a
novice by Old Country standards, and
thus simplistic, naive, and, in some ways,
innocent.

My essay took off from the observa-
tion of David Riesman, the sociologist,
that American society was becoming
“other-directed,” that is to say, that
people did not judge issues by their own,
inner, standards and convictions, but by
what other people thought or did. Thus,
instead of subjecting their lives and their
conduct to a moral judgment, they were
adjusting them to current vogues. Such
vogues change with considerable fre-
quency, and so does the conduct of the
people following them. While following
vogue in dress or hair-style is fairly in-
nocuous, when vogue sets the standard
in morals, aesthetics, cultural affairs,
society becomes spineless and erratic.

The malaise ensuing from suchatrend
is further compounded by the personal-
ity of the vogue-setters, if they are not
conscientious individuals, but self-seek-
ing persons with their own success pri-
marily, or exclusively, in mind. They
could be, as I suggested in my essay, the
incarnations of Machiavelli's Prince, or
the disciples of the Greek sophists—
with devastating consequences for soci-
ety.

The issue which I propose to examine
now, thirty-nine years later, is whether
this trend has continued and developed,
or subsided and disappeared. Has
America rolled down this peculiar path
of degeneration, or has it overcome the
menace and asserted its own way, based
on conviction, or a set of principles, on
firmly held beliefs? Do Americans justify
and assert their beliefs, or do they pas-
sively accept the dictates of self-ap-
pointed “leaders,” or of anonymous
trends? For if the latter is the case, this is
tantamount to surrendering individual-
ity and the liberty of thinking and judg-
ing.

24

Indeed, such a condition not only fa-
cilitates the succumbing to the pres-
sures of vogue, but it also makes for the
unquestioning acceptance of common
truths, including those enshrined in the
United States Constitution. What is wrong
with that? The problem with such an
attitude is that it undermines the truth.
For, as John Stuart Mill taught us, it is
only by a continuous examination of
truth, or what is accepted as true, that
truth remains alive. As to the Constitu-
tion, it is too important to be left to the
interpretations of lawyers only. The citi-
zens need to comment on it, as well.

Thus, our examination will lead also
to the exploration of liberty, or some of
its aspects, as they impinge on the cur-
rent American way-of-life. The freedom
and practice of individual reflection and
thinking is a basic condition of the viabil-
ity and the progress of American civili-
zation. It is important to determine how
it has fared.

The questionhow America progressed
or degenerated over the last forty years
is not easy to answer. Do Americans
persist in being other-directed, or do
they exercise their freedom to think and
to judge? How has America fared at the
hands of its citizens?

In some ways America has displayed
maturity, good sense,and moral progress
over the past four decades. The residues
ofracial discrimination have beenlargely
abolished by deliberate legislative and
political effort. Women have come to
assume greater social responsibilities
and attained fuller public participation
outside the family unit. These changes,
though affected by political pressure,
owe much to the moral awareness of the
people, as well. Evidently, there were
significant public sectors which did not
surrender to self-seeking Machiavellians
and who retained their own judgment.
There has been an enormous advance-
ment in science and technology—the
consequence of alert minds and sound
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education in these fields, at least at the
university level. There is new awareness
of health needs, and new habits of eating
and exercise improve public health—
certainly a product of right thinking.

Yet the counting involves not only
blessings. Crime, violent crime, has in-
creased. Drug addiction has become a
private calamity and a public menace.
Having children out of wedlock has de-
prived them of the family setting, which
is the most suitable environment for
nurture and education. The conse-
quences of rising crime have proved
catastrophic. People are denied the ba-
sic sense of security in their neighbor-
hoods andin the city. Imitation and other-
directedness have played a significant
role in this process of degeneration.

Taking the advantages and the short-
comings into account, balancing the
pluses and the minuses, is America in a
better or a worse shape today than it
was forty years earlier? The question,
put in such a comprehensive way, can
hardly be answered, for how can one
quantify crime versus health,equality
versus drug addiction? In individual
cases, where people are personally af-
fected, for good or for ill, they can offer
an answer, but it will be a personal state-
ment. Nor is it that important to pass a
general verdict, for it is clear that we
ought to build on the achievements and
combat the degeneration, irrespective
of their relative weight.

Let us, however, look at the American
scene from the perspective of other-
directedness and the independence and
freedom of individual judgment, and see
how they have fared.

When I started teaching at an Ameri-
can university, I would face a class of
thirty students, and from my elevated
podium looked down on trim crew-cuts,
or flat-tops (there was a subtle distinc-
tion between the two, which eluded me),
intermingled with medium cut hair of
coeds, often embellished with perma-
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nent wave. Some years later, the pan-
orama changed. The boys—or was it
men now?—let their hair grow long, and
the crew-cuts all but vanished. Was it a
conservative return to seventeenth cen-
tury hair style? The men thought not: it
was an expression of reversal, of opposi--
tion to the established ways. The girls—
or was it women now?—also let their
hair grow long, and gave up the perma-
nent wave.

Initially, as the change was taking
place, it may have expressed and it sym-
bolized independent thinking, always to
be welcomed in an academic setting.
Yet, before long, it became a new vogue,
and students conformed to it with eager-
ness and alacrity—irrespective of their
ideas and reflections on society and cul-
ture, if they had any. The vogue caught
up with high school and elementary
school, as well. In short, even if the
direction changed, other-directedness
remained. Indeed, it ruled supreme.

As I was retiring from teaching, the
scene started to change again, and this
time it took a bizarre turn. Men—or was
it males now?—took to piercing one of
their ears, and adorning it with an ear-
ring. Was it the impact of the pirate
image, conveyed through some old mo-
tion picture? Was it the example of some
tribe living in the jungles of South
America or Africa? The trend-setter re-
mained in the dark, but the trend spread
far and wide and encompassed children
and adults. As to women—or was it fe-
males now?—some of them started pierc-
ing their nostrils and adorned them with
glistening ornaments. The Indian ex-
ample may have been the culprit here.
Fortunately, the old-new style, while
widespread, has not become pervasive,
as the older vogues were. Apparently,
some common-sense resistance pre-
vented a total victory of the new vogue in
this instance.

Yet, looked at from our perspective, it
seems that other-directedness has been
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a fairly constant characteristic in Ameri-
can civilization. Plus ¢a change, plus c’est
la méme chose. And the trend-setters are
not people of reflection, people of social
responsibility, people of cultural cre-
ativity, but largely anonymous and face-
less individuals.

These examples may seem fairly in-
nocuous in themselves, were it not that
they are meant to exemplify and symbol-
ize the great impact on American civili-
zation of other-directedness, or of lack
of individually-guided behavior, in vari-
ous spheres of conduct. The trend to
imitate in various domains, as further
elaborated, persists, and perhaps has
become more powerful. Consequently,
the American way-of-life has been greatly
affected—perhaps, in some cases, domi-
nated—by forces, anonymous or identi-
fiable, which steer the civilization in ar-
bitrary and often senseless directions,
with the passive acquiesence of a
thoughtless other-directed crowd. The
ship follows an erratic course, the trav-
ellers happily trusting the ignorant navi-
gator.

Who are these navigators? Perhaps
the best way to identify these trend-
setters is to call them “advertisers.” We
do not restrict this term to those who try
to convince the public to buy various
commodities, but it is these advertisers
who set an example for a wider class of
people who try to sell to the public ideas,
politicians, salvation. It is in the nature
of advertisers not to confine themselves
to rational arguments and to sensible
judgment. They may use arguments, if
and to the extent that these promote
their objectives, but they also rely
heavily on allurement, seduction, and a
host of psychological tricks, to make the
public accept their supply and advice.
The attainment of objective is their pri-
mary consideration, while the means—
whether brain-stimulating or brain-wash-
ing—are of secondary importance, in-
deed insignificant altogether. Their
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motto is: Sell the car, good or bad! Sell
the jokes, decent or not! Sell the show,
soothing or violent! Sell the politicians,
honest or crooked! Sell the policy, wise
or stupid! Sell salvation, real or imagi-
nary! Sell ideas, true or false!

Thus we face a flood of advertising of
countless commodities, blinking at us
from the television screen, the foremost
medium of the contemporary culture,
again and again. In the words of Aldous
Huxley in Brave New World, so many
thousand repetitions make one truth. In
time of elections, the candidates for of-
fice are equipped with sound-bites,
deemed to appeal to the voters by public
opinion experts. They continue in this
vein in public meetings. Political phi-
losophy is essentiallythrown tothewind,
as Democrats turn Republican, and Re-
publicans become Democrats—all in
accordance with the chance of getting
the support of the majority of voters.
Various churches, especially of the sec-
tarian kind, try to advertise salvation, on
and off television and radio, to their
followers, actual and potential, not by
delving into the religious doctrine, but
by creating an air of excitement, hyste-
ria, and histrionics—their kind of adver-
tising. Even universities are not immune
to the offensive of unreason. Here, too,
vogues have occasionally been estab-
lished, deviating from the mainstream of
detached rational inquiry. Just as once
Marxism and psychoanalysis invaded
the realms of humanistic studies,
deconstruction has become a new fash-
ion with many ardent followers. “Politi-
cal correctness” in social studies and in
general, while originating with a justi-
fied concern for the underprivileged and
discriminated, has grown out of propor-
tion and become a fetish. At least some
opponents to such trends have asserted
themselves in the academic world.

The picture in the world of entertain-
ment displays the influence of other-
directedness and theconsequent decline

Winter 1998



of civilization even more. For one thing,
television with its ever-expanding range
due to technological development has
become the dominant public entertain-
ment, at the expense of books and radio.
The quality of the programs has deterio-
rated steadily, as violence and sex have
become increasingly popular and in-
creasingly explicit. This, in turn, has
affected the printed word, as novels try
to compete with the screen by resorting
to the same elements of sickly titillation.
Opera turned into soap-opera, with
bubbles reigning supreme. Jazz turned
into rock, which has been superseded
by rap. The rock singers became en-
shrined in Olympus, as their successors
inherit the world.

All this is possible because people,
ordinary people, suspend theirjudgment
and become vulnerable to the influence
of mind-manipulators. Indeed, this is a
paradoxical situation in a country which
prides itself on freedom and boasts of
fierce individualism. Where is the indi-
vidual self-assertion of reflection, of con-
viction, of principle? How have individu-
als become a herd of sheep, following
the unscrupulous shepherds?

The explanation is that Americans,
while retaining their liberty, have sus-
pended their judgment. Each American
is free to speak his mind or express her
opinion, and to follow his or her convic-
tion. But these freedoms do not assure
that every individual must have a con-
viction, or an active mind. Television
has done its share to lull the minds to
passive compliance, and has intensified
the erosion of personal judgment and
conviction. The remote-control which
enables the viewer to switch from one
channel to other, mostly similar, chan-
nels has not awakened the viewer’s mind,
nor stimulated his or her taste. People
have succumbed, in the words of Aldous
Huxley (inthe 1946 introduction to Brave
New World) to “the freedom to daydream
under the influence of dope and movies
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and the radio.” While for Huxley this was
an impending threat, for us, fifty years
later, it is a widespread reality. Of course,
such a “freedom” is the very opposite of
freedom.

Yet, if in one sense the individual has
not exercised the freedom assured him
by the Constitution and by the American
tradition, the freedom of individual think-
ing, in another sense he has not only
used his liberty but also abused it. Take
the freedom of speech, the sacrosanct
First Amendment. On the strength of it,
no restriction is imposed on acts of ra-
cial hatred, and, in the name of this
principle, pornography claims its right
toinvade the domain of families, whether
through television or Internet. The burn-
ing of a cross on the lawn of an African-
American, an intended insult and intimi-
dation, is protected as a case of freedom
of speech. The march of American Nazis
through a town inhabited by many Holo-
caust refugees is defended as another
case of free expression by the First
Amendment fetishists.

The substantive, besides the legal,
argument in favor of this permissiveness
is that, once certain manifestations of
opinion are prohibited, the Pandora’s
box of state control over public opinion
and its expression will be opened and
America may decline into a totalitarian
state. The argument is fundamentally
specious. One might as well argue that
once a person excludes certain harmful
food from his diet, he faces the danger of
further exclusions and, finally, starva-
tion. It is entirely feasible to prohibit the
expression of hatred to an ethnic or to a
religious group because of its distinc-
tion, while retaining freedom of speech.
This was done in Britain and some people
were sentenced because of hatred pro-
paganda, and yet the country continues
toenjoyfreedom of speech.Indeed, some
American hate-mongers have been
barred from Britain and Germany, be-
cause of such legal restrictions.
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Another liberty, again enshrined in
the Constitution’s Second Amendment,
assures “the right of the people to keep
and bear arms.” Whatever the impor-
tance of such a provision in the late
eighteenth century, when it was linked
“to a well-regulated militia,” it cannot
remain unaffected by the new circum-
stances of our times, when the safety of
the nation is entrusted to aregular army.
In any case, to claim this Amendment as
ajustification for ownership of high-pow-
ered semi-automatic weapons—they
were not available two centuries ago—is
absurd. The issue of arms ownership in
the United States must not be decided by
the principle of liberty, constitutional or
cultural, but by the merit of the case, i.e.,
whether it increases or decreases the
safety of the people. It is such consider-
ations, weighed with objective detach-
ment, that should also determine who
may bear what kind of arms and when.

Then there are some people, indi-
viduals and groups, who, steeped in the
notion of liberty and the perception of
America as the land of the free, unre-
stricted by authority and government,
take the liberty to arm themselves, and
to oppose lawful government and the
sensible conventions of civil society and
take law and arms into their hands, even
to the point of fighting the established
government. Such people may be “sav-
ers” of humanity like the Unabomber,
religious visionaries or maniacs like
David Koresh and his followers, or the
Oklahoma terrorists. They all fall into
the category of perverted champions of
or adherents to liberty—actually the
abusers of freedom.

What is the source of the problem of
thefailures of liberty in the United States?
Why does not liberty, American liberty,
live up to its promise, immaculate and
untarnished? The fundamental reason,
as we see it, is that liberty must be
weighed and controlled by reason and
judgment. This is equally true of the
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neglect of liberty and its abuse.

Let us take the way in which public
opinion is manipulated by advertisers
(in our extended sense of the word), and
how it is shaped in matters of consump-
tion, politics, religion, ideas. The flaw
here largely lies with the public, who
respond to freely propagated or beamed
messages, without employing their criti-
cal judgment. The value of freedom of
speech, as John Stuart Mill reminded us,
is in stimulating reflection and discus-
sion, thereby leading to the approxima-
tion to truth. If, however, speech is a one-
sided oration poured into uncritical
minds, it loses its inherent value. With-
outthinking people, freespeech becomes
useless. Mindless people cannot benefit
from it.

The blame for this state of things is, of
course, shared by the manipulators of
public opinion, who ignore the minds of
the public and focus on the tricks of the
trade to influence people, not to con-
vince them. They, too, denigrate the
thinking capacity of Homo sapiens. In-
deed, they denigrate their own intellec-
tual and moral sovereignty as well, in
that they ignore what is true and right,
and concentrate on what they want to
sell—true or false, right or wrong—to
the public. .

The whole tenor of what passes as
public debate becomes colored by the
art of persuasion. Genuine encounter of
conflicting opinions, which would pro-
mote and encourage individual reflec-
tion, is replaced by a circus of clever
advertisers. And, of course, the medium
of television is particularly suited for
this kind of phoney freedom. Yet, essen-
tially, the issue predated our own ad-
vanced age by almost two and one half
millennia. For it was stated with clarity
by Plato in the Apology, when Socrates
addressed his judges, the people of Ath-
ens, and made the distinction between
the force of eloquence and the force of
truth, that is to say, between the art of
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persuasion of the sophists and the search
of truth of the philosopher. We need to
revive this distinction today.

Then, the absence of mature reflec-
tion and judgment, which characterizes
the free flow of “advertising,” is also
apparent in the simplistic perception of
liberties by those who blatantly abuse
them. Had they been endowed with the
capacity of independent thinking and
critical judgment they would have real-
ized that some of the constitutional free-
doms must be tempered by common
sense. They would recognize the harm
and danger of hatred, publicly demon-
strated, and of display of violence on the
television screen, and curb the freedom
of expression in these regards. They
would curb the puerile penchant for the
freedom to play with powerful weapons,
for the sake of the liberty to retain life
and limb. They would understand that
liberty is not anarchy, and the concern
about the abuse of power by the govern-
ment, while often justified, must not be
countered by resorting to arms and vio-
lence, but has to be channelled into le-
gally allowed ways, which fortunately
the Constitution allows and provides. In
the last resort, freedom and government
are not opposites, but complement each
other. In the words of John Locke: “the
end of law is not to abolish or restrain,
but to preserve and enlarge freedom...
where there is no law there is no free-
dom.... Liberty...is not...a liberty for ev-
ery man to do what he lists” (Essay of Civil
Government, 1690, VI, 57).

Is American civilization doomed to
persist in its ways, and, if anything, only
further deteriorate into a passive accep-
tance of the views and ideas of the as-
sorted advertisers, while blindly vener-
ating the accepted liberties without re-
alizing their occasional transgression
against human interests and basic de-
cency? Is there no way to shatter the
fanatical beliefin liberty unlimited, which
some fringe elements appropriate in the
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name of the American way-of-life?

It is true that civilizational changes
are slow to take place, and if they do, it
is mostly due to circumstances of his-
torical development rather than as a
result of a deliberate choice on the part
of the people, or an influential segment
of a nation. Yet this is not an absolute
verdict. In a way, the United States may
be open to a deliberate reform and
change more than some of the more
traditionally-minded civilizations.

Traditions may be the accumulation
of past experience and wisdom, and in
this sense have an advantage over a
civilization with a short history and one
which is less inclined to venerate the
past, as is typical of the American way-
of-life. Yet traditional societies may also
adhere to questionable perceptions and
usages—such as bull-fighting in Spain
and fox-hunting in Britain. Some tradi-
tional civilizations persist in Draconian
punishment and iniquitous treatment of
women. Others, to be sure, combine tra-
dition with rational ways of thinking and
capacity of judgment, and tolerate the
active participation of peoplein the shap-
ing of the civilization.

Thus ifitis difficult to generalize about
the feasibility of a conscious and delib-
erate improvement in the ways of a civi-
lization of long standing and cherishing
its distinctive traditions, it seems clear
that such a change should be relatively
easy in a society with fewer traditions
and not traditionally minded. America
may have been deprived of some of the
benefits of tradition, but it has the ad-
vantage of being always ready—occa-
sionally even eager—to change its ways.
Americans believe in the capacity of
man to mould his destiny and in his
capability to improve his lot and the
ways of the society of which he is a
member. It is, in the American percep-
tion, only a matter of will. Such opti-
mism, even if not always justified, should
make it easier to change what is deemed
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undesirable. An appeal to America to
reverse the shortcomings, as outlined
here, need not be futile.

To be sure, it is not an easy endeavor.
For there is a host of salesmen of ideas,
of advertisers of policies, of marketers
of salvation, who have a firm grip on the
minds and mental habits of the Ameri-
can people. The established perception
ofliberty, if not cast inconcrete, is deeply
entrenched, as well. What can be done to
attempt to reform the prevalent modes
of public opinion, or lack of opinion?
What steps could save liberty of opinion
from neglect, and the notion of liberty
from being abused?

The primary way of an attempt to
change the situation is to develop and
strengthen the individual’s critical judg-
ment. The capacity of men and women
to discriminate between truth and false-
hood, between right and wrong, between
beautiful and ugly, has been numbed by
the flood of advertising, deception, half-
truths, pressure of prevalent opinion.
There is little chance of restricting these
forces, but there is a way of developing
resistance to their impact.

One should be able to call a falsehood
a falsehood, even if it is repeated on the
radio countless times. One should be
able to detect deception, even if it is
alluringly coated. One should be able to
judge the quality of an automobile not by
the charms of the woman used by adver-
tisers to promote the vehicle. One should
be able to evaluate a drink by ignoring
that it is allegedly popular with the
present generation. One should be able
to evaluate the message, if any, of a
political party not by the hoopla of a
convention. One should be able to make,
or reject, a religious commitment, ignor-
ing the histrionic performance of preach-
ers and of mass-hysteria. The word of
the Lord has to be sought in “a still small
voice” (1 Kings 19:12).

This kind of independence of mind
cannot be instilled by a speech or a
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sermon. It has to be cultivated—prefer-
ably from childhood. Indeed, it seems to
me that this has been neglected by the
current system of education. This is
largely due to the separation of form
from content, of technique from sub-
stance. We teach children reading skills
and separate them from the material
they read, or could read. We teach, on
higher levels, English communication
and do not link it to literature. We teach,
with mixed success, spelling and gram-
mar, but neglect the discussion of
thought and ideas. We teach how to cull
material from newspapers and other
sources for writing a paper—in high
school or in college—but we hardly en-
courage independent evaluation of the
reliability of the material and the verac-
ity of the sources. We present to college
students diversity of opinions on a cer-
tain topic, but do not expect them or
encourage them to form their own opin-
ion and justify it in objective terms.
The older method, still retained in
some countries, exposes children in the
early grades to stories which stimulate
the discrimination between right and
wrong, noble and ignoble. As a child
matures, he or she can be exposed to
more complex material, or to a reinter-
pretation of deceptively simple texts.
One need not adduce examples of au-
thors and works which could be used.
There is no dearth of literary works in
English and in translation which stir the
soul and stimulate the mind. Novels,
short stories, dramas, poetry chosen
fromtheclassics of literature—read over
the years—would confront the student
with ideas, with moral issues, with aes-
thetic achievements, and help in the
development of the student’s own intel-
lectual, moral and aesthetic sensibility.
By reading and studying good literature,
students acquire the skill of expressing
themselves in good English. By commu-
nicating with the masters of ideas and
style in the past, they acquire the capa-
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bility of communicating with each other.

The verbal side of education is not the
only one that requires a reform. The
aesthetic judgment in other fields, nota-
bly music, must not be forgotten.
Whether this is done in school or at
home, it is of paramount importance to
expose children and young persons to
the musical achievements of the last
three or four centuries. Fortunately, this
can be achieved in our times at a negli-
gible cost. One does not have to go to a
concert to listen to a performance of a
Mozart concerto or a Beethoven sym-
phony. One does not have to travel to a
major city to attend an opera of Verdi or
Puccini. The best virtuosi and singers
can perform for us through their record-
ings. For once, technology can be put at
the service of education and cultural
development. For only by being exposed
to good music over a number of years
will the young person be able to enjoy
and appreciate it. Once such an appre-
ciation is widespread, the public stan-
dard of musical entertainment will be
raised. The people will discover and
gain the freedom of musical enjoyment.

Anadditional step, perhaps restricted
to a select group at this stage, would be
to expose students to another language
and civilization. What I have in mind is
not only the attainment of proficiency to
facilitate business contacts and travel.
Another language should be linked to an
insight into another culture and its dis-
tinctive sensibilities. Studying Italian
should mean getting a taste of Dante.
Studying German should involve read-
ing Goethe and Schiller. Studying Span-
ish should lead to the appreciation of
Cervantes. Such an acquaintance with
another culture, far from diminishing
one’s own cultural awareness, deepens
it and enhances a wider individual per-
spective and a more acute discrimina-
tion and judgment, both aesthetic and
moral. Indeed, it broadens the freedom
of the individual.
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Moreover, the student—with gradu-
ated increase as he or she matures—
should be encouraged to make articu-
late and cogent judgments about the
diverse books read and issues studied in
the humanistic subjects. It is of para-
mount importance that the understand-
ing of material be complemented by a
critical evaluation, that the knowledge of
facts be amplified by the judgment of a
situation or an event.

Taking such an active attitude cannot
be adequately encouraged and achieved
by the widespread system of the so-
called “objective” tests. They are easy to
evaluate, but they do not evaluate the
student’s creative intelligence. In fact,
they encourage man’s computer-like
thinking process and thereby discour-
age independent thinking. Essay writ-
ing—whether in literature or history,
social studies or philosophy—both in
high school and college, ought to be a
central component of the process of
education. Self-expression in an indi-
vidual style encourages the development
of personality, the rock on which free
society is built.

All this will not necessarily make
young Americans infallible judges of
things true or false, right and wrong,
beautiful and ugly. Yet it will instil in
them a capacity to discriminate and to
think. They will not emerge from the
long years of schooling merely equipped
with skills (reading, writing, mathemat-
ics, and even operating a computer) and
bestowed with useful information—im-
portant as these are for involvement and
advancement in the economic field. They
will listen and respond, look and dis-
criminate, be open to the views of oth-
ers, but also assert their own opinions
and tastes.

People thus educated will more likely
see through the gimmicks of advertisers
and stand up to the clever manipulators
of public opinion, or rather passive non-
opinion. They will be able to recognize
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the television dramas for their worth,
when judged by the standards of
Shakespeare and Ibsen. They will easily
recognize the inconsistencies of politi-
cians, guided by public opinion experts.
They will hardly be enticeable by the
antics of the sellers of instant salvation.
They will be inured to conditioning, pro-
gramming, brain-washing. They will con-
front the liberty of deception, parading
as liberty of speech, with the liberty to
think, and reach independent judgment.

Moreover, with the increasing num-
bers of mature thinking individuals, the
understanding will grow of the need to
control the various liberties with com-
mon sense and practical judgment. Edu-
cated people—educated in our sense—
will not blindly clutch at a principle, or at
an article of the Constitution, and regard

32

it as a holy relic, to be guarded by as-
sorted lawyers of one organization or
another, as a fetish is guarded by a sha-
man. They will comprehend the prin-
ciple of freedom, in the context of the
social situation, and, bearing in mind the
wellbeing of society, interpret and apply
it accordingly. They certainly will not be
likely to provide recruits for groups and
organizations which confuse liberty with
anarchy.

In short, they will neither neglect the
liberty to think, nor abuse liberty for
anti-social activity. They will benefit from
the liberty to explore, to learn, to discuss.
Of course, their achievement will also
benefit society at large. They will form
an avant-garde, which may be followed
by others, and eventually become the
dominant force in American civilization.
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