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fstead, as we intend to :
tthe dean of arts has given Mr.
g%](emp ‘(and-indirectly us) some-
‘thmg which “is as the “air,”. bu
Whlch is by no means invulner-
able.

Dean Smith has attempted to
show that Mr. Kemp’s “very slow
"'progress in development as a phil-
osopher and prospects for
Iuture development” have in the

minds of the committee members
“outweighed [his] good perform-
hnce in other aspects of [his]
yvork " This we may call the
“Argument" of the letter. But as
@ 19th century critic said of a
:glisappoiming poem, ‘“this will
never do.” An argument is only
§s good as the evidence that sup-
fsorts and explains it, and Mr.
gmlth has backed his argument
gmh little more than glaring con-
ﬂr;adlctlons and apparently un-
plainable obscurities.
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Contradictions . . .

§ First for the more mundane
xﬁatter the contradictions. In the
fourth paragraph of the letter,
e dean tells Mr. Kemp that he
is, according to “reports,” a most
excellent teacher. It will be best
%re to let Mr. Smith speak
for himself without interruption:

At the time of your appoint-
ment, and steadily since that
time, there have been en-
thusiastic reports about your
teaching. There seems to be no
doubt about your professional

“Sional philosopher—has in some

the respomzbmty of giving to. m&’*“’“ ‘

way or another applied “indirect-
ly” to his “performance in under-
grqduale philosophy courses.”
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feeling that a
‘personal and “con-
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first comphments Mr.
teaching. Then, however, he back-
handedly tries to throw doubt on
the widely-recognized quality of
what'he“has: earher praised. As it
turns out, Kemp's.. 5kxll is
something that only seems to be
excellent. Indirectly, though, this
skill is limited by the teacher’s
slow professional, philosophical
development. But nay, Sir, we
know not seems!

The contradiction we have just
pointed to is complemented by
another just as obvious. In par-
agraph five the dean explains to
the professor that his record
shows “little or no participation
in local activities such as philo-
sophical discussions within the
department.”  Two paragraphs
later, however, the dean swallows
what he has just said:

Yoour contributions to the work
of committees seem to have
been satisfactory but there is
no record of outstanding per-
formance. In departmental af-
fairs you have performed effec-
tively when given responsibility
and participated generally in
departmental discussions.

This is followed with the state-
ment that “there was no criticism
of any of this work.” What pre-
cisely is Dean Smith saying here?
Mr. Kemp has performed well on
committees, effectively carried
out his responsibilities, and, what
is most surprising, participated in
departmental discussions. He has
done so well in these areas, in
fact, that there has been no crit-

_icism of his work. This is merely

an _unimaginative ‘repetition of

“the earlier doubts yet no doubts
_nonsense. Only this time it is no

ruc:patton in departmental dis-
ussions yet, at the same time,

_general participation in depart-

ental discussions. And again we
tlce that the criticism comes
dlrectly but through under-
msmuat:ons “httle or
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Your progress towm’ii the PhiD.
was very slow, and the com
mittee was not reassured by
your explanation of the present
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status of your dissertation.
There is. no evidence of
any alternatiye scholarly'ayork.s

Your annual
record pubhs

Accord ing to thls, then, a fmlshed
lbm

repotts do. not

ed resi arch

dxsserta on, or, in the absence of *
that, ative scholarly work” .
(“‘published work”) equals a phil-
osopher. But the equation is a
lifeless formal structure, having
no truth in reali
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Three nor pro essmh

Let us lo at th cases
three anment‘; but ur dlspute
great ph]losoﬁhers Fro . an ent
Greece there is Socrates, ‘Whose
thought was recorded by his stu-
dent Plato, of whom 1 shall speak
in a moment. From ancient He-
brew culture theré® was Jes
Christ, and from eastern cult’ure
Gautama Siddharta (or Buddha)
These three venerable fellovgs de-
serve to be called philosophers.
But—alas!'—the¥. don’t deserve
the title of Doctotsof<Philos
For not one of them, as far as
know, ever wrote a single word.
And why? Simply because they
were _too busy teaching their
dlvine words. And Plato, accord-
ing to what we know, made no
progress toward his dissertation
until his late seventies and early
eighties. (His dissertation, about
whichxdissertations are written,
would’ not be accepted by any
comm§ttee today.) He, too, was
busy tfaching.

But{these guys are old and

musty. So let’s turn to the New:

England philosopher who wrote
Walden (another disseration tha
would be out of place in today’s
graduate school). Of development:
——phllo'sophxcal mental, spiritual
it’s all really the same—he
this:

what he was made.
Why. should we be in
despgrate haste to succeec

music whic

meas
Which s just the point. A
opher's development—and
philosophers that we

P ! ,
adﬂy and K

speaking-—is not a~ d

e %;gWW

a

sshlp

lirect the atte rion%bf
Shire and fire® in
“department to what
other p 1050pher?

#

%erd his s

: ﬁgye by bringing his i
“fires into the classroom

dismissed M.
- worthy of continued
i v

“mistake for’ Mr. Ki

two log .
“O Nature, and O soul of man!
how far beyond all utterance are
your linked analogies!” It is suffi-

links the

cient for a philosopher to spend
his life conceiving!and to leave
the ’es%pne of this work to
futuritys, ©

§ point it is.clear
1 has unintentionally’s
- no effect ¢reated an oxymogon
prose. Professional development
and philosopher have, literally,
nothing to do with each other. He
meant to say, that Mr. Kemp has
%fessxo

scholarshlp, wh h s ‘1?;
ophy, weig] ly i -
cision of “tenure commit ee,
all we Rintrahs are roaring and
shaking our fires.
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After having been a studes
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