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with mwfmwmzi sm, purity and aliena-
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Liuzﬁcmzy entrepreneurshin.” I turn,
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alienarion by dividing the personal level
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@ This is the crux. Whar if in all
our knowing we fail to grasp our-
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our profession as a Cway of life wh

provides a livelihood through the prac-
rice of a skill valued by sociery” (485,
And ver we fail o inteorare our “feel-
rofessional life, Why?
These aspects of our }wm«* can’t be

> in terms of “mechanistic phy

ne lite” and our p

sics,” and our sociery is dead set on
separating us from ourselves inany way
possible by insisting thar we see our-
selves solely through whar we possess
hormes, cars, ivy leasue degrees. O
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nology and \;mm zation. Both rech-
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individual’s feeling of responsiblity for
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sionalizarion of the university.” And
this, Wilshir

thing. It has engendered the “relative

e assures us, is not a vood

nevlecr of undergraduates and of the
intereenerational task of passing on
achieved modes of humanness and of
reconstructing civilizadon: The never
ending challenge of birth, erowth, pro-
creation, decay, dearh, as it presents
iself anew to every generarion. The
professional self rends to be atomistic
and egoistic, conceiving itself as exise-
ing in one point-instant after another
— until irs last instant ends 17 (71).
And how does this affect us, as faculey
and administrarors? Listen:

& As with all bureaucracies, each
department hecomes so absorbed
in its immediate operations and
their proliferating detail that it
Cannort ry (o u‘m‘xprshcnd the
whole of which it is part. For the
same reason, administrators be-
come absorbed in their bailiwick
of ‘procedural’ rather than ‘sub-
ject matter’ concerns . ... (81)

Clearly, as faculty, we are losing
touch with ourselves and our profes-
sion of reaching. As administrators, well,
[ quote Wilshire so that we at Ken-
nesaw Stare College can get a peek in
the window of the muldversiry:

@ . . there is a growing hody of
administrarors who have no idea
what a university as an educa-
tional institution is or ought to
be. They are wholehearted ad-
herents of ‘rational management’
and the manipulation of humans
as it they were objects. They
actually prefer the external rela-
dons and foreign modes of
governance which have filled the
ethical vacuum of the university:
modes from the openly commer-
cial, political, or military worlds,
The ethical vacuum demands such
persons, pulls them in. They are
those who prefer to manage,
manipulate, push and intimidate
rather than to lead by moral or
inrellectual example — assuming
they could do so. (83)

This new breed of administraror Wil
shire concludes are “thugs in tweeds,”
and what they want is “productivity,”

I have given a rather detatted sum-
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mary of the first part and some of the
second part of Professor Wilshire's
hook. Part One is ahout “Problems of
Self-Knowledge and Education.” In
Part Two, “Academic Professionalism
and Identiry: Rires of Purification and
Exclusion,” he detils the “profession-
alizing” of the various disciplines from
those within the natural and social
sciences to medicine, law, and the
humanities. He dt\'oufs a chaprer to
philosophy, his own discipline, and he
engages in some prerty interesting and
engaging “Bloom-bashing” as he takes
on Mr. Humanities himself. Wilshire
pulls our Bloom's exclusion of “rele-
vant evidence” in his proclamation of
“essential ruths ;ih\ut the universal
human condition”™ (154). And whar is
this “relevant evidence” Professor
Bloom excludes! Why, it is nothing less
than the “vast majority of the human
race.” In fact, Wilshire accuses, "l
appears cfcz}ri‘g in his sections on race
and sex, in which his archaic, unex-
amined lzmmdu are easily noticeable

at the end of our century. He fails to
emparhize with women and blacks,
hence his thoughr abourt them is super-
ficial™ (155).

So having taken on Professor Bloom,
not to mention the body of scientific
and social thought and theory for the
past three centuries, what does Wil-
shire propose that we do to save our
souls and the soul of the university? To
start with we “reintegrate self and
world,” looking to twenrieth-century
thought to show us the way (it was
seventeenth-century mechanistc
thoughr that helped ger us into this
mess). And twentieth-century thought
offers us — you got it: quantum phy-
sics! The “whole becomes essential to
locating and specifying any member or
parr,” leading us to recognize:

@ Since these wholes mdu&c con-
sciousness, and since this in-
volves spontaneities and unpre-
dictabilides of the greatest human
moment, the whole mechanistic
conception of human individuals
as atomic bits forced o move on
a track of rime must be critically
reexamined or discarded. Human
freedom, meaning, identiry, reali-

zation and goodness open abrup-

dy. (194)

The juncrures ar which Wilshire sees
these o umwm are amazing and worn-
dertul, as his final chaprer, “Reclaiming
he \, ision of Education: Redefining
70? tion, fdentity, Gender” heralds.
laving ac me*l”f lo

fic mmk of thinkin
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! ed thar our Jdualis-

o (hody/mind, head

heart, student/react uﬂ is rooted in the
mrrzhm&nl heritage we share, he sug-
gests we set about to revise this dis-
criminatory approach. We can start in
the simple act of ¢ questioning gender-
oriented modes of thought, behavior,
and speech. In questioning f;cndcr
dominarion and preference, he says:
“We question the deepest assumptions
abour what things are. We redefine
definition and reconceive individua-
rion. Notice that rypically the male
renids to res ‘pmnd anxiously to engulf-
ment in another, and to anything which
threatens tf v’ of his bodily
envelope. Bur if the pregnant female
hody were also regarded as paradie-
matically human, the engrained mas-
culine notion of individuation and

individual inteerity would change some,
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and the dread of ctw ulfment as viola-
rion would diminish™ (264). Yes, then,
there is a PO o all those Women's
Studies programs that proliterared in
the 607,

And tinally the words he leaves us
wirh are ar the same tme wise and
stmple

@ The key pointis that there is no
substitute for human relationship
and presence, for listening, for
sharine sifence and wonderment,
and for caring. There is no ex-
pert knowledge of the human
self which can be claimed by any
particular discipline. (282)

Surely we all believe that or we
wouldn't be reachers, would we?

For a book that celebrates the com-
munity and communing of humanity,
this book is not easy to read. The prose
is rurgid ar points, the thought some-
rirmes murky. Buriris a book of a
thinking human being who has raken
the time o constder, ro belabor, ©
reconcile his own reasons for heing and
Joing, and in this sense, it is a fine
book., And in this sense, also, it
deserves reading — and paying atren-

tHon to. @&

m‘,;,

10




