Educated for What?

Centllrics ago a weatherbeaten teacher
wrote to his students an open letter in
which he said these words:

Finally, brethren, whatever is true, whatever
is honorable, whatever s just, whatever is
pure, whatever is lovely, whatever is gracious,

il there is any excellence, if there is anything

worthy of praise, think about these things.

(Phillippians 4:8,)

Scarcely anywhere in human literature
has a directive for good living been better
put. Beyond our particular proficiencies as
persons trained to do a job we are under
constant compulsion so to live that the
fullness of life for ourselves and for our
fellowmen can be realized. Our work and
the competence we have in it are never to
be divorced from the larger human situa-
tion to which we belong. We are crafts-
men, but not just craftsmen. We are teach-
ers, but not just teachers. We are doctors,
but not just doctors. We are research schol-
ars, but not just research scholars. We are
first of all human beings in human rela-
tionship one with another and are thereby
under an imperative to accept obligations
and responsibilities broader and longer,
higher and deeper, than those involved in
our specific business, job, or profession. As
that erudite present-day philosopher, Mr.
Pogo, has put it: “Animals is animals; but
people still make the best type of human
beings.” The individual in right relations
with his fellow on all levels of human ex-
perience is the ultimate test of the validity
of our living.

With this perspective in the back of our
minds, I want to come to the question be-
fore us tonight: Educated for what? In
making reply to this question, I shall be
speaking out of the framework of Western
culture, and, more specifically, out of the
framework of the Judeo-Christian point of
view. Yet, aware of the vantage point,
what I shall say, I believe, cannot be con-
fined, at least in general, to any culture;
it shall be as appropriate for the cultures
of the Orient or of Africa as for the cul-
ture of the West. Man is greater than his
systems; and, though we cannot with too
great accuracy declare what he shares in
common with all segments of his species,
still we do have pretty clear intimations
of that which is basic and common to his
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life whatever his color or race, his stage of
development, his sophistication, might be.
These things we can talk about; these
things we must talk about if we are to
rescue ourselves from the discarded rub-
ble heaps of time—and, let me add here, 1
can find no evidence for the thesis that
man by nature is of necessity such a crea-
ture that he must survive; on the contrary,
the only evidence I can see clearly written
across the pages of history is that except
man does prove himself competent to ad-
just with facility to his changing environ-
ment he may be disposed of with the same
regularity and ease with which we aban-
don a worn-out automobile: to wit, war
and our willingness to indulge in it. Man
as man has certain responsibilities in re-
gard to himself, to his fellowmen, to the
larger world about him, to God. These
cannot be ignored or by-passed. Especially
are these responsibilities pressing upon the
educated man. He, of all men, should be
equipped to ask of himself directly: Edu-
cated for what?

As we review the contemporary scene,
urgent matters come into clear
focus. One is this: the educated man must
bring himself to acknowledge and appre-
ciate the demands of justice in all human
relations,

[t is difficult for any generation to com-
prehend its situation and to appreciate the
forces at work within it. There are those
who would have us believe that a demonic
force out of the blue catapulted itself into
this twenticth century to unsettle our
peaceful and well-ordered society; they
would that this demonic force
entered our century without cause and
without reason. This view, more popularly
held than we like to think (even in our
halls of learning), is naive. No great up-
heaval in human affairs comes without
long and deeply rooted antecedents. That
complacent, comfortable society, which
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tell us

Matthew Arnold somewhere around the
middle of the 19th century described as
the dawning of an age which lives by “the
sweet reasonableness of things,” was lay-
ing the foundations for the revolution
which we today are experiencing through-
out the world. Even as late as the first dec-
ade of this century many able people in

Europe and America were seeing no omi-
nous clouds upon the castern horizon; in-
deed as late as 1910 they were declaring
across the continents of FEurope and
America that war was unthinkable; we
had become too intelligent for that. Be-
hold, how great can be the blindness of
the competent! Today we are in the po-
sition to see this in regard to the era closed
by the outbreak of the first World War.
But what do we see of the era begun by
this war?

The annals of human history are plain-
tively persistent upon this: justice must be
done. Native to the yearnings of the hu-
man soul is, however you may wish to
describe it, that which I shall call “the in-
dwelling sense of the rightness of things.”
Mankind has never accomplished it, but
mankind has always seen as a prospect and
held as a hope what the fiery prophet of
Tekoa declared more than 2,500 years ago,

Let justice voll down like waters,
And righteousness like a perenmtal streum.

We stand tonight on a spot where this
ancient insight ought to be given modern
expression. If from any source in our whole
culture we should anticipate the open,
frank recognition of the fact that justice
will not forever hold its peace, it is from
those whose privilege it has been and is to
move through our halls of higher learning.
Our expectation unfortunately has not
been adequately vindicated. One of the
brutal facts of our present is that our edu-
cated people have aborted their compe-
tence; they have turned their learning into
an instrument of selfishness and greed;
they have exercised their ingenuity to sow
the seeds of disorder. As Professor Brunner
has said of his people, so it may be said of
us: “Even in so sound a democracy as
Switzerland, it has happened again and
again that the majority of the people has
rejected the just law and chosen the un-
just law.” (Justice and the Social Order,
p- 201.)

Wc in America shall not prove our-

selves worthy of the democracy
which we have inherited unless we dem-
onstrate that we know how to meet the
demands of justice in our time. More blunt-
ly, we in America shall not preserve this
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Marxistic  hate-ideology, always and in-
evitably at war, and since war is conducted
on the principles quoted above, all attempts
at reasonable discussion are futile. If the
principle of logic is denied, there is no pos-
sibility of any mutual understanding. The
well is poisoned. You may have the most
sincere and reasonable intentions to be fair
and to do justice—to the Marxist this is
merely a ruse and hypocrisy.

gg hoever attacks or ignores reason

and philosophy is the loser. His ignorance
of philosophy shows up his own philoso-
phy of ignorance. Marxism, by undermin-
ing philosophy as an ideological hand-
maiden of material power-interests, has
branded itself as nothing but an ideology;
“truth” depends on those in power who
reach the tactical decision, what sort of
double-talk might be the most opportun-
istic at the moment. Hence the frighten-
ing anxiety of all, living under this terror,
to be orthodox and to swing along with the
party line at the right moment. Hence also
the impoverishment of thinking, whose
richness depends on the freedom of indi-
viduals to bring to public discussion their
own views and abilities. Truth must be re-
placed by uniform and cominform propa-
ganda.
II.

The third negation is the progressive
abolition of progress. When an epidemic
makes progress or when you have a pro-
gressive tuberculosis you are subject to a
progression which you would rather not
have. Progress in this naturalistic sense is
the Marxist conception of it. It is thought
of as an irresistible natural power in which
man is a helpless victim. He can do nothing
to stem this sort of “progress.”

Marx had inherited the term progress
from Hegel. But he claims to have re-
versed its meaning. Hegel says that the
meaning of history is a “progression in the
consciousness of freedom.” If Marx is cor-
rect in saying that he has put Hegel's phi-
losophy upside down, the sentence then
would read “The meaning of history is
progression in  the
slavery.”

In Hegel's philosophy the idea of prog-
ress is inseparable from a widening, deep-

UNCconsclousness 0!

ening, improved understanding of truth.
It is a more mature formulation of what
the Enlightenment had in mind when
reason was said to liberate man from nar-
row provincialisms, prejudices, and super-
stitions. We are entitled to speak of prog-
ress, if a former world view is seen through
its limitations, when its truth becomes a
partial aspect of a wider truth. In such a
maturing, dialectical progression we pre-
serve the individual differences and former
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insights, while at the same time we also
cancel them in favor of a revised and more
comprehensive knowledge. And Hegel is
careful to state that such a progress is tied
up with the earnest endeavor in seeking
truth, and that it is therefore not a blind
or irresponsible change in time. What is
later in time is not therefore also more
spiritual or true in content: “The logical
order in ideas must not be confused with
their order in the sequence of time.”

Marx's reaction against Hegel and his
step “forward” in “the order of ime™ is at
the same time many steps “backward” in
the “logical order of ideas.” Marxism is
truly reactionary.

To distinguish between a natural pro-
gression or change and a meaningful prog-
ress we need values, norms, standards by
which we evaluate a change. A change is
a progress in a philosophical sense only if
life becomes richer, more meaningful, more
valuable to individuals and societies; or, to
put it negatively, if suffering, misery, and
ignorance are diminished. But since Marx
assumes that reality is all physical, natural,
material, he has no such spiritual value
which could serve as a norm of progress
or regress.

And since he further believes that phi-
losophy should be replaced by natural sci-
ences, he is bent on finding progress as a
natural or scientific “law.” This he pro-
claims to have found and all Marxists par-
rot after him that progress is proven scien-
tifically. As Lenin states it: “Science is a
copy, a reflex, a photograph of matter in
movement.” This dogmatic and blind
scientism makes scientific progress impos-
sible,

Scientific progress has always rested on
logical questions put to nature. Physical
phenomena are criticized, not blindly ac-
cepted at their face value. Physical science
itself is not physical. It is a logical method,
by which spatio-temporal changes are
measured and predicted. And philosophy
of science has shown that this measuring
or quantitative description of appearances
can never equate its equations with a

knowledge of reality. A philosophical sci-
entist knows the limit of his methods. Only
when we know our various limitations
have we made true human progress.

Marxism has stifled both the scientific
as well as the philosophical progress, The
practical technical application of sciences
becomes a mysterious progressive process
of nonsense—as if the value qun'lity of
human life were dependent on a more ef-
ficient mechanism and technicism. Man
himself, a physical object among other ob-
jects, can now be mechanically manipu-
lated. Man is a mass subject to impersonal
laws. Scientism in political practice leads
to the most revolting dehumanization of
life known to history.

V.

The fourth negation is the negation of
freedom and democracy. The term “de-
mocracy” has assumed an ideal meaning
for us, which the Greek expression itself
does not contain. Whether a “people’s
rule” is desirable or not, depends on what
sort of people is going to rule by what sort
of rule. The tacit assumption that it will
be a good people or that its rule is good
speaks well for our confidence in man, but
any unexamined optimism is nevertheless
a bit naive. The thoughtless communistic
stuttering  “people’s  democracy”
how empty the term can be—it approaches
a vacuum.

What we really mean by the term is not
what the term means. What we have in
mind is rather freedom. And all freedom is
based on the freedom to think and to say
what you think. Without thinking, with-
out sharing universal ideas through which
we can communicate and form a commu-
nity, all other freedoms would instantly
collapse. The absence of logical thinking is
insanity. If we “lose our mind” and with
it our freedom, we lose everything.

Thinking is a social process. One does
not think in isolation. One thinks in meet-
ing the thoughts of others. If I meet you
and you represent a thought differing from
my own, we exchange ideas and each of
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der the direct demand of the citizens with-
in their borders. I learned long ago out on
the farm that the way to get suckers at the
top of the tree is to get at the suckers at the
bottom.

I put this matter before you now. The
achievement which these ceremonies take
notice of and the congratulations which
they invoke can be validated alone by your
capacity to produce the fruits of such prep-
aration. Any fool can get through college;
he just has to be a little smart. But only a
man of integrity who arouses himself to
inquire into and to live by the largest
moral and spiritual insights and discipline
the race has developed can prove himself
worthy of his own effort, the expenditure
of public funds, the earnest resolve of our
society to give him the chance to gain an
adequate education. The receiving of an
education puts a person under sacred obli-
gation. It equips him with the ability to
do a specific job within his society. But if
it has done its task well and if the recipient
has understood the purpose of that task,
then his education expects him to assume
the responsibility of life given in service to
the common good.

I want to close my remarks with a pic-
ture vividly drawn of that which divides
us humans:

Then the King will say to those at his right
hand. “Come, O blessed of my Father, in-
herit the kingdom prepared for you from the
foundation of the world; for I was hungry and
you gave me food, I was thirsty and you gave
me drink, I was a stranger and you welcomed
me, I was naked and you clothed me, I was
sick and you visited me, I was in prison and
you came to me.” Then the righteous will
answer him, “Lord, when did we see thee
hungry and feed thee, or thirsty and give thee
drink? And when did we see thee a stranger
and welcome thee, or naked and clothe thee:
And when did we see thee sick or in prison
and visit thee?” And the King will answer
them, “Truly, I say to you, as you did it to
one of the least of these my brethren, you did
it to me.” Then he will say to those at his
left hand, “Depart from me, you cursed, into
the eternal fire prepared for the devil and his
angels; for I was hungry and you gave me
no food, I was thirsty and you gave me no
drink, T was a stranger and you did not wel-
come me, naked and you did not clothe me,
sick and in prison and you did not visit me.”
Then they also will answer, “Lord, when
did we see thee hungry or thirsty or a stranger
or naked or sick or in prison, and did not
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minister to thee?” Then he will answer them,

“Truly, T say to you, as you did it not to
one of the least of these, you did it not to
me.” And they will go away into eternal
punishment, but the righteous into eternal

life. (Matthew 25:34-46.)

The picture makes its point. The ulti-
mate issues of life are human issues. Our
education is complete only when we learn
that human good supersedes all other good.
We are made to live as responsible per-
sons in creative community.
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What Is Marxism?

By GUSTAV MUELLER

M[arxism is an ideology of hate, ex-

pressed in four negations.
L.

The first and foremost negation is the
negation of God and of man’s believed re-
lation to Him, which is religion, A rabid,
militant atheism fired the imagination of
the young Marx. In the preface to his doc-
toral dissertation on the materialistic phi-
losophy of nature in Democritus and Epi-
curus he says: “Philosophy does not con-
ceal it: In simple words, T hate all the
gods; this confession of Prometheus is also
her own confession, her dictate against all
earthly and heavenly deities, which do not
acknowledge man’s own consciousness as
the absolute and supreme being. There
shall be no god above it.”

And in his so-called Critique of Hegel's
Philosophy of Law, a pretentious political
pamphlet, which does not come to grips
with Hegel’s great ethical work at all—the
title is a false claim—he says: “Criticism of
religion is the basis of all further criticism.
Man has sought in the phantastic realm of
heaven only his own reflected image. What
he sought there, was the superman. This
magnifted image of himself is pure illu-
sion; by it man is undoing himself (Un-
mensch) and now he will no longer be
inclined to be satisfied with this mirage in-
stead of with his own true reality which he
now must seek. . . The fight against re-
ligion is at the same time a fight against
that world, whose spiritual aura religion
is . . . religion is the opium for the people.”

Friedrich Engels, the inseparable friend
and companion of Marx, carries this on as
follows: “The fight against religion, our
emancipation from it, and the emancipa-
tion of the world from it is the purpose of
our whole work from morning to night
(etnzig Tagewerk). . . The pretension of
man to be anything but natural . . . is the
root of all untruth and of all lies. There-
fore we have declared war on religion and
on all religious conceptions.”

Marx makes it perfectly clear how this
war is to be conducted. Religion is not an
object of knowledge, which is merely to
be criticised, it is “our enemy, which we
do not want to refute but to annihilate . . .

in such a struggle the question is not,

whether the opponent is an equal, a noble

or an interesting opponent, the only thing

that matters is to strike the mortal blow.”
I1.

The second negation is the negation of
reason. Reason is the center of philosophy.
Philosophy is a free and logical reflection
on all meanings of human existence. It can
not live except in freedom—in the free-
dom to serve the truth. As Hegal puts it:
Philosophy must be open to that which is
and it must clearly think and say what it
is. Reason in that sense is not a natural
thing among other things, let alone a
physical process which simply occurs. It
is rather an obliging and infinite task, a
personal committment and a spiritual real-
ity. As such it points back or implies a
world-ground which makes it possible.

Marx denies this classical and idealistic
conception of reason and philosophy. With
his own venomous arrogance he declares
in the preface to Das Kapital that he has
reformed philosophy, that he has put
Hegel upside down (umgestilpt), and
that philosophy and reason are nothing but
ideology.

The term “ideology” he found as a wea-
pon, wielded by French materialists of the
eighteenth century. It means that there is
no authentic spiritual reality. The implica-
tions of this position are terrific. You can
never trust what a man says. There is no
truth. There is no obligation in any agree-
ment. All such rational conduct of life is
nothing but “bourgeois ideology.”

Philosophy degraded into ideology be-
comes the dogmatism of the party line,
dictated by momentary power-interest. It
is the Marxistic dogma, that “all ideality is
nothing but material interests fed back
(umgesetzt) through a human head.”
Since the “human head” is also physical
and material, the sentence says that all
ideality is nothing but physical matter
“transposed through other physical mat-
ter.”

All philosophy is the “superstructure”
or ideology of material and physical class-
interests. And  since those so-called
“classes” are, in accordance with the whole
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