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Preface

Thesignificanceof Michael Polanyi’ swork certainly doesnot depend uponthe
regularity of the publication of this periodica. In spite of our delays, the Centennial
Celebrations have developed. The Kent State Conference, which will be reported in a
later edition, wasamajor international forum. Celebrationsaretaking placein Hungary,
Great Britain, and acrossthe United States. Sofar dependent uponavery low budget and
voluntary labor, ThePolanyi Society and Tradition & Discovery havestruggled, but they
are continuing. Conditions are now occurring that will facilitate a schedule of regular
publication and even improvement of our process. At the Kent State meeting, The
Polanyi Society members there voted to double our dues beginning with the issue
following this one, Fall of 1991. Phil Mullins will be the general editor of TAD and
Walter Gulick istaking over as editor of book reviews. Inthe meantime, we appreciate
your faith and patience.

Richard Gelwick, General Coordinator
May, 1991

Withthisissue, TAD isentering anew phase. Inthelast two years, there have
been many complications that have hampered production; we owe the survival of the
journal to thetenacity of Richard Gelwick. | trust that such difficult timesare now past.

We have taken the bold step of turning over much of the production of TAD
to Kash Literary Enterprises who can consolidate, with desktop publishing software,
much of the work of putting together an issue. This move should regularize the
emergence of TAD (we are shooting for two and perhaps three issues a year).

Rather than play thegame of i ssuing numberswith back dates, weareupdating
the numbering scheme. ThisisVolumeXVIl, Numbers1and 2, 1990-1991 whichisthe
immediate successor of Volume XV, Number 2, 1988-89. Asyou can aready see, the
appearance of the journal is much improved with computerization. Contributors now
need to submit electronic copy (see*“ Submission for Publication” notein thisissue); we
arewilling to work with persons on whom thisimposes a specia hardship. |nupcoming
issues, we will be taking further steps to professionalize TAD. We hope to have TAD
indexedinseveral Humanitiesindices, wearegettingaL ibrary of Congressidentification
number.

InthisissueisaPolanyi Society membership form. Since there were difficul-
tiesissuing TAD, no effort hasbeen madein two yearsto collect renewal's, although some
folk have generously paid up. Asnoted above, at the April 1991 Kent State University
conference on Polanyi, The Polanyi Society held a meeting; those present voted to
increase the annual dues from $10/year to $20/year. Although thisisa100% increase,
there has been no increase in dues in ten years. The $20 rate should alow the
improvementsin TAD described above.

Membership dues should be paid every September. Please support the effort
to make The Polanyi Society more visible by encouraging othersinterested in Polanyi’s
thought to become Society members.



NEWSAND NOTES

The Kent State Centennial Celebration
“From Polanyi tothe21st Century” wasan outstand-
ing success. Over 130 persons attended as full
participants. The program of eight plenary ad-
dresses and 67 refereed papers produced an “ind-
welling” rareinour lifetime. ToRaymond Wilkin,
hisfaculty colleagues, and hisgraduate students, go
our highest regardsand deep thanksfor an event that
will have along rangeimpact. The proceedings of
the meeting will be summarized in the next issue of
TAD. Editing of papersisnow beginning for publi-
cation of the proceedings of the meeting.

TheMichael Polanyi Liberal Philosophical
Association in Budapest, Hungary invites you to
participate in the Centennial Memorial Meeting
On Michael Polanyi to be held on August 24-25,
1991. The official language of the conferenceisin
English. The Polanyi Centennial Meeting will be
held at the Friedrich Naumann Foundation, Budapest
V1. Gorkij fasor 45. Theregistration feeis $190.00
(includes accomodation, reception, and Book of
Abstracts). In order to reserve accomodations,
acceptancesare needed immediately. Proposalsare
tobesubmittedinquadruplicatewiththecover sheet
identifying the author, address, and institutional
affiliation. The deadline is passed, but they have
accepted late applications this May. It'sworth the
try. Proposals are to be sent to: Michael Polanyi
Liberal Philosophical Association, 1111
Muegyetemi rkp.3.K.1. 59 Hungary (Dr. EvaGabor
or Gabriella Ujlaki). Telephone: (361) 1665 981.
Telefax: (361) 1665 981. (WhenyouFAX, you have
to call them and tell them you want to send aFAX,
then they turn on their machine.)

The Center for Ethics and Social Policy,
The Center For Theology and the Natural Sciences,
The Center for Arts, Religion and Education, and
the Marjorie Casebier McCoy Fund For Religion

and Art (all of The Graduate Theological Unionand
the Pacific School of Religionin Berkeley, Califor-
nia) with the encouragement of the Polanyi Society
sponsored aCentennia Conferenceon” The Thought
of Michagl Polanyi” March 15 16, 1991. Melvin
Calvin, Nobel Laureate and post-doctoral student
of Polanyi, spoke at the banquet on “Memoaries of
Polanyi at Manchester.” Phil Mullins, Missouri
Western State College, spokeon “ Polanyi and Art,”
CharlesS.McCoy, GTU and PSR, on* Post-Ciritical
Reflectionsfor Ethics,” Robert John Russell, GTU,
on “Polanyi’s Contributions to Theology and Sci-
ence,” and Benjamin A. Reist, San Francisco
Theological Seminary, on*“Polanyi and Hermeneu-
tics” Persons interested in these presentations
should contact Prof. Charles S. McCoy, PSR, 1798
Scenic Ave, Berkeley, CA 94709. Telephone: 415/
848-0528.

The Gospel And Our Culture, a newsletter
published in response to a concern of the British
Council of Churches, is a new forum dealing with
the problems of faith and ethics in a
“post-Enlightenment culture.” Inspired by Bishop
Lesslie Newbigin'abook, The Other Sde Of 1984:
Questions For The Churches, the newdl etter often
employs a Polanyian analysis and prescription for
our age. Bishop Newbigin wrote to the Polanyi
Society: “I hopeyou will find this of interest. The
whole programe owes a great deal to Polanyi.”
Having read several issues, | concur and recommend
subscription to it.

Writeto: The Gospel And Our Culture, Rev. Dr.
H.D. Beeby, c¢/o The Selly Oak Colleges, Bristol
Rd., Birmingham B29 6L Q. Thecostisfivepounds
sterling. Send in sterling money order or add the
equivalent of 4.50 sterling to cover bank charges.

Andy F. Sanders' Michael Polanyi’'s
Post-critical Epistemology has a very favorable
3



review by Walter Gulick in Canadian Philosophi-
cal Reviews [X:8 (August, 1989), pp. 330-333.
Sanderswork is seen asvery important in interpret-
ing Polanyi’ swork to contemporary analytical phi-
losophers.

David W. Rutledge, Polanyi Society member who
did hisdissertationon Polanyi at RiceandisPofessor
of Religion at Furman University, gave the 1990
Rockwell Lectures at Rice University on “Humans
and Planet Earth: Networks of Mutuality.”

Phil Mullins continues to organize excel-
lent sessionsfor ThePolanyi Society meetingsat the
annual American Academy of Religion. Mesetingin
New Orleans, Nov. 17, 1990, Vincent Colapietro,
Fordham University, presented “Lonergan and
Polanyi: The Critical Appropriation of Intellectual
Traditions.” Colapietro examined the “delicate”
way that Polanyi and L onergantreat “ the precarious
authority of any particular tradition” asit plays its
rolein critical humaninquiry. Colapietroevoked a
lively discussion as he explored the problem of
critical openness in “the dialectic of fidelity and
truth.” John Apczynski, St. Bonaventure Univer-
sity, responded. Ira Peak, Jr., University of Ne-
vada, Las Vegas, presented “Dworkin and Hart on
"TheLaw': A Polanyian Reconsideration.” Bruce
Haddox, Simpson College, responded. Peak ar-
gued for away to reconcile the difference between
“the rules approach” of Hart and “the legal prin-
ciples approach” of Dworkin by using Polanyi’s
model of universal intent which allowsfor decision
making that is both “contextual” and “ objective.”

The next meetings of The Polanyi Society
at the AAR will be in Kansas City, Missouri, Nov.
22,1991, Friday afternoon and evening, and Nov.
23, Saturday morning. Becausethisyear isaspecial
centennia year, two gatherings in addition to the
regular opening day AAR pre-session meeting have
been arranged. Richard Gelwick has organized a
joint meeting on Friday afternoon at 2:00 p.m. with
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the Paul Tillich Society; the location (for all three
meetings) will be published in the AAR Annual
Meeting Program. The topic of the Tillich
Society-Polanyi Society meeting is: “The
Polanyi-Tillich Dialogue of 1962" discussing the
meeting and correspondence of Polanyi and Tillich
in Berkeley. Richard Gelwick, Charles McCoy,
and Durwood Foster, who were involved in the
dialogue, will present papers. On Friday evening,
November 22, 1991, therewill aPolanyi Centennial
Banquet tentatively scheduled for the Allis Plaza
Hotel in Turner B. A panel discussion is being
arranged for the banquet on the theme “the tacit
victory and the unfinished agenda.” The regular
Saturday morning AAR Polanyi meeting (9a.m. to
12 noon, November 23, 1991, tentatively scheduled
for McShann A in the Allis Plaza) will include two
papers (“ Critical and Post-Critical Objectivity” by
Ron Hall and “Immanental Principle and Personal
Transcendence: Polanyi’s Teleology of Progress’
by Phil Rolnick) available by late October from
Phil Mullinsfor $5. An additional mailing provid-
ing further details about the AAR Polanyi meetings
will go out in early Fall; if you are not on the
AAR-Polanyi Society mailing list and wish to be,
contact Phil Mullins (MWSC, St. Joseph, MO
64507).

Will Kyselka has written An Ocean In
Mind, the story of his adventure in retracing an
ancient sailing route in the south Pacific ocean. He
claims in the introduction that one of the motives
that i nspired himwasthethought of Michael Polanyi
and his understanding of tacit knowing in the pro-
cessof discovery. Thebook ispublished by Pacific
Books, 124 Forest Ridge Way, Honolulu, Hawaii
96822.

Allen Dyer and Richard Gelwick are col-
laborating to hold a centennial celebration of
Polanyi’ swork in New England. They aretrying to
arrangean early November meeting. Annoucements
will be sent as soon as time and place are definite.



Robin Hodgkin, R. T. Allen, and other
members of the Convivium Group in Great Britain
are also planning to announce a centennia obser-
vance during the centennial year, March 11, 1991 -
1992.

Walter Thorson, University of Alberta, on
April 19, 1991, gave alecture on Michael Polanyi’s
centennial at The Center For Theological Inquiry at
Princeton Theological Seminary.

R. T. Allen’s new book, Thinkers Of Our
Time: Michael Polanyi, was recently published by
The Claridge Pressin London and is also available
from The Claridge Press, Box 420, Lexington, GA
30648. In eighty pages, Allen gives a substantial
overview of Polanyi’s thought. This concise yet
solid introduction will be useful to all who teach or
wish to inform others about Polanyi’s ideas.

Richard Gelwick
General Coordinator



Polanyian Per spectives on the Teaching of
Literature and Composition

(Transcript of an MLA Special Session, New Orleans, December 1988)
Introduction:
M. Elizabeth Wallace

We may not have Polanyi’ sblessing on what weare up to heretoday. Oneof our panelists, Sam Watson, told astory
yesterday about Polanyi’ scomplaint when visiting an American university: “ Y ou areall discussing my thoughtsand
my books-- that’ swrong; you should be looking at, talking about, other things, focusing on other thingsyou want to
explore.”

Whilel understand Polanyi’ scomplaint--inasense, thegreatest compliment wecan pay hiswork istoreturnwith new
energy and commitment to our individual explorations, our callings--often | amstruck with how much my studentsneed
to confront Polanyi’ sideas before they are even able to truly look at or talk about or focus on other things.

Their confused ideas about what knowledge isand how they know things--and why they know things--prevent their
seeing and knowing, result in paralysis or fruitless, directionless activity. For instance, my own reading of Polanyi
helped meto seeclearly for thefirst timeessential contrasts between ThomasHardy and D. H. Lawrence, the authors
| focused onin my doctoral dissertation. Hardy, who wasboth impressed and depressed by Darwin’ sfindingsand by
thedictates of positivist theories of knowledgeinthelate 19th century, created acharacter in Judethe Obscurewhose
life'sambition wasto attend Oxford University and whoselife' stragedy was hisinability to get in. Inan attempt to
convince usthat Jude’ stragedy was aloss for al humanity aswell, Hardy has Jude lament near the end of the book
that therewasonly onething hewould havebeenabletodowell inhislife-- “1 could accumul ateideasand impart them
to others’ (Part VI--Ch. 10, 317).

Lawrence, in a sense rewriting Jude, allows the heroine of The Rainbow, Ursula, to attend university, eager to hear
“the echo of learning pulsing back to the source of the mystery” (Ch. XV, 404). But eventually disillusioned with
academia, finding only mechanistic views of life and thought from her professors, Ursula Brangwen leaves the
university and sets out to “create a new knowledge of Eternity in the flux of Time” (Ch. XV1, 456).

The contrast between Hardy and L awrence’ s theories of knowledge-- how knowledge is discovered and/or created
and transmitted--became essential to my understanding of the differences between these two writers, aswell astheir
profound affinities. And | could never have seen that aspect of their work without Polanyi’ s achievement behind me.

How could ascientist, first amedical doctor in hisnative Hungary, then professor of physical chemistry at University
of Manchester in England, finally aphil osopher of science, help meseethework of ThomasHardy andD. H. Lawrence



asif for thefirst time? By constructing an alternative ideal of knowledge, arguing that science would long ago have
destroyed itself if it indeed proceeded by the strict, detached, objective, impersonal, explicit rules we assumed it
proceeded by. His goa in Personal Knowledge (reference hereafter abbreviated as PK), his magjor work (first
published in 1958), was to examine closely how scientists actually worked and to show that

into every act of knowing thereentersapassi onate contribution of theperson knowingwhatisbeing
known, andthat thiscoefficientisno mereimperfectionbut avital component of hisknowledge. (PK
Xiv)

Without it, all knowledge would be impossible.

His painstaking and compelling examination of the bodily roots of al knowing, of apprenticeship and
temporary submission to amaster (or mistress), of al knowing asaskill, of the necessity of indwelling and passion
and commitment, of the tacit knowing that underlies and supports al explicit knowledge, of the relations between
thought and speech, tradition and discovery, doubt and belief, the sciences and the humanities--all strengthen, rather
than shake, our confidenceintheablity of scientists--indeed, scholarsin any discipline--to competently test and verify
their insights, to state them precisely, and to persuade their colleagues of the truth of those insights and their bearing
onredity.

Yet, in saying that, | realize that my reading of Polanyi has redefined all these words--words like “test,”
“verify,” “precision,” “ colleagues,” “truth,” “reality.” Forinstance,inPolanyi’ sworld,amindismorereal thanastone
becauseit is capable of revealing itself in more surprising and unpredictable ways.

| suspect that our four panelists today will shortly be convincing proof of that Polanyian insight as they
contemplatethewaysPolanyi’ sthought hasinfluenced their teaching, influencesPolanyi himself woul d not havebeen
ableto predict.

Peter Elbow

It'satreat to talk about Polanyi. | read Polanyi along time ago, in the early seventies. | knew then that it
made a big dent on me, but | let it fade. Looking back on it recently, I'm indeed embarrassed at how deeply | had
internalized and perhaps not credited histhinking.

| wanttolook at several quotations, threeimportant themesin Polanyi, and talk about how they relateto some
of my practicesin teaching.

(1) On page 71 of Personal Knowledge Polanyi writes:

If everywhere it is the inarticulate which has the last word, unspoken and yet decisive, then a
corresponding abridgement of the status of spoken truth itself is inevitable. The ideal of an
impersonally detached truth would have to be reinterpreted, to allow for the inherently personal
character of the act by which truth is declared.



I’'mfocusing here on theword “inarticulate.” Thefamousword in Polanyi’ swork, of course, is“tacit” (cf.
TheTacit Dimension), but | loveitthat healsoinsistsontheword “inarticulate.” | feel ofteninarticul ate, and Polanyi
is getting at the fact that what we can say rests on afoundation of what we can’t say. Hetalksat length in Chapters
4and 5 of Personal Knowledgeabout the paradox that what humans achieve through language actually restson aroot
ability that we share with animals and infants--the root ability to simply match asign or symbol with an experience.
Polanyi’ sthought here connectswith what Eugene Gendlin and SondraPerl talk about inexploring “felt sense.” They
point out that if | say something and then you ask me, “Isthat what you really meant to say?’ (or if | ask myself that
guestionafter writing apassage), theinterestingfactisthat | cangiveananswer. | can sensewhether thesewordsmatch
something. This obvious experience has profound implications. What isthe source of that answer? How isit that |
can know whether these words are right?

Asteachers of writing, we often run into students who say, “1 know what | want to say but | just can’t find
thewords.” Weoftenreply, “If youcan'tsay it, youdon'tknowit.” It'sahandy thingto say to students. ButI’mmore
and moreinterestedinthat naughty sentence--" | know what | want to say but | can’tfindthewords.” Polanyi isinviting
ustotakeit seriously. Perhapsit’ susedinanaughty way sometimes, but it’ simportant toremember the Pol anyi dictum
that we know more than we can say. Once| start taking that seriously, alot of thingsfollow.

Tobepersonal, | foundthat | couldn’t functionwell, especially in an academicworld, tothe extent that | took
serioudly thefirst dictum: “If you can't say it, if you can’t put it into words, you don’'t know it.” That dictum simply
knocked me out asafunctioning personintheacademy. Asl’vegradually begunto function better, I’ verealized that
it comesfrom being willing to dignify and take serioudly thefecundity of theinarticulate, to trust that my grunting and
my fishing around areinfact getting at something. Only when| dothat, both for myself and for my students, do| sense
I’m getting progress.

Polanyi wants us to honor and develop and dignify the inarticulate. Gendlin and Perl have developed a
teaching practicethat trains peoplewhen they put out wordsto stop for aminute and say, “Wait, isthat what | wanted
tosay?’ EugeneGendlin’ swork, focusing onthebodily dimensionsof that question (which of coursefitsPolanyi too),
suggests for writers areflective routine like the following: “ Pause for amoment. Y ou just said or wrote something.
What’ syour felt sense of what you'retrying to get at? Do these words match it or not match it? And wherein your
body do you experiencethisfelt sense?’ Thispractice helpsusmovecloser to what wewant to say. Andwecanlearn
tobebetter atit. Oneof thecharacteristicsof peoplewhowritebadly isthat they sail al ongwritingwithout ever stopping
to ask, “Wait aminute, what am | really trying to get at?’ Such writers never practice articulating the felt sense.

A related teaching practice isfreewriting, writing out of inarticulateness, writing when you don’t yet know
what you want to say and trusting it--plunging into the unknown. The practice of freewriting follows from this
Polanyian insight about the priority and fecundity of the inarticulate.

Reading out loud--whether it's a text we've written or something we' re studying--has become another
important part of my teaching. | want to call reading out loud “araid on theinarticulate.” It’san enormous source
of wisdom. | oftensay, “ L et’ sstoptalking about thetext for awhile, let’ sjust readit outloud.” Newinsightandwisdom
comefromtheindwelling inthetext. In short, we know more than we can say. Going with that insight carriesmea
long way.



(2) Another theme. On page 59 of Personal Knowledge, Polanyi writes:

Wepour ourselvesout into [ our tool s| and assimilatethem aspartsof our own existence. Weaccept
them existentially by dwellinginthem. . . .. Our subsidiary awareness of tools and probes can be
regarded now asthe act of making them form apart of our own body. Theway we use ahammer
or ablind man uses his stick, showsin fact that in both cases we shift outwards the points at which
we make contact with the things that we observe as objects outside ourselves.

We put our focus outward to the end of the cane or the end of the hammer. Polanyi continues:

Whilewerely on atool or aprobe, these are not handled as external objects. We may test the tool
for itseffectivenessor the probefor itssuitability, e.g. in discovering the hidden detail s of acavity,
but the tool and the probe can never liein thefield of these operations; they remain necessarily on
our side of it, forming part of ourselves, the operating persons.

Then hemakes one moreturninto the next paragraph: “Hammersand probes can bereplaced by intellectual
tools.” Thatis, weusewordsand language astoolsinthesameway. | takethe hammer, | takethe cane, andinasense
| pour my body out into theend of thething so | don’t feel like ' m touching the hammer or the cane but rather the nail
or the street. | do the same self-pouring into language. This seems a potent, pregnant theme in Polanyi; I’ m struck
inretrospect withhow much| got fromitand how itinformswhat | do. Againthesamesimpleteaching practicesgrow
fromit.

*Reading out loud: pouring yourself into the text, pausing for awhile before talking, not putting so much
emphasis on analysis, but making the text part of yourself.

*Freewriting: pouring yourself into the act of writing, indwelling in the tool.

eInvisible writing: turning off the computer screen and writing when you can’t even see your words.

Polanyi observes that if we think too much about the words while we're reading, we lose the meaning.
Similarly, if | think about writing as|’mwriting, | can nolonger focus onthe meaning. Freewritingisan exercisein
not focusing on the writing act itself. Invisible writing, which Sheridan Blau recommends, forces you to put your
attention on your meaning and not on the writing.

I’'vehad asenseinthelast year, as| moved out of anadministrativejobintoafull-timeteachingjob, of pouring
myself moreinto my teaching. Somehow | just wanted and needed to take it more seriously. Asl’ve done that and
tried to figure out what it is I’ ve been doing, | have a sense that I’ ve been putting myself into it more, being in the
classroom more, being more present there. 1t salittle scary; and it's made me realize why | hadn’t been doing that
so much before. I'mtalking metaphorically here, necessarily, but it doesfeel like some kind of pouring of one' s self
into the activity.

(3) Very quickly, let mejust call attention to athird theme.

A child could never learn to speak if it assumed that the words which are used in its hearing are
meaningless; or evenif it assumed that five out of tenwords so used aremeaningless. Andsimilarly

9



no one can become a scientist unless he presumes that the scientific doctrine and method are
fundamentally sound and that their ultimate premises can be unquestioningly accepted. We have
here an instance of the process described epigrammatically by the Christian Church Fathersinthe
words: fides quaerensintellectum, faith in search of understanding. | believein order that | may
understand. (Science, Faith and Society 45)

The Polanyian phrase is “fiduciary transaction,” which suggests the act of belief that’'s necessary, that
underliesany act of knowing. | citePolanyi inmy “Doubting and Believing” essay (Embracing Contraries253-300),
but | see now that merely citing him doesn’t do justice to the degree to which | had simply internalized his point and
was essentially borrowingit. Andthe“fiduciary transaction” iscentral to my teaching. When | writeand when | try
to help my students write, the necessary thing isthe act of trusting it, the act of believing it. Freewriting isan act of
believing that meaning will come.

Further, aform of feedback that’ suseful isto ask readerstobelievewhat you’ vewritten. Wethink of feedback
as criticism, but often when | put out atext | want to say to somebody (and | encourage my students to do thistoo),
“Don’tgivemeany criticismyet, pretend that everything I’ vewrittenistruehereand bemy ally, seeit better, giveme
more evidence, helpmeout.” And of course, reading out loud isan act of believing thetext. How can | read thistext
(thisquestionisespecially useful inreadingahardtext) in suchaway that it makessense? Simply tryingtoget different
studentsin aclassroom to read the text so it makes senseisan act of having toindwell or believe in the text and take
it serioudly.

L ouise Wetherbee Phelps

Thisis my battered copy of Personal Knowledge, and when | was asked to speak here | really had to think
very hard about how Polanyi hasinfluenced my teaching because histhought hascompl etely disappearedintomy tacit
knowledge. | don't think very much about it analytically--1 just useit. | looked in the book and found that the date
| had writteninitwhen | got it was 1976, which | think meansthat it was Sam Watson who introduced meto it at the
seminar wherel first met Sam. 1’ m not aPolanyi scholar, but Polanyi ispart of my personal tacit tradition of seminal
thinkers. | wasfortunate enough to construct recently in my basement some library stacks, and one of those shelves
isreservedfor thepeoplethat | gotothemost often. They’ renot putinany content category. They’ rejust peoplewhose
work | need, oftenwhen |’ mwriting, usually to recover something sodeeply internalizedthat I’ m not surewherel read
it. That'swhere my copy of Personal Knowledgeis. | think Polanyi would approve.

I’m not presently teaching undergraduates and haven’t been for acouple of years because I’ ve been trying
to create awriting program at Syracuse. |’ ve been doing curriculum devel opment, working with othersto design a
four-year sequence of writing courses, and teaching the teachers of the writing program, who went through an abrupt
and difficult transition from what had been to anew program. Thisfall I’ ve been teaching a class of new teaching
assistants and trying to help teachersin the program build a sense of intellectual community.
| looked at our curriculum documents, my own writings about the program, the things we’ ve been doing in what we
call the“writingstudios,” eventhethingswe' rearguing about, and | found | couldtrace Polanyi’ sideasand, evenmore
deeply, hisethics. Even though Polanyi was not directly cited in most of these documents and papers, | often found
that | had cited people who drew on hiswork. Let me give some examples of how heturned up in three of the things
we' ve been doing:
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(1) teaching writing as a skill to undergraduates,
(2) teaching teaching as a skill to graduate students,
(3) building intellectual community in awriting program.

| don’twant to sentimentalize hisinfluence--areal danger intalking about theinfluencesof profoundthinkers
onafieldaseclecticasours--so | will try to point out how using Polanyi’ sideasin each of theseareasentailsproblems.
Polanyi doesnot offer pat answersto these problems, althoughin some casesthey areconflictsor tensionsthat hisown
work dealswith thematically.

(1) Thefirst exampleisthenotion of skill. Thewriting studios are organized around theidea of writing as
atool. Wethink of ourselvesasteaching an activity, asinan art studio. Weneed aconcept of skill; but eachtimeyou
usetheword, everyone objects because they associateit with the debased idea of askill asmechanicsandrules. I've
been arguing that we need to reclaim the notion of skill for writing, and | just finished writing a paper called “When
‘Basic Skills' Are Really Basic and Really Skilled.” (Inthat paper | cited someone else, but when | went back and
looked, infact that person--JeromeBruner--had cited Polanyi.) | decidedtotakehead-onthepolitical pressureat many
universitiesto teach basic skillsand say, “ Sure, weteach basic skillsand here’ swhat that meansand it doesn’t mean
something reductive.” | drew on Bruner’ s Polanyian concept of skill, which connectsto theideaof toolsthat extend
themind. | related language as a personal skill to a set of practices or classroom activities by which it is taught and
learned in use.

Oneof my concernsin the essay washow to talk to new teachers about what we' redoing; we' retrying to get
them to teach inventively and critically from the day they walk in the door. Many are teaching assistantsin masters
programsand are only there ayear or two; we' re asking alot when we have them start by inventing asyllabus asthey
come in. What could | tell them that would help them? | named ten basic “skills,” by which | meant kinds of
instrumental knowledge that we teach, ways of doing thingswith your mind and with language. For each, to makeit
concreteand teachable, | listed specific studio practices--activitieswe engage studentsin that represent the objective
correlate of the skill and that are therefore ways of learning intellectual skills by doing them. From this perspective,
reading and writingandtalk all became skill sbecausethey wereinstrumental to other intell ectual and social purposes.

But here are some of the problemswe discovered in thinking thisway. First, sincewe also thematizein our
studios the idea of critical thought (we call it “reflection”), there’ s a tension between the tacit skill--grammar, for
instance--that you use as an instrument for some other purpose and the emphasis on reflection, trying to make what
is normally tacit focal, trying to become self-conscious about what is highly unspecifiable, in order to gain better
control over it. We are concerned about destructive analysis. When does it become right to move into formal
statements about skillsthat are strongest when they’ releft tacit? Whenisit right to stay with theintuitive? And how
do you get back once you' ve gone out there and made the informal formal, the inarticul ate articulate? How do you
get back to using language like an instrument?

Another problem isthe wholeissue of critical thinking, which isinterpreted by most students and teachers
asthe exercise of doubt. But Polanyi says that the tacit is a-critical and that learning a skill requires submission to
authority (PK 264,53). How compatible is this with teaching critical thinking? There is a conflict in the teachers
betweentheir desiretoteachin aFreirean mode of empowerment, encouraging acritical attitudetoward authority, and
their recognition of students’ need for the authoritative tradition that makestacit learning possible. Polanyi writes,
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“The society which wantsto preserveafund of personal knowledge must submit to tradition” (PK 53), andin essence
awriting program is asociety that is trying to communicate a teaching tradition.

Evenwhenyou doredefine“skill,” another problemisthat skillsor waysof doing thingsaredevaluedinthe
academy infavor of explicitformalizedknowledge. Andteachers, especially graduate students, constantly leantoward
teaching writing asan object, ascontent. Each one of thewriting studios hasatopic or topics of inquiry, but the point
isnot thetopic but the processof inquiry asskilled activity. Thereisconstant slippagefromteachinginquiry asaskill,
anactivity, toteaching the content being studied asformal knowledge. Thereisongoing debateinthewriting program
about what'’ s studio-like and what’ s not, and somehow it circles around this conflict in values.

Skillsare subject to critique because they don’t haveintrinsic values, but can be put to any use. Thisis the
samecritiquemadeby Plato of ancient rhetoric--that becauseit’ sinstrumental by itsvery nature, rhetoric doesn’t have
content and doesn’t havevalues. E. D. Hirsch makesthe samecriticism of composition for teaching skills, or process,
independent of acultural heritage, amoral content. Another form of the critique flips the first one around and says
that the problemisthat writing skillsareimbued with values. Thisisthe cultura critiquethat says skillsasweteach
themareideol ogical andwearenaiveor dishonest intreating themasinstrumentsfor students’ freely chosen purposes.
Again, there are no easy answers, although Polanyi’ s thought certainly refutes the claim that instrumental kinds of
knowledge (like rhetoric or skills) are necessarily amoral.

(2) The second major area of my work that Polanyi has influenced is teaching new teachersto teach. The
theme of the whole writing program--for teachers as well as students-—-is “reflective practice,” a phrase taken from
Donald Schén’'s Educating the Reflective Practitioner. When I’ m teaching the teachers to teach, all the problems |
just mentionedthat occur with thestudentsoccur again at thelevel of theteachers. Schoncallsthatthe® hall of mirrors,”
awonderful image for that constant repetition or replication of problemsthat the teachers havein the problems that
the students have and vice versa.

Schén draws on Polanyi when he describesteaching as an unspecifiable art best understood by reflectionin
action and by dial ogue between students and teachers. In my class of new TA's, | encountered strong resistance to
the idea that teaching is an unspecifiable art. Like their students, they wanted specification, formalization, rules,
syllabus, structure, and answers. Paradoxically, sometimesthe strongest resi stance comesfrom the same peoplewho
object totalking and reflecting about writing becausethey fear it will destroy their own or thestudents’ ability towrite.
(Many of these TA’s are creative writers.) So there’s aparadox there in their own thinking.

They alsoresist theideathat belief or apprenticeship or submission to authority are necessary to learn how
toteach. They say that thisrelationship to atradition putsthemin an uncritical position. They don’t want to take up
new ideas and try them out, including the broad concepts or tradition of the program they are asked to teach within,
because they are being taught in their graduate classes that doubt is the highest intellectual value. | again have no
answers, but | do want to mention that in desperation | resorted to Peter Elbow’ sessay on systematic doubting and
believing in Embracing Contraries when they didn’t understand or “believe’ the Polanyi | gavethemto read. That
did help some. | also wrote a“correspondence” to them saying, “Please read Donald Schén’s book asif you were
putting on adiving suit. You'reinthewater, and you haveto haveadiving suit on. You can’t goinwithout adiving
suit, although you can change diving suits|ater if you want to; but you’ ve got to put adiving suit on. Pleasejust put
thisone on for alittlewhile.” And that helped alittle, too.
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(3)Polanyi hasinfluenced athird major areaof my work: The creation of intellectual community. We're
trying to create intellectual community among our teachers so that they can create intellectual community among
students. But acommunity hasturned out to beavery difficult thing to forge among disparate peoplewith different
goalsanddifferent reasonsfor beingthere. Teachingthestudioshastobelearned by participating and systematically
believing in aparticular teaching, learning, inquiring community. It requiresradical change, the creation of anew
social architecture: you haveto build atradition together since the old oneis bankrupt and no oneisready to accept
anew framework at face value. Y ou have to inspire commitment.

In this process | found myself often relying on Polanyi’ s concept of conviviality (see PK 217). He used
it primarily to describe the international scientific community and its continuous network of scientists mutually
relying on one ancther for feedback and appraisal, but we are certainly trying to create the same sense of collegial
interdependence locally in our writing program. We want to build a network in which we can depend on both the
criticism and the support of our colleagues, depend on acombination of belief and doubt. Somewayswe' re doing
it include team teaching, collaborativelearning, shared projects of inquiry, anin-house journal, frequent lettersor
“correspondences’ to one another, working paperson curriculum, and coordinating groupswhereteachersmeet to
create their own agendas and talk about teaching.

Finally, | wantto stressthat ascrucia asPolanyi’ sconceptshavebeento my teaching, hisethicshavebeen
even more important. Personal knowledge as he defines it does have amora dimension our discipline needs, an
acknowledgment of the claim of truth onusasinquirers, affirming reality onthe one hand and taking responsibility
for action on the other.

Sam Watson

Long ago | realized two things as ateacher of composition. One, | realized that some of the attitudes that

students exhibit and that | found most frustrating camefrom me. | want themto beinventive, | want themto think
reflectively, and wouldn't it be niceiif | didn’t haveto? The attitudes that are most problematic are ones that they
pick up from us and from the structures within which we and they work. And indeed when the structure or the way
things are said contradict what is said, students go with the tacit message rather than the explicit one. That's
powerfully trueand it’ stheway we operatein theworld and wewould have al been killed off long agoif wedidn’t
dothat. But that was aturning point, an important insight for me.
Another wasrealizing that asateacher of writing, oneof thethings| wanted to dowassurvive. Andthatitwasquite
possibleto teach writing in such away that onewould not survive. Sol quite brashly and from that moment on set
up my courses so that | learned things. | tell students at the outset, “I' m hereto learn some stuff. Andif youlearn
thingstoo, that’sall right with me. But I’'m heretolearn.” Frankly, | don't think it hurts studentsto see ateacher
trying to learn something.

Some activities absorb tremendous energies and some create energies. Polanyi said thisabout intellectual
positions: some destroy energies and some create them. He saw us embroiled in a philosophical world view that
sapped energies, and he articulated an aternate vision which would enable usto create energies.

Since finishing my dissertation (“Michael Polanyi and the Recovery of Rhetoric”) in 1973, | haven't been ableto
get away from Polanyi. Many of my teaching practicesarecolored by Polanyi’ svision. Underlying all my teaching
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isthe desire to help peopl e establish access to the tacit, to what' s beneath, to the subsidiary, to our embodied sense
and knowledge, to our sense of ourselves as persons and as knowing agents. Such access enablesinsight, discovery,
and growth--bothinstitutionally and personally--and my desireto hel p establish such accesstothetacit playsitself out
in my experience in three contexts.

Oneiswriting projects. The National Writing Project may well be our nation’ s most successful program for
the professional development of teachers. It’san embodiment of Polanyi’ sideas although not intentionally founded
onthem. | hear Jim Gray, NWPfounder and director, sayingtimeand again, “ Teachersknow things! TeachersK NOW
things!” Thewriting project isnot adeficit model; it does not assume teachers are empty vesselsto befilled or that
they are misinformed beings to be “fixed.” It is a bottom-up model: it brings teachers together to tap the often
unarticulated knowledgethat they bring fromtheir classroomsand their ownwriting. Teachersgeneratetremendous
energy by accrediting themselves and each other as knowers, tapping into wells of tacit knowledge.

Inthefall of 1987, | brought together 71 teachersfrom the Southeast for two days of professional writing. Out of that
writing project weekend came abook--Writing in Trust: A Tapestry of Teachers' Voices (Southeastern Educational
Improvement Laboratory, 1989)--to which 60 of those teachers contributed. The book tells stories of educational
transformations in themselves, their students, their schools, and their communities. Something about both the
informality and theintentionality of the setting enabled them to write, even though they kept asking me, “ Sam, what
doyouwant ustowrite? How do youwant ustowriteit?’ Soundfamiliar? | kept saying to them, “We have met our
audience, anditisus.” Wediscovered wehad thingstowritewhenweheard oursel ves speak with each other; wewere
able to articulate to ourselves and make accessible to othersinsights and questions we hadn’t known we had. Real
strength and energy isgiveninthat kind of informal, yet intentional andintensivecollaboration. | canunderstand what
I’'m saying when | talk with someone | trust. | cometo hear it sometimesfor thefirst time.

Thesecond contextinwhich| try tofoster aPolanyian appreciation of thetacit istheuniversity, the placewherel work,
UNC Charlotte. Isthe university asafe place for writing? Ismine? Isyours? For thewriting of our colleagues, for
ourselves, for our students? Too often students and faculty are afraid to write, and little wonder. Writingisgrist for
evaluation rather than response; abstracted critical standardsareimagined which perhapsnotext measuresuptointhe
end and which, moreimportantly, thwart promising beginnings. One of our UNC Charl otte philosopherssumsup the
shift in orientation we' re working for: “we are giving ourselves permission to begin beforewe arefinished.” | want
to see the university become aplacethat’s safe for writing. And | think that’ [l mean a place that’s safe for learning,
too.

Four years ago, our university began requiring two “writing-intensive” courses for graduation; providing
these courses is now a formally articulated goal for UNCC. But whether, and how, this goal is reached will be
determined largely by the kinds of informal talk among faculty that goes on behind closed office doors, in lounges,
and over beer. We'retrying to help our university become aplace whereinformal talk and contact feedsinto, rather
than contradicts, achievement of the formalized, publicly articulated goals of the institution.

Tothat endwe veheldten 3-day faculty writing retreatssofar fromwhich somefaculty havereturned saying,
“Thishas changed my lifeand I’ ve begun to writefor thefirst timeever.” We've had occasional faculty seminarsby
guest consultants such as Nancy Martin, Paul Ricoeur, Louise Phelps, Janet Emig, and Peter Elbow. We've had
semester-length faculty writing groups. In 1989 webegan astudent writing contest, offeringanawardfor thebest essay
about a student’ swriting experiences. We will publish this set of essays annually for distribution to faculty so they
can learn from students’ experiences with writing. We have also published What' s Happening with Writing at UNC
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Charlotte?, a booklet in which professors describe how they incorporate writing into their courses. All of these
deliberately unobtrusiveeffortsaim, first, to shift theclimateof institutional opinionabout student writing andtherole
it can play in instruction and, second, to enable professorsto seek each other out as resources, tapping a knowledge
we too seldom realize we have.

And finally, what kinds of influence does Polanyi have on me in the third context | want to talk about--my writing
courses? |'vealready confessed that | want to survive those coursesand I’ ve set them up so | can learn within them.
Twothingsl traceback to Polanyi aremy concernwithwriting-to-learn and my practiceof exchanging personal letters
with students about each submitted paper.

My studentscometo mea most never having usedtheir writing (or never having been awarethat they areusing
their writing) to extend their understanding. Thereisnoway | can preachtheminto that orientation. Believeme, I’ve
tried. Didn't work. But | wanted them to experience that, so onething | do, beginning at the middle of term, isask
them to shift the nature of their daily journal so that from then on they’ re doing afew minutes of writing every day to
extend their understanding of the materialsin some other course. Frequently they are surprised by what comes out of
that writing-to- learn, surprised inwaysthat | can’t predict and that | can never insist on ahead of time. But realizing
how writing can hel p them think, remember, and understand, how writing can lead to discovery, how writing can be
useful to thewriter, always contributes to their growth aswriters.

Sincel believethey needto reflect on thewriting they’ re doing, all responsesin my classestake the form of
correspondencebetweenthestudent and me. A paper isalwaysaccompaniedby a“ Dear Samletter” --Dear Sam, here's
how | went about writing it, here’ swhat | seegoing oninit. The student isn’t expected to be self-critical but to pose
guestionsand suggest what the heart of the paper isand especially to remark on any surprisesthat cameinthewriting.
My responseisa“Dear Janeletter,” aletter back to that student. Atthevery least it givesthe advantage, which seems
to me a necessary thing for writing, of writing to somebody, of having areal audience out there.
Sometimesit’shard to convince studentsthat | am that, that | want to be areal audienceand these arereal letters. But
| started doing it from utterly selfish motives, just becauseit’ s so deadly to write comments on student papersandit’s
somuchmorefuntowriteletters. My aimisthat wewill carry on asemester-length conversation, inwriting, centered
on that student’ swriting.

Our letter exchanges model some easily forgotten truths about writing--that it existsin asocial context and
thatitisaddressed to someone(s). Intheletters, weareattendingfromwhat’ sbeneath, articul ating someof thecontexts,
constraints, processes, and potentialsthat never get completely articulated in afinal text. Thus one freshman writes
me:

| really don’t plan what I’m going to say. Somehow my stories are better when | do this. Do you
understand what | mean? It’s sort of like freewriting a paper. Do you think thisis an acceptable
method?

Without thisstudent’ sl etter, thefine question she poseswoul d not be accessibleto meor perhapsevento her.
And Polanyi helpsmesay to her that sheisonto something important about writing: the spontaneity and discovery she
describes are necessary dynamics for any writing which might make a difference.

An older student, Perri Sherrill, wrote the following as part of an end-of-course reflection on her work:
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Just four months ago | thought there was one way to write: theright way. | used aformula, got good
grades, and didn’t get much of anything out of thewriting | did for school assignments. In the past
threemonthsthat hasall changed. I’ vebeentryingtofigureout at exactly what point thisgreat change
in my attitude took place. It was starting to emerge at midterm. | can see that when | reread my
coursebook letter to you. Think of that--1 can see something in retrospect. . . .

| really think that theassignment of revising apaper iswhat opened my eyestowhat canhappenwith
anideaor one piece or product. | said beforethat I’d never revised afinished paper in my entire
life. 1 dwaysdid my revisionswithin the paragraph. | would not go on to the next until each one
wasperfectin my eyes. Theform and thewordsmay havebeen“right,” but | wasalwaysfrustrated
withtheformality of my writing, and | am surethat the content showed how narrow my focusalways
was. | would never change direction from the three points | had mentioned in my introductory
paragraph. Inthefirst letter | wrotetoyou, | saidthat | didn’t feel like | could ever really freewrite.
| am still practicing that skill, but | see what you were talking about when you replied that ideally
writing has to be acombination of structure and free- writing. If | start with freewriting about my
ideasin general, then | have an abundance of material to choosefromwhen | start writing the actual
piece.

[Inmy writing for thissemester] | find glimpsesof my personality, |earning styles, and phil osophies
laid out in an amazing amount of order. | usetheword “amazing” because | wasgenuinely amazed
at how organized thisdig ointed seriesof thoughtsandwriting samplesappearsinmy journal entries
and inthewriting assignmentswith the accompanying letters. What pullsit together for mearethe
composing observationsand letters. [Inan education course,] | just finished writing aunit plan, and
| wrote my way into understanding what | wanted the unit to do. When | think about it, | wouldn’t
have considered aunit plan “real” writing before now. What's even more amazing isthe fact this
unit is one of the best pieces of work I’ve ever turned in. (No, | haven't gotten the professor’s
response yet, but I’'m sure he must feel the same way--we students know these things.)

| don’t know that Michael Polanyi’ s namewas ever mentioned in Perri’ sclass. But her reflection standsas
an accurate gloss on histhought. In retrospect she sees order which was not apparent at the time; what reveals and
indeed constitutes that order are her reflections, the actions of her own mind at work, matters which usualy lie,
properly, beneath focal attention.

Polanyi helped melearntheimportance of attending from what’ sbeneath. Inwriting projects, | seethat kind
of attending energizing teachersand transforming classrooms. Inmy own university, | seeit crucially complementing
theinstitution’ svisible structuresand announced goals. Andin my writing classes, Polanyi’ sthought encouragesme
to become alearner with my studentswhilethey articul ate some of what lies beneath their finished textsand begin to
use writing to extend their understanding and make discoveries of their own.
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Janet Emig

Intoevery act of knowing thereentersapassi onate contribution of the personknowingwhat isbeing
known. (PK xiv)

What isthis nonsense? A person? personal ? passion? commitment? | mean, do we really want this? We
want commitment to what? Do we want commitment to learning, generically? Do we want commitment to the
assignment? Tousasaninstructor? Tothecurriculum? To the department? To atheory? | mean, isit possiblewe
might even want commitment to the student’ s own mind?

Here's Polanyi talking about belief:

| believethat thefunction of philosophicreflection consistsinbringingtolight, and affirmingasmy
own, the beliefsimplied in such of my thoughts and practicesas | believe to bevalid; that | must
aim at discovering what | truly believe in and at formulating the convictions which | find myself
holding; that | must conquer my self-doubt, so as to retain a firm hold on this programme of
self-identification. (PK 267)

WEell, how dowefindthat asaprogram, perhapsasadirective, to oursel vesasteachersof reading and writing?
Dowebelieveit for ourselves? Isit possiblethat we even believeit for our students? Their own program? Divorced
from our agenda? Divorced from our directives? Divorced from our assignments?

What an unfashionablefigure Polanyi isinthisassemblage, an MLA Convention. What anunchic groupwe
are, those of usin thisroom. And all of usin such aproblematic field. And such reactionary concepts. What draws
us? What draws all these anachronisms together? What does Polanyi believe?

He believesin belief. He believes in the intellectual necessity of belief. As others have pointed out, he
believesthat we know more than we cantell. Hebelievesin connoisseurship. He believesthat passion isanecessity
for learning, that we can't learn unlesswe' re passionate. He espouses conviviality and arguesthat knowingissocial,
friendly, not confrontational. He' scomfortablewith paradox, withtension, that neither movesinto simple-mindedness
nor into some kind of fascism.

Connoisseurship is one of the major conceptsin Chapters 4 and 5 of Personal Knowledge. What isit, first
of al, asPolanyi talksabout it?--aprof ound, unspecifiabl eexpertisegained by |ong experienceandintel ligent striving
whileimmersed in aparticular discipline. | hopeweliketo think of ourselvesasactual or potential connoisseurs, but
are we comfortable with thinking about ourselves as possible models? That means that we as teachers are not only
giversof assignments, we arewriters. And what do we do in colleges and universities where we receive thirty-page
memos telling usthat writing does not exist? And what do we do when those of usin writing research say, as Lucy
Calkinshasbeen saying lately, that teachers of writing to young children do not need towrite? I’ m making somekind
of equation herebetween being aconnoi sseur and beingamodel . Writingteacherswhodon’ t writethemselvesperhaps
contributeto thefact that much teaching of writingisamost asystematic reversal of what, in Polanyi’ sterms, should
be focal and what should be subsidiary. We focus on the hammer, considering itsweight and heft, and don’t notice
all these students who are smashing their thumbs.
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Polanyi makes another point | find enchanting--to have a problem isto have made a discovery. Not just to solvea
problem, to have a problem.

To see a problem is a definite addition to knowledge, as much as it isto see atree, or to see a
mathematical proof--or ajoke. Itisasurmisewhich canbetrue or false, depending on whether the
hidden possihilities of which it assumes the existence do actually exist or not. To recognise a
problem which can be solved and isworth solving isin fact adiscovery initsownright. (PK 120)

In some of therecent work on developmental psychol ogy among adolescents, there’ sastage above problem
solving--the stage of problem creation. I1t’ smoreinteresting, it smore complex, it' sprobably far more sophisticated.
Finally, Polanyi happensto believein the ethical dimensions of what we do--of reading and writing, of dealing with
students, of attempting to create communities. With Teilhard de Chardin, he believesin the existence of anoosphere:

Hereisthepoint at whichthetheory of evolutionfinally burststhroughtheboundsof natural science
and becomesentirely an affirmation of man’ sultimateaims. For the emergent noosphereiswholly
determined asthat whichwebelievetobetrueandright; itistheexternal poleof our commitments,
the service of whichis our freedom. (PK 404)

| love uttering these old-fashioned words. Polanyi goesonto defineafree society as*“afellowship fostering
truth and respecting theright.” And then he endswith this sentence, which should give usall comfort: “It comprises
everything in which we may be totally mistaken” (PK 404).
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Those Missing “ Objects’
Harry Prosch

| wasquitepuzzledwhen| read Maben W. Poirier’ s“Harry Prosch” sModernism” in Tradition & Discovery,
XVI (1988-89) pp. 32-39. As Socrates said when he heard the charges brought against him at histrial, they almost
made meforget who | was. | began towonder if it was| hewastalking about. | finally concluded that either | am not
very good at writing or Poirier isnot very good at reading--or we are both somewhat deficient. For he seemsto think
that | think that which | know | do not think.

1. 1 do not think that Polanyi attributed no reality to the“objects’ of “the arts, religion, and the humanities.”
Why Poirier did not alsoincludethe* objects’ of mathematicsin hislist | do not know, since Polanyi didincludethem
alsowiththoseof theartsand religion (asnon-empirical realities) in hisPersonal Knowledge. However, | must admit
that wemight findit difficultto say just what theterm* objects’ meansinthesearti culateframeworksof thought which
Polanyi included among the many he found inhabiting our noosphere. But whatever we wereto locatein these areas
(say, for example, the Pythagorean theorem or God) | think Polanyi certainly would have claimed they wereredl, in
accordance, of course, with what he expressly said he meant by “reality.”

2. | donot think that Polanyi devel oped his new epistemology primarily to handlethe problem of induction.
Hedid show, of course, that it can deal with thisproblem more ably than the others have been ableto do--asit should
beableto, if itisan adequate epistemology. However | must also add in this connection that histacit inference was
understood by himto belogical, not merely psychological. Hewrote specifically about the“logic of tacit inference,”
and | heard him oncerej ect acompliment madeby an admirer of thisthought, apsychol ogist, to theeffect that hiswork
on the tacit dimension was a very good way to show the psychological components of our knowledge. Polanyi
explicitly denied thison that occasion, insisting he was not explaining our acquisition of knowledge psychologically,
but logically.

3.1 do not think that Polanyi thought his personal knowledge was situated midway between subjectivity and
objectivity. To say that it bridges the gap between the two is merely to say that it includes both of them initself and
givesthem both more adequate meaning, not that it isanew separate thing “ situated” in between them. Histhought
isdiaectical, not serialistic.

| do indeed think that Polanyi held thereis no purely objective knowledge (i.e., knowledge unconnected to
aparticular person, and thuswholly lacking any tacit dimensionswhatever). But thisisnot to say | think he held that
there is no such thing as objective knowledge. What he understands to be objective knowledge is the personal
knowledge we obtain with universal intent--and so it must include our best works in ethics, art, religion, and
mathematics.
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4. Thus| do not simply equate explicit knowledge with objectivity. Polanyi thought he was battling those
whodid so. Hethought it was amisunderstanding to think that objective knowledgewould haveto be purely explicit
knowledge, i.e., knowledge not grounded in tacitly held clues--which is knowledge impossible to have. Thus he
rejected the notion that objective knowledge would have to be that which existed “ extra-personally.” That to which
we strive to make our personal knowledge adequate in empirical experience (and so in our empirical sciences) does
exist extra-personally, i.e., it hasits own existence aside from our thought of it. He claimed that thiswas anecessary
metaphysical position in science. But our knowledge of it never could exist extra-personally, since he steadfastly
maintained it must include the tacit knowledge in which we can only dwell, not know explicitly. Our knowledge, he
thusheld, may bewrong at some particular point, i.e., it may not be adequateto the being of the external reality which
it strivestoknow. Empirical verification isthereforerequired of al our knowledgein science, although what counts
for verification is also a personal judgement--with universal intent.

5.1 do not think that Polanyi made the“ humanitiesrealities’ contingent upon something el se, say, ahuman
mind. But for him to have supposed the “ objects’ of art, religion, ethics, and mathematics existed independently of
us before we discovered them, in the same way the empirical realities did, he would have had to have supposed them
all tobesimply someother empirical thingsamong empirical things, and then all of thevariousframeworksof thought
would have had to collapse into those of the empirical sciences. His opposition to such a reductionism of all our
articulate frameworks of thought iswell known. A sort of reality different from the empirical would be required to
bring off assigning these“ objects’ an existenceprior to our discovery of them. Hewasobviously intellectually acute
enough to see thiswhen he wrote Personal Knowledge.

All of thisleadsmeto think that perhaps everyonewoul d be happier with my viewsabout Polanyi’ sthought,
if 1 said that | think something may be missing in Polanyi’s thought that might possibly be supplied by Plato’s
philosophy--or perhaps Hegel’ s.

Michael Polanyi did admit once to being a Platonist “of asort;” but one who rejected the Platonic Ideas. |
think, however, hemight actually need theseldeas--or Hegel’ sBegriff--asthe* objects’ ableto serve assort of control
polesfor our thought, viz., asthat to whichthe* humanities’ arestriving to beadequate, much astheempirical realities
are those to which the sciences are striving to be adequate.

Maybel should haveincluded arecognition of suchaneed amongmy criticismsof hisviews. | was, however,
rightly or wrongly, intent on trying to find away of understanding all hisstatements, if possiblewithout any additions
or subtractions. But | must confessthat | alwaysfound it hard to make sense of hisnotion of the* progress’ heclaimed
had occurred historically inethics, law, art, religion, and mathematics, if therewerenothing (at | east nothing evendimly
seen, like Plato’ s I deas) by which to assess whether the changes taking place in them were improvements or not. It
seemed to me, perhapsfrom afew cryptic remarkshe made, that he may have thought that, buried deeply within these
activities, therewasasort of “ core” which, so to speak, guided them inthe minds of their most seriousand responsible
inquirers (or creative participants or servants) and which led these devoteesto ever greater and richer creations, that
seemed to appear to them mostly as “discoveries,” much asin Plato we discover more and more the meaning of the
Ideathrough our continual dialogue concerning it.

But, at any rate, it seemsrather clear that he thought of these non-empirical “cores’ (if indeed he thought of
themas" cores’ at all) asshowing moreand moreof themselvesonlyinthefurther devel opmentsof themwhich became
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establishedinhistory by thosewhowereparticipantsin (or servantsof) them (perhapsthereforehecould alsobecalled
an Hegelian--without Hegel’ s Begriff). So herestrained himself from providing them with some“place” to be, prior
totheir concrete developments. Moreover he appeared to think that philosophy was not equal to thetask of telling us
what these “cores’ were, before those who served them showed us more and more of their natures as time went on.

So | |eft the problem as open-ended as it seemed to me he had.

Polanyi did remark several timesthat he had |earned some things from Heidegger, though, asfar as| know,
henever spelled out just what they were. Washereally prepared to accept asthetrue* objects’ of the humanities(and
mathematics) whatever established itself existentialy in time (i.e., whatever disclosed being) by becoming more
ascendant and powerful inthe minds of the members of these various communitiesof “ experts’? Somehow | doubted
that he was wholly prepared to do so, for he had not done so in his own science, chemistry.

| wasafraid, whenit cametothe” objects’ of religion, that someoneinthereligiousframework would accuse
me of being among those who have “taken away my Lord and | do not know wherethey havelaid Him.” And of such
| havebeenaccused, ineffect. Butthetruthis| don’t know for surejust where Polanyi haslaid Him--if indeed hecould
besaidto havelaid Him anywhere. Sol did not try tosay. | leftit asheleftit, asfar as| could tell where he had left
it.

But thissurely doesnot mean that | think Polanyi thought Godwasnot real. Itistruein Personal Knowledge
he said that God existed “in the sense that He is to be worshipped and obeyed, but not otherwise; not as afact--any
morethantruth, beauty or justiceexist asfacts. All these, like God, arethingswhich canbeappreciated only inserving
them” (279).

What did hemean by this? From thewaysinwhich he had dealt with these kindsof “ objects’ throughout his
worksit seemed to mehe could not have meant they were only projectionsof our subjective psychological needs, with
their real roots only in our minds. But the words themselves clearly also could not mean that God is an empirical
reality--a“fact.” Besides, if hereally meant to affirm Hewasafact (somehow in spite of the clear words he used) he
would have been making God out to be a mere thing among things, and he would have had to understand himself to
be an idolator.

What is left is, it seems to me, the very Polanyian position that the reality of God is an item of personal
knowledge (with universal intent and thus with objectivity) established by our creative imagination in the religious
framework of thought--that is, fromthewealth of subsidiary cluesprovided by the history, myths, worship, doctrine,
rites, etc. of our religion, inwhich Heexists* to beworshipped and obeyed.” Godisnot establishedintheframeworks
of science, art, ethics, or mathematics. They each have their own “core,” or trgjectory of meaning. And none of the
frameworks of thought provide us with merely “second-rate” knowledge. Nor are any of their own realities
second-rate. Thereality of God, asfounded uniquely inreligion, could only be denigrated as asecond-ratereality by
those whose attitude of mind makes them regard empirical realitiesasthe only “real” ones, thetruly first-rate ones.
Neither Polanyi nor | (nor Plato), | submit, ever thought such athing. If we thought there were any “lower-place”
realities, I'm sure the three of uswould think that this*“honor” belonged rather to the empirical sort. | invite Poirier
tojoinus--and anyone el sewho acceptsthisopen door which Polanyi hasshown usswingsinall thedirectionsinwhich
our thought with universal intent may lead.
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Plato has suggested that all the eternal realities, among which would surely be included the non-empirical
realitiesof ethics, religion, art and mathematics, are best called | deas, which have abeing of their own and which most
resembl e, but are not simply, theideaswe havein our heads. For weretheseldeas only theideaswe havein our own
minds, they could not be used asthetouchstonesof thetruth or adequacy of theideaswhich arein our ownminds(see
his Parmenides and his Seventh Epistle). He proposed they thus must have an extra-personal existence of avital and
real sort--asHegel also provided for usin his Begriff--although even for these philosophersthese“ existences,” these
realities, do not exist asthings alongside other things. They, as universals, have concrete existence only asgivenin
their supposed embodiment (or “imitations”) in concrete things and actionsin our world.

Hegel obviously thought this. He specifically maintained that only the concrete universal existed, not the
abstract universal (even though it wasreal); and the existing concrete universal, he held, alwaysfell short of all that
was"in” theuniversal Begriff. Thispositionisnot alwaysrecognized asalsotruefor Plato. However, Plato explicitly
rejected, in his Sophist, the notion that the Ideas or Forms could exist in awful, frozen inactivity, excluded from life
and soul. Their necessary togetherness with the world of becoming and soul is also expressed mythically in his
Timaeus.

So--if | supposethat Polanyi did not assign aseparatething-likeexistencetothese” objects,” assimply things
beside other thingsin our empirical world, our cosmos, | am supposing him to bein good philosophic company. Nor
can | think he* changed hismind” about these matterslater inlife. Inmy book | havecarefully shownthisview to have
been in his Personal Knowledge.

Thus, in espousing dialectical views similar to those of Plato and Hegel, in order to try to make sense of all

of Polanyi’s statements, | think | have clearly exhibited how far my views are from anything that could be called
“modernism.” No “modernist” would claim me, I'm sure.
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A Theory Of Personal Language And Implications
For Logos Theology
Joan Crewdson

Inthisarticle, | explorethe Christian doctrine of the Logosin relation to Polanyi’ stheory of language, which
hasimplicationsboth for the statusof wordsandfor their rolevisavisthe speaker.! Polanyi arguesthat all knowledge
is personal knowledge and, by the same logic, that the language in which we express our knowledge is personal
language, sincethereisan element of personal judgement in our choice and use of words, whichreflect inthemselves
something of the character of theknower aswell as something of thereality of theknown. Though languageispublic
and has a socia character, words are living and relational and help to bridge the gap between subjectivity and
objectivity.

Language can bethought of in different ways. The Hebrewsthought of the word as something with alife of
its own, but remaining part of its author and able to perform the author’ s intentions. This thought lies behind the
Hebrew doctrine of theWord of God and of creation. When God says, “ L et therebe!” (Genesis1), hisWordisthought
of as going forth into the world to accomplish hiswill. (Isaiah 55:11) In Christian tradition, God and his Word are
inseparable. God' sWordiseternally generated by him, and when the Word becomesincarnate, it remainswhat God
isantecedently in hiseternal Being. This unitary view isundermined by dualistic thinking, which tendsto separate
reality from itsrational content and to treat thought and reality, sign and thing signified, as related indirectly, even
arbitrarily.?2 EventheWestern Church hastended to think of God, not ascommunicating himself inhisownintelligible
internal relations, but indirectly and externally.

Dualistic thinking tends to polarize the subjective and objective elementsin knowing and this has affected
Christian thought in two ways. One stream identifiesthe Word of God with hisindwelling Spirit, the Spirit of truth
that illuminatesthe soul, like theinner light of the Quakers. The problem with such aview isthat the“inner light” is
indi stingui shablefrom the subjective structures of the self-consciousself. The other stream, which equatestruthwith
afixed, objective corpusof “revealed” propositions, intellectualizesreligiousfaith and encourages afundamentalist
outlook.

In order to avoid these consequences of dualistic thinking, revelation hasto be set within the framework of
a personalist metaphysic and understood in terms of a dynamic such as Polanyi proposesin his theory of personal
knowledge. “Revelation” can then be seen to result from the fruitful interaction of subject and object. Subjectively,
we interpret God' s speaking to us integratively and creatively through the exercise of our own tacit powers. But
objectively, God’ s Word confronts usand callsusto interpret our experiencein the light of the Logos principle, that
structuresall reality.?2 Even*natural” knowledgeof Godis, for the Christian, set withintheframework of the Christian
revelation and interpreted in the light of the “rationality” provided by the “Word made flesh” (Jn 1:14).

This understanding of the structure of revelation corresponds to Polanyi’s analysis of the structure of
knowing, which functions on two logical levels. Polanyi sees all knowing as taking place within a framework of
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commitment, whichinvolvesworking with arational scheme appropriateto subject matter. Hedrawsattentiontothe
fact that presuppositions are a matter of personal judgment for which we, in the end, take responsibility by deciding
whether therational schemeweadopt isappropriatetoour experience. Traditionally, Christianity holdsthat the Logos
principle providestheonly appropriaterational schemefor interpreting apersonal universe. Inan ultimate sense, our
understanding of nature and history comes from working within thisfiduciary framework provided by the Logos of
God, which itself derives ultimately from the rationality that structures God in his own internal relations.

Thisideaseemsalien and perhaps naiveto many people, largely dueto theinfluence of science. Science's

main concernisto explainthe particular intermsof the general and scientistshopeeventually to arriveat atheoretical
view of the universe, by reducing it to aset of ultimate symbols and relations at the highest possible level of logical
unity. Suchaformulationwill, itisthought, establish therelationsthat obtain between all theforcesand elementsthat
structure the physical universe. But it will radically simplify basic concepts and relations and reduce them to terms
of mathematics. Theology isinterestedin another kind of unitary thinking, concerned, not with formulating thebasic
structures of physical reality, but with understanding the inner meaning of existence asawhole. Einstein’s famous
E=mc? is about the real world, but it tells us nothing about the world of persons or the meaning of life. For this, a
differentkindof rationality hastobeinvoked. Toborrow aphrasefromT.F. Torrance, weneed Logosrationality rather
than “number” rationality to understand the meaning of existence. We need an interpretive framework which is
appositetothetotal story of creation, and for Christians, theincarnate“Word” of God providesthe conceptual model
to shape their thoughts and provide the logic needed to make sense of experience.
Itiscentral to Polanyi’ stheory of knowledgethat our critical faculty needsto operate within aframework of beliefs
that can provideamodel or astandard against whichtojudgeexperience. Languageitself isakind of framework within
whichwedo our thinking. Even asingleword can function asamodel and influence thought. For example, theword
“machine” provided Newton with a conceptual model and a set of basic presuppositions that governed the way he
thought about theuniverse. InPolanyianterms, hismind was*“at home” inthismodel. Inthesameway, the Christian
mindis“athome” in, and allowsitsthinking to be governed by, the model provided by “the Word madeflesh.” Even
ametaphor or astory can function asan “extended word,” in the sense that it constitutes aunitary experience which
can provide amodel or world view. The essence of astory isachieved by reading it whole, dwelling in it and letting
it speak. Concepts can be quite complex patterns of meaning. The unit of linguistic meaning is nhot theword but the
message it conveys and the art of reading sense into wordsisto recognize that they have both particular application
and universal significance.

For Christians, the pattern of meaning that constitutesthe Christ event provides an interpretative key to the
cosmos. As God's “Word,” Christ has strict historical particularity, but his life, death and resurrection also have
universal meaning and provide an interpretative framework within which to think about all experience. Generality
without parti cul arity would compressall meaningintoasingleformulaand depriveit of content. Particularity without
generality would deprive the particular of any meaningful application beyond itself. Personal namesfunctioninthis
way. But the divine Logos is understood to be a coincidentia oppositorum, a coincidence of particularity and
universality, aparticular embodiment of reality that al so functionsasaprinciple of rationality that makes sense of all
experience. Logosrationality fully affirmsboth form and content. Itisthekind of personal rationality that unitesthe
world of the “many” and reveals, in an ultimate sense, its unitary meaning. Itsuniversality in no way diminishesits
particularity, nor doesits particularity limit itsuniversal application. Because of this, Christiansare ableto speak of
theincarnate“Word" both asthe universal, cosmic Christ and asthe particular, historical Jesus. Thelatter isthought
of asunited with God incarnatein aninner “1-Thou” relation, sharing the same“personal space.” Only aphilosophy
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that relates opposites acrosslevelsin polar complementarity can make sense of such aclaim, whichis of the essence
of the doctrine of incarnation.

Inlearningto speak, wecommit oursel vesto aparticular view of theworld. But thisdoesnot prevent usfrom
exercising our power to judgewhether thewordswe use are appositeto thereality we seek to express. Polanyi argues
that we need to acknowledge the competence of our own faculties to control the range of meaning that can be given
to aterm and beready to revise our conclusionsin thelight of new evidence. A proper use of languageis part of the
commitment we have to our vision of reality, which is evidenced, Polanyi suggests, by our sense of fitnessto judge
that our wordsexpressthereality of whichwewishto speak (Personal Knowl edge 113 [ hereafter PK]). Whenlanguage
isapposite, it isan aid to conceptual organization and helpsusin our quest for deeper insights. Wordsare universals
and every word we use is atheory about the nature of reality. Assymbols, words are principles which regulate the
formation of our concepts, but they also take on meaning from the conceptions we form in the course of our contact
withreality. Conceptual decisionsinvolvetherecognition of alternative part-wholerelations. Choiceof languageis
controlled in aprimary sense by our experience of the subject matter, but we may al so see the subject matter in ways
suggested by thetermswe are given. Thereis always an element of dialectic in our use, or creation of, language.

On Polanyi’ sview, words have not only referential or denotative power; they also have anticipatory powers
which give them heuristic value. Language puts us in touch with its subject matter and aids us in making new
discoveries aswell asin contemplating and understanding particular realities. That to which language pointsisthe
real world, whichwebelievewill yet reveal itself in unexpected ways. According to Polanyi, it isenduring meaning
(significant pattern) that brings us into contact with reality. Our power to recognize things as real depends on a
combination of form and content, of definition and substance. Polanyi’s conception of reality is of something
essentially indeterminate, whose continued presence isrich in unexpected possibilities for the future. He writes,

When we believe that we havetruly designated something real, we expect that it may yet manifest
itseffectivenessin anindefinite and perhapswholly unexpected manner. Thisintention comprises
arangeof propertieswhich only futurediscoveriesmay reveal--confirming thereby therightnessof
the conception conveyed by our term (PK 116).

Such aview of reality suggeststhat persons are the most real beingsin the created order and that God, our uncreated
Source and Goal, is that ultimate persona “Reality”, whose meaning is inexhaustibly reflected in and through his
“Word.” Intherest of thisarticle | consider whether Polanyi’ s theory of language may illuminate in some way the
natureof therel ationship between“theWord of God” andthosewho dwell withinitand seek touseit asaninterpretative

key.

According to Polanyi, theself, thereality of whichit speaksanditsmeans of self-expressionformanirreducibletriad
inwhich meaningisshaped by themindasreality actively disclosesitself. Thebeholder thenarticulateshisexperience
in words. Perceptual, conceptual and imaginative elements are at work in this threefold process of perceiving,
understanding and communicating. A word or symbol can function asakind of “map” which helps usfind our way
about by reorgani zing our conception of theareait represents (PK 117). Theuseof different wordscanilluminate our
conception of aparticular state of affairs and allow different or new inferencesto be drawn.
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Weusewordsto communicatewhat wewant to say, but meaning doesnotinhereintheword, butinthereality
designated. Wordsviewed as objectsare meaningless sounds, which become meaningful only whenwelook through
themtothereality or state of affairsthey denote. Knowledge startsasan unaccountable apprehension of ameaningful
patterninreality. Meaningisinseparablefromitsembodiment. For example, aplay or asymphony isitsown meaning
invirtueof itsexpression. It canbeviewed, inasense, asan elaborate” word” --ameansof saying something that cannot
be taken apart. One cannot say what isthe meaning of a Shakespeare sonnet or a Bach Cantata, except by dwelling
init and reciting or performing it. The meaning requiresfor its expression the whole work of art. Inthe sameway,
aperson indivisibly embodies his or her own meaning.

Language functions tacitly and instrumentally like spectacles and provides a particular perspective on the
world. Words are conceptual representatives of reality, but their relation to reality isindirect rather than an exact
model. Their meaningis“read” by thejoint operation of sense, reason and imagination and they function, sometimes
more as models, sometimes more as metaphors, depending on the nature of the reality to be described. We can be
helped or hindered by the terms which language offersus. Language arises aswe grope for wordsin the process of
making conceptual decisionsabout the nature of thingsand how to act towardsthem. Weentrust thelifeand guidance
of our thoughtsto our conceptions because we believe they derive their rationality from contact with some aspect of
reality. We even alow our actionsto be guided by them, though we believe we too have direct contact with reality
(PK 106).

Many modernwritersregardwordsasconventions. Thisideaoriginatedinthetradition of nominalismwhich
teaches that general terms are merely names designating certain similar collections of objects.® This theory treats
language as an arbitrary human creation, using words as conventions whose meanings derive from the persons who
invent them rather than fromthereality towhichthey refer (seenote 2). Nominalism seversthebond between thought
and its subject matter, between meaning and reality, between subjectivity and objectivity. It establishes a merely
external relationship betweenwordsand that towhichthey refer.* Such atheory cannot, as Polanyi pointsout, account
adequately for the power exercised by words over our thought or for the way the same term can mean something
different in different contexts. The fact that words change their meaning does not justify treating them merely as
conventions. Such logiciscomparableto theideathat scientific theoriesare merely convenient ways of viewing the
data, but tell usnothing about real relations. Thetendency totreat the theoretical dimension as purely subjective and
not derivablefrom empirical datagoeswith distrust of metaphysicsand reluctanceto accredit theterm “reality” with
meaning. Words change their meaning, not because they are empty conventions, but because we make fresh
discoveries about the real world through our contact with it.

Concepts constitute the subjective pol e of the meaning-reality relation, and thereality itself isthe objective
pole. Language sharpens our awareness of reality and helpsto formalize experience, but each step towards stricter
formalizationinvolvesaprogressive sacrifice of content and adecreasein the power of languageto evoke experience
of reality. Thisiswhy Polanyi insiststhat acertain degreeof imprecisioninlanguageisessential, otherwisewewould
have no means of speaking about what isnew. On hisview, language has an open-textured quality which enablesus
to apply it to new experience. But the greater the imprecision, the greater the demand on our powers of imagination
and inarticul ate judgement (PK 87ff).

Theideal of analytic philosophy iscompletelucidity and precisionfor language. Polanyi’ stheory showsthat words,
liketherealitiestowhichthey refer, do not have such exactness. Wordsareambiguousandtheir useaslinguistictools
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isaskill that involves an element of personal judgement for which no handbook of formal rulesis adequate. Words
refer both to thereal world and to our experience of it. They do not have sharply delimited meanings. To grasp the
truth of astatement requiresatacit awarenessof itscontext, and an ability torespondtoit asatotal person by integrating
thewords and the experience.® Thereisno strict coincidence between language and what it denotes. To embody an
apprehensioninwordsand sentencesisnot just amatter of processing data, itisan art, demanding skill and sensitivity.
No two historical knowers have identical apprehensions. The meaning that forms in the mind is affected by past
experienceand by what we expect to see. Evenvariationsin our linguistic resources can affect theway we apprehend
anevent or anobject. Althoughweknow morethanwecantell, our speaking hel pstoclarify what weknow. Experience
isacomplex interaction of language and event, of imagination andintention. Every apprehensionisinfluenced by the
way we articulate what we apprehend. Meaning is shaped by the simultaneous operation of imaginativeinsight and
articulation. We do not first apprehend amatter and then ook for wordsin which to embody the apprehension. The
process isinformalizable and almost instantaneous.

A wordisaformal symbol, but itsmeaning liesinthe mind' sawareness of the pattern of relationsit evokes.
Wordstrail different threads of meaning for different people. Some minds are furnished with richer experience, for
whom words carry richer overtones and produce more echoes. “Itis,” saysPolanyi, “ our personal participation that
governsthe richness of concrete experience to which our speech canrefer” (PK 87). Wordsthemselvesalsovary in
therichnessof their meaning, becausethesum of propertiesimpliedinatermvaries. Polanyi callstheimplied attributes
of atermits“intention” and identifies three successively deeper strata of “intentions’ (PK 114-116).

First, there arereadily specifiable propertieswhich aclass of thingsareknownto share. Secondly, thereare
known but not readily specifiable properties. For example, we need to reflect on wordslikejustice, truth or courage,
if weareto cometo adeeper understanding of thereality designated. To undertakeaninquiry intothemeaning of such
wordsisjustified only if we are confident that we can identify empirically what isjust, true or courageous. Polanyi
isherearguing that the study of linguistic rulesisno substitute for the study of thingsreferredtoinitsterms. Hecalls
thispractice pseudo-substitution” (PK 113-114). We should not, for exampl e, express disagreement on the nature of
thingsasdisagreement about the use of words. Language standsin relation to experience asscientific generalizations
standtoempirical data. Wordsare generalizing symbolic creationsof themind that articul atetacit human experience
of recurring features of reality. Through the centuries, writes Polanyi, “Words of great human significance
accumulate...an unfathomable fund of subsidiarily known connotations, which we can bring partly into focus by
reflecting on the use of suchwords” (PK 155). Thereis, thirdly, adeep level of intentions, formed by theindefinable
rangeof anticipationsweexpresswhenwedesi gnate something real, but whose subject matter remainslargely hidden.
“God” and his“Word” belong to this deepest of all strata of intentions.

Tounderstand adescriptiveterm dependson theability to grasp tacitly apattern of relationsor potential acts.
The processinvolved in understanding aconcept like justice, or the chain of reasoning in amathematical theorem, is
the sameasfor asimple concept like bread, only more elaborate. Each concept evokes animaginative representation
in consciousness, but concepts which draw on awide range of associationsform adightly different picturefor each
hearer.

Most language hasreferenceto thereal world, but the symbol s of pure mathematics and formal logic do not
refer toany particular redlities. Their significancelieschiefly inthe usethat can be made of them according to known
rules (PK 85ff). To definethe meaning of aword isto formalizeitsmeaning by reducingitsinformal elements. Such
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formalization can be highly fruitful, but isnecessarily incomplete. Termsthat have referenceto asubject matter can
only be defined up to a point and words with a highly inclusive application are virtually impossible to define.

Polanyi’ stheory of language seemsto meto be of significance for theology, and particularly for the Logos
doctrine, for several reasons. Inthefirst place, hisphilosophy isapersonalist metaphysicwhichnever allowsmeaning
and reality, the general and the particular, to fall apart. Only such a metaphysic provides the needed philosophical
toolsfor thinking inaunitary and personalist way about the God-world rel ation--the rel ation between “the One” and
“themany.” Histheory representslanguage asrelated directly tothereality it denotes. It accreditsthe bond between
what athing isinitsinner being (ontology) and what it isin its external relations (epistemology). Thisisin sharp
contrast to the positivist view which regardswords (or theories) asrelated only indirectly to that to which they refer.
Polanyi opposeslinguistic and conceptual dualism by showing that knowing isamode of being and recognizing this
as the foundation of unitary thinking. Theologically, this validates the Christian claim that being is transformed
through knowing and that revelation can be redemptive (PK 105). The gospel of God' s self-revelation in Christis
held to be“ Good News’ largely because to hear and receive the message of hislove and forgivenessis understood
by Christiansto be areceiving of God himself. God ishismessage. Thereisan inner relation between revelation
and reconciliation, between knowing and being. The test of true knowing is a change in being--a“new creation.”
Reconciliation means God and man comingtogether inmutual “indwelling” or participation--anideathat isdevel oped
in Chapter 14 of St. John's Gospel.

Positivisminavariety of guisesstill ignoresthe participatory relation between epistemol ogy and ontology,
which is a central feature of Polanyi’s epistemology. The theological counterpart of thisis found in the relation
between revelation and reconciliation. Polanyi’s theory of language illuminates the doctrine of the incarnation
becauseitistruetothestructuresof apersonal order of reality. Inthelncarnation, so Christiansbelieve, God expressed
himself directly through hisliving “Word.” Theologically, the ground of unitary thinking liesin the nature of God,
in whom is the coincidence of opposites referred to above. God isonein Being and Agency, onein Person, Word
and Act. When God acts in self-revelation, he is himself his own self-revealing “Word.” He and his Word are
indivisible. Inthelncarnation, herevea shimself, not through thewordsof aprophet, butinaparticular Presenceand
life-style--apattern of self-giving and forgiving that bringslife out of death--apattern that isboth uniquely particular
and universally significant, inwhich God and man sharethesame* personal space” through mutual indwelling, though
they do not exist on the same logical level. In thisunion, the particular, historical Jesus (the “first-born of many
brethren™) representstheindividual poleandthe“Wordincarnate” (the only-begotten Son™) representstheuniversal
pole of aprototypical “I-Thou” relation.

Epistemologically, the tendency to think in terms of external, symbolic relations destroys the relation
between reality and itsintrinsic meaning, so that knowing cannot be arecognition of meaning inhering in the object,
but isan external structure contributed by themind. On thisKantian-type view, knowing hasnoinherent connection
with being, nor can such a view justify the link between revelation and reconciliation. Polanyi’s analysis of the
structure of knowing affirms the identity of internal and external relations so that language is seen to share with
knowing and being the sametriadic and polar structurethat we need to affirm of theknower-knownrelation. Polanyi
shows that language functions in such a way that words have both a theoretical (subjective) and an empirical
(objective) component and can equally beindwelt asaframework and explored asameaning to bediscovered. This
“both-and” situation sets up an inevitable dial ectic, which, on Polanyi’s own showing, istriadic in structure.®
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Polanyi not only stressesthe inner relation that binds the speaker, hismeaning and hiswords. He makes of
the “word” akind of sacrament of being and thusilluminates the doctrine of revelation by his use of the distinction
betweentacit and explicit knowledge. Beforethecoming of Christ, knowledge of God--soit seemsto Christians--was
atacit, non-articulate kind of knowledge lacking the clarity and concreteness of definitionin personal termsprovided
by the Incarnation. Inthe past, God spoketo mankind in many waysand through many media. But inthelncarnation,
therelationbetween Godand his* Word”, betweenthetacit, inner rel ation andtheexplicit, self-revealing outer rel ation,
cameto be understood as coinciding in away that cannot be claimed for human speech. When God becameincarnate
in Christ, it was asif anew language was born and people could articulate their tacit knowledge of God more clearly
inthelanguageof personhood, loveand community. This"explicit” knowledgeof God arti cul atesthemessagethrough
the power of transformed lives. Christianity’scentral claim isthat the coming of the“Word” bringswith it an inner
freedom and power to expressthegospel, not inword only, sincewordsal onedo not transform, but in act and in being,
through participation in thelife of God in the Spirit. In my view, the message of Christianity defies comprehension,
unlessitisinterpreted in termsof apersonalist metaphysic or model, such asPolanyi’ stheory of personal knowledge
(which isalso a personalist ontology) provides.

ENDNOTES

1. LogosisGreek for “word.” InthePrologueof St. John'sGospel (John 1:14), Jesusis spoken of theWord
of God who “became flesh.”

2. A signisdenotative, butisonly meaningful by convention and hasno built-inresemblancewith that which
itsignifies. Inonerespect, sign-languageisnodifferent from ordinary languageinthesensethat eachwordisa“sign”
for aparticular object, idea, person or action and hasto be learned. Like symbols, signs are asocial phenomenon,
arising out of the life and work of asociety. But generally speaking, words are more appropriately thought of as
“symbols’ than as“signs’, sincethereisin words amost always some vital connection between the words used and
that to which they refer.

3.SeePK 113. On Polanyi’ sview, positivism doesfor science what nominalism doesfor language; it sets
agreat divide between theory and substance, between thought and matter, between meaning and reality, between
subjectivity and objectivity. Havingdonethis,itidentifiesreality and objectivity withthematerial world and consigns
such features of experience asthought, theory, and meaning to the realm of subjectivity. On thisview, language, like
all interpretative symbolism, is necessarily reduced to conventional status.

4. T. F. Torrance suggests that the fourth century Christian heresy called “ Arianism” is the equivalent of
nominalism in the philosophy of language. In drawing this parallel, he argues that the relation between persons and
thelanguagethey useis, inthefirst place, aninternal, ontol ogical relation. Accordingto Arianism, the® Son” (or Logos)
differsfromthe”Father” in being. Their only relationisamoral one established contractually. Orthodox Christianity
has always repudiated thisidea, holding Jesus Christ to be the pre-existent Logos of God, who eternally shares his
uncreated being and isof the samenature (Greek: homoousion, meaning “ of onesubstance”). The Arian Christ reveals
the Father, but stands in an external relation to him and iswholly on the created side of the divide. But according to
main line Christianity, the Son reveal s the Father because he is God, and because Father and Son areindivisibly one
inbeing and agency. Without thisunderstanding, the Son can only reveal the Father symbolically. Infact, theWestern
Church hastended to understand therel ationin thisway--severing the bond between real ity and Logos, between being
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and knowing, between what athing isin itsinner being and what it isin its external relations. This subtle form of
epistemol ogical and anthropol ogical dualism turnstherelation between God and his“Word” into an external relation
which dependson arbitrary and transactional considerations. To think of God and Christinthisway isthetheological
counterpart of linguistic and conceptual dualism. Onthisview, Godisonethingand Christisanother. Thisundermines
thedoctrine of Godincarnate (the view that God manifested himself in hisinner relationsas* Word madeflesh™), and
also encouragesajuridical view of the atonement. Unitary thinking requires acceptance of the homoousion doctrine,
which sees the Father-Son (Logos) relation as inhering eternally within the one Being of God.

5. See J. H. Gill, The Possihility of Religious Knowledge (Grand Rapids. Eerdmans, 1971), 117.
6. Polanyi callscommunication“atriad of triads’ (KB 185). Therearethe partnersin dial ogue, whose speech

functions asthe“ go-between” ; thereisthe speaker, thereality to be communicated and the words that denoteit; and
there isthe self, its conceptions and the language used to convey these.
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The Critical Appropriation Of Our Intellectual
Tradition: Toward A Dialogue Between
Polanyi and Lonergan
Vincent M. Colapietro

It is especially appropriate to address in this publication questions concerning the complex relationship
betweenreligioustraditionsandintellectual life. Too often suchtraditionsarestill viewed asproviding fixed andfinal
answers to questions whose force and meaning do not depend on these traditions. This overvaluestraditionsin one
respect and undervaluesthemin another. Asaset of answers, religioustraditions by themsel vesdo not stand on their
own; their deficiencies, lacunae, and errors call out for revision, development, and correction. Asaset of definitive
answers, religious traditions tend to be overvalued by their defenders. But as claims whose function is not to quell
intellectual curiosity but to issue existential challenges,! it would be difficult--if not impossible--to value too highly
these claims. Even so, as the conditions for radical questioning, these traditions tend to be undervalued by their
detractors and even by many of their defenders.

Amongthedominantimagesinour Enlightenmentinheritancearethoseassociated withreligiouspersecution
(e.g., Galileo brought before the I nquisition and the Massacre of St. Bartholomew). Thefigureand wordsof Voltaire
epitomize the cumulative (and continuing) influence of these powerful images. When Voltaire statesthat “ The man
who saystome, ‘Believeasl do, or God will damnyou,” will presently say, “Believeasl| do, or | will assasinateyou,’”
weall feel theforce of hiswords. In addition, hisquestionisour own, “By what right could abeing created freeforce
another tothink likehimself?" And when heobservesthat “ A fanaticism composed of superstition and ignorance has
been the sickness of all the centuries’ (quotations from Durant 1952, 237) we cannot but help feel hisdeep antipathy
toward all forms of fanaticism, including religiousfanaticism. Frequently religionisidentified tout court with such
fanaticism. Thesafeguard against fanaticismis, for Voltaire, thedeliberate cultivation of askeptical outlook. By their
questions--their willingnessto call themselves and their own traditionsinto question--ye shall know them; that is, ye
shall be able to distinguish the humane from the intolerant.

In arecent issue of Cross Currents (Volume 40, Number 2 [Summer 1990]), Robert Wuthnow and Edith
Wyschogrod point out, in very different ways, the interrogative dimension of living religiously. In “Living the
Question--Evangelical Christianity and Critical Thought,” Wuthnow borrows “the much-used phrase “living the
question’ becauseit seemsto methat Christianity doesnot so much supply thelearned person with answersasit does
raise questions .... [Christianity] leaves people with a set of questions they cannot escape, especially when these
guestionsfacethemfromtheir earliest years’ (1990, 167). Later inthisarticlehenotesthat: “Lived asaquestionrather
thanaset of absol uteanswers, Christianity can stimulatecritical thought. Andindoing o, itislikely to continuebearing
the burden of misunderstanding and prejudice. But that response should only galvanizeits courageto tell adifferent
story” (1990, 175). In “Works that ‘Faith’: The Grammar of Ethics in Judaism,” Wyschogrod states that: “The
contemporary situation of sacred language can be described asachangein grammatical mood (attitudeindicating verb
forms) from aseamlessunity of theimperative and theindicative moods at the heart of actionand prayer in normative
Judaism, totheinterrogativemood of postmodernity” (1990, 189). Intheinterrogativemood, our religiousutterances
regain their vitality and authenticity; or, they assume the form in which they are most likely to be alive and genuine
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for us at thisjuncturein history.

Before reading these articles, | was already engaged in the task of trying to find my way home,? of forging
apath back to ingenuous participation in religious practice; after encountering them, | am encouraged to continue my
search. My stepshave been guided by, among other authors, Bernard L onergan and Michael Polanyi. Withtheir help,
I, too, feel not only the need but also the power to tell a story different from that of modernity, a story in which
unqualified rebellion and unmoored rationality (cf. Wyschogrod 1990, 183) arethemsel ves exposed to ahermeneutic
of suspicion (Ricoeur 1970). Thisstory concernsacrucia function our religioustraditions have actually played and
can still servein our intellectual life.

At the heart of thisstory isthe suggestion that it would be better to conceive of religioustraditionsin terms
of questions than of answers. They make certain ways of questioning ourselves not only possible but necessary. It
islegitimateto seereligion asan existential answer (aresponsetothe“mystery” of our existence). Moreover, itisalso
validtoseelifeitself asareligious question (an abyssopening in the ground beneath our feet). Indeed, only by seeing
human existence as areligious question can traditional religion have the character of an existential answer. But, too
often, thisanswer isconsidered exclusively asthe closure of questioning. My suggestion (paralleling, it turnsout, the
suggestions of Wyschogrod and Wuthnow) isthat my own religioustradition is best understood as acommitment or
set of commitmentswhose valueresidesaboveall el sein generating questions, not resolving them. To bind ourselves
to, say, Judaism or Christianity isto commit ourselves to taking virtually everything as questionable, including the
authenticity of our commitments and the adequacy of their formulation. It isto live our concrete, historical livesas
inescapably problematic venturesin which the questioner and the question are one.

Withrespect to both L onergan and Polanyi, | amnot an expert but an amateur (an untutored|over or admirer).
Even though | have not formally studied either of these thinkers under the direction of ateacher, | discovered both of
them rather early in my intellectual career. Inaddition, | have been reading them, off and on, for almost two decades
now. Lonergan and Polanyi arethinkerstowhom | turn, again and again, in my own struggleto make sense out of my
experience of our world. In other words, they are for me not so much objects of study as resources for inquiry. Of
course, thisdistinction cannot bedrawntoo sharply: inorder to beresourcesfor investigation, writingsor authorsmust
be, to some extent, objects of investigation.

The point of these remarksis not to beg indulgence for misunderstanding or misusing the positions of these
thinkers. Itissimply to help my readersframe expectations appropriateto the discourse beforethem. Thisdiscourse
isnot so much an essay on L onergan and Polanyi asitisan exploration withthem. But, asyouwill see, their guidance
issolicited almost at every turn. Indeed, the very way in which theissue is framed owes much to both authors.
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In The Crisis of Philosophy, Michael McCarthy poses the question to which the remainder of this paper is
devoted. Asweshall seemomentarily, thisquestionfindsitscounterpartin Polanyi’ sPersonal Knowledge. McCarthy
acceptsHans-Georg Gadamer’ sinsight that “ belonging isaconstitutive feature of human existence” (1990, 332). As
aresult, he sees that “[t]he real question is not whether we shall belong to atradition but in what manner we shall
belong.” Thisleadshimtoask: “Canwe achieveadialectic of belonging and distance, which preservestherichness
of tradition but keepsus sensitivetoitslimits?’ Inasection of Personal Knowledgeentitled“ Acceptance of Calling”,
Polanyi calls attention to the fact that

we are creatures of circumstance. Every mental process by which man surpasses the animalsis
rootedintheearly apprenticeship by whichthe child acquirestheidiom of itsnative community and
eventually absorbsthewhol ecultural heritagetowhichit succeeds. Great pioneersmay modify this
idiomby their own efforts, but eventheir outlook will remain predominantly determined by thetime
and place of their origin” (1958, 322).

Thisrequiresusto acknowledgethat: “Our believingisconditioned at itssource by our belonging.” Sincethesociety
to which we belong “ allocates powers and profits,” those of uswho are adherents of theintellectual status quo are,
thereby, supporters of the way powers and profitsare being allocated. It should be no surprise, then, that: “Respect
for tradition inevitably shields also someiniquitoussocial relations.” The awareness of thisinevitability promptsus
to ask, “How can we claim to arrive at aresponsible judgment with universal intent, if the conceptual framework in
which we operate isborrowed from alocal culture and our motives are mixed up with the forces holding on to social
privilege?’ Onecontext inwhich such awarenessislikely to generatethisform of questionistheacademy; curricular
reformsare haunted by doubtsregarding local prejudices(e.g., Western or patriarchal biases) concealing themselves
under universalistic rhetoric. ( 321-324)

One way of framing thisissueisin terms of immanence and transcendence. To acknowledge that we are
creatures of circumstanceand al so that our believing isconditioned by our belongingisto underscore our immanence
in history: weare caught upinaflux over which we have only very limited control. But thevery circumstancesinto
which we have been thrown--the very communitiesinto which we have been born--have themsel ves bequeathed to us
an array of “transcendental precepts’ (Lonergan 1985, 8) or universal principlesfromwhich it seemsdifficult, if not
impossible, to sever allegiance. Thesepreceptsor principlesareprecisely what empower usto seeour cultureaslocal
and someof our practicesasiniquitous. Inother words, they arethemeansby whichwecantranscend thecontingencies
of our timeand place. Somethinkersstress our immanencein history to such adegree asto underminethe possibility
of transcendence; other thinkers so emphasize our capacity for transcendence that they render negligible our
immanencein history. Incontrast to both of thesetypes, Lonergan and Polanyi striveto give due recognition to both
immanence and transcendence.

Closely connected with this, both desired to bring into sharp focus (in thewords of the former) “the ongoing
interplay in human history of tradition and innovation” (Lonergan 1985, 35). “We owe our mental existence
predominantly to works of art, morality, religous worship, scientific theory, and other articul ate systems [including
language] which we accept asour dwelling placeand the soil of our mental development” (Polanyi 1958, 286). These
articulate systems are inherited matrices in which novel discoveries are made and novel inventions crafted. The
innovativeisdependent, both conceptually and existentially, onthe established. Theinnovativeisrecognizableand,
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indeed, possible only when measured against the established. Apart from tradition, innovation makesno sense: itis
conceptually part of a contrast. Without established or traditional frameworks in which skills can be acquired and
refined, no person would have the resources to be innovative.

In addition, both L onergan and Polanyi were interested in showing that our religious traditions have been and must
continue to be indispensable resources for intellectual innovation. They approached this task, however, in very
different ways. L onergan approached thistask, first and foremost, asamember of astrongly traditional religion, while
Polanyi did soasanemigrefromatotalitarian country dedicatedtotheelimination of traditional religion. Thisresulted
in adifference in focus: Lonergan labored strenuously to show the inadequacies of our classical inheritance, while
Polanyi concentrated primarily on showing thedangersinherentin certain central featuresof our distinctively modern
heritage. Put alternatively, L onergan was most interested in the transition to modernity, whereas Polanyi’ s deepest
concern in this connection was to exhibit the nihilistic tendenciesinherent in amilitantly secular worldview.

As a Roman Catholic priest responding to Pope John XXI1I's call for aggiornamento within his church,
L onergan was especially concerned to convince his fellow Catholics of the necessity to make the transition from a
classicist world-view to contemporary historical-mindedness (see, e.g., 1967, chapter 15 and aso 1974 1-9).
Specifically in referenceto Thomism, he suggeststhat this necessary transition will involve at |east five “transposi-
tions,” namely: “A Thomism for tomorrow has to move from logic to method; from science as conceived in the
Posterior Analyticsto science asit is conceived today; from the metaphysics of the soul to the self-appropriation of
the subject; from an apprehension of manintermsof human natureto an apprehensi on of man through human history;
and from first principlesto transcendental method” (1975, 50). Heis sensitiveto the fact that “ Catholic philosophy
and Catholic theology are matters, not merely of revelation and faith, but also of culture. Both have been fully and
deeply involved in classica culture. The breakdown of classical culture and, at least in our day, the manifest
comprehensivenessand exclusivenessof modern cultureconfront Catholic philosophy and Catholictheol ogy withthe
gravest problems, impose upon them mountainous tasks, invite them to Herculean labors’ (1967, 266). He was
convinced that: “Classical culture cannot be jettisoned without being replaced; and what replacesit, cannot but run
counter to classical expectations.” He was also convinced that: “There is bound to be formed a solid right that is
determined to livein aworld that no longer exists. Thereis[also] bound to be formed a scattered left, captivated by
now this, now that new development ...” (1967, 266-7). In response to this anticipated and, indeed, encountered
polarization, Lonergan advocated what might be called a centrist approach; for he believed strongly that “what will
count isaperhaps not numerous center, big enough to be at homein both the old and the new, painstaking enough to
work out oneby onethetransitionsto bemade, strong enough to refuse half measuresandinsist on completesolutions
even though it has to wait” (1967, 267).

While Lonergan pointed the way beyond classicism, Polanyi sought away beyond nihilism (see, e.g., 1969,
chapter 1). Forthelatter, “modern nihilismisamoral excessfromwhichwearesufferingtoday ...” (1969, 3). Heeven
admitted the possibility that “our passion for nihilistic self-doubt may beincurable, and it may cometo and end only
when it has finally destroyed our civilization.” It was, indeed, this possibility that prompted him to articulate a
multifaceted critique of modern nihilism.

Despitehisinsi stenceupon making thetransition from classicismto modernity, L onergan expected that there
would be*" arather notable continuity” between the past and the present--in particul ar, between thethought of Thomas
Aquinas and that of contemporary Catholics (1985, 51). As part of his critique of nihilism, Polanyi insisted that
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anti-traditionalism must be shown for what it is--another tradition whose original emancipatory power has largely
dissipated and, in fact, whose continuing dominance tends more and more to undermine the possibility of effective
freedom. Accordingly, Lonergan’spleafor the cultivation of historical-mindednessisthe pleaof atraditionalist, i.e.,
of one deeply committed to establishing a continuity between the past and the present. And Polanyi’s rejection of
nihilism and his recovery of tradition are the opposite sides of the same coin.

Lonergan and Polanyi were, of course, acutely aware that tradition could stifle innovation and, in turn, that
innovation could discredit tradition. They were also aware that not only could the representatives of any particular
historical tradition betray its own definitive norms but also that traditions themselves could violate “the immanent
norms of the human spirit” (McCarthy 1990, 334; Lonergan 1967, 246). Historical consciousness bringswith it the
painful awareness that our religious traditions have been instruments of injustice and obstacles to truth. Moral
discernment allows usto seethat what has been true of the past isal so true of the present: our religioustraditionsare,
tosomedegreeandinsomeways(however subtle), inauthentic. Hence, it becomesimperativeto adopt acritical stance
toward theinherited framework in which we customarily dwell. But (and heretheissue becomes more complex than
weordinarily suppose) the possibility of adopting such astance depends, in part, uponthevitality of thevery tradition
or framework about which judgmentsof authenticity arebeing made. Put another way, wearenever completely outside
of the framework whose authenticity we are trying to determine. Thus, our breaking out of an inherited framework
isnever asthoroughgoing asisour dwelling in thisframework (Polanyi 1958, 195ff). Weare aways still committed,
in afashion, to what we reject, no matter how vociferous and extremeis our rejection. Indeed, the more vociferous
and extreme the reaction, the morewe areinclined to say, “Methinks, he doth protest too much.” What needsto be
ascertained, aboveall el se, iswhether our rejection amountsto aconversionor aninversion, i.e., an espousal of norms
andideal sthrusting ustoward sel f-transcendenceand sel f-transformation or an espousal condemning usto self-insulation
and self-disfigurement (cf. Grant 1974).

Inlight of theabove, it seemsespecially appropriatetotakethisoccasionto explore, inlight of Lonerganand
Polanyi, thetopic of tradition. Inparticular, | want tolook at what might be called “the dial ectic of fidelity and truth.”
By thisexpression, | meanthefateful way inwhichtheacknowledgment of truth (especially nove truth) andthefidelity
totradition (especially ahoary one) areactually dependent on each other and, at the sametime, potentially destructive
of each other. Attheheart of any dialecticisanagon, apotentially destructive conflict between mutually dependent
factorsor forces(cf. Lonergan 1957, 217). Whileconflictisinevitable, destructionisnot. Thus, thepointin speaking
about adiaectic isto bring into view not the inevitablity of defeat or collapse but the inescapability of conflict and
struggle. Itisasoto highlight the mutual dependence of inevitable antagonists.

It would be difficult to overestimate the role tradition plays in the acquisition of knowledge. In certain
respects, virtually no onetruly doubts or even could reasonably doubt thisrole. Who could, for example, deny that
human reason, asit actually functionsin a particular domain of scientific investigation, depends upon the effective
transmission of what previous scientists have securely established substantively and methodologically? Andwhat is
tradition but the effective transmission from one generation to another of what has proven to be secure or reliable?
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Y et the systematic disregard of an authoritativetraditionisaprominent featureof critical philosophy in most
of its influential forms. By “critical” philosophy, | mean what Michael Polanyi meant--a program beginning in
universal doubt and aiming at absol ute certitude and, moreover, a program in which the elimination of the personal
agency of theknower isthepriceto be pai dfor theattainment of obj ectiveknowledge. Inthe Advancement of Learning
(1605, Book 1), FrancisBacon asserted that: “1f amanwill beginwith certainties, he shall end in doubts; but if hewill
be content to begin with doubts, hewill endin certainties.” Thewillingnessto begin with doubt--to call into question
what others take for granted--claims to make possible the elimination of any trace of “subjective” (i.e., personal)
presence. In other words, such willingnessis, from this perspective, the means by which the distorting influence of
human subjectivity isremoved and a dispassionate view of an objective reality is secured.

Itishelpful to recall that the subtitle of Personal Knowledgeis“ TowardsaPost-Critical Philosophy.” 1f the
critical turnadvocated by FrancisBacon, ReneDescartes, et al . began by espousing programmatic (or methodi c) doubt,
thefirst stepstoward apost-critical philosophy are those by which the obstaclesto accepting afiduciary programme
(Polanyi 1958, 264) are removed. While philosophy transformed itself into a critical enterprise by its critique of
tradition, it can transcend the nihilistic implications of thistransformation only by (among other things) acritique of
doubt (Polanyi 1958, chapter 9; cf. Peirce 1868). In the opening paragraph to the concluding chapter of Personal
Knowledge, Polanyi declaresthat theaim of thisbook isto re-equi p personswith thefacultieswhich centuriesof critical
thought have taught them to distrust (1958, 381). One of these facultiesis our capacity to entrust ourselves to the
authority of masters, oneswhoembody inanexemplary way skillsof doing andknowing. Inour time, not explicit doubt
but tacit beliefs, not radical criticism but acritical trust, need to be accredited as the principal sources of human
knowledge (see, e.g., Polanyi 1958, 266).

The shift from a critical to a post-critical philosophy can be construed as a transition from amodern to a
postmodern outlook. This becomes clear when werecall that, for Polanyi,

Thecritical movement, which seemsto be nearing the end of itscoursetoday, was perhapsthe most
fruitful effort ever sustained by the human mind. The past four or five centuries, which have
gradually destroyed or overshadowed the whole medieval cosmos, have enriched us mentally and
morally to an extent unrivalled by any period of similar duration. But itsincandescence had fed on
the combustion of the Christian heritagein the oxygen of Greek rationalism, and whenthisfuel was
exhausted the critical framework itself burnt away (1958, 265-6).

The* critical movement” is, in effect, identified with themodern periodin Western culture; and the movement beyond
this movement can, accordingly, be called postmodern as well as post-critical. There may be good reasons for
hesitating to use “post-modern” in reference to Polanyi.

Wenoted earlier that it would bedifficult to overestimatetherol eof traditionintheacquisition of knowledge.
Even so, most theories of knowledge, especially modern ones, have not only underestimated thisrole; they have been
hostile to the very idea of tradition, to the allegedly obscurantist tendency to grant authority to merely received
positions. Very early inthemodern (i.e., post-medieval) epoch of Western culture, both the rationalist conception of
reason and the empiricist conception of experience were articulated in opposition to what was being handed down in
the name of knowledge. Thus, in the writings of Da Vinci, Bacon, Galileo, Descartes, and humerous others, we
encounter not only attacks on particular intellectual traditions (e.g., Aristotelianism and scholasticism) but also a
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general critical assault on the very notion of an authoritative intellectual tradition (i.e., a tradition as a locus of
authority). Tobesure, someof these authors conceived their task toincludeinaugurating atradition of their own, one
inwhich the claims of reason or experience would take precedence over those of traditions. For example, Descartes
in the Discourse on Method (1637, Part V1) wrote that two obstacles confronting persons who devote themselvesto
sciencearetheshortnessof lifeand thelack of experiments. Hejudged that “therewas no better remedy against these
two obstacles than faithfully to communicate to the public al thelittle | had found, and to urge good mindsto try to
go beyond thisin contributing, each according to hisinclination and his capacity, to the experiments which must be
made, and communicating also to the public everything they learned; so that, the last beginning where their
predecessorshad | eft off, and thereby linking thelivesand laboursof many, wemight all together go much further than
each man could individually.” Two points need to be stressed in connection with this defense of tradition. First, the
process is to begin with Descartes, with methodic doubt and the dramatic defeat of such doubt by a disembodied,
solitary theoretical consciousnesswho knowswith absol utecertainty both “1 exist” and“ God exists.” Second, itisnot
clear, however, how either therationalist conception of reason or (for that matter) the empiricist notion of experience
can forge such an aliance with tradition. Does not the formation of thisalliance entail aviolation of theintegrity of
either reason, rationalistically conceived, or experience, empiricistically conceived? Issuchanalliancenot rather like
asexual relationship established by an erstwhile virgin? Oncethe relationship is established, oneisno longer what
onewas.

L onergan and Polanyi explicitly acknowledgetheroleof traditioninthecontext of inquiry. Inaddition, they
stressthecritical appropriation of anintellectual tradition asan unavoidabl etask confronting any responsibleinquirer.
By the* critical appropriation of anintellectual tradition,” | mean aprocessof critical evaluation by which responsible
subjects maketheir own theresources of atradition to which they are committed and, at the sametime, by which they
are confused or troubled. However, such appropriation is, as both of these thinkers realize, delicate and even
problematic. Whilethevery criteriafor acritical appropriation are often found within an intellectual tradition itself,
thisisnot necessarily the case. Moreover, at |east someintellectual traditions are defined by their opennessto other
intellectual traditions, however imperfectly thisopennessisrealizedin practice. Such considerationsmakeit easy or,
at least, possible to see why efforts at critical appropriation, honestly and rigorously undertaken, contain within
themselvesthelikelihood of deracinated consciousness. thelikelihood of alienation from, rather than appropriation
of, one’ sowntradition might bethe outcome of such efforts. Lonerganand Polanyi arehel pful precisely becausetheir
recognition of tradition’ sineliminablerolein humaninquiry promptsthem to investigate some of the most important
waystradition operateswithinthe context of inquiry. They area so hel pful becausethey thematize, or make explicit,
the problem of how aparticular religious inheritance might be evaluated as an authoritative intellectual tradition.

Any intellectual inquiry is, at once, irreducibly personal and essentially communal. That |, as a unique,
historical, embodied agent, must assume responsibility for my utterances makesinquiry irreducibly personal. That |
must addressthese utterancesto other persons--that | must appeal to othersnot only to assist mein verifying thetruth
of my claims but also to clarify the very meaning of my utterances--suggests that the inquirer is essentially a
person-in-relation-to-others. To be an inquirer is to participate personally (and this means, among other things,
responsibly) inacommunity of inquiry. Objectivismfailstodojusticetotheirreducibly personal dimension of human
knowledge, while subjectivism overlooks the essentially communal character of human investigation. Contra
objectivism, to acknowledge the ubiquitous presence of the knowing subject in any act of knowing does not entail
subjectivism. Contrasubjectivism, to insist upon the self’ sresponsibility to address others and even to submit to the
authority of masters does not reduce the subject to an object.
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What should be controllingin any inquiry isaquestion or set of questions, not atext or body of writings. Of
course, atext often is an exemplary case of just such an inquiry and, accordingly, an explication of the text is a
re-enactment of the drama of inquiry. Polanyi’s Personal Knowledge and Lonergan’'s Insight are themselves
compelling examples of this. The question animating this investigation concerns the authority of tradition: What
authority, if any, can we claim for tradition in the field of knowledge? My thesisisthat, at the heart of any truly
authoritativetradition, thereisthe power to authorize questions of an ever more comprehensiveand radical cast, even
guestions erroneously but persuasively deemed to befoolish or nonsensical. Such atraditionisaset of largely dumb
certitudes, or tacit beliefs, allowing for the possibility of articulate doubts. The sort of authority with which | am
concernedisintellectua authority; and, according to my thesis, the essence of such authority residesin the heuristic
power of historical traditions (those intergenerational forms from which human action and even experience, for the
most part, acquire their purposes no less than their structure). There is something unquestionable about the truly
authoritative traditions. But what is unquestionable about them is so only because it allows us to pose questions of
progessively wider scope and deeper significance. To insist upon the unguestionable authority of an intellectua
traditionisnot apleafor obscurantism, though it must certainly seem so to most peopletoday (cf. Polanyi 1958, 268).
It is, in fact, just the opposite--an attempt to undercut the obscurantism destined to result from the hegemony of
skepticism. In this connection, one has only to think of the concluding lines of David Hume's Enquiry Concerning
Human Understanding (1777): “When we run over libraries, persuaded of these principles, what havoc must we
make? If wetakein our hand any volume; of divinity or school metaphysics, for instance; let usask, Doesit contain
any abstract reasoning concer ning quantity or number? No. Doesit contain any experimental reasoning concerning
matter of fact and existence? No. Commit it thento theflames; for it can contain nothing but sophistry andillusion.”

Itisnotincidental that thelossof faithin truth eventually resulted from the discrediting of thetruthsof faith.
Nor isitincidental that the recovery of afidelity to truth cannot ultimately be separated from awillingness to open
questions of an essentially religious character (cf. Polanyi 1958, 298). In opposition to David Hume's religious
skepticism, weneedto pit Michael Polanyi’ sfideism. Inoppositionto Rene Descartes’ methodic skepticism, weneed
toendorsethedoubtsof L onergan aswell asPolanyi about the method of doubt. For theauthor of Insight, “[u]niversal
doubt leadsthe phil osopher to reject what heisnot equippedtorestore. But philosophersthat do not practiseuniversal
doubt are not in that predicament ...” (1957, 411). For the author of Personal Knowledge, “the programme of
comprehensive doubt collapses and reveals by its failure the fiduciary rootedness of all rationality” (1958, 297).

IV: Language As The Paradigm Of Tradition

Thereis perhaps no better way of illuminating our topic, the critical appropriation of intellectual traditions,
than by taking language as our paradigm of tradition (Pieper 1954). Reflection upon this paradigm allows usto see
what, ingeneral, isinvolved in the appropriation of atradition, i.e., in the process by which human beings maketheir
own what isinitially and, to some extent, enduringly other than themselves (cf. Lonergan). More fundamentally, it
also helps usto see what tradition is. From these general considerations, we can turn to exploring what specifically
isinvolvedinthecritical appropriation of anintellectual tradition. (Theterm* critical” isambiguous: it might beused
to designate someting rather specific--namely, the skeptical sensibility of Enlightenment rationality--or something
more general, ahealthy but disciplined willingnessto call into question aspectsof one’' sinheritance.) Whileit might
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be more preciseto speak of post-critical inthisconnection, it might also beworthwhileto reclaim theterm “ critical .”

“Critical” need not mean what it has come to mean in the modern experiment of universal doubt, namely, a
comprehensive critique of all inherited beliefs. It can signify asensibility at once more modest and moreradical, the
sensibility of thosewhofully realizetheirinability tocall into questionthewhol eof their inheritanceand, nonethel ess,
who unflinchingly accept their responsibility to question, under the actual stimulus of a specific doubt as opposed to
awholesale skepticism, any part of thisinheritance.

I am not unmindful that treating language as our paradigm of tradition might conceal and even misrepresent
theuniquecharacter of other traditions(e.g., religion). Inparticular, our dwellingin our nativetongue doesnot appear
to allow for as complete a breaking out of the conceptual framework provided by thislinguistic inheritance as does
our dwellinginour nativereligion (i.e., thereligioninto which wewereborn and brought up). 1n other words, we may
beabl etodissociate ourselvesmorethoroughly from sometraditionsthan from others; and, sincelanguageisonefrom
whichitisordinarily impossibletodissociateoursel ves, it appearsthat thechoiceof languageasaparadigm of tradition
isunjustified.

Interms of what isinvolved in the transmission of language or speechcraft from one generation to the next,
wecando no better thanrecall thewordsof Polanyi. Indeed, inthetextsto bequoted, hehimself clearly takeslanguage
asthe paradigm of tradition. “All arts[and thusthe art of speech] arelearned by intelligently imitating the way they
arepractised by other personsin whom thelearner placeshis confidence. To know alanguageisan art, carried on by
tacit judgments[including unspokentrust] and thepracticeof unspecifiableskills’ (1958, 206). “ Thecombinedaction
of authority and trust which underlies both the learning of language and its use of carrying messages, isasimplified
instance of a process which enters the whole transmission of culture to succeeding generations’ (1959, 207). “This
assimiliation of great systems of articulate lore by novices of various gradesis made possible only by a previous act
of affiliation, by which the novice accepts apprenticeship to acommunity which cultivatesthislore, appreciatesits
values and strives to act by its standards’ (1958, 207). “The learner [of language or of anything elsg], like the
discoverer, must believe before he can know” (1958, 208). Learners have no choice but to placetheir trust in others.
“Such granting of one’ spersonal allegianceis... apassionate pouring of oneself into untried formsof existence. The
continued transmission of articulate systems ... depends throughout on these acts of submission” (1958, 208). The
person to whom such systems are transmitted istransformed in alargely irreversibleway. Insofar asthis process of
self-transformationisinformal and irreversible, it isa-critical (ibid.).

V: Two Oversimplifications

Itis, however, important to warn against two oversimplifications concerning the critical appropriation of an
intellectual tradition. Oneinvolvestoo restrictive aview of what is meant by “critical appropriation,” the other too
abstract aview of “intellectual tradition.”

First, we should not draw too sharp or absolute a distinction between the earlier and later phases of
appropriation: the appropriation of any tradition is a continuum in which there are rudimentary forms of challenge
evident very early intheprocessof appropriation andinwhichthereisamassiveamount of unchallenged assumptions
present even during those moments of the most intense, explicit critique.
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Second, most traditions are complex. They are not simply nor solely intellectual traditions. In arough,
provisional way, we can define “intellectual” asthat which is concerned with the cultivation of intelligence and, as
central to thisconcern, is devoted to the acquisition, maintenance, and refinement of the skills needed both to “hear”
againwhat was" spoken” earlier (cf. Gadamer) andto discover what wasnever knownbefore (L onergan). Accordingly,
atraditionis“intellectual” insofar asit isconcerned with the cultivation of intelligence, i.e., devoted to (among other
matters) imparting, conserving, and developing skills of interpretation and inquiry.

Some traditions are not only centrally but also narrowly concerned with thistask or some part of thistask;
otherssubordinate thistask to other formsof practice. A particular group of scientificinquirerswould bean example
of theformer, while ahistorical community of religiousworshipperswould be anillustration of thelatter. Whilethe
subordination of this task has historically resulted in the suppression and disfigurement of intelligence, it is
arguable--indeed, both L onergan and Polanyi, in effect, argue--that such subordination cana soresultintheliberation
and transfiguration of intelligence.

Aswehavealready suggested, thecritical appropriation of anintellectual traditionisevidentinarudimentary
and sporadic form very early in the process of appropriation. This means that the refined and deliberate critique of
suchatraditionisnot absolutely novel. One needsonly to think of the countl ess and spontaneous questions asked by
childrenasthey arebeinginitiatedintoatradition. Itis, consequently, agrossoversimplificationto seethelater phases
of explicit critique as discontinuous with earlier phases. In particular, the transition should not be described as a
movement from blind, uncritical acceptanceto enlightened, critical assessment. To describethistransitionassucha
movement isagross oversimplification.

Theintellectual dimension of ahistorical traditionis, ordinarily, just that--asingle (though itself inherently
complex) dimension of a complex inheritance: it is not only one aspect among others but also one frequently
subordinated to some other form of practice (e.g., worship in the case of certain religious communities, rightsin the
case of certain palitical traditions, civility and character in the case of certain familial traditions). In addition, those
traditions which are predominantly intellectual--which are more or less exclusively focused on the cultivation of
intelligence--are always concerned with only certain forms of intelligence and not thefull array of intellectual skills
needed to make sense out of our experience of theworld. A possible exceptiontothisisthetraditional university. In
any event, what needsto be stressed hereisthat themajority of our most basi c traditionsincorporatewithinthemselves
anintellectual dimension, but thisisonly asinglefacet of their multifaceted reality; what al so needsto be emphasized
is that even those traditions whose focus is predominantly “intellectual” are, with one possible exception, not
comprehensivelyintellectual. Itis, hence, afundamental distortionto seeall intellectual traditions(moreprecisely, all
traditions having a significant bearing upon the cultivation of intelligence) as separable entities rather than as
distinguishabl e aspects; moreover, it isalso abasic mistaketo see any particular intellectual tradition as providing a
comprehensivetraining of human intelligence.
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VI: Two Forms Of Critique

Critical appropriationisavirtually inevitablephasein one’ songoing participationinanintellectual tradition.
Insaying this, itisimportant not to fall into the very error we warned against just amoment ago--namely, conceiving
theappropriation of atraditionasamovement fromanuncritical, blind allegiancetoacritical, enlightened assessment.
Thereispotentially something misleading in using the expression “critical appropriation” to designate adistinctive
phaseor seriesof phases; for thisusetendstounderwritetheoversimplificationjust noted. Inonesense, “ critique” --the
asking of questionsand posing of challenges--ispart and parcel of thevery process of appropriation, at virtually each
and every phasein thisprocess. |nanother sense, it isadistinctive phasein this process. There are momentsin the
life of inheritors when they adopt, self-consciously and deliberately, a critical stance toward their intellectual
inheritance. At such moments, personsformally and explicitly commit themselvesto either realizing morefully the
deepest imperatives of their inheritance or rejecting the authoritative hold of these imperatives. Persons conscien-
tiously decide to continue or to resist defining themselves in accord with their upbringing.

Part and parcel of any such tradition isnot only specific judgments about the world but also general criteria
defining the ways specific judgments may themsel ves bejudged in terms of meaningfulness, truth, reliability, etc. In
other words, intellectual traditionsprovidetheresourcesfor framing reflexivejudgments, judgmentsabout judgments
in one or morerespects. Thisprovision can and often does empower the adherents of atraditionto call into question
the foundational truths of their particular tradition. In addition, it helps to develop in these adherents a critical
sensibility opento appropriating, from other traditions, standardsand ideal s of judgment different fromthe onesthese
adherentsinherited fromtheir owntradition. Ontheonehand, then, thereare criteriawithin any intellectual tradition
by which the proponents can judge aspects of their own tradition. On the other, there are criteria from intellectual
traditions other than one’ s own to which one is, nonetheless, drawn--and drawn as aresult of the critical sensibility
fostered by one’ sownactual inheritance. Ineither case, thereisinherentinany intellectual traditionatrajectory beyond
its present form.

Not only isthistrajectory inherent in such traditions, but it entersin an explicit and prominent way into the
consciousnessand commitmentsof thosetraditionswe most likely admireand advocate. Weareinclinedtothink that
theauthenticity of atraditionissecured, aboveall else, by itsopennesstoinnovation (cf. Lonergan) anditswillingness
tocall itself into question in ever moreradica ways(i.e., to pose questions striking ever more deeply at thevery roots
of the tradition itself). Thisinclination is praiseworthy. But it does not enable us to see adequately wherein the
authenticity of atraditionresides. For thewillingnessand, indeed, thecapacity to posequestionsof an ever wider scope
and deeper significance depends on an unquestionable fidelity to the ideals animating or inspiring our traditional
practices. Itisimperativetodistinguish between an unquestionabl eand an unquestioning allegiance. Ontheonehand,
I might not question what is or ought to be considered questionable (e.g., the results of ascientific experiment or the
statements of an elected official). Ontheother, | might try to question what is, in someway, beyond question, i.e., in
principle beyond the possibility of being called into question. If one asserts that nothing is, in reality, beyond the
possibility of being calledinto question, then oneis, in effect, taking the very act of questioning to be unquestionable.
The (unquestioned?) primacy of theinterrogative mood is, as Edith Wyschogrod suggests, the characteristic mood of
our postmodern day. But underlying our questions is the imperative to question. Just as we frequently need (as
Wittgenstein recommended) to question the question, so too we often need to question the questioner (including the
motives of the questioner). The hermeneutics of suspicion simply cannot stop short of self-interrogration. For this
reason, the stories through which | am forced to recognize my fallibility, finitude, and fallenness are indispensable
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elementsin any adequate hermeneutics of suspicion.

But what are the conditions for the possibility of questioning and, more narrowly, of questioning which

refusesto limit arbitrarily the scope of itsfield? Hereit isinstructive to consider the form of skepticism espoused
by so many studentstoday. They have so few questions; beyond this, they havelittle desire in being aroused from
their skeptical slumber, from their abiding doubtsabout theworthwhilenessof Socrati ¢ cross-examinationand, more
generaly, rigorous questioning. In the passivity and inertness of so many of our students, we are confronted with
the massive failure of our dominant intellectual traditions. The crushing of dogmatism and the cultivation of
skepticism are the “truths’ that were supposed to set us free to question.
The senseinwhich | am using theterm “unquestionable” isthis. we are unableto call certain thingsinto question
without thereby undermining our very capacity or willingnessto posequestions. | believeinorder not only that | may
know but also that | might question; and | question that | might believein the manner which doestheleast violence
totherational integrity of myself and others. Moreover, | questionin order that | might become morefully present
toandresponsiblefor myself. While beliefsmake questions possible, questions make beliefs humane. Underlying
the capacity to question is the unlimited desire to know; fostering the willingness to question are the Socratic
challenges of others.

VI1I: Conclusion

In my own life, the challenges of Michael Polanyi and Bernard Lonergan have forced me to re-open
guestions concerning the arche and tel os of my own ability to pose questions, my own capacity to call into question
thetheoretical validity of inherited “truths’ or moral authenticity of inherited “values.” AsMcCarthy observes, we
need to adopt both a hermeneutics of recollection and a hermeneutics of suspicion, “for every tradition contains
elementsworthy of retrieval and othersunfit for transmission” (1990, 334). Butitiscrucial “to becritical about the
posture of criticismitself. Hermeneutic suspicion isan ambiguousinterpretive outlook, even though it hasbecome
adominant [and perhaps even an unquestioned] stancein our intellectual culture” (ibid.). We must question where
the questioner stands; we must question wherewe oursel vesas questionersstandin our attemptsto launch ever more
radical critiquesof our intellectual traditions. We must not be content to remind oursel ves about the possibility of
being alied to atradition that is inauthentic or even iniquitous; we must also consider with genuine humility the
possibility that we ourselves, in our very roleascriticsand questioners, are alienated from what isgenuine and true
(ibid.).

We need to recogni ze that we as questionersare a ways already members of acommunity of questionsand
alsothat thiscommunity isalwaysintheposition of allowingthefertilesoil of itsowncritical sensibility toberavaged
by the winds of fashion and the scorching sun of uncharitable criticism. We need to recognize that our very
commitment totruth--or, more precisely, the parti cul ar form thiscommitment has characteristi cally assumed during
the modern period--threatens to destroy the vitality of our faith, our faith in ourselves and also in one another.
“Uprootednessis,” as Simone Weil has pointed out, “by far the most dangerous malady to which human societies
areexposed, foritisaself-propagating one. For peoplewhoarereally uprootedthereremainsonly two possiblesorts
of behavior: eithertofall intoaspiritual lethargy resemblingdeath ... or to hurl themselvesinto someform of activity
necessarily designed to uproot, often by the most violent methods, those who are not yet uprooted, or only partly so”
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(1952, 47). It islegitimate to ask how often radical critics of their own intellectual traditions are doing what Weil
describes here--hurling themsel ves into some form of activity necessarily designed to uproot others.

When oneturnsfromtheseradical criticsto such critical traditionalists as Polanyi and L onergan, one sensesoneisin
thepresenceof authenticradicals. For thesecritical traditionalistsarethinkersunwillingtorestrict arbitrarily thescope
of inquiry. They arewilling to go to the fiduciary root of their critical sensibility.

ENDNOTES

1In“DogmaandtheUniverse,” C. S. Lewisassertsthat: “ Christiansthemselves... haveabad habit of talking
asif revelation existed to gratify curiosity by illuminating all creation so that it becomes self-explanatory and all
guestions are answered. But revelation appearsto meto be purely practical, to be addressed to the particular animal,
Fallen Man, for therelief of hisurgent necessities--not to the spirit of inquiry inman for hisgratification of hisliberal
curiosity” (1970, 43).

2 For thisway of putting the matter, | amindebted to E. F. Schumacher’s Small IsBeautiful: EconomicsAs
If People Really Mattered (New York: Harper & Row, 1973). See, e.g., pp. 156-7 of thisbook. Beyond this, | am
indebted to this author for my initial doubts about the Enlightenment project and its uncritical celebration of
deracinated reason.
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Book Reviews

Practical Knowledge: Outlinesof a Theory of Traditions
and Sills. Edited by J.C. Nyiri and B. Smith. London:
Croom Helm, 1987. Pp.224 |SBN 0-7099-4477-2.

Practical Knowledgeis based on papersread at
a conference in Austria in 1985 on “Kuntsgefuhl,
Sprachgefuhl, Rechtsgefuhl: Zum Problemdespraktischen
Wissens.” Its concerns obviously overlap with those of
Polanyi, asthefirst two papers acknowledge. Severa of
the paperspresent material s, comparisonsand references
of interest to readers of thisjournal. But, | suggest, the
distinctiveness and primacy of a practical knowledge,
irreducible to articulate theory, and its implications re-
garding tradition and sensitivity (or feeling for), could
have been more clearly and fully established by more
attention in some of the papersto Polanyi’ swork. | shall
focus on those papers which come nearest to Polanyi’s
themes.

In thefirst paper, “Knowing How vs. Knowing
That”, Barry Smith (Manchester) drawsattentiontothose
thinkerswho haveaccorded primacy tothepractical, such
as Gestalt psychology, especially its founder Christian
von Ehrenfels, and in relation to conduct as well as
perception, Merleau-Ponty and the Gestalt-character of
behavior, and Polanyi and the tacit element in natural
science. He starts with Ryle's distinction, taken as his
title, and pointsto aspectswhich Ryleneglected: therole
of feeling (or sensitivity) and the social nature of disci-
plines which are transmitted by traditions. He draws
attentiontotheimportanceof learning by doingandtothe
forms of practical knowing which the specifiable proce-
dures of computers cannot attain. Smith’s argument
would have been even stronger had he used, as well as
Polanyi’s “surface” examples, the “deep” structure of
tacit integration, attending from in order to attend to,
which means that all knowing is controlled by the tacit,
personal and therefore practical powers of the knower.
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The same applies to the concentrated and
wide-ranging paper, “Tradition and Practical Knowl-
edge”, by J. Nyiri (Budapest). Nyiri considerstraditionas
anon-discursive means of transmitting practical knowl-
edge. He points out that some technical skills, such as
riding abicycle, do not necessarily need apprenticeship,
whereassocial skillsdo. And, heargues, the existence of
computer programs for medical diagnosis takes away
someof themagi c of theargument, foundin Kant, Hayek,
Polanyi, Ryle and thelater Wittgenstein, that one cannot
have rules for applying rules (one could object that
someonestill hastorecognizethesymptomsinthepatient
inthefirst placebeforethey can befed into the program).
Hedistinguishestwo positionsregarding practical knowl-
edge: theweaker, that itisapractical abbreviationwithin
the flow of knowledge and thus that acknowledgment of
it requires no transformation of epistemology; and the
stronger, that there is either a layer of it irreducible to
propositions or, even stronger, that such a layer is the
foundation of all knowledge. Similarly, he finds two
theories of tradition: the “weaker”’ that al traditions are
really “secondary” ones whose contents can be discur-
sively transmitted; and the “ stronger” that are* primary”
traditionswhose contentscannot bereducedto discursive
terms, and, even stronger, that reasonitself isgroundedin
traditions. Inrespect of thelast, herefersto Oakeshott and
toMauriceHa bwachs(Lescadressociauxdelamemoire,
1925), who regarded reason as raising oneself to wider
and more inclusive traditions. He then quickly surveys
someassociated termssuch as* custom”, “authority” and
“prejudice’, and effectively quotesErnst Mach, aswell as
Burke, onthe necessity of prejudice. Finally, despitehis
initial reservations, he defends the thesis of “strong”
traditionalism by reference to studies of language, Tho-
masKuhnandscience, art (Arnold Hauser, Robert Musil),
law and politics and socia life (Carl Menger, Burke,
Hayek, Gadamer, Hart, and the later Wittgenstein).



“Meaningand Rules’ by EvaPicardi (Bologna),
addressesthreequestionsinrelationto statementsof fact:
(1) What type of theoretical knowledge, if any, doesthe
understanding of sentence meaning consist in? (2) How
is understanding of meaning related to people’ s abilities
to suit linguistic force to words and words to the world?
(3) How far doesknowledge of asentence’ smeaning and
ability touserest ontacit knowledgeof rulesgoverningits
words?

In answer to (1), she takes Quine’'s and
Davidson’ stheories, both of which statethat unravelling
someof theentailmentsof asentenceisneededfor agrasp
of itsmeaning, and pointsout that thisinvol vestacit skills.
As for (2), she concludes, partly following the later
Wittgenstein, that knowledge of meaning, in factua as-
sertions, is not only a matter of knowing the rules for
applying words but also of being able to recognize simi-
laritiesontheimplicit basisof astructure of comparatives
(“If this and that are chairs, then so is that over there”).
Andthesetwo conclusionstogether constitute her answer
to (3).

Rudolph Haller's (Graz) “On the Feeling for
Language and Its Epistemic Value” discussestherole of
that feeling for language which is supposed to enable us
to decide which expression is appropriate when we have
no explicit ruleto guide us. He draws attention to cases
where oneimmediately feelsthat something iswrongin
what hasbeen written or said but cannot yet say just what
it isand why it iswrong. “We sense in (an) unnoticed
manner that which is worthy of being noticed.” This
feeling drives and constrains our articulate thought, and
the articulation of our thought, without our noticing how
it doesso. Asour surety infamiliar formsof languagein
familiar situations, it does not accompany speaking and
hearing but acts like a watchman who sits up and takes
notice when required. We natice, by feeling, not what is
familiar but changesinwhat isfamiliar. Feeling declines
with mastery. Its cognitive value lies in registering
alterations. Thereforeit isnot required for, and does not
explain, theknowing and following of rules, whichwedo
blindly.

Roger Scruton (London) provides a substantial
paper on* Rechtsgefuhl andthe Ruleof Law.” Heargues
that a properly constituted legal procedure (with, inter
alia, judicia independence, publicly known laws, corpo-
rations treated as persons, and concrete and not abstract
laws) itself will embody “natural law”, “principles’ or
“rights’ in its process of adjudication. Genuine law and
natural law, he suggests, are asinseparable asaman and
his shadow. And someone who places himself as an
impartial judgeinthesetting of conflictswill generatefor
himself thel egal proceduresoutlined and thusRechtsgefuhl
or asense of justice.

Barry Smith, in “Practices of Art,” offers an
ontology of worksof art, developedfromMarx’ sanalysis
of work, whichisdesignedtoincorporateboththeorigins
of works of art in the artist and their recognition by the
public, plusalso the artistic practices and training which
artist and audience require. The theory accounts for
creativity interms of the incal culablefusion of disparate
practices(but doesthat fit Shakespeare’ ssuperiority over
his contemporaries?).

The remaining papers are: Roderick Chisholm,
“Theory and Practice: the Point of Contact”; Joachim
Schulte, “ Remarks on Sprachgefuhl”; and Johan Wrede,
“Poetry and Nationalism”.

R.T. Allen
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A Brief History of Time: From the Big Bang to Black
Holes. By StephenHawking. New Y ork: Bantam Press,
1988. Pp. 240. ISBN 0-553-05340-X.

This book has been abest seller. | read arave
review on it in 1989 and bought it because of the title,
having long been fascinated by the mystery of time, and
hoping for someillumination about it.

Thisbook isn’'t ahistory of timeat all. Itisan
account of what physicists have believed and now be-
lieve about the physical universe. Stephen Hawkingis,
according to the blurb on the cover, “widely regarded as
the most brilliant theoretical physicist since Einstein,”
and | accept that, for | certainly cannot disputeit. Hehas
written the book, we are told, for the non-mathematical
layman, and | supposeit givesnon-mathematical laymen
asgoodanillusionof understandingaswecanget. Inthat
senseit iswell written.

Thebook ispurely aphysicist’s account of the
universe. Of coursethereisnothing wrong with writing
a purely physical account of the physical universe, as
long asitisclear that thisaccount is an abstraction, and
not the whole truth about the subject in its setting.
Abstractions are most necessary and useful. But the
abstraction needsto be consistent and abideby itschosen
rules, or it cannot tell truth--like styleinapainting. And
thisiswherel think itislegitimatefor non-mathematical
laymen to criticize. We cannot criticize the physicist’s
account of the universe; we just have to swallow black
holes, an expanding universe, the uncertainty principle
and string theories; and wejust haveto hopethat alittle
glimmer of understanding will be digested into our
minds. But we can protest when we seethat the abstrac-
tion which is physicsis being used as if it were not an
abstraction but the whole truth, and that undigested
pieces of other subjects, from areas quite outside the
author’ scompetence, arebeing tacked on and thusgiven
the authority of “ Science.”

Thereisalmost nothing in the book about life,
mind or thought. The few remarks that are on these
subjects show that they are considered as unimpggtant

partsof physics, notworthany special attentioninthevast
scope of the physicist’s study of the universe (e.g. 137:
“Each history (in the sum of histories) will describe not
only the space-timebut everythinginit aswell, including
any complicated organisms like human beings who can
observe the history of the universe”). The message that
comes through all the references to human beingsisthat
they are completely unimportant. And it isquite unjusti-
fiable that this message should be given this authority:
physics can have nothing to say about what isimportant
and what is not.

Stephen Hawking does see a paradox in the
searchfor aunifiedtheory that will describeeverythingin
the universe, for he says:

Theideasabout scientifictheoriesout-
lined above assume we are rationa
beings who are free to observe the
universe as we want and draw logical
deductionsfrom what we see. Insuch
a scheme it is reasonable to suppose
that we might progress ever closer to
the laws which govern our universe.
Yetif thererealy isacompleteunified
theory, itwouldal so presumably deter-
mine our actions. And so the theory
itself would determine the outcome of
our search for it! And why should it
determine that we should come to the
right conclusion from the evidence?
Might it not equally determinethat we
draw the wrong conclusions? Or no
conclusion at all (12)?

The solution to this difficulty he finds in the
Darwinian idea of the survival of thefittest, which could
makeit unlikely that thoseindividualswho areableto get
therightanswersarethemost fitted tosurvive, and soright
answersarelikely to befound. But nothing produced by
purely physical processes can be said to do anything right
orwrong: thewhol eideaof right andwrongbel ongstolife
and mind.



And life and mind, aswell as God, are entities
not determined by physical processes and so are outside
the scope of thisbook. He deformsthem in putting them
in, andthen cheatsby usingthemasif hehad not deformed
them. For instance, in the argument cited above, he sees
that in order to be part of his unified theory, rational
beingswould haveto be physically determined and so hot
rational. But hethinksthat the purely physical processes
of chance and natural selection could neverthel ess cause
these beings to arrive at “right” solutions to problems.
Here he cheats in assuming some of super mind, such as
could not exist in his unified theory, which could say
which theories were right and which were wrong.

Stephen Hawking explai nsthat whenwethought
the universeto have abeginning we could supposeit had
acreator, but if theuniverseiscompletely self-contained
“it would have no beginning or end, it would simply be.
What placethen for acreator?’ Hisideaof God isone of
the simplistic irrelevances tacked on to the physics, al-
mostan*“old maninthesky” idea; andif theold manisnot
needed to start the system working or push the whole
process along, there is nothing left for him to do, and he
might aswell retire gracefully.

So, no placefor God in the universe of modern
science, aconclusion that has often been drawn. But not
only isthere no place for God, thereis no place here for
life, or mind, or thought as an independent reality--and
determined thought isno thought at all. If nothought, no
science; if no persons, no scientificinstrumentsand sono
curiosity to invent and use them.

At thevery end of hisbook, Professor Hawking
touches on God again. If we do discover a complete
theory, he says, it should be understandable in broad
principle by everyone, not just afew scientists.

Thenwe shall dl...be ableto take part
inthediscussion of thequestion of why
itisthat weandtheuniverseexist. If we
find the answer to that, it would be the
ultimatetriumph of human reason--for

then we would know the mind of God.

How could he expect to know the mind of God,
whom hehasnot seen, when hehasnot looked at themind
of his brother whom he has seen? How could he expect
physicsto give any answer to the “why” question? This
sort of statement iswhat | mean by Professor Hawking's
naivety outside his subject--or, if he had thought about
these other subjects as deeply as about physics, the book
would havehad avalidity whichitlacks. Butitwould not
have sold so well, since people seemto liketo read about
“science” rubbishing God and man: it lets us off the hook
of conscience.

Michael Polanyi says many things about such
“scientific” double-think. | shall quoteonly one, fromthe
very beginning of Personal Knowledge, about the mean-
ing of objectivity:

In the Ptolemaic system, asin the cos-
mogony of the Bible, man was as-
signed a central position in the uni-
verse, from which he was ousted by
Copernicus. Ever since, writers eager
todrivethelessonhomehaveurged us,
resolutely and repeatedly, to see our-
selves abjectively in the true perspec-
tive of timeand space. What precisely
does this mean? In afull “main fea-
ture” film, recapitulating faithfully the
complete history of the universe, the
rise of human beings from the first
beginning of man to the achievements
of thetwentieth century wouldflash by
inasinglesecond. Alternatively, if we
decidedtoexaminetheuniverseobjec-
tively in the sense of paying equal
attentionto portionsof equal mass, this
would result in alife-long preoccupa-
tionwithinter-stellar dust, relived only
at brief intervals by asurvey of incan-
descent masses of hydrogen. Notina
thousand million lifetimes would the
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turn cometo give man even asecond’s
notice. It goeswithout saying that no
one--stientists included--looks at the
universethisway, whatever lip-service
is given to “objectivity”. Nor should
thissurpriseus. For, ashuman beings,
we must inevitably see the universe
from a center lying within ourselves
and speak about it in terms of ahuman
language.... Any attempt rigorously to
eliminate our human perspectivefrom
our picture of the world must lead to
absurdity (PK 3).

The true lesson of the Copernican revolution,
then, is not the unimportance of man but the marvelous
power of man to escape from his sensory experience and
see the universe through theory. This is the kind of
thought which Professor Hawking has not considered.

Dru Scott
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Angels Fear: An Investigation Into the Nature and
Meaning of the Sacred. By Gregory Bateson and Mary
Catherine Bateson. London: Rider, 1987. New York:
Macmillian. Pp. 224. 1SBN 0-02-507670-1.

Those who work persistently and critically at
the interface of two (or more) intellectual disciplinesdo
not usually get warmthanksfromtheir specialist contem-
poraries. Nevertheless, they often generate important
concepts. Gregory Bateson (1904-1980) was one of
these. Hisfather was afamous geneticist at Cambridge
and, in his own degree at that university, he combined
anthropology and the natural sciences. It was in the
former field that he made anamefor himself in Southeast
Asia. Heworkedwith, andlater married, Margaret M ead.
Hisfirst book, Naven, investigated the initiation rites of
the latmul people of New Guinea. Itisstill aclassic. He
was already beginning to develop an anti-reductionist
view of human behaviour. This showed in his clear
awarenessof thefact that all societiesneed understanding
at several different level sandthat the* feedback” relation
from a higher, contextual, level to alower “embedded”
level issubtle. These, however, were not hisown terms.
Heintroduced the Aristotelian words ethos and eidos to
designate, ontheonehand, al thefeelingsand expressive
rituals which bind a group together at an unconscious
level and, on the other hand, eidos for the more explicit
level of culture. Thiseidosnetwork of shared conscious-
ness is articulated mainly by language. He applied the
analysis also to his understanding of the behaviour of
fellow academics at high table in Cambridge (“the port
must circulate clockwise” and similar rituals). Looking
back, one can see that the insight was an important one;
but that distinction was drawn too sharp.

Partly because of hisinterest in the subtleties of
biological control systems, Bateson came to work with
Norbert Wiener, father of cybernetics, on anti-aircraft
target-tracking systems. After theWar, heturned hisideas
to ecological and psychiatric problems. Here too he
innovated. Hisfirst book of essays, Sepsto an Ecology
of Mind, shows this rising pitch of interest. Now a
posthumous book of essays, expanded and edited by his



daughter, summarizes some of his earlier explorations
and carriestheargument and the speculation further. The
subtitle, “ aninvestigation into the nature and meaning of
the sacred”, indicates the breadth of hisenquiry.

Angels Fear is not an impressive book, at first
encounter. Thelineof thoughtisfar from straightforward
and the father-daughter dialogues which link it together
are, in my opinion, too jokey and oblique. Nevertheless,
it doescontainextremely interestingideas, someof which
are not in Bateson's other books. In his last years in
Cadlifornia, he seemsto havebecomequiteacel ebrity. At
the same time, he was finding the ethos of the
counter-culture more congenial than that of the universi-
ties. Sohelived at theEsalenInstitutewherehewel comed
thewarmth and open-mindedness, aswell asthe* healing”
attitude to his own, ultimately incurable, illness:

My friends here love me and | love
them...[Yet] whilel disbelievea most
everything that is believed by the
counter-culture, | findit morecomfort-
abletolivewiththat disbelief thanwith
the dehumanizing disgust and horror
that conventional occidental themesand
waysof lifeinspireinme. They areso
successful andtheir beliefsaresoheart-
less (53).

He rationalizes this preference partly by suggesting that
thecounter-cultureisgenerating “ abuffer of diversity that
will protect the human being against obsolescence.” But
tothereader it alsolookslikeagood exampleof Bateson's
ambivalenceasan anthropologist: hishead and hisheart
responding, the one to a scientific eidos and the other to
acountercultural ethos. Thereisno doubt that he gains
strength from the community inwhich helives. But heis
capable of being fiercely critical of the magica and
supernatural wordswhichhisNew Agefriendsso readily
bandy about. Hisoverriding messageisthat weall need
anew epistemology if we are “to limit the excesses both
of the materialists and of those who flirt with the super-
natural.” And later: “we know enough today to expect

that this improved stance will be unitary, and that the
conceptual separation between ‘mind’ and ‘ matter’ will
be seen asthe byproduct of . . . aninsufficient holist.”

Michael Polanyi and Gregory Bateson were
both reacting agai nst theimperialism and reductionism of
contemporary science. But they trod different ground.
Polanyi shows somewarinessof cybernetics. Henoticed
the important, newly emerged information theory out of
which cybernetics grew (PK 36-38). But the sophisti-
cated guidance theories which al developed from it
during the War appeared to be part of the pernicious
endeavor to reduce knowledge to “strictly impersonal
terms’ (PK 328). That, at least, seemsto have been his
fear in the nineteen fifties. By the end of the sixties,
however, he was grappling with the problem of what
happens at the boundary between a lower and a higher
system: between living and non-living, for example,
when moleculesof DNA “tell” theother componentsof a
living cell what to do. He began to explore paralel
situations and developed a terminology of “boundary
conditions” and of “dual control.” In“Life'sIrreducible
Structures’ (in Knowing and Being) thisishow he sums
the matter up:

A system under dual control relies ...
for the operations of its higher prin-
cipleson theworkings of principles of
alower type, such asthelaws of phys-
ics and chemistry. Irreducible higher
principlesareadditional to thelawsof
physics and chemistry (231).

The problem of what happens at such interfaces and the
corresponding problem of what language to use in such
“shifting” ground continues to exercise scientists, math-
ematiciansand philosophers. Bateson’ sapproach would
have been congenial to Polanyi. His viewpoint is
multidisciplinary but the foundation of his thinking is
deep and unifying, at the level of information theory.
Bateson ismore categorical than Polanyi in hisrejection
of dualism; but, like Polanyi, he shows profound respect
for traditional ways of doing and knowing.
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In the rest of this note | will list and briefly
characterize someof thei deaswhich Bateson played with
and worked with and which gave him hope and pleasure
up to the end of hislife.

1. Thehidden andthetacit: Bateson never uses
Polanyi’ sterm, but he hel psusto understand why we can
never do without tacit knowledge, even when thinking
about the simplest organisms. Puttingit very baldly, you
cannot have a “yes’ without a hidden “no.” Even the
simplest mental and living activity is to do with
“difference-registering” responses. At ahighlevel, ani-
mal or personal, when many facultiesand sensitivitiesare
being integrated in focal awareness, the innumerable
subsidiariesmust be, at thetimeof action, thetimeof most
reality, hidden.

2. Ethostoeidos: my impressionisthat thereis
much social-psychological mileage to be gained from
Bateson's understanding of the processes whereby the
feeling texture and pre-verbal patterns of a community
formthe“ soil” or tacit ground fromwhichtheexplicitand
articulate structures of society emerge (see Polanyi, for
example on conviviality and ritualsin KB 211). Bateson
did not use his eidos terminology in his later works,
possibly because he saw that the Aristotelian term did not
match the concept well.

3. Arricher, interactive meaning for “ecology”:
inthe nineteen seventies, | often tried to find educational
concepts which were less instrumental and mechanical
than thosewhichwerethen (and still are) fashionable. So
| recall the shock of recognition and pleasure when |
encountered Bateson spelling out the principle that the
environment evolves with the evolving creature;

Surely the grassy plains themselves
wereevolvingpari passuwiththeteeth
and hooves of the horses and other
ungulates. Turf was the evolving re-
sponseof vegetationtotheevol ution of
the horse (Seps 128).
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4, Bateson’ sthinking about double bindsand
their relevanceto mental disturbanceandtocompulsive
and addictive behaviors (including the addiction to
armaments) runs through much of his writing. The
common theme is a person’s or a group’s failure to
respond to ahigher context aswell astothelower, more
pressing and obvious one (note the link with Polanyi’s
“dual control”, again).

5. Structure and threshold: also in the seven-
ties, | remember trying to sort out the meaning of
“structure” after reading Levi Strauss. | could only get
asfar asseeing structurestatically asthekind of abstract
relationship between the parts which isimmanent in a
system: for example, theimmaterial and perfect curve
which is hidden in theimperfect stones constituting an
arch. Batesontakesthewholeconcept and movesitinto
thefourthdimension, that of time, sothat it appliestothe
genesisand devel opment, aswell astothesustaining, of
asystem. Heofferstheusual simplefeedback example
and shows us, viacybernetics, that the hidden “yes-no”
switching of the thermostat in itsrelation to the higher
system (in this example, the person in the centrally
heated room) creates an upper and alower threshold of
relative stability, warmth. The thresholds sustain an
ecological equilibriuminwhichlifeiscomfortable. The
structure of my static stone arch can now be seen as a
special caseof once-for-all stability. Thefine*yes-no”
adjustmentsall happen at the beginning, in the hands of
the designer or mason. Bateson, by following hismore
dynamic line of explanation, shows how social
structures--abehavioral normwouldbeanexample--can
besimilarly understoodintermsof ecological levelsand
information theory. The systematic exclusion of an
arbitrary degree of coldnessfrom thehouse can, onthis
line of thought, be an explanatory analogue to the
operation of ataboo in society which marksout alarge
area of danger by a series of arbitrary and apparently
trivial prohibitions. Thethreshold (whether thermal or
behavioral) isthestructurewnhich persists. Webeginto
see how taboos and inhibitions may be generated with
unconscious “purpose.” But further, and thisisnot in



Bateson’ swriting, thenormswhich are mapped out leave
spacesof openness. These“vistas’” (which | havewritten
about) or “affordances’ (J. J. Gibson's term) are the
shapesof perceived opportunity to which human motiva
tion responds. 1t should be noticed that this approach is
not, in principle, reductive because it always assumes a
higher, aswell asalower level, of explanation. From it
emergesBateson’ sanalysisof the profaneand thesacred,
theforbiddenandtheholy. Itis, | believe, alineof thought
with great potential.

Bateson’ sideas come across compellingly and
entertainingly in Angels Fear. If you want a good
preliminary taste, try reading Chapter VII, “Let not thy
left hand know.” Here Bateson's presentation of water
snakes from “The Ancient Mariner” (“and he blessed
them unawares’), his paradoxical story of the peyote
sacrament, contrasted with the self-consciouskitschreli-
gion of a Cdlifornian “prayer breakfast,” all make a
nesting Chinese box of treasures.

Robin Hodgkin

Seeing Man Whole: A New Model for Psychology. By
EdwardMoss. Lewes: Book Guild, 1989. Pp. 412. ISBN
0-86332-344-8.

Of thisbook, Rowan Williams, Lady Margaret
Professor of Divinity at Oxford writes: “it achieveswhat
few writershave managed--atheory of human natureand
human growth that takesfull account of both philosophi-
cal and psychological questionsabout the natureof mind,
and al so opensthe way to a profound theological under-
standing of theactivity of graceintheformation of human
selves.”

In thiswide-ranging project, which links many
areas of inquiry, Moss offers us a unified account of the
person in terms of his own mode of mind and human
nature. He uses the term “model” in the way Michael
Polanyi usesthephrase*interpretiveframework.” Infact,
heworkswithaloosely integrated hierarchy of modelson
different levels that fit into more generalized models at
higher levels. To understand human nature, he says, itis
necessary to bring arange of disparate phenomenainto a
coherent set of relationships. We cannot hopeto explain
them all in terms of asingle model.

Moss's purpose in the book as a whole is to
identify what he calls “the true self” - and to distinguish
the “anticipatory self”, that has plans and aspirations,
fromtherole-playing self and the“Here-Now” self. This
involves identifying two so-called “cycles’, one
“predicative’ and the other “purposive.” Moss works
withinabroad conceptual framework inwhichthehuman
organism is assumed to be a self-regulating system with
mind as its regulator. It has three main structural ele-
ments, a sensory apparatus, an arena of attention (con-
sciousness) and amemory store. Consciousness hasits
own structure. Moss talks of different kinds of space,
dimensions, or relationships. For example, perceptual
space differsfrom the spacein which imagination works
and this differsfrom logical space.

M ossbeginsby examining aseriesof approaches
to the nature of man by different psychologists. Then he
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explores the theory of mind and looks at different ac-
counts of the origin and nature of the idea of the “self.”
Thefirst eight chaptersprovideasystematic and rigorous
expositionof Moss' sideasconcerning perception, thought,
language, the emotions, consciousness and the uncon-
scious, decision taking, the nature of the self and of the
“person” asapurposivebeing. Thestyleandterminology
are appropriate to afairly sophisticated text book and |
would like it to be required reading for students of
psychology and philosophy. But these chapters make
difficult reading for the non-specialist and | fear that this
could discouragetheintelligent lay personfromreaching
thelast four very rewarding chapters, whicharewrittenin
lesstechnical language.

In Chapter 9, Moss turns to the question of the
originsof neurotic conflict, the growth of the self and the
nature of authenticity. His model of “the own self” to
which we can be “true” is discussed in relation to other
models used in the world of psychotherapy. For Moss,
integration means being able to exclude formerly re-
pressed and buried experiencesfromthis“ self.” Healing,
he suggests, does not entail integrating unacceptable
ideasinto the continuing self. The goal for coherence of
mind issincerity, integrity and good faith.

In Chapter 10, Moss discusses the concept of
mental health and modern therapeutic attemptsto restore
coherence. He finds these techniques less than satisfac-
tory, not least because they fail to offer any kind of moral
judgement. It is impossible, he suggests, to separate
altogether the psychiatrist’ stask of restoringthe patientto
fitnessfor the world from the moralist’ stask of deciding
what kind of world ought to be brought about and how
individuals should behave. He makes the point that the
therapist is generally concerned only to produce
well-adjusted people, who fit the collective“norm”. But
our world extendsinto the future and includes the poten-
tial aswell as the actual. A great range of therapeutic
techniques is now on offer, but beyond therapy, moral
judgement is still needed. Should we not take possible
changeinto account and consider what aperson ought to
doinorder toimposechangeontheenvironment tomatch
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potential patternsin himself?

Inthecourse of thischapter, Mosshasaparticu-
larly interesting discussion of Jung’ stheory of individu-
ation and the integration of “the shadow”, in which he
admitsto being at odds with Jung and with most current
schoolsof humanist psychology and psychotherapy. Itis
not clear to him, however, whether the disagreement
arises at a purely psychological level, or comes from a
deeper moral level. The issue is the true nature of
wholeness (health). For example, is moral good to be
found in awell-balanced integration of benevolence and
aggression, of self-transcending and self-assertive ten-
dencies? Or doesmoral health liein apurification of the
“anticipating self”? Are self-assertive tendencies to be
identified with self-transcending tendencies or are the
undesirable elements to be eliminated? Moss here ex-
plores the possibility of bringing psychological models
and the theory of psychotherapy into harmony with the
Christian model of human “wholeness’. The ideal ex-
pressed by Jesus, he suggests, represents a joyful and
spontaneous obedience based onloveand trust. Only in
suchtermsisM ossprepared to accept Jung’ stheory of the
archetype of the self as simultaneously the archetype of
the divine. Members of the human race, he thinks, can
only find their true selvesin the mutual identification of
manwith God, bothloving and beingloved. A complexio
boni et mali may be the best we can achieve, but itisan
accommodation with evil, not an integral expression of
lovel

In Chapter 11, Moss turns his attention to the
value systems by which human choice is guided and
identifiesfour waysof seekingthefullest possiblerealiza-
tion of individual human potential. The"socia” way isto
work for thegreatest good of the greatest number, but this
runs into the problems of what kind of society is both
good, feasible and worth being adjusted to. Thelogic of
thisapproach isultimately totalitarian. The" existential-
ist” way is to justify the absolute freedom of the indi-
vidual, regardless of the claims of society. Thelogic of
thisapproach hasled certain psychiatriststo seethecause
of human madnessand badnessaslying alwaysin society



and the family, not in theindividual, who istheir victim.
To ask the individual to conform to the expectations of
society is, onthisview, abetrayal of histrueneeds. This
approach tends to support a whole system of implied
valuesthat are permissive in the extreme and develops a
world of isolated individuals whose commitments are a
matter of temporary convenience. Thethird way isbased
on theideathat some people have much greater potential
than others, which justifies their self-realization at the
expense of others. This “heroic” tradition reached full
development in Nietzsche for whom true value is ex-
pressed by “superman”.

Each of these ways reflects something of the
truth about human nature, but none of them can cure the
sickness, corruption and evil to which we are prone, or
bring us to health, wholeness and true well-being. The
fourth paradoxical “way” takesus, Mosssuggests, onthe
roadtoself-realization, throughthefullest possibledenial
of the self. At this point, Moss relates the Christian
account of thesel f tothemodel hehasbuilt upinthisstudy
and presentstheChristianlifeintheform of apsychol ogi-
cal theory, which provides a value system for human
living, onethat demandsa“rebirth”, that is, arecognition
of self asaseparateidentity, but united with othersin“the
Body of Christ.” Christianity ishereunderstood asatype
of humanism growing out of Jesus's saying about losing
lifein order to find it and self-assertion becomes identi-
fied with the participatory and self-transcending powers
of true humanness.

At this point, Moss analyzes the characteristics
of twokindsof ideal “role”, both having aplacewithinthe
“humanistic” tradition, both with implications for the
individual and for society. These arethe“hero” and the
“saint”, though the saint is a specia case of the hero.
Moss' spointisthat only whenthe hero’ sintegrity comes
from humility, not pride, can the ideal of the “hero” be
safely adopted as the model of man-in-his-wholeness.
Only then doestheideal role provide aunifying contour
for theideaof the self, defined interms of integrity, good
faith and courage. We need heroes, but only heroeswho
assert themselves in humility can create the humane

society. Theway tofreedomand reconciliationisthrough
sacrificial love, not aggression.

No summary can do justice to a book of 400+
pages, but | hope| have said enough to suggest that Moss
isoffering us something radically new and important. In
some ways, the last chapter, entitled “ The Idea and the
Reality”, isthe most satisfying of all, sinceit turnsfrom
the psychological problem of constructing a model and
analyzing the way in which it worksto the philosophical
and ultimately religious problem of examining itsimpli-
cationsfor our view of theworld. Infact, what M ossdoes
inthelast chapter illustrateswhat he saysat thebeginning
about a complex model being, in effect, a hierarchy of
model sembedded onewithintheother. Inthelast chapter
he returnsto hisoriginal conceptual framework and sets
the whole within awider framework still.

| recommend thisbook asawork full of intellec-
tual and spiritual nourishment, which challenges many
dehumanizing trends in contemporary theory and prac-
tice. My one regret is that it may reach relatively few
readersfor reasonsal ready mentioned. Moss' scritiqueof
modern psychological theoriesisvery important and, in
fact, thelast three chapterswould alone make a splendid
short paperback, with an introduction summarizing the
essential argument of the earlier chapters in the
non-technical language.

For readers of Tradition & Discovery, | would
add that Moss clearly knows Polanyi’s writings and is
indebted to his views in certain basic respects. For
exampl e, heseesthereal worldasahierarchy of levelsand
works with presuppositions that derive from this para-
digm. He also refers to Polanyi’s distinction between
subsidiary and focal “knowledge” (sic), though he ap-
pearstointerpretitintermsof hisownmodel by equating
the distinction between focal and subsidiary awareness
with the distinction between determinate and indetermi-
nate knowledge. | suspect that he may be confusing
subsidiary and focal awareness with the quite different
distinction Polanyi makesbetweentacitandexplicitknowl-
edge. If thebook runsto asecond edition | hopethat this
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confusionwill beclarified. Itwould alsobeuseful if the
Index could be checked and expanded. Of the very
referencesto Polanyi, the most important on pages 133/
135 does not appear. Perhaps my chief regret is that
Mossmakesvirtually no use of Polanyi’ s philosophical
toolsin working out his own model of the self and in
devel oping hisideas about the shaping power of grace,
which helikensto the“moral equivalent of the force of
gravity.” Itwould, for example, havebeenilluminating
toseethisidealinkedwith Polanyi’ suseof fieldimagery
and gradients of meaning, which lie at the heart of his
theory of mind.

Joan Crewdson
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