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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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