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f low of' ciisli. If' t h i i t  scciIis ii c;~iic:tl \.ic\.r. ho\vc\.'cr. i t  is 
not r ~ ~ a l i y  tlic point 1 \vunt to ninkc. 'Ilic point is that  
\vtiiitcvcr I.ciilit\.. tl>c  cc ill \~o~*lt l" litis is IIOI ~ i i ~ t ~ i ~ ~ t i ~ ~ i ~ i i l :  

it is i.ultur;il. 11L0r~: rL.iil \ ~ o I t t l  is constitiitcd ;IS I T N I C ~  h\.. 
~ i~ l t t~ r i i l  choices iis tiy ciiviroiiiiicnt i t ~ i t l  IIWCI; its rciility.is 
t\ic reality o f  i\rt iIicc.  id it  is I l ~ ~ i i i ~ i i I ~ ,  not tliviiicly . 
constitiitetl. I 

I h t  iirc there iiltcrnu~i\~c~? It  is hard to imgine  how we 
codd simply do zt\i'iiy \&h burciiucracy. 13iikaucracy  odd 
secni 10 tliive itcqi~irctl ii kind of conditioned ncccssitj, 
given oiir ivisli' to .support large populations in ii highly 
tcclintilogicitl society. 1 do not question here, then, the 
v:ilidity of ii blIrci\ucriitic organization 0 1  our working life, 
only iis iibsolUtcncss. its right to he ciillctl fhe "real world.:' 
1 3 1 1 r e i i ~ ~ r i ~ ~  may vcr$ well give the on ly  possible structure 

. to oiir outer ~ ~ i i l i t ~ ,  hut it  is not nccessliv or good for i t  
' to structure our inner lives. whcrc wc foster and nourish 

ii iiiore riidici~l and free huiliitnity. 
It is \vithin o u r  inner aorld that we shiipe the self-image 

11i;it nizlkcs i t  possihlc for LIS to pet out of bed ancl facc the 
day i~ritl the desk, be i t  oiik o r  steel. 111 OtIr inner world 
wc ryjcct the hicriirchiciil sq'i~~holis~ii of'corporiite structures 
itiicI ~ t o n t ~  free iis int~ividui~is. engaging i n  free cntcrprise 
on all Icvcls .. nioncy, iirt, thouglit: science, union  with 
Ciotl. 

Such a conflict bctwccn inner and outer rcalitios is dan- 
gerous lor  t~iany' iind difficult for all. But thcrc arc insti- 
tutions in our society for mcdiating this conflict. They 
Cr(:iltt ;in iirCIi;t within which wc 11iiiy seck libcriitiori from 
ilnyolic's or  any group's. ahsolutc definitions of reiility. 
One of those instiltitions is the university. Its profcssors 
arc Icamcd in many "worlds": different nations, different 
historiciil eras. tliffcrtnt styles o f  tho~pht .  from suhiitoliiic 

. to itstrononlic. I t  is their work to preserve arid co~niiiunicate 
to us the wise insight that n o  rei11 world is ulti~niit~ly ;inti 
finally rciil. Every intellcctuul disciplinc, i n  Lirct, from 
thcorctical physics to lyric poetry, expends the best of its 
energy brciiking tlowii popular. oversimplified, and cn- 
slaving notions of the "rci11 \vorId," pcrsuading 11s thiit 
thcrc h w c  bccn inany other kinds of real worlds, helping 
US foWr the hope thit t  tlicrc will yet he liiitny 11iOrC. 

INVASION OF THE INSER WOKI~I) 
Such ii clairri iis I makc for ~ h c  role of' thc university inay 
not seeni coqruent wit$ current perceptions. The univcr- 
sity seciiis sonic\vhcrc to have lost its grip o n  its prophetic 
mission to question real yorlds. 'The rapid expansion of 
the university into an industry since World War 11, the 



ncccl to integrate massive nuinbcis o f  people into the struc- 
ture o f  our  cconoiiiy, hiis turned the university into ;in 
al,ni.ost grotcsquc parody of SI. Piid's cxh(>rtiitioIi IO be iiII 

things to all men. Still, not one of these people processed 
through our unhallowed hdls should bc content with iiicre 
training, for an economic function; not one can be silt'clv 
left to thc passivity induced by inass inctliii. IhA1  011c hiis 
ii right to preeisely that which the university tiiis to offer: 
the skill and the hiibit of questioning th? realities iinposcd 
0 1 1  LIS by the sinooth iind pervasive rhetoric of IniISS culture. 

Piin of the .problem of' the university todiiy is its liiilurc 
to understand the f'unction of its own inner divisions. I f  
the division into disciplines was at first a natural and in- 
cvit;iblc division o f  the task o f  education, i t  has become, 
by now, a mythic Wiir of rivol intellcctuiil kingdoms. Oni: 
of' thc false banners unclcr which a sipnilicant i d  thrcat- 
cncd pirt of the univcrsity struggles is the banner o f  "the 
humanities." I n  the minds of inany students the term itself' 
stands for precisely thc pursuit of an unrcill world. And i t  
is il bid term, often self-righteous iind del'ensive-dcfcn- 
sivc, prcsuiiiably, against science. though scicntists arc 
creiitivc and human too. sharing the smic bewildenrim 
before blank diita as the poet or the painter bclorc blank 
paper. I t  is not even a uscful pedagogical term. Renaissnncc 
htlIiiill1isiii w a s  ii return to literary study, I I  rejection o f  
scholiistic logic-chopping. But todziy ( I / /  the intellectt1iil 
disciplines, and especially those categorized a s  the hu- 
manities, have floundered into their own modern tbrms of 
scholasticism, hyperspecialization, rarefied jargon, the dc- 
fensc of c1isciplin;iry turf at tlic expense of ctlt1ciltion. 

We recently hilve hiid B nationiil "Coriiniission 0 1 1  Ihc 
I lumanities." the title of whose report, 7 ' 1 ~  Hrrrrrunifias i r ~  
Artwric.ari l ip,  was broad arid ;irousctl hope. Hut  if '  the 
title Iccl US IO expect an  iiriidytic foray into (Iceper meanings 
and long-range significancc. the forin \vas [he ;IIiOIIiiiI~)tIS 
oiic of ii btirciitlcriitic il~ciiio. coiiclntling with ii set of' 
~ ~ ~ O I I I I I I ~ I I ~ ~ ~ I I ~ O I ~ S - - - - ~ I I ~ ~  11u li1bcrcd OIics iit thit!-ii~ t b ~ t ~ g h  
there were a decision-mitkcr behind ii desk somcwhcrc to 
chcck them off .  , 

I Icre our problcin bccomcs clcilr: -Ihe usct'ulncss of bt1- 
reaucratic orgiiniziition is too' easily pcrvcrtcd into the 
liiythologiciil forins of btirciiucriltic culttlrc. In this C~ISC i t  
produced a work of pure fiintiisy. lhcrc is 110 burciiticrilt 
to iiq on thc recoiiiiiieiitlatioiis o f  the Commission 0 1 1  the 
Hunianities. and there, cilnnot be. Iklucating the autono- 
mous inner hero is not ii process rctluciblc to ;I set of 
dclinablc, 'munagcable, nuniberable problems. Thiit tlic 
"rciil world" is Iiiiidc UP of solviiblc problciiis is ii h- 
rc;iucriit ie myth. 

Ilow then ciiii wc carry 0 1 1  OLir .rcllcction OH the, uni- 
versity? We must first of all step iiside f'roiii the academic 
infighting gencriitcd by the bureaucratic sttucturcs of  the 
academy. Though thcrc arc rcnl ilnd profound diff'crcnccs 
aiiiong ways of  thinking, .the riviilry between disciplines 
most  often hiis its roots in  organiziltion:ll stiucturcs. And 
so we ,have to shock oursclvcs into the rccognition that. 
whiite\rcr thc triiilitions of Ienrning or the changes in pop- 
ularity among them, thcrc ;ire certain Iiuni;~n iictivitics thiit 
will not stop as long as inen and woincn live ;inti share 
their lives in cornmunity. We will keep on singing. diinc- 
ing, story-telling, ren&bering something of our  ancestors 
and of important events; we will  also go on worshiping, 
designing and .decorating our  homes, looking iit the stiirs, 

. 

exploring, inventing, competing in giiliics. Neither science 
nor technology will destroy tlicse hu111iili xtivities. 

Where then lies the threat? It  lies, I think, in the s m c  
quarter from which coine thc rivillrics among disciplines: 
the invasion of'thc inner world o f  I'reetlom by the irrclcvant 
iind extrinsic v:ilt1es of' ii burclit1criitic culture. Though we 
iiiiiy have to live in a bureaucracy, we need not erect its 
seeming cflicicncies into iin inner ideal . For that IIiciiIIs 
the death of personal responsibility BS well iis of personality 
itself. 'The burcilt1criit dissipates the foIcc o f  human clioicc 
and will along the attenuating lines of authority by which 
burcaucracy triditionally defends itself'. And with the loss 
o f  responsibility tlierc ciiiergcs burciiticr:itic 111iin. n niodcm 
slave. 

Slavery is exclusion froin "the pcople." fI011i their cul- 
tural ideals, their cultur;il life. their rneiiiory. their hopes. 
Hurcauccitic inan is not cxcluclcd by others; he exclmlcs 
himself, re.jects all this ils irrelcviint to his "real wxld." 
He derives his identity from his burciiucratic lunction iintl 
often cvaluatcs himself by thc si/c of' his paycheck. llis 
sliivery is, parildoxicidly. both sclt-con~~att~li~tory and 
de1Tiocriitic. WC hiivc long been ncquaintcd with slii\lcry's 
extrinsic forms. We are j u s t  beginning to diacovcr its inner 
pdssibilitics and their iiInii7ing depths. 



standing and transmitting our culture than popular culture 
can offer. We need another rriodc, and we have one. 

From the time of Plato and the I-lcbrcw prophets we 
have known culture to be not only a tradition but an avenue 
of liberation from the “real world.” I-ilucation arose not 
siiiiply to lhcilitatc ttie work of any givcn civiliziition but 
to allow as well for the achicvcnient of ii point of freedom 
outside ordinary experience from which ordinary cxpcri- 
cnce can bc seen and judged. W e  can see this throughout 
the long history not only o f  the huiiianitics but cspccially 
of  the sciences. I’lato’s Rq)irI~lic is a critical rcllection on 
ttie easy inconsistcncies of’ Homeric faith. The prophets 
of the Bible raged iigiiinst popular notions o f  ;I cozy re- 
lationship with (id. And sthilists wen: hurnctl by ;I church 
whose conventional vision tiicy hud upset. 

The prophet, of course. is not  so comfortnhlc ;I culturc- 

hero as the bard. llis business is to cast a cold cyc on the 
limits of a piveii culture and to corrode away the rusts of 
cultural hypocrisy. With varying intensity at various pc- 
riods of Wcstern history the prophctic voice has intruded 
its disturbing warnings. Poetry, art, history, philosophy. 
scicnce have all bccn the medium of prophctic insight. In 
education the cornmitmcnt to open and honest analysis in 
all disciplincs is ii prophetic commitment. 

The cry for“ana1ytic habits of thought” is ;I virtual refrain 
i n  conteniporiiry discussions of the f;rilings of cdtcation. 
Most speak of this simply a s  a niattcr of training and 
intc1lcctu:~l skill., Hut  an analytic habit of thought has :i 
nioral dimension: I t  asks :I student for courage, not merely 
the inicllcctual courage to investigate the roots of received 
wisdom, but thc personal courage to stand aside from his 
culture, to accept--at lcast for ;I time--a certain disoricn- 

In this hluc light 
I can tnkc y o u  there. 

siiow 1i;iving ni;itlcs me 
a \rorld of hoiic 

sec11 through to. ’l‘his 
is  i i i y  house. 

SAN SEPOI.CRO 

crotvs ;ill clay il-oni i i i i s t  
( NI t s i de t I i c iv;i I I s . 

’I’licrc’s milk o i l  tlic :lit-, 

ice O I I  tlic o i l y  
Iciii#.)iiskins. I IOM. c1c;iii 

the n i i n c l  is, 

ho ly  pr:ivc. It i s  this girl 
l y  I’icro 

dell;! I~l-;iiiccsca, iiiilwttoiiiiig 
licr I>luc clrcw, 

hcr niniitlc of wc;itIicr, 
to go i n t o  

Inbor. Conic, IVC c;iii go in. 

t h c  birth of god. No-onc 
It is l d o r c  

Iias risen yct 

. 1 i i ic-h~d ics 
to the l~lllsci1Ills, to the assc.mbly 

and wiiigs-to tlic open air 
m;irkct. T h i s  i s  

. \vti;it thc living do: go in. 
It’s ;I lorig w:i y. 

i ro l l l  ctcl-ility 
A n d  tlic tlrcss kccps opciiing 

t o  priv;icy, qtiickcning. 
I n d c ,  a t  the Iic;irt, 

is  tragedy: thc prcsciit i i ioii ic’i i t  

forcvcr stillborn, 
h i t  goiiig iii, cach brcath 

is a I ~ i t t o r i  

coming i i i i d o i i ~ ‘ ,  somcth iiig tc  r r ihl y 
ni i n  hlc- fiiigc red 

h id ing  :dl ot thc stops. 



tation, iilieniition. rejection. Allillysis is otten corrosive; it 
is nagging. unsettling, iirgumcntative i n  its insistence on 
seeing through iintl iirhnd cultural deception. 

We have not thought enough about the thrcatcning qual- 
ity of  such an enterprise. I suggest thiit this threat is one 
of‘ the causes of‘ imss man’s rc,jcctioii of‘ the broider and 
deeper objectives of education. Men may iilwiiys sing iind 
dance, but fewer and fewer of‘ them sceiii willing to learn 
the Words or dancc to tunes out of rhythm with the music 
of‘ the mass. While iill songs unite us with the human 
community, some of them do so  by making us face our 
own isolation and naked individuality within it.  Hut we 
need such songs. The world clespcratcly needs the penc- 
tration of uniquc ilnd per~o~l i~ l  vision. 

Fduc;ition in any field rcquires ii certain f‘recdom, an 
openness nnd ;I willingness to follow human quests wh’cr- 
ever and against whatcvcr they inay lead. H u t  to commit 
oneself to the study of hunian culturc is to risk discovery 
o f  thc self-deceptions at thc heiirt of any culture, perhaps 
at the heart of one’s self. It brings the clash of inner heroism 
and outer anonymity into itle open. where it is potentially 
intolerable, though subject to the heiiling force of contcm- 
plation or, onc might say, i1 tr;igic vision. 

We have all bccome bored by the lamcnt that college 
graduates can’t read or  write. Writing, the bitsic tool of 
analytic thought, requires niore thiln knowlcdgc of SOIIIC- 

thing to write about and skill iit writing. Writing requires 
the clear adoption of a personill point of view from which 
one navigates, sentence by sentence, to a personally tin- 
braced conclusion. Writing rcvcnls ;i part of one’s uniquc 
and perhaps unccrtiiin self to strangers. Hiid writing, bu- 
rcaucratesc, is the wish to do precisely the oppositc: to 
hide the self md to iivoitl the realities of decision or corn- 
niitmcnt. 

As for rcntlinp, the smic wish to conceiil thc drives ol‘ 
the inner hero wages ;in iinprcssive and cf‘fcctive campaign 
to fit into the daily nine-to-five routine ol’thc “rcal worltl.” 
Artists, historians, antliropolopists, pocts, scientists ;ire 

always raising questions: but s o  many students don’t sccni 
to sec thcnl.when thcy’rc riiisctl. Many p ~ p k  simply can’t 
afford to read Mo/)y  D i c k .  No. 11ot beciitlse it’s too long . 

though it may be---anti not because the words iirc difficult. 
Kilther, one hcitrs pcople insist thilt it‘s only iI story ol‘ 
whaling, and “all thii t  othcr stuft” is boring. ?’he book. 01 
course, is suffusctl with Mclvillc’s rape and bcwililcrment; 
he baptized i t  i n  the II~I I IK of the devil. “All thiit other 
stuff’ is precisely hlclvillc’s calling everything about thc 
“real world” into question. rclcntlcssly i d  at ill1 lcvcls of’ 
mctophysicgl, theological. iiIitl stxiological rcflection. ’Ihcn: 
is nothing disturbing in thc idea of it story about whiili1Ig. 
and SO rciders sec only it s t o p  ilbout whiiling. They tend 
to “civilize” what they read; they take i111 iinist’s or ii 
thinker’s most violent protests ngiiinst ( h l .  miin. society, 
or the biological fact of dciith iind tum i t  into ;I piccc of 
reassuring conventional wisdom. 

A SUSPICION OF QUES‘I’IONIS(; 
No matter what we professors think we arc doing in our 
classrooms, no matter how tlctermincdly we define o u r  
classrooms as havens beyond the rciich of burciiucrirtic 
culture, our students arc conditioned by il societal hiiis i n  
favor of training for thc ‘‘rcill ~ ~ l t l . ”  They hilvc leilrncd 
to articuliitc their motives for going to collcgc i n  tcriris ol‘ 

job preparation. They may obscurely wish for iiiorc, but 
tiow to tleliiic iintl talk, iIb)ut that I ~ ! O ~ C  is :I mystery to 
them. It is our work to define it for them in spite of the 
fact they have acquired wonderfill defenses against’ our 
wish to seduce them into the dangerous regions of analysis 
and undcrstanding. 

But we are, 11iiiny of US, ourselves subvcrted by bu- 
rciiucratic culture. As long as we think of our discipline 
;IS a self-sufficient, lrcc-standing, and autonomous coni- 
ponent of an education soi;ieb(dy else hiis to put together, 
we make ourselves mere bureaucrats without responsibility 
for education. Responsibility is passed off clsewhen: through 
the bureaucratic structure-to t he admissions office, where 
“bad” students ilre allowed into the university; to the dean’s 
office, whcrc there is ;I fiiilt1re of leadership; or to the 
tlcvelopmcnt oflice, where inadequate funds are generated. 
‘loo many o f  us in academe have isolated ourselves in our 
quarter 0 1  the library, becoming bureaucriIts of leaming 
rather than prophets of‘ shifting but radical vision. 

Thcrc is, moreover, another danger that conlronts us- 
the danger o f  ;in ine1fectu:il response to the rising voice 
of conservatism, which has always been suspicious of the 
relentlessly questioning activity that g t w  on in universi- 
tics. The conservative complaint is thiit the “intellectual 
establishment” fails to rccognizc the values of our free, 
democratic, and capitalist society iind lails to protect our 
students from the subversions 01 leftist thinking. The con- 
servative plaint misses the point of the prophetic role of 
the university, itntl so  it insists that the work of the uni- 
versity is the production of‘ industrious and uyzi’l citizens. 

rstand WIlilt is 
ut issue bctwccn US ;Ind the stx5ctics they want US to wiim 

one wiiy, the siliiie threat. Totalitarian, authoritarian, com- 
munistic societies explicitly deny what burei1ucriitic cul- 
tures deny implicitly: the distinction bctwccn outer 
bureaucratic function and inner hero. We itrc ilmuscd by 
the “hero medals” of the Communist world precisely bc- 
~ ; I L I S C  we think of‘ heroism in tcrms of Achilles itlid Faust 
m i  Huck Finn, ill1 struggling to act in terms of an inner 
vision and a pcrsoniil commitment. A hero of the inasscs, 
working fcverishly to exceed his production quota, is a 
joke, a contradiction in terms. If the societies that threaten 
us ;ire societies thiit know what thc “rciil world” is with 
itn unquestioning l i i t h  or a cynical tidelity, hureitucratic 
culturc similarly thinks it knows what the “rcal world“ is 

threatening ccititudcs, we cannot afford to iillow our siinc- 
tuarics of‘ unique vision to cvolvc into f‘xtorics for the 
production of loyitl citizens. 

We may have inmy grounds lor attacking the university, 
along with those other institutions that iire supposed to be 
protecting thc possibilities of  n uniquc and personal vision. 
But we cannot afford to attiick them for questioning, for 
doing that for which they lire valuable, that which they 
would not he iillowctl to do in a totalitnrian, authoritari;m, 
‘or communistic stiitc. We may have a diflicult task before 
us in iniiking our universities live up to thcir prophetic 
role. But they illust be iIllowed to h;ivc it, to induce the 
process of questioning and persist at it. no 11ii1ttcr what it 
reveals about the false rcidities we hug to our anxious 
breasts. Only in this way can w e  stilrt on the real heroic 
quest. To do otherwise is nsrely quixotic. !wv 
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Conseriativc rcaction illso fails to un 

against. l h c  extemnl thrcat and the intc f al threat arc, in 

i d  won’t iillow itself iiny dolibt. Hcciillsc of both these 


