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IN MEMORIAM
PREFACE

:ﬁn‘u; EE?&?::“Q D MAGDA POLANYI, 1901-1986
Head D““LMQE nE.R;ugmn This fall was the thirtieth anniversary of the Hungarian
Y Revolution. Michael Polanyl saw in this event a demonstration

Michael Polanyi's widow died
d Phil b ¥1's widow died on February 17, 1986 1
K g that truth is an independent force. It led to his writing "The 4 T ithe Radclitte
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Message of the Hungarian Revolution." Remembering this important
historical cccasion, we are pleased to publish in this issue a
reflection on the thought of Polanyl by Ruel Tyson who was with
Polanyl in Mew York City when che Hungarian Revolution occurred.
Tyson's article was originally given as part of a symposium at a
plenary session of the annual meeting of the American Academy of
leligion in New York. Other members of the symposium were Thomas
Langford and myself. Polanyi and Marjorie Grene were able to at-
tend the session because they were in Hew York working on plans

for a conference on "The Foundations of Cultural Unity," sponsored
by the Ford Foundation. William Poteat, a prime mover in arranging
this symposium and already working with Langford on Intellect and
Hope, was also present. Durwood Foster, also on the AARL program
earlier that day, responded from the audience about similarities af
of Polanyi and Tillich. Polanyl seemed delighted with the whole dis-
cussion and regarded it as & significant recognition of his thought
in this field.

Taking this thirtieth anniversary of the Hungarian revolution
as a reminder of Polanyi's passion for the pursuit of truth, we can
observe the extent to which Polanyl's helief in the power of truth
15 continually vindicated. Revisionism has occurred throughout the
Communist world. Pesitivist science is less upheld in philosophy.
"post-modernism” indicates the difficulties of living by the tenets
of the modern outlook, While we are still in a transition from the
critical phileosophy of over three hundred years, there is clearly a
persistent hunger for what Polanyl described as 'a purpose bearing
on eternity,"

Infirmary, Oxford, after a short 1llness, She is warmly remembered by
the many followers of Michael Polanyi's thought who found her se gener-
ous and gracious during our visits at the Polanyl home. She was a strong
supporter of the Polanyi Society, but she was also an accomplished cex-
tile chemist and a leader in woluntary services in the Oxford area. De—
voted to Michael Polanyi's work, she was amused to learn that his fame
had caused some well meaning librarian, at the University of California
in Berkeley to change the card catalogue of her dictionary of textiles
from M. Polanyi to Michael Polanyi. George, her older son, died on July
15, 1975, and Michael on February 22, 1976. She 1s survived by Pro=:
fessor John C. Polanyl, a 1986 Nobel prize winner in chemistry, and two
grandchildren, Margaret and Michael, born in 1961 and 1963 respeétivaly.
Keen in wit, direct and forthright in manner, and a lover of art, Mapda

Polanyi is a cherished and important part in the Polanyi story.
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Criticism and Tradition:
The Social Thoupght of Michael Polanyi
Americar Academy of Religion, New York City
December 31, 1964

Ruegl H. Tyson

Eight years agco this week I first wet Professcr Polanyl in
this city. Abocut him I krew but his vame, that wonderful
combination of those crisp syllables, and one phrase I had seen
auoted, a wmystericus phrase, especially whern its author was
surprisingly identified as a physical chemist. The phrase was
"fiduciary foundations."” I do not recall if we talked explicitly
about this key term ir his thoupht, but I do remember that we sat
in a place from which we could see throush the December haze the
reflection of the western sun on the UN buildinns.

The paradigmatic impertance of the Hurgarian Revolution was
socn much on his mind. Michael Polanyi read to me guctations
from Hurnparian intellectuals, writers, and poets who vowed rever
apain teo tell lies for public expediency. "The best communist
writers have resclved, after many difficulties, sericus evrors
arnd bitter mental strugples, that in no circumstances will they
ever write lies again.” This was basis for remorse of all these
writers, communists and non—communists, ard for an emerging sense
of civility.

This, Peolanyi described as the "recoil of morally inverted
mern, " sketeching his theory of meral inversicn on the table
wapkiv. The reaffirmation of truth, transcerding party lines,
nwational bourdaries and local tircumstances, was a renewed
expression of a Fateful mewert, of the autoncmy of the
"inteliectual passions,” the sros for truth and the celebration
of originality which makes discoveries possible. Irn other terms,
these declarations were urderstood by Polanyi as a call for
irndeperdence of thought, avd its cultivation for a worthy end
coupled with a passionate internticon to renew the deflected ideals
of sccial improvement and moral progress.

These declaraticns were seen as a return to the propram of
the Enlighterment. The recoil from moral inversioh, which had

previcusly characterized life in these scrieties, sought to
re—stabilize itself by restoring the aspirations of the
Ernlighterment, which, according to Professoer Polanyi, first
explesively appeared orn the public sceme iv the irruptiorns of
events we collectively term the French Revolutiorn: a reveoluticon,
which Burke, Pairne and Hegel agreed was decisive for the modern
era.

However, Pclanyi saw the return to the ideals of the
Enlighterment paradigmatically portrayed in the Hungarian ard
Polish revaluticws as basically umstable and fated to vepeat past
evrors which led to moeral inversiorn; in shert, the Ratioralist
Enlighterment is in reed of revision, even as its reasppearance is an
cccasion for hape.

Much of the soccial thought of Michael Polanyi, including his
statements that cur scorial balance must be regained "primarily
on secular prounds, ™ may be seen as s revisionist prooram, =
revision of the raticnalist Enlightevment based or "the example of
science, ¥ specifically on his virdication of the ivdispernsable
vole of "tacit knowlednge which limits the destructive
possibilities of undisciplined oritical thought.” One important
nede of tacit krowledpe is tradition which is not transferable in
euplicit, formalized terms. Polanyi, ther, is a dissenter fraom
the Weberian secularizaticon, or in Weber's terms, "the
disenchantment of the worid."

The critiecal thought of the Enlighterment, combirned with the
social dynamism of the French Revelution, produced unprecedented
discoveries of great worth as well as political and persownal
trapedies of preat horrer. Unless the passionate pursuit of
critical thoupht, enerpized by scepticism, cam be re-established
in a framework which will discipline its evident potentialities
for excess, what appears as a reccil from those very excesses may
prove to he but a prelude to ancther era of unspeakable
consequences.  “Revision is rneeded,” Polanyi writes, "because ycou
carmct base sovial wisdom ot pelitical delusion.” Others will
trarnslate "delusion" as political utopianism. The present
situation offers opportunity for consclidation of free sorieties,
riot only in practice, but also in romsistently held privnciples.

For instance: by foregoing leose talk about “open
societies™ ard "eclosed societies"; by acknowledpging that a free
society is not open, without roctage in its past, its beliefs and
its procedures) instead a free scociety is dedicated to a
distinctive set of beliefs ard to forms of rationality which
demard the recognition of the tacit comporevt of commitment to
the ideals and procedures of that society by all its
students and critics.

Hant's dictum in his essay, "Pare ta know,” conflicts with
the continuity of the gereratiorns as taupht by Edmund Burke with




his view of soriety as a contract and his veneration of precedent.
Kart's "Dare to krnow” corresponds to Polamyi's inmtellectual
passicns, especially the heuristic passion to "look at the
urbinowr. " Burke's contirnuity of the gererations, his conviction
that political kniowledge takes the form of “"rules of art" which
can only be transmitted by precedent, by examples of the
practices which embody these rules, corresponds to Polanyi's
dictum, with specific reference to science and to art, "To learn
an art by the example of its practice is tc accept an artistic or
scientific tradition and become a representative of it." This is
the necessary precondition for discovery.

Possibilities of sipnificant discovery demand tacit
acceptance and subsidiary awareness of existing and accredited
interpretative frameworks, Subseguent feats of crpinality modify
these frameworks and set the conditions for subsequernt
discoveries. Future innovators must first appremtice themselves
to authoritative masters. PAckrowledgement of existing theories
and procedures is a fiduciary act. Pelanyi has used at least
three overlappirm vctions to indicate the sort of discipline
within which corigiral discoveries are made:r "fiduciary
framework, * "acceptance of calling” and "dwelling iv and breaking
out." Perhaps this last set of terms portrays sufficiently the
dialectical ternsion betweern dwelling in —— acreptance of current
disciplinary idioms and theories —-- and breaking cut —— with the
rovelty of discavery which dissents frow the previcusly endorsed
and accepted discipline of interpretative frameworis.

Twoe sorts of discipline are presert in Polanyi’s theory of
discovery. First, the discipline of cperating fram the
determinate but flexible interpretative framework, whose
mwodification oftern requires advoracy ard eontroversy. Second,
the application of criginality to the indeterminate prablem such
that the consequent discovery will be universally transferrable,
public and repeatable. RAcceptance of a received framework in
which we dwell is presumed by that intellectual passion which
craves for mental dissatisfaction, the erotic-intellectual drive
to break out of those forms which both restrain the mind and set
rew problems to be solved. The resultant oripinality is the
highest possible self-deterwminatior of the mind. [1]

1. The mind's desire for ever increasirg ceontact with reality
veveals an indebtedrness te Platomic metaphysiecs, while Polanyi's
strese on freedom of the individual te  accept the comtext of his
er her calling dissents from the Platonic imperium. Socrates?
death is possible within Peolanyi’s rconception of the relation
between polities and knowledge. :

“For the vision of the problem, the cobsession with
it, and the final leap of the mind which arrives at
discavery, are filled from the begivming to end with an
wrpe towards its extermal et jective. In these
intensely personal acts there is wo trace of
self-indulgence; for they all express the conviction
that there is something there that must be discovered.
Originality is dictated at every stape by a compelling
sense of responsibility for advancing the poesible
prowth of truth...."

[23

This respensibility for prowth of thought is extended intc
the civic demain. The civie co-efficients of thought are
institutions of culture. Burke had claimed that there were "nc
rew discoveries to be made." Traditiconalism had become static.
If Kant's "Daring to know" at such preat cest was corrected by
Burke's vision of the partrership of science, art and civie
virtue acress the pererations, Polanyi correcte both Kant and
Eurke by combining elements of Ernlighterment raticonalism and
Christian traditiconalism by revising both. Scientist and citizen
both serve as traditioral auvthority, but an authority which is
dynamic. The corntinued existence of these corsensual authorities
depends on their constant self-renewal thrcough the oripinality of
their practiticners and constituents. Enforcemernt of discipline

2. History_ _and__Hope, ed. by Ho A, Jelenski. Landon, Reoutledge

and Kegan Paul, 1362. pp. 17-363 185-136.



and inducement to dissent is Polarnyi's summary formulaticn. L33

The dialectic between authority and self-deterwmination:
between discipline and criginality; between tacit traditicn and
explicit discovery is caught in Polanyi's metaphor of "the
republic of science” as "a scriety of explorers" which he extends
to the political and economic domains as well. Guch a society,
affirming its calling antd accepting its fiduciary commitments,
strives toward an urdknown future. Ir. the case of scientists, the
explorers strive tewards a hidden reality, for the sake of
irntellectual satisfactior. The scientist as citizen supports and
corrects those instituticons in his scociety which make
euploraticns in science, art, and merality possible.

Peolanyi's social thought is mid-way between his epistemclony
and his ontology: to be on this threshcold it is necessary to
revalve in both of these directions, and to enpage in each of
these adjacent inguiries. [ have attempted to give an exposition
of one aspect of the rich and continucusly unfelding thought of
Michael Palanyi with some measure of apostrophe aof that thought.
I hope I have dore sc without inordinate apostasy.

3. The dyrnamic between tradition ard dissent, criticism and
tradition, in Polanyi contrasts sharply from the views of Michael
Oakeshott with whom he might otherwise be linked: “"Consisterncy
requires him{Dakeshott) to carry this denial of the rovelty of
all speculative thought into the field in which it would seen
least terable, the field of sciertific enquiry. His account of
the formatiom of sciewtific hypotheses differs. . .from that of

Polavyi. The latter would agree 'that only a marn who is already a-

scientist can Formulate a scientific bypothesis,’ but he would
not agree that a hypothesis is a dependent supposition which
arises as an abstraction from within already existing scientific
activity' ions of scientific  evnguiry.’ {Oakesheott,
14-153 italics added) With each
hypothesis in the development of sciernce samething
fundamentally pew appeared, something demonstrably underivable
from previous scientific infermation, scmething which eould have
only spruvg  up, mivaculeusly, in the mird of a previous

sciertific aptivity had, at this pcaint, failed. The state of
mind of a man in the process of discovery (as described by
Paincare and Polanyi) is not backward-looking at all. He feels

himself %o be enpaped in a highly personal search for  an
cblective reality which his predecesscrs have left hidder, "
Watkins, J.W.N. "Political Tradition and Political Theory: Ars
examirnation of Professer Oakeshott's Pelitical Philosophy,” The
Philgsophical Buarterly, 11(1952), pp. 334-335.

Compound and Complex Entities: Polanyi's Priuciple of Marginal Control
and Its Application in Ethics

Phil Mullina, Ph.D.
Missouri Western State College

I

One of the interesting aspects of Polanyi's philosophical work is
the way in which his ideas often illumine philosophical discussions im
the writings of other thinkers worliing more or less within the context of
a given school. These reflections use Polanyi to clarify a point
recently treated in writings of Peter French, a philosopher interested in
ethical questions who works primarily within the Angle American
philosephical tradition. Fremch and others in Anglo  American
philosophical ethics have recognized and addressed a good philosophical
problem, a problem which theological and philosophical ethicists not
comfortable with Anglo American approaches must alse face: those who
hope to speak about the moral responsibilities of social entities such as
bU§iness corporations must develop a rich and discriminating
philosophical vocabulary adequate to describe the mature of such entities
and their action, Below I discuss the metaphysically oriented approach
French has taken to argue social entities such as corporations are moral
agents. I cannot here outline his complex argument in any detail, but I
shall focus on how Polanyi's principle of marginal control can helpfully
supplement the interesting type of analysis French offers. In the
broadest sense, these reflections are interested not simply in French's
work but in the application of Polanyi's epistemological perspectives in
soclal ethics. T begin with additional comments on French and his
general approach in ethics,

11

" 'Peter French would likely approve of F.H. Bradley's claim that

ethical theories rest in the end on precosceptions metaphysical and
psychological." French has approached questions about the moral
responsibilities of social entities such as business corporations by
?sking about the metaphysical status of such entities. At the outget, it
is important to emphasize, however, that the metaphysical claims which
French has put forth about such entities should not be miscontrued as an

effort bruidly to reify such entities, as some of his interpreters have
suggested.

French's metaphysical interegt in social entities is visible in his
early analysis of collectivities.” In the next section, I briefly review
his distinctions among types of collectivities. French's general
approach to questions about the metaphysical status and  moral
responsibilities of social entities 1s an approach focusing wpon the
nature of agency and intentiomality. Much of his writing has centered
upon y?ilasﬂphical problems in understanding what we mean by "moral
person”, "moral agency™, "intentionality" and "meral responsibility"; he
often appeals to ordinary language wuse in sorting out such matters.
French argues that collectives of one type which includes business




10

corporations qualify as “moral personms,” but what he means by this is -

quite circumscribed: " person," Frenmch contends, is npt a natural kind
term but refers to a class broader than human beings. Fremch summarizes
the conditions for moral persenhood as follows:

. . .being an agent is a necessary and sufficient condition of
being, for moral purposes, a person, a citizen of the moral
world. As we have now seen, that claim is to be regarded as
equivalent to the claim that one is accountable for what one
did 1f and only if one did it intentionally. To act
intentionally is to do sogething for a reason, that is because
of a desire and a belief,

In claiming that corporations qualify as "moral persons," Fremch thus is
arguing that corporations can legitimately be regarded as agents capable
of intentional action} such entities can be said to act on the basis of
reasons, beliefs and desires. Since this it the case, French helds that
corporations are the proper subject of ascriptions of praise or blame.

In his early writing, French's analysis of responsibility, as far us
corperate "moral persons" are concerned, is strictly limited to a claim
about the legitimacy of ascriptions of praise and blawe. This very
modest c¢laim, I shall suggest in the last section of this essay, nceds to
be enriched. Although I find the seeds for a richer discusslon in
French's argument, I concur with Jere Surber's conclusion that the
confined agepcy approach French has employed in his early writing is
problemstic,

It is of sipnificance that French himself has sensed the limitations
of and gone beyond, in his recent writing, his early conception of
responsibility. His recent work shifts in the direction of what Surber
has termed an approach to ethics through responsibility (as opposed to an
approach through agency, an approach popular among Anglo American
ethicists).’ French commented as follows on Surber's excellent recent
analysis and eritique of his early writing: "He correctly notes that I
tried to force the concept of agency to its limits and that I found it
still only partially incogporated the complexities of the ordinary notion
of moral accountability."” Later in the same piece, French suggests that
perhaps Surber is correct: the concept of responsibility should be of
primary interest in ethics and this means that notions of dintentionality
must. be fraged in terms of a conception of responsibility rather than
vice versa. These acknowledgements, I believe, imply a shift in
French's thought toward perspectives wmore congenial with Polanyi's
thought than are most approaches of Anglo American ethicists,

In sum, French concludes the corporate "moral person” is the proper
subject of ascriptions of praise and blame; his metaphysical analysis
used to argue for this conclusion is, in my view, of wore significance
than his conclusion, elthough his understanding of agency also needs
modification. I shall, in my concluding section, make a few brief
suggestions about the broader parameters of corporate agency and
responsibility. Chiefly, T want here to show that French's contention
that corporations can be said te act on the basis of reasons, beliefs
and/or desires is a claim which can be defended with Polanyi's principle

il

of marginal control. To an explanation of this point I turn in the next
section.

11T

French proposes that ethical thinking about the respomsibilities of
social entities is at a crossroad: it will remain in a muddle subject to
the temptation reductionistically to consider the action of amy such
entity as only that of a collection of individual human moral agents
unless clear distinctions can be drawn betweem types of  human
collectivities. French argues there are three substantially different
types of collectivikties: aggregate  collectivities, statistical
collectivities and conglomerates. An apgregate collectivity g an entity
which consists of the sum of the identiries of its membership . Both a
crowd and a mob are eggregate collectivities, A crowd pathered at a
sporting event, for example, is no more than @& collection of the
spectators. A crowd or mob is a “random collection™ which Virginia Held
defines as "an wrorpganized group of persons Tho tiappen to find themselves
together by the accidents of history." But not =all aggregate
collectivities are random collectivities. According to French, in
addition to apgregates composed by spatial and temporal continuity, there
are apggregates defined by a common feature:

Yet 1s would seem correct to say that generally anyone uttering
a sentence of the sort, 'White American racists are to blame
for the plight of the minorities,' intends to blame each and
every white American racist by his utterance., In effect, an
agpregate collectivity of this sort is defined by the very
features or characteristics by virtue of which blame is
ascribed to it, For this reason, however, such 13" aggregate
collectivity is not in the normal sense 'random.'

For purpeses of clarity, an aggregate defined by a common feature wmight
be termed a "phenomenal aspgrepate." According to Heidegger's etymolng¥3
the Greek verb from which "phenomenon" comes means "to show itself."
Hence a "phenomenal aggregate' is that which shows itself in common.

Crdinary language usage suggests another type of epgregate akin to
the phenomenal aggregate:

Consider the statement 'The American people have the highest
standard of living inm the world,’ which certainly does not mean
that each and every American has the highest standard of living
in the world. Also the statement 'The American people grew
tired of hearing about the Vietnamese war’ may be true when the
statement 'Americen John Doe grew tired of hearing about the
Vietnamese war' is false, These entailments do not hold
because in this use the callec}%ﬁe noun or noun phrase refers
to a statistical cellectivity.

A statistical collectivity, as far as predication goes, seems to be a
hyperbolic phenomenal aggregate,

The third, and most important for purposes here, type of



12

collectivity identified by French is the "conglomerate collectivity"ls
which he defines in terms of the nature of its identity vis a vis the
jdentities of its membership:

1 shall call € a conglomerate collectivity if the identity of C
does not entirely consist in (is not exhausted by} the
identities of its membership. The existence of a conglomerate
collectivity is compatible with a varying or constantly
changing membership,” A change ia C's membership, does not
entail a corresponding change in the identity of C.

Generaliy, it is the case that predications about the action of some
particular aggregate or statistical collectivity entail that the actions
predicated of the collectivity are predicable of some (and, in the case
of phenomenal agpregates, every) member of the collectivity, "The crowd
was unruly” entails that the "unruliness" predicated of the collectivity
is predicable of & least some members of the crowd, But this is not the
case with conglomerates:

. that which is predicable of C {(a conglomerate
collectivity) is not necessarily predicable of all of C's
membership or of any of C's menbership, avd this is also true
of predications of blame. Only in rare instances of wuse does
the name of a conglomerate collectivity refer to a determinate
set of individuals. ilence "The army sold its holding on Padre
Island" does not entail thyt "some members of the army sold
"1
property on Padre Island.

French's example makes clear thst the army as a collectivity is not the
sort of entity whose identity is of the same sort as that of members of
the army. Of course, some members of the army may sell property for the
army but thig is a different matter, In fact it is necessary, in order
for the army to sell property, that some members act (negotiate) on
behalf of the conglomerate. A conglomerate is an entity which, in
Polanyi's terms, we recognize because of comprehensive features; such
fentures extend beyond the features by which we recopnize what we may
identify as its members. A conglomerate is thus not merely a determinate
set. It is a kind of collectivity I prefer to call a complex entity and
is fundamentally different than random or phenomenal aggregates or
statistical collectivities which can be termed compound entities.

A further example, highlights the differences between compound and
complex entities and illumines French's claim that conglomerate
collectivities, uniike aggregates, are compatible with varying
membership, Let us say that Gulf 0il joins a uranium cartel and this
viola g9 U.8. antitrust law which brings the Justice Departwent to file
suit. Gulf as a corporate entity cannot, intwition rightly tells us,
offer to the court or the public a "mot-the-same-person” defense. Such a
plea argues that the corporation is not the seme entity it. was when it
joined the cartel because one or more Gulf employees who were with the
company when the decision was made no longer work for Gulf, Changes in
personnel, no matter how important they might be in the Guif
organization, are incidental to Gulf's ddentity, . Gulf is, in all
significant senses, the same entity when joining the cartel as on its day

in court. Gulf, in other words, bas a significant feature by which ve
recognize it as an entitiy which is different than the features by which
we recognize or identify the wmembers of GulE, This feature is the
formally articulated decisien-meking process which is spelled out in an
organizational chart delineiging responsibilities and in the body of
policy of the orpanization.

Policy specifies both how decision procedures should work and the
outcomes of the previously operative decislon procedures which are to
serve to guide present. and future decisions. The organizational chart
specifies roles or functions and the relationships among such functions.
It is the integration of the body of pelicy and the specificatlon of role
relationships which constitutes the formal decision-making process. The
decision-making process as a feature of Gulf Oil is most aptly described
as the principle of organizatiom or control established within boundaries
Ieft open by principles constituting or controlling individual human
beings as social and biological individuals. Insofar as such a principle
of marginal control is & recognizable featurezﬁf a collectivity, it is a
complex entity rather than a compound entity,

The significant differences in the nature of membership in aggrepate
and conglomerate collectivities are functions of the level of
organization in conglomerates; such organization is a part of the formal
decision-making process. Members of Gulf understand themselves as and
are rvecognized as role players. Gulf 1s embodied in dits many
authentically different roles and exists as a real entity im the
integration of such roles.

The thrust of the argument which has unfolded piecemeal above may be
summarized in the following way: what French terms a conglomerate is an
entitiy with an operative level of control functioning within boundaries
left open by principles controlling or comstituting individual bhumen
beings. Such a principle of marginal control is a comprehensive feature
by which we recognize and identify conglomerates. It may be referred to
with the summary term "decision-making process” and can be depicted as
the method by which individual human members of a conglomerate act as a
group. The decision-making process alone, of course, does not "act;" but
individuals who willingly assume certain roles or functions as set forth
in that process do act. They may be said to act for the couplomerate.
Insofar as they assume certain roles, their identities as human agents
are extended or given further shape, There are, of course, all sorts of
dilemmas which such individuals as agents with moral sensibilities shaped
largely outside the organizational context face as they try to reconcile
valiies embedded in their everyday characters and social visions with the
entailments oiitheir extended identitles as task-specific agents for a
conglomerate,

v

What significance should be attributed to French's typolopy which I
have elaborated, using Polanyi's framework, ag a general distinction
between complex and compound entities? This question is an important one
which I shall approach indirectly in order to say more about both
French's perspective and Polanyi's principle of marginol control,
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French argues collectivities of the sort I have termed complex
entities qualify as moral persons. Moral agency is a necessary and
sufficient condition for being a moral person, Claims for moral agency
depend upon the possibility of describing an event as an 3ntentional
action, an action done because of reasons, desires and/or beliefs. Much
of French's discussion of morul agency and personhood is focused at the
level of langusge. As far as descriptions of events are concerned,
"layers of nonintersubstitutable true descriptions" are possible: "Often
a single event can bzzcorrectly described in a pumber of different and
nenequivalent ways". Claims Eor the ste*us of moral sgent and moral
person rest on the possibility of true act descriptions attributing
intentionality:

The important point is that metaphysical personhood depends on
the possibility of describing an event as an intentional action
. « . . At every layer at which it is proper to describe an
event an intentional action, there is a metaphysical
person,

French's argument at this point does not truly provide help in
identifying members of the class of moral agents. Legitimate moral
agency and personhood depend not on whetber descriptions attributing
intentionality are possible but on whether such possible descriptions are
true. French apparently believes that gquestions about the truth of
descriptions attributing intentionality can be settled., He holds that
the truth of descriptions attributing intentionality is a matter of
verifiable generalizations: ". . .intentional agency is the conceptual
pexus elucidated by a set of empirical generalizations that define the
sameness relation to a suitable Eﬁemplar that determines the class of
things that are persons . . . ."

The commensensical germ which seems hiddes within French's approach
has two parts: (l}human beings are suitable exemplars £or dintentional
action and (2) some other entities seem to function enough Iike human
beings in relevant ways to be included in the c¢lass of intentional
actors. French's appeal to a set of empirical generalizations (defining
2 sapeness relation to an exemwplar) implies that he assumes or hopes that
it is possible explicitly to enumerate (1) what constitstes the relevent
characteristica of seemingly similar non human entities and, ultimately,
(2) what belongs in the class of intentional actors and what does not.
Polanyi's treatment of class terms suggests, alternatively, that it is
tiot possible to specify explicitly every member of a class. The theory
of tacit knowing points out that the application of class terms is a
tacit skill. Freach's dubious claims for empirical generalizations belie
his formalistic predisposition. Yet his intuition about the
sppropriateness of including comglomerates in the class of intentional
actors seems correct. The curious, circuitous argument {sketched above)
focusing on linguistic descriptions of action which he takes to be a key
to claims for moral agency is wmisleading; it wvltimately, however, does
supgest that French appreciates how the organizational structure of
conglomerates differs from that of aggregates and that this has important
bearing upon why it seems appropriate to speak of conglomerates as
intentional apents. French's discussion can be sharply focused by

applying the conceptual vocabulary Polamyi used to analyze the
ontological structure of comprehensive entities., At the least, the
Polanyian approach used in the previous section to develep the basic
distinction between aggregates and conglomerates helps identify logical
elements of conglomerate action,

In Polanyian terms, a conglomerate or complex entity is structurally
analogous to a comprehensive entity, & whole that is an integration of
subsidiaries. Structurally, an aggregate is not am integration of its
elements but a summation of them. To understand the functioning of a
complex entity requires understanding the levels of cootrol in the entity
and the relation between such levels. The formal decision-making process
in s complex entity gust be recognized, in Polanyi's terms, as a "hipher

level of control." This higher level contains the foundational
operational principles, the "rules of rightness", the entity; it
defines the conditions for the success of the entity. To recognize a

complex entity as ar entity with operating principles orchestrating
subsidiaries includes a recognition of the purposive and active
potentials of the entity qua entity, In Polanyi's terms, the " ?lar
function of the individual is not specifiable in 'molecular’ terms."

French does not employ Pelanyi's priciple of marginal eontrol to
elucidate the full implications of the distinction between types of
collectivities; he does, however, appreciate the practical implications
of this application of Polanyi's principle. TFrench sees that the
structure of complex entities makes necessary a level sensitive discourse
asbout the action of conglomerates. MHe rejects the prevalent tendency to
reduce consideration of issves of responsibility for complex entities to
matters of legal liability and individual moral responsibility.

If a complex entity is a moral agent or wmoral person, its action
cannot be reductionistically considered in terms of only the reasons
informing the individual moral actions of its humar subeidiaries. A
given action of en individual human agent acting as a subsidiary or
conglomerate role player must be first assessed in terms of congruence
with intentions at the molar level. Action which legitimately flows from
conglomerate intentions has as its warrant the proper Functioning of the
decision-making process; actions that are conglowerate intentional are
sanctioned. Assessments of intentionality are not, however, limited to
the higher level of functioning in a complex emtity, An action which is
consistent with the decision procedure of a complex entity may also be
described in terms of the intentionality of the individual human being
carrying it out. Individual human dintentions may be different toan
corporate intentions taken up as an agent functioning for a conglomerate.
In sum, to recognize a social form as a complex entity, entails
recognizing that there can be intentions appropriately lodged at the
level of the whole; descripticns of such intentions may co-exist with
descriptions of individual human intentions for the same act.

An  exawple vivifies this abstract description and shows its
importance. Let uws say John Smith sells land for Corporation X after he
has been authorized to do so by his superiors in the corporation,
Smith's actions, since they are consistent with aend in fact carry out a
corporate decision, are corporate intentional acts. Smith's action can
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also legitimately be described in terms of his individual personal
motives, He perhaps is perscnally eager to get another job or a
promotion and wants to be able to add to his resume that he successfully
negotiated such a land sale. The two different levels of action
description are clear here. Let us add tvo alternative wrinkles to the
exsmple. In one case let us assume that Corporation X decides to sell
the land recognizing that it is contaminated with deadly DBioxin. In
another case let us say Smith selects a particular buyer because he is to
receive a kickback. In the first alternative it is possible to speak of
blameworthy corporate intentions. Such intentions are assessable quite
apart from Smith's intentions {although the plot thickens 1f Smith too
kitows the land is contaminated). In the second alternative while Smith's
personal intentions might be deemed blameworthy, such a judgment might
not necessarily apply to the level ¢f corporate imtentions.

Matters, of course, are not so easily separable as my simplified
examples imply. The examples do suggest the layered complexity of
discourse about the action of conglomerates. French's general agency
approach to organizational action helpfully focuses attemtion on the
different levels at which action must be described and evaluated. Such
an approach, which I have recast in terms of Polanyi's principle of
marginal control, points out the fallacy of describing action at the
molat level only in molecular terms.

Perhaps because French's discussion of moral agency is so
preoccupied with questions about the possible descriptions of action, he
does not explore some of the more fruitful possibilities which are
implicit in his basic approach to intentienality. To conclude, I very
sketchily outline some modifications of French's pesition which draw upon
the broader framework of Polanyl's thought, French links intentiomality
with reasons, beliefs and desires. To speak of reasons, beliefs and
desires already presupposes a centered subject. What seem to be unigue
about the centered subjects which we term intentional forms or entities
is that they have sophisticated symbol manipulating capacities. The
functioning of sophisticated symbol manipulating forms is best understood
as a response to enviromment., But such forms de¢ not merely adjust, in a
purely mechanical semse, to environmertal change. The response of symbol
users is mediated through the layer of symbolic control. Pur more
simply, such forms are interpreters of the environment in the strong
rather than the weak sense. Symbol manipulators as centered subjects
face ambiguity, The claess of intesticnsl agents includes forms or
entities who are respendents that entertain optiens for reaction. A
conclusion something like this is implicit in (or but a short step from)
French's claim that true act descriptions attributing reasons, beliefs
and desires are the mark of intentional agents,

Tollowing out this kind of conclusion leads in directions French, in
his early work, was quite hegitant to pursue; these directions are in
fact wuch closer to suggestions made by Jere Surber's critique of French,
Surber suggests that the dgency approach used by French Ieads to an
impoverished notion of responsibility since French concludes only that a
"moral person" is the proper subject of ascriptions of praise and blame.
Matters of woral responsibility seem to be no more than after the fact
judgments about the appropriateness of action; the prescriptive
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dimensions of moral discourse essentially have no place within French's
approach to moral discourse, Surber concludes thot it is necessary for
notions about the nature of responsibility to shape our notions of agency
rather than vice versa; French's attempt to "derive™ moral personhood and
the nature of moral responsibility) from the metaphysical structure of
agency bears inadequate fruit. If, however, Freuch's model of apency is
extended to include conclusions (like those sketched above) about the
symbol manipulating powers of intentional agents, the force of this
¢riticism is modified. Since sywbols are soclal, symbol manipulators are
socially shaped entities, whether they are human beings or conglomerates.
As interpreting respondents reacting to changes in environment, symbol
users recogtize and respond to socially ubjectivated meanings and norms
for behavior. This in fact seems roughly what it means to say the action
of intentional agents is rooted in reasons, beliefs and desires. Complex
entities are intentional agents entities with reasoms, beliefs and
desires because they are symbol wusing interpreters: in the case of
couglomerates, their human subsidiaries, operating in the context of the
decision process and the framework of policy, provide a top level of
control with interpretative capacities, If this conclusion is correct,
the thinness of an mnalysis of agency and responsibility which focuses
only on issues of sanction at the molar and molecular levels (French's
argument in Polanyian terms) becomes apparent. As Surber implies, the
broader nature of conglemerate agency and respopsibility must  be
approached in terms of historical, social dynamics. Questions about the
responsibility of social entities must attend chiefly to the gquality of
the formal decision-making process (the molar level) as a discriminating
(i.e., interpreting) device assessing the texture of relationszgexisting
between the complex entity and other agents in the environment.
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BOOK REVIEW
Reflection, Btructure, and Fsyche in Fostcritical Perspective

by
K. Melvin Eeiser
Guilford College

"The body is our anchorage in a world." 1f, as Merleau-Fonty
suggests, we exis=t through ow hodies in the world, then every
activity of the =self and every aspect of the world is fundamentally
connected with ouw  bodies. In BODILY REFLECTIVE MODES: a
FHENOMENOLOGICAL METHOD FOR FSYCHOLOGY ([Durham: Duke University
Press, 19851, 230 pp., $30.00 hardback) Kenneth Joel Shapiro, a
teacher of psychology "at  Bates College, has given us a provocative
hook on how we reflect on the psyche and the structure of what it is
we know. FProviding various concrete examples, such as looking at
paintings, engaging in family therapy, writing & book, he concludes
with a description of ambivalence. From his phenomenological
perspective he seeks to show that reflection and structure are
grounded in the lived body.

While Michael Folanyi refers to his own philosophy as
"posteritical,”" the society of postcritical explorers extends beyond
those who use Polanyi to all who seek a personal perspective beyond
critical dualism. Merleau-Fonty, the admitted source of Shapiro’s
work, even though unaware of the work of Polanyi, is one of the
foremost postecritical philosophers. Egually fruitful in many ways,
Merleau-Ponty complements Folanyi s interest in scientific discovery
and the tacit dimension with his concern  for the bedy and
perception. His figure-background distinction is a perceptual
version of Folanyi ‘s expliecit—tarit epistemology. For those embarked
upon Folanyi ‘s convivial dialogue, Shapire’'s book is, thercfore, both
directly relevant, evident in simitarities he notes betwsen bhis
phenomenological approach and Folanyi, and broadening, in drawing our
pur attention to the psychological in postecritical perspective, about
which Folanyi has little to say.

Taking wp such 2 dialogue can be further useful in our struggle
to emerge fully into a posteritical world., We all have been born in
the “"critical® world of Enlightenment and enter upon the brave new
world of posteritical thought, not trailing clouds of glory but
toting mortgages to the past. For all of Bhapiro’s commitment to a
phenomenological perspective, there is in his book still some trace
of residual Cartesianism. He has not fully appropriated Merleau-Fonty
in three areast the role of the personal in reflection, the
non-ob jectivistic character of the known, and the concrete nature of
embodiment. There is at the sSame time intimations of still greater
significance for peychology in his posteritical phanomenpology than he

suygests.
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What is at stake in Shapiro’'s exploration of the nature of
reflection is the non-dualistic affirmation that our lives are filled
with tacit meaning which we live through our bodies and creatively
shape in making it ronscious. “Reflection® is the phenomenological
method for making us aware of this. It attends to the known, whether
of perception or thought, as a figure against a background, making us
conscipusly aware not only of the figure which is focused upon but
the background of whith we are tacitly aware., Reflection i& the way,
then, that we become conscious of such subsidiary awareness of a
background without focusing on it as an image or word. We are
creatively involved in drawing out this figure from the background,
of focusing on something while tacitly indwelling the context. This
creative act he calls “"forming,” with which he intends to call
attention to & figure when it is being formed rather than as a
finished product that can become explicit image or word.

He gives as an esample of reflection visiting an art museum and
lopking at a painting. As I look.at it, 1 become engaged in it.
Ferhaps an orange patch catches my attention so I become preoccupied
with it a0 all the rest of the painting becomes, he says, a *faded
background"” (Shapiro 198BS, 325 further citation will be only to page
number). But then another aspect can invite my attention seo I shift
to attend to it.

He callis this reflective experience a “two-story affair" and an
"act of abstraction." The orange sploteh is a "point," "a part taken
apart® (p. 32), and "a mirrored flaked-off piece” from the "origipal"™
(p. 37}, that is, the total contest or background. It is two-story
because there are both patch and background. It is an ahstractive
act because "the orange patch appears above the original....lt is a
part taken apart, taken away from....[It] takes us out of the region
of the perceived....lt is no longer part of the flesh of the
perceived for it floats above it”" (p. 32). Yet the patch ie not
entirely distonnected, for it "refers" or “peints te" (pp. 123-4) the
original cohtext from which it has been abstracted.

Here are the first traces of Cartesianism. As Merleauv-Fonty and
Folanyi make clear, there is no figure drawn out from a background,
ne explicit focus based on a tacit grasp, without a person who is
enacting it. There is, therefore, not only the figure and background
but the person who shapes which is figure and which background. It
would be more accurate to Shapiro’s description and intention to call
this, not a "two—-story affair,” but a "triadic” situation.

X Neither, moreover, understands this act as abstractive but as
concretely embodied. It is certainly selective, and this must be why
Shapiro calls it an abstraction, that the orange patch is but one
aspect of the whole which we =select for our attention. While the
patch is drawn out from the background, is it, however, "taken apart"
and "away"? To say that it is no longer in the ‘region of the
perceived,” no longer ‘“part of the fiesh of the perceived,”" when it
is what you are loogking at, is to fail to describe accurately the
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actual experience of loocking at one part of a painting and the
integral relation between part and whole.

Isn‘t the act of seeing a figure against a background concrete
rather than abstract? The DED defines “abstract” as withdrawn from
matter and particulars, and “concrete” as a wuniting of parts, a
coalescence, involving matter and particulars. WEESTER 'S also
defines "ahstract” as separated from embodiment, impersonal, and
detached, and "concrete” as that which grows together, makes actual,
and involves immediate experience of realities. The orange patch is
a particular bit of matter amidst other material particulars of the
painting. What makes it different is our relation to it as we focus
on it while depending on the rest of the painting as the background
for our focusing. Indeed, what actualizes it as a specific
particular is this act of focusing. The orange patch which we notice
is mtill an organic part of the painting. WMerleau—-Fonty does speak
of our “seeing” the background go behind a figure but does not epeak
of it as detached from its background, as fleating above it. The
of the painting. By this I mean we do not only see the patch and not
the painting, but rather we see the painting by noticing the patch,
through the patch-—-that is, we see the patch explicitly and painting
tacitly. .

Only if the known is separated, abstracted, from its context, as
Shapire is doing, is it necessary to speak imperscnally of the patch
"pointing” or “referring" te the painting. The relationship of
emergence 1is integral: a figure is only a figure against its
background, whereas an abstracted part can be what it is after being
removes from whatever background it has come out of. If the known is
an integral part of a triadic situation, it would not be accurate,
moreover, to say the patch refers back to its original context, since
things do not refer on their owni we make them, or take them, to
refer. .

As an emergent for Merleau~Fonty and Folanyi, the known is also
not an objiectivistiec "point” but a "gestalt." Both thinkers draw upon
Gestalt Fsychology from esarlier in our century and see the known, not
as an atomic point, but as a pattern, a configuration of parts seen
as a whole, that is itself a part or aspect of a larger whole, its
background. As Folanyl would say, we indwell the whole of what is
noticed, depending upen and tacitly integrating its parts into the
whole we notice as the orange pateh. Buch a patch has shape and
texture just the way a face contains the ingredients of eyes, nose,
chin. When we recoghnize a face, we do not see a point but a pattern,
a gestalt. Shapiro affirms our perspnal role in creatively shaping
the world we know. Isn’t configuring the known one element of this
*coconstituting®?

Among the important issues Bhapiro raises in his discussion of
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reflection is not only that there is a tacit background and that we
are creatively involved in making something conecious from it, but
How we become conscious of that which is not explicit. He says: "The
touchstone for a phenomenciogical method must be a reflective posture
through which I experience myself engaged in a particular phenomenon
while I am looking at myself so experiencing.” In fact he sees such
a "description of this methodologically critical way of euperiencing
reflectively” (p. 9) as the central contribution of his book.

The way he explains this is "that the structure of a particular
phenomenon is present prereflectively, in the living of that
phencmenon” (p. 167). I coconstitute this structure by participating
bodily in it. As a structure participated in prereflectively, it has
a bodily presence, which is the "aftermath® (p. 1% or "residue" of
the lived moment in which I had participated. The +first act of
reflection, he says, is to abstract that bodily presence, to recover
bodily that original embodiment (pp. 167-8), This abstracted
structure is not  an image, word, or concept, but an explicit bodily
presence, which can later become the basis for such articulation.
The act of reflection then acts upeon lived moments of the past,
entering again into the original embodiment and abstracting a
structure as bodily presence from it., He writes: “When I posit this
bodily sense as an object, it appears as &8 way my body was affected
in some prior engagement” (p. 14), It is then, he says, a ‘“virtual"
or potential rather than "“actual” enactment of the past moment.

A crucial issue here is whether structure tacitly known is the
same as that which is explicitly known. In an objectivistie ‘vein
Shapiron does not recognize any change. Yet such change is
fundamental to hoth Merleau—Ponty and Polanyi. The shift is from a
relatively indeterminate to a relatively determinate reality.
Perceptually the reality I am aware of in my periphery as I see
something is fuzzy. If I turn and focus on what had been at the
periphery, the phenomenon of my experience shifts from having been
relatively indeterminate to being relatively determinste, to what we
ordinarily call anp object. So also  for Folanyi, as far
Merleau-Fonty, to shift my gaze from the face to the eyes is to make
the eyes into a relatively determinate reality after they had heen
relatively indeterminate (See Foteat 1768). It is the mistake of
Cartesian objectivism to believe the ingredients of a gestalt, such
as eyes, or phenomena in the periphery were always objects, which I
simply had not attended to yet, rather than recognizing that every
known is actually a gestalt which I creatively shape as [ draw it
out. HNothing is a figure or "object® until I integrate it inte its
structural pattern, that is, until I (or we) see or think it.

Shapire is especially helpful in clarifying the thought of
Berrida and Lacan in contrast to his own. He shows that they helieve
that all meaning in experience is that of signifiers in a text.
Meaning in the uncenscious is thus a text of cbiective meaning. This
rules put tacit meaning and our creative involvement in  shaping
conscious meaning. Over against this Shapire argues that we
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participate in the original lived moment and coconstitute a tacit
structure. FBut following this important postcritical affirmation, he
relapses into objectivism: meaning is in no way altered as it is
brought from tacit to explicit awareness. While Shapiro differs from
Derrida and Lacan about the formation of meaning, they would seem to
agree from that point on that & structure known ih the bachkground is
unchanged when lifted {"abstracted”) into consciousness. For
Merleau-Fonty and Folanyi it changes significantly +$rom teing
relatively indeterminate te relatively determinate. Making something
explicit is itself a creative act that configures less formed
realities.

It is because the structure is unmodified that Shapiro speaks of
the meaning of speech as “referring” back to its implicit sense {(p.
40) . But Merleau—Fonty and FPolanyi make it clear that the meaning of
language as patterns of explicit meaning do not refer back to bodily
or tacit meaning, but rather carry them within it. Just as the
orange patch actually carries tacitly the bodily meaning of the rest
of the painting in it, so also words carry our bodily sense. That is
why Merleau-Fonty calls words articulate gestures,

Shapiro further exhibits objectivism in speaking of experience
as a "system" {(p. 12). While there are certainty structural aspects
of our erxperience which we can articulate, the lived world is an
ambiguous relatively formless context that can never be caught
exhaustively in structural understanding? As Mearleau—Ponty says:
"experience of a world [is] not understood as a system of relations
which wholly determine each event, but as an open totality the,
synthesis of which is inexhaustible" (Merleau-FPonty 1962, 219).
Correlative with this structural understanding of experience, Shapiro
defines the criterion of adequate phenomenclogical description as
precision. The criterion lies in '"the power of each explicaten
structure to evoke that and chly that feature and the degree to which
these structures explicated together refer to this and only this
phenamenon” (p. 19). Where explicit meaning is, however, in bearing,
rather than referring back te, tacit meaning, and where that tacit
meaning has a richness of connections for being relatively formless
that the euplicit structure does not show in being relatively
determinate, the criterton of adeguacy is more fruitfulness of
further understanding than precision of correspondence.

The reflective act for Shapiro always works on a past lived
moment. It is pot clear how reflection as he understands it is
different from embodied memory. Merleau-Fonty makes clear that the
act of perception is not an act of memory, since you have to see or
know a8 figure first before you can discern it has & relation to
something in youwr past. His attempt to make us conscicus of the
functioning of backgrounds in our perceiving and knowing begins with
an act of pegreeption not an act of remembering an act of perception.
He calls our attention to present tense experience because there the
triadic character of a lived situation is actual. All tooc easily, a
remembered figure appears as & deposit in our memory separable from
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both configuring self and its background. I+ it is seen as a figure
against a background, the background, as well as the figure, is seen
as an explicit phenomenon. Such an objectified context i= no longer
a2 lived background tut a focal figure. Yet Shapiro insists that
picking up such a remembered figure involves participating again in
the background of the original lived moment. But this recapitulates
the triadic structure in the act of memory: I participate in  the
present in the background of the past original lived moment and draw
out the remembered figure. In this act of memery the lived
background is the one I am living in the present as 1 grasp the
remembered figure. Locating the known in the past does not relieve
us of the difficulty of becoming aware of s lived backgraund.

If I have ohjectified the previous background of the rememsbered
object, to indwell both would require a different background from the
one originally inhabited, in which I first grasped the remembered
object - in the earlier present. 1§ we have ohjectified a previous
background, we can never irhabit it again as it was, because making
things into figures changes us and our context. In fact, regardless
of whether we have configured an earlier background, we can never
reinhabit an identical bachkground because that background is enriched
by the first drawing forth of a figure, and letting it subside back
intop it, which has altered relations within it and in us to it.
While there. is continuity in ouwr figuring and indwelling, our
experience from moment to moment is  genuinely temporal, that is,
metamorphic.

Merleau~Fonty speaks of "re—achieving a direct and primitive
contact with the world” by giving an account of aspects of “the world
as we ‘live’ them” (Merleau-Fonty 1962, vii)--not as we have lived
them. © He goes on to say: "Reflection does not withdraw from the
warld towards the unity of consciousness as the world's basis: it
steps back to, watch the forms of transcendence fly up like sparks
from a firey it slackens the intentienal threads which attach us to
the world and thus Bbrings them to our notice" (Merleau-Ponty 19462,
#iii). Reflection for Merleau-Fonty is this act of stepping back to
watch, this act of slackening the intentional threads in order to
notice them. It is part of Shapiro's importance that he draws our
attention to the fguestion of how we can "wateh” and "notice” figures
forming from a background, from tacit meaning running through the
background, caonnecting figure and background, and toursing through
our being . as we dwell within the world, Merleau-Fonty calls this
"radical reflection® because it goes beneath the Cartesian categories
of subject and object and catches them in the "act of forming”
(Merleaun-Ponty 1962, 21%). UWhile he does not for the most part talk
about subject and object, Bhapiro is saying that reflection catches a
figure "when it is being formed" (p. 121) bensath the objects of word
and image. But Merleau-Ponty is going bensath any figure through the
act of reflection——since you don't have a +#igure when it is formina,
since it isn’t a figure until it is formed——to the "I in its
fundamental temporality and to that “primoridal layer® of the world
a5 an "open totality” out of which "both things and ideas come into
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being" {Merleau—Fonty 1962, 219).

Now how is this done? EHoth Merleau-Fonty and Folanyi make it
vlear that to make something explicit is to change it from what it
was when “"known" tacitly or in the background. This means that to
focus on the tacit dimension or background is to change it from what
it is in ouw lived experience to an explicit figure. While Shapiro
speaks of "looking at myself"” as "I experience myself engaged in a
particular phenomenon,” we cannot in fact look at ourselves while we
are looking at something else. Merleau-Fonty puts it this way: "My
act of perception pccupies me, and occupies me sufficiently for me to
be unable, while I am actually perceiving the table, to perceive
myselt perceiving it" (Merleau-Fonty 19462, 238: his italics)
Ferhaps this is why Shapiro defines reflection as always dealing with
a lived moment of the past, but that simply puts the problem at one
remove hecause I still have to inhabit a background now as I remesber
a previpus event or abstract a certain figure from it. To forus on
the background of a past moment is to make it into a figure and thus
is to lose its quality as background, just as to ohjectify my present
background is to turn it into a Figure, which I can only do by
drawing it out of yet another tacit background that I  indwell at
present as I consider the first background made explicit.

What kind of knowing is it then that is involved in becoming
conscious of explicit figure and tacit baclkground? When attention is
called to a noise or color in the background, we realize in focusing
on it that we had already been aware ©of it even though we hadn't
noticed 1{t. Yet this is to realize what had been present in &
previous moment even though not consciously known. Isn’t there,
however, a kind of awareness that is conscious and yet not focal? As
I look at something, 1 can at the same time be aware of the periphery
of my visual field. To de so 1 continue te gaze at what I had been
focusing on but I lose the focus as I catch the fuzzy periphery out
of the corner of my eye. It does not have the determinateness of an
ohiect, of what it would be were [ to turn my gaze and focus on
something there. So alseo in thinking, artistic creating, and
relating to other people or creatures, we have a sense of a fullress
of meaning beyond and surrounding our particuelar words and  shapes
which we strive to articulate, to give form to. As Bhapiro reminds
us, Polanyi says: “"we know more than we can tell” {p. 41).

At one point Polanyi speaks of this kind of awareness as
"contemplation" (Folanyi 1938, 195-8). He writes: "A valid articulate
framework may be a theory, or a. mathematical discovery, or a
symphony. #hich ever it is, it will be used by dwelling in it, and

| this indwelling can be consciously experienced."” This occurs through

an act of "self-abandonment® and pouring oneself into frameworks
themselves that seeks “neither to observe nor  to handle them, but to
live in them." As observers “"we are guided by experience and pass
through experience without experiencing it in itself" (his italics).

Our conceptual frameworil is as it were a "screen" that keeps us aloof
from things. But "Contemplation dissolves the screen, stops our



movement through experience and pours us straight into experience; we
cease to bandle things and become immersed in  them. Contemplation
has no ulterior intention or ulterior meaning; in it we cease to deal
with thinge and become absorbed in the inherent quality of our

experience, for its opwn sake." We can say then that there is a
contemplative awareness that is conscious rather than tacit and ¢ yet
which is not focal. Through this we can know (although as & sense

not an ohiect) the presence of the tacit background in the present.
It is then through such & contemplative consciousness that we can
step back to "see" the slackened intentional threads of tacit
commitment that weave ws into being. So where Shapiro saps
reflection grasping an object beneath word and image as an
abstraction from a past original lived moment, Merieau-Fonty and
Folanyi, 1 am suggesting, see reflection or contemplation as
non—focal yet constious awareness of that out of which surh ohiects
emerge, that is, out of tacit backgrounds and the self’'s creative
involvement in them.

.

This is of course not the only way that Merleau-Fonty and
Folanyi seek to persuade us of backgrounds and tacit dimensions.
They not only describe what is geing on in  acts of perception  and
knowing, appealing to our own present tense experience, they provide
experimental data, argue by contrast {such as Merleauw-Fonty's
extended comparison of the brain damaged Schneider with normal
hehavior), describe what is involved in a creative enterprise (such
as  Folanyi's description of scientific discovery), and show the
limitations of the modern tradition since Descartes.

111. Ambivalence and Beyond

In  conclusion +to his book  Bhapireo gives an  interesting
psychological example of ambivalence to show how reflection
operates. . While focusing on one ohiect, =uch as completing the
writing of his book, he feels distracted by "the horizonal presence
of an unposited ambivalent object™ (p. 195), which is his desire to
spend time with his family., In ambivalence, he says, there is a pull
hetween two objects, one posited, focused on, and the other not
paosited but on the horizon of consciousness, presumably unconscious.
In contrast to the traditiopal view of ambivalence, that it iz a
"simultaneous attraction and repulsion from an obiect" (p. 177}, he
says there are two objects which are pulling us in two directions.

On the basis of the criticisms raised above 1 would suggest that
he is right to speak of a duality of .pulls but not of both pof them as
objects. Rather, that which iz on the horizen, because it is not yet

posited, is not yet am object but the potential for becoming such,

that is, for drawing our attention away from the cbject focused on to
it. It is not yet an object, but as Maine gardeners say about their
beans and corn before they. appear, they want to come=. The
distracting pull is then the possibility of a pattern forming  and
arerging into explicitness. In his autphiography Jung gives such a
good example of this early in his life when he felt the pressure to

29

think certain thoughts about Bod in relation to the church in Zurich.
He resisted because he sensed them to be unacceptable, yet he did not
know what they were hecause they had not yet taken form. Only when
he finally allowed the thoughts to come did they become _ubjects or
figures. FPefore that they were intentional threads running through
part of the background of his living that wanted to come. Such
experiences make it clear that a reality does not need to be an
ohject in order to exert considerable powsr over us.

fpart from this criticism Shapiro’s example of ambivalence has
rich possibilities for understanding the psyche. At the very end of
his book {(pp. 205-%), he sees the problem of ambivalence as one of
integrity and suggests a way of alternating "living-in" each pole of
the ambivalences. I can come to know each by trying each out. This
setes up a dialectic which changes myself. He says: "When 1 leave a
first camp to live in the second, I enter it in a different place
than where I ieft it. In this sense I learn that my exploration of
the first results in a change of site of the second." The other camp
or pole or worid 1is thus not set aside as simply possibilities not
actualired but is in fact woven into the way 1 live predominantly,
which enriches me. He speaks of this az & "spiral® which chasnges me,
opening new possibilities not present originally. He writes: "While
I must choose to live one world in actuality, the second is known in
and through it....Since its exploration as a possible world was part
of the way I came to know the world 1 chose, it is woven intoc the
fabric of that present world." This etrikes me as an immensely
fruitful image which if drawn out further would exhibit greater
significance of phenomenology for psychology. Isn’t  Shapire here
offering an image of the act of creativity, formation of
sel f-identity, and the ongoing integrative acts of
sel f~transformation that bears us forward in the process of personal
maturation—borne by our body's anchorage in the world?
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LETTERS TO THE EDITOR

TORRANCE ANSWERS PROSCH ON POLANYI'S CONVICTIONS ABOUT GOb

Dear Editor:

I was quite astonished to read the following sentences at the conclusion
of the review of Drusilla Scott: Everyman Révived:

"To the extent that Drusilla Scott leaves us with the impression that
Polanyl agreed - or did once agree - with her conviction that these things of
the mind, including God, exists independently of our thought, just as do the
realities investigated by our science, I believe she is wrong."

"But regardless of this error (one committed indeed by many religious

followers of Polanyl) I find Drusilla Scott's book to be captivating little
gem,"

1 fully agree with what Harry Prosch says about Drusilla Scott's lovely
book on Michael Polanyi's thought, but wish to say that it is not she but
Harry Prosch who is wrong, and very wrong indeed, about Michael Polanyi's con-
victions about God. After Michael read my book Theological Science in which I
argued at length for the scientific objectivity of our knowledge of God who
exists independently of our human concelving of him, he asked me to act as his
Literary Executor after he had died. After reading the publication of Meaning
under the name of Harry Prosch as well as his own, he was deeply disturbed, as
he felt his thought had been wrongly slanted.. He said that he would not like
to have his ideas baudlerised after his death.as had sometimes happened with
Einstein's ideas after his death. I was not very keer to undertake this duty,
as Y already had so much on my hands, but when he pressed me, 1 apgreed. Now
that T have read the false slant put on Michael's convictions about the inde-
pendent reality of God, I understand why Michael asked me of all people to do
this for him. Hence as his Literary Executor I take this opportunity to put
the record straight. There is no question at all about the fact that both
Michael and Magda believed in God in the way Lady Drusilla Scott has indicat+
ed. It 1s no service to the Truth for Haxry Prosch to slant Michael Polanyi's
convictions according to his own preconceptions.

Thomas F. Torrance
Professor Emeritis

of Christian Domatics,
Edinburgh University

BARKER QUESTIONS DRUSILLA SCOTT'S NARROW DEFINITION OF TRADITION IN SEX EDUCATION
Dear Editor:

Without presuming much about my own competence to comment en Drusilla Seott's
article on "Personal Knowledge and Sex Educatlon,” published in the Polanyi
Society Pericdical, I do want to accept your invitation to make az response.

I do so with considerable reservation because of the possibility of my not

being sufficiently generous in supposing the meaning of some rather key ideas
she sets forth.
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One of thoss ideds is the role of tradition, the "indwelling of a t¥adition,”
a central point-in the article. On the one hand, one certainly afﬁlrms the
importance of tradition as the reality within which an individual in every
culture dwells, lives, and grows. An individual does not exist aPart From
the tradition, but neither can the tradition be the totality wi?hln which one
lives and grows. The roots from the tradition do not predetermine totally
the formation of the body; other forces, strong and effective, also contri-
bute to the formation. Tradition itself is of a given point, the culmina-
tion of cultural phenomena and thus has more of a dynamic than a static
quality. The article seems to imply that there is something of a basic
essential, germinal characteristic resident in a tradition. I wonder how

far one can allow that assumption.

My comment places considerable weight on my own acknowledgement of the pufal*
istic pature of our own culture, a breeding-in of qualities and values ?hlch

do not rest easily together but rather remain in contention, even conflict.
Within Scott's line of thinking, what is our tradition with regard to abor—
tion? to homosexuality? to parenting? to the extended family? If I were

to teach my children, if I were a parent, my traditiens, how does this help

the child deal with the other traditions equally (or more) powerful within

our society? Or am I to conclude that the role of tradition is that of serv-
ing as the construct against which.the one I have taught must break in order

to construct what he or she considers right and good? So, tradition must be
handled carefully and be inclusive of the internal critiques which demonstrate
the dynamic that dwells within a particular tradition. More helpful perbaps. .
is attending to the diverse traditions within a given seciety that is puralistic
in nature and teaching how to think about those traditions as one works through
to a responsible decislon.

Mueh of what I have said about tradition applies also to the comment on
apptenticeship to "persons in whom the 1$grner places his confiqe?ce." In
principle, yes. But a good teacher doegAteach the student to, mimic and ape,
but rather shares experience and knowledge for the students own analysis

and individualized use. To speak of "good mothering' leaves one with an
awfully ijmportant question about the content of "good” and the values of the
person who is defining “good." That is rather a key term, in this context,
to be left begging.

With regard to sex education itself, certainly I resonate with the analysis

of the impact of the so—called scientific "6bjective," '"value-free' approach
to sex education. Indeed this approach leaves one with the assumed value of
the body as a machine and sex as a mechanical function of the machine - all

of which is dreadfully non~human. Again I am left without much understanding
of a rather central idea in the article - "the whole human meaning of sex,”

or "learning what it i8 to be a sexual being in the human mode."” Although I
think it is critically important to learn how a family is created and sustained,
the human value and meaning of family, equally 1f not more important for me is
understanding sex within the context of human sexuality - something I find
missing in the article. fTo reduce sexuality to genital sex seems to me the
great dis-service of our society and indeed leaves us with a focus on the re-
productive system and contraceptive practice. To ignore the uniqueness of the
sensuousness of touch and feeling and bodily closeness that is a part of the
total sexual experience is to reduce sex only to its most animalistic charact-
érigtic. 1In this regard, I wonder if Scott doesn't fall victim to her own
criticism of sex education.
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One further comment, that about the family. As 2 single person, single all of
my life, a natural question that I bring to any discussion about sex is whether
or not human sexuality is understood breadly to view all persons as sexual
beings. To speak of traditioms, of family, of marriage, of the body, all
appropriately belong in the discussion - as Margaret Mead's dwelling on “family
structure” and a way of living that should use fully the best pgifts of each
sex, working in harmony together. But to ignore the realm of sexuality that

is not related to procreation seems to me to leave an inexcusable void for

both marrieds and unmarrieds. Viewing the article whole, one does wonder if
tradition has not been viewed so narrowly as to eclipse the vaiue of some

good insights Scott had offered for discussion,

Verlyn L. Barker, Secretary

Higher Education Programs & Resources
Board For Homeland Ministries

United Church of Christ

From Contyivium

TRUTH AND THE FIDUCIARY MODE IM MICHAEL POLANYI'S PERSONAL KNOWLEDGE

I should like to put before readers of Convivium a difficulty I have
long had over Michael Polanyi's conception of truth in Personal Knowledge.
Polanyi was concerned, rightly., to attesck the notien that thinking, and
indeed ita testing, can be reduced to something purely objective, formal or
specifiable. There ias always the personal involvement of the thinker,
judging, probing., following clues in the penumbra of unapecified "tacit”
awareness which surrounds anything we are concentrating on in “focal”
awareness. Others have sald this kind of thing. but what is distinctive
about the way that Polanyl says it, besides him marvellous spread of
examples, im the central place he gives to personal commitment, It we
c¢annot rely on impersonal criteris as sufficient guides. there is po way of
evading the thinker'as own perxocnal judgment. So Polanyi'a "“flduciary mode"”
calls for any aasertion p to be understood ma "(I believe) p°. "I belleve"
is a personal act of commitment: it 1s not juat "I think" in the weak senae
of think, which often juat means "I am not sure”™., Commitment im- an act of
personal acceptance of a conviction, made with an orientstion towarda the
reality one is seeking to understand. and with opennesa towards sny clues
as to its nature. This is indeed how one meeks to know; it puts heuristica,
the nature of diecovery. into a central place, and it is =mignificant that
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Pnidn};"ottgn 1inks knowing with discovering. Indeed, his theory of
knowledge: could be called a "golng for® rather than a “got it view.

Tt My difficulty, however, fs what heppens to truth in this setting.
Here I shall chiefly be going on the chapters "The Logic of Affirmation”
and “Commitment” in Personal Knowledge. Polanyl says that to say that a
sentence {8 true ias to suthorize its assertion, and that to assert 1s to do
something. so that "truth becomes the rightness of an action” (p. 320)
"The functlion of the word 'true’ im to complete such utterances as 'p i=s
true', which are equivalent to an act of assent of the form "I batieve P
(p. 315). "The word 'true' does not deslgnate. then. a quality possessed
by the asentence p. but merely serves to make the phrase 'p is true' convey
that the person uttering it still believes B~ (p. 305).

These are only a selection of the pasmages where Polanyi mokes this
point, o we must take it as his considered view of what he meana by truth.
It goes with a rejection of the "correapondence® theory, {.e. that a
sentence is true {f it accords with the ectusl facts, or with reslity. Of
this he says "The ‘actual facts' are accredlted facts, as seen within the
comnitment situation, while subjective beliefs are the convictions accre-
diting these facts as meen non-commitally, by someone not sharing them"
(p. 304). Polanyl distinguishes "subjective”, an opinion one happens to
hold, or which can be ascribed to one by someone else, from personal com-
mitment, a view held by a person who tskes responsibility for asserting it.
He recognizes there is always a rlsk in commitment; we may be wrong., and we
have to come to change our commitment., But what thea happens to truth? The
p in "I beiieve p" was then true and becomes false when I come to say “(I
believe that) I no longer belleve p”. The truth and falsehood of p will
depend on what I assert in my different commitments, and will change with
them. To say that p is true is to vouch for my belfef in p: it 1is to make
a claim. But is this all that §s meant by {ts being true? We must remember
that there is no criterion outaide the commitment situstion to which 1 can
appeal to underwrite my endorsement. 50 the best we can do is to make a
¢laim to truth, and the claim may be misplaced (as Polanyl indeed recog-
nizes, though this does not lead him to modify his definition of truth).

I think the issue might hsve been clearer if he had spoken of “respon-
sible conviction” rather than "commitment® (as he mometimes does in later
writings where the word "commitment™ is less prominent). We can reasonably
hold convictions and tske responaibility for them, and yet acknowledge that
we might be mistaken. But to do this will mean holding fn some sense to a
view of truth as accordance with reality. however difficult it may be to
say just what this sccordance consists in. I think Polanyi realizes this
when he speaks of the need to be orlented towards reallty and responalve to
clues. But his concern to sttack impersonal objectivity leada him to raject
any view of truth as independent of our convictions. MHe is right to say
that any epptoach or fudgment We make about the truth of snything cannot be
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a matter of purely impersonal objectivity, but this need not lead to my
having to define truth as that which I personally and sincerely assert.

I am stremaing this because of the implicatiocns of this way of defin-
ing truth. Some philosophers have gone further, and spbken of the "redun-
dancy” notion of truth: to say "p is true” amounts to an emphatic way of
saying "p". Of this Polanyi says (p. 255n) "My re-definition of 'truth' is
reminiscent of Max Black's 'No truth theory" of truth {Language and Philo-
sophy Ithaca, Hew York 1949 pp. 104-105)", and he refers alsc to s view of
P.F. Strawson. "But the purpose of both these authorm im to eliminate the
problem arising from the definition of truth, and not to accredit the use
of ’truth' as part of an a-critical act of affirmation”. This brings him
neacecr to another, and tashionable, view, which recommends substituting the
notion of “warranted eesertibility” for that of truth. However, those who
apeak of "warranted sssertibility” are usually streasing reascns: Polanyi's
"warrant® is in the act of affirmation itself. Another contemporary view is
to epeak of truth as "consensus® arrived at after long conversation (Haber-
mas). All these views may something important, but I should want to say
that truth is something which can not be fidentified with affirmation. war-
rented assertibility (in view of the corrigible character of our warrants),
or convivial consensus. This means resisting substitutions for the old
faphioned notfon of truth as accordance with reality. and distinguishing
what may really be true from any claim we can make, however responsibiy and
sincerely.

I do not think that Polanyl would want in the end to deny this, but
the way he defines truth can give support to some who would deny it. Per-
haps the trouble is that there are two levels of commitment, which I do not
think he distinguishes explicitly. One is the underlying commitment which
he speaks of am "my calling” - my dedication te search for truth and to
declare my findinga. This 1s not reversible, The other is the commitment
to particular presuppositiona and views which one may come to hold in the
course of following this calling. Polanyl stresses our personal involvement
in these, but they sre nevertheless revermible, and he knows that they are.
But by not distingulshing these two Tevels of commitment., he can give
encourasgement to those who say that the view we tuke simply depends on what
set of presuppositions we choose to sdopt. The chief exponent of this is
Faul Feyerabend, and he sums it up ae “Anything goes". I note that Feyer-
abend's book Against Method was recommended in a cyclostyled number of
Convivium.

I shall add a postscript on how Polanyl’s work might look in the
context of contemporary philosophy. Philomophers are a mixed bag, and some
of their discussions may seem to be of interest only to others of their
sub-group. But there is a general recognition that there are different
approaches. When Polanyi was writing Personsl Knowledge the fashionable ap-
proach was the Logical Positivism of the Vienna circle, with its programme
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off-fmﬁéruﬁnﬂl and formalized ecifence and an empiriciem which tried to
extruds metaphysica. But even in the 1950s this was becoming no longer
domindnt. The two most influential philoaophers {n England at the time were
Wittgenatein and J.L. Rustin. Wittgenstefn's Philosophical Investigations
wgre'publinhed in 1953: here Wittgenatein brings out the wealth and range
of meanings of words vwhich certainly do not stand for clear and specified
idean. C.B. Daly in an article "Polanyi end Wittgenstein® in Intellect and
Hope: Esgays in the thought of Michael Polanyl (Duke University. North
Carolina, 1981) draws parallels between s number of Wittgenstein's key
remarks and ones in-Polanyl. Polanyl had resd Phllosophlcal Investigationa
{Personal Knowledge pp: 1k3-114), and briefly attacks it for claiming to
observe the usés ‘6f langudge rather than what language refers to. and he
says that thersby what Wittgensteln doea im "to contemplate and snalyse
reality, while denying the act of doing so”. This is to say that the book
contains impiicit metaphysics. and if Polanyi had gone on to einborate this
and bring out the metaphysics. it would have been a notable contribution to
the discussions that were going on. As it is, he dismisses Wittgensteln
(mistakenly., Daly says) as a “Nominalist”, i.e. one who thinks genersal
terms are merely names used for classifying. What Wittgenstein was doing
was to show the penumbra of meanings around these terms as they are used

and also to place their use within the way of 1life of a community. Under-
etanding iz seen neither as purely private., nor as something impersonal and
fully specifiable, but as the ability to learn and use a skill in communi-
cation with other people.

Ancther ¢ssay in this same volume. one by Ian Ramsey. compates Polanyi
and J.L. Austin. Pustin held that every aassertion had an "illocutionary”
force: one must ask what kind of act was being done by it - was it e.g. a
promlise, s claim to truth, an excume? And this implied there was a subject
making the speech act. Austin's How to do things with Words did nat come
out ti11 1962. but he was highly influential in the 1950s., Closer discue-
sion of Buch queations with contemporary philosophers might have helped to
clarify some of the difficulties in Polanyl views, for instance on objecti-
vity and reference, while it could have helped those philosophers to e
deeper apprecistion of what scientific thinking wam reelly like.

Nowadays there is considersble diversity among philosophers, and the
taboo on metaphysice has gone. There is a general repudiation of simple
kinds of empiriclsm, and "Foundationalism”, i.e. the view that knowledge
can be based on indubitable starting points, such as self-evident axioms
and clear end dlstinct sense data, The most impressive recent book I have
resd ls The View from Nowhere by Thomass Nagel (Oxford University Press
1986). This is a profound study of how subjectivity and objectivity inter-
penetrate in all kinds of thinking. “Subjectivity" is here used not in Po-
lanyl's reduced sense of & person's feelings and opinions as reported from
outgide, but ln something mote like his sense of the personal Involvement
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of the subject. Hagel ism concerned with the struggle, never fully resolved,
to enlarge the scope of objectivity within this ineacapably personal frame-

wvork, and he i{s alive to the tension as well as the tiduciary assurence
that this can produce.

So the questions Polanyl was concerned with in Personal Knowledge are
very much alive. It would be a pity if a stereotyped view of what philoso-
phers ere doing kept his admirers apart from them. You may think that in

saying this I am just defending my tribe. But love of one's tribe was some-

thing Polanyi underateod. And he once mald to me "Keep up your eriticism”.

I have tried here to follow his injunction on one or two points where I
tind difficulties. I have not dwelt on the many aspects of his work, much
as the view of tacit knowledge, for which I have great admiration.

D. BEmnet.

From Convivium

BOOK REVIEW

Harold P. Nebelsick, Circles of God:

Theology and Science from the Greeks
to Copernicus.

(Theology and Science at the Frontiers of Knowledge)
(Edinburgh: Scottish Academic Press, 1985) ISPN O 7073 0448 2.
xxviii + 284, Index. 16.00

A Theology don once confided that he Felt excluded from the entire
Aristotelian/Thomist/neo-Thomist world of thought simply because he could
not see why a circle was meant to be better “han a square. For those who

share this disebility, end for those who do not, Nebelsick's lateat book

will make fascinating reading. It is a story told on two levels., tracing

the influence of the notions of harmony end circularity--the 'circles of
God'--on our understanding of the universe while at the same time noting the
continual interplay, sometimes beneticial,
theology and science.

To the cesual observer the sun,

sometimes deleterious, between

moon and atars seem of courge to re-
volve around the motionleas earth in a perfectly circular movement. More
careful inspection. however. reveals that the same body may vary from time
to time in size snd brightness. as such variationg can only be explained by
their changing distance from the earth, their orbits cannot be perfect
circles, It is the attempts by man over two millennia to reconcile the
results of observation with the a priori demands of a theological ameathetic
which Nebelsick charts and does’ so--na Professor Torrance remarks in hias
introduciton--with the determination of a detective,

The concerns of the Pythagoreana were religious before they were

acientific, and mathematical before they were religious. The distances be-

tween the heavenly bodies wers decided on the basis of the progressions

found in geometry: the planets themselves and the intervals hbetween them

were presumed to hum in accordance with tonal progression in music. These

‘mysteries’ were the carefully guarded secrats of the Pythagorean priest-
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heod. . Two centuries later, Flato's Timasus pictured the “"”et';siz :19:0:;
‘aluting of the flat disc of the earth surrounded by & concen be tne time
o .imenge, transparent hat boxea on which. iere. £ixed the planets. . ioncentric
G ‘Fudoxus of Cnidom, the celestis] syatem had become a series ©

spheres around the earth. To . sccount for the orbits’ 'npp!:reel:‘th
uncircutarity, Eudorus assigned not: one but several such spheretsh e h;g
plenet. Aristotle increased the total number of spheres to 55, al fo.g:euur
ptopossl was based less:on observation than on the necessity o . o
movers becoming - increasingly moved according te their proximity to °
earth. A new: direction ‘was- taken by Aristarchus of Samos who put the sun a
the centre. of the univerae. This of course remained a minority view.

The definitive work of-classical astronomy, unrivailed unt:,,lﬂc‘:[’::::i"’
cus’ De Fevelutlonibug, was that. of Ptolemy. who combined the Py ;: s
belief “in the. universal relevance of mathematics with the Ariuto; ten
beue!.in celestial circularity-and terrestial linearity. He accaunte thcm
the apparently irregular. elliptical motion of the planets by placing e

i tred
on tha circumferences of smaller circlesm centred on larger circles cen

on e e'l‘ahrethl:.em:t1ol1 of Christian theologians to the sclence of antiquity--a
sclence which in turn owed much to Greek pagan theology for its development
~-was largely positive. Clement of Alexandria, Basil of Caesarea and Dl’.I;El:
major fathers embraced it and, wvia mythicisation at the hands otll’seue:t
plonysius the Areopagite. it found a firm place in the writings of the gr .
scholastics snd even in Dante's poetry. Even so blatantly maglcal a gr:lp
of bellets as Hermeticism could achieve respectability end consideraTh:
popularity in orthodox Christian circles during the Renaissance. orates
rancient theclogy' (so-called becauss it was deemed to be older than aith
combined Neopythagorean number mysticism and Neoplatonic world hatmony w o
the divine gnosis of Egyptian magic. It promoted the idea of a fixed u:ri‘
surrounded by concentric circles of ever greatex per!ectlon.. Irapl'emsn1 nz
the hierarchical chain of being. It linspired Nicholas of Cusa's geometrica
theology and, more impertantly. Nicholas Copernicus’ heliocentric cosmos. .

It is in his treatment of the Copernican revolutien that HNebelsic
himself is at his most revolutionary: Copernicus, he argues, was no linely.
reluctant rebel Fearful of the church's censure. no hera of modern sclence.
but & tireless publicist of his own ideas who attracted the support of Fum:n
Catholic and Protestant alike and who was probably influenced \:y Hermetic
heliocentricism during his time et the university of Bologna. WhethErt:r
not Copernicus, like the ancient Pythegoreans, turned his thoughta to f
heavens because their beauty and order were reflective of divinity. he :::h
tainly saw beauty and order there and attempted to fashion a system w1 "
would do these qualities justice.' (218) In Nebelpick's opinien, Cope;n cu
broke ne genuinely new ground because his system still retsined, witl rso::
slight adjustments. the divinely-given circles, It was only when K:p : ,‘cs
the basis of observation, squashed the circles into ellipses that pl ys‘
could finally break free of its metaphysicat pre-conditions.
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Circles of God relates the well-Known story of how the development of
wodern science suffered at the hands of an Aristotelian-inspired theclogy
and its dogged proponents . But it slso shows that science could not have
developed at all without the impetus of theology. Nebelslck argues that
Llieclogy end science are at their best in a complementary and mutually cor-
rective 'dialogue’: this is., he assures us, not the same as the medieval
‘syntheasis’', which was in fact no synthesis but a bundle of contradictions
held together by the dominance of one discipline over another.

The centrsl thesis of the book is the principle pioneered by Tor=-
rance. that pature has its own rationality imparted by the God on whom it is
contingent; alien, precelived patterns need not., end should not be, imposed
upon it. The difficulty this thesis encounters is that nature's 'divine’
rationality may he no more thasn a human pre-conception. It may be that the
beauty., symmetry and rightnees of the new physica are the modern, transitory
equivalents of celestial circularity. Perhaps there is no final selution to
thim problem, Nnhalmich himmalf rejects tha opinion of Andreas Oninnder
(the Lutheran mininter, mystic. patron of sclence and in-law of Thomas
Crenmer) who believed in the velue of hypotheses which accounted for the
evidence, even if they eventually turned out to be untrue. A continual
process of self and mutual correction may well prevent us, as Osiander put
it. from looking fools to later generations, and lead us nearer the truth,
where all diasciplines meet,

David Bagchi
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